
discourage attack by other powers. Lord
Brabazon's speech was made before the drop-
ping of the first atomic bomb. As things now
stand, the United States and Britain already
possess an enormous lead in the postwar ar-
mament race. For a few years they may keep
that lead. Then other nations (unless, of course,
they are previously blown to bits by the present
possessors of the bomb, or unless reason, sur-
render of absolute sovereignty and world gov-
ernment come to replace nationalism) will be
supplied by their scientists with the same or
even better methods for manufacturing atomic
missiles. Meanwhile the desirability of an in-
ternational inspectorate charged with preserv-
ing humanity from the triumphs of science is
even greater now than it was before Hiroshima.
The existence of an international inspectorate
would involve the adoption of another security
measure, advocated in the course of the same
debate by Lord Strabolgi—namely, the pooling
of all scientific discoveries considered by com-

petent experts to be actually or potentially a
danger to mankind.

Similar suggestions have been made on the
other side of the Atlantic, and it now (winter,
1945) remains to be seen whether, and to what
extent, the United Nations wil act upon them.
Meanwhile Messrs. Truman, Attlee and King
have decided to keep such secrets as their sci-
entists and engineers still possess until “enfor-
cible safeguards” against their use for destruc-
tive purposes can be devised. What is to be the
nature of those “enforcible safeguards”? As vet,
it would seem, nobody has any very clear idea.
In principle, the proposals for a pooling of
dangerous knowledge and for an international
inspectorate are excellent; and, to some, the
theory of an “international police force” seems
attractive and even workable. But, alas, from
principle to application and from theory to
practice the road is long and hard. Two disturb-
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ing questions inevitably propound themselves.
First, will the various national governments
concerned agree to act upon these suggestions?
Second, if they do agree, will they and the men

of science they employ consent to play the
game according to the internationally imposed
rules? In attempting to answer these questions
one must weigh the power of enlightened self-
interest against the power of nationalistic pas-
sions and prejudices. Enlightened self-interest
will unquestioningly vote for world govern-
ment, international inspection and the pooling
of information. But unfortunately, in some of
the most important issues of life, human beings
do not act from considerations of enlightened
self-interest. If they did, we should now be liv-
ing in something very like paradise. In the field
of international politics, as we have seen, the
gravest decisions are always taken, not by
reasonable adults but by boy gangsters. Despite
the lessons of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, it is
quite possible that some national governments
will refuse to allow their laboratories and fac-
tories to be inspected—and, of course, the re-

fusal of even one government will entail the
general abandonment of the scheme. Alterna-
tively, the principle of international inspection
will be accepted; but at first some and then
(when suspicion has been aroused) all the gov-
ernments concerned will conspire with the sci-
entists in their employ to carry on research in
caves or forests or mountain fastnesses, where
no prying eye can see what they are up to. It
may perhaps seem unlikely that workers
trained in the methods of science should sup-
port their political bosses in machinations so

manifestly senseless, as well as immoral. But it
is not because men have learned to behave ra-

tionally in the laboratory that they can be
trusted to behave rationally toward foreigners
and unpopular minorities, or even toward their
own wives and children. Until a very few years
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