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In addition to his manuscript about his experiences during the Bataan and Corregidor campaign and
as a prisoner of war (POW) during World War II, my grandfather left behind a stack of additional
material, including an 895-page transcript of the 1947 war crimes trial of nine of the Japanese men
who were assigned to escort the draft of 1,619 POWSs that left Manila on the Oryoku Maru on
December 13, 1944, and arrived in Moji on the Brazil Maru on January 30, 1945. He did not attend
the trial in Yokohama in person, but he did send a statement that was submitted as evidence. This
trial will be the subject of this article.

On the transcript of the trial and some of the other documents, there are some handwritten
marks. For example, on p. 1 of SCAP File No. 014.13, the following sentence is underlined: The

Japanese themselves refused to keep a record and later forced an American medical officer to sign

more than a thousand death warrants to the effect that the prisoners had succumbed due to natural

causes, and in the left margin there is a squiggle, the word “me,” and my grandfather’s initials
“CMS.” T have no sample of my grandfather’s handwriting, but it is very likely that he wrote this as

he read the pages carefully and with great interest.
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1. International Military Tribunals

Article 10 of the Potsdam Declaration of July 26, 1945, stated that:

We do not intend that the Japanese shall be enslaved as a race or destroyed as a
nation, but stern justice shall be meted out to all war criminals, including those
who have visited cruelties upon our prisoners. The Japanese Government shall
remove all obstacles to the revival and strengthening of democratic tendencies among
the Japanese people. Freedom of speech, of religion, and of thought, as well as respect

for the fundamental human rights shall be established. (emphasis my own)

On August 15, 1945, the Showa Emperor announced that Japan would surrender
unconditionally, and the fighting ended in the Pacific Theater; the reckoning for the Axis Powers
began shortly afterward. The first International Military Tribunal was held in Nuremberg,
Germany, to prosecute, punish, and leave a historical record of the “crimes against peace,”
“conventional” war crimes, and “crimes against humanity” committed by the Nazi political, military,
and economic leaders of the war in Europe. The first and most well known of the Nuremberg trials,
for 23 major German war criminals, had four presiding judges (from France, the Soviet Union, the
United Kingdom, and the United States). It began on November 20, 1945, and ended a little more
than ten months later when the sentences were read on October 1, 1946. Three of the top Nazi
leaders—party leader Adolf Hitler, military commander Heinrich Himmler, and propaganda minister
Joseph Goebbels—were never tried because they had all committed suicide in April and May of
1945.

The second one, the International Military Tribunal for the Far East, was held in Tokyo for
the same reasons to prosecute Class A (major) Japanese war criminals. On April 29, 1946, the
Showa Emperor’s birthday, indictments were issued for 28 defendants, a list that did not include the
emperor himself. The opening statements for the prosecution were made on May 3, 1946, and the
defense finally rested its case almost two years later on April 18, 1948. The panel of 11 judges,
including nine from nations that had signed the Instrument of Surrender—Australia, Canada, China,
France, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and the United
States—plus India and the Philippines, then spent another seven months making their judgments.
During the trial, two defendants died and one was declared mentally incompetent. On November 12,
1948, about 31 months after the trial began, all of the remaining 25 defendants were found guilty,
including General Tojo Hideki, the prime minister at the time of the attack on Pearl Harbor, who

had attempted, but failed, to commit suicide at his home on September 8, 1945, the day he was
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served with a warrant for his arrest.

Between 1945 and 1951, trials for roughly 5,700 minor Japanese war criminals in Classes B
and C were held by various countries—Australia, Britain, China, France, the Netherlands, the
Philippines, the Soviet Union, and the United States—in their own occupied territories in Asia
according to their own laws. Formally, Class B war criminals were those who had committed
“conventional” atrocities or “crimes against humanity,” and Class C war criminals were those who
had been involved in planning, ordering, authorization, or failure to prevent such transgressions.
Approximately three-fourths of all Class B and Class C trials dealt with cruelties to prisoners of war.
In Japan, during the American Occupation, the Class B and Class C trials were held in Yokohama
under the authority of General Douglas MacArthur, the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers
(SCAP) in Japan.

One of the aims of the International Military Tribunals held in Germany and in Japan was to
establish the individual responsibility of the war criminals through a legal process. This was done to
psychologically separate them from the majority of the population in both the eyes of the local
people and the eyes of the rest of the world, and to allow the countries to move forward in a new
direction. It was more easily accomplished, however, for Class A—the military and political leaders
who had led those countries into the war—than for those tried for Class B and Class C war crimes.

Futamura (2008) has this to say about Japan:

The tribunal’s individual criminal punishment was not applied to the Emperor, the
Supreme Commander of the war. The extent to which the Emperor played an actual
and vital role in planning and waging the wars of aggression has been fiercely debated.
However, it is undeniable that the Japanese fought the war in the name of the
Emperor, and all orders followed by soldiers during the war were given in his name.
Many of those tried under Class B and C war crimes trials were soldiers from the
battlefield who had followed orders from an immediate superior, which were taken as

orders from the divine Emperor. (pp. 120-121)

General MacArthur and others in charge of running the Occupation of Japan, in consultation
with President Harry Truman, decided that the most effective policy for getting the country back on
its feet would be to retain the Showa Emperor in his position rather than symbolically executing him
for the war crimes of all Japanese. For the Class B and Class C war criminals, this meant that “just
following orders when fighting for the Emperor” was not a mitigating circumstance in their defense.
It also meant, as Dower (1999) said in Embracing Defeat, that the trials in Yokohama were “another

example of how, in war and peace, individuals lower in the hierarchy of authority had to pay for the
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misdeeds of men with real power” (p. 449).

2. The trial of the escort guard of the draft of 1,619 POWs who boarded
the Oryoku Maru on December 13, 1944, in the Philippines bound for Japan

The trial began on March 10, 1947, in the Yokohama Courthouse. Present were five U.S. judges,
three U.S. prosecutors, three U.S. defense attorneys, five Japanese lawyers, three interpreters,
and one reporter. The nine defendants, all of whom had served in or were employed by the Imperial
Japanese Army, were being held at that time in Sugamo Prison in Tokyo and were also present.

They were:

® First Lieutenant Toshino Junsaburo (age 43; guard commander for this draft of prisoners of
war)

® Sergeant Hattori Sho (age 38; second in command; guard)

® Lance Corporal Aihara Kazutane (age 38; guard )

® Superior Private Kobayashi Risaku (age 40; guard)

® Private Ueda Jiro (age 35; guard)

® Private Yoshida Hisao (age 37; guard)

® Sergeant Major Tanoue Suketoshi (age 30; medical non-commissioned officer)

® (aptain Kajiyama Shin (age 46; civilian; ship master for the Brazil Maru)

® Wada Shusuke (age 41; civilian employee of the Japanese Imperial Army; the official interpreter
for Lieutenant Toshino)

(Note: rank or status in the Imperial Japanese Army at the time the events took place; age at the

time of the trial)

On the second day of the trial, each of the nine defendants was charged with violating the
Laws and Customs of War; all pleaded “Not guilty.” The number of specifications for this charge for
each one of the defendants varied from 18 for Toshino to one each for Tanoue, Kobayashi, Ueda,
and Yoshida; to all the specifications, all pleaded “Not guilty.”

The main issues covered in the trial were 1) how the plan and the orders for the transport of
these 1,619 POWSs from the Philippines to Japan were made, 2) why so many of these POWs died as
a result of being transported, 3) who gave the orders for the execution of 15 of these POWs at San
Fernando, La Union, on or about December 23, 1944, and 4) the role of Wada, the official
interpreter. Only two of the accused (Toshino and Wada) were mentioned by name in my

grandfather’s manuscript. The ship master (Kajiyama) was also mentioned, but not by name, and it
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is not clear from the manuscript whether or not my grandfather had any direct knowledge of any of
the other men, though one assumes that he must have seen some or all of them. My grandfather did
not mention the execution of the 15 prisoners at San Fernando, La Union, though he did say that
some of the weak and wounded prisoners were taken into the school building after they arrived
there, and Wada talked to him about sending some prisoners of war back to Bilibid Hospital for
treatment.

The trial lasted about two months. After testimony from the nine defendants and 31 other
witnesses, including five former POWs who were part of this draft of 1,619, and a review of 63
documents that had been submitted in evidence, including one from my grandfather, the trial ended
on May 2, 1947. The judges deliberated for one week, and on May 9, 1947, the verdicts and

sentences were announced.

3. The accusations

All nine men were charged with violating “the Laws and Customs of War,” i.e., “conventional” war
crimes as defined by the Third Geneva Convention of 1929. The specifications for the charges were
related to Articles 12-16 in Part II: General Protection of Prisoners of War and to Articles 21-48
(Quarters, Food and Clothing of Prisoners of War) and Articles 29-32 (Hygiene and Medical
Attention) in Part III: Captivity.

Toshino, the senior ranking military officer and guard commander for this draft of 1,619
prisoners of war, had the longest list of specifications. Nos. 1-5 dealt with his responsibility for the
prisoners of war during the time they spent on the Oryoku Maru, and Nos. 6-7 dealt with the time
they spent at Olongapo Naval Base after the sinking of that ship. Nos. 8-13 dealt with the time the
prisoners of war spent at San Fernando, Pampanga, and San Fernando, La Union, and Nos. 14-18
dealt with the time the prisoners spent on the Enoura Maru and the Brazil Maru. Some of the
specifications charged Toshino with the deaths of specific men who were named in specific incidents,
such as No. 9, which dealt with the execution of the 15 POWs in the cemetery at San Fernando,
Pampanga. No. 5 dealt with the mistreatment of the group as a whole on the Oryoko Maru and is

representative of the charges against Toshino:

Specification 5. That between 13 December 1944 and 15 December 1944, inclusive,
aboard the Japanese Troop Transport “Oryoku Maru”, the accused Junsaburo
Toshino, then and there being the Prisoner of War Guard Commander, did willfully
and unlawfully mistreat, abuse and cause intense mental and physical suffering,

temporary insanity, impairment of health, injury and death to numerous other
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American and Allied Prisoners of War, by:

a. Neglecting and refusing to provide adequate quarters;

b. Neglecting and refusing to provide adequate food;

c. Neglecting and refusing to provide adequate drinking water;

d. Neglecting and refusing to provide adequate ventilation;

e. Neglecting and refusing to provide adequate sanitary and hygienic facilities;

f.  Neglecting and refusing to provide adequate medical attention;

g. Neglecting and refusing to provide reasonable measures for protection from
the hazards of war;

h. Shooting them,;

i.  Ordering Military personnel under his command to mistreat, abuse, beat and
shoot them and neglecting to restrain military personnel under his command
from abusing, beating and shooting them;

j.  Neglecting and refusing to make reasonable provisions for the safe
debarkation of the said Prisoners.

(United States of America vs. Junsaburo Toshino, p. 3)

There were 16 specifications listed against Wada, the official interpreter for this draft of
prisoners of war for the entire journey from the Philippines to Japan. As in Toshino’s case, some
referred to his role in the deaths of specific men in specific situations and others dealt with his role
in the mistreatment of the group as a whole. Specification No. 8 dealt with Wada’s actions on the
night of the execution of the 15 POWs at the cemetery in San Fernando, Pampanga. No. 2, the
example below, dealt with the death of a POW who had been shot by a guard on the Oryoku Maru
and whose gangrenous arm had to be amputated with a mess kit knife and no anesthetic while the
POWSs were being kept on the tennis court at Olongapo Naval Base after the sinking of the ship, an
incident which was recorded in SCAP File No. 014.13 and Proceedings of a Military Commission
(pp. 120-121), but not in my grandfather’s manuscript. The charges listed here are representative of

those against Wada:

Specification 2. That between 15 December 1944 and 22 December 1944, inclusive,
aboard the Japanese Troop Transport “Oryoku Maru”, the accused, Shusuke Wada,
then and there being the assistant of and the official interpreter for the Prisoner of War
Guard Commander, did willfully and unlawfully cause the death of Corporal Eugene
Specht, an American Prisoner of War by:

a. Neglecting to restrain Japanese military personnel subject to his supervision
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and control from shooting said Corporal Specht;

b. Refusing on his own responsibility and neglecting and refusing to transmit to
his superiors, requests for adequate quarters, food, drinking water, clothing,
sanitary and hygienic facilities and medical treatment.

(United States of America vs. Shusuke Wada, p. 2)

There were five specifications against Aihara, all of them accusing him of committing acts of
violence against the prisoners of war on the Oryoku Maru, Enoura Maru, and Brazil Maru. No. 4
dealt with his actions on the night of the execution of the 15 POWs at the cemetery in San

Fernando, Pampanga. No. 5 is representative of the charges against Aihara:

Specification 5. That between 27 December 1944 and 30 January 1945, aboard the
Japanese Troop Transport “Enoura Maru” and “Brazil Maru”, the accused, Kazutane
Aihara, did willfully and unlawfully mistreat and abuse numerous American and Allied
Prisoners of War by beating them.

(United States of America vs. Kazutane Aihara, p. 2)

There were four specifications against Hattori. No. 3 dealt with the execution of the 15
POWs at the cemetery in San Fernando, Pampanga; the others dealt with his actions on the Oryoku

Maru and the Brazil Maru. No. 2 is representative of the charges against Hattori:

Specification 2. That between 13 December 1944 and 15 December 1944, inclusive,
aboard the Japanese Troop Transport “Oryoku Maru”, the accused, Sho Hattori, did
willfully and unlawfully cause serious injury and death to numerous American and
Allied Prisoners of War by shooting them, by ordering Japanese military personnel
subject to his supervision and control to shoot them, and by neglecting and refusing to
restrain Japanese military personnel subject to his supervision and control from
shooting them.

(United States of America vs. Sho Hattori, p. 2)

There were two specifications against Kajiyama, the ship master of the Brazil Maru. The first
one contained a long list of the names of men who were known to have died on that ship; the second

one is representative of the charges against Kajiyama:

Specification 2. That between 27 December 1944 and 30 January 1945, inclusive,
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aboard the Japanese Troop Transport “Brazil Maru”, the accused, Shin Kajiyama, did
willfully and unlawfully mistreat and abuse and cause intense mental and physical
suffering, impairment of health and death to numerous other American Prisoners of
War by:

a. Neglecting and refusing to provide adequate quarters;

b. Neglecting and refusing to provide adequate food;

¢. Neglecting and refusing to provide adequate drinking water;

d. Neglecting and refusing to provide adequate sanitary and hygienic facilities.

(United States of America vs. Shin Kajiyama, p. 2)

There was one specification each for Tanoue, Ueda, Yoshida, and Kobayashi, all of whom

were present at the execution of the 15 POWs at the cemetery in San Fernando, Pampanga.

Specification 1. That on or about 23 December 1944, at or near San Fernando,
Pampanga, Luzon, Philippine Islands, the accused, Suketoshi Tanoue / Jiro Ueda /
Hisao Yoshida / Risaku Kobayashi, did, in conjunction with other persons, willfully and
unlawfully kill Lieutenant Dwight D. Edison, Lieutenant John W. Elliot, Lieutenant
Colonel Samuel W. Freeny, Pharmacist’s Mate Second Class Deenah R. McCurry,
Lieutenant Colonel Ulysses J. L. Peoples, Jr., Second Lieutenant Herman W.
Sherman, Major Wendell F. Swanson, and eight other unidentified American Prisoners
of War by stabbing and decapitating them.
(United States of America vs. Suketoshi Tanoue, p. 2)
(United States of America vs. Jiro Ueda, p. 2)
(United States of America vs. Hisao Yoshida, p. 2)

(United States of America vs. Risaku Kobayashi, p. 2)

4. How was the plan for the transport of these 1,619 POWSs from

the Philippines to Japan made, and how were the orders given?

Information about the origin of the plan to transport this draft of 1,619 prisoners of war from the
Philippines to Japan in December 1944 was found in the testimony of Colonel Odashima, the Vice
Director of the Prisoner of War Information Bureau (PWIB) in Tokyo under General Hamada, chief
of the PWIB, during the war. In March 1944, Odashima was ordered to visit all prisoner of war
camps in Japan and in Formosa, Hong Kong, Siam, Malaya, Java, and the Philippines. He arrived in

Manila on April 18, 1944, and conferred with General Kou, the main camp commandant, and Major
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General Kawase, the other POW Chief. General Kou advised Odashima that all POWs should be
removed from the Philippines as quickly as possible because the situation was becoming tense.
Odashima sent a radiogram to General Hamada in Tokyo, who consulted with General Tojo, the
prime minister of Japan at that time, and a policy was formulated. The order to evacuate non-officer
POWSs from the Philippines was issued in Tokyo in July 1944, and the order to evacuate the officer-
level POWs was issued in September 1944. Lieutenant General Ikeda of the Kwangtung Army in
Manchuria and Major General Thara of the Korean Army agreed, in September 1944, to accept the
officer-level POWs.

On or about December 16, 1944, General Kou sent a radiogram to Odashima that the draft of
POWs had been shipped from Manila on the Oryoku Maru, and he kept Tokyo informed each step of
the way as the various disasters hit. General Kou also requested supplies. Odashima testified that he
was there in Moji when the Brazil Maru arrived on January 30, 1945. He boarded the ship and was
shown around by Toshino. He noted the poor condition of the surviving POWs, and he personally
recommended that they temporarily be sent to POW camps run by the Western Army in various
parts of the island of Kyushu to recover before being sent to work at camps in Manchuria and
Korea.

As for the logistics of this plan, it was possible to establish the chain of command for
organizing the transport of this draft of 1,619 prisoners of war from the testimony of four witnesses,
Nukada, Isoya, Inada, and Toyama. According to them, it was follows: The order to send a draft of
about 1,600 prisoners of war to be used as labor in Manchuria and Korea originated in Tokyo. It
went down from General Sugiyama, the War Minister, to Major General Nukada, the Chief of the
Third Bureau of Transportation and Communication, to General Saiki of the Shipping Command,
and finally to Isoya, the Chief of Staff of the Shipping Command. From there it went out to General
Yamashita, the head of the 14" Area Army in the Philippines, and then to Inada, who was head of
the Third Shipping Transport Command in Manila. Toyama, who was in the Operation and Planning
Section of the Third Shipping Transport Command, made the actual plan to use the Oryoku Maru to
ship this draft of prisoners of war, and Inada approved Toyama’s plan. The order then went down to
Lieutenant Colonel Morishita, the Anchorage Commander, who allocated the number of men to be
kept in each hold of the Oryoku Maru. He placed a requisition for food and water to the Provisions
Depot of the 14" Area Army and to the ship’s captain, who was to send a report to the Anchorage
Headquarters as to the amount of supplies already on the ship.

Only after all of the above preparations had been made was the order then given to Toshino,
who had been working in the office at Cabanatuan Prisoner of War Camp in the Philippines, to be in
charge of the escort guard for this draft of prisoners. The following testimony by Toshino explains

the order as he received it:
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. Now, Lieutenant, who gave you your orders appointing you guard escorl commander

for this trip from Manila to Moji?

. From the Prisoner of War Transporting Commander who was the commanding officer

of the prisoner of war camps, Lieutenant General Kou.

. What did those orders command you to do?

. The order was lo transport approximately 1,600 prisoners of war to T aiwan and to the

home country. We were supposed to transport thirty prisoners of war to the Taiwan
Army, 580 to the home country, 450 to Korean Army, and 550 to the Manchurian

Army. My order was to turn over these POWs when we reached Moyi.

. Were these orders oral or written?

. 1 received a written order in the main camp on December 5.

: Could you have refused assignment as guard escort commander?
: As lo this order assignment I could not refuse it.

. Now, were there any regulations available to you which sel forth the duties of a guard

escort commander?

: There was no regulation as to the duties; however, at the Philippine Prisoner of War

Main Camp there was a report and diary of the previous transport commander. I read

this report and diary and followed it.

. And was this the first time you had ever served as a guard escort commander?

. Yes.

(Proceedings of a Military Commission, pp. 682-683)

5. Why did so many of the POWs in this draft die as a result of being transported?

Among the miscellaneous papers found with the transcript of the war crimes trial was the following

short letter from my grandfather to the Officer in Charge in the Casualty Section at the Pentagon,
dated February 4, 1948:

58
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I have very carefully studied the mimeographed list of American prisoners of

war reported killed in the bombing and sinking of Japanese prison ship “Oryoku Maru”

on December 15, 1944.
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I am definitely able to state the dates of death in the following tabulated list.
The causes of death are rather difficult to state, as there are many contributing
factors. However, in those cases not listed as “killed by bombing” the primary causes

of death were starvation, dehydration, dysentery, and exposure.

Very truly yours,
Carey M. Smith
Rear Admiral (MC) USN, ret.

The 1,619 men in this draft of prisoners of war left Manila on December 13, 1944, 425 (26%)
were alive when they reached Moji, Japan, on January 30, 1945, and only 285 (18%) were left six
weeks after their arrival. The reasons more than 1,300 of these men died as a result of being
transported to Japan are, as my grandfather wrote, “rather difficult to state, as there were many
contributing factors.” Certainly, injuries sustained in the “friendly fire” attacks by American planes
and submarines, a lack of equipment and supplies to treat those injuries, and other health problems,
such as dysentery, were factors. According to the information in the previous section on planning, a
ship—the Oryoku Maru—had been found to transport the draft of 1,619 POWs from the Philippines
to Japan, and food and other supplies had been requisitioned by the people who organized the
journey. The testimony in the trial, however, revealed that the supplies of food and water that were
actually obtained for them were very inadequate, or nonexistent, and this lack of supplies greatly
contributed to the number of deaths.

The Oryoku Maru lacked something in its accommodations and amenities for the prisoners of

war, and according to Toshino’s testimony, from the beginning, it also lacked adequate supplies:

Q: Now, if you will look at sub-paragraph b of Specification 5. Will you tell us what, if
anything, you did relative to food aboard the Oryoku Maru?

A: As for food, the time when I boarded the ship I made an immediate connection with the
purser, as to the prisoner of war's quantity of food, amount of serving, and water.
Furthermore, I gave him my opinion.

Q: What amount of food did you ovder for the prisoners of war per person?

A: In answering that question I would have to explain.

Q: Before you explain, will you tell the Commission whether or not they got the amount of
food that you ordered? Answer yes or no lo that.

A: No.

(Proceedings of a Military Commission, p. 686)
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Toshino goes on to explain that the attitude of the purser on the Oryoku Maru toward him
was very cold, and his requests for more food and water for the prisoners of war were denied. He
then consulted with the liaison officer on the ship about the food situation, but shortly afterwards,
the bombing of the Oryoku Maru in Subic Bay began and whatever supplies there were went down
with the ship. The surviving POWs made their way to the shore and were herded onto the tennis
court by the guards, and Toshino dispatched Private Kenjo from Olongapo to Manila to report the

situation to General Kou, the main camp commandant:

Q: What were your instructions to Kenjo?

A: I ordered Kenjo to go to Manila and meet the main camp commandant and to report
the following: the bombing incident on December 14" and December 15", the casualties
we received and also the bombing we received while disembarking, and to report that
the prisoners of war were temporarily housed in the tennis court, and also the food was
not available in Olongapo. I ordered him to send food, clothing, medical supplies, and
a medical officer and to send an additional guard right away to Olongapo.

Q: Now until relief came from Manila was there any food available for the prisoners of

war on the tennis court?

A: No.

Q: Had you made any effort to obtain food for them from the Navy?

A: Yes.

Q: And had they refused?

A: At first we were refused, but I contacted the Army guard unilt and had them consult
with the Navy and under agreement that the Army will return the amount that was
Sfurnished to the prisoners of war we oblained four bags of rice, sixty kilos per day, and
two bags of salt.

Q: Was it possible to have the rice cooked?

A: No.

Q: Why?

A: I requested to the Navy to cook our food but their kitchen was bombed. This, |

personally saw. The Navy was eating their food uncooked also. Then I went to the
Army unit to have them cook our food but they were evacuating about ten kilos into the
mountains and each soldier was cooking his food in his mess kit. . . .

(Proceedings of a Military Commission, pp. 696-697)
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Tanoue and another non-commissioned officer arrived from the main camp and handed
Toshino an order from General Kou to transport the prisoners of war from Olongapo to San

Fernando, Pampanga, which he did:

Q: As regards the food, what would you say the condition was as regards the feeding of the
prisoners of war at Pampanga?

A: At Pampanga we furnished the food that was brought from the Main camp and
Lieutenant Kimura orderved Sergeant Shoji to buy all the food he could from the
vicinity, so I cannot say that the food was abundant. However, I think it was enough to
get along.

Q: Was it cooked or uncooked?

A: It was cooked food.

(Proceedings of a Military Commission, p. 700)

Lieutenant Urabe arrived in San Fernando, Pampanga, from Manila and handed Toshino an
order from General Kou, the main camp commandant, to transport the prisoners of war by train
from San Fernando, Pampanga, to San Fernando, La Union, and from there, to escort them on an

available ship to Japan, as originally planned:

Q: Were they given food while they were being carried by rail from San Fernando,
Pampanga, to San Fernando, La Union?

A: No.

: Why?

o

A: According to the schedule we were supposed to depart from San Fernando, Pampanga,
at 10:00 AM and they all had their lunch. If the train reached San Fernando, La
Union, as scheduled we would reach around 7:00 or 8:00 PM that evening and the
Jood would be available to them after they reached their destination. But the schedule
was interfered with by the air raids and when we departed San Fernando, Pampanga
it was 1:00 PM and between San Fernando, Pampanga, and San Fernando, La
Union, there was no station in between where they would permit us to eatl so we could
not obtain any food and the time we reached San Fernando, La Union, was on
December 25" around 2 AM.

(Proceedings of a Military Commission p. 707)

During the few days they stayed at San Fernando, La Union, the prisoners of war were kept
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at a schoolhouse and on a beach:

Q: Now, what about food and water at the schoolhouse?

A: As for food, a cooked rice ball and some sort of sustenance food, which I have
Jorgotten, was supplied by the Army unit. As for water, aboul eightly melers from the
schoolhouse there was a well there and they were able to oblain abundant water from
that well.

(Proceedings of a Military Commission p. 708)

At first, under written orders from Anchorage Headquarters, all the prisoners of war were to
be transported to Japan aboard the Brazil Maru. That order was then changed to the Enoura Maru,
most likely due to the objections of Kajiyama, the ship master of the Brazil Maru. About three
hundred of the POWs were loaded on the Brazil Maru anyway, for reasons that were never clarified
in the trial. No members of the escort guard were put on board the Brazil Maru, and Toshino
testified that he did not know about the quarters, food, water, clothing, and sanitary facilities on
that ship. About food on the Enoura Maru, he said, “On board the Enoura Maru the ship master and
the rest of the crew were very good to the prisoners of war compared to other ships. They tried to
give them as much water and food as possible. The prisoners that I contacted were very pleased”
(Proceedings of a Military Commission p. 711).
