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Because they contain more
amphoteres than other ampholytes,
Brinkmann pHisolytes provide a wider
general pH range, from pH 2 to 10.
pHisolytes are also available in eight
individual pH ranges, each with a span
of 2 pH units, from pH 2-4 to pH 9-11.

pHisolytes are composed of
amphoteres synthesized from aliphatic
polyamines with primary, secondary
and tertiary amines and guanidine
groups. They range in molecular
weight from 400 to 700 and are easily
separated from proteins by gel
filtration techniques. pHisolytes come
in sterile vials of 25 ml; each batch is
tested for buffering capacity and
adsorption .

For literature, just write: Brinkmann
Instruments, Cantiague Rd, Westbury,
N.Y. 11590. In Canada: 50 Galaxy

Blvd., Rexdale (Toronto) Ont.
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LETTERS

Japan’s Nuclear Bomb Project

Deborah Shapley’s article on Japanese
nuclear research during World War 11
(News and Comment, 13 Jan., p. 152)
contains several misleading interpre-
tations not supported by the historical
evidence available at this time. Shapley
writes of the ‘‘curtain of silence which
the Japanese themselves seem to have
pulled over the subject.”” Yet much of
her story is based on translations of his-
torical accounts published in Japan in
1953 and in the early 1970’s, which I
made available to Science at her request.
These accounts were made available to
me by Japanese historians and phys-
icists, who also provided personal recol-
lections and archival documents. They
did so voluntarily in response to my 1974
article (1) on the development of nuclear
physics in Japan in the 1930’s and the de-
struction of the Japanese cyclotrons by
occupation forces after the war. Until
then, I was unaware of the Japanese war-
time nuclear research projects; indeed,
outside of Japan the subject was virtually
absent from all of the published studies
of the period. At that time, Yagi and
Price told me about their 1962 letter (2)
published in the United States which
had asked for more information concern-
ing a reference to the Japanese fission
project published in Japan in 1951. That
letter did not elicit any responses. I have
just learned that in 1959 Arnold Kramish
(3) cited a 1952 Japanese publication
on the subject.

My subsequent study of the issue,
which is now being prepared for pub-
lication, shows that, during the war, the
United States investigated the possibility
that Japan might produce a nuclear
weapon. The finding was that it would
not be possible. The same conclusion
was reached by the Japanese physicists
themselves. Japan never posed a nuclear
threat against the United States, nor did
the officials responsible for the decision
to drop the bombs on Hiroshima and
Nagasaki ever think that was the case.
The military and political motives that
were the basis of that fateful decision
have been well documented by histo-
rians, especially by Martin Sherwin in
his recent definitive study ¢) based on
previously unavailable documents. The
criticism of that decision on humanitari-
an and ethical grounds should not (and,
on the basis of the historical evidence,
cannot) be dismissed by ‘‘arms race’’ or
‘‘technological imperative’’ explanations
as quoted in Shapley’s article or her con-

jecture that if the other side had one they
“‘would not have hesitated to use the
bomb against the United States.”” The
consequences of such rationales should
be apparent in this age of Mutually As-
sured Destruction (MAD) and the neu-
tron bomb.

Shapley reports that the U.S. scien-
tists who arrived in Japan just after the
surrender found no evidence of a Japa-
nese atomic bomb project, and that such
information was neither revealed by
Nishina nor vigorously sought by the
Americans. However, the official U.S.
scientific intelligence mission headed by
Karl T. Compton did report that the Jap-
anese had explored the applications of
nuclear fission during the war and had
not gotten very far. His recommendation
that the Japanese be permitted to use
their cyclotrons for projects in biology
and medicine was approved by the occu-
pation officials, and this policy was in ef-
fect when an order to destroy the cy-
clotrons was received from Washington
in November 1945 (5). Karl Compton,
Ernest Lawrence, Lee DuBridge, and
Vannevar Bush, along with atomic scien-
tists’ organizations throughout the
United States, vigorously protested the
destruction. They correctly pointed out
that cyclotrons were basic scientific re-
search instruments and could not be
used to make atomic bombs, that Japan
did not have the necessary uranium, and
that in any event all such research was
forbidden and was under strict control
by the occupation authorities. The his-
torical evidence now available does not
change this assessment, nor does it justi-
fy the order to destroy the cyclotrons,
which Secretary of War Patterson ac-
knowledged in December 1945 was a
mistake (6).
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