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Admiral NAGAVO stated that prior to 1941 the Japanese Navy had no plans
for attacklng Pearl darbor though it planned to strike south “for raw materials,
Due to its irnferdiority to the U.S. Fleet it intended to tight defensive.  Naval
battles. in home waters under cover of .island-based aircraft. The plan to.
attack Pearl 1arbor was first developed by the Combined Fleet and was accepted
by the Naval General Staff in October. The realization that Japan would have
to fight a combination.of Allied Navies made- the Pearl Harbor attack necessary
in- order to eliminate temporarily one part of that comblned strength. He did
not know if spy~reports of American Naval war maneuvers were utilized. = 8
plannlne the dttack, As a result of damage inflicted at Pearl Harbor ‘he

stimated it would take ten months for the U, S, fleet to organize new task
forces but expected the Americans to use all available ‘ships and was, there~
fore, aot surprised by the size of the American forces involved in the Coral
Sea and Midway battles,

Carrier development by the U.S. gave the 1mpetus to. Japanese empha51s
on carrier constructlon and by 1939-40" carrlers had become the pr1nc1pal
offen81ve power of the Japanese s TS

The Tokyo High Commands directed Japan's expansion into the Solomons
and the Indian Qcean. This was considered strategically necessary in order
to protect essential occupled terrltory'w1th outlaying 20Nes which could be used
1or perlpheral defense in.depbhé = 5. o : .

The Admlral attrlbuted Japan's dcfeat. to several factors, 1nc1ud1ng
1nab111ty to maintain supply linesvand. 1nferlor1ty to the U.8, in oivil
cngineering capac1ty.‘ However, .in ‘his opinion the factor which contributed .
moet to Japan's defeat was insufficiency of carrier and land-based aviation
support., He considers control of the air most important in modern warfare and
believes the importance of armies and navies has been reduced by air development.

Admiral NAGANO was not familiar with Japan's war a1ms ‘but believes not
even the most optimistic Japanese expected Japan to defcat the. . U.S¢ and Britain,.

The Japanese hoped that by prrtracted wurfare they could force a-nagatiated
peaae, - e . . e ey
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INTERROGATION RESTRECTHD-

Upon receiving appointment as Chief of the Naval CGeneral Staff in April of
1941, did you receive any specific directive, as to what your goal would
be, from the Navy Minister, from the Premier, or from the Emperor?

I believe that my appointment to that position was chiefly the result of
recommendation by my immediate predecessor, Prince FUSHIMI and when taking
ovor from the Prince I was requested to do my utmost in filling the possi-
tion as successor; and as I already knew just what the general situation
was, 1 was not given any direct instructions by the Emperor, by the FPrime
Minister, or by the Navy Ministera

T would like to add this: At the time of the formation of the Three—
Power Pact, my predecessor, Admiral Prince FUSHIMI, expressed his view
that, even with the Thrce-~Power Fact 1in existence, it would be better for
Japan not to undertake war against the United States and Great Britain, and
that was constantly in my mind.

At the time that you assumed this post, rere plans already drawn up for
the execution of certain maneuvers in case there should be war with the
United States?

No, there were no definite plans regarding operations in the event of war
with the United States. However, every vear the Japanese Navy used to

draw plans, imaginary enimies being the United States, mngland, China and
other countries, and those annual plans would deal with the sort of oper-
ations to be carried out in the event of war with any one of those countries;
so the one that was on hand at the time was a plan that 1 think had been
drawn up in about Deccmber 1940,

"las therz an imaginary plan for the attack of an imaginary island and
similar to the Pearl Harbor installation?

No. For many years prior to that time, Japan's Naval plans had been

basczd upon the strategy of waiting for you to attack in our home waters,
because of the very wide difference in the strength of our Navy and yoursSe
In other words: Our plan was to do the most to defend the mandated islands
and Japan proper, and never had there been any plan drawn up to go as far
out as Hawaii,

Had those plans which were drawn up 1in previous years been drawn up 1n
contemplation of fleet action—i.e., fleet against fleet?

Yes, mainly fleet against fleet, but since our fleet was definitely numeric-
ally weaker, that difference was to be made up by air power based in the
mandated islands, and it was our intention that we should choose the battle—
gl‘ound 3

At what time did you, then, revise or have drawn up 2 plan for attack on
Pearl Harbor?

1 can't remember the exact time, but I believe it was around Moy, or June

of 1941 that the Combined Fleet begun to study the possibility. You didn't
ask for this, Colonel, but I shall give you the reason for the attack

on Pearl Harbor: Prior to the war, the annual plans that the Navy had
drawn up were made on the basis of single enemies—America or Great Britailn
or China as the case may be. Never had we contemplated a war in which

mors than one of those would be our enemies at the same time, but the
situation arose where that became more or less necessary owlng to the fact
that, leading up from the China Incident, Japan was completely cub gLl
from supplies of various kinds and from oil in particular, and it was
necessary to get these somewhere, and that was only pcssible in the South,
Now, our Navy was inferior as compared with yours alone——

At this time, in the middle of 19417

Yes, and when it was compared with the combined Navies of the four count-
ries involved, of course the weakness was much, much greater. Consequently,
it was necessary to eliminate at least one part of that combined naval
strength, and it was’ decided to deliver a blow against your fleet 1n

_BESTRFGTED— 4,98 i




INTE

Q.

Qe

Qe

Qe

A,

“October of that year. The plan had been all drawn up by the Cembined
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Hawaii in the hope of cutting that arm out of'the‘affair be fore there
could be a combination of strength with the other naval forces,

What new factors in naval warfare or weapons made in possible to consider
such an action as the strike against Pearl Harbor -where it previously
had not been considered? '

None. :That attack was uridertaken purely from strategic necessity and
not because:there~was introduction of any new weapon as you probably have
already found out; we had developed o new weapons unless you.c3ll those
midget submarines new weapons. It was out plan from the beginning that
tlé attack should be undertaken with aircraft., .- ™ .

Did the Japanese Navy use as a basis for planning any war maneuvers,
reports of war maneuvers, conducted in Hawaii by the United States Army
and Navy? - i S | J

In other words yvou mean did we plan our attack on the basis of those
reports? | GO P '

Yes, from our own maneuvers?
I can't say; I don't remember. The pian was brought to ﬁe, I think, about

LS

Fledt and was brought to me, and that is the first I knew about.it,.

- Do you Know of anybody who could tell me 1if they did get bhe basic idea

from our own war maneuver?

If there is anyone who knows about 1t it would be the Chief of the Third
cection of the Bureau. of Naval-Military Affairs; 1 don't know Jjust who
he was: He was the predécessor to Admiral ONA; and possibly there was
an Admiral KOSHIMA who was a member of Admiral KOGA'S Combined Fleet. He
is abouf the only one. who might know, who is left alive,

Going back to the middle of 1941, on what basis did you appraise the fact
that the Japanese Navy was weaker than the American Navy? -
As much as I regret, it was just an obvious fact that we were weaker., It
was decided as a result of the London Conference that the ratio was

5-5-3, but actually I think that it was more than 5—~5~3 because of the
greater strength of aircraft—that is, the surface vessels ratlo was
5-5-3 but you had a superior advantage in aircraft, so that Navy against
Navy it was more than 5 to 3. | -

You say that, because of our dominance in aircraft: Are you speaking Jjust
of our Naval aircraft?

Yes, it is quite unnecessary to include the Army air force; you were
sufficiently superior in Naval air force aloneg.

Was your estimate based upen relative tonnages, or did you take 1into
consideration the longevity of the particular ships, and the new weapons
on the ships? |

I never found it necessary to go.into details on that; generally speak-
ing there was such a great difference in strength. ¢

Did your estimate of that disparity in strength hold for the period imme-
diately prior to Pearl Harbor? Was there -still that great disparity in
strength? . ¥ |

Yes, I think so, and the inferiority oi-our naval air force to yours was
less in quantity thanein quality. There was a difference in quantity,
but the difference in quality was even greaters
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Q, In the quality of aircraft?

A, Yes,

Q. Immediately after Pearl Harbor what was your estimate of the comparative
strength of the two navies—-that is, after you had had time to utilize
intelligence sources to find out what the damage was?

A. At the time of the Japanese-Russo Var, 1 was attached to the Army: 1.
went ashore with a landing party in the seige of Port Arthur, and after
we took that port, I had change of the refloating of Russian battleships
that were sunk in the harbor:; and on the basis of that experience of some
thirty years back, I figured that it would take your Navy from three te
four months to refloat the ships that had been sunk in Pearl Harbor, and
that, with your tremendous industrial capacity and experience the balance
would go in your favor again very shortly, but that, as a result of the
attack on Pearl Harbor, we had gained about three to four months'! time,
and that we must make the most of it, oo 5. 40

A, I'd like to go back into the pra—EEarl Harbor period,ndw_and-ask: What
was the reason for the program of greater emphasis onh carriers which the
Japanese embarked on just prior to the war? Did the emphasis come from
England, from European experience, Or just from”p§thplpgical‘planning?'

A, No, I think our principal teacher in respect to ‘the necessity of empasi-
zing aircraft carriers was -the American Navy. We had no teachers teo
‘Speak of besides the United States in respect to the aircraft themselves
and to -the method.of their employment.  We did not have much to learn from
Great Britainvor Franea, and we were doing our utmost all the time to
catch up with the United States.. . ... .~ .. ot R g

Qs ;n the attack on' Pearl Harbor, no carriers were sunk, Was that disappoint-
ing in the outeome of this:attack? Vas it afdisappointing‘fegture? x s

A, Ofcourse there were none sunk because there were none in the harbor— -

T T, D

Q. That is right.

A, =-—and disappointment may not be quite the correct word: 1t was a matter
 of regret that there were none in the harbor, =~~~ 70 v W v RS

q. TVould the Admiral say that the Pearl Harbor attack was a pdrtial failure.
in that ‘it did not result in_.the loss of U.S. carriers? e g SN T

B No; I wouldn't say. that the attack was a failure in any way because the

result was considerable, and the fact that théere were no carriers there
cannot be attributed to our fleet, e, | oy wha

Q. Did the Admiralcorrectly'estimatethe‘$peédﬁithfﬁhich'we would employ ..
our task forces built amound*carpiers—independent“task forces without
" the protection of those battlashipS*Which'had.been sunk? ' |

A. Since by new construction you could steadily increase the size of your
 fleet, I estimated.that you would be able 1o organize new task forces
within about ‘ten months. .. - . . . & _ S 4 ,
Q: DBid'thé battle of the ‘Coral Sea, then, .and the Battle of MIDWAY come as
surprises? . Not in the: result, but in the matter of the size of the force
that we were- able to:send out against you? Sl -

AL Thers was a slight.misunderstanding on your previous question.” I. under-
stood your qucstion to mean my estimate of the time it would require for
you to organize task forces employing new ships; i.e. when would the
'task forces built around new. ships—newly bullt ships—become active;
and that was why I gave the figure of ten menths, But taking into
sccount the ships sunk in Pearl Harbor and not ‘taking into ‘consideration
the new ships, I expected of course, that small task forces would become
active at any time, R S e R | |

-
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Q. Now, you have stated that the original basic plan was 1o wait for us to
attack you where you could operate under favorable conditlons of your
own choosing. After the attack on Pearl Harbor, why didn't you wait with-
in the inner perimeter? Why did you continue to expand into the SOLOMONS
and into INDIA and continue to commit instead of fortifying the places
you had already secured?

A. I think the reason for the extension of our line as- far as GUADALCANAL
was the fact that the attack on HAWAII and operations to the south at
first proved so successful, and the adviance was made so smoothly, that

we felt we could safely go as far as GUADALCANAL and RABAUL.,

A.. Was this the deliberate policy of Tokyo or was iﬁla further pushing forward
by the commands in the field?

A. The general outline was determined by consultation between the Army and
Navy high commands in Tokyo. The opinion of the fleet of course might
have been taken into consideration before making that decesion, but it
was, generally speaking, & policy formulated in Tokyoe

Q. Certain staff officers of the Second Fleet have said that they wanted to
stop the expansion on the perimeter originally agreed upon. They gave as
‘th2 recason the fact that their ships crews and fighting personnel were
exhausted from continuous comitment. Did that view become known 1n the
higher circles in TOKYO, and was it given consideration?

A, I think that such an opinion was quite plausible as a personnal opinion
because points of view vary with different officers, but I think that
* all information necessary for execution of the general plan was on hand
0. TOKYO.

J. And that the commanders in the field generally agreed that they could
continue to expand? They didn't, in obher words, enter a dissenting vote
‘against this, or protest?

A, I believe that there was no dissenting voice from among the local command-
ers. There might possibly have been exceptions, but such exceptions
would never be brought that far up the line, Usually I would think that
everything was going smoothly, but I found out afterwards that there
were some rough waves under the surface at the time. '

d. Did you and your staff make a careful study of the supply problems in—
volved in this further expansion before you gave your approval to this
plan?

A, Yes, that question was naturally studied with the utmost care, because
the failure or success of an operation depends principally upon whether
the supplies get through or not. Simultaneously the question of procure-
ment of supplies from the South was also given very careful study. 1

now believe that our failure to maintain supply was one of the large
causes for our defeat.

Q. Previously you stated that you needed land-based aviation. You gave
that as one of the reasons for the failure but didn't refer to any specific
operation, and I wender what specific operation you thought would have
been successful-if you had had land~based aviation? Were you speaking
of this particular part of the expansion or were you speaking of the war
as a whole, or of some other phase of the operations?

A, T would make that a general statement applying to practically all
phases of our operations in the South, and of: course throughout 1 had
the feeling that:if we only had more airplanes we could carry out all
operations according to our original plan,

Q. Were you referring to more carrier-based air in addition to the land-
~ based .air?

RESTHILT 0B b
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A, Yes, Of course I would attack equal importance to carrler—based planes,
In addition 1 would bring out another very 1mportant factor, thg difference
in our Gaval englneerlng construction capacity. Whereas you had tremendous
experience in construction of roads, tranecdntineﬂtal roads, even the dig-
ging 6f the Panama Canal, we had no similar engiheering experience or
equipment with the_result that we could not complete an airfield in a month's

~time, whereas you could build one in a small fraction of that time. The

same applied to road construction: Our roads in NEW GUINEA, for example,
were simply impossible. Our inability to construct airfields and roads
quickly was another major cause of our defeat.

Mr. MIZOTA (Interpreter): I was just telling the Admiral of a remark made
by a friend of mine in Tokyo the other day upon viewing a Bulldozer for
the first times; he remarked that that spelled the difference between
Japanese and American power.

Q. At .the time of PEARL HARBOR in December 10 1941, what relative value did

the Admiral place upon the U.S, carriers as compared with the U.5. battle-
ships? .

A. No effort was ever made tc compare the values mathematically, but 1 think
that at the time of the attack on PEARL HARBOR, in the opinion of all
Japanese naval officers, the order of 1mportance was undoubtedly, (1)
aircraft carrier, fol]owed by (2) battleship, so that were there to be a
group of ships of various types, undoubtedly the most popular target would
have. been the aircraft carrier. To the best of my memory, all orders
issued on operations made aircraft carriers the primary target. ;

Q+ Did you feel that all Japanese naval -officers of any rank and 1nf1uence
felt that this was the proper priority at that time?

A. Yes, exactly. 'Recently you have read comments in newspapers by would-be
- o Mexperts" to' the effect that the Japanese officers at the time-probably
did not. know the true value of aircraft carriers, but 1 do not believe that
there were any Naval officers quite as ignorant as-that. ' 1 recall that
around 1937 and 1938, just about the time that I was Navy Minister, there
was prevalant in your _country the naval theory. thet decisive fleet engage~
ments wopld have to takt pldace under air COVET,; i.e., a'fleet must have
~ control ef the air over the;scene of 'battle. That idea was taken up by the
JAPANESE at the time, and as.time went on emphasis was placed on air support.
L think the ‘goint Vou taised is more or less a remnant of the: idea wh'ich
I think prevailed in your Navy when 1 was “Naval Attache: 1n,Wesh1ngton,
~name ly,. that the battleshlp'wes striking force of.a fleet and that the air
“arm, il ik did-play a part, would be merély an auxiliary of.the fleet——
- "uséd for a recontiaissance, sto-—and that idea, adopted, by-the Japanese led
~"to the construction of such very large ships as the YAMATO and the MUSASHI:

but later we raallzed the greater. power and 1mportance e the alrcraft
earrlers._." | ' : da ‘ ' |

 :

<A what time dld the naval air force become the pr1n01pa1 offen81ve
striking power of the Japanese navy? g et s BB T e f..

T thlnk that 1t was around 1939 and 1940 that the 81tuataor really became
_ known to our officers and tnerefore led to the de0151en to turn our atten-
" tiori more towards aircraft carriers. ~Around that time—namely 1939 and
1940— there develeped améng some of our officers the.feeling that we were
safe as long as we had sufficient air strength. In other words, some of
our. men had ideas 51m11er to those of Geheral Mitchell at tne time' of the

Washlngton Conferehce.,
Qe Did this view prevail in.military‘eircleé?'”"
A, Yes*,'“ juet ‘be fore the ‘b“é'ginﬁihg_ of t-he. war' T think,'thet-. that idea ‘pfeir‘ailed.

Qe Db you bellevt LhE Af Vou had rttalned control of the air, you could have

succeesfully repelled ‘any attempts to come into the inner defenses Qf |
Japan? |
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If we had absolute control of the air, I,am sure that no one could have
penetrated into the inner islandsj certainly no surface craft could have
come in—I would make an exception of the submarines.

iere the Japanese naval air forces ever successfully employed against U.S«
submarines?

I think that some result was obtained toward the end of the war, and
certainly everything possible was done to work out anti-submarine devices
such as airborne magnetic detectors, but even to the end none of these
were ever quite satisfactory ; no satisfactory rcsults were obtained.

Tie were so far behind you in the development of radar that our submarines
suffered as a result, and your submarines benefited from that difference,
Admiral, what did you-expect to do with the two or three months' time
which you gained, as you said a moment ago, from the successful attack
at FEARL HARBOR? What value did the time have, what did it represent?

That time was spent in occupying, developingy, and defending the southern
areas in which the raw materials that we needed so badly were located,
Our theory of defcnse was: This is the area we want to defend; therefore,
in defense of that, we must take the next; and in order to defend that,
we must take the point beyond. That is the explanation for our attack on
RABAUL and other outlaying points, | Vs

It is the concept of using time to acquire space so that space can in turn-
be traded for timej is that what you mean?

No, what I said about our owvar~expansion had nothing to do with your
question about the time elementy I was explaining why we extended our line
beyond the areas to be occupied in our original plan. At the time of the
MANCHURIAN affair the Chinese delegate at Geneva warned that Japan would
occupy what it referred to as a last portion of territory then, in order
to protect that, it would have to take more territory, then in order to
protect that, it would have to go a little further, The extenslon of our -
1ine into CUADALCANAI and into the Indian Ocecan can he explained that way,

Our last comments, Admiral, raised this fundamental question: On what
basis did Japan expect to end the war? How did Japan, when it declared

~war, expect to bring the war to a close?

I do not believe that in the mind of even the most optimistic there was
any idea that we could drive either America or Great Britain to their
knees. The general idea must have been that this would be a very long,
protracted war, that in time it would end somchow. That was the idea
prior to thc outbreak of the wer,

e have gotten the opinion that the hope was that, America would start and
fight and suffer some losses, and then more or less get tired of this
business while Japanh would.stubbornly hold within the defensive perimecter,
Weld get tired and then we'd have some sort of a moderated peaces I'm
just wondering if that is what you mean?

I think so,  Mr. MIZOTA. As a matter of fact a certaln Admiral—( I won't
mention his name) at the time the war had gone on about a year-——asked me:
"You know the Americans better than I do. Wouldn't you think they'd get
tired, and don't yocu think that they'll want to quit when this goes on
and on long cnough? They suffer losses and so do we%

*hat did you reply?

Mr. MIZOTA: I think I know Americans better than you do."

Admiral, I'd like to ask, when the PEARL HARBOR plan was formulated, was
it done at the insistence of the Army or was it done indepently by
the Navy?

RESRRELTRT 498 ==
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A, It was purely Navy in origin. The idea of the PEARL HARBOR attack origi-
nated in the Combined Fleet., The study was pursued there, then it was
brought to the Naval General Staff for consideration. There was a diss-—
ension of opinion in the (General Staff; some were opposed to it as being
too risky. After considerable argument the objecticn was everruled and
the plan was accepted.

Q4 Now the operations against the PHILIPPINES: Was that a Navy plan in
origin or was it an Army plan in origin?

A, 1 am not certain, but I think that originated in the Army. I think the
question is somewhat similar to asking me whether the child was the father's
or the mother's, but 1 think the plan was the Army's,

Q. You have previously stated that the Army and Navy were equally interested
in the Southern Resources area. Did the Navy's greater dependence upon
oil give it a slightly more primary interest in that region?

A. I think it was about equal. It is natural to think that the Navy would
be more interested, but I recall that the Army too was very insistent
that we should secure the resources.

Qs Was consideration ever given to a drlvq into that arca without attacking
‘the United States at FBARL HARBOR and ‘in the FHILIPPINES?

A, Yes, definately. It was considered, eepé01a11v by: the sectioh of my staff
Wthh was opposed to the attack on. P“ARLﬂHARBOR the contention being
‘that we should .first undertake the. operatlohs 3ga1nst the Southern Rtglon

" and that, should the United States forces Aintervine we could fall back

& 1upon our long-practlctd plans to meet: themon our own cround.

Qe Drd~thls plan recelve'eny support from anyisepment.of the Army?

A, To the best of my knowledge the Navy. never v01ced its opinion on purely
<" 'Naval plans. Thére might have been some argument be fore the matter got
to me, but it never came to my attention that there had been any support

or oppositlon made ‘to the plan to go dircctly South 1nste3d Ggf Tirst
- attacking HAWAII, -

. Qe "What considerations determined that this plan to drive directly South
| would be obviated in favor to the other plan to attack the United States
at the same time? b

A, As already stated, one rcason for the opposition to attack on FEARL

-~ HaRBOR was that it was risky and too speculative, whereas on the contrary,
if we were to go directly South, take the islands where the resources
were located and-start managing those islands, then when your forces
attacked those islands we could: fall back on the methods which we had
studied and practiced, year after year; the primary reason for discarding

. . this plan was that both operations could be carrled out ulmultaneously,

+  and that is exactly what we dld. '

Q.. In retrospect does the*Admlral think that the plan to drive directly

South would have been a better plan, without attacklng PEARL HARBOR
and the PHILIPPINES?

Ay No, I do not,think“so, inasmuch as 1 feel that the results we obtained
at PLARL HARBOR were considerable, However, if we were to go back to- .
1941 and had the job to do all over again and the quastlon were put to me.
- I would want to think it over a considerdble time before ‘T made my decie
'~ sion, My reason for saying that Iwuld hesitate a long time before
- making a decision: is that the. attack was carried out late in the yedr
~when the stormy season had already set in, and'it was difficult to carry .
out-such a large-scale operation under such conditions. Also I think
1t was extremely lucky that we were not discovered before arriV1ng at

PRARL HARBOR, because‘had ‘we been spotted we mlght have suffered a dePrat
similar.to. MIDWAY | ,
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Before that operation at PEARL HARBOR, did the Navy deliberately choose

Sunday morning as opposed to some other morning, because it thought we
would be less alert? '

INTERROGATION NO. 49’00nt 'd

Yes, Sunday was chosen after deliberate consideration because, for some
time prior to that, we had been hearing over your radio reports of your
fleet movements; namely, that the ships were usually out on week days

on their exercises, came into port Friday, stayed. over Saturday and Sunday,
and went out again Monday or Tuesday. We felt that we could be certailn
that all the ships would be at anchor on Sunday, |

Did you think we would be recovering from the Saturday night parties?
Yes, I thought jou'would bé.recoyering from hangovers;
I would like to ask a clarification of the foliowihg'ététément, which

you made in a previous.interview, relative to the shipments of oil in the
Southern area; "In the early stages, submarines constituted the maln

difficulty, but afterwards it was your air force, and 1 belleve your air

force, once it got operating,.was more effective than submarines 1in
checking shipment of our oil.," I would like to know if that was the

reason why it was necessary to make such a strong stand 1n the PHILIPPINES,

to prevent us from getting alir bases to interdict the South China Sea?

No, 1 believe that our stubborn defense of the PHILIPPINES was but one

manifestation of the Japanese tradition that, once a place is occupied,
it is to be defended to the last,

Did you consider the loss of SAIPAN a critical turning polnt in the war?
Yes, I think it was a very serious blow to Japan.
Why was the loss of SAIPAN of such a critical nature?

Your acquisition of SAIPAN, in .addition to opening the way for direct
contact with the PHILIPPINES and CHINA, served as a base for direct air
attacks upon Japan proper.

Did the ekperience of the Germans serve as an example of what might happen
to Japan if SAIPAN were occupied by us? In other words, did you look

to Germany's experience under air attack as a sample of what might happen?
Is that why you feared 1t7 ‘

Of course at that time I had already left my position so what those 1n
the Naval Staff thought I do not know, but personally I thought 1t was a
critical turn regardless of the situation in Germany.

I would like to ask this question: In modern war as we have just fought

it, what do you consider most important - control of the water surface,
control of the ground, or control of the air?

T think that the circumstances would vary according to the condition of
the enemy, its position, etc,; but generally speaking, the primary im-—
portance is control of the air, with a well-proportioned army and navy.
However, I think that the importance of the army and navy has been greatly
reduced as a result of air development,

In conclusion, would the Admiral care to make a ceneral statement about
the factors on each side that brought victory to the United States?

That would be an extremely difficult qusstion to answer if you were
asking for a detailed list of the various factors on the two sides, As
a general reply I would give you four Chinese characters: "YUU SHOO
REPPAI", which, literally translated would be, "Victory 1o the superior,
Defeat to the Inferior."

As a matter of national strength, resources?
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INTERROGATION .N,M)B Cont 'd. | !—R’ﬂé‘f‘m
A, .Yes, all factors, If:-I were to glve you.one factor a5 the leadlng one,
that led to your victory, I would:-give the air force.;J

Q. By the American air forces does the Admiral mean, the Army air forces
or the Navy? | |
A, Iﬁmean the air:.c ollectively as-eUch-—whet fell on our heads from above!
. 1 mean- the air fores colleotlvely'whethor 1t was controlled by the Army or
the, Navy, The air force looked all the ‘same to me.,,
Q. Admiral, could the war have been brought to a close, in your opinion-=
this will have to be a personal opinion as contrasted with an official

Oplnlon—-w1thout the entry of Ru881a 1nto tho war and without the ep- .
ployment of either Atom-bomb?

A. Speaking.very -frankly, I think we would have been able to extend tne war
for 'a donsiderable time at conglderablé sacrlflce on your.part, but- I
think it would have been 1mpoasible for Us to. win the v1otory even ‘with-
out - Ru851a's entry and w1tnout the uae of the Atomlc bomb

1

| L IR

e Admlral .onge the décision was madé to attaok the United otates,~and to

. enter the war,' what were the Japanese Wwar aims? - How dld Japan expect to
bring the'war to a closé and what were her terms for bringing th war to
a close? ' '

P ‘.

A. Just prior to the actual “begirining of ‘t‘he war? '
Q. Yes. I would like you to refer to vour previous answer:, Can.you be more

specific as to the basis on which the implied négotiated peace would
have been achicved? (Note: Soe Pa*e 8 ) N |

- ".,-,

A.  Of course that becomes principally political in nature. My thought--and
I'm thinking of my colleagues:at the time--was that we could put up a
good fight for two years—--and I think that we did put up a -very good .
fight for two years; = that is just the wax it turned ot o 1 kneW'that
after two years it would become more and more dlfflcult and thought that
the aim then would be to arrive at some sort of a compromise, should a
tlme come when a compromise was possible the terms of that compromise

-would be primarily a polltlcal questlon and that ‘would be left almost.
ontlrely to the statesmen.

-
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