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President’s Corner
David Blitz
Central Connecticut State University
blitz@ccsu.edu
At the last meeting of the BRS I was honored to be named as President of our society. I
have been attending meetings since the early 2000s, and like you I look forward to the
next, which will be held at my campus, Central Connecticut State University. Reserve
the dates of Friday, 19 June, through Sunday, 21 June, for your trip to New Britain,
Connecticut. CCSU is located in central Connecticut almost equally between New York
and Boston, each only about 100 miles away, so attendees may want to plan on sidetrips as well.
This is the 50th anniversary of Bertrand Russell's death, and we will as usual lift a
glass of "Red Hackle" (or equivalent) in his honor. It is also the 100th anniversary of
Russell's visits to Russia and China, leading, of course to two books: The Practice and
Theory of Bolshevism (1920), in which Russell was critical of the Russian leadership and
concerned about the future of individual freedoms, and The Problem of China (1922), in
which Russell fully recognized the distinct and valuable contribution of Chinese culture
– reflected not only in this book, but in the title of his History of Western Philosophy
(1945/6), as he understood that there was a whole world of non-Western philosophy, in
particular, Chinese philosophy.
On a more contemporary note the USA, which Russell visited on speaking tours on
numerous occasions over many decades, will be entering the primary season for
Presidential elections. No doubt the issue of truth, with which Russell was always
concerned as a partisan of the correspondence theory, will be much discussed, as of late
it has not fared well at the hands of the current resident of the White House.
Any or all of the above can be the subject of talks or panels; of course, participants
may choose other topics of their interest and specialty, from logic to religion, science
and more. On a personal note, I am continuing to process Russell's audio-visual
material, and will have more of it ready for the conference – so we can see and hear
Russell in speeches and panel discussions on philosophical and political issues of his
times, still relevant for ours. I'm also assembling a collection of Russell's pamphlets in
their context: from his opposition to World War I through to Russell's anti-nuclear
campaigns, and will have a display for the meeting. If you have ideas for the
conference let me know at blitz@CCSU.edu.
5

This will be the third time a BRS annual meeting has been held at CCSU. As usual,
we'll have accommodations available on campus or at a nearby hotel. So plan on being
there; consider this note as a call for all of you to think about a topic for a presentation,
or in any case to plan on coming. Last year's conference at the University of
Massachusetts-Amherst was a great success, and we plan on the same for the upcoming
one. In particular, there were many long-time participants, some new ones, and a
number of international attendees: all are encouraged to attend this year as well.
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From the Editor’s Desk
Michael D. Stevenson
stevenm@mcmaster.ca
I am very pleased to write for the first time as editor of the Bulletin. My thanks and
gratitude to Bill Bruneau, the outgoing editor, for his generous assistance and support
during the editorial transition period. The Bulletin will continue to follow the model
carefully established by Bill and his predecessors to provide Bertrand Russell Society
members and the wider public with scholarly articles about Russell and information
about the Society’s activities.
In the opening section of this issue, David Blitz provides his report as the new
president of the Society, emphasizing the next BRS meeting to be held at Central
Connecticut State University (David’s home institution) from 19-21 June 2020. A formal
call for papers for this gathering of Russell scholars is also printed elsewhere in the
Bulletin. Tim Madigan then gives an overview of the well-attended 2019 Society
meeting held at the University of Massachusetts-Amherst, revealing the vigorous and
diverse scholarship that marks the presentations at the annual meeting. Finally, John
Lenz and Thom Weidlich demonstrate the continued relevance of and interest in
Russell’s life and philosophy by reviewing Ludwig and Bertie, a play staged recently in
New York documenting the lives and philosophies of Russell and his erstwhile pupil,
Ludwig Wittgenstein.
Sheila Turcon authors the initial article in this issue examining the correspondence
exchanged between Russell and Constance Malleson (Colette O’Niel) during the Second
World War. This forms part of a larger project Sheila is undertaking documenting
Russell’s relationship with one of his most important lovers and confidantes. Bulletin
readers are also familiar with Sheila’s superb series of articles documenting Russell’s
homes during his life. She has revised two of these pieces on Ravenscroft and
Pembroke Lodge, and she has written a new account of Russell’s accommodations at
Trinity College. All of these richly illustrated articles will soon appear on a dedicated
section of McMaster University’s Russell Archives website; a URL for this collection will
be provided in the next Bulletin.
In October 2019, the McMaster University Library and McMaster’s Department of
Philosophy hosted a talk by Bernard Linsky to mark the acquisition of two volumes of
corrected proofs of the first edition of Principia Mathematica. The second article in this
issue is an expanded version of Nicholas Griffin’s introduction to Bernie’s address
7

providing an informative overview of Russell’s landmark work co-authored with A.N.
Whitehead. Nick, the former director of the Bertrand Russell Research Centre, has
recently been named the new Scholar in Residence at the Bertrand Russell Archives,
where he will continue his multi-faceted research into Russell’s life and philosophy (see
https://dailynews.mcmaster.ca/articles/acclaimed-philosopher-named-librarys-newscholar-in-residence/).
The final two articles appearing in this Bulletin are contributed by Landon Elkind
and Ray Perkins. Landon’s contribution is an expanded version of his paper delivered
at the 2019 BRS meeting examining the career of Dorothy Wrinch and the important
influence Russell exerted on her philosophical work. Ray’s article is a timely reminder
that Russell’s anti-nuclear and disarmament activism played a key role in shaping
international arms control pacts and a sober warning that these nuclear agreements are
under threat in the current unsettled global political climate.
This issue, therefore, contains items covering the broad spectrum of Bertrand
Russell Society members’ interests. Readers are encouraged to submit comments and
assessments of the Bulletin, and, in particular, to submit manuscripts for potential
inclusion in future issues; submission instructions and guidelines are provided on the
inside front cover.
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Bertrand Russell Society Annual Meeting Report
Tim Madigan
St. John Fisher College
tmadigan@rochester.rr.com
The 46th annual Bertrand Russell Society’s annual meetings was held from 20-22
June at the University of Massachusetts-Amherst, hosted by the Society’s Vice
President Kevin Klement. The theme of the gathering was “Philosophy and Post-War
Russell.” Special emphasis was given to Russell’s activities in the post-World War I
era, his return to philosophy with the publication and reception of Introduction to
Mathematical Philosophy, his new theory of mind in “On Propositions: What they Are
and How they Mean,” and the various works leading up to The Analysis of Mind, as
well as Russell’s emerging and changing philosophical and political attitudes at the
end of the war and his release from prison.
Ken Blackwell began the meeting on the evening of Thursday, 20 June, with a
talk on “Russell and Orwell”, comparing the two men’s views on attitudes towards
the state, religion, and human rights. Sheila Turcon followed with a presentation on
Russell’s relationship with the actress Colette O’Niel, focusing on the letters the two
exchanged from the autumn of 1939 to December 1944, when the former was living
in the United States and the latter was living in Scandinavia while the Second World
War raged on. It was good to begin the proceedings with talks by two stalwarts from
the Russell Archives at McMaster University.
The Friday, 21 June, sessions began with a talk by Adam Stromme, from the
Center for American Progress, on “The World as it Could be Made: Bertrand Russell
and the Socialist Imagination.” Adam’s paper was the winner of this year’s Bertrand
Russell Society Student Paper Award. Other presentations that day focused on
Russell’s work on Correspondence, his Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, the
relationship between Neutral Monism and Structural Realism, his 1918 lectures on
Logical Atomism, his responses to Henri Bergson, the reception of Russell’s History of
Western Philosophy, and applying Russell’s peace activist writings to contemporary
issues in environmentalism.
At the evening dinner there was the usual “ersatz” Red Hackle hour, followed by
the presentation of the Bertrand Russell Society Book Award to Russell Wahl for
editing The Bloomsbury Companion to Bertrand Russell (Bloomsbury Academic, 2018).
Bernard Linsky (University of Alberta) gave an entertaining after-dinner talk on the
9

Adam Stromme

Thom Weidlich and Gideon Levy (via Skype)
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recent acquisition by the Russell Archives of bound proofs of Volumes I and II of
Principia Mathematica and his role in this discovery and purchase. He even
demonstrated how pages were bound and cut and allowed all of us to try to do so –
thankfully using blank sheets of paper, rather than the actual proofs.
Earlier in the day, following a presentation on “Bertrand Russell on Palestine and
Israel” given by BRS Board Members John Lenz and Thom Weidlich, Gideon Levy –
a noted columnist for the Israeli paper Haaretz – was Skyped in from Tel Aviv for a
question-and-answer session with Thom, followed by the presentation of the 2019
Bertrand Russell Society Award. The plaque (which was mailed to him afterwards
and gratefully received) read “the Bertrand Russell Society Award is presented to
Gideon Levy, whose brave advocacy for Palestinians’ rights and humanity furthers
Bertrand Russell’s work in defending the human rights of the dispossessed.”
On Saturday, 22 June, I began the meeting with a talk on the role that Russell’s
commitment to the abolition of nuclear weapons played in the photographic exhibit
“The Family of Man”, organized by Edward Steichen, especially Russell’s emphasis
on how the hydrogen bomb made the complete destruction of humanity a distinct
possibility for the first time in human history. With that eye-opening beginning, there
were subsequent talks on Dorothy Wrinch, the first female Logical Atomist, Russell
and Wittgenstein, and Russell and Hobson, followed by the annual Membership
luncheon.
At the end of the luncheon our newly-elected BRS President David Blitz
welcomed everyone to attend next year’s meeting, which will be held at Central
Connecticut State University from Friday, 19 June, to Sunday, 21 June 2020. (See the
Call for Papers announcement elsewhere in the Bulletin.) It will focus on the fiftieth
anniversary of Russell’s death in 1970 and his continuing relevance to the
contemporary world. Please watch your email for further announcements.
Tim Madigan is Professor and Chair of Philosophy at St. John Fisher College and
the immediate Past President of the Bertrand Russell Society.
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List of Papers Presented at the Bertrand Russell Society Annual Meeting,
University of Massachusetts Amherst, 20-22 June 2019
Kenneth Blackwell (McMaster University) – “Russell and Orwell”
David Blitz (Central Connecticut State University – “Russell on Correspondence:
Criticisms and Critics (Coherence and Pragmatism)”
Nancy Doubleday (McMaster University) – “The Tragedy of the Commons v. 7.0”
Landon D.C. Elkind (University of Iowa) – “Dorothy Wrinch: The First Female
Logical Artomist”
Mauro Luiz Engelmann (Federal University of Minas Gerais) – “Wittgenstein’s
Critique of Russell’s New Theory of Judgment in Philosophical Remarks”
Zhao Fan (University of Canterbury) – “Towards a Uniform Solution to
Contradictions: Russell and Hobson from 1905-1910”
Jared Hansen-Park (University of Miami) – “The Relationship between Neutral
Monism and Structural Realism”
Gregory Landini (University of Iowa) – “Wittgenstein’s Insidious Doctrine of
Showing Lurks Behind His Objection to Russell’s Mulitple-Relation Theory”
John Lenz (Drew University) & Thom Weidlich – “Bertrand Russell on Palestine and
Israel”
Bernard Linsky (University of Alberta) – Remarks on a Recent Acquisition of the
Bertrand Russell Archives”
Moisés Macías-Bustos (University of Massachusetts-Amherst) – “Russell’s
‘Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy Ch. VI’ as a Work in Philosophy of
Science”
Tim Madigan (St. John Fisher College) – “Bertrand Russell and ‘The Family of Man’”
Nikolay Milkov (University of Paderborn) – “The Concept of Truth-Making and
Russell’s 1918 Lectures on Logical Atomism”
Adam Stromme (Center for American Progress) – ‘The World as it Could be Made’:
Bertrand Russell and the Socialist Imagination”
Sheila Turcon (Bertrand Russell Archives) – Bertrand Russell and Constance
(Colette) Malleson: Their Correspondence during World War II”
Andreas Vrahimis (University of Cyprus) – “Russell’s Responses to Bergson (19111946)”
Russell Wahl (Idaho State University) – The Reception of Russell’s A History of
Western Philosophy”
David E. White (St. John Fisher College) – “Virtue, Power, and the Ethics of Belief”
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A Review of Douglas Lackey’s Ludwig and Bertie
John Lenz
Drew University
jlenz@drew.edu
with
Thom Weidlich
thom.weidlich@gmail.com
Ludwig and Bertie, a new play written by Douglas Lackey, was performed at Theater for
the New City in New York from 26 September to 13 October 2019. Thom Weidlich and
John Lenz enjoyed the play on 3 October.
Lackey edited Essays in Analysis (1973), a useful book of Bertrand Russell’s papers
on logic. He is Professor of Philosophy at Baruch College. Forty-six years later, he
presents a personal drama between Bertie and Ludwig Wittgenstein, his most famous
student. In Lackey’s “comedy of ideas,” Russell is a paragon of scientific analysis while
Wittgenstein needs the other form of analysis, on the couch.
Bertie and Ludwig appear onstage as opposites: pacifist/soldier in World War I,
straight/gay, hedonist/puritan, agnostic/religious and mystical. We see Russell dressing
for prison as, across the cleverly split stage, Ludwig dons an army uniform. The prison
and army uniforms are authentic. Some of these are theatrical more than philosophical
dichotomies (a soldier is not the opposite of a pacifist). To be sure, it is a challenge to
throw around a few serious ideas in such a fast-moving, episodic, biographical drama.
Truth is what most divides them. Russell is the the champion of science, the
speaker of truth to power. He speaks to our age: "The alternative to science is fiction”;
“If you give up on science, anything goes.” Wittgenstein doubts facts (“Science is just
another language game”), but in the end this position bumps up uncomfortably against
the facts of the Nazis and his being Jewish.
Wittgenstein is tormented throughout. He is solipsistic, inhuman (becoming
“almost human”), with a mechanical approach to logic and civilization. He says logic of
Russell’s type can be done by machines. Images of machines appear in the background,
he wears an army uniform in two scenes after the end of the war, and he teaches
schoolchildren to build a propeller. We can’t help thinking that this reiterates some
broad anti-German stereotypes (although Russell himself condemned these). We do see
Ludwig refusing in advance to fight in World War II.
Philosophically, there is a reversal in favor of Russell: Russell (elsewhere
remembered as the arch-logician) in his school teaches imagination and creativity; for
example, writing plays. Indeed he did and we do well to remember this humanistic
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Cover of playbill
ideal of Russell’s. Lackey embodies it himself. In his telling, Russell’s version of
analytical philosophy is both truer and more human; Wittgenstein is, in today’s
psychological terms, on a spectrum of his own and barely sociable (questioning rules
and truth). Clearly these are not the terms in which scholars today debate the origins of
analytical philosophy – a debate that sometimes to an outsider resembles the search for
the true early church.
Biographical turning-points are the two world wars and an episode in which
Wittgenstein hits a child and realizes in regret that he was wrong, “there are no rules.”
The author connects an actual incident (1926) with the discussion of rules (1928). We
see others’ changing reactions to him; they think his turn to his later philosophy
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involves his appreciating the existence of other people. Of course, it is always hard to
relate ideas to personal lives (Russell’s A History of Western Philosophy hardly presents
any coherent theory of that).
Familiar characters include Lady Ottoline Morrell, G.E. Moore (representing a
composite of several philosophers), David Pinsent, and two of Wittgenstein’s siblings.
Scene-settings move from Cambridge to Ottoline’s Garsington Manor to Norway to
Austria, where we see the family home, the home Ludwig built, and the school where
he taught in the 1920s. Some favorite anecdotes are enacted: Wittgenstein’s anguish as
Russell’s student; Russell’s joke about telling the prison warder his religion was
agnostic; irreverent children at the Beacon Hill School; the Reith lectures; a creative
adaptation of Wittgenstein’s poker (Russell was indeed present but not, in history, the
target). Most incongruously, we see Russell kneeling in church (Wittgenstein drove
him there, and that’s saying a lot).
The interweaving of ideas and philosophical puzzles with an abundance of
information on these two important lives made this an entertaining and unique
experience.
We also enjoyed talking with Douglas Lackey, the author, afterwards. He said he
left the Bertrand Russell Society in 1973 in a dispute with its founder (evidently Peter
Cranford). He told us he had advocated printing and distributing numerous copies of
What I Believe. (The Bertrand Russell Society’s motto comes from that short book.
Cranford wanted to put a copy of The Conquest of Happiness in every hotel room next to
the Gideon Bible.) He also said he had in the past given a copy of Weidlich’s book,
Appointment Denied, signed by all the members of the Philosophy Department, to the
president of his college as a gift to thank her for supporting academic freedom. We
urged him to attend and do a reading from the play at our next annual meeting in June
2020 and we very much look forward to this.
Alexander Harrington directed the play; the acting was very good, with Stan
Buturla playing Russell and Connor Bond as Wittgenstein. Acknowledgements: We
made use of notes about the play on the theater’s website and at broadwayworld.com,
an interview with the author by Janet Coleman on WBAI radio (29 September), and our
talk and e-mail with the author.

John Lenz teaches Classics at Drew University in Madison, NJ. He was President
and Chair of the Bertrand Russell Society and has published several articles on
Russell.
Thom Weidlich is a member of the Bertrand Russell Society’s Board of Directors and
author of Appointment Denied: The Inquisition of Bertrand Russell
(Prometheus Books, 2000) on the Bertrand Russell/City College Case.
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“Life or Death of the World”: Letters from England,
Scandinavia, and the United States, 1939-1945
Sheila Turcon
turcon@mcmaster.ca
Lady Constance Malleson (stage name Colette O’Niel), was a stunningly
beautiful aristocrat, actress, and writer. World War I brought Russell and Colette
together – both were involved with the No-Conscription Fellowship. Their
sizzling hot love affair, begun in 1916, eventually cooled, but their relationship,
despite quarrels, separations, other affairs and marriages, was never completely
severed.
When World War II began Russell was away from England – teaching in the
United States – while Colette was living in the English countryside in Somerset.
Although both had opposed the First World War, they were both supporters of
the Allied cause in the Second World War. Colette had been living on and off in
Scandinavia since 1935. She visited Russell at his home in Kidlington before he
left for America in 1938.1 In 1940 she left for Finland. For most of the war, they
were both away from their home countries. From afar, they supported one
another through the war as they both wondered how they would fit into the
post-war world. Correspondence was difficult but they persevered.
There are 21 surviving letters which Russell sent to Colette from the autumn
of 1939 to December 1944. It is more difficult to get an exact count of her letters
because she wrote different versions of the same letter, but there appears to be
around 30 that were sent, the last one in April 1945. His originals were all
handwritten and to-the-point. Hers, in both handwritten and typed format, were
usually much longer.
1939
Colette’s first letter was written on 1 September when mobilisation had just
begun. Russell’s first wartime letter was written from Los Angeles – where he
was teaching at UCLA – on 15 October. He was glad to have his children with
him – John and Kate had travelled to America for the summer holidays but
1

See my “Russell’s Homes: Amberley House”, Bertrand Russell Society Bulletin (Spring 2017): 30–2.
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Russell with his family in the garden, 212 Loring Avenue, Los Angeles
stayed on after the war began. He and his wife Peter would have rather been in
England. “If the person you loved most was dangerously ill, would you be glad
to be 6000 miles away? … I find myself thinking, first, that it was hardly possible
for England to avoid the war, & second, that it is desirable we should win. This
makes thorough-going pacifism difficult. But all the time I feel I may be wrong;
so I hold my tongue.” He did not go public with his support for the war until
June 1940.
On 3 November Colette wrote vividly of the evacuees from the cities being
dumped on the countryside, Bloomsbury landladies being ruined, rationing, and
hospitals. Her following letters, dated 20 and 26 November, described the
pressing need for scrap paper and metal, black-outs, and convicts. From the
beginning she was also worried about what was happening to her beloved
Scandinavia – Finland, in particular, after it was attacked by the Soviet Union on
30 November. In December she championed the Finnish cause fiercely in the
press,2 pestered the BBC to devote programming time to its fate, and raised
See my “A Bibliography of Constance Malleson”, Russell: The Journal of Bertrand Russell Studies
n.s. 32 (Winter 2012–13): 175–90.

2
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Colette at her cottage in Somerset
funds for the Finnish Red Cross. She also sent her furs to Finnish soldiers
fighting the Soviets on the Lapland front.
On 2 December she wrote that because of “the horror in Finland. I can
neither sleep nor work – for thinking of my friends there.”
Russell’s next letter is dated 19 December: “Thank you … for your letters &
for all the cuttings from newspapers … One is terribly cut off here … How very
admirable the Finns have been! I can’t help wishing our Govt. would take on the
Russians as well as the Germans – they are so much worse. It is all just what
might have expected from the impression I got in 19203 … There seems to be no
gusto about this war, as there was about the last. People here all hope we shall
win, but won’t do anything to help beyond taking our money as long as it lasts.”
During the autumn and early winter Colette had been “working on
propaganda for the Army Blood Supply Depot [which had] been evacuated to
[nearby] Bristol.”4 She was also making plans to go to Finland.

3
4

Russell travelled to Russia in 1920 and wrote The Practice and Theory of Bolshevism (A34).
Her letter of 31 December 1939.
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1940
Russell wrote on 21 January: “The papers here have more about Finland than
about all the rest of the war put together. Everybody except a handful of
communists sympathises whole-heartedly with the Finns … Since Thermopylae
& Salamis, there has been nothing so amazing & magnificent as the Finnish
resistance … I rather envy you for being able to do something. We go nearly mad
from feelings with no outlet … We all suffer terribly from home-sickness, &
being among people to whom the war is not serious.”
By March she had gone to Finland to help her friends there in any way that
she could. That same month the Finns and the Soviets concluded a peace treaty.
On 29 March she sent a letter from a hotel in Helsinki. Her book5 has been sold
to Jonathan Cape. She would soon leave for Vehmersalmi, abut 12 hours in the
train due north. Not long after, she heard on the radio of Hitler’s invasion of
Norway on 9 April. She had been in Finland only a few months when she
characterized the war as “the life or death of the world.”6
On 3 June she wrote about witnessing a sad procession at the conclusion of
what came to be known as the “Winter War”: “Finnish soldiers filed past in
hooded white battle dress, bearing on their shoulders the coffins of men killed in
the war. Each coffin was shrouded in the white and blue Finnish Flag. A
handful of unfrozen earth and a few bright tulips lay upon each.” After she sat
on her bed and thought about what Russell had called in 1920 “the final
despair”.
Russell responded to her March letter on 25 July7 from Fallen Leaf Lodge in
Northern California, where he was vacationing with his family: “We are having a
holiday in heavenly country – lakes, mountains, and forests of glorious giant
pines – We should be very happy but for the war. I think a great deal about you
and how you helped me to live through the last war. But this one is much
worse.”

In the end this book, In the North, was not published until 1947 by Victor Gollancz.
Her letter of 16 September 1940.
7 This letter as well as his letters of 25 October 1940 and 18 January 1941 exist only as ts. carbons
made by Colette, as well as condensed versions in her book, In the North.
5
6
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Fallen Leaf Lake Lodge
Most of Colette’s time in Finland was spent in a small rented “bright red
wooden cottage hanging in a little pine and birch wood above Kallavesi Lake”.8
She wrote a series of letters to Russell that autumn. While there she had helped
refugees from the war and stranded English volunteers. She had given up her
English cottage and had no idea what would happen to her after the war. On 25
October Russell wrote from Harvard, where he was the William James lecturer
during the autumn 1940 term: “It is impossible to say how overjoyed I was to get
a letter from you today. I had been wondering in a worried way what had
become of you. In these days one never knows whether people are alive or dead
… I should like to see England again before I die, but God knows whether I shall,
or whether it will be at all like the England I loved. I should like to see you
again, and I know you will be the Colette I loved. You have an unconquerable

8

Her letter of 16 September 1940.
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Cottage, Lake Kallavesi, similar to the cottage Colette rented
spirit – which one values more and more in these days when almost everything
is shattered.”
On 27 November, Colette replied: “Your letter came with incredible speed: 4
weeks, 5 days: it takes nearly six weeks to get one from England; and the last lot
which reached me were covered in swastikas … as my newspapers haven’t
arrived, perhaps Adolf is enjoying my Statesman”. She had left her cottage for a
farm.
1941
On 18 January Russell wrote from Little Datchet Farm in Pennsylvania as he
prepared his lectures for the Barnes Foundation in Philadelphia: “Your Xmas
letter … which was to have taken five days by air, reached me yesterday, having
taken exactly a month … I have been thinking a great deal about you—hoping
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Little Datchet Farm, Pennsylvania
you are as safe as one can be in these days, and wondering how you fill your
time in the Artic winter … I have grown more and more interested in history,
especially of ideas … I have no plans for after the war – I do not dare to think of
such a time. In any case I shall probably be unable to earn a living in England.”
On 1 June Russell wrote: “I am not sure which of your letters I have
answered …Your letters are extraordinarily interesting … I do not get many
letters from England – Lucy Silcox, Gilbert Murray, & Bob Trevy [Trevelyan] are
my chief correspondents … I don’t know whether air mail or ordinary mail is
best. I will send a short letter by ordinary mail at the same time as this, & then
you can judge.” The text was different in his short letter. In that one he wrote: “I
see no prospect of an end to the war, & it seems bound to spread over the whole
world. I fear before long it will be impossible to write to Finland.”
On 18 June Colette wrote back. She was in Vehmersalmi on the day when
mobilisation of Finnish troops began. Large numbers of men and horses arrived
in the village and had to be housed and fed on short notice. His air mail letter
had arrived.

23

On 22 June Germany declared war on the Soviet Union – only a few days
later, on 26 June, after trying to maintain neutrality, Finland was forced to follow
suit. Finland did not regard itself as an ally of Germany’s but instead as a cobelligerent with the same enemy. Near the end of the year on 5 December,
Britain already allied with the Soviet Union against Germany, declared war on
Finland, much to Colette’s distress and frustration. The United States did not –
and retained diplomatic relations with Finland.
Colette’s next letter to Russell was written in early July9 from the Reisen
Hotel in Stockholm, Sweden. There are restrained but poignant recollections of
her escape from Finland, as it was “too harrowing” to say more. She brought
with her all of his letters. She wondered if he could get in touch with Nancy
Pearn10 regarding the American publication of her book because she had “no
money to communicate with agents or publishers.”
While in Finland she had done some broadcasting and writing to survive
under tough conditions. Stockholm, in contrast, was a cornucopia of abundance
(“mountains of fruit and chocolate”11 was how she described it) and initially it
appeared that her life might become easier. But Colette, with her income
interrupted, ran low on money. Russell, of course, offered to help in his letter of
20 August. He described this letter as a business letter and also noted that
nothing in any of her letters had been cut out by a censor. He had contacted
Nancy Pearn. He also wrote a more personal letter on the same day. “I wonder
whether the time will ever come when we shall meet again in peace. The
separation from old friends & the feeling that one may never see them again are
very painful.” Both of these letters were received by Colette within a few days of
each other according to her letter of 10 September. She was now in a cottage near
Sundborn, a town approximately 200 kilometres northwest of Stockholm, where
she had lived previously. She turned his 20 August offer of assistance down,
despite living on only wild mushrooms and substitute coffee, but as winter
approached her situation became so desperate she did accept his help.
In August the British Legation offered her and others the chance to travel to
England. She was required to sign a document to repay the British Government.
Colette thought this was “a most reckless proceeding – as they gave one no idea

There are two letters: a transcript dated 4 July and an original typescript dated 8 July.
Nancy Pearn of Pearn, Pollinger & Higham in London; Russell had dealt with her in the past.
11 Her letter of 8 July 1931.
9
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Colette’s cottage near Sundborn, Sweden
of what the cost would be.” She decided to stay put, although many of her
English friends did leave. She saw no future for herself in England, she told
Russell in this same letter of 10 September.
In reply Russell wrote on 7 October: “I feel your isolation very much, yet I
can quite understand why you did not go back to England. We have become
strangers & exiles everywhere in this dreadful world … I cannot write about
politics, because of the various censorships … I think you are right to stay in
Sweden – I don’t believe you could do anything for Finland in England.”
Because of this decision, she was still in Sweden when news of her mother’s
death reached her in October. She spent the winter in an attic, smaller than the
cottage she had been renting, but it had heat and electricity. She wrote on 23
November and again on 6 December. Russell responded on 17 December that he
had minded his brother’s death a great deal.
1942
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Russell appears not to have heard from her for an extended period, writing on 23
March: “I have been very worried about you, wishing you were in England …
We see people from England occasionally … [which] is a comfort: here one is an
‘alien’ & one gets news from English friends one can’t get otherwise … Write
soon.”
On 8 April Colette wrote with good news: “Direct airmail, Sweden-England
has started!” She was hoping to publish her book In the North in Sweden. She
was going to come into some money through her mother’s estate and thus, she
could pay him back. “We get NO tea (or coffee) now. If you could ever send, by
ORDINARY mail, 1 lb. tea or coffee or both, it’d be worth its weight in gold!”
She wrote again on 11 May telling Russell that his letter of 23 March had arrived.
She was just back from Malmo and Lund where she lectured. “I passed through
Stockholm both ways & both times T.S. Eliot was there lecturing for the British
Council: reading his poems and talking about Shakespeare.” She had written “to
that blasted Nancy Pearn on business re Jonathan Cape and my manuscript. She
has never even answered.” She felt caught in a box: England would not publish
her because she was too pro-Finnish and Finland wouldn’t because she was too
pro-English.
On 8 July12 Russell wrote that her letter of 11 May had reached him “about a
week ago.” “I am sorry you have so much difficulty about getting books
published. Now-a-days opinions have to fit into a narrow groove of orthodoxy; I
can’t get articles published here, except sometimes by luck.” Russell’s wife Peter,
he noted, was trying to send some China tea.
On 15 September Colette wrote that she had received a letter from Peter
dated 17 July. “Since last May, we’ve had about ½ dozen R.A.F. officers in the
Polish internment camp quite near here. Their planes crash in Lappland after
they’ve been flying over Norway … I always have them out here to dinner,
which means saving the rations of one month & blowing them in one glorious
burst!” In frustration she wrote again on 22 November: “I can’t stand this
dreadful silence any longer: have given up hope that my long important letter
(June, July or August) ever reached you – nor the envelope, posted same time,
with 2 last chapters of my book for your approval or vetting … I remember
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Russell’s signature has been cut out of this letter; this affects the text on the opposite page.
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telling you how the shooting of some Greeks had affected me like those soldiers
you & I saw on Lewis station platform in last war.”
1943
Russell replied on 1 January: “Two letters from you have reached me in the
last few days, one written 15 Sp [September], the other 22 Nov. I don’t know
why the first took so long. It is a very great pity that the long letter you mention
never reached me.” He hoped she will re-write it. His daughter Kate was
studying German and planned on working in Germany after the war with the
Quakers. Domestic help was now unavailable so Peter “has to be nurse & cook,
& housemaid … Everything you tell me about your life & circumstances interests
me very much, it seems useless to answer it, as the time is so long that things
change before my answer arrives … I hope we shall meet again when the war is
over … I am harassed by personal worries.”
On 1 March Colette wrote: “My dearest Bertie, Glory be! Your letter of 1 Jan.
reached me yesterday. I was like a rampaging lion for want of your news …
Poor Peter! I hope her hands & knees are not as hard and rough as mine are
from floor scrubbing! … It is very hard to know what will be possible when war
ceases.”
Very quickly, on 4 April, Russell wrote back: “I have written to you
regularly, but perhaps some of my letters have not arrived. If anything dramatic
happened to me, you would see it in the papers.” They had been forced to let
their house and move into the small servants’ cottage. “I work in an outhouse
which has a stove …You ask about books I have read, but I have read no new
books (except detective stories) … My head is full of books I want to write, but I
don’t suppose I shall be able to afford to.”
The next letter in the series is also from Russell, written on 16 August. “It is a
long time since I have written to you or heard from you. I wonder how things go
with you.” He believed he was heading home to England but that turned out not
to be the case. “One begins to see a possibility of the war ending, but God only
knows what will happen afterwards – I have much to say but little to write –
Socrates, at about my age, congratulated himself that in heaven there would be
no one to stop him arguing. For my part, I have had enough of arguing – I want
people who feel things in the same sort of way as I do. They are few – which
brings me back to the hope that we shall meet in England.”
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On 4 October Colette replied: “It would be heaven on earth to have a long
talk with you. We really have not had that since you went to China.13 Of course
I would come to England at once, just to see you, if I could be sure of getting an
Exit Permit again. But, though I am technically ‘domiciled abroad’, I’m pretty
sure no Exit Permit would be granted me.”
The last extant letter from Colette is dated 8 December. She believed he had
arrived in England. “After the Nazis shot down two Swedish planes in last
October, the Swedes closed down both their passenger and their mail service to
England. Mail is now carried, when the spirit moves them, by British mosquito
planes. Now you are so near, I would love to write regularly and often.”
Although Russell and Colette continued to write to one another, none of
Colette’s letters have survived from December 1943 until April 1945. This is
unfortunate, as September 1944 marked the end of the war in Finland with the
withdrawal of the Germans, a cease-fire with the Soviets, and an armistice with
the Allies – it would have been interesting to know how Colette reacted.
1944
On 21 July Russell wrote: “Your letter of 4 June reached me soon after I got
home, which was in June … I really think the war will end this year …We are at
the moment by the sea, at Sidmouth, S. Devon.” The commentary of “Letters to
Bertrand Russell from Constance Malleson, 1916-1969” noted: “She wrote Russell
of her misery, rather expecting a quick and sympathetic reply. But he did not
write until July 21 – a holiday letter from Sidmouth, Devon: not the sort she
expected at all.”
On 8 August Russell had received a letter from her written on 25 June
enclosing a cheque. “It is pleasant & peaceful being here [Cambridge] again;
everybody is most cordial.” He wrote again on 20 September, mentioning her
letters of 4, 15, and 30 August. “I will begin with my own news, so that you need
no longer imagine me living on a cloud, like God in pictures.” After telling her
about Cambridge and his family, he wrote: “The last war & Joseph Conrad: I …
knew he would dislike my views, so I kept out of his way. I do not write to you
about this war because I don’t quite know what censorship letters to Sweden

My aside: this seems rather strange since they spent several days together in Cornwall in July
1930.
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have to pass, but I am afraid we shall not wholly agree.14 However, I don’t think
our disagreements need be of a kind to matter.” His next letter is dated 8
December; he had received a letter from her on October 29 indicating she
planned a trip to England. “Events in Greece & Italy perturb me. I do not like the
prospect of the post-war world … In America I was overwhelmed with anxiety &
too much work, but here I have neither, & am as happy as the state of the world
allows.”
1945
The final wartime letter is a fragment written by Colette on 20 April 1945,
while she was still in Sweden: “Nearly every time I get a letter from Finland they
say, ‘We heard B.R. on the radio last night.’ I, of course, haven’t one; no
telephone, neither … With love, dearest Bertie, from Colette.” In March 1945,
Finland had declared war on Germany; this is not mentioned in the fragment.
Epilogue
It was not until late February 1946, that they met and had an intimate
conversation at her sister’s London flat. Russell told her that his marriage to
Peter had been ruined by his time in America. His relationship with Colette
would fracture as well in 1950. Russell reached out to her by letter on 2 August
1952, and they kept in contact by mail though they never met again. She was in
the audience at Central Hall, Westminster, when he spoke on nuclear
disarmament on 17 January 1959. “I saw you last in the flesh, at a distance … I
stood a long time in the gallery among N.C.F. faces; and when I left, after you
had spoken, there remained only one heroic figure in my mind … In my heart
you live eternally.”15
Sheila Turcon is retired as an archivist from Research Collections at
McMaster University. She continues to edit the Russell-Malleson
correspondence. She is revising her series of articles she wrote for the
Bulletin on Russell’s homes.
What those disagreements might be is impossible to say without her side of the
correspondence.
15 Letter of 18 August 1959.
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The Intriguing Oddness of Principia Mathematica:
Some Scattered Remarks
Nicholas Griffin
ngriffin@mcmaster.ca
Principia Mathematica has a good claim to be the most intimidating book ever published.
To begin with there’s its size: 2000 pages in three volumes – and even then it’s
unfinished. Whitehead on his own was to tackle a fourth volume on geometry, but it
was never completed. I doubt that even Whitehead and Russell ever counted the
number of theorems.
Then there’s the symbolism. Mathematicians are used to works full of symbols –
philosophers, before 1910, very much less so. But the ratio of symbols to words is
extraordinarily high even for a mathematics book. Once you get into it there are pages
and pages of symbols with barely an English sentence to be seen. In fact, such sentences
as you do see are not really part of the work at all – not the real work. They were part
of Whitehead and Russell’s commentary on it, what they referred to, slightly
dismissively, as ‘the talk’. In fact, one of the things that they hoped to show was that
the whole of mathematics could actually be done in the symbolic language they had
developed, that it could be the characteristica universalis that Leibniz had hoped for back
in the 17th century. Moreover, the symbolism of PM was new to almost everyone.
Those few mathematicians (and even fewer philosophers) who’d been following the
work of Peano and his school would find some of it familiar, but not all that much.
Although Peano’s notation was Whitehead and Russell’s starting point, they extended
and amended it enormously.
And what a strange and baroque symbolism it is. Modern logic notation is based
on it, but only after a massive simplification. There are over 500 defined symbols in
PM. I’m sure all of them are used, but I doubt that all of them are useful – though some
were clearly introduced because they would prove useful in branches of mathematics
not explicitly treated in PM. Some symbols are even context-sensitive. Only in the
context of a proposition can you tell whether a big bold dot (or even two or three of
them) represents bracketing or truth-functional conjunction. This is not altogether to
denigrate the dottiness of PM notation. Using dots as a grouping device is actually an
aid to readability. They serve to pick out the operators in a formula and indicate their
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relative importance (i.e., how much of the formula they apply to): the more dots around
an operator, the more important it is. Many contemporary logicians continue to use
them for this purpose (often in conjunction with brackets), but using much simpler
conventions than those in PM, which are unnecessarily complex and fussy. It is actually
the use of dots for conjunction that should have been abandoned. Having introduced ‘∨’
as a primitive for disjunction, it would have been natural to use (as many contemporary
logicians do) ‘∧’ for its dual, conjunction. Here, however, instead of creating their
notation anew out of whole cloth, Whitehead and Russell patched it together from what
was already in use: conjunction can be seen as a kind of product of two propositions
(and disjunction as a kind of sum) and products were traditionally represented in
algebra by dots, hence PM’s dots for conjunction. The use of dots is only the most
egregious and pervasive example of the eccentricities of PM-notation. Although it is an
artificial language, unlike Esperanto, there are plenty of irregular formations which
show, as in natural language, signs of its evolution as Whitehead and Russell worked
on the project. The result is neither particularly elegant nor pedantically uniform. It is
not an easy language to learn and PM is not easy to read even for those familiar with
modern logic notation.
If the language is hard to read, the content has proven even more inscrutable. There
was no lack of works in the early years of the last century about the foundations of this
or that branch of mathematics, but in terms of scope, attention to detail, and sheer
complexity PM was in a class of its own – and, so far as I know, remains there.
Moreover, PM’s analysis started so far away from its intended target. It’s a pretty tough
read before you eventually get to the proof that 1+1=2 on page 83 of the second volume –
though the alert reader might get a good idea of what was coming as early as page 360
of volume 1. So what’s it all about?
The most glib answer to this – which passed muster for decades among many who
should have known better – was that it was intended to put mathematics on a firm,
logical foundation: that is, that we can be more assured of the truth of mathematical
claims once they have been derived as theorems from the logical base of PM. But this is
patently absurd. Are we really expected to suppose that we didn’t know for sure that
1+1 = 2 until PM *110.643 was proved? Moreover, are we supposed to believe that the
axioms of logic needed to prove *110.643, taken all together, have more intrinsic
credibility than that 1+1 = 2? If so, we might have expected at the very beginning of PM
an elaborate discussion of the basic logic intended to establish its incorrigible certainty.
We find no such thing. In fact, many of the axioms used have been seriously disputed
by philosophers and logicians and even Whitehead and Russell expressed doubts about
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some (notably *12.1.11). No one has seriously disputed 1+1 = 2. PM is not a quixotic
attempt to provide an irrefutable logical basis for mathematical knowledge. The axioms
are not chosen for their intrinsic certainty. They are chosen, rather, for their utility in
proving the already known results of mathematics. No one should have been taken in.
Whitehead and Russell make it plain on the very first page of the Preface to PM and
Russell repeated it in the opening pages of Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy.1
One bit of received wisdom about PM that stands up to scrutiny, is that it grew out
of an attempt to demonstrate the truth of logicism – the doctrine that all mathematical
theorems could be derived from logical axioms and all mathematical concepts could be
defined in logical terms. Russell had embraced logicism in 1901 and thought then he
had a way to prove it. His early optimism was dashed by the discovery of Russell’s
paradox just a few months later. As Whitehead said at the time “Never glad, confident
morning again”! And so it proved.
Though PM is indisputably a logicist work, no claim is made in it to have
demonstrated the truth of logicism. This because of three axioms which Russell and
Whitehead found were indispensable for their derivation of mathematics: the Axiom of
Reducibility (*12.1.11, that for every function there was an equivalent predicative
function), the Axiom of Infinity (*120.03, that there is a class of n members for every
inductive cardinal n; see *125 for several equivalent formulations), and the
Multiplicative Axiom (now usually known as the Axiom of Choice: *88.03, that if k is a
set of non-empty, mutually exclusive sets, there is a set which consists of exactly one
member from each member of k ). The first two were required to strengthen the logic so
it could support the mathematics, after precautions (namely, the imposition of type
theory) had been taken to block the paradoxes. The last was irreducibly set theoretic
rather than logical. One might hope (as Russell certainly did) that the first and the
second might be dispensed with if alternative ways of blocking the paradoxes could be
found, but we now know that the third, which is essential for transfinite arithmetic, can
neither be proved nor refuted from the remaining axioms of set theory, which can be
logicized. To dispense with the Multiplicative Axiom, therefore, would require a
complete rethinking of the logicist project – which seems less inconceivable now than it
did in Russell’s day.
The Multiplicative Axiom seems to me the main, hard obstacle to accepting the
logicist thesis. But, that said, it does hardly anything to lessen the value of the logicist
He also wrote a paper, ‘The Regressive Method of Discovering the Premises of Mathematics’
(1907), devoted to the matter, but it was only posthumously published (in Essays in Analysis
(1974) and Collected Papers, volume 5).
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project as a rational reconstruction of mathematics. It is quite widely thought that
Gödel’s famous incompleteness theorem put paid to logicism, but this, I think, is a
complete mistake. What Gödel showed was that in any consistent axiomatic system
strong enough to support basic arithmetic, a mathematical sentence G could be found
which was both true and not provable in the system. But this doesn’t touch the logicist
thesis as I stated it above: since G cannot be proved, it is not a theorem of the system
and thus falls outside the scope of the logicist project as defined. Now, in fairness, one
must admit that Whitehead and Russell did not always state logicism in the way I
stated it: Russell (unfortunately, in my view) was fond of saying that logic was identical
with mathematics. But even this formulation does not fall foul of Gödel’s theorem
unless one rashly assumes that every mathematical truth is a logical theorem – and
Whitehead and Russell make no such rash assumption.
Worries that the Multiplicative Axiom and Gödel’s theorem do irreparable harm to
the logicist project of PM most likely arise from misconstruing it as a foundationalist
project to secure mathematics on logic, rather than as a rational reconstruction of
mathematics. But what sort of a rational reconstruction was it? Here, amazingly
enough, I think we have only just recently begun to appreciate what it’s all about. To
appreciate this I want to contrast it to Gottlob Frege’s Grundgesetze der Arithmetik (2
vols., 1893, 1903).
When Russell first embraced logicism, he did not realize that the project was
already being pursued by the German mathematician, Gottlob Frege. He became aware
of Frege’s work only as The Principles of Mathematics was going to press. Frege’s
logicism extended only to arithmetic, whereas that of Whitehead and Russell was
intended to cover the whole of mathematics, but – that important difference aside – the
Grundgesetze, in which Frege undertook his reduction of arithmetic to logic, is the only
book that’s at all comparable to PM. At first sight, the Grundgesetze looks even odder
than PM. It is written in a curious, two-dimensional symbolism which Frege called the
concept-script (Begriffsschrift). It is incredibly difficult to typeset (in fact it is only quite
recently that a LaTex-package has been created to do so) and it takes up vast amounts of
paper. It has never caught on and someone who knew only modern logic notation
would find the Grundgesetze, unlike PM, completely unreadable, including even its table
of contents. Nonetheless, it is an easier language to learn than PM’s. It is absolutely,
pedantically uniform; no symbols are context-sensitive; and Frege uses only fifteen
defined symbols! Though much less familiar, Frege’s notation is a good deal more
straight-forward than PM’s.
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So, too, is Frege’s approach to logicism. Logicism is usually presented as working
like this: First you reduce whatever parts of mathematics you want to logicize to
arithmetic; then you derive arithmetic from Peano’s five postulates; then you show that
the five postulates can be derived from set theory; then you reduce set theory to logic.
Most of this had already been done by the end of the 19th century and only the last part
of the project faces fundamental difficulties because of Russell’s and related paradoxes.
This was essentially how Frege proceeded. The project took up two relatively slim
volumes, despite the fact that his notation took up vastly more space, and the fact that
he also included nearly a hundred pages of fulmination against previous accounts of
the real numbers – the sort of advocacy work that is entirely eschewed in PM. Like PM,
the Grundgesetze is incomplete. Frege learnt of Russell’s paradox as the second volume
of the Grundgesetze was in press. He attempted a hasty fix in an Appendix, but, when
that didn’t work, he abandoned the whole project as fundamentally flawed, one volume
short of a full treatment of the real numbers.
It has been widely assumed that PM proceeds in the same way, with the added
complication of type theory, introduced to block the paradoxes.2 But if this is the case,
one elementary question jumps immediately to mind: why is PM so long and
complicated? Type theory does complicate matters, but not in such a way as to explain
the vastly greater length. The explanation is that Whitehead and Russell’s logicism
does not fit into this standard logicist pattern at all. Amazingly enough, PM has been
fundamentally misunderstood for a hundred years. Recent work by Sébastien Gandon3
has at last revealed what was really going on. Gandon has shown that Whitehead and
Russell were not trying to provide a uniform logical basis for the whole of mathematics
by funnelling it first through arithmetic and then set theory. Rather, they undertook
separate reductions for each branch of mathematics with a view to showing that it was
based on a certain kind of relation. Thus, cardinal arithmetic was based on equivalence
relations, ordinal arithmetic on ancestral relations, and geometry (so Whitehead
promised) would be based on what he called relations of cross-classification. More
complicated systems of relations were needed for other branches. It seems then that
Whitehead and Russell viewed mathematics, not (as it were) as an emanation out of set
theory, but as the study of different kinds of relational structures. In this their view
differed quite radically from that which became standard for both logicians and
It is so presented (sans the complication of type theory) by Scott Soames in Philosophical
Analysis in the Twentieth Century, vol. 1, The Dawn of Analysis (Princeton University Press, 2003),
Ch. 6.
3 Russell’s Unknown Logicism (Palgrave Macmillan, 2012).
2
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mathematicians in the years after PM was published. But it was not without precedent.
If I am not mistaken, something like this view was held by Gauss in the early nineteenth
century. In terms of Russell’s own development, it is dimly pre-figured in his response
to G.E. Moore’s second fellowship dissertation. ‘I agree emphatically’, Russell told
Moore on 13 September 1898, ‘with what you say about the several kinds of necessary
relations among concepts, and I think their discovery is the true business of Logic.’
Moore, who said hardly anything about the several kinds of necessary relations except
to acknowledge that there were such, would have been amazed to learn how far Russell
took this initial insight.

Nicholas Griffin is professor emeritus at McMaster University and Scholar in Residence at
the Bertrand Russell Archives.
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Russell’s Best Apprentice
Landon D.C. Elkind
University of Iowa
dcelkind@gmail.com
In this piece, I want to suggest that Dorothy Wrinch (1894-1976) was Russell’s best
apprentice. By an ‘apprentice’ of Russell, I just mean someone that studied under
Russell. First, I want to show that Wrinch was an apprentice of Russell, at least
mathematically and philosophically. Her biography straightforwardly establishes this,
as we will see below.
Second, I want to suggest that Wrinch was Russell’s best apprentice. Many
philosophers have had their preferred apprentices of Russell’s. Probably the most
frequent philosopher playing the suggested role of apprentice is Wittgenstein. But
what I mean by ‘best’ here is that Wrinch, more than any of Russell's other students,
adopted Russell’s scientific and methodological approach, including his view of science
and logic’s role in philosophy. Wrinch was Russell’s ‘best’ apprentice in that she was
the apprentice who most thoroughly embraced his philosophical program and practiced
it throughout her intellectual contributions in mathematics, biochemistry, and
philosophy. In short, her practice matched Russell’s creed.
This article is deeply indebted to Marjorie Senechal’s excellent and valuable work
on Wrinch. Anyone seeking to learn more about Wrinch should start with Senechal’s I
Died for Beauty: Dorothy Wrinch and Cultures of Science, and it is a good read to boot.
Anyone seeking to examine the Wrinch Papers at Smith College should consult Part II
of Structures of Matter and Patterns in Science: A Symposium Inspired by the Work and Life of
Dorothy Wrinch, 1894-1976.
Wrinch’s Life
Dorothy Maud Wrinch, also known to her parents as Dot, was born on 12 September
1894 about 300 kilometers northwest of Buenos Aires along the Paraná River in Rosario,
Argentina, which was then under British rule. Wrinch’s family, who were British,
returned with her to England, settling in Surbiton, adjacent to the Thames River and
south-west of London (Senechal 2013: 37). Wrinch entered Surbiton High School in
January 1899, graduated in 1912, and enrolled in Girton College in 1913 (Senechal 2013:
40).
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Dorothy Maud Wrinch, 1921
Girton College, a constituent college of Cambridge University, was the first
residential college for women and was founded in 1869 by Emily Davies, Barbara
Bodichon, and Lady Stanley of Alderley. But Cambridge University did not admit
women on an equal basis: Girton students could not, for instance, take university
exams, and Girton College did not receive college status until 1948 (Senechal 2013: 45).
She studied mathematics, took the Tripos exam, and won first-class “Wrangler” status
in 1916 (Senechal 2013: 55). She received a fellowship from Girton College to study for
the Moral Sciences Tripos; she then received a grant from Girton during which Hardy
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served as her official advisor while she studied mathematical logic under the informal
advisement of Russell (Senechal 2013: 56, 62). During these two years, Wrinch studied
Principia with Russell in a private class consisting of Jean Nicod, Victor Lenzen, Wallace
Armstrong, and herself (Senechal 2013: 58). She also published papers in Mind and
wrote a thesis developing the cardinal arithmetic of Principia’s Volume II that won the
Gamble Prize (Senechal 2013: 64).
Wrinch’s relationship with Russell warrants some further remarks. Her
independent philosophical developments of his ideas and her practical contributions to
his corpus are both noteworthy. On the practical end, she worked as his assistant in a
variety of ways and at various times during the 1910s and 1920s. This includes
facilitating in great measure his highly productive slammer sabbatical in Brixton Prison
(Senechal 2013: 65).1 In 1920, while Russell was in China with Dora Black, she also
secured the 1920 publication of Wittgenstein’s book manuscript in Wilhelm Ostwald’s
Annalen der Naturphilosophie (Senechal 2013: 85). On the philosophical end, Wrinch was
a reliable and able ally: she defended Russell’s theories in print, including the project of
logical construction outlined in his 1914 Our Knowledge and his multiple relation theory
of judgment, and she also criticized rival idealist theories, which had not by then gone
out of vogue.2
Wrinch’s practical assistance was not a one-way street: Russell did his part to help
her. This included unofficially advising her thesis at Girton, and also attempting to
alleviate her financial situation at numerous points. To take just one example: in 1930,
Wrinch published a book on motherhood – The Retreat from Parenthood – under the
pseudonym “Jean Ayling,” arguing for a professionalization of motherhood (Senechal
2013: 101) Wrinch dedicated the book to “M, S, and R” – ‘R’ is for Russell, of course,
whose proximate publication Marriage & Morals had covered similar terrain from a
man’s angle (Senechal 2013: 104). As Wrinch was in a difficult financial position at the
time, Russell attempted, and unfortunately failed, to interest an American publisher in
it (Senechal 2013: 115).
Wrinch’s acquaintance with Russell, in Russell’s sense of ‘acquaintance’ as firsthand awareness, persisted through the 1930s. It is not clear to me whether or how
frequently they met after that, as Wrinch’s career turned towards biochemistry during
the 1930s. However, it seems they retained their mutual highly positive feelings for
each other throughout their lives. The affection clearly went both ways: Wrinch wrote
Thanks to the tremendous work of the Bertrand Russell Research Centre, Russell's prison letters are now
digitally anthologized here: https://russell-letters.mcmaster.ca/.
2 See (Wrinch 1917), (Wrinch 1919a), and (Wrinch 1919b).
1
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in 1962, “Preparations are being made for Bertie Russell's 90th birthday…AM hoping to
go since he was once my greatest hero” (Senechal 2013: 236). In August 1918, Russell’s
romantic partner, Colette, rented an apartment on Mecklenburgh Square and let Wrinch
live there (Senechal 2013: 74). Russell and Wrinch lunched into the mid-1930s, and Dora
Black and Bertrand Russell even appointed Wrinch as their children’s guardian in their
will (Senechal 2013: 104-105).
Unfortunately, Wrinch’s family life was about as turbulent as Russell’s was. She
married John William Nicholson, who had a background in mathematics and physics
and was then a fellow at Oxford’s Balliol College, on 1 August 1922 (Senechal 2013: 96).
Nicholson had served in the Great War and was somehow injured during the spring of
1923 and could not complete his classes; in the summer of 1924, he was admitted into
the Cassel Hospital for Functional Nervous Disorders (Senechal 2013: 97-98).
Impressively, Wrinch kept up a flourishing academic career, and began raising their
new daughter through Nicholson’s incapacitation. But by the spring of 1930, Nicholson
was now being treated at Norwood Sanitorium for alcoholism, and Wrinch, presumably
drained by Nicholson’s conditions for the better part of a decade, legally separated from
him in summer 1930. Nicholson shortly became more unstable and was committed to a
sanitorium until his death in 1955 (Senechal 2013: 109-110).3
Wrinch’s daughter, Pamela Wrinch Nicholson, was born on 20 March 1927. No
doubt Wrinch’s Parenthood book was partly informed by her husband’s eventual
commitment and her divorce into single motherhood, and as a female academic in the
1920s no less (Senechal 2013: 107-109). She presumably faced an unwelcoming
environment in academia, as there is no evidence that she received any time off from
work before or after her child's birth, and if one reads between the lines in her
Parenthood book, one seems to find some autobiographical details about this (Senechal
2013: 100).
Despite being a Wrangler and winning Girton College’s Gamble Prize for work on
Principia’s mathematical logic, Wrinch’s academic career from her 1916 Girton
graduation until her 1942 appointment at Smith College consisted of successive
impermanent posts and fellowships. She had a Yarrow research fellowship from Girton
College from 1920-1923, then an appointment teaching mathematics at Oxford through
1930, followed by a Rockefeller Foundation fellowship. She did not really settle into an
institution until she moved in 1941 to take up a one-year appointment at Smith College,
Amherst College, and Mount Holyoke College. She then married Otto Charles Glaser
It is still unclear what precisely Nicholson suffered from, as his medical records remain under seal until
2023.
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in August 1941, and in 1942 she was appointed an honorary professor of physics at
Smith College; she held that position for the next thirty years (Senechal 2013: 204-207).
It is somewhat comforting to see that her life took on a semblance of stability and, one
thinks, happiness with her second husband and daughter.
Her end was unfortunately more tragic, as she had to bury her only child before her
own death. Wrinch died on 11 February 1976, just six years after Russell’s death, and
two months after a house fire killed her only child, Pamela (Senechal 2013: 6).
Wrinch’s Philosophy
In this section, I wish to build up the suggestion that Wrinch embraced Russell’s
philosophy of logical atomism, and in particular Russell’s view of the central
philosophical role of the new logic and also its critical role in the formal and empirical
sciences.4 By the ‘new logic’ here, I mean the logic of Principia Mathematica. I think that
Wrinch’s published corpus offers abundant evidence for the claim that she embraced
this aspect of Russell’s philosophy.5
Let us focus on one such piece of evidence, namely, Wrinch’s writings in the late
1910s and 1920s. Wrinch wrote multiple reviews of mathematical texts. In one such
summary piece, her 1917 “Recent Work in Mathematical Logic,” Wrinch writes:
Prof. L. P. Saunders (Mind, 1917, number 101) in a criticism of Mr.
Russell’s Lowell Lectures discusses the nature of logical constructions.
The subject is interesting to the mathematical logician, in that, on the
validity of this method rests the validity of all but the most elementary
parts of mathematical logic, for classes, relations, and numbers are all
logical constructions. D. M. Wrinch (ibid., 1917, number 104) attempts to
answer some of the points brought up by Professor Saunders in his
attack. (Wrinch 1918: 623)
This is a clear endorsement of the work of logical construction in Principia, and
specifically of the logical technique used in Principia to replace apparently simple
symbols for classes, in all mathematical claims involving them, with incomplete
symbols for classes. Admittedly, Wrinch is still seeking her degree and writing a thesis
under Russell’s supervision, so there is a power dynamic at play. But Russell does not
seem like the type to censor a bright student, and it is still striking that she treats, as a
matter of plain fact, the technique of Principia as a necessary condition for “all but the
For a suggestion as to what I think logical atomism is, see (Elkind 2018: §5).
An ongoing project is to extend this argument to include her unpublished writings, which I have
documented in part just before the 2019 Bertrand Russell Society meeting.
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most elementary parts of mathematical logic.” Wrinch clearly views the theories of
“classes, relations, and numbers” as depending on the method of logical construction.
But what did Wrinch believe was the method of logical construction? Let us first
consider how Russell describes it, and then take up Wrinch’s view of it.
In his 1914 Our Knowledge of the External World: As a Field for Scientific Method in
Philosophy, Russell clearly thinks that the new logic is central to philosophy. Indeed,
this is why Lecture II is titled “Logic as the Essence of Philosophy.” He also says this
explicitly:
Modern logic, as I hope is now evident, has the effect of enlarging our
abstract imagination, and providing an infinite number of possible
hypotheses to be applied in the analysis of any complex fact. (Russell 1914:
58)
So meagre was the logical apparatus that all the hypotheses philosophers
could imagine were found to be inconsistent with the facts. Too often this
state of things led to the adoption of heroic measures, such as a wholesale
denial of facts, when an imagination better stocked with logical tools
would have found a key to unlock the mystery. It is in this way that the
study of logic becomes the central study in philosophy: it gives the
method of research in philosophy, just as mathematics gives the method
in physics. (Russell 1914: 239)
One logical principle used in Our Knowledge in enlarging the abstract hypotheses
available to the philosopher is “the principle of abstraction:”
When a group of objects have that kind of similarity which we are inclined
to attribute to possession of a common quality, the principle in question
shows that membership of the group will serve all the purposes of the
supposed common quality, and that therefore, unless some common
quality is actually known, the group or class of similar objects may be
used to replace the common quality, which need not be assumed to exist.
(Russell 1914: 42)
One effect of this principle is to eliminate “metaphysical lumber” as Russell puts it;
some of the properties that philosophers had been apt to assume in their work come
loaded with problematic metaphysical intuitions. Russell's examples include (Russell
1914: 125)
• being equally numerous
• existing at a given instant
• being states of a given [persisting] thing
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Russell says this procedure safeguards us against a certain kind of error: the idea is that
we avoid assuming that there is a specific kind of metaphysically-loaded property such
as the above examples, but instead we only treat the field of a transitive, symmetrical
relation. This serves all the purposes for which we had wanted the metaphysically
loaded property, but without assuming that there are any such properties. There may
of course be such properties, but that will imply that there is a relation such as we are
assuming. The converse does not hold. So we are confining ourselves to necessary
conditions of these metaphysically loaded properties without thereby utilizing them,
freeing us of their problematic metaphysical baggage. As Russell puts it:
In all such cases, the class of terms that have the given transitive
symmetrical relation to a given term will fulfil all the formal requisites of a
common property of all the members of the class. Since there certainly is
the class, while any other common property may be illusory, it is prudent,
in order to avoid needless assumptions, to substitute the class for the
common property which would ordinarily be assumed. This is the reason
for the definitions we have adopted, and this is the source of the apparent
paradoxes. No harm is done if there are such common properties as
language assumes, since we do not deny them, but merely abstain from
asserting them. But if there are not such common properties in any given
case, then our method has secured us against error. In the absence of
special knowledge, therefore, the method we have adopted is the only one
which is safe, and which avoids the risk of introducing fictitious
metaphysical entities. (Russell 1914: 125-126)
So much for Russell’s view. I turn next to Wrinch’s view. Wrinch's reply to
Saunders, alluded to above, contains a very precise statement of Russell’s stated payoff
of his methodology. Wrinch argues that the method of Russell in Our Knowledge has the
virtue of preserving what is needed in old metaphysical properties while avoiding
potentially specious philosophical assumptions. She is arguing, against Saunders, that
an interpretation of the data of perception “not involving physical objects is, in an
important sense, better than an interpretation which involves physical objects.” She
writes:
Physics gives us the proposition “this physical object is to the right of that
one”. A rough interpretation can be offered as follows: There are two
sense-data which are aspects of this physical object and that one
respectively, and there is a certain relation between them. But Mr. Russell
has shown that it is possible to connect the sense-data usually called
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“aspects of the same thing” by means of continuity and certain causal
laws without assuming that there is one thing of which they are all
aspects. Thus a second interpretation can be given: There are two sensedata which are `aspects of the same things' as certain other sense-data and
there is a certain relation between them. This interpretation does not
involve the existence of physical objects. (Wrinch 1917: 451-452)
The payoff of this, in Wrinch’s estimation, is just what Russell suggests: a more
probably true theory that comes with a reduction in metaphysical baggage to boot.
Wrinch writes:
Now it is evident that if the first proposition [interpretation] is true, so is
the second: but that if the second is true, the first may or may not be true.
Thus we have two propositions q and r (say) such that q implies r and r
does not imply q. Then I would maintain that, under these circumstances
one can properly say that r is more probably true than q. Therefore the
second interpretation is, in an important sense, better than an
interpretation involving the existence of physical objects. (Wrinch 1917:
452)
Wrinch views Russell’s method as having the very advantage that Russell attributed to
it in the above excerpt. As she says in discussing the elimination of points in geometry,
“we do not assume that there are such things as points and then call in our crude
geometrical intuitions to helps us…” (Wrinch 1917: 451) It is precisely the avoidance of
such metaphysical baggage that leads Wrinch to defend the philosophical value of
Russell's method against Saunders’ criticisms. (Wrinch 1917: 448)
In Wrinch’s view, the new logic, in Russell’s sense, is central to recent advances. In
her 1929 “Aspects of Scientific Method: With Special Reference to Schrödinger’s Wave
Mechanics,” Wrinch begins the article by praising the new logic:
Among the many remarkable developments in modern philosophy none,
so far as I can see, will have results of such far-reaching importance as the
revolution in logic. Classical logic, still persisting in some Universities at
home and abroad, has been superseded by modern logic which in a
couple generations has given a wholly different character to the domains
of philosophy which depend upon logic for their structure. […] …there is
no doubt that whatever, in my opinion, that the revolution in logic has
opened up for the first time new domains of inquiry for the student who,
imbued with the modern student, is concerned to apply the ideas of pure
logic to the external world. (Wrinch 1929: 95)
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This is nothing short of embracing the role of the new logic in philosophy and the
overall scientific enterprise. This is corroborated in Wrinch’s 1927 piece “The Relations
of Science and Philosophy,” in which she announces “a new era in philosophy” induced
by the new logic:
We might even say that, in a sense, the Philosopher concerned with the
special branch of his subject should be the enfant terrible of the scientific
world. […] For it must be remembered that the philosopher includes in his
vast domain the whole comprehensive subject of logic. And the vast
potentialities of this subject which is developing in day by day cannot at
present be judged. The technique available nowadays owing to the recent
developments in logical theory marks a new era in philosophy as
undeniably as the new discoveries in the physical sciences mark a new era
in our knowledge of the external world. (Wrinch 1927: 154)
I think that such passages show that Wrinch embraces the Russellian picture of the new
logic and its role in both developing logical constructions that eliminate rotten
“metaphysical lumber” and logically analyzing the data of empirical sciences for the
logical structures consistent with the facts and our best theories. In short, Wrinch
accepted the scientific revolution in philosophy introduced by the new logic. Like
Russell, she viewed the external world as a field for scientific method in philosophy.
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74 Years of the Nuclear Threat – with Lots of Luck
This year is the 74th anniversary of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
The world has sustained 74 years of ongoing hope that such nuclear atrocity will never
happen again.1 But far too many fail to realize that the hope has been sustained by pure
luck. This is the view of experts like former Secretary of Defense, William Perry. I’ll
mention just a few horrendous examples (among hundreds) of nuclear “near misses”,
most since the terrifying Cuban Missile Crisis (1962), and many since the end of the
Cold War (1991).
One of the closest calls was the little known 1980 Damascus accident in Arkansas. It
is the centerpiece of Eric Schlosser’s important work Command and Control: Nuclear
Weapons, the Damascus Accident, and the Illusion of Safety (Penguin, 2013). It presents a
shockingly disturbing picture of our nuclear history: military inter-service rivalry,
deception, corporate greed, national fanaticism – and over 1,000 nuclear accidents.2
The Damascus accident involved a Titan II missile, one of 54 (18 in Arkansas) in
hardened launch silos over 100 feet deep with a nine-megaton warhead (America’s
largest ever, with a force-yield of 600 Hiroshima nukes). At the Damascus site, a
mechanic near the missile top dropped a heavy wrench that fell 70 feet down the silo
puncturing the fuel tank. Eight hours later, despite efforts to contain highly flammable
fuel vapors, the missile exploded, covering the complex in fire and toxic gases, and
sending the warhead 1,000 feet into the air, landing nearly a quarter-mile away.
Miraculously, there was no thermonuclear explosion – “miraculous” because the
warhead had long been identified by the designer (Sandia Labs) as one of the “least
safe” in the US arsenal and one of the most likely to detonate in “abnormal

Many highly-ranked World War II generals thought the bombings not only atrocious, but
unnecessary. General Dwight Eisenhower, Supreme Allied Commander during the war and US
president from 1953 to 1961, for example, retrospectively lamented the use of the atomic bombs:
“The Japanese were ready to surrender … it wasn’t necessary to hit them with that awful thing”
(Newsweek, 11 November 1963, p. 107).
2 See my review in Russell, Vol. 34, No. 1. Summer 2014, pp. 84-91.
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environments,” such as intense heat. Sandia had petitioned the Pentagon for over a
decade to address the safety issues or retire the weapon. It was finally retired in 1987.
A second close call occurred on 27 January 1966, when a B-52 bomber on airborne
alert over the Mediterranean collided with a refuelling tanker near Palomares, Spain.
The B-52 broke apart, losing its four one-megaton H-bombs. Three were found the next
day – one intact, but the conventional explosives (necessary to start nuclear fusion) of
the other two had ignited, scattering plutonium and bomb fragments over much of
Palomares. (Luck again – no thermo-nuclear explosions.). The fourth was found two
months later a mile off the coast and recovered in 2,000 feet of water.
Finally, on 25 January 1995, Russian early warning radar mistook a Norwegian
research rocket for an American missile attack. Russian forces went on full alert,
President Yeltsin was notified, and his “nuclear football” (containing “go codes”
authorizing launch) was activated, ready to launch a counter attack on the US. But the
launch command had to be made quickly, within 12 minutes, before the US missile
struck. With only four minutes left, the rocket was observed to be moving away from
Russia. Nuclear Armageddon was averted, barely.
Cold War Again? Trashing Treaties and Neglecting Negotiations
With a returning Cold War, the chances of sustaining our post-Hiroshima luck is not
good, not without international action, especially cooperation of the major actors – the
US and Russia.
Tragically, both nuclear giants (with 90% of the world’s nuclear weaponry) are
backing away from weapons reductions and disarmament negotiations. Both nations,
but especially the US, seem bent on abandoning important treaties and even relishing
the idea of a returning arms race. Early on, Donald Trump, the president-elect,
proclaimed the need to “build up our nuclear forces”. When the interviewer asked “but
what about the risk of restarting the arms race?”, Trump cheerfully declared: “Let it be
an arms race!”3
Trump recently pulled out of the 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces treaty.
The treaty was a remarkable Cold War breakthrough – a product of Reagan and
Gorbachev’s surprising cooperation, a first in true nuclear reductions (not just limits on
increases as with SALT) – and nearly 3,000 nuclear missiles were removed from Europe
(and thousands of tanks and soldiers), greatly reducing the rising risk of war in the

3

“Trump on Nukes: ‘Let it be an arms race,’” Morning Joe, 23 December 2016, MSNBC.com.
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region. The INF was soon followed by the Cold War’s end and START I (1991) – an
amazing achievement yielding sizable reductions (60%) of deployed strategic warheads.
More recently, New START (2011) significantly lowered the numbers to about 1,500
each (not counting roughly 2,000 retired/awaiting dismantlement and 4,000 remaining
spares) – slow, but welcome progress, though more than enough to obliterate
humankind. The treaty expires in 2021 and may not be renewed. But if not, an
unbridled arms race will.
The US and Russia seem determined to continue “modernizing” nuclear weapons
and delivery systems, reintroducing short and intermediate range weapons into Europe
and Asia, and adding new “low yield” nukes to already unacceptably large arsenals.
The other seven nuclear weapon states, including China, together have a total of “only”
1,000 strategic weapons. It’s a number almost sure to grow – to the detriment of our
post-Hiroshima “luck” – if the major nuclear powers don’t rethink the rising risk of war
and disarmament obligations under the 1970 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) –
as the World Court has affirmed (1994), and as moral sense dictates.
In 2018, President Trump unilaterally quit the 2015 seven-party Iran nuclear deal
with on-site international inspections verifying Iran’s “no-nukes” compliance in
exchange for removal of crippling US economic sanctions. Trump and friends
(especially Israel, a secretive nuclear weapon state, and Saudi Arabia, an aspiring one)
thought the deal too risky, despite full compliance (as determined by the International
Atomic Energy Agency). Without US sanctions removed (as promised), Iran may
return to (or appear to return to) its former nuke plans or, out of economic desperation,
take (or appear to take) retaliatory actions. In either case, we have a recipe for regional
war (as some rivals may relish).
In 2017 Trump unilaterally pulled the US (a principal planetary polluter) out of the
2015 Paris Climate Accord, turning his back on the international effort to stem the rising
tide of slow global disaster.
What to do? There’s an important US presidential election coming up that could
make a difference internationally in the direction of hope and nuclear sanity. Before we
turn to the election, I’d like to revisit, for hope and encouragement, Bertrand Russell’s
not very different problems in the early 1960s, which he met by challenging the narrow
nuclear mindset of the day and expanding public awareness of little-known
catastrophe.
Russell’s Cold War Battle
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Russell devoted most of his last 15 years (1955-1970) to fighting the Cold War and the
nuclear threat, and we’ll see some connections with our current crisis. First let’s recall
organizational contributions during those years which initiated work that made the
Cold War’s later termination possible:
• The Russell-Einstein Manifesto (1955) was an early and important factor in
shaping the global movement that brought an end (albeit a short-lived one) to
the Cold War;4
• The Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs (1957) received the
Nobel Peace Prize (1995). Co-founder Joseph Rotblat shared the Prize (Bertrand
Russell, the other co-founder and first president, would likely, I believe, also
have shared the Prize had he been alive at the time);
• The Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (1957), of which Russell was a founder
and first president, shared the Nobel Peace Prize with the International
Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons for helping bring about the UN Treaty
on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons; and
• The Russell-Sartre International War Crimes Tribunal (1966, aided by the 1963
Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation) exposed US atrocities in Vietnam, adding to
the war’s growing unpopularity.
All of these Russell initiatives played a role in allowing the superpowers to return to
nuclear arms control negotiations and resulted in the following landmark agreements:
• The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (1972) (President George W. Bush provocatively
pulled out in 2002, damaging US-Russian cooperation and setting the stage for a
new Cold War);
• The Strategic Arms Limitations Treaties (SALT I, 1972 and SALT II, 1979); and
• The NPT (1968 signing, 1970 came into force), allowing non-nuclear states to
obtain nuclear power, but not nuclear weapons, subject to international
inspection, and binding the nuclear weapons states to nuclear disarmament. The
treaty today has 191 members, including five of the nuclear weapon states (US,
Russia, China, Britain, and France; the other four – Israel, India, Pakistan, and
North Korea – are non-members). At the time, Russell was in poor health and
mainly focused on the War Crimes Tribunal, but surely he was aware of the NPT
and uplifted by the language of Article VI, requiring a swift end to nuclear arms

Several Soviet leaders were positively influenced by the Manifesto, including Mikhail
Gorbachev (Nobel Peace Prize, 1990)

4

49

race and for a treaty on “general and complete disarmament under strict and
effective international control.”
Bertrand Russell’s determination to slow the drift to nuclear catastrophe in the late
1950s and much of the 1960s, produced lectures and writings, including letters to the
editor, rousing wide public discussion. He skillfully exposed the then little-known
threat of accidental nuclear war – including some “near miss” examples that Schlosser
cites.5
If Russell were around today, he would doubtlessly be, as he was in the early 1960s,
a sort of Socratic gadfly for his country and much of the West – an inspiring (and
vexing) source of public awakening and a genuine search for truth.
We are currently in a position similar to Russell’s in the 1960s. His public too was
only slowly coming around to awakening to the jingoistic dogma and deceit, and
readiness to take action. The world didn’t get there in his lifetime, but things were
moving in the right direction – and we did (however briefly) end it. Today our public
needs an awakening such as Russell worked to achieve. Let’s not forget that that
awareness that came to fruition in the late ‘80s, has since largely faded and is much in
need of new life.
The 2020 US Election
If the world is to escape nuclear calamity this time, the US needs special political
leadership and an informed electorate. The Democrats have some fine candidates, most
with good sense, rightly critical of corporate power, mindful of the need to narrow the
wealth and health gaps, taking global warming with serious concern, and recognizing
the importance of international cooperation – unlike our current “leader”.
But most worrying is that many of the candidates may not grasp the seriousness of
this other global threat – nuclear annihilation. To date (October 2019) we have heard
virtually no campaign discussion about the nuclear threat. A large part of the silence
may be due to lack of knowledge of the problem, and also the closely related issue of
our military industrial complex and the bloated and dangerous military excesses it has
spawned. Does the US military really need a budget five times greater than China’s
and eight times Russia’s? Do we really need to be the world’s leading arms merchant –
even if most of our customers are not undemocratic despots? Do we really need 800

See a vexed but arousing and enlightening series of exchanges between Russell and Harper’s
Magazine editor, John Fischer, in Yours Faithfully, pp. 341-47).
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military bases in 70 countries to surround, spy on, and threaten our rivals? And why so
many US wars and military interventions, too often flouting international law?
We must, for the sake of all, have a new US president in 2020, one with the
understanding and will to lead the international community towards the abolition of
war and nuclear weapons. In the months ahead we must talk with the candidates and
ask if they agree that the US should encourage the nuclear weapon states to move
toward nuclear disarmament per the NPT – a treaty that the US, and the UN Security
Council’s other “permanent five” members, have sworn to carry out. It will be a long
haul. In the meantime (to start that move), ask if they support:
• Negotiating with the Russians to extend the endangered New START treaty;
• Endorsing a US “no first nuke use” policy;6
• Taking our land-based missiles off high alert; and
• Withholding funding for new “low yield” warheads and more costly
“modernization”.
For more information on the nuclear issue, see the Union of Concerned Scientist’s
helpful site (https://ucsusa.org/nuclear-weapons/us-weapons/).
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Today the only nuclear “no first use” nations are China, India, and North Korea. The Russians
had the policy in the 1980s and early 1990s, but Yeltsin dropped it in 1993 (after President
Clinton allowed NATO to expand eastward to Russia’s borders).
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The Public Intellectual: Remembering Russell on the 50th
Anniversary of His Death
Call for Papers for the 2020 Meeting of the Bertrand Russell
Society
The Bertrand Russell Society (BRS), an international organization dedicated to the
memory of the philosopher Bertrand Russell, will hold its annual meeting at Central
Connecticut State University from Friday, 19 June, to Sunday, 21 June 2020.
If you are interested in presenting a paper at the BRS Annual Meeting, please submit
the paper abstract through our website at the following link:
https://bertrandrussellsociety.org/submissions/.
Special emphasis will be given to commemorating Russell’s continuing influence on the
50th anniversary of his death in 1970. It is also the 100th anniversary of Russell’s visits
to Russia and China, leading to two books: The Practice and Theory of Bolshevism and The
Problem of China. But we welcome papers on any aspect of Russell’s personal life and
his thought, work, and legacy. We also welcome proposals for other activities that
might be appropriate for the meeting (e.g., a master class on a work by Russell). Each
abstract should be no longer than two paragraphs. The deadline for submission is 2
April 2020.
There is a time limit of 20 minutes for each presentation. An additional 10 minutes is
allotted for discussion.
Further details about the annual meeting (registration, etc.) will be posted at the
Bertrand Russell Society website: https://bertrandrussellsociety.org/meetings.
Thank you, and we hope to see you at the meeting!

“The good life is one inspired by love and guided by knowledge”
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