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Introduction:

| am grateful to H-Diplo for providing its space fihe roundtable discussion on my bdeédcing
the Enemy | would like to thank Tom Maddux for organizitigs roundtable. Itis, indeed,
gratifying to learn that all four contributors, whepresent a wide spectrum of schools on the
atomic bomb issue and the Soviet role in the Ra@far are unanimous in their assessment that
Racing the Enemsepresents an important contribution to the sakblp on the ending of the
Pacific War. Especially | appreciate Michael Gaigliview that my book incorporates three
“balkanized” literatures on the ending the war-tise of the atomic bomb on Japan, Soviet entry
into the war, and the unconditional surrender pbda—into a comprehensive whole, and David
Holloway’'s words that “for the first time a histan who can read the American, Japanese, and
Russian sources has written an account that irteeg&oviet as well as American policy into an
examination of the timing and terms of Japanesesder,” since to write a truly “international
history” on this topic, especially by bringing thiherto neglected Soviet factor to center stage,
was my primary goal above anything else.

My book represents a work in progress that wiltdased and refined as new evidence appears
and critical evaluations help me to revise my vi@nsnany issues. In fact, the criticisms that
are raised by the commentators in this forum asevéhere, especially in Gordin’s forthcoming
manuscript,The Third ShockPrinceton University), David Holloway’s criticisyof my

treatment of Stalin in the forthcoming volume Itedi Reinterpreting the End of the Pacific War
(Stanford University Press), and Richard Frankisiments on the Togo-Sato exchange of
telegrams in his contribution to this roundtablgéhalready led me to revise some of the
assumptions | presentedRacing the Enemyin the Japanese edition, which is scheduled to
appear in February this year, | offer revised \@rsi Scholarship progresses through such
exchanges. Thus, | welcome and appreciate tHeatrtomments made by the contributors and
especially appreciate the civility with which thegygage in this discourse, a manner that has
often been lacking in the atomic bomb debate impts. Especially, | would like to emphasize
that Richard Frank has been a generous supportey oésearch, making critical comments
while | was in the process of writing, and he walding to share his sources with me despite his
disagreements with my view. Since | will devoteoasiderable amount of space in rebutting his
criticisms below, | want to state at the outset tha criticisms and my rebuttal are genuine
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disagreements on how to read sources and engageoncal reasoning, and that | applaud the
comradely spirit in which he engages in his crstics.

Since the contributors succinctly summarize my argit and my contributions to scholarship, |
will not comment on their positive assessments phiwok except to say that | appreciate all of
them. Below | would like to respond to importariticisms, if not all, raised by the
contributors.

. General Comments

The comments made by the contributors are divideadtivo kinds: the issues that | did not write
about but that they think | should have explored] the issues that | wrote about and with which
they disagree. Let me begin from the first catggdrcomments.

1. The Atomic Bomb and Eastern Europe:

Alperovitz and Holloway raise the question aboutriian’s use of the atomic bomb and his
policy toward Eastern Europe as an issue that hdicexplore. | admit that this is an important
topic that should be further researched. Aftemian received Groves’ report on the Trinity
test, Stimson wrote that he was “immediately pepggtiand Churchill noticed that from then
on Truman “stood up to the Russians in a most etigpaad decisive manner.” (p. 149, all
page references are frdRacing the Enemy After Truman told Stalin about “a new weapdn o
unusual destructive force,” Stalin immediately uistieod that Truman was talking about the
atomic bomb. According to Andrei Gromyko, then Bbambassador to Washington, Stalin
commented on Truman’s remarks, when he returnédteilla, and said that United States
would try to force the Soviet Union to accept ilans regarding Europe with atomic monopoly,
and that he was determine to resist this atteffipé connection between the atomic bomb and
Eastern Europe was understood by both sides. Utdame interesting for some future researcher
to see how Groves’ report changed the dynamicseoPbtsdam conference on Eastern Europe
and the German question. My guess is that, asdeiloway demonstrated in U.S.-Soviet
negotiations in foreign ministerial conferencesaite 1945, the atomic bomb made both sides
more intransigent. Also, this issue should be erachin a longer time span than | dealt with in
my book. In the essay he contribute&tnterpreting the End of the Pacific Watolloway
examines this issue more fully.

2. Implementation of Surrender after August 15:

The second issue that both Gordin and Frank adioie for not exploring sufficiently is the
process in which the Japanese government attertgptegplement unconditional surrender to

the armed forces overseas after the emperor’s trtaEpof unconditional surrender on August
14 and his radio broadcast of the imperial resanpAugust 15. Both Gordin and Frank
acknowledge the importance of my treatment of tnde3-Japanese War after August 15, as
Gordin praises this part of this book as “one efitiost important and surprising features” of my
book. But Gordin states that in military theateeyond the Soviet Japanese theater as well “the
war was in a half-alive, half-dead state,” untjpda signed the surrender documents on
September 2, and he wishes that | examined thie fody. Likewise Frank argues that the
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uncertainties involving Soviet-Japanese situatrepsesent an overall situation that extended
everywhere.

| agree that | should have more fully examineddtierts by the Japanese imperial headquarters
to implement unconditional surrender for the arfogdes overseas other than in Manchuria,
southern Sakhalin, and the Kurils. As | mentiomechy book, on August 15, the imperial
general headquarters issued the Continental Ordet 381, to obey the imperial restript, while
continuing the current task until further notidewas not until 4 PM on August 16, that the
imperial general headquarters issued Continen@O¥o. 1382, ordering all troops to cease
any military action except self-defense. Thesewdlid not mean much when most of the
Japanese forces were engaged in self-defense inHdaa, Korea, southern Sakhalin, and the
Kurils. Thus the imperial general headquartersadshe order to the Kwantung Army on
August 16 and the Fifth Area Army on August 19tmpsall actions, including self defense, and
surrender arms. In addition, the Emperor senbwis relatives overseas to implement surrender:
Prince Kan’in to Saigon and Singapore, Prince Adakahina, and Prince Takeda to Manchuria.
Furthermore, on August 17, the emperor issued getiial rescript to the soldiers and officers,
ordering the Japanese troops to accept surrender.

| must stress that each region had its own unigakl@ms. For instance, in China there arose a
serious question of maintenance of order. In amdiin some places in Manchuria the
Communist forces demanded the surrender of Jap&oress before the arrival of the
Nationalist forces. By August 18 the imperial gethdeadquarters ordered all Japanese forces
to cease any military action.

The question is why the imperial headquarters deldlge issuance of the imperial rescript until
August 17, when it had been written already on Atd®b, and why it delayed the order to stop
all military actions (including self-defense) urdiligust 16 (to the Kwantung Army) and until
August 19 (to the Fifth Area Army). Frank asséntst this delay was “in fact entirely consistent
with the underlying problem that the complianceéhef armed forces with the emperor’s order
was not simply a foregone conclusion.” Needlessaipthe emperor’s statement of surrender
itself did not ensure the surrender of Japanesedforces unless the imperial general
headquarters specifically ordered them to surrenBeank’s statement dwells on the obvious but
it does not explain the reasons behind this delay.

In my opinion, it is important to make a distinctibetween the Soviet-Japanese military theater
and other areas. In the areas where the Japameseot fighting against the Soviets, Supreme
Commander of the Allied Forces MacArthur’'s cease-firder on August 15 became
immediately in force. But MacArthur’s order didtrextend to the Soviet military theater. In
fact, Marshal Vasilevskii, the Soviet commandechief of the Far Eastern Theater, ordered the
Soviet forces to keep fighting despite the empsracceptance of unconditional surrender.
Another important point is that the Japanese amajuding Army Minister Anami Korechika,
clung to the incredulously unrealistic hope thatreafter the Soviet invasion it would be
possible and expedient to negotiate with Moscovesbore its neutrality and attempt to decouple
the Soviets from the Americans and the BritishisWas the reason why the Japanese
government never declared war against the SovigtriJnGordin is right in pointing out that,

! Hattori TakushiroPaitoa senso zenskiTokyo: Hara shobo, 1965), pp. 944-955.
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had | delved more into this general situation, mguanent for the special situation in the Soviet-
Japanese military theater might have become maocefid. But | do not support Frank’s
assertion that what happened in the Soviet occupiedories represented the universal problem
elsewhere.

3. Political History vs. Military History

Frank criticizeRacing the Enemfpr focusing merely on the political dimension agdoring

the military dimension. Frank is a judicious amaeful military historian and examined various
military dimensions of the endgame, including thetdG-go, the impact of the firebombs,
importance of military intelligence, etc., from whil learned a great deal. But I did not intend
to write a military history, and | do believe tliaé most important aspect on the ending the war
was not in the vicissitudes of military actionsrothe military strategy, but rather in the politic
decisions. The fact that the Japanese militarydemisive influence in Japan’s decision-making
process does not necessarily make the military wsme more important than the political
dimension, since what mattered was the politicalesision of the military’s influence. Frank is
convinced that the Ketsu-go provided the most dexisey to understand the Japanese
government’s position and that the military alwagdd the upper hand throughout the endgame.
Therefore, in his view the attempt by Stimson atiekis to modify unconditional surrender in
the hope that it would help the peace party withenJapanese government to gain more
influence was a pipe dream, and Truman and Byustgiably rejected Stimson’s
recommendation because their judgment was bas#teantelligence source that assessed the
Japanese political situation accurately. | arghetlthe Japanese situation was more complex,
showing the gradual shift of power balance in faviothe peace party. But in all this, what
mattered was not the military dimension, but thitigal dimension of the endgame.

4. Methodological Questions about Speculationslaack of Documents:

Gordin makes an important point about “intentiomstliplomatic history. Documents are not
always available; if they are available, they dterounreliable; and even if all documents
become suddenly open, it is impossible to gettimominds of Stalin, Truman, and Hirohito.
Often historians have no choice but to rely on gf@mons. One can test the validity of
speculations on the basis of plausibility and mis&d reasoning. Gordin finds most of my
speculations plausible, but others weak. Thattsefaough, but it is often not a fair question to
ask the author to provide direct evidence, the sngogun, to support speculations. Herein lies a
difference between history and a court of law.

Il. Response to Frank’s criticisms

Now | come to respond to the criticisms on whatdte. Frank’s single-spaced 38 page critique
(originally, it was 52 pages) is the most detaredew of my book that has appeared to date and
it is unlikely to be surpassed in length. He gvasly accepts the book’s original contribution, as
the one that “eclipsed Butow’s book.” In my viewtBw’s elegantly written masterpiece will
never be eclipsed by any work, and | believe thabook only supplants it with new evidence
that has become available since the publicatidnbook half a century ago and with a broader
international framework than Butow’s. Nonetheldsgpreciate Frank’s generous appraisal.
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But he fundamentally disagrees with the followihgete key arguments that | make in the book:
(1) the decision made by Truman and Byrnes totimsisinconditional surrender by refusing to
include the guarantee for a constitutional monaraigyer the present dynasty, as Stimson and
others advocated, was closely connected with teetithe atomic bomb; (2) their decision to
use the atomic bomb was closely connected witlsthaet factor-in fact, there was an intense
race between Truman and Stalin as to whether Trwwmald end the war before the Soviets
entered the war by dropping the atomic bombs oardap Stalin could succeed in entering the
war before Japan surrendered: (3) the atomic bagston Hiroshima and Nagasaki were not the
most decisive factor that led Japan to surrenterSbviet entry into the war was more decisive
than the atomic bombs.

What Frank does in his critique is to single ot ¥alidity of specific pieces of evidence to
support my theses. His method is to chip the Sekestones to crack the edifice of my theses.

If I have enough space in this forum, | would gjadispond to each and every point that Frank
makes in his essay, and such debate may be emlightior historians and graduate students,
illuminating how two different historians reachfdifent conclusions, using the same sources and
interpreting them completely differently. But itdke this option, my rebuttal will be as long as
Frank’s essay. | fear that | do not have the lyxaifrtaxing the patience of the readers. In order
to limit my reply to a manageable length, | willnstruct my rebuttal around Frank’s criticisms

on these three fundamental points, deferring tiatgeon other points for later or through
personal correspondence.

1. Truman, Byrnes, and Unconditional Surrender

Frank rejects the connection between the atomidobama Truman/Byrnes’ insistence on
unconditional surrender. He defends their decisioexcise the passage that promises the
Japanese to maintain “a constitutional monarchyeutite present dynasty” from Stimson’s draft
of the Potsdam Proclamation. Their judgment wasth@n the fear, he argues, that any revision
of unconditional surrender would be taken by thgad@se government as a sign of American
weakness and that such revision was bound to embalek hardliners in the government that
insisted on the continuation of the war. Repoot®ing from intelligence sources that they
received from Magic and Ultra intercepts indicatteat the Japanese government was not close
to accepting surrender, and this assessment aelyureflected Japan’s reality. Thus, any
president in this situation had no alternativetbuhsist on unconditional surrender, which was
the only terms acceptable to the United Statestlamito use the atomic bomb.

(@) JCS, JSSC, OPD, and the Potsdam Proclamation

One matter on which | take pride in my book is mglgsis of the internal debate within the
Truman administration on unconditional surrendeargue that the Truman administration was
divided on the issue of whether or not unconditieuarender should be modified to allow the
Japanese to retain the monarchical system. Thsymeto revise unconditional surrender came
from Grew, and then Stimson, among others, buttedy Truman and Byrnes rejected their
recommendation. | argued that the decision maderbopman and Byrnes was closely connected
with their intention to use the atomic bomb. AtpErmy argument | developed on this issue is
the internal debate between the Joint StrategiceyuCommittee and the Operation Division on
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the wording of Paragraph 12 of Stimson'’s drafthaf Potsdam Proclamation, and on the
subsequent decision by the Joint Chiefs of Stadfcimept the JSSC recommendation and reject
the OPD’s recommendation (pp. 145-148).

| am happy to see Frank call attention to thisesdut he makes a frontal assault on my
interpretation on the USSC-OPD debat®he JSSC recommended that the guarantee of
“constitutional monarchy under the present dynastyParagraph 12 should be stricken out,
because, first, this passage “may be misconstrs@cammitment to depose or execute the
present Emperor and install some other membereoliniperial family,” and second, “to the
radical elements in Japan, this phrase may bermusas a commitment to continue the
institution of the Emperor and Emperor worship.hefefore, the JISSC recommended that the
passage that promised the possibility of Japanistaiaing a constitutional monarchy be
crossed out, and that it be substituted with thieiang passage: “Subject to suitable guarantee
against further acts of aggression, the Japaneg#epeill be free to choose their own form of
government.”

| argued that this was strange reasoning. A preitagreserve a constitutional monarchy could
hardly be taken as the intention to depose or dgddimohito. On the contrary, this promise
would soften the concerns of those who feareduhednditional surrender meant the
destruction of the emperor system. Furthermoeggetivere hardly any “radical elements” in
Japan (perhaps with the exception of a handfulavh@unists in jail) strongly opposed to the
preservation of the constitutional monarchy undergresent dynasty.

Frank, however, interprets the JSSC’s view as &aarable and useful warning that the silence
about the incumbent emperor could be interpretdthasg sinister implication for Hirohito.” If
the fate of Hirohito was in question, the passagguiestion could be corrected by modifying it
as the OPD suggested below. But to throw out tiieespassage because of this fear was
tantamount to throwing out the baby with the batiewasince it would mean that the concerns of
those who equated unconditional surrender withd#struction of the monarchical system would
not be eliminated. As for the “radicals,” Franknks that the JSSC was probably thinking about
“radical rightists.” This simply does not make sensince no right-wing radicals would possibly
advocate the elimination of the emperor system.

To the OPD (and to Stimson as well), this passhagethe JSSC proposed to eliminate
constituted the linchpin of the ultimatum, and @RD was horrified by the JSSC'’s
recommendation. “The purpose of issuing the ultimmg” the OPD fired back, was “to induce
Japan’s surrender and thus avoid the heavy cassiattplied in a fight to the finish,” and “the
basic point on which acceptance of surrender tevith&inge lies in the question of the
disposition of the Emperor and his dynasty.” Thhbe,OPD amended the JSSC’s “amendment”:
the OPD substituted the JSSC’s added passageheitioltowing sentence: “The Japanese

2| set aside for the moment my response to hisrgbiats: chronology of dropping the passage of the
constitutional monarch from the Potsdam Proclamagiod the news of the atomic bomb text in New Me:xénd
the interpretation of Weckerling’s analysis on Teghuly 11 Telegram to Sato. As for the formemnSbn’s diary
for July 16 makes it clear that Byrnes and Trumaa &lready worked out a “timetable,” implying trenoection
between the timing of issuance of the ultimatum #ieduse of the atomic bomb. For the second pbiteyeloped
my criticism of Frank’s interpretation in my bogbp( 110-115), and Frank does not respond to thagpof my
criticism in this critique.
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people will be free to choose whether they shadlinetheir emperor as a constitutional
monarchy.”

The Joint Chiefs of Staff discussed this mattedaly 17 at Potsdam. Although it had two
reports in its possession, only JSSC’s recommemudatas presented. Leahy explained: “this
matter had been considered on a political level@msideration had been given to the removal
of the sentence in question.” On the following dagdopted the JSSC’s recommendation.

When | examined this issue, a number of questiangedo my mind. Who in the JSSC
proposed the amendment and why? Why did it mak&adictory reasoning behind its
amendment? Why did the JCS accept the JSSC’s reeadation over the objections of the
OPD? Why did it take two days for the JCS to ra&decision on this issue? Why did
Stimson and McCloy, to whom the deleted passagstitoted the linchpin of the entire
document, accept defeat without any protest? Wihyhety keep silent on this crucial matter in
their diaries?

And | speculated. Encouraged by Japan’s peacéusgsito Moscow, Stimson doubled his
efforts to persuade the president to modify undiooil surrender. But Stimson was told by
Byrnes on July 17 that the president and ByrnesWw#ed out a “timetable” for the end of the
war. On July 16, at the Combined Chiefs of Stageting, British Chief of Staff Alan Brooke
commented on Paragraph 12 of the draft ultimaturd,saiggested that “Allies make it clear to
Japanese that the emperor might be preserved Kghftdr a Russian entry into the war.” Leahy
told Alan Brooke that this question had been disedsat a political level, and suggested that
Churchill should put forward that view to Truma®@n July 17 at the JCS meeting Leahy said
that this question was considered on a politicatlle Stimson must have felt how strongly
Truman and Byrnes were committed to unconditionadender. Likewise, informed by Leahy
that Truman and Byrnes had already made up theid mai remove the passage, the JCS had to
accept that decision.

These questions do not concern Frank. What mdtdrisn were only two pieces of documents:
the JSSC’s recommendation and the record of thésJ@&etings. There is not a “scintilla of
evidence that Truman and Byrnes manipulated th€ JS®he JCS “plainly based their
recommendation on the report of the JSSC.” Anddus: “to suggest otherwise is pure
conjecture contrary to the contemporary writterordc

Like a lawyer in the courtroom, Frank trusts nothibut the two documentary evidence, and
urges us not to consider all these questions tfaséd as mere “conjecture” that are not
supported by the two documents. As for the thwdtten record” produced by the OPD, he
dismisses it since the OPD lacked the competend¢ki®matter, ignoring the fact that the OPD
was the prime agent that produced Stimson’s dtaftact, if one were to question the OPD’s
competence on this matter, the whole draft of thiesdeam Proclamation would have been
thrown out. Incidentally, |1 do not say in the babkt “Truman and Byrnes manipulated the
JSSC,” since | do not know then and even now wietI&SC was, and who composed this
committee. This is the matter that must be re$eatturther.
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| would like to return here to the question I rdisdove about the role of speculations when one
comes to assess “intentions.” | raise plausibémados based on circumstantial evidence and
speculations based on historical reasoning. Fecankquestion if this reasoning is plausible. But
to tell us to stick to the written documents alane enjoin us not to engage in “conjectures”
beyond that is written in these documents is toowepish history and to reduce history to a trial
court.

Let us review the series of revisions that wer@eeed in Stimson’s original draft. (I highlight
the revised parts by putting them in bracketg|[ ]

Stimson’s original draft:

The occupying forces of the Allies shall be witheinasfrom Japan as soon as our objectives are
accomplished and there has been established belputd a peacefully inclined, responsible
government of a character representative of thankge people. [This may include a
constitutional monarchy under the present dyndstype shown to the complete satisfaction of
the world that such a government will never agaipira to aggression.]

JSSC's revision (JCS adopted this amendment)bjestito suitable guarantee
against further acts of aggression, the Japaneg#epeill be free to choose their
own form of government.]

OPD’s amendment: [The Japanese people will betéreaoose whether they
shall retain their Emperor as a constitutional nmoimg ]

Truman’s amendment-final version: [The occupyingés of the Allies shall be
withdrawn from Japan as soon as our objectiveae@zemplished and there has
been established in accordance with the freelyessgad will of the Japanese
people a peacefully inclined and responsible gavennt.]

Frank does not see that the final version was rsioiegent and less clear about the status of the
emperor. Even the JSSC’s (and JCS’s) amendmeattlgimddresses the question of “the form
of government,” namely whether they choose the madneal form of government. In Truman’s
final version, the question of the form of govermiis completely dropped, and refers vaguely
“the freely expressed will of the Japanese peogial “a peacefully inclined and responsible
government.” Whether or not the Japanese peopil cetain the monarchical system, which
was the centerpiece of Stimson’s draft, was watdoeeh by the JSSC’s amendment, and
completely disappeared in Truman’s final version.

If one examines the transformation of Stimson’dtdréo Truman’s last version, one can clearly
see that Truman and Byrnes were interested in relg@ny promise of a monarchy, the issue
that the Japanese policy makers, regardless qighee party or the war party, were most vitally
interested in. Frank equates unconditional sueendgth the “terms acceptable to the United
States,” but the American policy makers were digdigescisely on the terms of unconditional
surrender, namely, over the question of whethemnould include the maintenance of a
constitutional monarchy. There was no unanimitgrdthe terms acceptable to the United
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States.” Truman and Byrnes overruled the viewoeated by Stimson, McCloy, Forrestal, and
Grew. Moreover, when Truman and Byrnes decidesdrtke out this passage, they knew full
well that this ultimatum would be rejected by tlag@dnese precisely because it did not contain
the promise of the preservation of the monarchy.

Truman and Byrnes made the condition less acceptalthe Japanese, and they knew that the
final version would be rejected by the Japanedee question is why they chose this alternative
by rejecting the alternative recommended by Stinesmhthe OPD? | hypothesized that their
choice was connected with the use of the atomictbana Soviet entry into the war. | do not
agree with his categorical statement that any geesiwould have made the same decision.
Certainly, Byrnes would have. But FDR? Hoover batdd with Stimson.

(b) Togo-Sato Exchange of Telegrams: Frank anda dliffer on the interpretations of the
Togo-Sato exchange of telegrams.

Frank argues that the editors of the “Magic” Diplitin Summary made it “crystal clear to
policy makers that Togo flatly rejected Sato’s meal that acceptance of unconditional
surrender should be made with one condition: pvesien of the Imperial House.

This is, indeed, a very important criticism, whabuld potentially undermine one of the
important arguments in my book that the eliminatbthe passage promising a constitutional
monarchy was integrally connected with the decistonse the atomic bomb. In his previous
telegram, No. 1416, on July 18, Sato advocate@dtleptance of unconditional surrender “with
the sole reservation that Japan’s ‘national streete. the Imperial House-be preserved.” If
Togo’s July 21 telegram rejected Sato’s proposaln tit follows that Truman’s rejection of the
guarantee for a constitutional monarchy can beepdyfjustified, because the Japanese
government would reject the provision that contditiee passage allowing the Japanese to
maintain the constitutional monarchy. This als@n®ethat Togo’s telegram punctured a big
hole in the argument presented by Stimson, Folrdstahy, Grew, and McCloy.

What did Togo really say in his very important JAlytelegram? This is what he said according
to the July 22 Magic Diplomatic Summary:

With regard to unconditional surrender (I have bieéormed of your 18 July
message)

We are unable to consent to it under any circunest®whatever. Even if the war
drags on and it becomes clear that it will take Imenore bloodshed, the whole
country as one man will pit itself against the egemaccordance with the
Imperial Will so long as the enemy demands uncéomid surrendet.

This passage seems to confirm the validity of Fsaaksertion that Togo rejected not only
unconditional surrender in general, but also thaified unconditional surrender demand that
excluded the preservation of the kokutai, as suggdesy Sato.

3 SRS 1736, 22 July 45, pp. 2-3.
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But if one examines the Japanese original, theesestin parenthesis quoted above is: “Kiden
dai 1416 go ryosho zumif."“Ryosho” means “understand and accept.” It thoegestrongly
implies that Togo was not only informed of Sato‘sgmsal, as the Magic Diplomatic Summary
stated, but also he accepted it. This interpatat consistent with the foreign ministry’s
consensus that the only condition that should taela¢d was the preservation of the Imperial
House. It was therefore unfortunate that “ryosiwva’s mistranslated as “informed” in the Magic.

It is quite possible to interpret the Magic’s triati®n, as Frank does, that Togo rejected Sato’s
proposal. But it does not necessarily follow, heere that the Magic Diplomatic Summary
“made it crystal clear that Togo rejected” Sata’spwsal’

It is also important to pay attention to the nex$gage that followed the part that | quoted above
and that Frank chooses to ignore completely.

It is in order to avoid such a state of affairs tlva are seeking a peace which is
not so-called unconditional surrender through thedgoffices of Russia. Itis
necessary that we exert ourselves so that thiswilebe finally driven home to
the Americans and the British.

This passage makes it clear that Togo was intet@stine termination of war on terms other
than unconditional surrender, and that he wantedteey this message not merely to the
Soviets but also to the Americans and the British.

Frank is correct in pointing out that Togo did specify what conditions should be sufficient to
terminate the war. Togo stated that it would bisddvantageous and impossible from the
standpoint of foreign and domestic considerationghe military opposition was a formidable
obstacle, as Frank correctly points out. Togo ireading on a tight rope on the precarious
balance between the peace party and the war pRrityhe believed that the only way to break
this stalemate was Konoe’s direct negotiations WMtscow, the imperial sanction of the terms
that Konoe would bring back from Moscow, and th@asition of these terms by the emperor on
the reluctant military. And Konoe’s advisers war@nimous in their assessment that the only
condition that should be attached was the preservaft the imperial house, the same position
that Sato advocated in his Telegram 1316.

Clearly, as Frank asserts, Byrnes and Truman irgggp Togo’s July 21 telegram as the
evidence that Japan intended “to fight on rathan thccept an unconditional surrender” (p. 157).
But was this the only conclusion that American pplnakers drew from Togo’s July 21
telegram? Forrestal wrote that the Japanese Edtlaal judgment and decision was that the
war must be fought with all the vigor and bittemie$ which the nation was capable so long as
the only alternative was the unconditional surrerideFrom Togo’s July 21 telegram, Forrestal

* Shusen shirokwol. 3, p. 180.

® Sato’s Telegram 1416 is not, for some inexplicableson, included iBhusen shiroku

® Frank misrepresents the tentative plan preparegompe’s advisers to be brought to Moscow. It
advocated the attachment of only one conditionptieservation of the Imperial House. It even ineldidthe
possibility of Hirihito’s abdication.

"Walter Mills, ed. Forrestal Diaries(New York: Viking Press, 1951), p. 76.
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and Stimson concluded that Japan was close tonsleré the United States revised
unconditional surrender to include the retentioma gbnstitutional monarchy with the current
dynasty (pp. 157-158). Based on this telegranm&in, who had previously given up the hope
to restore the guarantee of the constitutional maityga once more tried to persuade Truman to
change his mind on July 24 (pp. 156-157).

Togo’s July 21 was, indeed, important, but it wasthe decisive factor that triggered Truman’s
decision to reject the promise of the constitutionanarchy, since the decision to delete this
promise had been already made long before JulglLlargue above.

(c) Magic Far Eastern Summary and Ultra:

Frank should be credited for uncovering the existest Magic Far Eastern Summary as well as
Ultra. | must confess that | did not use theseadrtgnt materials. Frank states that the Magic
Far East Summary, which was often delivered togetith the Magic Diplomatic Summary,
took the position that “so long as the Imperial Arbelieves it can defeat the initial invasion,
there was very little prospect that Japan wouldesuter on terms acceptable to the U.S.” And
he concludes these opinions “carry more weight thase of Forestall, Stimson or McCloy
about the nearness of Japan’s surrender.”

The problem of this argument is the weak link #@inects this analysis with the primary
motivation behind Truman/Byrnes’ decision. Heihtttes this lack of evidence to the extreme
secrecy that surrounds these intelligence soundesstates: “far more often we are left to infer
that the radio intelligence information shapeddbeision making.” In other words, we must
engage in “conjecture,” the very method Frank else denounces as not a legitimate historical
method. Forrestal, Stimson, McCloy and Byrnesiatiesitation to reveal the supposedly
classified information they obtained from the MaBiplomatic Summary. Byrnes kept a copy
of the Magic Diplomatic Summary. If the Magic Faastern Summary was delivered jointly
with the Magic Diplomatic Summary, why didn’t thefBes papers contain it together with the
Magic Diplomatic Summary? The existence of Ultna ¢he Magic Far East itself is not
sufficient to prove that Truman and Byrnes based tecision on the information supplied by
them. When Stimson recommended the reinserti@ncoinstitutional monarchy in the
ultimatum on his July 24 meeting with Truman, Trumakd not reject Stimson’s
recommendation because his source indicated tisandertion would be rejected by the
Japanese or that this promise would embolden thenése hardliners judging from the
information he possessed. Instead, he merelydstiast it was too late to change it, because he
had already sent the draft to Chian Kai-shek. W8imson further asked Truman to “watch
carefully so that the Japanese might be reass@r@Ny through diplomatic channels if it was
found that they were hanging fire on that one pbdiituman did not reject Stimson’s advice, but
rather he said that this was exactly what he hadind, and that he would take care of it. In this
exchange the information allegedly given by the M&@r East and Ultra was never raised.

2. The Potsdam Proclamation, the Atomic Bomb,3mmet Entry into the War:

Frank questions my interpretation that Truman aywh&s deliberately excised the promise of a
constitutional monarchy from the Potsdam Proclapmalbiecause it provided a justification to use
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the atomic bomb. He asks: “Where is there any oh@ruation that either Truman or Byrnes
ever directly stated this reasoning?” | do notehgpecific documentation to prove my point as
much as Frank cannot prove the Magic Far Eastenm&uy and Ultra radio intelligence were
the decisive factor leading Truman’s and Byrnegislen to insist on unconditional surrender
and use the atomic bomb.

But | can use inferences and plausible hypotheassdoon circumstantial evidence. Let us
recall that as early as July 17, Byrnes told Stimidat he and Truman had worked out a
“timetable.” The entry for July 18 of Walter Browgrdiary reads: “JFB [Byrnes] had hoped
Russian declaration of war against Japan would aauméof] this conference No[w] he think][s]
United States and United Kingdom will have to isRjgoint statement giving Japs two weeks
to surrender or fac[e] destruction. (Secret weapitibe ready by [t]hat time)” (pp. 142-143).
Let us also recall that when Byrnes read Togo’g dliltelegram, he immediately connected his
rejection of unconditional surrender with the us¢éhe atomic bomb and Soviet entry into the
war. Especially, after they received Groves’ r¢piie Potsdam Proclamation and the atomic
bomb became more closely connected. Byrnes adkedd@ about the timing of the S-1
program on July 23. On the same day, Stimsoredsitruman. In his diary, Stimson wrote:

“He [Truman] told me that he had the warning messafgich we prepared on his desk, and had
accepted our most recent change in it, and thptd@osed to shoot it out as soon as he heard the
definite day of the operation. We had a brief dgston about Stalin’s recent expansions and he
confirmed what | have heard. But he told me thatWnited States was standing firm and he
was apparently relying greatly upon the informatsrio S-1” (p. 151). These passages clearly
demonstrate the connection among the timing ofngsthe Potsdam Proclamation, the timing of
the atomic bomb, and the desire to prevent Soxjgamsionism.

Furthermore, when he brought Harrison’s telegraouathe timing of the atomic bomb
deployment, Stimson noted in his diary entry fdy 24: “I then showed him the telegram

which had come last evening from Harrison giving dlates of the operations. He said that was
just what he wanted, that he was highly delightadi that it gave him his cue for his warning”

(p. 153). Walter Brown wrote in his diary on J@¥. JFB still hoping for time, believing after
atomic bomb Japan will surrender and Russia willget in so much on the kill, thereby being in
a position to press for claims against China.” réstial wrote: “Byrnes said he was most anxious
to get the Japanese affair over with before thesRas got in with particular reference to Dairen
and Port Arthur.” When Forrestal told Byrnes thatman had said “his principal objective at
Potsdam would be to get Russia in the war,” Byregponded that “it was most probable that
the President’s view had changed; certainly that ma& now my view.” Walter Brown’s diary
contains the following passage for July 26: “Jom@ssage to Japan released. This was prelude
to atomic bomb.” Byrnes knew even before the Japamesponded to the Potsdam
Proclamation that the document was prelude to timel(p. 158). Is it too far-fetched to
connect the issuance of the Potsdam Proclamatitnwiiman/Byrnes’ timetable where the use
of the atomic bomb and the date of Soviet entry the war were carefully mapped out?

Truman and Byrnes state in their memoirs that #wsibn to drop the atomic bomb was the
most difficult decision and this decision greatbined them. But if so, it seems reasonable to
assume that they carefully monitored Japan’s reactAs | discussed in my book (p. 182),
Togo’s July 30 telegram to Sato mentioned thatakyb’s negotiations with Moscow, “there is
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a disposition to make the Potsdam Three Power &ration the basis of our study concerning
terms.” The naval intelligence analysts underlitiés passage as importdnt.

Frank maintains that Togo’s July 30 telegram wagatexrl by the July 27 Magic Far East
Summary that described the hopeless division witienJapanese government. Frank
concludes: “the men who really controlled Japarevadsolutely bent upon one final decisive
battle and would not surrender on terms acceptalilee U.S.” The problem here is that if the
policy makers ever discussed how the Japaneserguoeet reacted to the Potsdam
Proclamation, such evidence has never been disadver

(3) The Soviet Factor and the Atomic Bombingsajah's Decision to Surrender:

Where Frank and | further disagree is the assedsohéme Soviet factor in Japan’s decision to
surrender. Frank believes that the Japanese mihtd written off Manchuria, and by
implication the Soviet invasion of Manchuria wag as great a shock to the Japanese as the
atomic bombings on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. To stighpis assertion, Frank cites the
Kwantung army’s revision of strategy abandoning bat a small triangular redoubt in
southeastern Manchuria along the Korean bordeut tfe new strategy was based on the
general assumption that Japan would be able totkeepoviets neutral. This assumption led
the imperial general headquarters to extract sezdivisions from Manchuria for the homeland
defense. The Ketsu-go strategy was predicatedbieBneutrality. That was why when the
Soviets attacked, it was a great shock to the &ggamilitary, and the entire strategy collapsed
like a house of cards.

Since the shock that jolted the army with the nefithie Soviet invasion is discussed fully in my
book as well as in my forthcoming articleReinterpreting the End of the Pacific Wdrdo not
need to go into details here. Suffice to mentitat bne day before the Soviet invasion, the
Army Military Bureau considered it imperative toggeSoviet neutrality, and that even after the
invasion, the Army clung to the preposterous ides it would be possible to negotiate with the
Soviet Union to restore its neutrality.

To deal with the Soviet factor, Frank’s argumertine-fold: to ignore the Soviet factor entirely
in Japan’s decision until August 15 and to ackndg&ethe Soviet factor merely as the means to
implement surrender of troops. And this two-tieguanent is to buttress his ultimate objective
that it was the atomic bombings that were mostsileein Japan’s decision to surrender.

Frank does not address my major arguments chatigrige decisiveness of the atomic
bombings on Japan’s decision to surrender. Tloisides:

—There is no evidence to indicate the Togo or thpaeror advocated the acceptance of the
Potsdam Proclamation even after the atomic bomtamiiroshima before the Soviet invasion
of Manchuria.

—On the contrary, the government continued to skeekermination of the war through
Moscow’s mediation even after the Hiroshima bomb.

8 SRS1747, 2 Aug 45, pp. 2-3; SRH-088, pp. 7, 16.
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—On August 7 Togo sent an urgent telegram to Sagimg him to meet Molotov immediately.

—Hasunuma Shigeru, emperor’s Chief Aide de Campm, was present whenever the emperor
went, testified that the atomic bomb on Hiroshinarbt influence the emperor’s view.

—Only after the Soviet invasion did the Japaneseguonent begin discussing seriously the
possibility of accepting the Potsdam Proclamation.

To prove that the atomic bombings were decisiveofaan the emperor’s decision, Frank
continues to rely on Takeshita’s account of the #s1d.0 imperial conference, which is the only
source that refers to the emperor’s alleged reterém the atomic bomb for his decision to
accept surrender. Takeshita did not attend th&eoemce, but none of the participants (Suzuki,
Togo, Toyoda, Sakomizu, Hoshina, and lkeda) meritiahthe emperor referred to the atomic
bomb.

Frank further proposes that the only evidence veeilshrely on to reach conclusions about the
motivation behind Japan’s decision to surrendeHarehito’s statements alone, since the
emperor represented the only legitimate autholniég tould decide on surrender. But it is not
clear to what extent Hirohito’s statements at thperial conferences and on other occasions
reflected his own thinking and to what extent tteais of other advisers (such as Kido,
Shigemitsu through Kido, and Takagi’'s group) weltered into the emperor’s statements. The
absence of record of crucial meetings between Kitbthe emperor makes it impossible to
detect what was really in the emperor’'s mind. Aede Frank admits that he has to rely on
speculations. Frank’s methodology could make senkeif we assume that these statements
accurately reflected his thinking, an assumptiat tan hardly be entertained.

Furthermore, Frank considers Hirohito’s two impleréscripts a reflection of his own thinking.
But the imperial rescript to accept unconditionaktender was composed by Sakomizu, and it
was revised at the cabinet meeting. The impeg&dnipt to the soldiers and officers was
composed by Kihara Michio, assistant to the cabifi¢tey were both approved by the emperor,
but it is misleading to think that they accuratedflected Hirohito’s personal view. There is
little to reason to distinguish the imperial reptsifrom the statement issued by the cabinet and
Suzuki’s statement. All were written by the sanréexs.

As for the imperial rescript to the soldiers anficefr, where there was no reference to the atomic
bomb but it specifically referred to the Sovietrgnnto the war, Frank shifts to the second tier of
argument: it was necessary to stress the Sowuist ienorder to convince the Japanese troops
overseas to accept surrender. But why the Somtey anto the war, not the atomic bombings,
was more persuasive for the soldiers to accepesder is not explained. It must be
remembered that this rescript was issued not anllye soldiers and officer fighting against the
Soviets, but also all the soldiers overseashdfatomic bombs rendered the defense of the
homeland hopeless, as Frank argues, then why digntescipt say so? Isn’t the importance of
the Soviet entry into the war to persuade the soddio accept surrender telling evidence that it
also provided a powerful motivation behind Japal@sision to surrender?
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Finally, Frank makes an argument that the Japanégary did not take the possibility of the
Soviet invasion of Japan’s homeland seriously beedoe Soviets lacked the capability to land
on Japan’s homeland.

The problem for the Hokkaido defense was its sidech was as big as the entire Tohoku
prefectures plus Niigata Prefecture combined. Hifte Area Army, responsible for the defense
of Hokkaido, had to disperse 114,000 troops intedlpossible points of attacks: one division in
the Shiribetsu-Nemuro area in the east, one divisidhe Cape of Soya in the north, and one
brigade in the Tomakomai area in the west. Thefitmation of the Shibetsu area was not
completed, and the defense of the Nemuro area evessdered hopeless because of the flat
terrain. The defense of the north was concentraetthe Cape of Soya, but nothing was
prepared for Rumoi, where the Soviets intendednd.| The military planners had no
confidence about the Army’s ability to repulse 8wviet invasion of Hokkaido. IBownfall,

this is what Frank himself wrote: “the Soviet Navgmphibious shipping resources were limited
but sufficient to transport the three assault divis in several echelons. The Red Army intended
to seize the northern half of Hokkaido. If resista proved strong, reinforcements would be
deployed to aid the capture of the rest of Hokkai@Gaven the size of Hokkaido, the Japanese
would have been hard pressed to move units foneerted confrontation of the Soviet invasion.
The chances of Soviet success appeared to be wedyy | tend to agree with Frank’s view
expressed iDownfall.

lll. Holloway’'s Comments

Holloway makes three valuable comments on my ingggtion of Stalin’s actions, one very
interesting addition from Russian sources, anddataisms.

First, he introduces the materials from the trapseof Soviet interrogations of captured
Kwantung army officers. These are comparablentetrogations” and “Statements” (U.S.
Army, Far East Command, Military History Sectioapd U.S. Strategic Bombing survey’s
Interrogations, although the number of these tn@piscpublished in/elikaia otechestvennaia
vol. 7, pt. 2, are miniscule in quantity compardthwhe American “interrogations” and
“statements.” Nevertheless, it is interestingdge what the Kwantung Army officers said about
the reasons for Japan’s surrender.

| would like to add a few words to Holloway’s uskfemmentaries to these transcripts. First,
although the Kwantung army officers mentioned kbthatomic bombings and the Soviet entry
into the war as two crucial events, as Hollowayadates, they considered the Soviet entry a
more important cause for Japan’s surrender thaattimic bombings. General Uemura’s
interrogation, quoted by Holloway, clearly indicaitais, but even General Kita Seiichi’s
statement reveals that he attached more importartbe Soviet entry (the Emperor decided)
than the atomic bombings (the Emperor considerbdrd for Japan to fight on). Second, |
would add that the General Hata Hikosaburo statela interrogation: “We did not think that
the Soviet Union would, clear out of blue [vhezapuieclare war against Japan this year.
Therefore, there is no doubt that the beginninthefmilitary actions between Japan and the

® Frank,Downfall, p. 323.
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Soviet Union had tremendous influence on the edtianese peoplé®” Third, we must keep in
mind that these transcripts, as all interrogatems statements conducted by the American side,
reflected certain points of view of the interrogatoSome statements were response to
interrogators’ questions. For instance, Generalitenant Shimizu Noritsune’s statement on the
atomic bomb as the cruel and inhuman weapon thegdat the total extermination of the
Japa?lese people might reflect the point of viewhefinterrogator more than the general’s

view.

The second point Holloway makes is his criticisnmgf treatment of the impact that the
information on the atomic bomb had on Stalin asBain. Holloway believes that | exaggerated
the importance of the information given by Trumarbtalin about the successful test of the
atomic bomb. Holloway is the world’s foremost aarity on Soviet nuclear weapons. Although
definitive evidence about Stalin’s reaction to ti@evs that the United States succeeded in
possessing the atomic bomb is lacking, perhapsol#aly is correct in his interpretation: Stalin
did not believe that the Americans would use tloenat bomb on Japan so soon.

Holloway agrees, however, with my interpretatioatt8talin was anxious to enter the war,
before Japan surrendered. If we discount the atbmnb as a factor, it makes the importance
of the Potsdam Proclamation without Stalin’s signata more compelling reason to hasten the
date of attack on Manchuria.

The third valid, and very important point Hollowmakes is the issue of the date of Soviet attack
on Japan. In my book, | stated that the previoaglhged date of attack was set for sometime
between August 22-25, and after Stalin’s requeapfmend his signature to the Potsdam
Proclamation was turned down by Truman, Stalin i@dé/asilevskii to move up the date of
attack for 10 to 14 days. Holloway states thafuoly 16, Stalin telephoned Vasilevskii to
advance the planned date of attack by ten daysydgaost 1, but Vasilevskii replied that the
Soviet forces would not be ready by then and ashka&idAugust 11 date remain in effect.

Relying on Shtemenko, Holloway asserts that “Stgéime no new orders during the Potsdam
Conference.” He continues: “On August 3 Vasilevsdcommended to Stalin that the offensive
against Japanese forces in Manchuria begin on A@glie. Stalin accepted this advice and sent
an order that the attack be launched on August 18.80 hours (Moscow time or 24.00 hours
(Trans-Baikal time.)”

Holloway'’s criticism made me go back to the sourcéken | realized that | did not pay
sufficient attention to Shtemenko’s memoirs. Is Aiticle published iWoenno-istoricheskii
zhurnal he cites what seems to me to be the same Audgaktd@am published ielikaia
otechestvennajavol. 7, pt. 1, which | quoted in my book (pp. 1¥78). Shtemenko states that
Vasilievskii attempted to change the date of atfaok August 11, as previously set, to August
9-10. According to Shtemenko, based on the inftonahat the Japanese were reinforcing
troops from 19 divisions to 23 divisions and insed the number of airplanes from 450 to 850,
a postponement of the attack would not serve Sovietests. The Stavka carefully examined

10y, V, Vartanov et al, edVelikaia otechestvennaiaol. 1, pt. 2 Sovietsko-iaponskaia voika 1945 goda:
istoriia voenno-politicheskogo protivobordsva dvadizhav v 30-40-e gody: dokumenty i materié@iipscow,
Tera-Terra, 2000), p. 321.

" bid., p. 323.
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Vasilevskii's recommendations and the conditionprefparedness of deployed troops.
Shtemenko writes that the Stavka agreed with “\éaskKii’'s recommendations about the timing
of the beginning of military actions,” but did netcept his proposal to make the entire troops of
the First Far Eastern Front move to offensive agtsince “no matter how strong they might be,
the advanced detachment alone could hardly takbeaupattle in 5-7 days.” The Stavka favored
the united military action involving the main foscef the front:

Holloway'’s criticism prompted me to change my vidhe date of attack was set for August 11
rather than August 22-25. Nevertheless, the is§tige date of attack is not as simple and
straightforward as Holloway seems to indicate.e8t@nko’s memaoirs cited above is very
ambiguous about what was decided: whether or mobtavka accepted Vasilevskii's alternative
date attack of August 9-10. On the face of ite8fdnko seems to suggest that the Stavka
accepted Vasilevskii’'s proposal, but his reasoisegms to repudiate Vasilevskii's strategy.
Moreover, the editor d¥elikaia otechestvanniaotes in his commentary that despite
Vasilevskii's recommendation, “the precise date enadtime of the beginning of the military
action had to be set by the Stavka. The timing desrmined for all the forces of the Far East:
August 10, 18.00, Moscow time.” This must mear tlespite Shtemenko’s ambiguous
statement, the Stavka must have turned down Vagiikrecommendation.

| do not entirely agree with Holloway’s contentithrat Stalin did not issue any new order on the
date of attack during the Potsdam Conference. |&esiii’'s August 3 telegram strongly

suggests that he was responding to Stalin’s previelegram. (Otherwise, what prompted him
to change his mind when he had turned down Stgtiresious request to advance the date of
attack?) After suggesting that the Stavka advaate of attack to August 9-10, he requested, at
the end of the telegram, that Stavka give him finsiructions for the precise time that military
action should begin, as well as instructions reiggrduestions of a “political and diplomatic
nature” (p. 178). Itis possible to argue, althoung evidence exists, that as | argued in the book,
Stalin requested from Potsdam that Vasilevskii mgvéhe date of attack because of “political
and diplomatic” reasons. Considering Stalin’s ghaicTruman’s issuing the Potsdam
Proclamation without Stalin’s signature and Trunsanejection of Stalin’s request to join the
Potsdam Proclamation, it makes sense to assum8tddat made the request to Vasilevskii to
advance the date of attack. If this hypothestoisect, it is likely that Stalin made this request
either on July 30, when he unveiled the appointreéMasilevskii as the commander in chief of
the Soviet Army in the Far East, or on August Zlemday when he ordered the creation of three
fronts.

V. Conclusion:

| am sure that not all the contributors agree w&lthmy responses. | also regret that | do not have
space to cover such important issues as Japagestion” of the Potsdam Proclamation, the
impact of the Nagasaki bomb, the factor of reveingeruman’s decision, and the connection
between foreign policy and domestic policy. Bus tfebuttal is already too long. | hope this
exchange serves as the beginning of a meaningfupaorductive dialogue that will elevate the
scholarship on the ending of the Pacific War taghér level.

123, Shtemenko, “Iz istorii razgroma Kvantunskoi &fhVoenno-istoricheskii zhurnaNo. 5, 1967, p.54.
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