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Introductio n 
 

Scientists and engineers play an essential role in the development and maintenance of 
nuclear weapons. Indeed, as has often been observed, politicians will always need them 
to satisfy their nuclear ambitions.  
 

This indispensability implies a heavy burden of responsibility  to society. Aware of this, 
many scientists and engineers have become staunch advocates of the ethical and 
peaceful use of science and technology. Throughout the nuclear age they have 
repeatedly and unequivocally promoted nuclear disarmament and spoken out against 
war. 
 
In this paper the most significant appeals are collected. Although the ending of the Cold 
War shifted the backdrop against which these appeals have been made, their message 
has been consistent. The Einstein-Russell ManifeÓÔÏ ÓÕÍÓ ÉÔ ÕÐ ÂÅÓÔȡ Ȱ7Å ÁÐÐÅÁÌ ÁÓ 
ÈÕÍÁÎ ÂÅÉÎÇÓ ÔÏ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÂÅÉÎÇÓȡ 2ÅÍÅÍÂÅÒ ÙÏÕÒ ÈÕÍÁÎÉÔÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÒÇÅÔ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÔȢȱ  
 
More specifically, these appeals underline the necessity and attainability of nuclear 
abolition and urge world leaders to move towards realizing this goal. Moreover, they call 
upon the scientists and engineers of the world to cease and desist from work creating, 
developing, improving and manufacturing nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass 
destruction. Finally, they serve as a powerful remindeÒ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÁÎÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄȭÓ Çreatest 
minds have long been collaborating to achieve a nuclear weapon free world. 
 
Some of the names behind the appeals participated in the Manhattan Project that 
produced the first atomic weapons over 65 years ago; arguably onÅ ÏÆ ÍÁÎËÉÎÄȭÓ ÍÏÓÔ 
impressive scientific achievements. Today, it is high time for a different project: one that 
unites scientists of the world for the purpose of dismantling these instruments of 
annihilation. Scientists and engineers will be crucial to achieving this goal, illustrating 
that they can be as much part of the solution as they are of the problem.  
 
Finally, in the context of the moral responsibility of scientists and engineers, we should 
honour those who broke their confidentiality agreements by speaking up against legally 
or ethically dubious practices that they experienced in the course of their work. Perhaps 
the best known example is Mordechai Vanunu, the former Israeli nuclear technician who 
was sentenced to 18 years in prison by an Israeli court in 1986 for revealing details 
about )ÓÒÁÅÌȭÓ ÎÕÃÌÅÁÒ ×ÅÁÐÏÎ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ to the British press. By breaking the silence, 
these whistleblowers risk severe scorn, their freedom, and possibly even their lives.  
  
Let us make sure that their  appeals and the ones included here will not go unheard. 
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Russell-Einstein Manifesto 

(1955) 

In the tragic situation which confronts humanity, we feel that scientists should assemble in 

conference to appraise the perils that have arisen as a result of the development of weapons of 

mass destruction, and to discuss a resolution in the spirit of the appended draft. 

We are speaking on this occasion, not as members of this or that nation, continent, or 

creed, but as human beings, members of the species Man, whose continued existence is in 

doubt. The world is full of conflicts; and, overshadowing all minor conflicts, the titanic 

struggle between Communism and anti-Communism. 

Almost everybody who is politically conscious has strong feelings about one or more of 

these issues; but we want you, if you can, to set aside such feelings and consider yourselves 

only as members of a biological species which has had a remarkable history, and whose 

disappearance none of us can desire. 

We shall try to say no single word which should appeal to one group rather than to 

another. All, equally, are in peril, and, if the peril is understood, there is hope that they may 

collectively avert it. 

We have to learn to think in a new way. We have to learn to ask ourselves, not what steps 

can be taken to give military victory to whatever group we prefer, for there no longer are such 

steps; the question we have to ask ourselves is: what steps can be taken to prevent a military 

contest of which the issue must be disastrous to all parties? 

The general public, and even many men in positions of authority, have not realized what 

would be involved in a war with nuclear bombs. The general public still thinks in terms of the 

obliteration of cities. It is understood that the new bombs are more powerful than the old, and 

that, while one A-bomb could obliterate Hiroshima, one H-bomb could obliterate the largest 

cities, such as London, New York, and Moscow. 

No doubt in an H-bomb war great cities would be obliterated. But this is one of the minor 

disasters that would have to be faced. If everybody in London, New York, and Moscow were 

exterminated, the world might, in the course of a few centuries, recover from the blow. But 

we now know, especially since the Bikini test, that nuclear bombs can gradually spread 

destruction over a very much wider area than had been supposed. 

It is stated on very good authority that a bomb can now be manufactured which will be 

2,500 times as powerful as that which destroyed Hiroshima. Such a bomb, if exploded near 

the ground or under water, sends radio-active particles into the upper air. They sink gradually 

and reach the surface of the earth in the form of a deadly dust or rain. It was this dust which 

infected the Japanese fishermen and their catch of fish. No one knows how widely such lethal 

radio-active particles might be diffused, but the best authorities are unanimous in saying that a 

war with H-bombs might possibly put an end to the human race. It is feared that if many H- 
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bombs are used there will be universal death, sudden only for a minority, but for the 

majority a slow torture of disease and disintegration. 

Many warnings have been uttered by eminent men of science and by authorities in 

military strategy. None of them will say that the worst results are certain. What they do say is 

that these results are possible, and no one can be sure that they will not be realized. We have 

not yet found that the views of experts on this question depend in any degree upon their 

politics or prejudices. They depend only, so far as our researches have revealed, upon the 

extent of the particular expert's knowledge. We have found that the men who know most are 

the most gloomy. 

Here, then, is the problem which we present to you, stark and dreadful and inescapable: 

Shall we put an end to the human race; or shall mankind renounce war? People will not face 

this alternative because it is so difficult to abolish war. 

The abolition of war will demand distasteful limitations of national sovereignty. But what 

perhaps impedes understanding of the situation more than anything else is that the term 

"mankind" feels vague and abstract. People scarcely realize in imagination that the danger is 

to themselves and their children and their grandchildren, and not only to a dimly apprehended 

humanity. They can scarcely bring themselves to grasp that they, individually, and those 

whom they love are in imminent danger of perishing agonizingly. And so they hope that 

perhaps war may be allowed to continue provided modern weapons are prohibited. 

This hope is illusory. Whatever agreements not to use H-bombs had been reached in time 

of peace, they would no longer be considered binding in time of war, and both sides would set 

to work to manufacture H-bombs as soon as war broke out, for, if one side manufactured the 

bombs and the other did not, the side that manufactured them would inevitably be victorious. 

Although an agreement to renounce nuclear weapons as part of a general reduction of 

armaments would not afford an ultimate solution, it would serve certain important purposes. 

First, any agreement between East and West is to the good in so far as it tends to diminish 

tension. Second, the abolition of thermo-nuclear weapons, if each side believed that the other 

had carried it out sincerely, would lessen the fear of a sudden attack in the style of Pearl 

Harbour, which at present keeps both sides in a state of nervous apprehension. We should, 

therefore, welcome such an agreement though only as a first step. 

Most of us are not neutral in feeling, but, as human beings, we have to remember that, if 

the issues between East and West are to be decided in any manner that can give any possible 

satisfaction to anybody, whether Communist or anti-Communist, whether Asian or European 

or American, whether White or Black, then these issues must not be decided by war. We 

should wish this to be understood, both in the East and in the West. 

There lies before us, if we choose, continual progress in happiness, knowledge, and 

wisdom. Shall we, instead, choose death, because we cannot forget our quarrels? We appeal 

as human beings to human beings: Remember your humanity, and forget the rest. If you can 

do so, the way lies open to a new Paradise; if you cannot, there lies before you the risk of 

universal death. 
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Resolution: 

We invite this Congress, and through it the scientists of the world and the general public, to 

subscribe to the following resolution: 

"In view of the fact that in any future world war nuclear weapons will certainly be employed, 

and that such weapons threaten the continued existence of mankind, we urge the governments 

of the world to realize, and to acknowledge publicly, that their purpose cannot be furthered by 

a world war, and we urge them, consequently, to find peaceful means for the settlement of all 

matters of dispute between them." 

Max Born 

Percy W. Bridgman 

Albert Einstein 

Leopold Infeld 

Frederic Joliot-Curie 

Herman J. Muller 

Linus Pauling 

Cecil F. Powell  

Joseph Rotblat 

Bertrand Russell 

Hideki Yukawa 
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The Letter from Bertrand Russell to Joseph Rotblat 

(1956) 

July 6th, 1956.  

Dear Professor Rotblat,  

You will remember that in July of last year you were one of the signatories of a letter which 

suggested that scientists should meet in conference to appraise the perils associated with the 

development of weapons of mass destruction, and to discuss a resolution urging governments 

to find peaceful means for the settlement of all matters in dispute between them.  

Nearly a year has passed since that letter was published and during this time there has been a 

substantial reduction in international tension; there still, however, seem to be important 

reasons for holding a meeting of scientists, some of which are set out in the appended letter.  

The object of the enclosed draft letter is to invite a number of distinguished scientists to meet 

as a committee for the purpose of making an appraisal of the present dangers arising from 

weapons of mass destruction. I hope it will be generally agreed by all those who have been 

working towards this end, that, to be effective, such a committee should be drawn from 

scientists of the highest integrity who are widely representative of different political and other 

opinions. A proper balance in this respect appears to be of central importance.  

It has been suggested to me that it could be both appropriate and possible for the meeting of 

this committee to be held in India, shortly before the Indian Science Conference which takes 

place in the first of January 1957, and I feel that it should be limited to about twenty 

scientists. I thought that invitations be sent, in the first instance, to the following scientists:  

¶ Oliphant (Australia)  

¶ Li Tse Kuang (China)  

¶ Bohr Lacassagne (France);  

¶ Hahn, Hertz(Germany);  

¶ Hinshelwood, Haddow (Great Britain);  

¶ Kothari, Krishnan (India);  

¶ Amaldi (Italy);  

¶ Tomonaga (Japan);  

¶ Hevesy (Sweden);  

¶ Rabinowitch, Weisskopf (USA);  

¶ Topchiev, Nesmeyanov (USSR).  

Doubtless not all those approached would feel able to take part, and other approaches would 

have to be made subsequently to such personalities as seemed desirable, in order that the 

prime requirement of a balanced committee should be fulfilled.  
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I should be glad to know, at your early convenience, whether you would consent to sign the 

draft letter, as it stands or suitably amended: whether you would feel able to take part in the 

work of the committee: and whether you would care to make suggestions of the names of 

other scientists whom you consider it would be appropriate to invite. I should be grateful if, in 

considering these proposals, you would not take into consideration in the first instance, the 

expense of the journey to India and subsistence therein. I hope that it may be possible, by 

calling on a variety of resources, to make provision for a major part of the costs involved.  

Yours sincerely,  

 

Bertrand Russell 
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The first Pugwash Conference (1957) 

The Russell-Einstein Manifesto was issued on 9th July 1955 in London at a Press Conference 

held in Caxton Hall.  

A few days after the publication of the Russell-Einstein Manifesto Mr. Cyrus Eaton sent a 

letter to Bertrand Russell offering to finance the Conference of scientists which was called for 

in the Manifesto, and suggesting that it be held in Pugwash, Nova Scotia. This offer was not 

taken up because at that time it was planned to hold the Conference in India, where Prime 

Minister Jawaharlal Nehru was very keen on the Conference of scientists and had offered 

hospitality for it.  

It took about a year before the plans for the meeting in New Delhi were formulated. Russell 

asked the two other British signatories of the Manifesto, Cecil Powell and Joseph Rotblat, to 

help him in the preparation of the Conference. Eric Burhop, who collaborated with Powell in 

the World Federation of Scientific Workers, was also involved.  

In discussions between these four, a preliminary agenda and a list of invitees, to make a total 

of about 20 participants, were prepared. It was agreed that the letter should be signed by 

Russell on behalf of the signatories of the Russell-Einstein Manifesto. The first step, 

therefore, was for Russell to write to the signatories to obtain their agreement to the draft of 

the letter of invitation; these letters were dispatched on 6th July 1956.  

It took several weeks for the replies to come in. Eventually, out of the nine signatories (apart 

from Russell) who were alive at that time, seven agreed; the only two to decline were both 

Americans: Percy Bridgman and Hermann Muller (but the latter subsequently changed his 

mind, and came to the 1957 Conference in Pugwash).  

Letters of invitation as agreed by the signatories were sent on 29 August to 27 scientists; a 

few weeks later a further 8 scientists were invited. The 35 invitees were as follows:  

¶ Adrian, Haddow* and Hinshelwood (UK) 

¶ Beadle, Bronk, Compton, Oppenheimer, Rabinowitch* and Weisskopf (USA) 

¶ Peter Kapitza, Nesmeyanov*, Nuzhdin, Oparin*, Sissakian*, Skobeltzyn* and 

Topchiev* (USSR) 

¶ Hahn, Heisenberg and Rajewski* (FRG) 

¶ de Broglie and Lacassagne* (France) 

¶ Tomonaga* and Tsuzuki* (Japan) 

¶ Kothari* and Krishnan (India) 

¶ Amaldi (Italy) 

¶ Niels Bohr (Denmark) 

¶ Burgess (Netherlands) 

¶ de Castro* (Brazil) 

¶ de Hevesy* (Sweden) 

¶ Hertz* (GDR) 

¶ Li -Tze-Kuang* (China) 

¶ Oliphant* (Australia) 

¶ Schweitzer (Gabon ) 

¶ Thirring* (Austria) 
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Eighteen of these (their names are asterisked) accepted. Those who refused gave as reasons 

previous engagements or ill -health. Only a very few doubted the value of the proposed 

Conference.  

From among the Russell-Einstein signatories, five (Infeld, Pauling, Powell, Rotblat and 

Yukawa) expressed willingness to participate in the Conference in New Delhi. Thus, there 

would have been a total of 23 scientists, roughly the number planned by the organizers.  

Although in the letter of invitation, the latter half of December 1956 was given as the date for 

the meeting, in subsequent letters the date was fixed for 9 - 12 January 1957.  

In the event, the plans for the New Delhi meeting had to be aborted. The uneasy political 

situation following the Suez and Hungary crises was one reason. The other was the failure to 

secure funds for travel expenses. Consequently, letters were sent on 22 November 1956 to all 

those who accepted, informing them of the cancellation of the Conference.  

It was at that stage that the initial offer made by Cyrus Eaton was recalled. In an exchange of 

cables it was quickly agreed that the Conference could be held in July 1957 in Pugwash. 

Another set of letters, this time including a draft agenda, was despatched on 8 February 1957. 

It was addressed to those of the earlier invitees to New Delhi who had either accepted or had 

refused because of previous engagements. In addition, 18 new invitations were sent to the 

following: Massey and Waddington (UK); Bethe, Harrison-Brown, Cavers, Doty, Selove, 

Smyth, Szilard, Urey and Weaver (USA); Kuzin (USSR)*, BrockChisholm (Canada)*, Chou-

Pei-Yuan (China); Rehberg (Denmark); Butenandt (FRG); Ogawa (Japan); and Danysz 

(Poland). At the request of Mr. Cyrus Eaton another Canadian, John Foster, was also invited.  

Several of those who have replied in the affirmative to the invitation to Pugwash (Haddow, 

Hertz, Nesmeyanov and Waddington) subsequently withdrew, mainly due to ill-health. Of the 

Russell-Einstein signatories, Infeld and Pauling also had to withdraw.  
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ñGºttinger 18ò (1957) 

The Manifesto 

The plans to arm the Bundeswehr with atomic weapons worry the signing atomic researchers 

very much. Some of them wrote to the responsible authorities in the last months. Today it's a 

question of public interest. The signing people feel responsible to inform the people about 

things that every expert but not the normal people know. 

 

1. Tactical nuclear weapons have the same destructive effect as normal atomic bombs. 

"Tactical" means only, that they will be used against operating troops on the ground too, not 

only against civilians. Every tactical atomic bomb or granate has a similar effect as the first 

atomic bomb of Hiroshima. Because of their large number, tactical atomic weapons in sum 

will have much more destructive potential. As "smart" they are declared only in comparison 

to the "strategic" hydrogen bomb. 

 

2. There is no elemental limit known for the development of the live destructing effect of 

strategic nuclear weapons. A tactical atomic bomb can destroy a small town, but an H bomb is 

able to make a countryside of an area like the Ruhr area uninhabitable for a long time. 

Through the diffusion of the radioactivity today it would be possible to kill the whole 

population of Western Germany by using H bombs. We know no technical possibility to 

protect a large population from this. 

 

We know, it is very difficult to take political consequences by this facts. We, as non-

politicians, will nobody attest the competence. Our profession is pure science and its 

application and to force young people to work in our science, but we are responsible for the 

consequences of our research. By this fact, we cannot keep silent to all political questions. We 

admit ourselves to the freedom, like the western world defends against communism today. We 

do not deny that the fear of the H bomb has an important rule on peace keeping in our world 

and protecting freedom in a part of the world. But we do not believe that this way of peace 

and freedom protection works for all time, and are frightened of the killing consequences in 

the case of failure. We cannot give advice for the politics of the Great Powers. But we 

believe, for a small country like the Federal Republic of Germany the best way of peace 

keeping and protecting itself would be a voluntary abdication of having all kinds of nuclear 

weapons. None of the signatories would work on a military nuclear project. At the same time 

we challenge research on peaceful use of nuclear energy. 

 

Fritz Bopp, Max Born, Rudolf Fleischmann, Walther Gerlach, Otto Hahn, Otto Haxel, Werner 

Heisenberg, Hans Kopfermann, Max v. Laue, Heinz Maier-Leibnitz, Josef Mattauch, 

Friedrich-Adolf Paneth, Wolfgang Paul, Wolfgang Riezler, Fritz Strassmann, Wilhelm 

Walcher, Carl Friedrich Frhr. v. Weizsäcker, Karl Wirtz 
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http://en.allexperts.com/e/b/bu/bundeswehr.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/h/hi/hiroshima.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/h/h/h_bomb.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/r/ru/ruhr_area.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/f/fr/fritz_bopp.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/m/ma/max_born.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/r/ru/rudolf_fleischmann.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/w/wa/walther_gerlach.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/o/ot/otto_hahn.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/o/ot/otto_haxel.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/w/we/werner_heisenberg.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/w/we/werner_heisenberg.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/h/ha/hans_kopfermann.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/m/ma/max_von_laue.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/h/he/heinz_maier-leibnitz.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/j/jo/josef_mattauch.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/f/fr/friedrich-adolf_paneth.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/w/wo/wolfgang_paul.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/w/wo/wolfgang_riezler.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/f/fr/fritz_stra%C3%9Fmann.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/w/wi/wilhelm_walcher.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/w/wi/wilhelm_walcher.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/c/ca/carl_friedrich_von_weizs%C3%A4cker.htm
http://en.allexperts.com/e/k/ka/karl_wirtz.htm
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