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“I believe we are going to get the thing settleddieg the Japanese war] without backing up on
our unconditional surrender demand.”
President Harry S. Truman to Eugene Meyer, Augl945

“Nobody is more disturbed over the use of Atomicbs than | am but | was greatly disturbed
over the unwarranted attack by the Japanese ohHrador and their murder of our prisoners of
war. The only language they seem to understatittisne we have been using to bombard

them.”

“When you have to deal with a beast you have tat then as a beast. It is most regrettable but
nevertheless true.”
Pres. Harry S. Truman to Samuel McCrea Cavert, Aligl1945

“The hurried dropping of the bombs on Hiroshima &latjasaki was a brilliant success, in that
all the political objectives were fully achieveAmerican control of Japan is complete, and there
is no struggle for authority there with Russia.. .[W]e may conclude that the dropping of the
atomic bombs was not so much the last militaryohthe Second World War, as the first major
operation of the cold diplomatic war with Russiawmna progress.”
P.M.S. BlackettFear, War, and the Bom({i1949)

Tsuyoshi HasegawaRacing the Enemy: Stalin, Truman, and the Surneati@apanis a truly
impressive accomplishment, meriting prizes and lades. Able to work in the archival
collections and published literature in three laagps—English, Japanese, and Russian—
Hasegawa has produced a major volume in interredtiustory. Before Hasegawa’s study, no
one scholar in any language had written in deptt,ia considerable detail, on the policies of all
three major nations leading to the ending of thafledAsian war in 1945.
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Recognizing that much of the end-of-the-war andAteomb literature is shaped by implicit or
explicit counterfactual analysis, Hasegawa hasuligefand courageously—addressed many of
these issues explicitly in his thoughtful conclugchapter, “Assessing the Roads Not Taken.”
In some ways, that valuable last chapter may hatppensate for the book’s strategy of
providing chapters divided into multiple small seats, with a mixture usually of substantial
narrative and brief analysis, where careful readeyg not always be sure of Hasegawa'’s
interpretation of particular motives and of altdivecourses of action. The main part of the
book, usually closely adhering to chronology angsthecessarily often shifting from decisions
by one nation to another’s, can leave the readsunernof why some actions were taken, why
some alternatives were not pursued, and what rhigNe occurred if alternatives had instead
been pursued.

It is a difficult and bold task to seek to analyas,Hasegawa has done, the behavior of the
leaders, and sometimes the underlings, of the tiigger nations (other than Britain and China)
involved in dealing in 1945 with the Asian war—tt@sts, the dangers, and the opportunities.
To do so with high intelligence and focused eneagylHasegawa has done, is truly remarkable.

This review essay, conceived as part of the rolmelidiscussion oRacing necessarily only
deals with some aspects of Hasegawa'’s distinguigbleaine: (i) briefly discussing the nature

of the problems in sources, language, and earlierpretations, and the opportunities; (ii)

briefly situatingRacingin the major scholarship; (iii) critically examitg Racings treatment of

the Potsdam Proclamation of July 26 and the “Mamitércepts of the period; (iv) considering
troubling problems in theRacing framework and the analysis and explanation ofAHgomb
“decision”; (v) looking critically at pre-Hiroshimand slightly at post-Hiroshima expectations by
US policymakers in terms &acings contentions about the bomb’s likely impact as a
“decisive” weapon speedily ending the war; (vi)kog critically at related issues among A-
bomb scientists and others on the Manhattan Prdj@dtanalyzing some related A-bomb issues
and the distinction between nuclear and atomic wesym ethical and strategic terms; (viii)
reexamining the August 9/10-14/15 period, withIdigttention to Japan and emphasis on events
in the US; (ix) considering briefly the end of thar and also later A-bomb revisionism by the
right and the left; (x) and offering a short corsctin.

Thus, this essay, while looking briefly at Sovietlalapanese policy, focuses primarily on US
policy in discussingracing the Enemyand heavily though not exclusively on A-bomb-teth
issues. A thorough, fully detailed analysisRafcingwould reach far more broadly and deeply,
and probably be nearly twice as long.

I-Dealing with Formidable Obstacles and Defining@@ptunities

Until Hasegawa’s formidable book, no one examinimgrint the end of the war had a
knowledge of all three languages. Nor, partly lbseaof the uncertainties involving the Russian
archival materials, did any one scholar, especiahign faced with the massive American
collections and the growing availability of Japanékes, seek to work in the archives of all three
nations. It was a daunting task: bureaucratjweidiments and arbitrary standards, mixed with
peculiar personalism, in the Soviet Union; subsahmaterials in Tokyo at the National Defense
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Institute and the Diet Library (but reportedlylétat the Foreign Affairs Ministry); and, if the
subject was properly pursued in necessary deptlogadith in the U.S., about six-to-nine
months of archival research drawing not only onTtheman Library, the Library of Congress,
and the National Archives, but on navy, air foraed army files elsewhere and on the papers in
various libraries around the country of about d-tlaken key people.

The nature of such intensive and extensive archwesk, as scholars fully understand, is that
new interpretations and new suggestions about ganmg of particular documents and the
possible importance of previously minimized everas drive scholars back to the same material
a few times to examine questions and materialspifeatously did not seem significant.

Vigorous and rigorous archival work, when condudtethe context of the prevailing
scholarship, is often not a one-time visit to dextlon but a series of trips over time.

That kind of intensive and sometimes iterative aesle may occur more frequently on subjects in
decision-making and policy, such as the A-bomb islen” and Japan’s surrender, when the
history dialogue has been rather close-grainechy Was a particular option considered or not,
and by whom, and why and how did the issues sonestget transformed or reconceived by
participants in the process? How did various peapthe government making major decisions
with impact on the future relate the present pnolsi@nd likely future power constellations
internationally and domestically? What were thespeal and official connections—the
channels of communication, and the nature of imitée—among top people in the particular
government, between various underlings, and betwesse underlings and the top people?
How does one go about defining and establishingltdminant assumptions of various
policymakers in 1945, and before, about weapondytha likely course of the war? How much,
and when, can memoirs be trusted, especially wheoked carefully against the
contemporaneous archival materials and importapctions emerge?

For example, in the case of President Harry S. Bnymwho did not write his own memoirs, can
one safely state, as Hasegawa mistakenly doesT thiatan “wrote” them? Or, at best, can one
usually say only that Truman’s memoirs, publishedrty a decade after the key 1945 events,
“contend” or “assert” that “X occurred for Y reas8nAnd what is the significance of the
evidential gap between what Truman actually wrate] what he approved for publication—
sometimes with less than vigilant attention—inmismoirs? Heavy reliance upon the particular
phrasing of such memoirs—as Hasegawa does—casdxoas error when the actual phrasing
was normally “ghosted.”

Surprisingly, because the post-presidential fiteh@ Truman Library are rather rich on the
construction of Truman’s memoirs, including intemvs with the retired president and drafts of
segments of the volumes, no scholar has systerthatiaarked through them on many of the
1945 issues involving the ending of the Japanese Wdew scholarly essays have briefly used
some of the post-presidential interview and dradterials for estimates of US casualties in the
invasion(s) that never occurred. But there isusianed analysis of the construction of the
memoirs on dealing with the atomic bomb, attitugegard the Soviets and the Japanese, and
ways of ending the war.
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In the case of the Soviet materials, where theceeopenings and closings of archives are
distressing to scholars, there are obvious prohlegmne researchers get to see materials that
others can not. As troubling, the crucial presi@dm@rchives—Stalin’s own files—are normally
inaccessible to scholars. Sometimes, as in treeafddasegawa, a generous Soviet scholar and
friend (Boris Slavinsky) shared pages of notes fr@mous Soviet non-presidential files that
many other scholars had not seen, and that Hasdgawelf could usually not view.

The major limitation on Japanese materials isttmacrucial fles—those of the Imperial
Household—are closed to all. It is ironic thaErmperor Hirohito had been tried as a war
criminal, those materials would most likely havedrme available. But his exemption from
such treatment, and the related favoritism bestoweklim and the Imperial Household by
General Douglas MacArthur in the occupation, gutgrd that probably the most important
materials would be long, if not forever, closechu$, part of the process of the postwar
American-Japanese rapprochement involved the hafimgartime history and of fundamental
sources.

While apparently using many of the available Japarites elsewhere, Hasegawa, perhaps out
of a sense of understandable necessity, did shiamgtyhimself in examining the American files.
He narrowed them down to what seemed a managdabte-sut perhaps at some unforeseen
and unrecognized interpretive cost. On the Sk, given the limitations on access to
materials and the often-arbitrary opening and olpsif Soviet files, he was severely restricted,
which undoubtedly means that many conclusions aBoutet motives and purposes may have
to be tentative.

Hasegawa was working in a field, or really a setudffields, where a significant segmentation of
guestions and of historical inquiry had developmdréasons that are understandable to academic
historians, but often surprising to outsiders, wloanot understand how and why academic
subfields requiring particular intellectual proweswl particular sources develop in the way that
they do. Until well into the 1990s, there was nallgna peculiar intellectual division of labor—
rooted in the nature of the scholarly subfields, ldtations and types of sources, and the
problems of language facility—in dealing variouslith end-of-the-war/A-bomb issues and

often in treating those separate issues in diftestrdies.

Based heavily in the U.S., historians of the A-baenid the “decision” focused primarily on
American policy, seldom did much on Japanese poalisyally did not know and could not use
Japanese, and dealt with Soviet issues mostlyeifrédmework of the origins of the Cold War
and Soviet-American conflicts in Europe. In sheoptrast, historians of Japan, who had a
knowledge of Japanese, usually focused on Japaoésg and decision-making, sometimes
looked (usually, rather briefly) at Japanese-Sawkdtions, and in a less limited way at
American-Japanese relations, but normally did nakvin any depth on America’s A-bomb
policy and on the “decision” to use the bomb.

The Soviet subfield on the ending of the Pacific was the most underdeveloped, partly
because of the shortage of available materials|theg from Soviet/Russian government
decisions. That government-imposed “shortage’rdestiemost scholars in the west, and
elsewhere, who had the requisite language skdls fielving into Soviet policy dealing with
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Japan and the ending of the war. Lacking suchuage facility, most A-bomb historians, for
that additional reason of limited sources, did carafively little on Soviet policy and related
Soviet ending-of-the-Japanese-war issues beyonmjtty determine, often by inference, the
nature and depth of the Soviet-American disputes &urope.

lI-Briefly Situating Hasegawa’s Book in the Schalaip

Boldly and energetically aiming to bring togethartg of the often separate scholarly subfields,
Hasegawa’s important volume seeks to explain thergan use of the atomic bomb, US
dealings in 1945 with the Soviet Union mostly onaksmatters, Stalin’s desires in Asia and his
handling of both the US and the Japanese, and ‘3agtaunggle in 1945 in the war and moving
toward surrender to deal with both the Soviet Uraad the US. No one taking on such a large
assignment in a single book, or probably evensetaf volumes, could please all readers. The
issues are so complicated, the sources so numenodisometimes the passions so substantial
that general agreement is probably impossible.t prablem of likely non-agreement may be
more severe because the issues engage the salesident in a number of nations, and
sometimes their national loyalties may further efffadgments.

Even if various value commitments—for example, ppaving or approving of the use of the
bomb, wishing or not wishing that other alternativvad instead been ardently pursued,
regretting or not regretting the mass killingshe atomic bombings, and deeming or not
deeming the deadly fire-bombings and the atomiclbings as morally equivalent—were not
involved, it is highly likely that the nature ofglevidence, the ambiguities in the records, and the
difficulties of determining motives and even aci@at many junctures would bar the emergence
of general agreement. Indeed, as a result of theing dialogue, there may well be among
scholars less agreement on basic issues—why Japamdered? would Japan have otherwise
surrendered in mid-August? why the bomb was uset@ther it was necessary? how its use
was connected to Soviet-American relations?—tharngled about a half-century ago.

Ultimately, perhaps Hasegawa’s book’s greatestraplishment, among its various substantial
achievements, may be that it helps to define adefige many of the issues, and to present
many challenging answers, that will shape muclhefsubsequent scholarship in various
countries on a number of key issues. Very prohdblymuch of the future scholarship on why
and how Japan surrendered, and to a much lessart @xt the related Soviet and US policy,
Racingwill define the benchmark for the scholarly dialeg That is a significant intellectual
achievement. Rarely can a scholar, even an igegiti honest, and energetic scholar,
significantly help refocus historical inquiry on joasubjects.

In view of the book’s analysis of American policy-edrkening back to P.M.S. Blackett’s
1948/49 interpretation that President Harry S. TanwasRacingto use the A-bomb to end the
war to avoid Soviet gains in the Far East—Hasegastaidy should generally delight Gar
Alperovitz and similar A-bomb revisionists in emglimang anti-Soviet motives as the essential
core in Truman’s A-bomb decision. But whereas Adpéz and some others emphasized
American concern in using the bomb as a way prignafigaining leverage on the Soviets in
Europe, Hasegawa, like Blackett, claims that theary US purpose in using the bomb quickly
was to keep the Soviets out of the war in Asia.
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Alperovitz and more moderate A-bomb revisionistgl{iding myself) should be pleased by the
contention (if correct) that Soviet entry into thar in early August, without the atomic bombing
but in the context of the devastating sea-air kddekand the pummeling bombing of Japanese
cities, might well have ended the war in a reastentime and certainly before the scheduled
November 1945 invasion (Olympic), thereby obviatingt operation. But Hasegawa, in a
conclusion that may trouble some revisionists, esghat Soviet entry (though more important
than the A-bomb) had to be combined with the firdiomb to produce Japan’s surrender in
mid-August. In a judgment that will trouble mamtierevisionists, he usually asserts that Soviet
entry was more important than the atomic bomb @dpcing the surrender. Whether the issues
of the comparative influences of the bomb and Senéry can be so neatly parsed out will
remain controversial. That is partly because theces are not crystal clear and because
competing plausible narratives, using the saménaifas sources, can sometimes be formulated
in looking at the complicated issues of the infleceson Japanese policy and decision-making in
August 1945.

In studying the Japanese events, there are frdguenblems of which sources to privilege, how
and whether to trust post-events memories, andtbawmderstand the desires and efforts of key
people. That involves, especially, looking closgifmperor Hirohito, General Korechika
Anami (war minister), General Yosijiro Umezu (arctyef of staff), Baron Admiral Kantaro
Suzuki (premier), Shigenori Togo (foreign minist&Spemu Toyoda (navy chief of staff),
Mitsumasa Yonai (naval minister), Koichi Kido (pyigeal), and Baron Kiichiro Hiranuma
(chairman of the Privy Council). These problens@mpounded by Hasegawa’s enterprising
and sustainable conclusion that a group of secmedpkeople in the Japanese government,
including Hisatsune Sakomizu (cabinet secretagyetbeen unwisely minimized by most
earlier interpreters and merit close consideration.

Using fewer sources than are now available, andHhaegawa often shrewdly exploited, Robert
J. C. Butow, years ago in his near-magistelggdan’s Decision to Surrendét954), apparently
thought that the interesting problem of the compagaveights of the atomic bombing and
Soviet entry could not be fully parsed out. Butoancluded that the two events—the first
atomic bombing on the 6th and Soviet entry on tihe &ming so close to one another like trip-
hammer blows—smashed through the cage of earimése indecision and errant hope in
ways that even the top-level members of the govemroould not adequately assess the separate
power of each of these two blows. Thus, Butow stagesting that the task of weighing
comparative influence was risky and perhaps nogiptes He seemed, in his analysis and in his
narrative, to treat the two events as roughly equiklping to produce the mid-August 1945
surrender.

Many A-bomb revisionists—whether Alperovitz, or etek—may find it unsettling that
Hasegawa contends that American/Allied modificatioduly or in early August of the
unconditional-surrender demand, by allowing a atutginal monarchy, would very probably
have not produced a Japanese surrender beforathefdhe Hiroshima bombing. That
interpretation disagrees with the speculative amsioh of Butow'sJapan’s Decision to
Surrenderand of some other analysts, often building on Btgdook, who long regarded the
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so-called unconditional-surrender demand, witheavigion for allowing a ceremonial
monarchy, as a mistake that may have unnecespanignged the war.

While politely and respectfully differing with Buto(one of Hasegawa'’s mentors in graduate
school years ago) on many details and often oimtpertant content of Japanese decision-
making, Hasegawa'’s volume may sometimes displease smportant Japan scholars like
Herbert Bix, who view Emperor Hirohito over timefas more active and as far more powerful
than Hasegawa believes. Hasegawa’s Hirohito ieriloe Edward Drea’s Hirohito than Bix’s
Showa emperor. Unlike Bix’s treatment in his singd, significant biography of Hirohito,
Hasegawa does not dwell in depth for much of 1948livohito, his purposes, his uses of
influence, and his personality. In faRacingdoes not deal significantly with the personality o
Hirohito. Even with Hasegawa'’s substantial focodlwe crucial events of August 6-15, 1945,
the period from the first A-bomb to Japan’s suremthe emperor remains, often, rather
elusive—surprisingly so—in this intelligent, detllstudy of Japanese policy.

Like many in the U.S., including both Bix and Drea,well as some A-bomb revisionists and
most anti-revisionists, Hasegawa is justifiablyargfving of Japanese leaders (including
Hirohito) for not seeking energetically, and reasdy, to end the war before August 1945. But
whereas Butow rather tidily divided the Japaneaddeship into the so-called militarists (the
die-hards of samurai inclinations) and the so-dgtleace-seeking group, Hasegawa is critical of
such sharp distinctions. He often finds more uadety among leaders, and some fluidity
between these groups.

His book, like a number of studies conceived bdlyieas diplomatic histories, does not reach out
beyond the government in Japan to look at the matjaolitical economy in any depth or to
address the interesting question, suggested by aoalgsts, that major Japanese industrialists
and financial interests by mid-1945 were defectiogn support for the war. A basic problem in
diplomatic history, its critics sometimes conteisdthat it can be rather narrow by not
broadening the analysis to include important aspefcpolitical economy and social history

Unlike the earlier scholarship, Hasegawa, in purgtine use of Japanese materials in depth,
offers important new information on why and how #agpanese government on August 10th, in
Its conditional-surrender offer, specified theuegment of Allied acceptance of maintaining the
emperor’s prerogatives. That demand, reachingrzettoe terms of a constitutional or
ceremonial monarchy, had been inserted by BarochiKo Hiranuma, who had a particular
interpretation of kokutai (the Japanese polityjraHuma’s addition, going beyond the loose
consensus among Japanese leaders on the 10th,adidgificant demand, one that the US was
certainly unlikely to grant.

Unlike the United States Strategic Bombing Survewid-1946 reports, and contrary to one
remarkably under-researched, rather peculiar dydhn American political scientist (Robert
Pape) who made some excessive claims for the ingb&lce sea-air blockade, Hasegawa seems
to conclude that Japan was unlikely to surrendesummer 1945 simply because of the impact
of that strangling blockade and the fire-bombingities. Because of Hasegawa'’s phrasing, it is
less clear whether, under such continuing and plyssomewhat escalating conditions, he was
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also barring a pre-November surrender or only cuditey there would not have been an August
1945 surrender.

Hasegawa is generally in line with much of the wasscholarship that laments that Stalin, in
dealing with Japanese “peace-bid” suggestionscallgidragged out the negotiations, helping
to prolong the war for Soviet purposes. But Hasegs at odds with many who contend that
the Japanese military were not truly shocked byi€@@ntry into the war on August 8. Itis
significantly because Hasegawa stresses the ratebshock that he usually contends that
Soviet entry, rather than the bomb, was more sobatan producing Japan’s mid-August
surrender.

Racingis a book that significantly modifies and ultimigiteclipses Robert Butow’s very
impressive, long-admiredapan’s Decision to Surrendewvhich dominated the international
literature into the late 1980s, and the Americdrokrship into the early 1990s, on the issues of
Japanese policy and detailed decision-making irb18®&acingalso sharply challenges Richard
Frank’s thoughtful, pro-atomic-bombing studdownfall, on Japanese policy. Whereas Frank,
not knowing Japanese, relied upon translated ssuog necessarily restricted his purview,
Hasegawa, born and raised in Japan, can probedaepdy and range far more widely.
Hasegawa also challenges Sadao Asada’s importsey esthePacific Historical Review

(1998) on the end of the war, and indirectly regetuikkiko Koshiro’s possibly beguiling but
unpersuasive 2004 interpretation, in &t¢R, on Japanese policy: that Japanese leaders were
prolonging the war in 1945 because they wantedeb@vitry in order that the Soviet presence in
postwar Asia could constitute a useful counterweiglAmerica in Asia.

In examining the surrender of Japanese forces liey@nfour main islands, Hasegawa, like
most earlier interpreters, does not seek in dep#xplain how and why Japanese military
leaders on the Asian mainland complied with thé¢ates of the central government. That large
guestion of compliance remains little understoad] @equires looking in detail at the regional
armies, their leaders, and possibly the militatyagion in particular regions.

Because the published English-language literatar8aviet policy involving Japan and the end
of the war is rather skimpy, it is less the cas¢ Hasegawa displaces the earlier established
literature and, mostly, that he lays out an amgs#inalysis that warrants close consideration.
His efforts—especially on the dating of Stalin’s&n on when to start the August 1945
Soviet invasion of Manchuria—have been subjecteald¢ounter-analysis, by my Stanford
colleague, the distinguished historian/politicaéatist David Holloway in a still-unpublished
paper and in brief summary in this roundtable dsscan. More basically, Holloway’'s general
approach implicitly raises a fundamental methodiakigand conceptual question—without
sharply definining it in such terms—about wheth&li'’s policy can be adequately understood
by beginning the study of policy basically in 1945,Hasegawa generally does, and by not
integrating Stalin’s concerns about Germany withdancerns about Japan, and his concerns
about Europe with his concerns about Asia.

To understand Stalin by beginning mostly in 1948Hwnly a brief backdrop to earlier war
years), and by focusing on Japan and Asia, Hasegawsely has restricted his international
history in both time and region. By not emphagizamd studying more fully how and why
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Japan, for Stalin, loomed large during the war esiaial issue in geopolitical power in postwar
Asia, as Germany did for the Soviet leader in Earapto narrow the interpretation of Stalin.

While Hasegawa wisely avoids the trap of much Gt orthodoxy and does not view Stalin
as an ideologue dominated by communist ideologgelawa fails to deeply examine as early as
1941 the importance for Stalin of postwar Japaignificant concern about postwar Japan did
not require being a communist, or a capitalist,reatly only a shrewd leader with a sense of
history and with an understanding of the role dfustrial power in the international world. Such
a leader might well worry about who would contrapdn and on what terms in the postwar
period. The task for the historian, in reachingdsel Stalin’s concern with the Kurils, southern
Sakhalin, Port Arthur, and Dairen, and regainingiiad been lost by Russia to Japan in 1905,
is to make sense of the Soviet leader’s largerdwadw. In turn, that requires looking closely at
divisions among his advisers in their wartime timgkabout postwar Japan, Stalin’s possibly
changing views of tactics in 1945 in handling tapah problem, and precisely how in World
War Il he placed the Japan question in the comteghifting wartime and future postwar Soviet-
American relations.

Reaching beyond the earlier published work of D&¥idntz, which mostly focused on military
issues, Hasegawa carefully examines the politidslaa salient military details of the Japanese-
Soviet war from mid-August and into early Septemb&nalysts often forget that the war
continued in Manchuria for at least a few days, iantie Kurils for a few weeks, after the
formal Japanese announcement on August 15 (August the US) of surrender.

Building somewhat on David Holloway’s important learwork, Hasegawa briefly—probably
too briefly—investigates Stalin’s hopes and plahsweading and occupying Hokkaido in later
August and Truman’s stern words that Stalin shoolid What remains to be deeply explored—
though Holloway has thoughtfully dealt with sometus in an unpublished essay—is what
Stalin’s backdown on entering Hokkaido, as welhmsdecision not to occupy all of Korea,
which would have been militarily possible, meansuitalin’s hopes in August/September
1945 of avoiding conflict with the United Staté&/as not Stalin, despite the shock of
Hiroshima, seeking mmodus vivendialbeit an uneasy one, with the US? If so, shthatl quest

be seen as limited to Asia? Or does it suggesetubway of interpreting what may be viewed
as a similar Soviet pattern of some Soviet flexyln Europe, even extending to Soviet policy in
the Hungarian and Bulgarian elections?

llI-The Problems of the Potsdam Proclamation, thdajic’ Messages, and American Policy

There are various segmentsR#Ecing perhaps partly because of its unduly coerciverpretive
framework, where criticism seems warranted. Twpanant, troubling parts are (1)
Hasegawa’s analysis of the origins and intendedtfon of the Potsdam Proclamation, and (2)
his related analysis of the “Magic” messages of-rfid5 before the Hiroshima bombing of
August 6 (Japanese time).

Consider, first, Hasegawa’s unduly cynical argunadgut Truman'’s use of the Potsdam
Proclamation (issued on July 26) and the removtar ds early drafts, of the possibly crucial
provision allowing a Japanese constitutional mamardOften wishing and thus frequently
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concluding that such a provision might have produz@re-Hiroshima surrender and obviated
use of the A-bomb, some earlier historians haegltto explain why this provision was deleted.
The issue of why the constitutional-monarchy statetmvas removed has produced an
interesting dialogue over time among historiansallg focusing on three different
interpretations and sometimes combining two of them useful mix.

Hasegawa believes that the final Proclamation tawsately devised to be unacceptable, that it
was expected to be unacceptable, and that it waseoeed and used by Truman primarily to
justify the forthcoming use of the atomic bomio Idgitimize the atomic bombing. But if
Truman, as Hasegawa argues, was ardently seekargltthe war before Soviet entry, it was
unwise of the president to forego the possible appdy—by modifying unconditional
surrender, and offering the prospect of a congtital monarchy—of trying to achieve a
surrender before, and thus without, any Sovietrvet&ion in the war.

Most analysts have focused on Secretary of Statesd&. Byrnes as the key person on this
matter of removing the constitutional-monarchy psmn. One interpretation has been that
Byrnes, and thus also Truman, feared that suclmeession, especially if it did not work, could
be a political disaster in America, where anti-HHito emotions were widespread. In that
interpretation, the efforts of Secretary of War Heln. Stimson, Secretary of the Navy James
Forrestal, and Under Secretary of State Joseph (&swut because of administration fears at
the highest level about the likely political badtieat home. Put simply, domestic politics—the
fear of a backlash—triumphed for Truman under Bgiméutelage.

Some (including myself) have linked that domestitjs interpretation to the fear—suggested
by some in Washington at the time—that such a @®iee of a constitutional monarchy might
embolden the Japanese to stiffen their resolve, phoducing the hope in the Tokyo government
that American concessions indicated the likelihobdreater forthcoming concessions and
thereby encouraging the Japanese to fight on imtkem. Put simply, American concessions
could backfire—badly.

A third interpretation—usually often focusing onBgs—has maintained or implied that the US
did not want to risk ending the war before it cout# the A-bomb, because such nuclear use had
ulterior motives: intimidating the Soviet UnioiThat third interpretation—often associated

with Alperovitz, despite his demurrer—could be lelydinked, possibly with some strains, with
the domestic-politics interpretation.

Hasegawa has uneasily woven together parts ofr8terfterpretation (domestic politics) with a
heavy strand of the third (want to use the bomi), &dded, without strong evidence, another:
Truman insisted upon unconditional surrender bexaesvanted revenge for Pearl Harbor.
Hasegawa is undoubtedly correct that Truman die lsénong feelings on the crucial matter of
terms for Japan, but Hasegawa's arguing the “rex’emgptive in this context seems dubious.

Hasegawa moves boldly, but unconvincingly, to codtihat the Potsdam Proclamation was
conceived by Truman to justify use of the bomb.e powerful liability of that provocative
argument is that it seems to depend upon straiffecences and misses some of the subtleties of
bureaucratic/organizational politics in the US goveent—namely, that the Proclamation had
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been in the works for some time—and that thereweaeason for Truman to avoid issuing the
Proclamation. It did stipulate generally what Tamwanted to state publicly to Japan and the
world. There was a small chance that the Proclamatould succeed in ending the war, there
were substantial expectations that it would not,there was no anticipated cost to issuing the
Proclamation. To repeat: It expressed the téhaisTruman wanted to offer and to emphasize.

There is no evidence that Truman felt, before Hinos, that he had to justify the use of the
atomic bomb on Japan. Nor did he feel that hetbaustify the fire-bombing or the blockade.

In addition, Hasegawa’s evidence on Truman'’s bdhiaf the Potsdam Proclamation would
definitely fail is rather flimsy. The source foabegawa’s judgment is a single, brief
comment—a sentence and a half—in Truman’s Potsdam an July 25, the day before the
Proclamation was released: “[W]e will issue anitag statement asking the Japs to surrender
and save lives. I'm sure they will not do thatt ime will have given them the chance.” Itis
possible, and not unreasonable, to view this se@tesubstantially as an expression by Truman
of regret and rue—the war will continue, Japan wit surrender.

At Potsdam, Assistant Secretary of War John J. lgCh his diary, indicated that he thought
that the Proclamation might well produce Japantsesuler. “I would not be surprised to see
their surrender very quickly,” he wrote in his diaHe added, interestingly, “Maybe the
Secretary’s big bomb may not be dropped—the Japsrbrirry if they are to avoid it.”

Hasegawa loosely links his Potsdam Proclamatiotysisan Racingto his lament—that many
share—that Truman did not delay the use of the h@md that the president did not dwell on the
evidence in the “Magic” intercepts of the softenofghe Japanese position on surrender.

Such a lament is understandable—and | partly shai&ut Hasegawa overstates the evidence

for optimism in the “Magic” intercepts. It is sificant that the divided Japanese government,
before the Hiroshima bombing, could never givdbgkaguered ambassador in Moscow,
Naotake Sato, concrete terms for surrender. Tiwere no reasonable concrete terms. Because
of the sharp divisions within the Japanese goventimeT okyo, Foreign Minister Shigenori

Togo even had to be careful in his messages tortedtio offend Japanese military leaders, lest
he overreach in seeking to move toward surren@be frequent results, in Togo’s messages,
were the stuff of evasion and equivocation. Regtliwse messages underscores the divisions in
Japan’s government, and that government’s distlinoe offering reasonable terms.

This is not the place to work through all the Jayg early August Japanese messages in depth
and in great detail. Suffice it to say that theibg@roblem, likely to be clear to top-level
Americans who read the “Magic” materials, was thegian did not state that it was very close to
surrender on terms that approached American demamwes if the emperor issue had been
waived. Stimson, Forrestal, and Grew had hopdashley were not sure, only hopeful, that
softer US terms (allowing a constitutional monajamyght produce a surrender.

Reaching beyond Hasegawa’s analysis, and delvioghe background of Under Secretary of

State Grew, Secretary of War Stimson, and Secrefahe Navy Forrestal in particular, might
help make clear why they could apparently findhia tMagic” intercepts grounds for some
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guarded optimism and a willingness to gamble oaroff Japan softer terms of a constitutional
monarchy. As men somewhat removed from electaiitigs, they were willing to have the
Truman administration take a risk in the framewofla domestic American politics, where anti-
Hirohito sentiment was strong.

It is significant that Grew and Forrestal, as vealIStimson—with the minor exception of
Stimson’s one unsuccessful run for governor neathird of a century earlier—had no deep
experience in American electoral politics. Theyaydy experience and inclination, a part of
what was emerging in WWII as a national-securitiegivhich sought to override popular
concerns, avoid political partisanship, and contidwad experts could discern and should act on
the national interest.

By background and temperament, Byrnes, who had spest of his public life in electoral
politics, was more inclined to worry about popigansibilities and also partisan politics. Deeply
rooted in electoral-politics for more than two dées, Truman, with little earlier experience in
foreign policy and national-security decisions, \a&o very sensitive to domestic politics and
popular concerns.

As late as early August 1945, shortly before theshima bombing, the “Magic” intercepts, if
read critically and not optimistically, did not pide good evidence that Japan was very close to
surrender on reasonable terms. The issue blodapgn’s surrender was not simply allowing a
constitutional monarchy. The problems were mudagar: The “Big Six” in the Japanese
government was badly divided on major issues; themeers could not agree even among
themselves on terms.

That is clear in the “Magic” and “Ultra” intercept©n various occasions, Ambassador Sato,
after trying to approach the Soviets on the polssilaif some kind of negotiations involving the
Soviets serving as peace intermediaries, had hiesstetl by the Soviets to provide concrete
terms before the Soviets would move toward nedgotiat That was partly a way of the Soviets
delaying matters, knowing, undoubtedly, that nesoeable concrete terms would soon be
forthcoming from Japan. The “Magic” intercepts argtore this.

Consider the evidence from early August 1945. @gust 2, Magic report #1225, for example,
provided to US officials a copy of the decryptednslated cable of that date by Foreign
Minister Togo to Ambassador Sato on the questigreate terms. Here is a key segment of
Togo’s words to Sato: “[I]t should not be difficéor you to realize that, although with the
urgency of the war situation our time to proceethwrrangements for ending the war before the
enemy lands on the Japanese mainland is limitethenther hand it is difficult to decide on
concrete peace conditions here at home all at ‘oreer briefly mentioning that the Japanese
government still hoped that Prince Fumimaro Konoeld be accepted by the Soviets as the
chief Japanese negotiator, Togo went on to distgsdifficulty of defining terms and the effort

in Tokyo to do so: “[W]e are exerting ourselvesbllect the views of all quarters on the matter
of concrete terms.” Togo added, in parentheségnder the circumstances there is a
disposition to make the Potsdam three Power Pratlamthe basis of our study concerning
terms.”
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For a few weeks, top government officials in Tolkyew that the Soviets were demanding
something concrete before they would open negotiatwith Japan. Read in that context,
Togo’s message was a combination of obvious burado@vasion, an implicit confession of
near-despair, and the expression of faint glimntteas something could be worked out. He
offered no schedule, no useful particulars. Moste/was saying: I'm trying, there are severe
problems, perhaps something can be worked oug #rerno useful particulars yet available, but
please try again with the Soviets. That was nokasage inspiring reasonable hope in Sato or in
US leaders.

Only American leaders inclined to optimism, wishimgf to step up the use of violence against
Japan, and not wanting to use the A-bomb on Japauid have found in this message, which
was in line with earlier cables from Togo to Sawdence that there would soon be “concrete
terms” likely to be acceptable to the US. To histias, knowing that the A-bomb attack was
otherwise imminent, there is often an understaredtdridency to be unduly optimistic in
interpreting this Togo-Sato cable traffic.

Such optimism can be partly punctured by Sato’s ovessage of the 3rd. Reported in “Magic”
#1228, Sato’s statement was a cable pleading fkyds speedy action, and advising strongly
against further delay. That message of the 3aligh in content somewhat like Sato’s earlier
cables, was probably not available to high Amerieadlers until the 5th, when tEmola Gay

was already taking off or in its deadly flight taréshima. Nothing in Sato’s rather despairing
and often hortatory cable to Togo, if examined elpsind carefully by Truman or Byrnes before
theEnola Gays attack, would have been likely to produce opsimiand to evoke a belief that
Japan was on the verge of surrendering on reasotexihs.

Even Stimson, who sometimes hoped for the besthatiexplicitly seize upon the “Magic”
traffic as evidence of a very likely Japanese sutee if the constitutional- emperor provision
was offered to Japan. Stimson had some hopegxpettations. Had there been better
evidence available in “Magic” and “Ultra,” Stimsbiad the highly intelligent staff, including
formerHarvard Law Revieveditors, to produce a near-brief that he mighehewployed to

press Truman. But “Magic” and “Ultra” required towich optimism for the evidence in them to
seem compelling.

Contrary to some interpreters, there is no evidéinaeStimson was seeking to avoid the use of
the A-bomb. By various means, both diplomatic amlitary, he was seeking to obtain Japan’s
surrender and to avoid the invasion. A guaranteeconstitutional monarchy was not

conceived by him—had such a provision been in tteddm Proclamation—to obviate use of
the bomb. For Stimson, softer peace terms andttireic bombing, operating in the context of
the sea-air blockade and the conventional bombidgpanese cities, might produce a surrender
before November. In prospect, for him, that was-ghtjinot would.

Coercing the reformulation and the issuance oPtbisdam Proclamation and the interpretation
of the material in the “Magic” intercepts into Hgs&va'’s “racing” framework, as he sometimes
does, leaves too many jagged pieces, too muchvidraants more subtle interpretation. It's as if
there was a strained effort, amid the considerabl@dence not available to the marvelously
intelligent and often shrewd Blackett in 1948/49r¢deem most of his interpretive framework.
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Unfortunately, much of Blackett’'s framework—basedhis naively trusting use of the United
States Strategic Bombing Survey reports of mid-19d&nnot be sustained.

IV-Hasegawa’'s “Racing” Framework: Starting in 194nd the Constructing/Distorting Effects
in Understanding the A-bomb “Decision”

Because most of Hasegawa’s analysis really begit945, there is a serious problem in his not
examining in depth earlier policy, not assessimgpte-1945 decisions and implications, and not
looking at events in a broader prism than the tfrgtiframework. In addition, his “racing”
framework is designed to interpret Soviet and Ulkcpan Asia in 1945 as in fundamental
conflict in a particular way: (1) Stalin wantitg prolong the war until he can enter it, and gain
the spoils promised at Yalta, and then panickirfgrieeHiroshima to move up the schedule for
Soviet entry into the war, lest Japan otherwisst 8urrender and the Soviets lose out on gaining
what FDR at Yalta had promised Stalin agual pro quofor Soviet entry into the war. (2)
Truman, by Potsdam, when he learned of the suadessfomb test at Alamogordo, seeking
energetically to end the war before Soviet entry ‘@acing” to do so. Thus, according to
Hasegawa, the American use of the atomic bomb—sdwaieas for Blackett in 1948/49—was
significantly conceived to force Japan’s surrerolfore the Japanese could enter the war.

In important ways, Hasegawa, while often not segnarrecognize the full historiographical
implications of his argument, ends up in an intetige camp very similar to Blackett. Yet,
unlike Blackett, as well as Alperovitz, Hasegawad®k—without adequate explanation—does
not view the American A-bomb policy as contributiogthe Cold War. That is a strange—and
highly questionable—conclusion. The bomb’s usé, the secrecy of the US project, certainly
added significantly to Soviet mistrust, furtherrteg at the frail bonds of the uneasy Soviet-
American wartime partnership.

That Soviet-American part of the wartime Grand &lice, like the Anglo-Soviet part, had never
been comfortable. Each segment involving the Sswias marked by significant mistrust. The
Soviet-American wartime partnership was conceiveeikigency—the commonalty of Germany
as an enemy and threat—not in deep desire orfirer@thip. The issues of Eastern Europe, of
the treatment of Germany, and of power relatiorisurope, as well as elsewhere in the world,
bedeviled the uneasy wartime alliance. The A-basabes, dramatized by the Hiroshima
bombing, added to those substantial problems.

In general, American A-bomb policy before aboutikptay 1945 is unfortunately slighted in
Racing Hasegawa never discusses the earlier systeAratcican, and the systematic joint
American-British efforts, to keep the Soviets framy useful knowledge of the existence of the
A-bomb project and from the scientific/industriacsets of how to make the A-bomb. That
secrecy policy did not begin with Truman nor in 98ut much earlier. Thus, from early in this
top-secret weapons project, there was an assuntp@abmthe A-bomb, when developed, would
offer the prospects of gaining leverage on the &dvnion. That was a conception under FDR,
and well antedated Truman’s presidency. It wasreeption that Truman inherited, that
Secretary of War Henry L Stimson came to nurturat §ames F. Byrnes embraced, and that fit
Truman’s own inclinations.
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That conception did not require combat use of tHeoAb on the enemy, but it certainly nicely
dovetailed with combat use. Had Germany draggedswar effort a few months longer and
not surrendered in May 1945 (as occurred), or hadbmb been ready some months earlier (as
it was not), it seems highly likely that the weapeoould have been used on Germany. An
interesting and important question, but one selgbrased—Iet alone, addressed—in the
literature is whether the nuclear-weapons targetisgn the case of Japan, would have been,
basically, on German cities and massively Germartoimbatants if Germany had been the A-
bomb target.

What Hasegawa significantly misses, by basicallytstg his A-bomb analysis and his A-bomb
archival research in spring 1945 under Trumarhas &an implicit American decision—really a
dominant assumption—had long existed: that thelbwould be used against a hated enemy.
There is no substantial evidence, despite soméyspotuments, that Roosevelt, had he lived,
would have chosen to abstain from using the bomB@@many, or on Japan. After all, the
bomb project had originally been conceived undeRkDwhat was believed, erroneously, to be
a desperate race with Germany, and therefore weshgsermany under FDR was highly likely
if the bomb was ready and Germany was still stypagwar. And in early March 1945, under
FDR, the dramatic firebombing of Japan—uwith the shaskillings in Tokyo—helped prepare
the way for use of the A-bomb on Japan. NeitheRFefore his death, nor Truman in April and
beyond, or their top advisers, objected—or evesedhbasic questions—as the new country
(Japan) was being targeted. Starting much edhlgar March, and certainly visible in late 1944,
the targeting had already shifted to Japan frorm@ay.

Such powerful assumptions about A-bomb use, angriggence of partial precedents in
conventional bombing for such use, prepared thefaayruman, with the approval of his top
associates—notably Secretary of War Stimson antefey of State Byrnes—to employ the
bomb on Japan. The reason that careful histodansot find records of a top-level A-bomb
“decision” is not because there was a fear by Ugymakers and advisers of keeping records
or mentioning the bomb (quite a few diaries oftihee mention it, usually in now-easy-to-
decipher code), but, rather, because there wagsea for an actual “decision” meeting. Such a
meeting would have been required if there had laesgrious question about whether or not to
use the bomb on Japan. No one at or near thetibye iUS government raised such a question;
no one at the top objected before Hiroshima andaliag to use of the weapon on the enemy.

The one partial exception in the US government,ddi@ecretary of the Navy Ralph Bard, was
not really close to the top of decision-making arfthence. Bard’s partial dissent—which is
sometimes uncritically used by historians—has toi@erstood as the doubts presented by a
man not at or near the top. Contrary to some wtanbated claims, and at complete odds with
Bard’s own statements, he never saw or soughtedsanan on the A-bomb/Japan surrender
issues. Contrary to some fanciful postwar writibgothers, Bard certainly never argued in the
oval office against use of the bomb on Japan.

Admirable as was their moral/political concerng, #arious dissenting scientists—James
Franck, Leo Szilard, Eugene Rabinowitch, and sothers, mostly in Chicago—were far

outside the orbit of Washington power and poli&erhaps lamentably, they had no influence on
the use of the bomb on Japan. It is highly unjikéltheir dissenting report or dissenting
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petitions had reached Truman, that such pleadigdgsdse scientists could have reversed the
course of powerful assumptions: to use the bomapan

Both in the Manhattan Project, and occasionalihahigh-level Interim Committee, there were
various official meetings on how (not whether) s®ihe bomb. Some of those meetings, often
at levels far below Truman, focused on importanttena involving in detail how to use of the
bomb: the height of the detonation, the citiesrentarget list, the weather conditions for use,
the need for a visual drop, the risk to the bonamer crew, etc.

The basic decision on using the bomb flowed fromratnelming, long-held assumptions. To
Truman and others, the bomb promised to help emavtr earlier than otherwise, presumably to
save some American and other Allied lives, posdsiblfiprce a surrender before the dreaded
November invasion, and, as a potential bonus, ¢oalsky to intimidate the Soviets in future
dealings. If one concludes, analytically, thatiiemn’s A-bomb “decision” was basically the
implementation of long-run assumptions that jibethwis own inclinations, then there is no
great difficulty in explaining why he used the bamb

To explain, of course, is not tantamount to justify Historians must make the effort to
understand the moral-political context in 1945Aonerican policymakers by acknowledging
their values and beliefs in 1945. But that sustdieffort at interpretation does not mean
approving of the use of the bomb or refusing to enaoral judgments—about the atomic
bombing, and about the lack of a serious quedilely alternatives.

To Truman, in prospect, the use of the bomb onnlapamised benefits, not liabilities.
Abstaining from using it on Japan would have maadlenoral or political sense for him. Such
abstention could have been politically and perdgraistly: In his view, not using the bomb
might well prolong the war, cost US and other Allieses, probably fail to justify the massive
secret project and its great expenditures, andubtddly expose him, as he could predict, to
outrage at home for missing an opportunity to leeld the war earlier.

In much of this, he was not unusual. What likely president in 1945 would have chosen not to
use the bomb, to struggle to find alternatives, tandorry deeply about prospective use? Not
former Vice-President Henry Wallace, had he insteaeh president. Certainly, not James F.
Byrnes, had he been president. Not the Republithomas Dewey or Robert Taft, had either
been president. To make this point more emphétjaaid reaching selectively to some top
Manhattan Project scientists, not J. Robert Opperdre despite his somewhat ambiguous
postwar comments from time to time about the usa@bomb and the physicists knowing sin.

How could any American president in 1945, in corithgcthe war against the hated Japanese,
explain to the American people, the Congress, #inmdately himself, the taking of considerable
risks by not using the bomb, and thus presumabiipngabout saving Japanese lives? To
Americans—whether the president, rank-and-filezeitis, soldiers and sailors, and even school
children—not all lives were equal. In the Unite@dt8s in 1945, as for virtually all modern
nations at war, the citizenry was concerned mostiatine welfare of their own people and
seldom, if ever, about the enemy. In 1945, asezarl the war, American lives, by near
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unanimity in the United States, were most valualbhethat moral/political framework, enemy
lives—soldiers and sailors, and normally enemy pamzatants—were not important.

For many rank-and-file Americans, there was acyugiéat enthusiasm for killing the Japanese,
known even in newspaper headlines, in unflinchamst parlance, as the “Japs.” Killing them
was generally deemed desirable. To most rank-dgedJinericans, unlike some American
leaders, killing Japanese noncombatants was etractate—an aim to be sought, not to be
avoided.

After Pearl Harbor, after the various reported daga atrocities in the Pacific war, and after the
terrible American costs in casualties at Iwo Jimd @kinawa, a presidential decision not to use
the bomb on Japan would have seemed, by reascstabl#ards at the time, very risky, if not
morally and politically bizarre. None of this stdwaeny that Truman himself, as he indicated in
some post-Hiroshima comments (see the headnotgft imave further welcomed use of the
bomb in order to punish the Japanese for Pearldtland for various atrocities. But such
sentiments of punishment and revenge were notdfieriotives for use. They reinforced, and
thus over determined, what was already determifié¢abse revenge/punishment sentiments did
not constitute the core of the decision, but mayeh#lped to make the decision easier.

If the A-bomb decision is understood in this comp@alytical and historical context, there is no
need to seek, as does Hasegawa, the hidden ultesibres—aRacingquest against Stalin—
primarily to explain Truman’s actions. Using thenttb as quickly as possible, in a visual drop
and in decent weather, made ultimately good seRse.Truman, Byrnes, Stimson, and others,
why delay?

Hasegawa’s framework of “racing” as the way of ustlnding Truman and the use of the bomb
has various analytical liabilities. That framewdukdamentally misunderstands the A-bomb
“decision.” The “racing” framework assumes thatvrreasons had to intervene to push Truman
to use the bomb, fails to appreciate the powenlo¢iited assumptions, and does not recognize
that speedy use fit all the expectations. If thexé not been a commitment to speedy use, there
would be good reason for historians to puzzle abwiteasons for a delay.

If speedy use of the bomb on Japan minimized tweSmle in the war, that would undoubtedly
have been a benefit to the administration. As&ary Byrnes made clear to Forrestal and to
Byrnes’s assistant, Walter Brown, Byrnes was cjeaely eager, if possible in reasonable or
nearly reasonable ways, to end the war without&antry into the war. For Truman, a
Japanese surrender without Soviet entry would baea attractive. But there is no reason to
conclude that, even after the dramatically sucaégdamogordo test of July 16th, Truman
based policy upon such an expectation of excluthedgsoviets. That was neither expectation
nor policy, because such exclusion—before the &damanese surrender—was too risky. The
bomb was not a guaranteed substitute for Soviey.eoth could be useful.

What if the war had continued, and the Sovietsdidenter it. For the US, an important
opportunity would have been lost to add signifibatd the Japanese burdens, in their
beleaguered empire, by forcing Japan to fight oadxitional front: against the Soviet Union in
Manchuria, on the mainland. The Soviet attack, thedvar on the mainland in Manchuria
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against the Kwantung army, would help further weakapan, add to the terrible burdens on that
nation’s forces and polity, and perhaps help predupre-November Japanese surrender,
thereby obviating the November invasion.

Truman had not acted to block or impede Sovietyeatnd there was good reason—as he lived
history forward in late July and early August—famhto view that entry as militarily desirable,
despite the likely political costs of expanded bpiower in Asia. In view of Stimson’s

counsel, in summarizing General George C. Marshalialysis at Potsdam, it is not even clear
that Truman believed that he could do much, if img, to stop or speed up Soviet entry into the
war.

Until the Japanese actually offered on August i@ttapitulate with a single-condition
surrender, there was the very real likelihood thatwar might drag on for some time. In such a
context, for Truman, who was eager to avoid plaéingerican troops in significant numbers on
the Asian continent to fight in the war, Sovietrgiwould be valuable: to deal with the massive
Japanese armies in Manchuria and elsewhere omfthiment. He and other American leaders at
the top—contrary to the later interpretations bjedistorians—undoubtedly underestimated
the likely “shock” value, as opposed to the miltaalue, of such Soviet entry on the Japanese
leaders.

That “shock” value was considerable. To neglers & mistake in analysis. Whether or not
Soviet entry was greater in its effect on the Japargovernment—and on whom in that
government, and when—uwill remain vigorously displitg historians.

V-Expectations About the Bomb: Was It Viewedrayn@n and Others as Likely to End the
War Speedily and Before Soviet Entry?

Unwisely, Hasegawa assumes—incorrectly, and iridbe of substantial, indirect, contrary
evidence—that Truman waRacing to use the bomb to end the Japanese war befere th
Soviets could enter it and gain spoils. That argoinassumes that Truman believed the bomb
would be a decisive weapon speedily ending the efore mid-August and before Soviet entry.
But there is no good evidence that Truman beligkiatithe bomb would speedily end the war,
and indirect evidence to the contrary.

Indeed, Truman’s not taking certain actions invadvAmerican domestic economic policy
strongly indicated that he believed that the bonalilal not be speedily decisive in ending the
war. Moreover, there is added evidence on thisgenaf expectations: The top people near
him, as well as some who were more distant but kvieav about the atomic bomb, did not
expect that the bomb’s use on Japan would quiaktiytbe war. Rather, like him, they seemed
to hope, not expect, that using the bomb might gtat did not mean within a few days or even
a week or two of use) help end the war. Put skatipe bomb, in prospect, was not viewed as a
decisive weapon, but rather as an additional, &ng powerful, useful weapon.

In their conceptions, the atomic bomb would be agyéul supplement to the strangling sea-air

blockade and the deadly fire-bombing of JapandgssciThe economic strangulation of Japan,
the massive killing of enemy noncombatants, andi#sruction of Japanese industry were all
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part of the US war strategy to seek to force suleeand, ideally, to obviate the November
invasion. But the American planning did not getigranticipate such a pre-November success
of Japanese surrender, though Admiral Ernest 3,Kinief of naval operations, and Maj.
General Curtis LeMay, who commanded the B-29sa@Racific, may each have thought that the
conventional warfare—with King emphasizing the naayd LeMay the air force—could force a
pre-November surrender.

Despite the efforts by the US Strategic Bombingv8uiin summer 1945 to refine the targeting
for conventional bombing, to shift the air forcerfr generally hitting cities, and to concentrate
the bombing on transportation and a few key indestmuch of the American war strategy in
dealing with Japan in the summer was both bluntbanthl. Fitting into that framework, the A-
bomb, because of its likely “shock” value, and dlegause of its substantial addition to the mass
killing and mass destruction, would add to the siggnt burden on Japan. That was part of the
larger American military strategy.

Discussing the relevant archival evidence on Anagriexpectations—that the A-bomb in
prospect was not viewed as decisive—is importdimat evidence involves looking at what
Truman and those around him thought, and at wiegtdid or did not do. Necessarily, much of
the evidence, in dealing with Truman, is indireat aequires inferences, because his comments
were few and because one main source (his diapy,dtescraps of paper at the time) should
normally not be taken literally.

Over the years, there has sometimes been an itichramistaken, in my view—to take literally
some of Truman’s statements in his so-called Patsdiary in mid-July about the likely impact
of the bomb on Japanese surrender in August. @&bie hnalytical and evidential problem, if
one takes those optimistic diary comments literadlythat they do not jibe with what Truman
actually did. Thus, there is a fundamental probileinow to interpret sources.

The best test of what Truman thought and belieNathe uses reasonable standards for analysis,
is not to rely upon some scattered, rather hyparbadrds by Truman in a handwritten diary, but
on what he actually did. If his actions on relategkters were congruent with his diary words,
then trust those words. But, if as is the casewirds ran contrary to his actual actions on
important matters, then base the analysis upoadtisns—not his words—as the reliable
indication of Truman’s actual beliefs and expeotati

There is no persuasive evidence, rooted in hisr&gtithat he expected that the atomic bombing
would end the war before mid-August 1945. That thasdate that Stalin, at Potsdam had told
Truman the Soviets would enter the war on the Asamland. Thus, biRacings analysis,
Truman believed that using the A-bomb would endvbe before mid-August.

The evidence does not suppBdcing Had Truman at Potsdam expected that one orte@xen
atomic bombings would end the war speedily, andew of the schedule of available weapons,
he would have cabled from Germany his top demdiibn, reconversion, and economic chiefs
in Washington to get ready quickly for an imminpeace. He would have directed them to
prepare promptly to formulate and promulgate theesgary regulations for demobilization and
reconversion. He did not take that action—and tieataction is very meaningful.
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Not to be prepared for demobilization and reconeers/as to risk a terrible economic/political
mess at home—strikes, unemployment, inflation, @ogkibly depression. The terrible fear was,
by many analyses, a return to the conditions of3reat Depression. Thiagazine of Wall
Street claiming to be optimistic, had forecast that geaould mean “only” about 9 million

soon unemployed. That was over 17 percent—a hdotennumber. Many analysts, stressing
the importance of speedy, effective demobilizadod reconversion, worried about even higher
unemployment.

Truman'’s strength as the nation’s new chief exgeut 1945 was his experience in domestic
policy, not in foreign policy. It did not requie: unusually savvy US politician to know that
federal plans had to be quickly and carefully folabed to deal at home with a speedy peace, if a
speedy peace was expected. The fact that Trumaan sent such a cable from Potsdam to
Washington—nor is there any evidence of worrieddayes F. Byrnes, who was experienced in
economic mobilization—clearly indicates that neithen expected the war to end quickly. It
would be peculiar, if not bizarre, to contend asuase that these two men did not easily
understand the relationship between a quick peatieeiAsian war and the needs of
demobilization and reconversion in the US.

Nor, before Hiroshima and Nagasaki, did anyone aear the top in Washington—if we use
only contemporaenous sources, not later memoryeonoirs—have different expectations: that
the war was quickly about to end. Take for examperetary of the Navy James Forrestal, who
knew about the bomb and had seen many of the “NMéana probably “Ultra”) intercepts
indicating Japan’s plight and policy. As late aggést 8, three days after the Hiroshima
bombing (August 5 in Washington), Forrestal, €dpecting the November invasion of Japan,
took the risk of offending Truman by giving him pimally undesired advice: In effect, don’t

let General Douglas MacArthur run the invasionteasl, choose a navy man or even General
Dwight D. Eisenhower or General George C. Marstwaliead the final operations against Japan.
Had Forrestal believed on the 8th that the war @isobn end, and thus that there would
definitely not be a November invasion, he would Imate pleaded this touchy case and risked
annoying Truman. Forrestal expended scarce plit@pital by presenting his unwelcome
advice, because he very much thought there woulthbevasion of Japan.

There is more evidence on the subject of expectatid that time about the atomic bombing’s
likely influence on the war. On August 2, Undect¢ary of War Robert Patterson, who knew
both about the A-bomb project and that there wglsua for imminent use of the weapon on
Japan, queried one of Secretary of War Stimsop'sAtbomb aides, George Harrison, about
whether the War Department should therefore cuk bad cancel production contracts for “the
war against Japan.” In effect, Patterson, a for@wirt of Appeals judge who had long known
Harrison, another prominent Harvard Law School geae, was asking:  Will the Japanese war
quickly be ending? Is the A-bomb going to prodtieedesired surrender very soon? If so,
shouldn’t we act quickly, and prepare now? Tellwiat to do.

These were two men who generally trusted one anathd they were both loyal to Stimson.
They did not want to go wrong, and Patterson redlthat Harrison, as one of Stimson’s key A-
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bomb aides, was the right man to ask about théigallimpact of the bomb on Japan. Unsure
about the future, Patterson had turned to an expénre War Department.

Harrison’s answer and the date of his reply todPsdin are meaningful. He did not respond on
the 2nd or 3rd, or the 4th, shortly before the atdmombing, and say: The war will soon be
over, and terminate the contracts. Rather, heyddlaix days—until the 8th. That was three
days after the Hiroshima bombing. Then, on Au@tist Harrison replied in very hedged terms.
He explained that he could not give an answer er2tid, because “it was impossible to
anticipate with definiteness what would be the et its [the A-bomb’s] success.
Accordingly, . . .l felt that developments had tieegn reached a stage which would warrant
changes in your [the War Department’s] general mams program.”

But Harrison on the 8th was still remarkably causioand markedly elusive. Events were
occurring, he stated in a somewhat turgid memonaniduPatterson, that still were not certain.
Here is Harrison’s hedged statement. When thecegel is complete, resulting from these
events, there will be “warrant, at least, [forfesurvey of your program.” To add to the
bureaucratic mushiness, Patterson added anothge hiedl of caution: “whether the evidence
when complete will justify any change in strategymduction [,] I, of course, do not know.”

Put bluntly, for Harrison, when the Japanese wé#ramd was still unsure on the 8th. It would
be soon advisable to “resurvey” the production prog But actually cutting back production,
canceling war contracts, and moving quickly towdedhobilization and reconversion—all that,
on the 8th—was still somewhere in the future, meatistant. It was in the vague future.
Harrison would not even hazard a useful guess.

Careful readers of Stimson’s diary, of the dianhisf Assistant Secretary, John J. McCloy, and
of Byrnes’s aide, Walter Brown, for these daysemmate July and early August will not find
any clear indication that these men, or their sopgrexpected that the atomic bombing would
produce an imminent surrender—one within a few daysven two weeks. Nor, as a result,
was there any evidence in their diaries of surposelismay, right after the Hiroshima bombing
that the Japanese government did not speedilyinatkday or two or three, change its policy
and surrender.

There is more archival evidence from this Augustqaeon the matter of expectations. On the
8th, after Truman had returned from Potsdam, a &WHduse staff member cast a directive for
the War Production Board chairman, Julius Krug: aydens production for the war against Japan
will continue amid the development of a healthyremray. Truman, rather than revising this key
language that assumed continuation of the Japavesseetained it verbatim in his official paper
to WPB chairman Krug on the 9th.

On the 9th, for top US leaders, even after two adrombings sandwiched around Soviet entry
into the war, the situation was still markedly wal on what would happen, and when. On the
9th, Under Secretary Patterson, in recommendinguiage for Truman’s forthcoming speech to
the nation, suggested a phrasing that nicely enassgul the extremes: “an unconditional
surrender of Japan within the immediate future.ara long, bitter last ditch struggle to abolish
Japanese military power.” Such a statement céytdid not indicate firm expectations that the
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war would speedily end. Perhaps relying on Hansgudgment of the 8th, Patterson,
somewhat like Harrison, had provided words thagftdlly avoided any meaningful prediction.

It was as if two physicians, when asked about & Mgpatient, had answered: The patient could
die very soon, or drag on for time, at great experdut bluntly, speedy death or prolonged,
costly life. But no prediction about which courdfeevents. Death was predicted, recovery
would not occur. The schedule—the crucial issutheflikely date of death—was markedly
unclear.

Hasegawa, variously disregarding or minimizing saithival evidence on expectations, is
morally offended that Truman allowed the secondnatdombing to occur. How, Hasegawa in
effect asks, could Truman do that? Was it notriegize, and immoral, because, by Hasegawa’s
analysis, Truman should have known, and therefat&mbw, that the second atomic bombing
was unnecessary.

Many of us who wish that Truman had been more casfiand reluctant about using another
atomic weapon on Japan, can agree with Hasegawaa tament. But that is not equivalent to
agreeing with Hasegawa that Truman should, anckdiolv the war was just about over, that
Japan would very soon surrender, and that the gde&drombing was therefore unnecessary.
There was, unfortunately, no solid reason, in vid\the available evidence in Washington, for
Truman to reach that set of optimistic conclusions.

It would have been surprising, if not shockinghié president had reached those optimistic
conclusions on August 7th, 8th, or 9th. No on&/ashington in the upper reaches of
government—the president, Byrnes, Stimson, or Makskthought that Japan’s surrender was
imminent, and that the second A-bomb was unnecgssar

It is unlikely that Truman paid much, if any, atien to the particular timing, or to the selection
of the primary and secondary cities targeted,lierdecond bomb. It was not, as historian
Stanley Goldberg argued in an ill-conceived, wrbiegded essay in tiBalletin of the Atomic
Scientistsome years ago—in which he also cited some nateexidocuments, and misdated
others—that General Leslie Groves, commanding géoéthe A-bomb project, had cleverly
kept the president ignorant and, implicitly, theseived Truman about the forthcoming use of
the second bomb. Rather, the dating for the sebontb and the choice of the particular city to
be targeted for that weapon were matters to belédndthin the framework of the official order
of July 25 to the air force of using A-bombs “asdaaeady,” until Japan surrendered.

There would have been no good reason for TrumaByres, to pay close attention to the
details of use. For them, the correct assumptias tvat A-bombs would be used, the sea-air
blockade continued, and the “conventional” fire-tixmng maintained, if not escalated, until
Japan surrendered. In that military context, \@tiviet entry occurring on the 8th, the prospects
for gaining a Japanese surrender and avoiding tvember invasion were improving. But,
aside from some American middle-level, military titngent planning, no one at or near the top
in Washington was thinking seriously about an imgninJapanese surrender—one in the next
few days.
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On August 10th, the unanticipated did occur. WitenJapanese offer of a conditional surrender
reached Washington that day, no one at the topashivigton had expected any Japanese
response—whether a conditional surrender, or anndittonal surrender—at that time.
Revealingly, Stimson, presumably believing nothivas going to happen, had actually been
about to leave on a vacation on the morning ofibté when the unexpected Japanese message
arrived. The various diaries—of Stimson, Forresadimiral William Leahy, and Walter Brown
(he was not at the oval-office session, but sunzimayimostly what Byrnes told him)—dealing
with the crucial White House meeting on the 10tthow to respond to Japan’s offer do not
indicate that top American leaders had anticipdttdilone expected, a Japanese surrender offer
of any kind on that date or about then.

It is a serious analytical error to ignore, or dissnthis collective evidence on expectations, to
believe that Truman and others viewed the useeftbmic bomb, in anticipation or even
immediately after Hiroshima, as decisive. Aftes thar, however, in view of Japan’s conditional
offer on August 10th and the final surrender on égidl4th, there would be some substantial
rewriting of history. In that dubious rewritingneé bomb, in prospect, had been viewed as
decisive.

For historians, and others who by profession aftmk critically about the nature of sources,
using post-facto sources, when they are likelyesdf-serving, is very risky. On A-bomb
matters, because of the passions and values irdvoiie understanding and presentation of
pre-Hiroshima and pre-Nagasaki events, there reat glanger of going wrong by uncritically
using such post-event materials.

To summarize: In prospect, the bomb was not vieagedecisive. Multiple atomic bombings,
US policymakers hoped, might end the war beforeexayer, thereby obviating the dreaded
invasion. That was a hope, not an expectation.

Understanding that analysis, in the context of semh®45, is crucial to analyzing why the A-
bombs were used. But to repeat: Such understquidies not entail moral approval of the
actions, nor should explanation bar the employrésthical values to assess what happened,
why possible alternatives were not ardently pursaed to inquire, critically, about how the
American nation state conducted war against a heatechy.

To place such matters in a fuller historical antitigal-ethical context, it is worth asking: In
1945, in a war on a number of continents that dobbkalled over 40 million humans, would any
warring nation, with a monopoly in the atomic borhhye acted differently in conducting war?

VI-Thinking about the A-bomb

To gain added analytical leverage on the pre-Himaland the pre-Nagasaki conception of the
bomb, and its likely political impact on Japan,réhes some value in looking at the Manhattan
Project members themselves. The available evidienegher limited, but it is also useful.

There is no evidence that anyone on the projecteiiemporaneous sources—expected that
the atomic bombing would quickly end the war withifew days or even about a week, or so, of
use of the weapon on Japan.
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The dramatic Trinity test at Alamogordo of the ffiasomic weapon, on July 16, revealed that a
plutonium bomb, if conforming to that test’s resulivas likely in use against Japan to produce a
yield equivalent of about 21,000 to 24,000 ton$Nf. The weapon, clearly, was of a different
magnitude from earlier weapons. It would obviouglymore people, and devastate a larger
area, than had a single conventional bomb. Wheiheot a single A-bomb would be as
destructive as a batch of conventional bombs—censite Tokyo fire-bombing of early
March—was not clear.

How large an area would be destroyed in Japanhanwdmany people would be killed and
injured, would obviously depend on more than thbomb itself. Planned targeting, effective
delivery, and ultimately the actual targeting iopjping it would help make a crucial difference.
In prospect, what the bomb’s explosion over Japad,the mass deaths, would mean to
Japanese decision makers politically, and emotipnabs certainly unclear. Nobody on the
Manhattan Project, among the top scientists anerstin the project, believed that a single A-
bomb—even in the context of the strangling sedlaickade and the fire-bombing of cities—
would make a speedy difference in producing a Jeggsurrender.

Not even General Leslie Groves, commanding geméthle top-secret A-bomb project,
expected that one or two A-bombs would end thespaedily. Though not knowing much
about the Japanese situation, and understandaphessed by the A-bomb test, he was
assuming—on July 19th, three days after Alamogorttat-at least two A-bombs, probably
three, and maybe four of these nuclear weaponsdamihecessary “to conform to planned
strategic operations.” That is what he told J. &bB®ppenheimer, whose Los Alamos
laboratory was producing the weapons.

By the planned production schedule at the tim&raves and Oppenheimer knew, three A-
bombs would have taken the war into at least latgust. A fourth bomb, they understood,
would have meant early September.

By late July 1945, Groves was reporting to Genéebrge C. Marshall, and probably to
Secretary Stimson, the details of substantial &twrclear-weapons production, on the apparent
assumption that many more A-bombs would probablgdexled in the ongoing war before
Japan’s surrender was achieved: three bombs ingtutipree or four in September, three or
four in October, at least five in November, seveecember, and an “increase decidedly in
early 1946.” Whatever Groves’s hopes, his expegtatfor a quick A-bomb-induced surrender
seemed modest, if not absent.

The major A-bomb scientists at Los Alamos and trses# to Tinian (the Pacific outpost from
which atomic-bomb-laden B-29s would leave for Japalh of whom knew much about the A-
bomb but little about the details of the war or thieking in the Japanese government, were also
assuming that a number of bombs would be neceasarysed. Those scientists in Los Alamos,
and those who went to Tinian, did not expect timdy one or two A-bombs would be used on
Japan.
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For example, in communicating his expectations sphgt Norman Ramsey, a future Nobel
laureate, wrote from Tinian a day or two after fing atomic bombing to Los Alamos director
Oppenheimer. Ramsey knew that the second bomldveogin be ready, though he probably did
not foresee its use as early as the 9th. In tiexI@robably on the 7th), shortly after the
Hiroshima bombing, Ramsey assumed that more borobfdvibe used after the second weapon
and that the war would go on for some time. In tbtier, Ramsey said that he hoped that
Oppenheimer in that extended period, presumabdy #fe second atomic bombing, would come
out to Tinian. “Can you visit us sometime?” AndrRsey also said that he hoped he could get
back to Los Alamos—"between units [A-bombs] sometimAll that suggested a war stretching
at least into September, and perhaps beyond.

Others Manhattan Project physicists on Tinian attittne, as revealed in their correspondence
then or in later recollections, had roughly simgapectations. On Tinian at the time, physicists
Robert Serber, Philip Morrison, and Luis AlvaremKing back years later, all said that they had
expected that they would be there for some tineg, ttie war would not end with one, two, or
three A-bombs.

At Los Alamos, based upon contemporaneous docunaedtsore often on later reports, a
number of A-bomb physicists had similar expectatioAmong them were Robert Oppenheimer,
his brother, Frank, Robert Bacher, Hans Bethe Fanilio Segre. These were not self-serving
recollections, and they all pointed in the samedion: multiple atomic bombings would
probably be necessary, and the war would contiouedme time.

After all, Los Alamos had been rushing to get thiedt A-bomb materials ready for shipment.
On August 10th, after the second A-bomb and afibtipity about Soviet entry into the war, Los
Alamos was still working hard to produce more A-lilem That day, based on recent
information from Los Alamos, Groves informed Gemédarshall: The third bomb, originally
scheduled to be ready for use from Tinian by Au@4sh, would be available about a week
earlier for use by about the 18th on Japan.

That memorandum was not the report of a commargingral (Groves), who, in the flow of
living history forward, anticipated that the twaatic bombings would suffice. Later, in
rewriting the “history” of this period, he contertletherwise. But memoirs, as historians should
know but sometimes forget, can be remarkably slfisg and remarkably unreliable, except
when they provide information that runs contrarynterest or independent of interest.

VII-Conceiving of the A-bomb in History

Running through Hasegawa’s analysis, as with mamwigionist-inclined studies looking at the
A-bomb “decision” and A-bomb policy, is the assuioptthat the atomic bombing was morally
different from the fire-bombings (including Tokywm March), that policymakers and A-bomb
scientists always felt this way, and that the come@al-bombing versus atomic-bombing
distinction, in moral and strategic ways, was ohsgiaot surprising, and not meriting
explanation.
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Yet, careful historical analysis suggests the neaxzkamine this dominant framework critically.
It is a problem that | have poked at, often intétenitly and not in suitable depth, over the years.
Moving beyond my occasional efforts, Michael GordfrPrinceton University is pursuing this
important set of issues in much greater depth, wisharper focus, and usually with better
guestions.

To understand pre-Hiroshima and even pre-Nagakaiking about the bomb, there is need to
focus on the contemporaneous evidence. It isaatErg and merits close consideration. Indeed,
the A-bomb in prospect was viewed sometimes as edéyldifferent from conventional

weapons; sometimes it was not. The task, in wgrkisck through the archival materials is to
define, with clarity and keen analysis, how and mt#éferences emerged, why, and whether
they persisted or somewhat waxed and waned fagrdift individuals or the same individuals.

For General Groves, for example, the atomic bomdp\@sapon long seemed different in
magnitude, but not morally so. For General Malshgllate May 1945, as his meeting with
McCloy and Stimson indicated, the bomb seemed raifferent in moral terms, but Marshall’s
concern was perhaps somewhat unusual: targetmgpnabatants, not the actual use of the
weapon otherwise on the enemy. For him, the crissae was killing many noncombatants.

For Secretary Stimson, as Sean Malloy, a histaiahe University of California (Merced), has
shown in some provocative unpublished work, thegis an emerging concern involving the A-
bomb about targeting noncombatants. Can histogaaghis for McCloy, or Vannevar Bush and
James Conant? How much of Stimson’s concern abdnamb targeting was a carryover from
his unhappiness that the US air force was masshittlig cities with conventional weapons,
and killing many noncombatants?

Whatever the limitations of Truman’s Potsdam Didtrgoes seem warranted to conclude, on the
basis of that diary, that he was morally uneasybwssively targeting and killing
noncombatants with the A-bomb. But there is naence that he ever worried in similar terms
about conventional bombing. In the case of Trurhanyneasily “solved” the problem of
targeting noncombatants with the A-bomb by contegdin his diary on July 25th in likely self-
deception, that he and Stimson agreed that the veoald be dropped on military targets.

When Japan’s conditional surrender arrived on AuQgh, Truman made a sharp distinction
between the conventional bombing and atomic bombltg told his assembled advisers that he
would continue the conventional bombing, but Hadt &tomic bombing. Stimson and Forrestal,
overruled by the president, had desired to hah bmtms of warfare.

Hasegawa, dubiously, concludes that Truman stilitec “revenge” against Japan, and thus
continued the conventional bombing on Japan. Mkedy, the president believed that such
continued warfare would enhance the likelihoodagfah quickly capitulating on American
terms, but the president, especially after seedngesof the reports on the Hiroshima bombing,
realized painfully how many noncombatants had beléad there by the atomic bomb.

Despite the massive numbers also killed in Tokyearly March, Truman had good reason to
know that the so-called conventional bombing, fadtiple reasons, normally killed many fewer
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in Japan’s cities in an attack than had eithehefttvo atomic bombings. Speaking to his cabinet
on the 10th on his decision to halt the use of atameapons, Truman said, in the summary
words of cabinet member Henry Wallace, “the thowgftwiping out another 100,000 people

was too horrible.” According to Wallace, “[Trumaahn’t like the idea of killing, as he said,

‘all those kids.” “ Before Hiroshima, at Potsdam July 25th, Truman may briefly have felt
similar concerns. But he vanquished them on thie, 2d they returned forcefully, in expressed
words, on the 10th. That day, because of the tiondi surrender offer, he could act on that
uneasiness. He was not committed to abstain ftomia warfare, but he had committed

himself to try not to use more atomic bombs on dapa

VIlI-Japanese Decision-making and the American Besg to Japan’s Conditional-Surrender
Offer

Going beyond Butow’s important 1954 book, Asad®88 essay, and Frank’s 1999 volume,
Hasegawa has provided the most probing study afpact of Soviet entry and the atomic
bomb on Japanese decision-making. His narratideaaalysis conclude that the Nagasaki
bombing, unlike the Hiroshima bombing, played nie ia Japan’s conditional-surrender offer.

Hasegawa’s analysis of events in Japan for Augi€:-95 is likely to be far more controversial
than his study of events in America for that periétrhaps he expended more effort on the
crucial matters in Japan, because of the likelihafogharp controversy, and that may explain his
overlooking some useful materials on the US sidkhas questionably interpreting others for
that August 10-15 period. Well before Hasegawaskh American decisions during August 10-
15 were closely examined in a journal article netiriee decades ago, but the availability of
added information and new questions suggests e floe reconsideration of this period,
reaching beyond Hasegawa’s study.

Using a source that was available more than 30syegw, Hasegawa contends, questionably, that
a State Department Japan expert, Joseph Ballahtideo persuade Secretary Byrnes on the
10th not to endorse accepting Japan’s conditiomakader offer, because of the condition of
allowing the emperor to retain his prerogativeslldhtine did claim this accomplishment in his
oral-history memoir 15 years later in 1961, butladl archival evidence from August 10-11,
1945, moves strongly in the opposite direction. sMwtably, Walter Brown, Byrnes’s assistant,
indicates that Byrnes opposed making any conce&sioause it would mean, in political terms
in America, the “crucifixion” of the president. Whasked Byrnes rhetorically on the 10th,
according to Brown’s summary at the time, shoulwts modify its terms and allow soft terms
when the US, before possessing the A-bomb anddd&uoviet entry into the war, would not do
SO.

What has never been adequately explored, in despftmerican attitudes during the summer,
and especially in August 10-15, 1945, on allowing ¢mperor to remain, even under
MacArthur. In providing some useful backgroundskigawa argues earlier in his book that
Truman during the summer in June-July, before traitional surrender offer of August, had
more political “space” than many have recognizethtalify surrender terms and allow a
constitutional monarchy.
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Hasegawa’s evidence, focusing heavily on varioustl8mnists, is suggestive and warrants
further development. He may be right, but thersoime danger, as he knows, in conflating
columnist opinion with public opinion or congressab opinion. When the Japanese conditional
offer was announced on August 10th, Congressioeahiners—there is evidence on about 18 or
so—split about in half, with Democrats slightly rmapposed (5-4) than Republicans (4-5) to
accepting terms allowing a constitutional monarcAyfew Democrats like Senator Richard
Russell were obviously eager to continue the viByme Republicans, including Robert Taft
(“Mr. Republican”), favored ending the war on maeiif terms. How much they were
responding primarily to ending the war and avoidimgre American casualties, and how much
to hoping to minimize Soviet influence in the FasEby obtaining a quick, though conditional,
surrender, remains unclear.

What historians have not adequately appreciatbdwsstrongly Truman himself felt on this
issue of a conditional surrender allowing mainte@aof some form of emperor system and
conceivably retention of Hirohito on the throneoi® beyond much of the earlier scholarship,
Hasegawa briefly treated this matter of Truman'sirés in an earlier segmentiRéacing but

may have gone somewhat wrong on Truman’s moti#zssegawa believed that Truman wanted
revenge for Pearl Harbor and thus resisted allow@mgmperor system. UnfortunatdRacing
does not in depth discuss the key relevant evidéardais conclusion about Truman’s
motivation.

The key available evidence—a report tdiamejournalist by two Democratic congressman, who
summarized Truman’s thinking on August 10th afer president’s separate meetings with
them—suggests a somewhat different motive by Trunthe quest for American-defined
justice, and appropriate punishment, not revengé, adesire to root out Japanese
totalitarianism, which Truman linked to Hirohitocaithe emperor system. As themejournalist
summarized what Truman had reportedly said on Aubt@h in a meeting with a Democratic
senator: The President “thought that no speciatession should be made to preserve the
emperor inviolate, that he was a war criminal pstnuch as Hitler or Mussolini, in many
respects, and was now trying to weasel his natinrobwar, preserving its essentially
totalitarian structure.”

But Truman, according to that journalist, had ifeef acknowledged the conundrum, as that
Timejournalist put the matter in his own summary wordfere was no alternative group “in
Japan with whom to deal, or which might set up @egoment, so it might be essential to retain
the emperor without making special concessionsly inough him could the surrenders [by the
Japanese military] in the field be arranged.”

WhenWashington Pogbublisher Eugene Meyer, whose paper had earlggesied moving

away from unconditional surrender, wrote to Truroarthe 10th, that newspaper owner urged
“insisting on the strict fulfillment of our peacerims,” which, in Meyer’s view, seemed to allow
a ceremonial monarchy, if desired in the futuréthg free will of the Japanese people.”
Truman, not getting bogged down in the detaildherdubstance of Meyer’s letter, replied on the
11th, rather bluntly but optimistically, “I beliewee are going to get the thing settled without
backing up on our unconditional surrender demand.”
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Truman and Byrnes, as well as Stimson and presynfaistestal and Leahy, did not realize that
the Byrnes-conceived reply to Japan’s conditionalender would provoke a crisis in the
Japanese government, leading to a near-triumphb thecontinuing the war. The US official
reply on the 11th implicitly (not explicitly) rejésd the Japanese condition on prerogatives was
dangerously ambiguous on whether some form of emnggstem might be permitted. That
reply of the 11th did include a provision for theperor continuing (time unstipulated) under
MacArthur, and spoke of the “ultimate form of gowerent of Japan [being] established by the
freely expressed Japanese will of the Japanesdgpedm Japanese leaders, the meaning of the
American reply was uncertain, and some argueddbtihg on because an emperor system had
not been explicitly allowed.

On August 11th, President Truman and top advisetsforeseeing the problems in Japan,
thought that the Suzuki government would quicklgegt the American terms. Secretary
Stimson left for a vacation, apparently sure tlagiah’s surrender was imminent. Assistant
Secretary McCloy, believing the war was virtuallyeo, worried about what he should do in the
postwar period.]

But the expected surrender response by Japan tigurakly occur. On August 12th, in a
significant report (not discussedRacing, Maj. General Clayton Bissell, the assistant ichfe
staff in army intelligence, sent General Marshafkeealing set of conclusions. Possibly Japan
would not accept the American terms, and choogeadgo fight on. If so, “atomic bombs will
not have a decisive effect in the next 30 days.”

On August 13th, at the behest of General MarshalliGeneral John Hull, the head of the
operations division, queried one of Groves’s assist(Col. L.E. Seeman) on the schedule of
future A-bombs and the possibility of using a battiaybe about seven or eight) as tactical
weapons as part of the still-scheduled Novembeb 194asion. Being contemplated by
Marshall, the tentative planning, after maybe usirgird bomb if Japan did not speedily
surrender, was to hold the other bombs until thrasion period. In briefly treating Hull's
conversation with Seeman, Hasegawa did not notdttbajuery about the availability of bombs
originated with Marshall himself and was part da&etical nuclear-warfare conception.

On August 13th (Monday), General Groves, who hdd e the shipment of the third-bomb
components because of Japan’s conditional-surresftégrand Truman’s new order on using A-
bombs, informed one of Marshall’s top aides thatwednesday, the 15th, he would again ask
his superiors about sending the components to [.iniasuch a shipment was approved, the
planes would depart from New Mexico on the 16thgv@s stated, and the weapon on Tinian
would be ready for use on the 20th or 21st. Hissage, by its statement of a schedule, implied
that a sudden change in policy at a higher levigdrbehe 15th could mean a somewhat earlier
shipment and somewhat earlier readiness at Timiande of the third A-bomb on Japan.

On the evening of August 13th, as Hasegawa notes;,gé Harrison telephoned McCloy to
suggest issuing an ultimatum to Japan assertingitharica’s terms must be immediately
accepted or the Potsdam terms would be withdrawrtl@war would go on. Whether or not
Harrison was including more atomic bombings inthiaking is unclear, but it seems likely that
he anticipated dropping a third bomb soon if Jagidmot quickly surrender. Shortly after

-29-



H-Diplo RoundtableRacing the Enemy Roundtapkuthor’'s Response [Hasegawa]

Harrison’s call, McCloy, who was serving as Actiagcretary of War with Stimson on vacation,
telephoned Patterson about an ultimatum to JaBammarizing that conversation, McCloy
wrote in his diary: “Patterson agreed—feels sthpitgshould be done.”

By August 14th, for Truman and Byrnes, anxiety &ndtration were greatly building up
because Japan had still not surrendered. Thatgagarently with the approval of Byrnes,
Walter Brown was crafting a drastic public warntoglapan: Surrender, or face more
destruction, including presumably atomic bombinBgrnes’s lament, according to Brown, was
that the third A-bomb would not be speedily readypparently Byrnes believed the likely date
was August 22nd.

On August 14th, (in a source not usedRiacing, Truman met with high-ranking British visitors.
At that noon-time session, according to then-se@rgish report back to London, Truman,
despairing of the lack of a Japanese agreememgahieed sadly that he now had no alternative
but to order an atomic bomb to be dropped on Tdkyo.

Whether Truman would in fact have chosen Tokyo, rastekd killing the emperor, is unclear.
Whether the president’'s comments that day shoutdhemn literally, or simply as an expression
of his growing frustration but not as a true conmant that day to an imminent third nuclear
attack, is unclear. Nor is it clear that he knbat the key components of the third A-bomb,
though ready for shipment, were still in Los Alanamgl thus that the bomb, if he gave the
shipment order that day, could not be assembledeady for use from Tinian until about the
18th or 19th.

Despite uncertainties in interpreting the reporffomman’s conversation of August 14th, it
seems safe to speculate that, had Japan not sereenid about the next week, a third atomic
bomb would very probably, soon thereafter, havenlskepped on Japan. Thus, Kokura, or
Niigata, or perhaps Tokyo, or possibly even Kyetould have joined Hiroshima and Nagasaki
as painful symbols of the “new world” of nuclearapens.

With Japan’s delay in surrendering, and with th@agng evidence provided in “Ultra”
intelligence of a large, continuing Japanese ttmaifdup on southern Kyushu, the pressure for
the use of a third A-bomb might well have signifidg increased on Truman. That would not
have been so much a case of public pressure—thbegh was considerable popular-level
support in the US for more atomic bombings—buteatof Truman’s own concerns about the
course and cost of the war for the US.

Had there been three or four atomic bombings, ahamnly the two nuclear bombings that did
occur, how much would the analysis by historiareng/e on the important counterfactual issues
of missed opportunities to end the war by othermagand on the related issues of the
comparative impact of Soviet entry and the atonoimb in producing Japan’s surrender?

Fortunately, more atomic bombs were not used. Wdredid end, and Truman happily
announced the surrender at 7 p.m. on the 14th.

IX. The End of the War and the Future Challengest Bissents
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Celebrating that event, McCloy wrote in his diaryAugust 14th: “The bells are ringing, the
wars are over.” He went on to say: “Nothing laft to thank God, the soldiers and sailors and
the dead. ...” Yet, as Stimson, Truman, andrsth®uld soon come uneasily to recognize,
Americans and others would sometimes question hewvar was ended, whether the atomic
bombings were necessary, and, yes, whether Saouigtiato the war could have been avoided.
Those issues, often raised in the US by conseestiv1945 like Herbert Hoovdduman
Eventseditor Felix Morley, andJnited States New#aterU.S. News & World Repgréeditor

David Lawrence in 1945, would take on more saliandater years.

Such early rightwing revisionism, gaining more soippn the late 1940s and in the 1950s among
American conservatives includiméational Reviewn 1958, was often rather similar to an early
leftwing revisionism, partly initiated in 1946 byokman Cousins and Thomas K. Finletter (who
became Truman’s Secretary of the Air Force). &ghns in 1948/49 of journalist Helen Mears
and physicist P.M.S. Blackett, soon joined by ath#rat leftwing revisionism, with important
variations and more sustained analyses over ths,y@auld continue into the present.

Tsuyoshi Hasegawa, who had started his end-of-trer@gearch with strong doubts about, if not
hostility, to A-bomb revisionism certainly did nanticipate that he would become, in a sense, an
heir of Blackett. Hasegawa'’s probing researcheffiart to make sense of the sources, and his
emerging interpretation pushed him, in ways her@dnitially foreseen, toward the “Racing”
framework. Of course, his valuable, thoughtful kda multiple ways, often reaches beyond

that framework.

X-Brief Conclusions

The events and issues involving the use of the iatbombs, Soviet entry into the war, the
ending of the Japanese war, and Japan’s surrerasufficiently complicated, especially when
embedded in the larger context of US-Soviet-Jagaredations, that it is not difficult for a critic,
without being churlish, to lament omissionsRacingand to argue with some of the book’s
interpretations. Probably no scholar who has waikedepth on even part of these complicated
issues will endorse all of Hasegawa’s analysessiintportant study.

Nevertheless, the scholarly world is considerabtiebted to Tsuyoshi Hasegawa for his honest
probing research, his intelligent analysis, andchiallenging interpretations and
reinterpretations. To disagree with him is to &gpate, not diminish, his accomplishments. He
has usefully evoked a valuable dialogue, and lmaghtful book will heavily influence the
content of that dialogue in future years. Thaarg] will be, eloquent testimony to his
achievement ifRacing the Enemy

In private discussions with Hasegawa before aret &ft volume appeared, in reading various
parts of it in draft, in seeking critically to assat, and in participating in a related projecthwi
him on Japan’s surrender and the ending of the Meaiyve received considerable intellectual
benefit. He has helped establish, as have Ridhantk and Gar Alperovitz in my dialogue with
him, that civility and generosity in scholarship miat require interpretive agreement on major A-
bomb/Japan surrender issues.
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That is especially impressive because some ofitieegretive questions—in the US particularly
those involving the use of the A-bombs—are oftedanstood to be important, directly or
indirectly, in defining the nature of the Trumamadistration, perhaps the US government, and
possibly the national society in 1945. For somerpreters, disputes on those matters have
bitterly spilled over in recent years to rancordigdogue, where scholarly and journalistic
standards have been severely violated, whdreominenattacks have unjustly occurred, and
where unsubstantiated published claims, sometiragsdoon apparently non-existent documents,
have gained support and where neither the auttwortha editors or publishers, when

challenged, have provided the requisite evidence.

Hasegawa’s fair-minded book, and his generousmgaivith scholars who agree substantially
or disagree substantially with him, is in markedtcast to the rather different behavior, which
users of the web looking at blogs, attendees aegmofessional meetings, and readers of
scholarly journals and popular-history magazinestabserved among some amateurs and
professionals writing on A-bomb/Japan surrenderess

Note:

| have purposely not sought to footnote this es&gyme segments, as readers may recognize,
are based on earlier work | have published. Thef breatment of Blackett and the more
extended treatments of A-bomb expectations andtigeist 9/10-14 period in the US, as well as
the brief statements about A-bomb revisionism leyrtght and left and the general
historiography on why and how Japan surrenderedhyased partly on various work still in draft.
This essay does emerge, in part, from probablfedbaen recent conversations with Tsuyoshi
Hasegawa, and perhaps more than a dozen-and-aittathy colleague, David Holloway. Over
the years, for interpretive conversations and kiagisg of research materials, | am indebted to
many scholars, including, among others, Gar Alpgzp®%adao Asada, Kai Bird, Conrad Crane,
Edward Drea, Richard Frank, Gian Gentile, Michaetdin, Sean Malloy, Robert Newman,
Martin J. Sherwin, and J. Samuel Walker. Both lgas&a and Holloway, as well as Thomas
Maddux and other contributors to the roundtableghzeen generous and patient in tolerating
my tardiness in submitting my essay for this exezhdialogue.

Because | am a poor typist, and undoubtedly diccatith all of my typographical errors, |
apologize to readers. On-line “publishing,” wiittlé delay between completion of an essay and
its issuance on the web, means for me not haviatgnibrmal third and fourth opportunity,
including galleys, to catch such typos. Such ae-lipublishing” is a new venue for me and |
have not yet learned fully to adjust to its schedwnd operations.
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