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Man’s yesterday may ne’er be like his morrow;


Nought may endure but Mutability.


—PERCY BYSSHE SHELLEY, “MUTABILITY”















INTRODUCTION


This is what the war did. It handed you over to war, from one war to another war. It deployed millions of soldiers far away from home. “Do they send you to France” like in the last war? “No, they do not send you to France. They send you to Tunisia, and then they send you to Sicily,” remarked one fictitious American infantryman; “God knows where they’ll send you after that.” The war sent air forces that brought mayhem to ends of the earth. Looking up at “the military planes that cross my sky,” and out again at “little brown-eyed” children in the garden, a suburban housewife wondered “what I might see in this little lane” when bombers returned to raid English towns such as her own. “All the bleeding and choking, all the groaning and dying will have to be done personally”—that is what people were told about their homes, “the most dangerous of all places” in “the next war.” With powerful binoculars, thousands of civilian spotters took up lonely positions in the hills and along the coasts to watch for enemy planes: “The Safety of Millions Depends on Eyes Like These.”1


Evacuation specials pulled out of the war, transporting refugees to unknown destinations. In the famous war movie Casablanca, a camera zooms in on the globe, following routes of escape from “Paris to Marseille, across the Mediterranean to Oran,” and “then by train, or auto, or foot, across the rim of Africa.” The actors themselves were so many of Europe’s fugitives. Evacuees in one place worried about the war catching up with them in the next. There was no real safe harbor, and ships out at sea were sunk with few survivors stranded in lifeboats.


Deportation trains pulled right into the war when authorities arrested citizens as conspirators or when the Japanese purged Chinese communities in Malaya and the Germans snatched Jews from their homes to murder them in Poland. Neighbors sometimes helped the soldiers hand people over, confirming how the war converted personal features of spite and envy into ready arms.


After territories were conquered, the war spread out when food supplies ran short and people starved and when soldiers ran after residents to conscript them into forced labor. The war enveloped the villages and towns that insurgents raided to expel the entrenched occupiers, each group using violence to force civilians to take sides in the combined effort to drain the sheltering seas. A dreadful shriek of detonations, the war was all people knew or saw or heard. Everywhere they read newspapers or passed on rumors, the war took on forms that were more monstrous and closer up.


World War II was the “greatest cataclysm of violence in human history.”2 Sixty-five million people, or more, were killed in about two thousand days, four times as many as in World War I. The untidy sum was about 3 percent of the world’s population. The Second World War was not merely a deadly enlargement of the First: civilians made up two-thirds of the dead, whereas in the Great War it had been mostly military men who died. Of the 2 billion people on earth in 1939, about 120 million ended up wearing a uniform as soldiers in the war, an astonishing number but small when compared to hundreds more millions who waged the war as workers, extracting resources and manufacturing equipment, or who found themselves displaced through famine, bombardment, or land-clearing operations. No belligerent suffered the losses of the Soviet Union. Twenty-seven million inhabitants were killed in a population of 170 million, including ten million Red Army soldiers, a figure representing more than half of all military deaths in the war. Ten percent of World War II’s dead were Jews, whose communities in eastern Europe were obliterated in the Germans’ “Final Solution.” Dead civilians stand out as the singular accomplishment of the war.


It was the year 1942 that scattered pages from the book of Revelation far and wide, here monsters of violence and visions of affliction and doom, there programs of hope and salvation.


The war engulfed the entire globe in 1942, when, after Pearl Harbor, all the major belligerents had taken sides in the Axis, dominated by Germany and Japan, or with the Anglo-American and Soviet Allies. It was fought across the continents and seas and in the air. Technology made these stretches possible: before the war, Pan Am Clippers flew routes from Hong Kong to San Francisco and New York to Lisbon, and submarines reached halfway across the earth. The war between the Axis and the Allies also gave geopolitical significance to areas such as the Indian Ocean where supply lines across the Pacific and around Africa converged. Everywhere the global conflict heightened a sense of local vulnerability. From Caracas, for example, the enemy could snip the “G-string” at the Canal Zone to “rip” the “soft underbelly” of the US Gulf states.3


It was not so much locations but ideas that made the war global. Each side, the fascist newcomers in the Axis and the variously “democratic” Allies, believed the war to be a great fight for freedom. Each took up battle in the name of humanity against the other’s wickedness. This self-appointed stewardship of the world’s moral order drastically escalated the level of violence meted out to the enemy.


The war connected a global public that narrated far-flung events as parts of an intimate, agonizing melodrama. As an epic battle between the Allies and the Axis, Stalingrad riveted the attention of the world in the fall of 1942. It was like watching your own city—as if “Edgewater, Hoboken, Newark,” and Union City “were in enemy hands.” But it was the universal ideas of the war that locked people all over into some aspect of the struggle as they recognized the parts their own trials played in the wider conflict. These ideas centered around freedom. As a result, Japan’s victory over Britain in Singapore in February 1942 shook race relations in South Africa and the United States. The entire world monitored struggles for self-rule in India, and Indians knew their struggles reflected other campaigns for liberation across the globe. In this sense, there were not foreign wars in World War II.4


The idea of “one world, one war” created shared audiovisual space. Statesmen addressed global audiences directly to appeal to the world’s conscience and judgment. Listeners tuned in to the news as well as foreign programs, the BBC and Radio Moscow in German-occupied territories, or Radio Free India, which broadcast from Berlin. Listening was an act of connection as people followed the progress of the war according to coordinates as far away as Stalingrad or Singapore. In Fort Hare, in South Africa, Nelson Mandela remembered how his friends would “huddle round an old radio” at night to listen to Churchill’s speeches. Even crossword puzzlers added more foreign clues so that ten across, four down, became a basic two-step of the world war. Particularly on the Allied side, an international repertoire of movies and songs gave the ideas of the great military effort an immediate and homespun quality.5


As the war welded together conflicts into world struggles for freedom and sovereignty, second fronts cracked open in 1942 well beyond the primary military zone between the Axis and Allied armies. In its familiar form, the second front was the one the British and Americans were pressured to launch in Europe against Nazi Germany so as to relieve the beleaguered Soviet Union. The Allied invasion of North Africa in November 1942 remained an incomplete effort, but global coordination among the Allies was only one dimension of the war. Second fronts flared whenever ideological confederates took up their own aims of freedom and liberty in rearguard battles around the world. The whole earth seemed to be on the march, “not in one place, but everywhere.”6 In crisscrossing conflicts, partisans fought Japanese and German occupation troops and British imperialists in India, and they labored against racial injustice or defended ethnic privileges or religious rights at home, in Detroit, in Calcutta, in Johannesburg. War kept handing war over from one place to another.


There was an awesome moment of enlistment when citizens all over the world claimed the war as their own, insisting this is “our war too” to wage a “people’s war” for political justice and self-rule. These parallel wars, more apparent in the Allied sphere than in the Axis one, provided connective tissue to the all-out war. They also cut deep against the bias of existing structures of power. African Americans saw Nazis marching in Detroit, and many preferred to fight “crackers” down South than Germans over in Europe. Anticolonial wars, between “haves” and those who “have been had,” disrupted the empires without necessarily contradicting Allied aims in the war.7 Indeed, the promise of self-rule in the “Atlantic Charter” proliferated as much as it directed the fighting because it translated local conflicts about power into a universal idiom of right and wrong.


Far more numerous than fighters were the enemies they designated, usually ethnic or racial minorities who found themselves corralled in categories and circumstances that they had not created. Everywhere, second fronts against local civilian populations of Jews or Chinese or Ukrainians added to the combustion and confusion of the war. The killing kept moving back to home, where most of the dying was done.


If the disaster of World War I was remembered as a military one (trench warfare), the disaster was primarily civilian in World War II (the bomber). After the war, Hiroshima and Auschwitz became the most identifiable emblems of the civilian dead. The vast number of deliberate noncombatant deaths made World War II a completely different war from World War I or the Napoleonic Wars. In what was understood as modern “total war,” ideas of citizenship, equality, and national belonging enrolled civilians in the war. They also became targets in the effort to destroy popular morale and industrial capacity. In fact, the British and Americans invested more resources to build air forces to “dehouse” or kill civilians than on any other aspect of the war. Long-range bombers killed more than two million civilians, women and children mostly.


In a war as much about racial and ethnic domination as territorial control, civilian populations found themselves on the front lines wherever they lived. The war did not just divide the world; divisions all across the world became parts of the war so that domestic enemies were added to foreign ones. “Wait for Me” was the most famous Russian song of the war. Like Vera Lynn’s “We’ll Meet Again” or Bing Crosby’s “White Christmas,” it regretted the soldier’s leave. “Wait for me, and I’ll come back”—“soldiers copied” the line into their notebooks, and girlfriends “read it over at night.” However, there was another song in 1942 that was also written by Konstantin Simonov, “Kill Him!” “Kill” the assailant who had burst through the door to slap the “wrinkled face” of “your mother,” to trample “your father’s picture,” and to corner her, “whom for so long you did not dare even kiss,” and stretch her “naked on the floor.”8 In occupied territories, assaults against enemy civilians made for the deadliest, longest “second front.” Indeed, it was the cohort of young men who slaughtered women and children, the majority of the war dead. Rape was the way women remembered the war in the Philippines, in Germany, and elsewhere.


The calamity of civilians who had been starved or discarded did not occupy a clear part in the war or in the stories about the war. Thucydides pointed out long ago in History of the Peloponnesian War that there was no virtue in the lawlessness of the plague or civil war, which killed off the strong as well as the weak. Narratives elevated the war, but they obscured and defaced it because refugees and evacuees did not fit well into righteous or militant storytelling. The fate of Jews was misunderstood because they were romanticized as partisans or forgotten if they were not. Stories created a vital component of the fighting and sacrificing, but the sacred unity they drew together was always incomplete and frequently restrictive.


All the roads of the war ran over all the stories of the war. Luckless evacuees scattered the militant marchers, who composed such a striking image of the one billion people who took part in World War II. And soldiers on the front often felt like stunned, displaced refugees themselves, or they ran away. The sturdy causes of the war such as antimilitarism or antifascism eventually overran many more people than they enrolled. The world at war in 1942 is about the forceful mobilization under great ideological banners, but also the sharp contrary forces that shredded social solidarity and tore apart ideological unions.


To account for what the war did as it handed over soldiers and refugees and deportees from one war to another war, this book explores roads across the world. Roads lined up soldiers, but they also pushed around the war’s castoffs, bombed-out townspeople or destitute villagers; you could read about the first sort of travelers in letters or books, but not about the others who were forgotten because they were not in uniform. They could not be heroic. After the prelude that sets the scene following Pearl Harbor, the second part of the book opens with the dramatic movement of armies across global meridians in 1942. Singapore at the beginning of the year stands for the great destruction of empires, while, more than four thousand miles away, Stalingrad at year’s end shows the fantastic mobilization achieved by the Axis offense and the Allied defense. In the third part, the extradition of soldiers in battle, the shipwreck of sailors at sea, and flights of both the bombardiers and the people they bombed dramatize the relentless, capricious “winds of war” that kept sweeping through places. The war kept on coming, traumatizing the heroes, adding to the dispossessed, and everywhere enlisting more fighters.


The book shifts in the fourth part to investigate the roads on which the war pushed civilians out of their homes in very different events: the famines in Henan, China, and Bengal, India, and in Germany’s deportation and murder of Jews in Europe. Civilians also crowded roads because they were pulled into the war by new opportunities in the cities; I examine songs and worries and work in Richmond, California, and Johannesburg, South Africa, in the fifth part. Finally, the book takes up the occupied territories in the war with an analysis of collaboration and resistance in India under British rule, in the Philippines during Japanese occupation, and in Ukraine in Germany’s new racial order. In the end, the war had too many sides for it to be told simply in terms of victory or defeat. The closer you got to the scenes of battle, the more vanquished there seemed to be.


Nineteen forty-two is the year when war advanced on the world with more war. Each of the new segments of war exposed terrifying, strangulating coils: the advance of Japanese armies in East Asia and German ones into the Caucasus in Russia and toward Egypt and Palestine. Debris of sunken ships washed up on Florida’s beaches. The war bolted forward, and it lurched backward and skipped sideways as insurgents rose up to contest the territories the enemy had taken. Again and again in 1942 violence erupted out-of-bounds, with the main features composed by dead civilians, who had been driven out or bombed or simply murdered. There were so many stations to count in this new global war that it became difficult to bear the cross or reflect on martyrdom and resurrection. There was no victory in sight in 1942, only more battles.


What is more, the contested ground broke apart as anticolonial forces stood up to fight imperial rulers but also to defend communal liberties and protect ethnic or religious privileges. In India, South Africa, and the United States, the fight for freedom wielded a very sharp sword because the vigorous claims of majority rule threatened minority rights as well as foreign intruders. As most people around the world came to realize, the war was always also at home. It was in 1942 that the world learned of the German efforts to murder Jewish families, but other horrors endured by civilian populations such as bombardment, evacuation, forced labor, and famine remained largely unseen in the reporting of the war, in the cavalcade of newspapers and posters, because they did not fit into the militant picture of the war between the Allies and the Axis.


Nineteen forty-two was an alarming year without clear victors. It was forth-and-back with the course of events composing bewildering zigzagged shapes. The war extended forward, and it reached back in a series of convulsive detonations.


Indeed, for most of the time, the Allies were losing the war they would win in 1945. And when they did win it, the huge cost to do so ensured there was no return to the world of 1939 since all the maximum efforts had raised fundamental questions about freedom, empire, and citizenship. The Battle of Stalingrad at the end of 1942 halted the mighty German assault against the Soviet Union, but the surprising Japanese victory at Singapore at the beginning of the year cracked open an entire imperial epoch and charged insurgent popular and racial politics. So great was the cumulative violence against human beings that it undermined the fundamental theology of our age. This book puts emphasis not on end-time but on endless war times, not on Death, but on more, often noxious life-forms. Anchored more in the outcome of Singapore than in Stalingrad, this sudden, deep uncertainty about the future serves to highlight the competing ideals and the proliferation of violence across the fronts of the global war. The book shows what the war did, not how it came to an end, so that this exploration of 1942 is more about the world at war than it is about the provisional victory known as World War II. That said, thank goodness the Allies won.


The flames that burned through half the world’s population make the experiences of 1942 relevant to any estimation of global dangers to social and political life today. The year 1942 illuminates 2042, with the later year serving as a marker of the turbulence of economic distress and climate change and the proximity of mass carnage. In an image crafted by journalist Dorothy Thompson in 1939, refugees composed “an advancing crowd shouting a great warning”: “the jungle is on fire!” They abandoned the places where homes had been wrecked and came upon other places where they could not build new ones. The unforgettable impression of the imagery of fire confirms its overall relevance to modern times. Today, we imagine confronting future challenges to the planet with conventional notions of the successful effort to beat the military foes in World War II in mind, but we need to remember the profound unsettlement of the effort, the massive numbers of civilian dead and the constant reignition of racial and ethnic conflict, all the wars out of conventional bounds, which the victorious end of the war against Germany and Japan, V-E Day and V-J Day and the soldier’s kiss on Times Square, hides from view. Nineteen forty-two is a warning, not a guide.9


Although the Allies won the war in 1945, and the Axis powers were defeated, victory hardly tied up the unraveling that occurred in 1942. The first year of the world war was shocking because one war kept giving way to another war, revealing the globe grabbed and contorted in a violent emergency as people watched the horizon, as they thought about children in the garden, and as they considered what “this little lane” would look like in the “next war.” It was the year the war won the war.


World War II diligently sets up World War III with the last doomsday ready to be marked up. But 1942 does not point the way to the end of the war or to the end of the world; rather, it points to repeated postponement in rounds of renewed anguish and improvised repair. “There is disaster only because, ceaselessly, it falls short of disaster.” Instead of the end point of Hiroshima, this book excavates the “big island,” which is what the word “Hiroshima” means in Japanese, the wide space taken up by the war.10















PART I



PRELUDE
















CHAPTER 1


Five Days in December


The afternoon of Sunday, December 7, 1941, was brisk and sunny in Pittsburgh. Families loitered on downtown streets to inspect the Christmas window displays at Gimbels or Kaufmann’s. Moviegoers lined up at Loew’s Pennsylvania to see Birth of the Blues, starring Bing Crosby. Across town, twenty-five hundred patriots jammed the Soldiers and Sailors Memorial Hall in the Oakland Civic Center to protest what they took to be the warmongering policies of President Franklin D. Roosevelt.


Set to begin at 3:00 p.m., the America First rally promised to be a raucous affair, and almost every seat was taken. It was just at the moment before speakers came onstage, around 2:30 p.m., that the first Associated Press reports of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor offered a dim sense that the United States was already at war. (The attack was launched at 1:55 p.m. eastern, 7:55 a.m. Hawaii time.) A local reporter who had arrived to cover the event informed the organizers about the sketchy facts. America First decided to go on with the antiwar protest.


First on the bill was Irene Castle who, with her first husband, Vernon, had made a name as a ballroom dancer. The couple had even been the subject of a 1939 movie with Fred Astaire and Ginger Rogers. Wiping away a tear, the remarried McLaughlin told the Pittsburgh audience that she had lost her husband in one war and did not want to lose her son in another.


The real crowd-pleaser was North Dakota senator Gerald Nye, who took the stage at 4:45 p.m. Described as “tall, dark, handsome,” Nye had chaired the Special Committee on Investigation of the Munitions Industry from 1934 to 1936. What he feared was “the establishment of an economy here that is dependent upon war, an economy that affords prosperity through the flow of human blood.” He got the rally going. “Never, never, never again must America let herself be made such a monkey as she was 25 years ago,” he declared, before asking, “Whose war is this?” “Roosevelt’s!” the excited crowd chorused back. Even after a piece of paper had been shoved in front of him confirming Japan’s declaration of war, Nye continued his folksy harangue against the president. “Treason,” the crowd roared back; “Impeach him.” Only after about fifteen minutes did Nye read the note. “I have before me the worst news that I have encountered in the last 20 years,” he ventured. An “excited murmur” swept through the rally, but Nye refrained from taking it seriously. “I can’t somehow believe this,” he exclaimed, and veered off to mention the Greer, an American destroyer that had been fired on by a German submarine on September 4, 1941, an incident that Nye believed was not unprovoked as Roosevelt claimed—“and that’s cheating.” Leaving the stage, Nye still felt cheated. Pearl Harbor was “just what Great Britain had planned for us,” he insisted.


Returning to Washington, Nye bowed to circumstance and voted with his fellow senators to declare war on Japan the next day. On December 8, the Pittsburgh branch of the America First Committee, with fifteen thousand members, dissolved itself, but not without the local chairman feeling that “something precious to us has been torn away and ravished.”1


Nye’s appearance in Pittsburgh on Sunday was part of the America First road show, much bigger than the Castles’ on Broadway had ever been. The America First Committee had been launched to enforce American neutrality, a big issue after September 1939 when Hitler invaded Poland, and Britain and France declared war on Germany, and to thwart Roosevelt’s desire to provide Britain with any “aid short of war.” However, America First really came into the public eye after celebrity aviator Charles Lindbergh joined the antiwar effort in April 1941. To America Firsters, the United States was moving closer to a war it could not win. “Does any sane person believe,” former president Herbert Hoover asked, “that by military means we can defeat two-thirds of the military power of the whole world in even years and years?”2 Together, Germany and also Japan, an aggressor in China, were all mighty. At the same time, Roosevelt sharpened the “material means” available to him by declaring an “Unlimited National Emergency” on May 27, 1941. Following Germany’s invasion of the Soviet Union at the end of June, he proposed the extension of the unprecedented peacetime draft from twelve to thirty or more months. A wail of protest followed, with the extension passing the House of Representatives by a single vote on August 12.


When first introduced in September 1940, the draft quickly became homespun. According to a Gallup poll, the majority of young men had no personal objections to a year of military service. Since the size of the US Army ranked eighteenth in the world, the draft seemed an appropriate measure with Europe at war. Song and dance embraced the draft. Featured in the Abbott and Costello movie Buck Privates, the Andrews Sisters made “Boogie Woogie Bugle Boy” an instant hit at the beginning of 1941. It told the story of a famous trumpet player from Chicago who was at the top of his craft: “But then his number came up and he was gone with the draft.” This goodwill changed with the extension of the draft. The Prairie Ramblers updated their recording of “I’ll Be Back in a Year, Little Darlin’” to “I Won’t Be Back in a Year, Little Darling.” Soldiers themselves threatened to desert after their year was up. Life magazine reported on the graffiti scrawled around army posts: “OHIO,” which stood for “Over the Hill in October.”3


The declaration of an “Unlimited National Emergency” energized America First Committees, which soon numbered 450 chapters with eight hundred thousand members. Lindbergh along with Nye and others crisscrossed the country where the Irish, the Italians, and the Germans did not necessarily identify with Britain. Thirty thousand protesters filled the Hollywood Bowl on June 20, 1941, to hear Lindbergh. Hundreds of meetings and paid radio spots expanded the audiovisual space of the nation. Emboldened by the emergency, isolationism also took on a nativist aspect. Speaking in Des Moines on September 11, Lindbergh charged that “the three most important groups who have been pressing this country toward war are the British, the Jewish, and the Roosevelt administration,” all of which served non-American interests. Having indicted Jews as warmongers, America First found itself on the defensive. Even so, Lindbergh spoke to enthusiastic crowds in Fort Wayne, Indiana, on October 3, and his schedule of antiwar rallies stretched into the new year.


America First probably never had strong support of more than a quarter of the country. Its influence, however, was pervasive. As British ambassador Lord Halifax noted, the United States was divided against itself. In his estimation, Roosevelt had to “steer a course between (1) the wish of 70% of Americans to keep out of war” and “(2) the wish of 70% of Americans to do everything to break Hitler, even if it means war.” Robert Sherwood, a White House speechwriter, recalled the period before Pearl Harbor more bluntly. “As the world situation became more desperately critical, and as the limitless peril came closer and closer to the United States,” he wrote, “isolationist sentiment became ever more strident in expression and aggressive in action, and Roosevelt was relatively powerless to combat it. He had said everything ‘short of war’ that could be said.” Yet “he had no more tricks left.”4


Given these circumstances, the Allies were fortunate that Japan made the decision to go to war for them. The day after the Pearl Harbor attack, a front-page editorial in the Chicago Tribune, “We All Have Only One Task,” reminded readers that this was the war “that so many of us have worked with all our hearts to avert,” but the newspaper put the stress on “we all,” united in an effort in which “recriminations are useless.” “For all intents and purposes Isolationism and American Firstism are deader than a bombed soldier at Hickam Field,” reported an observer in Chicago.5


“Well, it’s here,” remarked another Chicago resident. The reference was to the war and also to the end of the deadlock everyone felt between hating the dictators and fearing another war. Though involuntary, the decision came as a relief, but also introduced a feeling of disquiet since it swept Americans, and millions of others around the globe, into a new unmarked period of time, the uncertain vertigo of wartime.


Americans quickly learned the basics of what happened at Pearl Harbor: the sneak attack, the mass casualties at the naval base, the stricken airfields. What they did not know was that six Japanese aircraft carriers had launched the attack; they had little idea of Japanese military capacity. Nor was the public informed that the three carriers of the navy’s Pacific Fleet had not been in port that Sunday—carriers would become the most important protagonists in the Pacific war. Even so, Roosevelt’s fireside chat on December 9 was clear enough to anchor a profound sense of vengeance: through a “brilliant feat of deception, perfectly timed and executed with great skill,” he said, “many American soldiers and sailors have been killed by enemy action. American ships have been sunk; American airplanes have been destroyed.”


Roosevelt also stressed the global dimensions to the struggle in which the United States was one injured party among many. In his declaration of war on December 8, Roosevelt enumerated the other places the Japanese attacked, the Philippines, Malaya, Hong Kong, Guam, and Midway, making no distinctions between American and British possessions while stressing the unprovoked and perfidious nature of Japanese aggression. Maps in the New York Times and Los Angeles Times gave readers a powerful visual display of the far-flung attacks across the vast Pacific area. “The Japs are running wild all over Asia,” one reader summarized.6


In his fireside chat the next evening, Roosevelt framed the attack to encompass the entire globe. Given the “actual collaboration” among Japan, Italy, and Germany, “all the continents of the world, and all the oceans,” have been turned into “one gigantic battlefield” in which “Japanese successes against the United States in the Pacific are helpful to German operations in Libya,” and any “German success against the Caucasus is inevitably an assistance to Japan in her operations against the Dutch East Indies.” It was a quick lesson in world geography. Roosevelt framed the attack on the Hawaiian Islands in such a way to prepare American families for a long war in which their soldiers, sailors, and airmen would be fighting far from home.


Whether they wanted to avenge a dastardly attack on the United States or believed in the global mission to destroy the foundations of Axis militarism, Americans rallied. Although the requirements to allocate manpower made it necessary for the army to rely exclusively on the draft after December 1942, the expansion of the armed forces depended first on volunteers. The scene in Boston repeated itself across the United States: “Before the Navy and Marine recruiting station in the Federal Building opened at 8:00 am, there were 41 men, ages 17 to 43, waiting outside the door to join up and the offices have been swamped ever since. The Army reports that the number of recruits is ‘10 times normal.’”7


Typical also was the scene in Chicago where the Chicago Defender, a leading Black newspaper, reported, “Army Rejects Negroes.” “Lewis Grady, 19, 6145 May Street, presented himself for service and was waved aside.” Next in line was “twenty-year old Mitchell Jordan, 4318 Evans Avenue.” “‘Sorry, can’t use you,’ the officer informed him.” It was not a week after Pearl Harbor when Sylvia Tucker of Detroit, determined to “heed the call” to donate blood as “a loyal American citizen and American mother,” was told that regulations “barred Negro blood donors.” Although the American Medical Association and Red Cross protested that there was “no factual basis” to justify discrimination, the War Department refused to offend white southerners who, in the words of one congressman, could not imagine pumping “Negro blood into the veins of our wounded white boys” with all the “direful” effects “it might have on them or their children.”8 One African American leader rightly compared the policy to “the cult and curse of Hitler and Hitlerism.” Black and white bisected wartime questions of life and death.9


The blockade of Black Americans from the wartime community continued a familiar story in which race persistently divided the “we all” the Tribune gathered together. “We must all stand united against this common enemy,” editorialized the Chicago Defender, but “White America must first ‘bomb the color line.’” That bombardment was slow in coming.


Hours after they heard about the attack, Americans began inspecting Japanese close at hand, making their way in Los Angeles to the district known as Little Tokyo. First, they cruised along First Street above which “gay Christmas decorations” fluttered until curious sightseers created such traffic jams that police closed off the street from Main to San Pedro “to prevent incidents.” The next day, storefronts, banks, and department stores were mostly shuttered. Policemen patrolled the streets. Even at the end of the week, Little Tokyo remained “a deserted village.” Charles Kikuchi headed for San Francisco on December 8 to “chase girls.” “Holy Christ!” he later wrote: the city “was like nothing I ever saw before and everybody was saying that the Japs are going to get it in the ass.” Japanese Americans reacted to Pearl Harbor “as Americans,” yet were “painfully aware that faces turn to look at them” as they walked down the streets.10


The marking of Japanese Americans drew a further race line across “we all”—citizens of Japanese heritage pointed out, “I am an American,” while Chinese residents insisted, “Me Chinese, Please, No Jap.” It was not long before Life came to the aid of Americans confused by who was Japanese and who was Chinese. “LIFE here adduces a rule-of-thumb”: after making physical distinctions between slender and squat, it summarized that Chinese have the “rational calm of tolerant realists,” whereas “Japs, like General Tojo, show humorless intensity of ruthless mystics.” (In response, the New York Times insisted that “whatever the slant of his eyes,” it is “the slant of the heart that counts.”)11


“It was the look in the white people’s faces when I walked down the streets,” recollected Chester Himes, the African American novelist. “It was that crazy, wild-eyed, unleashed hatred that the first Jap bomb on Pearl Harbor let loose in a flood. All that tight, crazy feeling of race as thick in the street as gas fumes”—the “blood-red hatred of all dark skin.”12


The loathing of the Japanese remained palpable throughout the war, and, in some ways, the “infamy” of the attack held the country together. But Americans also recognized the larger threat posed by foreign invaders that forced them to confront questions of empire and the fate of subjugated people around the world. As a result, the war accentuated the planet’s “dark skin.”


On New Year’s Day, Japanese newspapers published stunning photographs of the aerial attack on “Battleship Row” on Ford Island at Pearl Harbor. This was when Tokugawa Musei, a well-known radio personality, finally fell in with his country’s war. “It was an unprecedented New Year’s,” he confided to the diary. “My heart swells with pride,” he admitted, sorting the headlines from “the four newspapers our house receives.”13 They hurled Japan’s power: “Advancing into the Southwest Pacific—the Rising Sun Flag” and “When Singapore Falls, India, the Heart of England, Will Quake.”


For Musei, Pearl Harbor was more than a brilliant attack on the US Navy’s Pacific base. It heralded Japan’s war to liberate East Asia that over the past two or three centuries had been parceled out among the Western powers. Japanese knew well that it was the Stars and Stripes that flew over Manila just as the British raised the Union Jack in Singapore (and New Delhi, and Rangoon, and so many other places). In the very first week of the war, Japan broke through along a front stretching nearly halfway across the world from Hawaii in the East to Burma in the West. “The War Is On!” announced the Japan Times, nudging readers into a great drama in which war would be the means by which Japan seized control of events and built its own Asian empire.14


On December 8, the sun had barely risen when the first vendors appeared outside Tokyo’s Shimbashi station with special editions calling out “Sensô! Sensô!” (War! War!). With their bells ringing, vendors soon spread out along Ginza Dori in the commercial district. In the excitement, streetcars emptied, and “a new wave of buyers swirled around the news vendors.” By noon, huge crowds “flooded into the streets from shops, department stores, offices. Joyous relief and intense satisfaction shone in every face.”15


“Patiently have We waited, and long have We endured,” read the emperor’s Imperial Rescript that was broadcast repeatedly over the radio. The “inordinate ambition” of the United States and Great Britain to “dominate the Orient” nullified “Our Empire’s efforts of many years.” They had demanded an almost complete cessation of what Japan considered to be its “manifest destiny,” most concretely, its colonial activity in China, but, more generally, its claim to speak for an Asia for Asians, and they had enforced their own long-established imperial positions in the region with an embargo of oil and other vital imports to the island nation. “The situation being such as it is,” the Imperial Rescript concluded, “our empire, for its existence and self-defense, had no other recourse but to appeal to arms and to crush every obstacle in its path.”


The radio followed up the defiance with the martial song “Umi Yukaba.”


Across the sea, water-drenched corpses;


Across the mountains, grass-covered corpses.


We shall die by the side of our Emperor,


We shall never look back.


There was a sense of common purpose in the struggle against Western imperialism. “Asia for Asians” was the new slogan. People rushed out to greet the new future with all its opportunities for the ambitious Japanese people. It beckoned just as the opening of the transcontinental West had for the United States. In the city of Yokohama, hundreds of citizens, anxious to keep up with events, purchased new radios or brought in old ones needing repair. In a demonstration entirely missing in the United States, tens of thousands of “extremely enthusiastic” people, their “hearts filled with joy,” rallied in Tokyo’s Hibiya Park across from the Imperial Palace on the following Saturday.16


When the attack on Pearl Harbor was announced, it was already December 8 in Japan. As the calendar indicated, Japan was ahead. It had taken the initiative in invading the outposts of American and British empire and thereby established the meaning of the course of the events. The aim of securing hegemony in what had been a European-dominated East Asia stretching from China south to the East Indies (Indonesia) and west to India had already been announced in the Imperial Rescript, and the means for doing so, Japan’s sponsorship of its own imperial device, the Great East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere, which would liberate the peoples of East Asia from foreign rule and develop their long-stunted capacities, offered an attractive way to the future. Not Pearl Harbor, but the captures of Hong Kong, Manila, and especially Singapore were the big events that gave direction and meaning to Japan’s war. The Japanese people were swept up in a tide of nearly uncontested enthusiasm in the aggressive “spirit of December 8.”


An opportunity to overturn power constellations on the planet, the war was “the greatest turn that has ever been recorded in world history,” a new chapter emancipating “the Asiatic nations from the bondage of the white man.” “World history,” the Japan Times concluded, was being made “so vigorously as to shake the very axle of the earth.”17


Photographs published in the newspapers in December 1941 drew readers right into the war. They were all action shots: a Japanese naval squadron “knifing through the air on its way to wipe out enemy warships” and battleships zigzagging in a “frantic effort to escape Japanese bombs.” Just two days after Pearl Harbor, Britain’s capital ships Repulse and Prince of Wales were sunk off the coast of Malaya in the “smoke and spray” of “numerous bomb-bursts.” Photographs of mechanized units, marching columns, and bicycle troops (“Pedal into Burma”) composed motion pictures pulling readers into the relentless forward movement of Japanese forces. “Knifing,” “blasting,” “toppling” captions hounded the “swerving and swaying” enemy. From the start, the war was conceived in a highly aggressive way: banners “along the streets, in streetcars and restaurants,” and really “everywhere,” urged the army to “annihilate our enemies,” to “slaughter them.”18


However, the all-out success could not hide the glaring flaw of the attack. Japan assumed it struck at the heart of American power, dismissing the more realistic view, which was that Pearl Harbor was simply a remote appendage of an otherwise unscathed industrial giant—only four hundred thousand people lived in the far-off Hawaii Territory. The chief of naval operations, Admiral Harold Stark, later recalled having made this connection clear to Japan’s ambassador before the war: “You too will have your losses,” he reminded, and “unable to make up your losses,” Japan “will grow weaker,” while “we will not only make up our losses but will grow stronger as time goes on.”19


Many senior officers in Japan’s navy agreed—privately. Even Isoruko Yamamoto, the commander in chief of the Combined Fleet who planned the audacious preemptive strike on Pearl Harbor, opposed the overall military strategy. For someone who “bet on anything and everything,” he was proud of playing a “full house” against America’s “pair” on December 8. But as a poker player, he also knew he would be dealt other hands. “Anyone who has seen the auto factories in Detroit and the oil fields in Texas,” he reflected, “knows that Japan lacks the national power for a naval race with America.” Japan could “put up a tough fight for the first six months” in a war with the United States, “but I have absolutely no confidence as to what would happen if it went on for two or three years.”20


The sense that time was running out had pushed the Japanese leadership into war in the first place. Japan was running out of resources. It had about a year’s supply of oil. At the same time, military leaders watched Germany’s spectacular conquests in 1940 and came to the conclusion that Europe’s colonies in Asia were there for the taking. “Don’t miss the bus!” they told themselves.21


The brilliant success of the Pearl Harbor attack served to validate traditional Japanese arguments prizing spiritual quality over material quantity. Yet observers admitted that the struggle might be a very long one—as aggressive naval and imperial powers, Great Britain and the United States had “dominated the world” for so long, controlling key points around the globe such as the Suez Canal and the Panama Canal, that “they will not submit without a struggle.” The war could go on for “ten, twenty, and even a hundred years.”22


The struggle would be long and thorny, and it would be global. Japan defined the war as the “Great East Asian War” against the Western empires in the name of one billion people, half the world’s population, who “groan under their yoke.” Between the “have” and the “have-not” nations, favorite vocabulary words for the upstart Axis, between “plutocratic-democratic map-makers of Washington and London” and the army of liberation mobilized in Tokyo to alter the face of the earth, “there has now opened a war for life or death.” It was a planetary war of nations and races: “All the players are in the game and all the cards on the table. Nobody can back out,” concluded one scholar writing about the conflict that lay ahead.23


Yet for Asians, the promise of the “Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere” turned into a “predatory enterprise” in which Japanese assumed the role of the European imperialists they had booted out of the Pacific. Already in China, Bengali poet Rabindranath Tagore warned in 1938 that Japan had erected a “tower of skulls.” Racial hierarchies—“Asia for the Asians” with the Japanese on top but not “Malaya for the Malayans”—emerged as a central feature in Japan’s “holy war.” “The ‘sphere’ was actually a pyramid.”24


“The enemy is coming, the enemy is coming. On Track 2 the enemy is coming. On Track 3 the enemy is coming!” Musei, the New Year’s diarist, was startled to see his four-year-old son playing railroad conductor. The game suggested anxiety about the size and proximity of Japan’s enemies, a subterranean current beneath public jubilation after Pearl Harbor. Yet residents headed to shops to buy aid-defense equipment—helmets, buckets, window strips. Assigned to air-raid shelters and drilled in firefighting, citizens prepared for the war. Indeed, the hinomi, or firewatcher, and neighborhood fire brigades that raced against each other had long been a part of urban folklore. “The enemy is coming, the enemy is coming” was a case of jitters as well as a call to arms.25


Over the summer of 1941, Helmuth James von Moltke grew uneasy about the German invasion of the Soviet Union, which he followed closely as a counterintelligence officer in the High Command of the Wehrmacht. German troops advanced, but encountered stiffer resistance than expected. By the fourth or fifth week of the war, disappointing news from the front shredded Moltke’s initial conviction on June 22, the day of the invasion, that “Russia would collapse from within.” Gradually, he suspected that “we have touched something terrible and it will cost many victims.” Moltke picked up War and Peace that summer with Tolstoy’s description of the national spirit awakened by Napoleon’s invasion of Russia in 1812 ringing alarm bells. As he immersed himself in the novel, writing his wife that in the evenings he had “Tolstoyed a little more,” Moltke came to the conclusion that a successful military outcome was doubtful. The Russians were fighting for their country and shared a patriotic story: “big words, very big words,” made Russia “invincible.” He calculated the effect of the words: “very, very heavy losses”: “Every day costs 6,000 German and 15,000 Russian dead and wounded. Every hour costs 250 Germans and 625 Russians, every minute 4 Germans and 10 Russians.”26 By early December 1941, the German war machine came to a halt in the freezing-cold suburbs of Moscow.


On December 5, the Red Army mounted an unexpected and surprisingly strong offensive that pushed back German troops dozens of miles. Heinrich Hampe, with the Sixth Infantry Division, had gotten as far as a tram stop from which he picked up a “handful of old tram tickets” on which Cyrillic letters spelled out “Moskva,” yet his unit quickly abandoned their forward position. Everywhere uncoordinated retreats along icy winter roads left behind the debris of corpses, broken trucks, abandoned guns, and “documents and letters” blown “across the steppes.” Franz Halder, chief of staff of the Army Command, described Christmas Day as a “very difficult day.” Then came “a very difficult day!” and “another difficult day!” followed by “a day of wild fighting.” Wehrmacht armies eventually recovered, but the counteroffensive had bankrupted Hitler’s blitzkrieg strategy. The Soviet Union had not been knocked out.27


Moltke could not think or write in peace. He was weighed down by the “hecatombs of corpses.” “I slept very little for two nights,” he wrote his wife, Freya, on November 13, “because I woke up at 3 and thought about Jews and Russians.” The list he tabulated in his head was appallingly repetitive: “Russian prisoners, evacuated Jews, evacuated Jews, Russian prisoners, hostages shot… again evacuated Jews, Russian prisoners.”28


“Russian prisoners” referred to the hundreds of thousands of Soviet soldiers who had died in Wehrmacht captivity; they came to the attention of German authorities in the deteriorating war situation as a potential source of prison labor. The military crisis enveloped the eastern front, while partisan activity endangered security in western Europe, a threat the Wehrmacht attempted to deter with the “hostages shot” in France, Yugoslavia, and elsewhere. And “evacuated Jews”: since October, the Reich had widened the scope of the war by deporting German Jews to ghettos in the occupied territories. “One thing is quite certain,” Moltke reflected: “the Horsemen of the Apocalypse” provided only a foretaste of “what is ahead of us.”29


Moltke conveyed all the bad news in letters to “Pim,” his wife, Freya, who in his absence managed the family’s Silesian estate in Kreisau with their two young sons—“How may the milk be doing and the sheep?” he made sure to inquire. In Berlin, however, Moltke compared himself to Cassandra, the lonely Greek priestess blessed with the gift of prophecy but afflicted with the curse not to be heard. “Will everything go under in chaos?” the counterintelligence officer wondered. How can “I know this and yet sit at my table in my heated flat and have tea? Don’t I thereby become guilty too? What shall I say when I am asked: And what did you do during this time?”30


These questions steeled his opposition to Hitler. Arrested for treason in January 1944 for helping draw up plans to regenerate Germany after the Nazis, Moltke was executed at Berlin’s Plötzensee Prison on January 23, 1945, at the age of thirty-seven. Freya died in Norwich, Vermont, on January 1, 2010.


“Evacuated Jews, Russian prisoners, hostages shot”—these issues pressed the atmosphere of crisis that prevailed when Hitler returned to the “Wolf’s Lair,” his headquarters at Rastenburg, East Prussia, on December 7, 1941. He had come back from a quick inspection trip to Mariupol and Poltava in Ukraine to confer with his generals after the Soviet counteroffensive, which had been launched a few days earlier. According to a staff officer, discussions revealed that Hitler “does not understand the state of our troops.” Everything being done was just a “patch-up job.” A week later, he issued the “no retreat” order in the face of what in some sectors appeared to be a rout.31


After Sunday dinner, around 9:00 p.m., Hitler was informed of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, a place his staff first had to locate.


News of the attack came, as it did for millions around the world, over the radio. In this case, press chief Otto Dietrich had been monitoring foreign news. “A delirium of joy embraced everyone at headquarters”—“at least as far as one could see,” noted Walter Warlimont, the deputy chief of operations. The news, Warlimont added, “left the lone bystander, who even in this hour still believed to be able to see, lonelier still.”


The next day, December 8, Hitler decided to declare war on the United States in common cause with Japan in accordance with the spirit, though not the letter, of the Tripartite Pact, a defensive military alliance the two powers had signed with Italy on September 27, 1940, to create the Axis. The declaration of war was to be broadcast to the world in a public address to the Reichstag. That meant Hitler had to be in Berlin, and he left by overnight train for the capital that evening, but not before ordering Germany’s navy to sink on sight any American ship.32


Since Hitler was late composing his speech, the Reichstag convened only at 3:00 p.m. on December 11. At some point, Joseph Goebbels, the trusted adviser, suggested that the Reichstag session be used as an opportunity to update Hitler’s Gauleiter, the Nazi Party’s district officials, about “broad military, foreign, and domestic political problems,” a meeting that took place on December 12, 1941. There were thus two events planned, the big Reichstag address broadcast over radio and the little one with Hitler’s political team in his private quarters.33


In his capacity as president of the Reichstag, another old Nazi, Hermann Goering, opened the parliamentary session with a moment of silence in honor of German soldiers fallen on the field of battle in Russia. Hitler cited the exact number in his address: 162,314, more than double the number killed in France and Poland. “You know me, my old Party companions,” Hitler began, recalling that he had “always been an enemy of half measures or weak decisions.” Identifying himself as “the child of a small, poor family,” in contrast to Roosevelt’s “filthy rich family,” Hitler spoke up for the Habenichts, the have-not nations who “just want to live.” This was a world historical moment that would determine the “life or death” of nations, “perhaps for ever.” An Axis victory would pull down the “Anglo-Saxon-Jewish-Capitalist World” so that a “better New Order in the world” might rise. What was at stake was nothing less than “a historical revision on a unique scale.”34


Goering closed the session with the idea of the “world war in the true sense of the word,” a war between “the world of construction and the world of decay.” Obviously, with Germany’s declaration of war, all the major belligerents around the world had joined the fight. But the words “world war” were more than a quick shorthand about global scale; they referred back to an important prophecy that Hitler had made about the international situation on January 30, 1939. In words that were quoted back many times over the following years with almost theological authority, Hitler had prophesied the “annihilation of the Jewish race in Europe” in the event of a “world war.” The accent on “true” in Goering’s 1941 formulation implicated “the Jewish race.”


For many observers, Germany’s declaration of war promised only the elongation of the front across the globe and the prolongation of the war into an indeterminate future. “The war will now drag on forever,” thought Paul Schmidt, Hitler’s translator.35


The question remains: Why did Hitler declare war on the United States? British diplomat Sir Nicholas Henderson considered the declaration of war “Hitler’s biggest blunder.” Sebastian Haffner, who had tracked Hitler’s career since the 1930s, thought the declaration an “act of lunacy.”36 With his “obliging declaration,” Hitler passed over the golden opportunity “to work incalculable mischief” with the US commitment to give “precedence to the European war.” Given the emotional desire to punish Japan, Roosevelt would have found it difficult to declare war against Germany on his own.37 In effect, Hitler invited the Allies to fight the war they preferred: Germany first. What was important to Hitler, however, was that he had taken the initiative.


The world war had come. The big declaration was delivered on Thursday, December 11: the war against the United States. The second event, the Gauleiter meeting, took place on Friday afternoon in Hitler’s private apartment in the Old Chancellery. There, he announced to the leaders of his party, about fifty in number, the decision that Germany would pursue the extermination of Jews across Europe, including German Jews. This was the political initiative of the Nazi Party. Most of Hitler’s remarks focused on the war situation: the Soviet counteroffensive around Moscow and the new war in the Pacific. However, the part on the Jews was in the form of a directive, not a survey. Two sources give the gist of what Hitler said: the accounts of Joseph Goebbels, the propaganda minister and Gauleiter of Berlin, and of Hans Frank, governor-general in conquered Poland. They are not stenographic reports but are consistent with one another.


Goebbels reported to his diary:




Regarding the Jewish question, the Führer is determined to clear the table. He warned the Jews that if they were to cause another world war, it would lead to their own destruction. Those were not empty words. Now the world war has come. The destruction of the Jews must be its necessary consequence. We cannot be sentimental about it. It is not for us to feel sympathy for the Jews. We should have sympathy rather with our own German people. If the German people have to sacrifice 160,000 victims in yet another campaign in the east, then those responsible for this bloody conflict will have to pay for it with their lives.





Hitler’s words referred directly back to the prophecy of January 30, 1939, in which a “world war” would result in the “extermination of the Jewish race in Europe.” The prophecy had been formulated in the conditional future tense. On December 12, however, Hitler spoke clearly about intentions that were going to take place: Jews “will have to pay” with their lives; their destruction must be the “necessary consequence.” There were also no bounds to the action; the table will be cleared in a single, immediate sweep. And there was no room for interpretation or hyperbole since the words were categorically “not empty,” or metaphorical. The destruction of the Jews would require the effort to expunge sympathy and override exceptions.38


Frank’s report was strikingly similar. He opened his statement with the summary that “one way or another we have to put an end to them.” Frank called attention to the prophecy of January 1939. There would also be no halfway measures; “liquidation” was the goal. The final step was to approach the task without false or misplaced sympathy.39


It is not clear whether the decision to declare war on the United States and thus establish for Germany the conditions of “a world war” was made in order to fulfill the prophecy and murder all the Jews. It is a logically compelling conclusion, but seems unlikely. However, the declaration was certainly made with the prophecy in mind. For Hitler, and National Socialists, the declaration of war and the decision to exterminate the Jews became part of a single revolutionary effort.


In the days immediately following the Gauleiter meeting, strides to solve technical issues were also taken. On December 14, Hitler met with Heinrich Himmler, Reichsführer of the SS; Philipp Bouhler, chief of the Chancellery of the Führer; and Bouhler’s chief of staff, Viktor Brack, who had coordinated the T4 program in which so-called defectives had been euthanized with gas over the course of the past year. (T4 stood for the Berlin offices on Tiergartenstrasse 4, a short stroll from the Chancellery.) It was Bouhler’s Chancellery team that provided the experts who set up extermination operations in 1942. Hitler’s Gauleiter conference set the planning process in motion; the T4 operation in the Chancellery offices was scaled up to expedite the destruction of “the Jewish race in Europe.”40


It is not the case that Hitler decided to murder Jews on December 12, 1941. Already in the summer of 1941, “total liquidation began in the occupied Soviet lands. Selective mass executions of those seen as ‘unfit for labor’” had also taken place. And beginning in October, German and Austrian Jews were being deported to ghettos in the East—the deportations preoccupying Moltke. The difference is that after December 12, 1941, the goal of the “extermination of the Jewish race” became systematic and directed centrally from Berlin. In place was now a comprehensive program of deportation and murder on German-occupied territory in the present time of the ongoing war.41


What actually concerned ordinary Germans around Christmas 1941 were events unfolding on the eastern front. The reversals of fortune in the “ice-hell” of Russia were far more consequential than the public suspected even after six months of war. On the evening of December 20, listeners got a sense of the disorder when Goebbels “delivered an address over all the German radio stations,” announcing “a gigantic collection of winter equipment for the armed forces” to take place the following week. Germans were told “quite plainly that the situation was critical,” so much so that what soldiers needed were suitable clothes. “The speech hit the people like a bomb.” Local Nazis huddled together during the holidays to stitch together “10 x 10 cm quadrants” out of wool scraps to make blankets. Civilians donated their underwear as well as shawls, shirts, and pullovers, along with vacation stuff: skis and boots. The campaign was a splendid opportunity, scoffed one diarist, for all “ladies who had received fabulous fur coats from France to donate them [back] to our soldiers.” Pleased with the totals, Goebbels regarded the collection as a spontaneous plebiscite in favor of the regime. Most Germans, however, felt that they had been brushed with catastrophe.42


Almost every day ambulance trains pulled into the main train station in Cologne in January 1942. The casualties on the eastern front touched nearly all families in the city. Listening to the radio, people learned to expect the most “strenuous challenges” for the New Year. Hitler pledged the home front to “make every, and, if necessary, even the last sacrifice.” “Today there are only duties,” boldfaced Cologne’s party newspaper.43


In many ways the mood in Germany was apocalyptic, sinister, and portentous at the same time. The public felt backed into another costly war against formidable enemies, while leaders sought to outflank crisis in one sector with more war and unbounded action against the “real” enemies. The estimations contradicted each other in the abstract but actually meshed well in the energetic offensives the Germans undertook in the months that followed in 1942.


Germany fought the war across a long series of fronts across the globe. What the Allies feared most was a gigantic pincer strategy in which the Japanese and Germans would converge on the Middle East. Hitler himself proposed “exact coordination” between the two “gigantic military powers—Japan and Germany—far away from each other but standing together in battle,” so that they would be able to leverage their forces to scatter the strength of the enemies who would exhaust themselves as they lurched from one place to another. However, this was a complete “wish strategy,” since there was no coordination. Hitler’s scenario did describe what happened to the Germans as the Allies launched counteroffensives at the end of 1942.44


As an epigram for audacious thinking, Goebbels quoted Nietzsche on the day of Japan’s attack at Pearl Harbor: “what doesn’t kill me, makes me stronger.”45 Always widely quoted, Nietzsche provided comfort!


In five days in December, from the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, to Hitler’s December 12 decision to exterminate “the Jewish race in Europe,” all the belligerents entered a long and global war in which civilians would be the most numerous victims. The war had become a brutal prolonged world conflict.


“The equation at present” was quite “unbalanced,” one American observer calculated in 1941: “80,000,000 Germans in one lump + the labor of n slaves + 8 years of intense rearming and organization + frenzied fanaticism versus 70,000,000 British in 4 continents + zero slaves + only 3 years of real rearmament and no industrial mobilization + dogged determination.” In this grand, horrible struggle with the big lump and its slaves, “little by little, in every country of the world, in all the great cities, and in most of the accessible villages, the sights and sounds of war were to become the commonplace of the age.” Splashy posters on the walls exhorted residents in Lagos and Calcutta to organize air defense and collect war funds; newsreels in local movie theaters chatted incessantly about new offensives. “Our world has grown closer and smaller,” Sierra Leone’s Daily Mail commented. Two great alliance systems, the Axis and the Allies, based in their territories around the world, waged war so that there were few truly neutral middle zones.46


(The blocs were incomplete at a few points: the Soviet Union and Japan, upholding their April 1941 nonaggression pact, did not fight each other. Most South American nations were not proper belligerents in the war, which also never stamped their histories the way it did the rest of the world. In the British Dominions, in Australia, South Africa, and Canada, antiwar and antidraft sentiment dating back to World War I limited military operations. The slaughter in the trenches a quarter century earlier cast long shadows on mobilization for war in 1939.)


Most everyone in the world was pushed aside or pulled into the conflict. “The coils of war increasingly strangle the world,” observed Indian nationalist Jawaharlal Nehru. Soldiers and workers wondered what kind of war it was and whose interests it was fought for and who might gain even when it became clear that the Allies would win. The war displaced people, and it blinded them, and it also created new connections between places like Calcutta and Johannesburg and Detroit because there were so many wars waged. The world war was fought among empires—the United States, Great Britain, Germany, and Japan. And it was fought as an anticolonial struggle against empire, one that would continue well beyond 1945. World War II was also a war between the “haves” and “have-nots” abroad and between privilege and persecution at home. In many ways, World War II was a race war; the terms certainly suggest so: “Japs,” “yellow race,” “white man,” “the Jew.”47


World War II was about territory and dominion around the globe, but it was also about forms of social and political organization and about ways of seeing detail, recognizing suffering, and narrating the whole. This reconstruction of the building blocks of life made World War II a total war, one that mustered and killed larger and larger numbers of the earth’s inhabitants in radical leaps that overran wild imagination.















CHAPTER 2


Drawing a Map


Less than a generation after the “Great War” of 1914–1918, five days in December 1941 suddenly created a global conflict stretching across continents and oceans, a replay, but much bigger than the earlier conflict. It was war in almost all the known places. The Allies had already decided on a “Germany first” strategy, but the spread of Japanese attacks required recalculations. What sort of shape would the war take, and along what fronts would danger lie? Old charts to territories had to be revised and new explanations and motives crafted. The planet included a great deal of inventory that needed to be sorted. Mapmakers got to work immediately.


In his fireside chat on December 9, 1941, President Roosevelt anticipated a “long war against crafty and powerful bandits.” All the belligerents saw the conflict as a struggle between one side that had grabbed power illegitimately and the other that defended rightful claims. What made the war a total war was the weaponry and all-out mobilization of civilians. The war’s moral reach was also all-encompassing, as all belligerents assumed roles as guardians of freedom. With competing visions of humanity, each side protected the human against the inhuman. Allied and Axis powers escalated violence because they pursued the aim of completely destroying the wickedness of others, rather than defeating political or military adversaries. The absolute difference between oppressors and liberators or between haves and have-nots is what totalized the war. Naming the war expressed its ethical stakes.


The “Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere” became the central aim of what was officially recognized as Japan’s “Greater East Asia War” a few days after Pearl Harbor. Its guardianship of Greater East Asia and fierce resistance to the usurpations of the West gave energy and coherence to the war effort. In the Japanese view, the war with the United States and Great Britain was embedded in the larger struggle for self-determination in Asia. Neither whites nor Europeans had a right to claim the planet for themselves.


Pravda, the official newspaper of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, applied what had been the central event in Russian history, the Patriotic War against Napoleon in 1812, to the all-out defense against the German invaders in what became known as “the Great Patriotic War.” It was great because everything was on the line: the lives of the people, the Soviet Union, world socialism. A Communist tyrant, Stalin emerged as a patriotic Russian leader. For the poet Olga Berggolts, writing on the day after Germany’s invasion, the war changed “in a blinding flash” where “You” and “I” stood. She wrote about her new love: “on that day too I did not forget / The bitter years of persecution and sorrow. But… you and I are one again, as before.” For the Soviet Union, the world war began when German armies crossed its borders on June 22, 1941, allowing it to demonstrate its status as victim, not aggressor, as it had been in 1939 when it had followed Germany to invade Poland.1


Germany’s war was always the “world war,” just as it had been in World War I. It described the intercontinental geography of the conflict, but buttressed as well Germany’s claim to be a world power with a right to contest the imperial claims of the Allies. Underneath, the “world war” also referred to Hitler’s prophecy in 1939, with the great conflagration justifying the extermination of “the Jewish race in Europe.”


In his speeches before Pearl Harbor, President Roosevelt sometimes referred to a second world war, but in April 1942 he admitted “toying” with the idea of a proper name for the new conflict. Perhaps it was “the Survival War,” since “this war,” he explained, “comes pretty close to being the survival of our civilization,” of everything “we have lived for for a great many generations.” His idea generated a flurry of new submissions. Some followed up Roosevelt’s emphasis on danger: the conflagration should be called the “Anti-Dictator War.” Other readers saw the war as the path to a more secure, happy future. Wasn’t the present conflict a “War of Freedom” or a “War of Liberty”? Suggestions also registered the scale to the war: “Total War” or simply “Your War.” Former isolationists, who had warned Americans against being suckered into another conflict, poked a finger in the eye of righteous patriotism. “Franklin’s Folly” and “the Great Massacre” were among their ideas. Or else the war was exactly what soldiers suspected in their gut: a “Raw Deal,” which turned Roosevelt’s “New Deal” inside out. In the end, Gallup polling confirmed the public’s preference for “World War II,” a name that stuck. For most people, it was just “the war.”2


World War II was appropriate: after 1941, belligerents fought across the globe, from Alaska to Madagascar. The idea of the world’s war also tallied up built-up fears, resentments, and desires, recognizing the historical moment. World War II looked back to the last war in 1914–1918, which now became known as World War I, and it anticipated a possible World War III. One form that cataclysm took was repetition through serialization.


As the game of names suggested, the United States was not prepared for armed struggle. The country had to figure out its role in the conflict and its place in the world. Roosevelt tried to provide guidance when, in his fireside chat on February 23, 1942, he asked Americans to “look at your map.”


The White House announced Friday morning that the president would provide a “radio report” to the nation on Monday evening at 10:00 p.m. It would be designed, a spokesman explained, “to bring home to every American community and every American worker the effect on them of battle thousands of miles away.” To that end, the president urged citizens to “have before them a map of the world or a globe” so that they might better understand him. Newspapers obliged by publishing maps “to clip and save.”3


Americans anxious to get ready for Roosevelt’s fireside chat stampeded booksellers to purchase maps on Friday. They cleared out shelves by Saturday. Rand McNally’s “53-by-39-inch black-and-white world map at $2, and its 50-cent pocket map of the Pacific were among the rapid sellers.” Consumer Reports recommended “Stanford’s General Map” and Hammond’s World Wide Atlas, but warned against Woolworth’s 25-cent “Fold-O-Globe.”4


With globes spinning and maps unfolded, listeners, estimated at 80 percent of the radio audience, waited for Roosevelt’s lesson to the nation on February 23, 1942. He seated himself at a desk in front of a world map so he was able to turn half around and point out locations. However, Roosevelt could not show where American troops had deployed. After Pearl Harbor, there was nothing to move around: the Philippines had all but fallen; the Japanese occupied Singapore the week before. Roosevelt asked Americans to remember Washington’s Continental army, which had faced “formidable odds and recurring defeats.” “Every winter was a Valley Forge,” Roosevelt recalled.


The president urged Americans to draw strength from “Washington’s conduct” in “hard times,” but stressed that “this war is a new kind of war.” Modern weaponry made it different “from all the other wars in the past.” Moreover, the “broad oceans” were no longer protective barriers but “endless battlefields” so that war actually encircled the world; military fronts stretched across “every continent, every island, every sea, every air lane.” For illustration, Roosevelt asked Americans to “look at your map.” With his finger he drew connections that the enemies threatened to cut. He pointed to supply lines to Australia and New Zealand, to the Persian Gulf and Mediterranean, to Great Britain and Russia; if they were severed, the Axis powers threatened the Middle East, Africa, and South America. In other words, there was no hemispheric defense at all.


The message on February 23 was that security and freedom depended on deployments in faraway places: indeed, Roosevelt used the word “distant” or “distance” seven times in his speech. “Look at your map”: the exercise taught Americans to think in a globally minded way.


The world on the map behind Roosevelt’s desk was displayed in a conventional Mercator projection with continents anchored far from one another in a big foursquare ocean. But the point of his address was to encourage Americans to see the world at war as a matrix of interconnections across the globe. Stress on the word “globe” implied that “Mercator’s projection cannot tell this story.” “No one can read the map of this war until he has comprehended the fact that the world is round,” asserted Life. During the war, a new generation of cartographers insisted on decentered perspectives that showed true distances, sizes, and relationships among land- and sea masses. Trained as an architect and working in advertising during the 1930s, Robert Edes Harrison led the way. In his view, people misread maps because they approached them from a single direction in which North was always on top. He proposed to create two-dimensional maps revealing various impressions when the globe was rolled around this way and that in order to apprehend old shapes in new ways, sideways, or upside down. The new perspectives might at first startle or look “queer,” but they avoided the standard distortions of Mercator’s projection.


If one drew a map of the world centered on the North Pole, the Eurasian and North American continents appeared as an interconnected landmass; on Roosevelt’s map, however, Europe, North America, and Asia were all widely separated by the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans. Mercator also projected the hemispheric unity of North and South Americas. But taking Madison, Wisconsin, the hometown of isolationist leader Philip La Follette, as the vantage point, one geographer drew an arc around the world at the distance of Buenos Aires; every European capital including Moscow fell inside the arc and was closer to Madison. What is more, from Japan’s perspective, Dutch Harbor, Alaska, provided a much more direct route to the United States than Pearl Harbor. Occupying Norway, Germany shortened the route to the United States over Canada. However, neither empire fully understood these relationships because they were locked into Mercator projections.5


Indeed, conventional maps had always worked a spell on strategists. Already in War and Peace, his 1869 novel about Napoleon’s invasion of Russia in 1812, Leo Tolstoy warned against putting trust in maps, which promoted the illusion that “all the possibilities have been foreseen.” In one scene, Russians rejected the Germans’ science of war: “There was a need not to think, not to stick pins in the map, but to fight, to beat the enemy.” Holed up in his military headquarters at the Wolf’s Lair, Hitler absorbed himself in ever more detailed maps that simulated accuracy and control, but provided few guides to the dynamic situation on the eastern front. He ordered “divisions and battalions back and forth” like a croupier, observed one staff officer, while “losing entire armies.”6


The world war shoved off continents to make room for the globe and, with it, dispelled conceptions of American security. “Since Dec. 7 all of us have been studying the maps,” editorialized the New York Times. “Moulmein is no longer a word in a Kipling poem.” “There is only one front in this war,” the paper commented in August 1942, the one from “the Solomons to the Volga.” “A battle won or lost anywhere is won or lost everywhere.” One world, one war—what emerged during the war was an understanding of the planet as an integrated organ as depicted in the famous 1968 photograph Earthrise. “We came all this way to explore the moon,” and instead “we discovered the earth,” recalled Apollo 8 astronaut William Anders. A few years after the war, the prospect of nuclear war made the planet the only reference point to security: “Doom is global by definition, not national.”7


All the big belligerent powers conceived of space in expansive ways. Americans eventually stationed themselves physically all around the world. Every point from Guadalcanal to Stalingrad sat on the same “ever-moving, endless, and indivisible front.” Of course, not everyone found their bearings. Most sailors in the US Navy had never been to sea or “seen anything larger than the Ohio River.” Shipping out to New Zealand, one Marine asked: “Where the hell is that?” “I’ve heard of it,” someone replied, “but just where is it?” Its location “down under” simply promoted a debate about whether the earth was flat or round.8


Germans groped to get their hands around the world. “We thought that comrades in Karelia or the Crimea were endlessly far away,” observed Hans Schwarz van Berk in the influential weekly Das Reich. In the meantime, “war has charged around in the world in great leaps” that can “only be followed with the aid of a globe.” “The German eye and the German ear will have to accustom itself” to unfamiliar names and places. Yet the new geography was also unsettling. The latest joke: A small-town bookseller takes down a globe and points out all the countries at war with Germany. “‘Holy shit,’ replies the rube, ‘does the Führer know about that?’”9


Japanese planners had traditionally oriented themselves to the north, to the colonies in Formosa and Korea and to China and Manchuria. Foreign-language courses emphasized Chinese. With the new war, South Asia with its rich resources—oil, rubber, tin—suddenly came into view. In the five months after December 8, 1941, Japan acquired a vast southern empire the perimeter of which was many times larger than the country’s old sphere of influence. Japan was poised to disrupt the “entire Indian Ocean traffic system.” But empire also meant a new order of difference: Muslims in Malaya and Indonesia and Catholics in the Philippines. To familiarize readers with the new inventory, the Japan Times published a series of informative surveys: “The Rivers of Java,” “Climate of the Philippines,” “Peoples of Sumatra,” “Religion of Thailand,” and “Geology of India.” There was even a hopeful item on Australia’s koalas. Despite the helpful atlas, soldiers found these tropical places to be hot and very far from home.10


All the major powers in the war drafted new geopolitical frameworks to manage global space. On August 14, 1941, Roosevelt and Churchill, after a secret meeting in Placentia Bay, Newfoundland, unfurled the Atlantic Charter, which outlined the war aims of the two allies even before the United States formally joined the conflict. The goals of the war were articulated in explicitly geographical terms with worldwide implications. The charter called for the restoration of “sovereign rights and self-government to those who have been forcibly deprived of them” and looked beyond occupied Europe to the future in which “all peoples” had the right “to choose the form of government under which they will live.” The Atlantic Charter quickly became a way to think about the global future.


Both Japan and Germany based their new geopolitical visions, to cite the preamble of the 1940 Tripartite Pact, on a “lasting peace” achieved by redistributing world space in “a new order of things calculated to promote the mutual prosperity and welfare of the peoples concerned.” Japan’s Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere arranged space for the East Asian family; Germany’s Generalplan Ost, which accompanied the invasion of the Soviet Union in June 1941, modeled the “regions of Europe” on the basis of race. Yet Axis space was delimited by regional perspective in which the emphasis fell on integrating continental blocks under the leadership of a dominant power. Neither Japan nor Germany boasted Britain’s “steamship, train, and telegraph lines bursting like fireworks” over the globe in a “glow of progress,” nor did they develop the United States’ intercontinental air routes.11


On his voyage back home from Canada after signing the Atlantic Charter on August 14, 1941, Churchill’s battleship, Prince of Wales, caught up with a convoy of seventy-two merchant ships sailing to Liverpool. Waving from the bridge, the delighted prime minister asked the captain to go around one more time to sail right through the convoy, which “looked almost like a town.” Once the sailors realized it was Churchill, “cheers rang out from every ship.”12 But just what did Atlantic cheers mean?


Introduced on the front pages of American newspapers, the eight “peace aims” of the Atlantic Charter to restore sovereign rights against foreign domination could be dismissed as a “rehash of old ideas,” “platitudinous declarations” that “do not cost us anything.” At the same time, “the dramatic background of powerful battleships” and “airplanes roaring constantly overhead” cast Roosevelt as a world leader committed to “the final destruction of the Nazi tyranny.” In “The Rendezvous with Destiny,” the New York Times described the fateful “play of would-be gods and self-elected giants,” the only “great Powers left in the world that speak with human voices, in the name of people.” And what they had to say—“That All Men in All Lands May Live Out Their Lives in Freedom” was the caption in the Times—drowned “out all sounds” as far as “Dakar and Teheran.” The Atlantic Charter was a “democratic bomb.”13


The costly war had put the future of the British Empire into doubt. It was the world’s largest geographic unit, encompassing 13.7 million square miles (whereas the Roman Empire stretched across 1.7 million), more than a quarter of the land surface of the earth with 23 percent of the world’s population. This expanse was why Churchill was determined to bring Roosevelt into the war—even to the point of signing off on the Atlantic Charter. It was also why the Atlantic Charter took on a life of its own as Britain’s imperial subjects wondered about their own freedom. When addressing West African students in London on the day the charter had been published, Deputy Prime Minister Clement Attlee was pointedly asked what people the charter had in mind. “You will not find in the declaration,” he replied to “long and prolonged applause,” the suggestion that “the freedom and social security for which we fight should be denied to any of the races of mankind.” The Daily Herald, a Labour newspaper, jumped on point: “Atlantic Charter: It Means Dark Races as Well.”14


In Sapele, “fifteen questioners, including a young lady, fired their broadsides at me, demanding positive proof of Britain’s sincerity of purpose and whether the Atlantic Charter was applicable to Nigeria or not?” At question time, after a lecture in Warri, someone asked “whether the Prime Minister had answered my cablegram.” Audiences posed “the ever recurrent question of whether the Atlantic Charter was applicable to Nigeria or no?” What Nnamdi Azikiwe encountered as he set out with his Lagos football team, Zik’s Athletic Club, on a “Goodwill Tour” across Nigeria at the end of 1941 was an extraordinary chain of voices in English and Yoruba, Edo, and Igbo, about the aims of the war, the charter itself, the democratic future of Nigeria, and the “New World We Intend to Build After the War.”15


The seven-week Goodwill Tour featured “thinly veiled anti-colonial rhetoric in the guise of pro-war support.” Zik’s football team, later split into the “Bombers” and “Spitfires,” attracted enthusiastic crowds and netted impressive gate receipts: sixteen pounds in Sapele, nineteen pounds in Benin, and twenty-five pounds in Warri, where “Old Man Football gripped everybody, young and old, black and white, rich and poor.” What the tour proved was that British West Africans “are 100 per cent behind the Empire’s war effort.” But it had a larger purpose. Efforts had to be made so “the Allies should win this war,” but “as the day follows the night,” the war required a peace in which Nigeria got “democracy in action” at “the dawn of a New Africa.” At each stop, Zik argued for the credibility of the Atlantic Charter and against the notion that it was idle “Atlantic Chatter.”16


The grandest goodwill tour promoting the Atlantic Charter was Wendell Willkie’s “One World” trip around the globe in fall 1942. The circumpolar route was featured on the inside covers of his 1943 publishing sensation, One World, among the fastest-selling books of all time: New York, Natal, Cairo, Jerusalem, Ankara, Tehran, Moscow, Chungking. “One World” was commissioned by Roosevelt to bolster support for the Allied cause at a time when it was not clear that there would even be a Cairo or Moscow to visit. Willkie, the Republican nominee for president in 1940 who had thrown his support in favor of the president’s interventionist foreign policy, came to the conclusion that “true victory meant freedom not only from fascism but also from empire.” The Atlantic Charter had to apply to India and East Asia and Africa, and not simply to Europe “under the Nazi yoke.”17


In his “Report to the People,” broadcast on October 26, 1942, on all four major radio networks with more than thirty-six million listeners tuned in, Willkie confirmed that people from Egypt to China asked about the Atlantic Charter. Again the “recurrent question”: Did it truly belong to them? In Willkie’s “new world idea,” “there is no more place for imperialism”; “the big house on the hill surrounded by mud huts has lost its awesome charm.” This unity of purpose reflected “a larger map that marks a single world,” one overlaying the “splotches of color” of the different territories and their separate and unequal paths. “Everybody has been talking to the common man since the war began,” noted the New York Post; with Willkie, “the common man talked back.”18


Churchill talked back too. When pressed at the time to offer a clear path to self-determination in the colonies, he made clear that he had “not become the King’s First Minister in order to preside over the liquidation of the British Empire.” Indignant, he was “not going to accept less favorable terms” from a salesman like Willkie “than I could get from Hitler.” For Churchill, the Atlantic Charter protected the sovereignty of the places the Axis had trampled. Britain’s stewardship of empire could not be compared to Germany’s occupation of Poland despite the chorus of voices on both sides of the Atlantic demanding that individual liberties take precedence over sovereign or states’ rights.19


In Germany, Carl Schmitt, a political theorist regarded as the “crown jurist of the Third Reich,” sharpened Churchill’s suspicions about unbounded American moralism. For Schmitt, the Atlantic Charter divided the world into blocs of humanity and inhumanity. In this division, the universal became a total and uncontainable force impeded only by noncompliant outlaws represented as “the inhuman enemy.” Locating the violence of the war precisely in the proclamation of goodwill, Schmitt anticipated the post–Cold War critique of US human rights policy as disguised imperial thrust. By contrast, Germany, in his analysis, organized different peoples in an integrated “Grossraum,” or bounded living space. In fact, the Nazis rejected both the accommodation of ethnic differences and their assimilation to a higher standard. Schmitt had only German racism to offer in place of American imperialism, murder instead of melting pots.20


With its decisive victories in the opening phase of the Great East Asia War, Japan instantly acquired an empire of 3.3 million square miles, one of the largest in modern times. With 20 percent of the world’s population, it stretched from the puppet regime of Manchukuo in the North to New Guinea in the South, from the Marshall Islands at the international date line to Burma in the West. Japan’s “voice of Asia” pronounced the principle of equality: “No nation will presume to violate the freedom of another nation,” “no nation will exploit another,” “no nation will force its culture upon another,” and “no race will consider itself superior.” It heralded the emancipation of “Asiatic nations from the bondage of the white man” who, with discriminatory laws and international police forces, had enforced “the will of the few against the desires of the many.”21


However, Japan did not conceive East Asian Grossraum to be a confederation of equals. It was a greater whole in which each part contributed to regional cooperation and prosperity by accepting its “proper place” under Japan’s leadership. This idea was consistent with “Asia for Asians” but not with “Malaya for Malayans.” As they established themselves in “every corner of East Asia,” Japanese administrators cast themselves as both mother and father of Asia, providing spiritual guidance as well as superlative military leadership.22


Japan and the older colonies of Formosa and Korea formed the center of the Co-Prosperity Sphere. This prewar construct was surrounded by a zone of client states, Manchukuo and the Nanjing Chinese government and, later, Thailand, Burma, and the Philippines. Other territories such as the Dutch East Indies, New Guinea, and Pacific islands including Guam were ruled directly by the army or navy. Everywhere the Japanese extracted resources, though never enough to meet needs, and impressed local labor. Across these administrative boundaries lived East Asian people with distinct identities: Muslims in Malaya and the Dutch East Indies, Catholics in the Philippines, Buddhists in Thailand and Burma, Confucians in China. An extensive Chinese diaspora tied the ethnically diverse region together commercially. Japanese ideas of Asian space did not align with the experiences of East Asians or fix their loyalties.23


The Japanese aim of consolidating East Asia against the European West was shaky from the start. With its victory over the Russian Empire in 1905, Japan starred in the confrontation between the imperial West and the subjugated East, but the violence of its own colonization of Korea a few years later and its intervention in China in the 1930s tarnished its claims to benevolent leadership. After 1942, it became clear to the Asian people it occupied that Japan had stepped into the role of the Western imperialists it had vanquished, sharpening their weapons and adopting their racism. Anticolonialism served the ends of Japanese empire so that Japan could assert domination while repudiating to the West.


Yet the fall of Singapore, a strategic British Crown colony, in February 1942, had far-reaching consequences even if Japan failed to reap the advantages. The collapse of the European empires in Asia and Africa was a central event in twentieth-century history; Singapore blocked any return to the prewar world in the postwar era. When Japan tried to mobilize the national aspirations of East Asians, it found willing partners. In November 1943, at the end of the second difficult year of the war, it organized the Greater East Asia Conference in Tokyo and, with great fanfare, proposed a Pacific Charter as an alternative to what it considered a restorationist Atlantic Charter. The joint declaration recognized the principle of independence and enshrined the principle of racial equality. Ba Maw, prime minister of Burma, felt brushed by the new era: “My Asiatic blood has always called to other Asiatics.” We “have come together,” he said, “to the voice of our mother.”24


The real hero of the conference was Subhas Chandra Bose, whose fight for Indian independence highlighted the ideals of the post-Western era. “Netaji” (the Respected Leader or, as detractors noted, “Führer”) was lionized in the Japanese press as the most true-to-life figure of new Asia. Long a charismatic figure in Bengali politics, a former mayor of Calcutta, and leader of the Indian National Congress, Bose emerged as an uncompromising militant, determined to break with the nonviolent strategy of Gandhi in order to resist British rule at every point. His journey to the conference revealed the possibilities of Japan’s Pan-Asian vision. The “one world” Bose traversed from Calcutta to Kabul and Berlin in 1941 to seek Germany’s help for India’s liberation and back to Tokyo and Singapore via submarine in 1943 matched the thirty-five-thousand-mile journey traversed by Wendell Willkie on behalf of the Allies.


Bose enjoyed a rapturous welcome from among the two million Indians living and working in Southeast Asia. He spoke to overflowing crowds in Singapore’s Cathay Theater on July 4, 1943, a date that prompted references to George Washington, another anti-British freedom fighter. Audiences were enchanted by his escapades and aroused by his Churchillian oratory. “Give me your blood, and I shall give you your freedom,” he promised.25 In a “breath-taking display of love and admiration,” supporters chanted back “Jai Hind” (Freedom for India) and “Chalo Dilli” (To Delhi).


“Netaji” became a household name throughout Asia. Japan’s Tojo felled the empires, but India’s Bose stood for the liberation of nations across the “Global South.” In Germany, Bose consorted with exiled anticolonial fighters, including Haj Amin al-Husseini, the grand mufti of Jerusalem, and Rashid Ali al-Galyani, leader of the failed anti-British revolt in Iraq in the spring of 1941. Later on in Malaya, he raised an army of forty thousand volunteers to invade India; almost half the Indian soldiers the Japanese had captured in Singapore joined Bose—a pretty good catch. After the war, the soldier of the Provisional Government of Free India came to embody the “good Indian” as much as the patriot who contributed to the War Fund or the Congressman who demanded the British “quit India.” It was precisely the outlaw character of Bose’s global adventure by foot, by airplane, and by submarine that made him such an outsize figure. Today Kolkata’s international airport is named after Subhas Chandra Bose.


Bose provided a glimpse into Hitler’s study when the two leaders, each one an “old revolutionary,” in Bose’s words, met at the Wolf’s Lair in May 1942. “The furniture was simple and just enough for a small group. The walls were covered with two maps, one showing the Euro-Asian continents, and the other the war front.”26 After the invasion of the Soviet Union, Hitler gazed frequently at the maps to survey the panoramas he had opened up. He spoke to his associates on the afternoon of July 16, 1941, about the transformation of the conquered territories in the East into a “Garden of Eden.”


He started to “carve up” the “huge cake.” “Specifically,” Crimea “has to be cleared of all foreigners,” that is, the actual inhabitants, and “settled with Germans.” Made “accessible by means of an autobahn,” it “will be our Riviera.” Another look at the map: the Baltic territories had to be “incorporated into the Reich,” while “the regions around Moscow and Leningrad were to be “levelled to the ground.” The basic operating procedure of the occupation was to take “all necessary measures—shootings, evacuations—we will do it regardless” (trotzdem). Before the vistas could be filled with German vacationers and settlers, they had to be emptied out of Jews and “natives” by means of “mass death on an epic scale.”27 Hitler’s annotated maps formed the basis of Generalplan Ost.


In subsequent surveys of the eastern empire, in which the German people would have everything necessary to “assert their position in the world,” Hitler emphasized that “our first task,” following the example of the Romans, was “to construct roads”; “the beginnings of every civilization express themselves in terms of road construction.” Along the big highways, Hitler imagined German cities placed like “pearls on a necklace,” each surrounded by a “belt of delightful villages.” Families would move into “handsome, spacious” residences with rooms “crawling with children.” In twenty years, he estimated, twenty million people would inhabit the new territories. In three hundred years, he envisioned a “flourishing garden” of “unusual beauty” inhabited by as many as 250 million, even 600 million, Germanic settlers.28


It was a fantastic vision, its detail painted like a postcard down to a scale of 1:25,000.


As for “the natives”? First, and this was an inalterable element, “we will completely drive out” the Jews. Slavs would be subjugated as a native labor force or left to die. Although Hitler’s longtime confederate Alfred Rosenberg argued for “fostering” Ukrainian efforts to attain “self-rule”—the transcript noted Rosenberg’s “real soft spot for the Ukrainians”—Hitler was uncompromising. “We have no obligations whatsoever to these people,” he insisted: “to reform housing settlements, to catch lice, to provide German teachers, to bring out newspapers—no!” It was enough to learn to read the traffic signs “so that they don’t get themselves run over by our vehicles!” “There is only one duty,” he continued, to make the country German and “to look upon the natives as Indians.” Hitler set the tone for the murderous policies of the party apparatus, “the most voracious animal in world history.” “I am as cold as ice about these things.”29


The “natives” Hitler talked about constituted the remnant left behind, the “helots” and “slaves” to toil for the Germans. In their debates, the party’s biopoliticians drew up various drafts of the Generalplan Ost, calculating that 80–85 percent of the Poles, 75 percent of the White Russians, and 64 percent of “‘western’ Ukrainians” would be disposed of or die out to make room for the pioneers. More than one million Jews in the Soviet Union were murdered soon after German troops entered their communities.


There were two genocides in the German empire, one carried out against Jews and one envisioned against Slavs. What characterized the Third Reich as it charged into the postwar future was an audacious and lethal sense of the possible, “regardless.”


Literary guests in the East such as Ernst Jünger, a novelist scouting for the Wehrmacht, or Curzio Malaparte, writing for Milan’s Corriere della Sera, returned home with lurid visions of death. Kaputt was the title of Malaparte’s reportage.


There was no East Europe equivalent to Japan’s East Asia. However abusive Japanese occupation authorities became, many took seriously the promotion of indigenous Asian culture. Germans never addressed foreigners as brothers, as did the Japanese. In the eastern empire, the line of separation between Germans and others was absolute. A distinction can be made between older views of “lands and peoples” and a newer Nazi one of “spaces and races.” Japanese empire builders encountered “lands and peoples,” whereas their Axis partners lorded over inferior races. The Nazis were so obsessed with race that they genuinely worried about the end of white rule in Asia after the Japanese took Singapore, although Hitler stopped the hand-wringing with his insistence that the struggle for “life or death” made Germans “quite ready to make an alliance with the Devil himself,” pretty much what Churchill said about Stalin after Germany invaded the Soviet Union (“If Hitler invaded Hell, I would make at least a favorable reference to the Devil in the House of Commons”).30


With friends like the devil, the stakes of the war were considered to be enormously high. Even as racialists, each of the belligerents saw themselves as a new chartist, as a planetary visionary. In their rhetoric and in their choice of enemies, they were all globalists. All the wartime mapmaking, the Anglo-American Atlantic Charter, Japan’s Pacific alternative, and Nazi Germany’s Generalplan Ost set out to recast the world according to new ideas of freedom, race, and restitution. These were causes that divided up and reconnected people across the globe. The new maps that travelers consulted as they crossed the new spaces revealed a dangerously mobilized world divided and redivided by violence that extended well beyond the struggle among the Great Powers.
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“Simply magnificent.”
—SHEILA FITZPATRICK, author of 7he Shortest History of the Soviet Union
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