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is to deny that under our system of law individual
guilt is the sole basis for deprivation of rights. More-
over, this inference, which is at the very heart of the
evacuation orders, has been used in support of the
abhorrent and despicable treatment of winority
groups by the dictatorial tyrannies which this nation
is now pledged to destroy. To give constitutional
sanction to that inference in this case, however well-
intentioned may have been the military command on
the Pacific Coast, is to adopt one of the cruelest of
the rationales used by our enemies to destroy the
dignity of the individual and to encourage and open
the door to discriminatory actions against other
minority groups-in the passions of tomorrow.

No adequate reason is given for the failure to treat
these Japanese Americans on an individual basis by
holding investigations and hearings to separate the
loyal from the disloyal, as was done in the case of
persons of German and Italian ancestry. . . . It is
asserted merely that the loyalties of this group “were
unknown and time was of the essence.” Yet nearly
four months elapsed after Pear! Harbor before the
first exclusion order was issued; neady eight months

- went by until the last order was issued; and the last

of these “subversive” persons was not actually
removed until almost eleven months had elapsed.
Leisure and deliberation seem to have been more of
the essence than speed. And the fact that conditions

_were not such as to warrant a declaration of martial

law adds strength to the belief that the factors of
time and military necessity were not as urgent as
they have been represented to be. .

Moreover, there was no adequate proof that the
Federal Bureau of Investigation and the military and
naval intelligence services did not have the espi-
onage and sabotage situation well in hand during this
long period. Nor is there any denial of the fact that
not one person of Japanese ancestry was accused or
convicted of espionage or sabotage after Pearl Har-
bor while they were still free, a fact which is some
evidence of the loyalty of the vast majonity of these
individuals and of the effectiveness of the estab-
lished methods of combatting these evils. It seems
incredible that under these circumstances it would
have been impossible to hold loyalty hearings for the
mere 112,000 persons involved—or at least for the

70,000 American citizens—especially when a large -

part of this number represented children and elder-
ly men and women. Any inconvenience that may
have accompanied an attempt to conform to proce-
dural due process cannot be said to justify violations
of constitutional rights of individuals.

All Americans Have Equal Rights

I dissent, therefore, from this legalization of racism.
Racial discrimination in any form and in any degree

has no justifiable part whatever in our democratic way
of life. Tt is unattractive in any setting but it is utterly
revolting among a free people who have embraced
the principles set forth in the Constitution of the
United States. All residents of this nation are kin in
some way by blood or culture to a foreign land. Yet
they are primarily and necessarily a part of the new
and distinct civilization of the United States. They
must accordingly be treated at all times as the heirs of
the American experiment and as entitled to all the
rights and freedoms guaranteed by the Constitution.
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VIEWPOINT 30A

The United States Should
Not Drop the Atomic Bomb
on Japan (1945)

The Franck Committee

In 1942 the United States undertook a secret
research effort—the Manhattan Project—to develop
a new kind of weapon powered by the splitting of the
atom. The original impetus for the Manhattan Pro-
ject was the fear of Germanys developing such a
weapon. Following Germany's swrrender in May
1945, however, discussion within the U.S. govern-
ment and military focused on using the bomb against
America’s other main World War II enemy, Japan,

Many of the scientists who were part of the mas-
sive effort to invent the atom bomb were troubled
about the ethical and political questions regarding
the bomb’s use. In 1944 and early 1945, Manhattan
Project sciendists based at the Metallurgical Labora-
tory (Met Lab) at the University of Chicago held
seminars, circulated petitions, and in general raised
concerns about the future implications of their
research. One of these scientists was James Franck
(1882-1964), an eminent German physicist who had
been forced to leave Germany in 1933, and who had

Excerpted from The Franck Report, June 11, 1945,
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_agreed to join the Manhattan Project in 1942 on the
condition that he could express his views on how the
bomb, if successfully developed, should be used,

The physicist who recruited Franck for the Man-
hattan Project, Arthur H. Compton, was a member of
the scientific panel of the special Interim Committee
appointed by Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson to
advise President Iarry S. Truman on the atomic
bomb {see viewpoint 30B). At the Interim Comumit-
tee’s meeting on May 31 in Washington, Compton
urged that the concerns of Franck and the other
Chicago scientists be considered. On June 2, in

- Chicago, Compton met with the scientist, who sub-
sequently formed several committees to write reports
and recommendations concerning the future use of
atomic bombs and energy. Franck chaired a commit-
tee of seven Met Lab scientists to discuss and report
on the political and social tmplications of the new
weapon. The Franck Committee’s report, excerpted
here, stresses the importance of international control
of atomic weagons, and provides argumients against a
surprise bomb attack on Japan,
~ Franck traveled to Washington on June 12, 1945,
to join Compton in presenting the report to Stimson,
but the secretary ot war was out of town. The report
was left in Stimson’s office; it is uncertain whether

- and how closely he or other government officials

read it. America dropped an atomic bomb on

Hiroshima less than two months later.

What predictions does the committee make con-
cerning future U.S./Soviet Union relations? Are the
committee’s objections to using the atomic bomb
against Japan primarily moral or practical? What
uses of the atomic bomb do they recommend?

1. PREAMBLE

“{he only reason to treat nuclear power differ-
ently trom all the other developments in the
. . field of physics is the possibility of its use as a

means of political pressure in peace and sndden
destruction in war. All present plans for the organi-
zaton of research, scientific and industrial develop-
ment, and publication in the field of nucleonics [the
science of nuclear phenomena such as fission and
. fusion] are conditioned by the political and military
climate in which one expects those plans to be car-
" ried out, Therefore, in making suggestions for the
postwar organization of nucleonics, a diseussion of
political problems cannot be avoided. The scientists
on this Project do not presume to speak authorita-
tively on problems of national and international pol-
icy. However, we found ourselves, by the force of

events during the last five years, in the position of a

small group of citizens cognizant of a grave danger

for the safety of this country as well as for the future
of all the other nations, of which the rest of mankind
is unaware. We therefore feel it our duty to urge that
the political problems, arising from the mastering of
nuclear power, bé recognized in all their gravity, and
that appropriate steps be taken for their study and
the preparation of necessary decisions. We hope that
the creation of the Committee by the Secretary of
War to deal with all aspects of nucleonics, indicates
that these implications have been recognized by the
government. We believe that our acquaintance with
the scientific elements of the situation and pro-
longed preoccupation with its world-wide political
implications, imposes on us the obligation to offer to
the Committee some suggestions as to the possible
solution of these grave problems.

Scientists have often before been accused of pro-
viding new weapons for the mutunal destruction of
nations, instead of improving their well-being. It is
undoubtedly true that the discovery of flying, for
example, has so far brought much more misery than
enjoyment and profit to humanity. However, in the
past, scientists could disclaim direct responsibility
for the use to which mankind had put their disinter-
ested discoveries. We feel compelled to take a more
active stand now because the success which we have
achieved in the development of nuclear power is
fraught with infinitely greater dangers than were all
the inventions of the past. All of us, familiar with the
present state of nucleonics, live with the wvision
before our eyes of sudden destruction visited on our
own country, of a Pearl Harbor disaster repeated in
thousand-fold magnification in every one of our
major cities.

In the past, science has often been able to provide
also new methods of protection against new weapons
of aggression it made possible, but it cannot promise
such efficient protection against the destructive use’
of nuclear power. This protection can come only
from the political organization of the world. Among
all the arguments calling for an efficient internation-
al organization for peace, the existence of nuclear
weapons is the most compelling one. In the absence
of an international authority which would make all
resort to force in international conflicts impossible, -
nations could still be diverted from a path which
must lead to total mutual destruction, by a specific
international agreement barring a nuclear arma-
ments race.

IL. PROSPECTS OF ARMAMENTS RACE

It could be suggested that the danger of destruc-
tion by nuclear weapons can be avoided—at least as
far as this country is concerned—either by keeping
our discoveries secret for an indefinite time, or else

. by developing our nucleonic armaments at such a
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pace that no other nations would think of attacking
us from fear of overwhelming retakiation.

The answer to the first suggestion is that although
we undoubtedly are at present ahead of the rest of
the world in this field, the fundamental facts of
nuclear power are a subject of common knowledge.
British scieniists know as much as we do about the
basic wartime progress of nucleonics—if not of the
specific processes used in our engineering develop-
ments—and the role which French nuclear physi-

" cists have played in the pre-war development of this

field, plus their occasional contact with our Projects,
will enable them to catch up rapidly, at least as far as
basic scientific discoveries are concerned. German
scientists,- in whose discoveries the whole develop-
ment of this field originated, apparently did not
develop it during the war to the same extent to which
this has been done in America; but to the last day of
the European' war, we were living in constant appre-
hension as to their possible achievements. The cer-

tainty that German scientists are working on this

weapon and that their government would certainly
have no,scruples against using it when available, was
the main motivation of the initiative which American
scientists took in urging the development of nuclear
power for military purposes on a large scale in this
country. In Russia, too, the basic facts and implica-
tions of nuclear power were well understood in 1940,
and the experience of Russian scientists in nuclear
research is entirely sufficient to enable them to
retrace our steps within a few years, even if we
should make every attempt to conceal them. Fur-
thermore, we should not expect too much success
from attempts to keep basic information secret in
peacetime, when scientists acquainted with the work
on this and associated Projects will be scattered to
many colleges and research institutions and many of
them will continue to work on problems closely relat-
ed to those on which our developments are based. In
other words, even if we can retain our leadérship in
basic knowledge of nucleonics for a certain time by
maintaining secrecy as to all results achieved on this
and associated Projects, it would be foolish to hope
that this can protect us for more than a few years.

It may be asked whether we cannot prevent the
development of military nucleonies in other coun-
tries by a monopoly on the raw materials of nuclear
power. The answer is that even though the largest
now known deposits of uranium ores are under the
control of powers which belong to the “western”
group (Canada, Belgium, and British India), the old
depasits in Czechoslovalda are outside this sphere.
Russia is known to be mining radium on its own ter-
ritory; and even if we do not know the size of the
deposits discovered so far in the USSR, the proba-
bility that no large reserves of uranium will be found

in a country which covers % of the land area of the
earth (and whose sphere of influence takes in addi-
tional territory), is too small to sexve as a basis for
security. Thus, we cannot hope to aveid a nuclear
armament race either by keeping secret from the
competing nations the basic scientific facts of nuclear
power or by cornering the raw materials required for
such a race.

.

“If the United States were to be the
first to release this new means of
indiscriminate destruction upon
mankind, she would sacrifice public
support throughout the world [and]
precipitate the race for armaments.”

We now consider the second of the two suggestions
made at the beginning of this section, and ask
whether we could not feel ourselves safe in a race of
nuclear armaments by virtue of our greater industrial
potential, including greater diffusion of scientific and
technical knowledge, greater volume and efficiency
of our skilled labor corps, and greater experience of
our management—all the factors whose importance
has been so strikingly demonstrated in the conversion
of this coun’a)}/ into an arsenal of the Allied Nations in
the present war. The answer is that all that these
advantages can give us is the accumulation of a large
number of bigger and better atomic bombs—and this
only if we produce these bombs at the maximnum of
our capacity in peace time, and do not rely on con-
version of a peace-time nucleonics industry to mili-
tary production after the beginning of hostilities.

However, such a quantitative advantage in reserves
of bottled destructive power will not make us safe
from sudden attack. Just because a potential enemy
will be afraid of being “outnumbered and out-
gunned,” the temptation for him may be overwhelm-
ing to attempt a sudden unprovoked blow—particu-
larly if he should suspect us of harboring aggressive
intentions against his security or his sphere of influ-
ence. In no other type of warfare does the advantage
lie so heavily with the aggressor. He ecan place his
“infernal machines” in advance in all our major cities
and explode them simultaneously, thus destroying a
major part of our industry and a large part of our
population, aggregated in densely populated metro-
politan districts. Our possibilities of retaliaion—
even if retaliation should be considered adequate
compensation for the loss of millions of lives and
destruction of our largest cities—will be greatly
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handicapped because we must rely on aerial trans-
portation of the bombs, and also because we may
have to deal with an enemy whose industry and pop-

. ulation are dispersed over a large territory.

 In fact, if the race for nuclear armaments is

. allowed to develop, the only apparent way in which

our country can be protected from the paralyzing
effects of a sudden attack is by dispersal of those
industries which are essential for our war effort and
dispersal of the populations of our major metropoli-
tan cities. As long as nuclear bombs remain scarce

- (i.e., as long as uranium and thorium remain the onl
y

basic materials for their fabrication), efficient disper-
sal of our industry and the scattering of our metro-
politan population will considerably decrease the
temptation to attack us by nuclear weapons. . . .

We are fully aware of the staggering difficulties
involved in such a radical change in the social and

-economic structure of our nation. We felt, however,

that the dilemma had to be stated, to show what kind
of alternative methods of protection will have to be
considered if no successful international agreement
is reached. It must be pointed out that in this field
we are in a less favorable position than nations which
are either now more diffusely populated and whose
industries are more scattered, or whose governments
have unlimited power over the movement of popula-
tion and the location of industrial plants.

If no efficient international agreement is achieved,
the race for nuclear armaments will be on in earnest
not later than the morning after our first demonstra-
tion of the existence of nuclear weapons. After this,
it might take other nations three or four years to
overcome our present head start, and eight or ten
years to draw even with us if we continue to do
intensive work in this field. This might be all the
tirne we would have to bring about the regroupment
of our population and industry. Obviously, no time
should be lost in inaugurating a study of this problem
by experts.

III. PROSPECTS OF ACREEMENT

The consequences of nuclear warfare, and the
type of measures which would have to be taken to
protect a country from total destruction by nuclear
bombing, must be as abhorrent to other nations as to
the United States. England, France, and the smaller
nations of the Buropean continent, with their con-
geries of people and industries, would be in a partic-
ularly desperate situation in the face of such a threat.
Russia and China are the only great nations at pre-
sent which could survive a nuclear attack, However,
even though these countries may value human life
less than the peoples of Western Europe and Amer-
ica, and even though Russia, in particular, has an
immense space over which its vital industries could

be dispersed and a government which can order this
dispersion the day it is convinced that such a mea-
sure is necessary—there is no doubt that Russia will
shudder at the possibility of a sudden disintegration
of Moscow and Leningrad and of its new industrial
cities in the Urals and Siberia. Therefore, only lack
of mutual #rust, and not lack of desire for agreement,
can stand in the path of an efficient agreement for
the prevention of nuclear warfare. The achievement
of such an agreement will thus essentially depend on
the integrity of intentions and readiness to sacrifice
the necessary fraction of one’s own sovereignty, by all
the parties to the agreement,

Revealing Nuclear Weapons to the World

From this point of view, the way in which the
nuclear weapons now being secretly developed in
this country are first revealed to the world appears to
be of great, perhaps fateful importance.

One possible way—which may particularly appeal
to those who consider nuclear bombs primarily as a
secret weapon developed to help win the present
war—is to use them without warning on an appro-
priately selected object in Japan. It is doubtful
whether the first available bombs, of comparatively
low efficiency and small size, will be sufficient to
break the will or ability of Japan to resist, especially
given the fact that the major cities like Tokyo,
Nagoya, Osaka and Kobe already will largely have
been reduced to ashes by the slower process of ordi-
nary aerial bombing. Although important tactical
results undoubtedly can be achieved by a sudden
introduction of nuclear weapons, we nevertheless
think that the question of the use of the very first
available atomic bombs in the Japanese war should
be weighed very carefully, not only by military
authorities, but by the highest political leadership of
this country. If we consider international agreement
on total prevention of nuclear warfare as the para-
monnt objective, and believe that it can be achieved,
this kind of introduction of atomic weapons to the
world may easily destroy all our chances of success.
Russia, and even allied countries which bear less
mistrust of our ways and intentions, as well as neutral -
countries may be deeply shocked. It may be very dif-
ficult to persuade the world that a nation which was
capable of secretly preparing and suddenly releasing
a weapon as indiscriminate as the rocket bomb and a
million times more destructive, is to be trusted in its
proclaimed desire of having such weapons abolished
by international agreement. We have large accumu-
lations of poison gas, but do not use them, and recent
polls have shown that public opinion in this country
would disapprove of such a use even if it would
accelerate the winning of the Far Fastern war. It is
true that some irrational element in mass psychology
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makes gas poisoning more revolting than blasting by
explosives, even though gas warfare is in no way
more “inhuman” than the war of bombs and bullets.
Nevertheless, it is not at all certain that American
public opinion, if it could be enlightened as to the
effect. of atomic explosives, would approve of our
own country being the first to introduce such an
indiseriminate method of wholesale destruction of
civilian life,

Thus, from the “optimistic” point of view—looking

“forward to an international agreement on the pre-
vention of nuclear warfare——the military advantages
and the saving of American lives achieved by the
sudden use of atomic bombs against Japan may be
outweighed by the ensuing loss of confidence and by
a wave of horror and repulsion sweeping over the
rest of the world and perhaps even dividing public
opinion at home.

From this point of view, a demonstration of the
new weapon might best be made, before the eyes of
representatives of all the United Nations, on the
desert or a barren island. The best possible atmos-
phere for the achievement of an international agree-
ment could be achieved if America could say to the
world, “You see what sort of a weapon we had but did
not use. We are ready to renounce its use in the
future if other nations join us in this renunciation
and agree to the establishment of an efficient inter-
national control.”

After such a demonstration the weapon might per-
haps be used against Japan if the sanction of the
United Nations (and of public opinion at home) wers
obtained, perhaps after a preliminary ultimatum to
Japan to surrender or at least to evacnate certain
regions as an alternative to their total destruction.
This may sound fantastic, but in nuclear weapons we
have something entirely new in order of magnitude
of destructive power, and if we want to capitalize
fully on the advantage their possession gives us, we
must use new and imaginative methods.

L Starting an Arms Race

It must be stressed that if one takes the pessimistic
point of view and discounts the possibility of an
effective international control over nuclear,weapons
at the present time, then the advisability of an early
use of nuclear bombs against Japan becomes even
more doubtful—quite independently of any human-
itarian considerations. If an international agreement
is not concluded immediately after the first demon-
stration, this will mean a flying start toward an unlim-
ited armaments race. If this race is inevitable, we
have every reason to delay its beginning as long as
possible in order to increase our head start stll fur-
ther. . .. The benefit to the nation, and the saving of
American lives in the future, achieved by renouncing

an early demonstration of nuclear bombs and letting
the other nations come into the race only reluctantly,
on the basis of guesswork and without definite
knowledge that the “thing does work,” may far out-
woigh the advantages to be gained by the immediate
use of the first and comparatively inefficient bombs
in the war against Japan. On the other hand, it may
be argued that without an early demonstration it may
prove difficult to obtain adequate support for further
intensive development of nucleonics in this country
and that thus the time gained by the postponement
of an open armaments race will not be properly used.
Furthermore one may suggest that other nations are
now, or will soon be, nut entirely unaware of our pre-
sent achievements, and that consequently the post-
ponement of a demonstration may serve no useful
purpose as far as the avoidance of an armaments race
is concerned, and may only create additional mis-
trust, thus worsening rather than improving the
chances of an ulimate accord on the international
control of nuclear explosives.

Thus, if the prospects of an agreement will be con-
sidered poor in the immediate future, the pros and
cons of an early revelation of our possession of
nuclear weapons to the world—not only by their
actual use against Japan, but also by a prearranged
demonstration—must be carefully weighed by the
supreme political and military leadership of the
country, and the decision should not be left to mili-
tary tacticians alone.

One may point out that scientists themselves have
initiated the development of this “secret weapon”
and it is therefore strange that they should be reluc-
tant to try it out on the enemy as soon as it is avail-
able. The answer to this question was given above—
the compelling reason for creating this weapon with
such speed was our fear that Germany had the tech-
nical skill necessary to develop such a weapon, and
that the German government had no moral restraints
regarding its use.

Another argument which could be quoted in favor

‘of using atomic bombs as soon as they are available is

that so much taxpayers’ money has been invested in
these Projects that the Congress and the American
public will demand a return for their money. The atti-
tude of American public opinion, mentioned earlier,
in the matter of the use of poison gas against Japan,
shows that one can expect the American public to
understand that it is sometimes desirable to keep a
weapon in readiness for use only in extreme emer-
gency; and as soon as the potentialities of nuclear
weapons are revealed to the American people, one
can be sure that they will support all attempts to
make the use of such weapons impossible.

Once this is achieved, the large installations and the
accurnulation of explosive material at present ear-
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marked for potential military use will become avail-
able for important peace-time developments, includ-
., ing power production, large engineering undertakings,
and mass production of radioactive materials. In this
way, the money spent on wartime development of
nucleonics may become a boon for the peacetime
development of national economy: . .

SUMMARY

The development of nuclear power not only con-

stitutes an important addition to the technological
and military power of the United States, but also cre-
ates grave political and economic problems for the
future of this country.
- Nuclear bombs cannot possibly remain a “secret
" weapon” at the exclusive disposal of this country for
more than a few years. The scientific facts on which
their construction is based are well known to scien-
- tists of other countries. Unless an effective interna-
tional control of nuclear explosives is instituted, a
race for nuclear armamenis is certain to ensue fol-
lowing the first revelation of our possession of nuclear
weapons to the world. Within ten years other coun-
tries may have nuclear bombs, each of which, weigh-
ing less than a ton, could destroy an urban area of
more than ten square miles. In the war to which such
an armaments race is likely to lead, the United States,
with its agglomeration of population and industry in
comparatively few metropolitan districts, will be at a
disadvantage compared to nations whose population
and industry are scattered over large areas.

We believe that these considerations make the use
of nuclear bombs for an early unannounced attack
against Japan inadvisable. If the United States were
to be the first to release this new means of indis-
criminate destruction upon mankind, she would sac-
rifice public support throughout the world, precipi-
tate the race for armaments, and prejudice the
possibility of reaching an international agreement on
the future control of such weapons,

Much more favorable conditions for the eventual
achievement of such an agreement could be created
if nuclear bombs were first revealed to the world by
a demonstration in an appropriately selected unin-
habited area.

In case chances for the establishment of an effec-
tive international control of nuclear weapons should
have to be considered slight at the present time, then
not only the use of these weapons against Japan, but
even their early demonstration, may be contrary to
the interests of this country. A postponement of such
a demonstration will have in this case the advantage of
delaying the beginning of the nuclear armaments race
as long as possible. H, during the time gained, ample
support can be made available for further develop-
ment of the field in this country, the postponement

will substantially increase the lead which we have
established during the present war, and our pesition
in an armament race or in any later attempt at inter-
national agreement would thus be strengthened.

On the other hand, if no adequate public support
for the development of nucleonics will be available
without a demonstration, the postponement of the
latter may be deemed inadvisable, because enough
information might leak out to cause other nations to
start the armament race, in which we would then be
at a disadvantage, There is also the possibility that
the distrust of other nations may be aroused if they
know that we are conducting a development under
cover of secrecy, and that this will make it more dif-
ficult eventually to reach an agreement with them.

If the government should decide in favor of an
early demonstration of nuclear weapons, it will then
have the possibility of taking into account the public
opinion of this country and of the other nations
before deciding whether these weapons should be
used in the war against Japan. In this way, other
nations may assume a share of responsibility for such
a fateful decision.

To sum up, we urge that the use of nuclear bombs
in this war be considered as a problem of long-range
national policy rather than of military expediency,
and that this policy be directed primarily to the
achievement of an agreement permitting an effective
international control of the means of nuclear warfare.

The vital importance of such a control for our
country is obvious from the fact that the only effec-
tive alternative method of protecting this country
appears to be a dispersal of our major cities and
essential industries.

J. FraNck, CHAIRMAN
D.J. HUGHES

J.]. Nicksow

E. RABINOWITCH

G.T. SEABORG

J.C. STEARNS

L. SzirARD

ViEwroINT 30B

The Decision to Drop
the Atomic Bomb on Japan
Was Justitied (1947)
Henry L. Stimson (1867-1950)

The United States dropped an atomic bomb on
the Japanese city of Hiroshima on August 6, 1945,
and a second bomb on Nagasaki three days later. The

Excerpted from “The Decision to Use the Atomic Bomb” by Henry L.
Stimson, Copyright @1047 by Harper’s Magazine. All rights reserved.
Reproduced from the February issue by special permission.
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two detonations reduced most of both cities to rub-
ble and killed, both instantly and by subsequent radi-
ation poisoning, tens of thousands of Japanese (esti-
mates range from 80,000 to 200,000). Within a few
days Japan surrendered and World War II was over.
For some Americans victory was clouded by the rev-
elation of the atomic bomb’s destructive power and
America’s decision to use it. An editorial in the jour-
nal Christian Century held that “use of the atomic
bomb has placed our nation in an indefensible moral
position.” Partly to counter this and other criticisms,
Henry L. Stimson, secretary of war during World
War I, wrote an article, published in Harper’s Mag-
azine in February 1947, that subsequently became
well known. In the article, excerpted here, Stimson
defends the decision to drop two atomic bombs on
Japan and describes the process behind the decision.

Stimson, a secretary of state under President Her-
bert Hoover in the 1930s, was appointed secretary of
war by President Franklin D). Roosevelt in 1840,
After Roosevelt’s death on April 12, 1945, Stimson
continued to serve as secretary of war under the new
president, Harry S. Truman, until Septernber 1945.
Stimson was the chief adviser to Roosevelt and Tru-
man on atemic policy and was in charge of the effort
to produce an atomic bomb. On May 31, 1945, short-
ly after Roosevell’s death, he chaired a special Inter-
im Committee meeting of leading government and
military officials as well as a scientific panel of four
nuclear physicists from the Manhattan Project. Fol-
lowing this and other meetings, he and the commit-
tee recommended to Truman that the atomic bomb
be used against Japan.

What were the primary reasons for using the
atomic bomb, according to Stimson? How impor-
tant, according to his account, were reservations
such as those expressed in viewpoint 30A by the
Franck Committee? What response does he offer to
these concerns? What reasons does Stimson provide
for rejecting the idea of a noncombat demonstration

of the bomb?

n recent months there has been much comment
- about the decision to use atomic bombs in

attacks on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and -

Nagasaki. This decision was one of the gravest made
by our government in recent years, and it is entirely
proper that it should be widely discussed. I have
therefore decided to record for alt who may be inter-
ested my understanding of the events which led up
to the attack on Hiroshima on August 6, 1945, on
Nagasaki on August 9, and the Japanese decision to
surrender, on August 10. No single individual can
hope to know exactly what took place in the minds of
all of those who had a share in these events, but what

follows is an exact description of our thoughts and
actions as I find them in the records and in my clear
recollection.

Plans and Preparations

It was in the fall of 1841 that the question of atom-
ic energy was first brought directly to my attention,
At that time President Roosevelt appointed a com-
mittee consisting of Vice President [ Henry] Wallace,
General [George G.] Marshall, Dr. Vannevar Bush,
Dr. James B. Conant, and myself. The function of
this committee was to advise the President on ques-
tions of policy relating to the study of nuclear fission
which was then proceeding both in this country and
in Great Britain. For nearly four years thereafter I
was directly connected withall major decisions of
policy on the development and use of atomic energy,
and from May 1, 1943, until my resignation as Sec-
retary of War on September 21, 1945, T was directly
responsible to the President for the administration of
the entire undertaking; my chief advisers in this peri-
od were General Marshall, Dr, Bush, Dr, Conant,
and Major General Leslie R. Groves, the officer in
charge of the project. At the same time I was the
President’s senior adviser on the military employ-
ment of atomic energy.

A Simple Policy

The policy adopted and steadily pursued by Presi-
dent Roosevelt and his advisers was a simple one. It
was to spare no effort in securing the earliest possi-
ble successful devélopment of an atomic weapon.
The reasons for this policy were equally simple. The
original experimental achievement of atomic fission
had occurred in Germany in 1938, and it was known
that the Germans had continued their experiments.
In 1941 and 1942 they were believed to be ahead of
us, and it was vital that they should not be the first to
bring atomic weapons into the field of battle. Fur-
thermore, if we should be the first to develop the
weapon, we should have a great new instrument for
shortening the war and minimizing destruction. At
no time, from 1941 to 1945, did I ever hear it sug-
gested by the President, or by any other responsible
member of the government, that atomic energy
should not be used in the war. All of us of course
understood the terrible responsibility involved in our
attempt to unlock the doors to such a devastating
weapon; President Roosevelt particularly spoke to
me many times of his own awareness of the cata-
strophic potentialities of our work. But we were at
war, and the work must be done. I therefore empha-
size that it was our common objective, throughout
the war, to be the first to produce an atomic weapon
and use it. The possible atomic weapon was consid-
ered to be a new and tremendously powerful explo-
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sive, as legitimate as any other of the deadly explo-
sive weapons of modern war. The entire purpose was
the production of a military weapon; on no other
ground could the wartime expenditure of so much
time and money have been justified. The exact cir-
cumstances in which that weapon might be used
were unknown to any of us until the middle of 1945,
and when that time came, as we shall presently see,
the military use of atomic energy was connected with
larger questions of national policy.

- L ]

“This deliberate, premeditated destruction
was our least abhorrent choice. The
destruction of Hiroshima and Nagasaki
put an end to the Japanese war”

The extraordinary story of the successful develop-
ment of the atomic bomb has been well told else-
where. As time went on it became clear that the
weapon would not be available in time for use in the
European Theater, and the war against Germany was
successfully ended by the use of what are now called
conventional means. But in the spring of 1945 it
became evident that the climax of our prolonged
atomic effort was at hand. By the nature of atomic
chain reactions, it was impossible to state with cer-
tainty that we had succeeded until a bomb had actu-
ally exploded in a fullscale experiment; nevertheless
it was considered exceedingly probable that we
should by midsummer have successfully detonated
the first atomic bomb. This was to be done at the
Alamogordo Reservation in New Mexico. It was thus
time for detailed consideration of our future plans.
What had begun as a well-founded hope was now
developing into a reality.

On March 15, 1945, I had my last talk with Presi-
dent Roosevelt. . . .

This conversation covered the three aspects of the
question which were then uppermost in our minds.
Hirst, it was always necessary to suppress a lingering
doubt that any such titanic undertaking could be
successful. Second, we must consider the implica-
tions of success in terms of its long-range postwar
effect. Third, we must face the problem that would
be presented at the time of our first use of the

weapon, for with that first use there must be some

public statement.

Briefing Harry S. Truman

I did not see Franklin Roosevelt again, The next
time I went to the White House to discuss atomic
energy was April 25, 1945, and I went to explain the

nature of the problem to a man whose only previous
knowledge of our activities was that of a Senator who
had loyally accepted our assurance that the matter
must be kept a secret from him. Now he was Presi-
dent and Commander-in-Chief, and the final respon-
sibility in this as in so many other matters rnust be
his. President Truman accepted this responsibility
with the same fine spirit that Senator Truman had
shown before in accepting our refusal to inform him.

1 discussed with him the whole history of the pro-
ject. We had with us General Groves, who explained
in detail the progress which had been made and the
probable future course of the work. I also discussed
with President Truman the broader aspects of the
subject, and the memorandum which 1 used in this
discussion is again a fair sample of the state of our

thinking at the time.

Memorandum Discussed with President Truman,
April 25, 1945

1. Within four months we shall in all probability have
completed the most terrible weapon ever known in human
history, one bomb of which could destroy a whole city.

2. Although we have shared its development with the
U.K., physically the U.S. is at present in the position of con-
trolling the resources with which to construct and use it and
no other nation could reach this pesition for some years.

3. Nevertheless it is practically certain that we could not
remain in this position indefinitely.

a. Various segments of its discovery and production are
widely known among many scientists in many couniries,
although few scientists are now acquainted with the
whole process which we have developed.
b. Although its construction under present methods
requires great scientific and industrial effort and raw
materials, which are temporarily mainly within the pos-
session and knowledge of U.S. and U.K., it is extremely
probable that much easier and cheaper methods of pro-
duction will be discovered by scientists in the future,
together with the use of materials of much wider distrib-
ution. As a result, it is exiremely probable that the future
will make it possible for atomic bombs to be constructed
by smaller natfions or even groups, or at least by a larg-
er nation in a much shorter time.

4, As aresult, it is indicated that the future may see a fime
when such a weapon may be constructed in secret and used
suddenly and effectively with devastating power by a wilful
nation or group against an unsuspecting nation or group of
much greater size and material power. With is aid even a
very powerful unsuspecting nation might be conquered
within a very few days by a very much smaller one. . ..

5. The world in its present state of moral advancement
compared with its technical development would be eventu-
ally at the mercy of such a weapon. In other words, mod-
ern civilization might be completely destroyed.

6. To approach any world peace organization of any
pattern now likely to be considF:ared, without an apprecia-
tion by the leaders of our country of the power of this new
weapon, would seem to be unrealistic. No sysfem of con-
trol heretofore considered would be adequate to control
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this menace. Both inside any particular country ond
beiween the nations of the world, the contral of this
weapon will undoubtedly be a matter of the gredtest diffi-
clly and would involve such thoroughgoing rights of
inspection and internal controls as we have never heretc-
fore contemplated. -

7. Furthermore, in the light of our present pasition with
referende to this weapon, the question of sharing it with
other nations and, if so shared, upon what terms, becomes
a primary question of our Forelgn relations. Also our lead-
ership in the war and in the development of this weapon
has placed a certain moral responsibility upon us which we
cannot shirk withouf very sericus responsibility for any dis-
aster to civilization which it would further.

8. On the other hand, if the problem of the proper use
of this weapon can be solved, we would have the oppor-
tunity to bring the world into o pattern in which the peace
of the world and our civilization can be saved.

9. As stated in General Groves’ report, steps are under
way looking towards the establishment of a select commit-
tee of particular qualifications for recommending action fo
the executive and legislative branches of our government
when secrecy is no longer in il effect. The commitiee
would also recommend the actions to be faken by the War
Department prior to that fime in anticipation of the postwar
problems. All recommendations would of course be first
submitted fo the President.

The next step in our preparations was the appoint-
ment of the committee referred to in paragraph (9)
above. This committee, which was Imown as the
Interim Committee, was charged with the function
of advising the President on the various questions
- raised by our apparently imminent success in devel-
oping an atormic weapon. I was its chairman, but the
principal labor of guiding its extended deliberations
fell to George L. Harrison, who acted as chairman in
my absence. It will be useful to consider the work of
the committee in some detail, Its members were the
following, in addition to Mr. Harrison and myself:

James F. Byrnes (then a private citizen) as person-
al representative of the President [later appointed
Truman’s secretary of state].

Ralph A. Bard, Under Secretary of the Navy.

William L. Clayton, Assistant Secretary of State.

Dr. Vannevar Bush, Director, Office of Scientific
Research and Development, and president of the
. Camegie Institution of Washington.

Dr. Karl T. Compton, Chief of the Office of Field
Service in the Office of Scientific Research and
Development, and president of the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology.

Dr. James B. Conant, Chairman of the National
Defense Research Committee, and president of
Harvard University.

Broad Discussions

The discussions of the committee ranged over the
whole field of atomic energy, in its political, military,

and scientific aspects. That part of its work which
particularly concems us here relates to its recom-
mendations for the use of atomic energy against
Japan, but it should be borne in mind that these rec-
ommendations were not made in a vacuum. The
committee’s work included the drafting of the state-
ments which were published immediately after the
first bombs were dropped, the drafting of a bill for
the domestic control of atomic energy, and recom-
mendations looking toward the international control
of atomic energy. The Interim Committee was assist-
ed in its work by a Scientific Panel whose members
were the following: Dr. A. H. Compton, Dr. Enrico
Fermi, Dr. E. O. Lawrence, and Dr. ]. R. Oppen-
heimer. All four were nuclear physicists of the first
rank; all four had held positions of great importance
in the atomic project from its inception. At a meet-
ing with the Interim Committee and the Scientific
Panel on May 31, 1945, I urged all those present to
feel free to express themselves on any phase of the
subject, scientific or political. Both General Marshall
and I at this meeting expressed the view that atomic
energy could not be considered simply in terms of
military weapons but must also be considered in

* terms of a new relationship of man to the universe.

Recommendations of the Committee

On June 1, after its discussions with the Scientific
Panel, the Interim Committee unanimously adopted
the following recommendations:

{1) The bomb should be used against Japan as soon
as possible.

(2} It should be used on a dual target—that is, a
military installation or war plant surrounded by or
adjacent to heouses and other buildings most suscep-
tible to damage, and

(3) It should be used without prior warning {of the
nature of the weapon]. One member of the commit-
tee, Mr. Bard, later changed his view and dissented
from recommendation (3).

In reaching these conclusions the Interim Com-
mittee carefully considered such alternatives as a
detailed advance waming or a demonstration in
some uninhabited area. Both of these suggestions
were discarded as unprachcal They were not regard-
ed as likely to be effective in compelling a surrender
of Japan, and both of thern involved serious risks.
Even the New Mexico test would not give final proof
that any given bomb was certain to explode when
dropped from an airplane, Quite apart from the gen-
erally unfamiliar nature of atomic explosives, there
was the whole problem of exploding a bomb at a pre-
determined height in the air by a complicated mech-
anism which could not be tested in the static test of
New Mexico. Nothing would have been more dam-
aging to our effort to obtain surrender than a warn-
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ing or a,demonstration followed by a dud—and this

was a real possibility. Furthermore, we had no bombs

to waste. It was vital that a sufficient effect be quick-
- ly obtained with the few we had.

J Views of Other Scientists

The Tnterim Committee and the Scientific Panel
also served as a channel through which suggestions
from other scientists working on the atomic project
were forwarded to me and to the President. Among
the suggestions thus forwarded was one memoran-
dum which questioned using the bomb at all against
the enemy. On June 16, 1945, after consideration of

that memorandum, the Scientific Panel made a
report, from which T quote the following paragraphs:

The opinions of our scientific colleagues on the ini-
tial use of these weapons are not unanimous: they
range [rom the proposal of a purely technical
demonstration to that of the military applcation
best designed to induce surrender. Those who advo-
cate a purely technical demonstration would wish to
outlaw the use of atomic weapons, and have feared
that if we use the weapons now our position in
future negotiations will be prejudiced. Others
emphasize the opportunity of saving American lives
by immediate military use, and believe that such use
will improve the international praspects, in that they
are more concerned with the prevendion of war than
with the elimination of this special weapon. We find
ourselves closer to these latter views; we can pro-
pose o technical demonstration lkely to bring an
end to the war; we see no acceptable alternative o
direct military use. {Italics mine]

With regard to these general aspects of the use of
atomic energy, it is clear that we, as scienfific men,
have no proprietary rights. It is true that we are
among the few citizens who have had occasion to
give thoughtful consideration to these problems
during the past few years. We have, however, no
claim to special competence in solving the political,
social, and military problems which are presented
by the advent of atomic power.

The foregoing discussion presents the reasoning of
the Interim Committee and its advisers. 1 have dis-
cussed the work of these gentlemen at length in order
to make it clear that we sought the best advice that
we could find. The committees function was, of
course, entirely advisory. The ultimate responsibility
for the recommendation to the President rested upon
me, and T have no desire to veil it. The conclusions of
the commiftee were similar to my own, although I
reached mine independently. I felt that to extract a
genuine surrender from the Emperor and his military
advisers, they must be administered a tremendous
shock which would carry convincing proof of our
power to destroy the Empire. Such an effective shock
would save many times the number of lives, both

American and Japanese, that it would cost. . . .

Memorandum on Japan
I wrote a memorandum for the President, on July

9, which 1 believe fairly represents the thinking of
the American government as it finally took shape in
action. This memorandum was prepared after dis-
cussion and general agreement with Joseph C. Grew,
Acting Secretary of State, and Secretary of the Navy
[James] Forrestal, and when I discussed it with the
President, he espressed his general approval.

Memorandum for the President, Proposed Program for
Japan, July 2, 1945 .

1. The plans of operation up to and including the first
landing have been authorized and the preparations for the
operation are now actually going on. This situation was
accepted by all members of your conference on Monday,
June 18.

2. There is reason to believe that the operation for the
occupation of Japan following the landing may be a very
long, costly, and arduous struggle on our part. The terrain,
much of which [ have visited several times, has left the
impression on my memory of being one which would be
susceptible fo a last ditch defense such as has been made
on Iwo Jima and Okinawa and which of course is very
much larger than either of those two areas. According to
my recollection it will be much more unfavorable with
regard to tank maneuvering than either the Philippines or
Germany.

3. ff we once land on one of the main islands and begin
a forceful occupdiion of Japan, we shall probably have cast
the die of last ditch resistance. The Japanese are highly
patriofic and certainly suscepiible to calls for fanatical resis-
tance to repel an invasion. Once siarted in actiral invasion,
we shall in my opinion have to go through with an even
more bitter finish fight than in Germany. We shall incur the
losses incident to such a war and we shall have to feave the
Japanese islands even more thoroughly destroyed than was
the case with Germany. This would be due both to the dif
ference in the Japanese and German personal character
and the differences in the size and character of the terrain
through which the operations will take place.

4. A question then comes: I there any aliermative to such
a forcehul occupation of Japan which will secure for us the
equivalent of an unconditional surrender of her forces and
a permanent desiruction of her power again fo strike an
aggressive blow at the “peace of the Pacific”? | am
inclined to think that there is enough such chance to make
it well worthwhile our giving them a warning of what is to
come and a definife opporiunity to capitulate. As above
suggested, it should be fried before the actual forceful
occupation of the homeland islands is begun and further-
more the warning should be given in ample time o permit
a national reaction fo set in.

We have the following enormously favorable factors on
our side—factors much weightier than those we had
against Germany:

Japan has no alfies.

Her navy is nearly destroyed and she is vulnerable to a
surface and underwater blockade which can deprive her
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of sufficient food and supplies for her population.

She is terribly vulnerable to our concentrated air affack
upon her crowded cities, industrial and food resources.

She has against her not only the Anglo-American forces
but the rising forces of China and the ominous threat of
Russia.

We have inexhausfible and untouched industrial resources
to bring to bear against her diminishing potential.

We have great moral superiority through being the vic-
tim of her first sneak aitack.

The problem is to translafe these advantages into prompt
and econorriical achievement of our cbijectives. | believe
Japan is susceptible to reason in such a crisis to @ much
greater extent than is indicated by our current press and
other current comment. Japan is nof a natien composed
wholly of mad fanatics of an entirely different mentality
from ours. On the confrary, she has within the past century
shown herself to possess extremely intelligent people,
capable in an unprecedentedly short time of adopting not
only the complicated technique of QOccidental civilization
but to o substantial extent their cutiure and their political
and-secial ideas. Her advance in all these respects during
the short period of sixty or seventy years has been one of
the most astounding feats of national pregress in hisfory—
& leap from the isolated feudalism of centuries into the posi-
tion of one of the six or seven great powers of the wosld.
Shis has not only built up powerful armies and navies. She
has maintained an honest and effective national finance
and respected position in many of the sciences in which we
pride ourselves. Prior to the forcible seizure of power over
her government by the fanatical military group in 1931,
she had for ten years lived a reasonably responsible and
respectable international life.

My own opinion is in her favor on the two points
involved in this question:

a. | think the Jupanese nafion has the mental intelligence
and versaiile capacity in such o crisis to recognize the
folly of a fight fo the finish and to accept the proffer of
what will amount o an unconditional surrender; and
b. | think she has within her population enough liberal
leaders [although now submerged by the terrorists] te be
depended upon for her reconstruction as a responsible
member of the family of nations. | think she is beiter in
this last respect than Germany was. Her liberals yielded
only at the point of the pistol and, so far as [ am aware,
their liberal atfiiude has not been personally subverted in
the way which was so general in Germany.

On the other hand, | think that the aitempt to exterminate
her armies and her population by guntire or other means
will tend to produce a fusion of race sclidity and anfipathy
which has no andlogy in the case of Germany. We have a
national interest in creafing, if possible, a condition where-
in the lapanese nation may live as a peccaful and useful
member of the future Pacific community.

5. It is therefore my conclusion that a carefully fimed
warning be given to Japan by the chief representatives of
the United Stares, Great Britain, China, and,-if then a bel-
ligerent, Russia by calling upon Japan to surrender and
permit the occupation of her country in order to insure its
complete demilitarization for the sake of the future peace,

This warning should contain the following elements:

The varied and overwhelming character of the force we
are about to bring to bear on the islands.

The inevitability and completeness of the desiruction
which the full application of this force will entail.

The determination of the Allies to destroy permanently
all autherity and influence of those who have deceived
and misled the country into embarking on world con-
quest,

The determination of the Allies to limit Japanese sover
eignty to her main islands and fo render them powerless
to mount and support anather war.

The disavowal of any attempt to extirpate the Japanass
as a race or io destroy them as a nation.

A staisment of our readiness, once her economy is
purged of its militaristic influence, to permit the Japar-
ese fo maintain such indusiries, particulardy of a Eghf
consumer character, as offer no threat of aggression
against their neighbors, but which can produce a sus-
taining economy, and provide o reasonable standard of
living. The statement should indicate cur willingness, for
this purpose, to give Japan trade access to external raw
materials, but no langer any control aver the sources of
supply outside her main isiands. It should also indicate
our willingness, in accordance with our now established
foreign irade policy, in due ourse to enter info mutual-
ly advantageous frade relations with her.

The withdrawal from their country as soon as the abave
chiectives of the Allies are accomplished, and as soon
as there has been established a peacefully inclined gov-

"ernment, of a character representative of the masses of

the Japanese people. | personally think that if in saying
this we should add that we do not exclude a constitu-
fional monarchy under her present dynasty, it would
substantially add to the chances of acceptance.

6. Success of eourse will depend on the potency of the
warning which we give her. She has an extremely sensitive
national pride and, as we are now seeing every day, when
actually locked with the enemy will fight to the very death.
For that reason the warning must be tendered before the
actual invasion has occurred and while the impending
destruction, though clear beyond peradventure, has not yet
reduced her to fandtical despair. If Russia is a part of the
threaf, the Russian altack, if aciual, must not have pro-
gressed too far. Our own bombing should be confined to
military objectives as far as possible.

It is important to emphasize the double character
of the suggested warning. It was designed to promise

destruction if Japan resisted, and hope, if she sur-

rendered. .

Tt will be noted that the atomic bomb is not men-
tioned in this memorandum. On grounds of secrecy
the bomb was never mentioned except when absolute-
ly necessary, and furthermore, it had not yet been test-
ed. It was of course well forward in our minds, as the
memorandum was written and discussed, that the
homb would be the best possible sanction if our warn-
ing were rejected.

The Use of the Bomb

The adoption of the policy outlined in the memo-
randum of July 2 was a decision of high politics; once
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it was accepted by the President, the position of the

atomic bomb in our planning became quite clear. I

find that I stated in my diary, as early as June 19, that
“the last chance warning . . . must be given before an

actual landing of the ground forces in Japan, and for-

tunately the plans provide for enough time to bring

in'the sanctions to our warning in the shape of heavy

ordinary bombing attack and an attack of §-1.” -1

was a code name for the atomic bomb.

There was much discussion in Washington about
the timing of the warning to Japan. The controlling
factor in the end was the date already set for the
Potsdam meeting of the Big Three. It was President
_ Truman’s decision that such a warning should be
solemnly issued by the U.S. and the UK. from this
meeting, with the concurrence of the head of the
- Chinese government, so that it would be plain that
all of Japan’s principal enemies were in entire unity.
This was done, in the Potsdam ultimatum of July 26,
which very closely followed the above memorandum
of July 2, with the exception that it made no mention
of the Japanese Emperor.

On July 28 the Premier of Japan, [Kantaro] Suzuld,
rejected the Potsdam ultimatum by announcing that
it was “unworthy of public notice.” In the face of this
rejection we could only proceed to demonstrate that
the ultimatum had meant exactly what it said when it
stated that if the Japanese continued the war, “the full
application of our military power, backed by our
resolve, will mean the inevitable and complete
destruction of the Japanese armed forces and just as
inevitably the utter devastation of the Japanese
homeland.”

A Suitable Weapon

For such a purpose the atomic bomb was an emi-
nently suitable weapon. The New Mexico test
occurred while we were at Potsdam, on July 16, It
was immediately clear that the power of the bomb
measured up to our highest estimates. We had devel-
oped a weapon of such a revolutionary character that
its use against the enemy might well be expected to
produce exactly the kind of shock on the Japanese
ruling oligarchy which we desired, strengthening the
position of those who wished peace, and weakening
that of the military party. . . .

Hiroshima was bombed on August 6, and Nagasa-
ki on August 9. These two cities were active working
parts of the Japanese war effort. One was an army
center; the other was naval and industrial. Hiroshima
was the headquarters of the Japanese Army defend-
ing southern Japan and was a major military storage
and assembly point. Nagasald was a a major seaport
and it contained several large industrial plants of
great wartime importance. We believed that our
attacks had struck cities which must certainly be

important to the Japanese military leaders, both
Army and Navy, and we waited for a result. We wait-
ed one day.

Many accounts have been written about the Japan-
ese surrender. After a prolonged Japanese cabinet
session in which the deadlock was broken by the
Emperor himself, the offer to surrender was made on
August 10. Tt was based on the Potsdam terms, with a
reservation concerning the sovereignty of the Emper-
or. While the Allied reply made no promises other
than those already given, it implicitly recognized the
Emperor’s position by prescribing that his power
must be subject to the orders of the Allied Supreme
Commander. These terms were accepted on August
14 by the Japanese, and the instrument of surrender
was formally signed on September 2 in Tokyo Bay.
Our great objective was thus achieved, and all the evi-
dence I have seen indicates that the controlling factor
in the final Japanese decision to accept our terms of
surrender was the atomic bomb. . . .

A Personal Summary

In the foregoing pages I have tried to give an accu-
rate account of my own personal observations of the
circumstances which led up to the use of the atomic
bomb and the reasons which underlay our use of it.
To me they have always seemed compelling and clear,
and I cannot see how any person vested with such
responsibilities as mine could have taken any other
course or given any other advice to his chiefs. . ..

As I read over what I have written, I am aware that
much of it, in this year of peace, may have a harsh
and unfeeling sound. It would perhaps be possible to
say the same things and say them more gently. But 1
do not think it would be wise. As I look back over the
five years of my service as Secretary of War, I see too
many stern and heartrending decisions to be willing
to pretend that war is anything else than what it is.
The face of war is the face of death; death is an
inevitable part of every order that a wartime leader
gives. The decision to use the atomic bomb was a
decision that brought death to over a hundred thou-
sand Japanese. No explanation can change that fact
and I do not wish to gloss it over. But this deliberate,
premeditated destruction was our least abhorrent
choice. The destruction of Hiroshima and Nagasaki
put an end to the Japanese war. It stopped the fire
raids and the strangling blockade; it ended the ghast-
Iy specter of a clash of great land armies.

In this last great action of the Second World War
we were given final proof that war is death. War in the
twenteth century has grown steadily more barbarous,
more destructive, more debased in all its aspects.
Now, with the release of atomic energy, man’s ability
to destroy himself is very nearly complete. The
bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki ended a
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war, They also made it wholly clear that we must

- pever have another war. This is the lesson men and

leaders everywhere must Jeamn, and I believe that
when they learn it they will find a way to lasting
peace. There is no other choice.
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