Albert Einstein and Sigmunaf Freud

from The Einstein-Freud Correspona[ence (1931-1932)

[1]

The letter which Einstein addressed to Freud, conceming the yrq’ectca[
organization of intellectual leaders, was sent in 1931, or Possiﬁ[y 1932, and read

anO[[OWS.’

7 great[y admire your passian to ascertain the truth--a yassian that has
come to dominate all else in your tﬁinléing. You have shown with irresistible
[uciafity how insgpamﬁ[y the aggressive and destructive instincts are bound up
in the human Psycﬁe with those of love and the (ust for ﬁfe. At the same time,
your convincing arguments make mamfest your aﬁqu devotion to the great goa[
of the internal and external (iberation of man ﬁfom the evils of war. This was the
yrofouna[ ﬁqpe of all those who have been revered as moral and syim’tua[ leaders
Eeymw[ the limits of their own time and country, from Jesus to Goethe and Kant.
Ts it not sigmﬁ’cam that such men have been universa[[y recognizea[ as leaders,
even tﬁougﬁ their desire to aﬁ(ect the course of human aﬁairs was quite
ineﬁ(ecn’ve?

[2]

7 am convinced that almost all great men who, because of their
accomyﬁ’sﬁments, are recognizea[ as leaders even of small groups share the same
ideals. But tﬁey have [ittle inf[uence on the course of poﬁtica[ events. It would
almost appear that the very domain of human actiw’ty most crucial to the fate

of nations is inesca’paﬁl’y in the hands of wﬁof@ irresponsiﬁﬁz yoﬁtica[ rulers.

3]



Political leaders or governments owe their power either to the use of force
or to their election Ey the masses. T ﬁey cannot be regarafea[ as rqpresentative of
the supem’or moral or intellectual elements in a nation. In our time, the
intellectual elite does not exercise any direct inf[uence on the ﬁistory of the world;
the very fact of its division into many factions makes it impossiﬁﬁz for its
members to co-operate in the solution of toa[ay's yroﬁ&zms. Do you not share the
feeﬁ’ng that a cﬁange could be Erougﬁt about Ey a free association of men whose
yrevious work and achievements oﬁ(er a guarantee of their aﬁiﬁty and integm’ty?
Such a group of international scope, whose members would have to Eegp contact
with each other tﬁrougﬁ constant intercﬁange of qpinians, migﬁt gain a
sigmﬁ’cam and wholesome moral inf[uence on the solution of yoﬁtica[ proﬁﬁzms 1f
its own attitudes, backed Ey the signatures of its concurm’ng members, were made
yuﬁﬁc tﬁrougﬁ the press. Such an association would, of course, suﬁ(er ﬁfom all the
afefects that have so oﬁen led to a[égenemtion in learned societies; the rfanger that
such a dégenemtion may aﬁzve@p is, unfortunate[y, ever present in view of the
im’pmfections of human nature. ’J—[owever, and aﬁzgpite those rfangers, should we
not make at least an attempt to form such an association in spite of all afangers?

It seems to me notﬁing less than an imyerative afuty.’

[4]

Once such an association of intellectuals--men of real stature--has come
into Being, it migﬁt then make an energetic eﬁfort to en-list re[igious groups in
the ﬁ’gﬁt against war. The association would give moral _power for action to
many personaﬁties whose gooa[ intentions are toa[ay Pam[yzea[ Ey an attitude of
Painfu[ resignation. 97 also believe that such an association of men, who are
ﬁigﬁfy respectea[ for their Persona[ accompﬁsﬁments, would yrow’aﬁz important
moral support to those elements in the League of Nations who active[y support
the great o@’ective for which that institution was created.



[5]

7 oﬁ(er these suggesn’ons to you, rather than to anyone else in the wor[a[,
because your sense of rea[ity is less clouded Ey wisﬁfu[ tﬁinﬁing than is the case
with other yeqpﬁz and since you combine the quaﬁties of critical J’uafgment,

earnestness and responsiﬁiﬁty.

The ﬁigﬁ Point in the re[ationsﬁ[p between Einstein and Freud came in
the summer of 1932 when, under the auspices of the International Institute of
Intellectual Co-qpemtion, Finstein initiated a yuﬁﬁc debate with Freud about
the causes and cure of wars. Einstein's oﬁ(icia[ letter is dated ju[y 30, 1932; it
was accompaniea[ Ey the fo[[owing yrivate note of the same date:

[6]

9 should [ike to use this opportunity to send you warm yersona[ regara[s
and to thank you for many a Pkasant hour which 1 had in reaa[ing your works.
Tt is a[ways amusinyg for me to observe that even those who do not believe in your
theories ﬁ’na[ it so aﬁﬁ(icu[t to resist your ideas that tﬁey use your terminolbgy in
their tﬁougﬁts and syeecﬁ when tﬁey are oﬁ( guara[.

This is Einstein's open letter to Freud, which, stmnge[y enougﬁ, has never

become wiaﬁzfy known:

[7]

Dear ‘Mr. Freud:
The prqposa[ of the League of Nations and its International Institute of
Intellectual Co-qpemtion at Paris that 1 should invite a _person, to be chosen Ey
mysegf, toa fmnﬁ excﬁange of views on any yroﬁ&zm that 1 migﬁt select aﬁora[s

me a very welcome qpyortunity of conferring with you upon a question wﬁicﬁ, as



tﬁings now are, seems the most insistent of all the proﬁﬁzms civilization has to
face. This is the yroﬁﬁzm: s there any way of déﬁvering mankind from the
menace of war? It is common Enow&za[ge that, with the advance of modern
science, this issue has come to mean a matter of ﬁfe and death for Civilization as
we know it; nevertheless, for all the zeal afigp[ayea[, every attempt at its solution

has ended in a lamentable breakdown.

[8]

q believe, moreover, that those whose afuty it is to tackle the yroﬁ&zm
’pmfessionaﬂ’y and ’pmcticaﬂ’y are growing onfy too aware of their impotence to
deal with it, and have now a very ﬁve[y desire to learn the views of men who,
absorbed in the pursuit of science, can see world proﬁﬁzms in the yersyective
distance lends. As for me, the normal OEJ’ective of my tﬁougﬁt aﬁowfs no insigﬁt
into the dark y[aces of human will and feeﬁng. T hus, in the inquiry now
yrqposea[, 9 can do little more than to seek to c[cm’fy the question at issue and,
cﬁzan’ng the gromw[ of the more obvious solutions, enable you to Em’ng the ﬁgﬁt of
your far-reacﬁing Enowﬁza[ge of man's instinctive ﬁfe to bear upon the Jmfoﬁﬁzm.
There are certain Psycﬁolbgica[ obstacles whose existence a [aymcm in the mental
sciences may a[im[y surmise, but whose interrelations and vagam’es he is
incompetent to fatﬁom; you, 7 am convinced, will be able to suggest educative
methods, [ying more or less outside the scope of poﬁtics, which will eliminate these

oﬁstacﬁzs.

[o]

As one immune from nationalist bias, 1 Persona[[y see a simp&z way of
aﬁzaﬁng with the suye1ﬁcia[ (i.e., administrative) aspect of the yroﬁﬁzm: the
sem’ng up, Ey international consent, of a ﬁzgis[ative and J’uaficia[ anfy to settle
every confﬁct am’sing between nations. Each nation would undertake to abide Ey
the orders issued Ey this ﬁzgis[ative anfy, to invoke its decision in every afisyute,



to accept its J’ua[gments unreservea[[y and to carry out every measure the
tribunal deems necessary for the execution of its decrees. But here, at the outset,
7 come up against a aﬁﬁ(icu[ty; a tribunal is a human institution which, in
yrqportion as the _power at its rfisposa[ is inaa[ecluate to enforce its verdicts, is all
the more prone to suﬁ(er these to be aﬁzﬂécteaf Ey extmjua[icia[ pressure. This is a
fact with which we have to reckon; law and migﬁt inevitaﬁ[y go hand in hand,
and J’uriafica[ decisions apyroacﬁ more near[y the ideal J’ustice demanded Ey the
community (in whose name and interests these verdicts are pronounced) insofar
as the community has eﬁ(ective _power to comye[ respect of its J’uriafica[ ideal. But
at present we are far ﬁfom yossessing any supmnationa[ organization competent
to render verdicts of incontestable autﬁority and enforce absolute submission to
the execution of its verdicts. Thus 7 am led to my ﬁ’rst axiom: The quest of
international secum’ty involves the unconditional surrender Ey every nation, in a
certain measure, of its [iﬁerty of action--its sovereignty that is to say--mw[ it is
clear Eeyona[ all doubt that no other road can lead to such security.

[10]

The ill SUuccess, aﬁzgpite their obvious sincen’ty, of all the eﬁforts made
rfum’ng the last decade to reach this goa[ leaves us no room to doubt that strony
Psycﬁolbgica[ factors are at work which ’pamfyze these eﬁforts. Some of these
factors are not far to seek. The craving for power which characterizes the
goveming class in every nation is hostile to any [imitation of the national
sovereignty. This yoﬁtica[ power ﬁunger is oﬁen supyoﬂed Ey the activities of
another group, whose aspirations are on ’pure[y mercenary, economic [ines. 1
have es’peciaﬂ’y in mind that small but determined group, active in every nation,
comyosea[ of individuals who, inaﬁﬁ(erent to social considerations and restraints,
regara[ wmfare, the manufacture and sale of arms, simy[y as an occasion to

advance their Persona[ interests and en[arge their persona[ autﬁority.

[11]



But recognition of this obvious fact is mere[y the ﬁ’rst step toward an
ayyreciation of the actual state of aﬁairs. Another question fo[[ows hard upon it:
How is it possiﬁﬁz for this small c[iclue to bend the will of the majon’ty, who stand
to lose and suﬁ(er Ey a state of war, to the service of their ambitions. (*) An
obvious answer to this question would seem to be that the minom’ty, the ruﬁng
class at present, has the schools and press, usua[fy the Church as well, under its
thumb. This enables it to organize and sway the emotions of the masses, and

makes its tool of them.

[12]

Yet even this answer does not yrow’aﬁz a comyﬁzte solution. Another
question arises from it: How is it that these devices succeed so well in rousing
men to such wild enthusiasm, even to sacmfice their [ves? On[y one answer is
Possiﬁ[e. Because man has within him a lust for hatred and destruction. In
normal times this passion exists in a latent state, it emerges on[y in unusual
circumstances; but it is a com’pamtive[y easy task to call it into P[ay and raise it
to the _power of a collective ysycﬁosis. Here [ies, yerﬁays, the crux of all the
compﬁzx factors we are consiaﬁm’ng, an em’gma that on[y the expert in the lore of

human instincts can resolve.

[13]

And so we come to our last question. Is it possiﬁﬁz to control man's mental
evolution so as to make him Proof against the Psycﬁosis of hate and
destructiveness? Here 1 am tﬁinﬁing Ey no means on[y of the so-called
uncultured masses. fxpem’ence proves that it is rather the so-called
"inte[ﬁgentsia" that is most apt to yie[a[ to these disastrous collective suggestions,
since the intellectual has no direct contact with ﬁfe in the raw but encounters it

in its easiest, syntﬁetic form--uyon the Printea[ _page.



[14]

To conclude: 1 have so far been syeaﬁing on[y of wars between nations;
what are known as international confﬁcts. But 1 am well aware that the
aggressive instinct operates under other forms and in other circumstances. (1 am
tﬁinﬁing of civil wars, for instance, due in earlier a[ays to re[igious zeal, but
nowaa[ays to social factors; or, again, the Persecution of racial minom’ties.) But
my insistence on what is the most twm’caﬁ most cruel and extravagant form of
confﬁ’ct between man and man was deliberate, for here we have the best occasion

of a[iscovering ways and means to render all armed confﬁcts imyossiﬁk.

[15]

7 know that in your writings we may ﬁ’na[ answers, exyﬁcit or impﬁeaf, to
all the issues of this urgent and aﬁsorﬁing yroﬁﬁzm. But it would be of the
greatest service to us all were you to present the yroﬁ&zm of world peace in the
ﬁ’gﬁt of your most recent discoveries, for such a _presentation well migﬁt blaze the
trail for new and fmitfu[ modes of action.

Yours very sincere[y,

A. Einstein

Leon Steinig, a League of Nations oﬁ(icia[ who did much to insyire this

correspona[ence, wrote Einstein on Sgptemﬁer 12, 1932:

[16]

... When 1 visited ’Professor Freud in Vienna, he asked me to thank you
for your kind words and to tell you that he would do his best to exytbre the
tﬁomy Proﬁ&zm of preventing war. He will have his answer reaa[y Ey ear[y
October and he rather thinks that what he has to say will not be very



encouraging. Al my ﬁfe 7 have had to tell yeqpﬁz truths that were aﬁﬁ(icu[t to
swallow. Now that 1 am old, 1 certain[y do not want to foo[ them." He was even
afouﬁtfu[ whether [Henri] Bonnet [Director of the Institute of Intellectual Co-
operation in Paris| would want to yuﬁﬁsﬁ his _pessimistic rgp[y. ce

Finstein rgp[iea[ to Steim’g four a[ays later saying that even 1f Freud's
rgp[y would be neither cﬁeeqfu[ nor qptimistic, it would certain[y be interesting

and Psycﬁolbgica[[y eﬁ(ective.

Freud's rgp[y, dated Vienna, Sgptemﬁer 1932, has also never been given
the attention it deserved:

[17]

Dear ‘Mr. Einstein:

When 1 learned of your intention to invite me to a mutual excﬁange of
views upon a su@’ect which not on[y interested you Persona[[y but seemed
rfeserving, too, of yuﬁﬁ’c interest, 1 cora[ia[[y assented. 1 exyectea[ you to choose a
Proﬁ&zm [ying on the borderland of the knowable, as it stands toa[ay, a theme
which each of us, Pﬁysicist and Psycﬁolbgist, migﬁt apyroacﬁ ﬁfom his own angﬁz,
to meet at last on common gromw[, tﬁougﬁ setting out from aﬁﬁ(erent premises.
Thus the question which you put me--what is to be done to rid mankind of the
war menace?--took me Ey surprise. And, next, 1 was rfumﬁfounafeaf Ey the
tﬁougﬁt of my (of our, 1 almost wrote) incompetence; for this struck me as Eeing
a matter of Jmfactica[ yoﬁtics, the statesman's _proper stua[y. But then 1 realized
that you did not raise the question in your cayacity of scientist or Pﬁysicist, but
as a lover of his fe[fow men, who respona[ea[ to the call of the League of Nations
much as Triaftj@( ‘)\fansen, the pofar exylbrer, took on ﬁimseﬁf the task of
succom’ng homeless and starving victims of the World War. And, next, 1
reminded mysegf that 1 was not Eeing called on to formu[ate ymctica[ Prqposa[s



but, rather, to exy[ain how this question of yreventing wars strikes a

psycﬁolbgist
[18]

But here, too, you have stated the gist of the matter in your letter--and
taken the wind out of my sails! Still, 7 will g[aa[[y fo[[ow in your wake and
content mysegf with enaforsing your conclusions, which, however, 1 _propose to

amyﬁjfy to tﬁe 6651’ ofmy Enowﬁza[ge or surmise.

[19]

You Eegin with the relations between migﬁt and rigﬁt, and this is
assurea[[y the proper starting Point for our inquiry. ‘But, for the term migﬁt, 7
would substitute a tougﬁer and more te[[ing word: violence. In rigﬁt and violence
we have toa[ay an obvious antinomy. Tt is easy to prove that one has evolved
ﬁfom the other and, when we go back to om’gins and examine Primitive
conditions, the solution of the Proﬁ&zm fo[[ows easi[y enougﬁ. 71 must crave your
ina[u[gence 1f in what fo[[ows 7 spealé of well-known, admitted facts as tﬁougﬁ

tﬁey were new afata;tﬁe context necessitates tﬁiS metﬁoa[.

[20]

Confﬁcts of interest between man and man are vesolved, in Princfpﬁz, Ey
the recourse to violence. It is the same in the animal Eingafom, ﬁfom which man
cannot claim exclusion; nevertheless, men are also prone to confﬁcts of qpinian,
toucﬁing, on occasion, the lbﬁiest peaﬁs of abstract tﬁougﬁt, which seem to call
for settlement Ey quite another method. This r@finemem is, however, a late
aﬁzvelbpment. To start with, group force was the factor which, in small
communities, decided yoints of ownersﬁfp and the question which man's will was

to prevai[ Very soon pﬁysica[ force was impﬁzmentea[, then rgp[acea[, Ey the use of



various aaﬁ’uncts; he Jmfovea[ the victor whose weapon was the better, or handled
the more sléifgfuﬂ’y. ‘)\fow, for the ﬁ’rst time, with the coming of weapons, supem’or
brains Eegan to oust brute force, but the OEJ’eCt of the confﬁct remained the same:
one party was to be constrained, Ey the injury done him or impairment of his
strengtﬁ, to retract a claim or a r@fusaﬁ This end is most eﬁ(ective[y gainea[ when
the opponent is aﬁzﬁ’nite[y put out of action--in other words, is killed. This
yrocea[ure has two aa[vantages: the enemy cannot renew hostilities, and, seconaﬂ’y,
his fate deters others from fo[[owing his exampk. Moreover, the s[augﬁter of a foe
granfies an instinctive craving--a point to which we shall revert ﬁereaﬁer.
T[owever, another consideration may be set oﬁ( against this will to kill: the
Possiﬁiﬁty of using an enemy for servile tasks 1f< his spim’t be broken and his ﬁfe
syarea[. Here violence ﬁ’na[s an outlet not in s[augﬁter but in suﬁjugation. Hence
syn’ngs the Pmctice of giw’ng quartet; but the victor, ﬁaving from now on to
reckon with the craving for revenge that rankles in his victim, fmfeits to some

extent his Persona[ secum’ty.

[21]

T hus, under Primitive conditions, it is supem’or force--ﬁmte violence, or
violence backed Ey arms-- that lords it everywﬁere. We know that in the course of
evolution this state of tﬁings was moaﬁfieaf, a yatﬁ was traced that led away ﬁfom
violence to law. But what was this Jaatﬁ? Sure[y it issued ﬁfom a singﬁz verity:
that the superiority of one strong man can be overborne Ey an alliance of many
weaﬁﬁngs, that (union fait la force. ‘Brute force is overcome Ey union; the allied
migﬁt of scattered units makes gooa[ its rigﬁt against the isolated gicmt Thus we
may aﬁzﬁ’ne "rigﬁt" (i.e., [aw) as the migﬁt of a community. Yet it, too, s notﬁing
else than violence, quiclé to attack whatever individual stands in its patﬁ, and it
emylbys the segfsame methods, fo[[ows [ike ends, with but one aﬁﬁ(erence: it is the
communal, not individual, violence that has its way. ‘But, for the transition from
crude violence to the reign of law, a certain Psycﬁolbgica[ condition must ﬁ’rst

obtain. The union of the majority must be stable and enrfum’ng. le its sole raison



d'etre be the aﬁscomﬁ’tme of some overweening individual and, aﬁer his afownfaﬂ:
it be dissolved, it leads to notﬁing. Some other man, tmsting to his supen’or
_powe, will seek to reinstate the rule of violence, and the cyc&z will repeat itsegf
unena[ing[y. Thus the union of the yeqp&z must be _permanent and well
organizeaf; it must enact rules to meet the risk of possiﬁﬁz revolts; must set up
macﬁinery insum’ng that its rules--the laws--are observed and that such acts of
violence as the laws demand are rfufy carried out. This recognition of a
community of interests engena[ers among the members of the group a sentiment

of um’ty and fmtema[ so[iafam’ty which constitutes its real strengtﬁ.

[22]

So far 7 have set out what seems to me the kernel of the matter: the
suppression of brute force Ey the tmnsfer of power to a [arger combination,
founafeaf on the community of sentiments [inléing up its members. All the vest is
mere tautolbgy and glbsses. Now the Position is simp&z enougﬁ S0 ﬁmg as the
community consists of a number of equ[poﬂént individuals. The laws of such a
group can determine to what extent the individual must fmfeit his Persona[
freea[om, the n’gﬁt of using Persona[ force as an instrument of violence, to insure
the safety of the group. But such a combination is on[y tﬁeoretica[[y Possiﬁﬁz; in
Practice the situation is a[ways compﬁcatea[ Ey the fact that, ﬁfom the outset, the
group includes elements of unequa[ _power, men and women, elders and children,
and, very soon, as a result of war and conquest, victors and the vanquisﬁe --le.,
masters and slaves--as well. From this time on the common law takes notice of
these inequaﬁties of power, laws are made Ey and for the rulers, giw’ng the servile
classes fewer rigﬁts. T ﬁencquwara[ there exist within the state two factors
maﬁing for ﬁzga[ instaﬁiﬁty, but ﬁzgis[ative evolution, too: ﬁ’rst, the attempts Ey
members of the m[ing class to set themselves above the law's restrictions and,
seconaﬂ’y, the constant strugg&z of the ruled to extend their n’gﬁts and see each
gain embodied in the code, rqp[acing ﬁzga[ disabilities Ey equa[ laws for all. The
second of these tendencies will be ’particu[arl’y marked when there takes y[ace a



positive mutation of the balance of power within the community, the frecluent
outcome of certain historical conditions. In such cases the laws may graafua[fy be
aaﬁ’ustea[ to the cﬁangeaf conditions or (as more usua[fy ensues) the m[ing class is
loath to rush in with the new aﬁzve[qpments, the result Eeing insurrections and
civil wars, a Pen’oa[ when law is in aﬁeycmce and force once more the arbiter,
fo[[owea[ Ey a new regime of law. There is another factor of constitutional cﬁange,
which operates ina wﬁof[y Pacwﬁ’c manner, viz.: the cultural evolution of the
mass of the community; this factor, however, is of a aﬁﬁ(erent order and an onfy
be dealt with later.

[23]

Thus we see that, even within the group itsegf, the exercise of violence
cannot be avoided when confﬁcting interests are at stake. But the common needs
and habits of men who live in feﬂ’owsﬁfp under the same sléy favor a speeafy issue
of such confﬁcts and, this Eeing so, the Possiﬁiﬁties of peacqfu[ solutions make
steaa[y _progress. Yet the most casual g[cmce at world ﬁistory will show an
unenafing series of conf[icts between one community and another or a group of
others, between [arge and smaller units, between cities, countries, races, tribes
and Eingrfoms, almost all of which were settled Ey the ordeal of war. Such war
ends either in pi[fage orin conquest and its fruits, the afownfa[[ of the loser. No
singﬁz a[[-emﬁmcing J’urfgment can be Passea[ on these wars of aggranaﬁzement
Some, like the war between the fMongol’s and the T1 urks, have led to unmitigatea[
misery; others, however, have furtﬁerea[ the transition ﬁfom violence to law, since
tﬁey Brougﬁt [arger units into Eeing, within whose [imits a recourse to violence
was banned and a new regime determined all afigputes. Thus the Roman
conquest Erougﬁt that boon, the _pax Romana, to the Mediterranean lands. The
French Eings' (ust for aggmnaﬁzemem created a new France, ﬂbum’sﬁing in
peace and um’ty. Paradoxical as its sounds, we must admit that wmfare well
migﬁt serve to pave the way to that unbroken _peace we so desire, for it is war

that Erings vast emyires into Eeing, within whose frontiers all wmfare is



yroscm’ﬁea[ Ey a strong central _power. In Jmfactice, however, this end is not
attained, for as a rule the fruits of w’ctory are but short-lived, the new-created
unit faﬂ’s asunder once again, genem[fy because there can be no true cohesion
between the parts that violence has welded. Hitherto, moreover, such conquests
have on[y led to aggregan’ons which, for all their magnituafe, had [imits, and
afigputes between these units could be resolved on[y Ey recourse to arms. For
ﬁumanity at [arge the sole result of all these mi[itary enteqarises was that,
instead of frequent, not to say incessant, [ittle wars, tﬁey had now to face great

wars WﬁiCFL,fOY a[[tﬁey came [eSS oﬁen, were SO mucﬁ tﬁe more aﬁzstmctive.

[24]

CRegare[ing the world of toa[ay the same conclusion holds gooaf, and you,
too, have reached it, tﬁougﬁ Ey a shorter }mtﬁ. There is but one sure way of
enrfing war and that is the establishment, Ey common consent, of a central
control which shall have the last word in every confﬁct of interests. For this, two
tﬁings are needed: ﬁ’rst, the creation of such a supreme court of J’urficature;
secona[[y, its investment with aafequate executive force. Unless this second
requirement be fugfiﬂeaf, the ﬁ’rst is unavaiﬁng. Oﬁw’ousfy the League of ‘)\fations,
acting asa Suyreme Court, fuﬁfiﬂ’s the ﬁ’rst condition; it does not fugfi[[ the
second. It has no force at its a[isyosa[ and can on[y get it 1f the members of the
new anfy, its constituent nations, fumisﬁ it. And, as tﬁings are, this is a forlbm
ﬁqpe. Still we should be taEing a very sﬁoﬂsigﬁtea[ view of the League of Nations
were we to ignore the fact that here is an experiment the like of which has mre[y-
-never quore, yerﬁays, on such a scale--been attemytea[ in the course of ﬁistory.
It is an attempt to acquire the autﬁon’ty (in other words, coercive inf[uence),
which hitherto reposeaf exc[usive[y in the possessian of power, Ey ca[fing into P[ay
certain idealistic attitudes of mind. We have seen that there are two factors of
cohesion in a community: violent comyu[sion and ties of sentiment
("idennfications," in technical yar[ance) between the members of the group. le
one of these factors becomes inqpemtive, the other may still suﬁ(ice to hold the



group togetﬁer. Oﬁw’ousfy such notions as these can on[y be sigmﬁcam when
tﬁey are the expression of a déqp[y rooted sense of um’ty, shared Ey all. 7t is
necessary, tﬁer@fore, to gauge the eﬁ(icacy of such sentiments. ‘}-(istory tells us
that, on occasion, tﬁey have been eﬁ(ective. For exampﬁz, the Panhellenic
concgption, the (jreelés' awareness of suyeriority over their barbarian neigﬁﬁors,
which founaf expression in the ﬂmyﬁictyonies, the Oracles and Games, was
strong enougﬁ to humanize the methods of wmfare as between (jreeﬁs, tﬁougﬁ
inevitaﬁ[y it faiﬁzaf to prevent confﬁcts between aﬁﬁ(erent elements of the Hellenic
race or even to deter a city or group of cities ﬁfom J’oining forces with their racial
foe, the Persians, for the aﬁscomﬁ’ture of a rival. The so[iafam’ty of Christendom
in the Renaissance age was no more eﬁ(ective, aﬁzgpite its vast autﬁority, in
ﬁina[em’ng Christian nations, [arge and small alike, ﬁfom ca[fing in the Sultan to
their aid. And, in our times, we look in vain for some such umfying notion whose
autﬁority would be unquestionea[. 9t is all too clear that the nationalistic ideas,
_paramount toa[ay in every country, operate in quite a contrary direction. Some
there are who hold that the Bolshevist concgptions may make an end of war, but,
as tﬁings are, that goa[ [fes very far away and, yerﬁays, could on[y be attained
aﬁer a sye[[ of brutal internecine wmfare. Thus it would seem that any eﬁfort to
rqp[ace brute force Ey the migﬁt of an ideal is, under present conditions, doomed
to fai[ Our [ogic is at fau[t 1f we ignore the fact that n’gﬁt is founafeaf on brute

force and even toa[ay needs violence to maintain it.

[25]

7 now can comment on another of your statements. You are amazed that
it is so easy to infect men with the war fever, and you surmise that man has in
him an active instinct for hatred and destruction, amenable to such
stimulations. 1 entire[y agree with you. 9 believe in the existence of this instinct
and have been recent[y at Pains to stua[y its mamfestations. In this connection
may 1 set out a fragment of that Enowﬁza[ge of the instincts, which we
’psycﬁoana[ysts, aﬁer so many tentative essays and grqpings in the dark, have



compasseaf? We assume that human instincts are of two kinds: those that
conserve and um’fy, which we call "erotic" (in the meaning Plato gives to Eros in
his Symposium), or else "sexual" (ex’pﬁcit[y extena[ing the Pqpufar connotation of
"sex"); and, secmw[[y, the instincts to déstroy and kill, which we assimilate as the
aggressive or destructive instincts. These are, as you Perceive, the well known
qpposites, Love and ’J—[ate, tmnsformea[ into theoretical entities; tﬁey are, yerﬁays,
another aspect of those eternal pofam’ties, attraction and rgpu[sion, which fa[f
within your province. But we must be cﬁary of passing overﬁasti[y to the notions
of gooa[ and evil. Each of these instincts is every whit as inaﬁgpensaﬁﬁz as its
qpposite, and all the Pﬁenomena of ﬁfe derive ﬁfom their actiw’ty, whether tﬁey
work in concert or in qpposition. It seems that an instinct of either category can
operate but mre[y in isolation; it is a[ways blended ("a[[oyeaf," as we say) with a
certain afosage of its qpposite, which moaftfies its aim or even, in certain
circumstances, is a Prime condition of its attainment. Thus the instinct of segf-
preservation is certain[y of an erotic nature, but to gain its end this very
instinct necessitates aggressive action. In the same way the love instinct, when
directed to a syecwfic o@’ect, calls for an admixture of the acquisitive instinct 1f it
is to enter into eﬁ(ecn’ve yossessian of that o@’ect It is the aﬁﬁ(icu[ty of iso[ating
the two kinds of instinct in their mamfestations that has so ﬁmg Preventea[ us

ﬁfom recognizing them.

[26]

flf you will travel with me a (ittle furtﬁer on this road, you will ﬁ’na[ that
human aﬁairs are compﬁcatea[ in yet another way. On[y excgptionaﬂ’y does an
action fo[[ow on the stimulus of a singﬁz instinct, which is per se a blend of ‘Eros
and destructiveness. As a rule several motives of similar composition concur to
Ering about the act. This fact was rfufy noted Ey a coﬂéague of yours, ’Professor
g C Licﬁtenﬁerg, sometime ’Professor of fPﬁysics at Gottingen, he was Perﬁaps
even more eminent as a ysycﬁolbgist than as a pﬁysica[ scientist. He evolved the

notion of a "Compass-cawf of Motives" and wrote: "The eﬁciem motives



impe[ﬁng man to act can be c[asswfiea[ [ike the tﬁirty-two winds and described in
the same manner; €4 Food-Food-Fame or Fame-Fame-Food." T hus, when a
nation is summoned to engage in war, a whole gamut of human motives may
respona[ to this apyeaﬁ-ﬁigﬁ and low motives, some qpen[y avowed, others slurred
over. The lust for aggression and destruction is certain[y included; the
innumerable cruelties of ﬁistory and man's afai[y ﬁfe conﬁ’rm its Prevaﬁznce and
strengtﬁ. The stimulation of these destructive imyul}es Ey appeal} to idealism
and the erotic instinct natum[[y faci[itate their release. Q\/lusing on the atrocities
recorded on Fn’story's _page, we fee[ that the ideal motive has oﬁen served as a
camouffage for the dust of destruction; sometimes, as with the cruelties of the
anuisition, it seems that, while the ideal motives occupieaf the foregromw[ of
consciousness, tﬁey drew their strengtﬁ ﬁfom the destructive instincts suﬁmergea[

in the unconscious. Both inte(pretationsare feasiﬁ&z.

[26]

You are interested, 1 know, in the yrevention of war, not in our theories,
and 1 Eegp this fact in mind. Yet 1 would [like to dwell a [ittle lbngeron this
destructive instinct which is seldom given the attention that its importance
warrants. With the least of syecu[ative eﬁforts we are led to conclude that this
instinct functions in every ﬁving Eeing, striving to work its ruin and reduce ﬁfe
to its yrima[ state of inert matter. Indeed, it migﬁt well be called the "death
instinct"; whereas the evotic instincts vouch for the struggﬁz to [ive on. The death
instinct becomes an impu[se to destruction when, with the aid of certain organs,
it directs its action outward, against external OEJ’ects. The ﬁving Eeing, that is to
say, défena[s its own existence Ey a[éstroying foreign bodies. But, in one of its
activities, the death instinct is qpemtive within the ﬁving Eeing and we have
sougﬁt to trace back a number of normal and yatﬁotbgica[ yﬁenomena to this
introversion of the destructive instinct. We have even committed the ﬁeresy of
exp[aining the origin of human conscience Ey some such "tuming inward" of the

aggressive impu[se. Oﬁw’ousfy when this internal tena[ency qpemtes on too [arge



a scale, it is no trivial matter; rather, a ’positive[y morbid state of tﬁings; whereas
the diversion of the destructive impu[se toward the external world must have
Eemﬁcia[ eﬁ(ects. Here is then the Eiofogica[ J’usttfication for all those vile,
Pemicious yrqpensities which we are nowcomﬁating. We can but own that tﬁey
are rea[[y more akin to nature than this ourstand against them, which, in fact,

remains to 66 accountea[for.

[27]

All this may give you the imyression that our theories amount to species
of mytﬁolbgy and a glbomy one at that! But does not every natural science lead
u[timate[y to this--a sort of mytﬁolbgy? s it otherwise toa[ay with your

pﬁysica[sciences?

[28]

The uysﬁot of these observations, as Eeam’ng on the su@’ect in hand, is
that there is no likelihood of our Eeing able to suppress ﬁumanity's aggressive
tendencies. In some ﬁayyy corners of the earth, tﬁey say, where nature Em’ngs

fortﬁ aﬁunrfant[y whatever man desires, there ﬂbum’sﬁ races whose [ives go gent[y
Ey; unﬁnowing of aggression or constraint. This 1 can ﬁara[[y credit; 1 would [ike
furtﬁer details about these ﬁappy foﬂé. The Bolshevists, too, asyire to do away
with human aggressiveness Ey insum’ng the satisfaction of material needs and
enforcing equaﬁty between man and man. To me this ﬁqpe seems vain.
Meanwhile tﬁey Eusi@ Pe1fect their armaments, and their hatred of outsiders is
not the least of the factors of cohesion among themselves. In any case, as you too
have observed, comyléte suppression of man's aggressive tendencies is not in issue;

what we may try is to divert it into a channel other than that of wmfare.

[29]



From our "mytﬁolbgy" of the instincts we may easi[y deduce a formu[a
for an indirect method of e[iminating war. le the yrqpensity for war be due to
the destructive instinct, we have a[ways its counter-agent, Fros, to our hand. All
that Proa[uces ties of sentiment between man and man must serve us as war's
antidote. These ties are of two kinds. First, such relations as those toward a
beloved o@’ect, void tﬁougﬁ tﬁey be of sexual intent. The psycﬁoana@st need fee[
no compunction in mentioning "love" in this connection; re[igion uses the same
[anguage: Love tﬁy neigﬁﬁor as tﬁysegf. A pious injunction, easy to enounce, but
hard to carry out! The other bond of sentiment is Ey way of iafennfication. Aall
that Erings out the sigmﬁcam resemblances between men calls into P[ay this
feeﬁng of community, iafennfication, whereon is founafeaf, in [arge measure, the

WFLO[@ ea[tfice ofﬁuman society.

[30]

n your strictures on the abuse of autﬁority 1 ﬁ’na[ another suggestion for
an indirect attack on the war impu[se. That men are divided into the leaders
and the led is but another mamfestation of their inborn and irremediable
inequaﬁty. The second class constitutes the vast majority; tﬁey need a ﬁigﬁ
command to make decisions for them, to which decisions tﬁey usua[@ bow
without demur. In this context we would Point out that men should be at greater
Pains than ﬁerewfore to form a supem’or class of inafepenafent thinkers,
unamenable to intimidation and fervent in the quest of truth, whose function it
would be to guiaﬁz the masses aﬁzpenaﬁznt on their lead. There is no need to Point
out how little the rule of Poﬁticians and the Church's ban on [iﬁerty of tﬁougﬁt
encourage such a new creation. The ideal conditions would oﬁw’ous[y be founaf in
a community where every man subordinated his instinctive ﬁfe to the dictates of
reason. Mtﬁing less than this could Em’ng about so tﬁorougﬁ and so durable a
union between men, even 1f this involved the severance of mutual ties of
sentiment. But sure[y such a ﬁqpe is utter[y utqpian, as tﬁings are. The other

indirect methods of yreventing war are certain[y more feasiﬁ&z, but entail no



quiclé results. T ﬁey conjure up an ug[y yicture of mills that gm’na[ S0 s[ow[y that,
quore the ﬂbur is reaa[y, men are dead of ﬁunger.

[31]

As You see, [ittle gooa[ comes of consu[ting a theoretician, albof from
wor[a[[y contact, on ymctica[ and urgent Jmfoﬁﬁzms! Better it were to tackle each
successive crisis with means that we have reaa[y to our hands. ’J—[owever, 7 would
[ike to deal with a question which, tﬁougﬁ it is not mooted in your [etter,
interests me great[y. Wﬁy do we, you and 1 and many another, _protest so
veﬁemenrfy against war, instead of J’ust accgpting it as another of ﬁfe's odious
impoﬂunities? For it seems a natural tﬁing enougﬁ, Eiofogica[@ sound and

’pmcticaﬂ’y unavoidable. 7 trust you will not be shocked Ey my mising such a
question. For the better conduct of an inquiry it may be well to don a mask of
feigneaf albofness. The answer to my query may run as fo[[ows: Because every
man has a n’gﬁt over his own ﬁfe and war aﬁzstroys [tves that were fu[[ of
Promise; it forces the individual into situations that shame his manhood,
oﬁﬁging him to murder fe[fow men, against his will; it ravages material
amenities, the fmits of human toil, and much besides. Moreover, wars, as now
conducted, aﬁora[ 1o scope for acts of heroism accora[ing to the old ideals and,
given the ﬁigﬁ ’peqfection of modern arms, war toa[ay would mean the sheer
extermination of one of the combatants, 1f not of both. This is so true, so obvious,
that we can but wonder wﬁy the conduct of war is not banned Ey genem[
consent. Doubtless either of the yoints 1 have J’ust made is open to debate. It may
be asked 1f the community, in its turn, cannot claim a n’gﬁt over the individual
[tves of its members. Moreover, all forms of war cannot be ina[iscriminate[y
condemned; so ﬁmg as there are nations and empires, each yrgparea[ caﬂbusfy to
exterminate its rival, all alike must be equ[p’peaf for war. But we will not dwell on
any of these Proﬁﬁzms; tﬁey [ie outside the debate to which you have invited me. 1
_pass on to another Point, the basis, as it strikes me, of our common hatred of war.

It is this: We cannot do otherwise than hate it. fPacQ(ists we are, since our orgam’c



nature Wl[[S us tﬁus to 66. ’J—ﬁmce it comes easy to us tOﬁﬂd‘ arguments tﬁat

J’ustify our stanafpoint

[32]

This Point, however, calls for elucidation. Here is the way in which Tsee it.
The cultural aﬁzvelbyment of mankind (some, 1 know, Jmf@(er to call itcivilization)
has been in progress since immemorial cmticluity. To this _processus we owe all
that is best in our comyosition, but also much that makes for human suﬁ(em’ng.
Tts om’gins and causes are obscure, its issue is uncertain, but some of its
characteristics are easy to yerceive. 7t well may lead to the extinction of
mankind, for it impairs the sexual function in more than one respect, and even
toa[ay the uncivilized races and the backward classes of all nations are
muﬁ[pl’ying more m’pirﬂ’y than the cultured elements. This _process may, yerﬁays,
be likened to the eﬁ(ects of domestication on certain animals--it cﬁzarfy involves
pﬁysica[ cﬁanges of structure--but the view that cultural aﬁzvelbyment is an
orgam’c process of this order has not yet become genem[fy famiﬁar. The ysycﬁic
cﬁanges which accompany this process of cultural cﬁange are striﬁing, and not to
be gainsaiaﬁ T ﬁey consist in the yrogressive rejection of instinctive ends and a
scaﬁng down of instinctive reactions. Sensations which dé[igﬁtea[ our for@fatﬁers
have become neutral or unbearable to us; and, 1f our ethical and aesthetic ideals
have undérgone a cﬁange, the causes of this are u[timate[y orgam’c. On the
Psycﬁolbgica[ side two of the most important Pﬁenomena of culture are, ﬁ’rst[y, a
strengtﬁening of the intellect, which tends to master our instinctive ﬁfe, and,
secona[[y, an introversion of the aggressive impu[se, with all its consequent
Eeanits and Pem’[s. Now war runs most em’pﬁaticaﬂ’y counter to the ysycﬁic
afigposition imyosed on us Ey the growtﬁ of culture; we are tﬁer@fore bound to
resent war, to ﬁ’na[ it utter[y intolerable. With yac@fists [ike us it is not mere[y an
intellectual and aﬁ(ective rgpu[sion, but a constitutional intolerance, an

iafiosyncmsy in its most drastic form. And it would seem that the aesthetic



ignominies of wmfare P[ay almost as [arge a Jaaﬂ in this repugnance as war's

atrocities.

[33]

How ﬁmg have we to wait quore the rest of men turn yac@fist? meossiﬁ&z
to say, and yet yerﬁays our ﬁqpe that these two factors--man's cultural
afigposition and a we[ﬁfounaﬁza[ dread of the form that future wars will talée--may
serve to put an end to war in the near future, is not chimerical. But Ey what
ways or Eyways this will come about, we cannot guess. Meanwhile we may rest
on the assurance that whatever makes for cultural aﬁzvetbyment is worﬁing also

against war.

[34]

With kindest regara[s and, should this expose prove a aﬁsaypointment to

you, my sincere regrets,
Yours,

SIGMUND FREUD

‘Einstein was a’p’parent[y not aﬁsappointea[ when Freud's rgp[y was
received. He addressed the fo[[owing letter to Freud on December 3, 1 932:

[35]

You have made a most gmtifying giﬁ to the League of Nations and
mysegf with your tru[y classic rgp[y. When 1 wrote you 1 was tﬁorougﬁ[y
convinced of the insigmﬁcance of my roﬁz, which was on[y meant to document

my gooa[ will, with me as the bait on the ﬁoof; to tempt the marvelous ﬁ’sﬁ into



niﬁﬁﬁng. You have given in return sometﬁing a[togetﬁer magmfieent We cannot
know what may grow ﬁfom such seeaf, as the eﬁ(ect upon man of any action or
event is a[ways incalculable. This is not within our power and we do not need to

worry about it.

[36]

You have earned my gratitua[e and the gratitua[e of all men for ﬁaving
devoted all your strengtﬁ to the search for truth and for ﬁaving shown the ravest
courage in ’professing your convictions all your ﬁfe. - ﬁy the time the excﬁange
between Einstein and Freud was puﬁﬁsﬁeaf in 1933, under the title Wﬁy War?,
‘J-[itler, who was to drive both men into exile, was a[reaa[y in _power, and the
letters never achieved the wide circulation intended for them. Indeed, the ﬁ’rst
German edition of the yampﬁlet is reportea[ to have been [imited to on[y 2,000

cqpies, as was also the on’gina[ fng[isﬁ edition.

Besides the four major yrq’ects in 1932 that were J’ust recorded, some of
the messages, rep[ies to inquim’es, and similar statements which FEinstein
Preparea[ a[uring that same Pen’oaf give evidence of the increasing yoﬁtica[
tensions of those a[ays. On ?ljm’[ 20, 1932, he submitted to the fRussian-[anguage
J’ouma[ ‘J\ﬂnfa[-()st, puﬁﬁsﬁeaf in fRiga, Latvia (tﬁen still an ina[epenaﬁznt

country), a contribution to a symposium on "Europe and the Coming War":

[37]

As ﬁmg as all international confﬁcts are not su@’ect to arbitration and
the enforcement of decisions arrived at Ey arbitration is not guamnteea[, and as
ﬁmg as war proa[uction is not yroﬁiﬁitea[ we may be sure that war will fo[[ow
upon war. Unless our civilization achieves the moral strengtﬁ to overcome this

evil, it is bound to share the fate of former civilizations: decline and decay.



To Arnold Kalisch, editor of the magazine Die Triedénsﬁfont, who asked
him to Sponsor a book against war Ey a Czechoslovakian Pﬁysicicm, Finstein

wrote on ﬂpri[z& 1932:

[38]

No doubt you know how anxious 1 am to support anytﬁing that could
eﬁ(ective[y ﬁe[p combat the militaristic orientation of the puﬁﬁc. But 1 have
reservations . . . about this book. le war Psycﬁosis could be regarafea[ as an illness
[ike, say, yamnoia, then any Pam’c ina meeting would (ikewise have tobe
considered a sickness. It appears to be quite normal for yeqpﬁz to raise little
resistance to the emotional attitude of their fe[fow human Eeings. ... In the case
of war, to describe the Psycﬁosis that may then exist as an illness does not Ering

us one singﬁz stqp closer to soﬁ/ing the Proﬁ&zm of wars. . . .

* (In gpeaﬁing of the majority 1 do not exclude soldiers of every rank who
have chosen war as their meession, in the Eel’i@( that tﬁey are serving to a[éfena[
tﬁeﬁigﬁest interests of their race, and that attack is oﬁen the best method of
a[efense.)



