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The cruiser | NDI ANAPOLIS (CA-35) was built by the New
Yor k Shi pbui | di ng Conpany at Canden, New Jersey, and pl aced
in comm ssion on 15 Novenber 1932. She served with the
Pacific Fleet throughout Wrld War 11, providing anti -
aircraft protection to fast carrier forces, bonbarding
shore targets, and furnishing heavy artillery support to
anphi bi ous | andings. On 18 Novenber 1944 Captain Charles
B. McVvay, IIl, assumed command.

Captain--later Rear Admral --MVay had graduated from
t he Naval Acadeny in 1919. He served in a variety of ships

and shore commands, assum ng increasing responsibilities.



When the United States entered World War Il he was
commandi ng officer of the oiler KAWEAH. From June 1942 to
April 1943 he was executive officer of the cruiser
CLEVELAND (CL 55). During this tinme CLEVELAND took part in
the invasion of North Africa, protected troop transports
bringing reinforcenents to Guadal canal, and fought off
heavy Japanese air attacks in the battle of Rennell Island.
For his seamanshi p and conduct in a bonbardnment of

Kol onbangara | sl and, Sol onons, in March 1943, during which
CLEVELAND hel ped to sink two Japanese destroyers, Captain
McVay was awarded a Silver Star nedal.

From May 1943 to October 1944 then-Captain MVay was
chai rman of the Joint Intelligence Staff in the Ofice of
the Chief of Naval Operations, and was then ordered to take
command of | NDI ANAPCLIS. Under his command, | NDI ANAPOLI S
took part in carrier strikes on the Japanese mai nl and and
the capture of Iwo Jima. On 31 March 1945, whil e engaged
in the pre-Ilandi ng bonbardnent of Ckinawa, she was hit near
the stern by a Japanese suicide plane. The plane was
carrying a bonb, which penetrated | NDI ANAPOLI S decks to
expl ode under the ship’s bottom The shock of the
expl osi on opened two large holes in the ship’s hull,

fl oodi ng conpartnments and killing nine of her crew. After



energency work by a sal vage ship, | NDIANAPCLIS returned to
Mare |Island Navy Yard, Vallejo, California, for repairs.

On 16 July 1945 | NDI ANAPCLI S sailed from San Franci sco
with the internal conponents of the two atom c bonbs
destined for H roshim and Nagasaki. Her orders called for
secrecy and high speed. The need to get the atom c bonb
conponents to Tinian was so urgent that |NDI ANAPCLIS had to
post pone the customary post-overhaul shakedown trai ning.

Ref uel ing at Pearl Harbor, | ND ANAPOLI S delivered her cargo
at Tinian, in the Marianas |Islands, on 26 July. She was
ordered to Guam and thence to Leyte, Philippine Islands,
where she woul d conduct shakedown training before going on
to report to Vice Admral Jesse O dendorf’s Task Force 95
at Cki nawa.

When | NDI ANAPOLI S arrived at Guam Captain MVay was
to report to the port director at the naval base, who would
give himrouting instructions to Leyte. Wen he entered
Leyte @ulf, he was to send a nessage notifying Adm ral
A dendorf of his arrival and reporting for duty. At Leyte,
he woul d report directly to Rear Admral Lynde M Corm ck
commander of one of Admral O dendorf’s task groups (Task
Group 95.7) for training.

Coded copies of INDIANAPOLIS orders were sent to the

Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet; Conmmander, Fifth Fl eet;



Commander, Marianas area; Vice Admral O dendorf and Rear
Adm ral McCormck; and to the port directors on Guam and
Tinian. Admral MCormck’s copy was received by his
flagship, the battleship IDAHO (BB 42) on the evening after
| NDI ANAPOLI S sailed from Tinian for Guam The radio staff
incorrectly decoded the address as Task Group 75.8 instead
of 95.7 and went no farther, assum ng, since it was
addr essed- -t hey thought--to another command and was only
classified “Restricted,” the | owest security category, that
it was a routine matter having nothing to do with them!'
On arriving at Guamon 27 July 1945, Captain MVay
visited the Advanced Headquarters of the Commander in
Chief, Pacific Fleet, commanded by Commopbdore Janes Carter.
McVay asked Carter if he could conduct his training at Guam
instead of waiting until he arrived at Leyte, but Carter
told himthis training was no | onger given in the Mrianas.
McVay went on to ask about intelligence information,
remar ki ng that he had been out of the forward area since
ki nawa. Carter said nothing about Japanese activity; he
|ater recalled that “I don’'t renenber that we di scussed any
intelligence information. .... ...that intelligence was
provi ded by the port director at the time the ship was

routed, as a normal procedure.”'!



Captain McVay then went on to the port director’s
of fice. Lieutenant Joseph WAl dron, the convoy and routing
officer, directed two of his junior staff officers to work
out the arrangenents for | NDI ANAPOLI S voyage to Leyte.
Ships in that area were normally not permtted to exceed 16
knots w thout specific need, to conserve fuel. MVay also
wanted to steam at nedi um speed, to ease the burden on his
engi nes after his high-speed run from San Franci sco, and
wanted to arrive off Leyte Gulf at dawn so he coul d conduct
antiaircraft practice on the way into the gulf.

McVay and the staff officers calculated that 24 to 25
knots would bring | NDI ANAPOLIS to Leyte in the norning of
30 July. MVay felt this would press his engines too far.
They then cal cul ated that, if | ND ANAPCLI S departed Guam at
0900 the next norning, 28 July, and steaned at an average
of 15.7 knots, she would arrive at Leyte in the norning of
31 July.

| NDI ANAPOLI S route was prescribed by Wartime Pacific
Routing Instructions, which laid out a direct route from
Guamto Leyte, code-naned “Peddie,” and stated that “under
normmal procedure, conbatant fleet conponents proceeding to,
or returning from conbat operating areas shall be sailed

on standard routes whenever such routes are avail able.”'



The staff officers did not believe that an
anti submari ne escort ship would be avail abl e, since such
ships were urgently needed in the war zone between ki nawa
and Japan, and Captain MVay was not overly concerned,
since he had often sailed w thout escort ships. One of the
staff officers called the surface operations officer at the
headquarters of naval forces in the Marianas. The
operations officer, Captain Aiver Naquin, was not there,
but his assistant, one Lieutenant Johnson, said that no
escort was thought necessary under a general policy that
shi ps below a certain degree of north latitude could steam
w t hout escort.

That eveni ng | NDI ANAPOLI S navi gat or, Commander John
Janney, returned to the routing office and spoke to the
same two staff officers. They gave himtwo papers. The
first, INDIANAPOLIS routing instructions, directed her to
sail at 0900 on 28 July, steam at an average speed of 15.7
knots, and arrive at Leyte @ulf at 1100 on 31 July.Y The
orders contai ned standard | anguage stating that “conmandi ng
officers are at all tines responsible for the safe
navi gation of their ships” and that | ND ANAPOLI S shoul d
“zigzag at discretion of the commandi ng officer.”

The intelligence brief listed three reported submarine

sightings, one of themfive days old by this tinme and the



ot her two considered doubtful. This was information that
| NDI ANAPOLI S had al ready obtained fromradio traffic before
arriving at Guam | NDI ANAPOLI S was not, however, infornmed
t hat Japanese nessages, intercepted and transl ated by
Paci fic Fl eet headquarters at Pearl Harbor, had shown that
a group of four Japanese subnarines were operating in the
Phili ppine Sea. The decrypted information had been sent to
Commodore Janes Carter, commander of the Pacific Fleet’s
advanced headquarters at GQuam Carter, in turn, orally
passed it on to Conmander, Marianas’ surface operations
of ficer, Captain Naquin. Naquin did not, however, inform
the intelligence office at Guam who prepared the brief for
| NDI ANAPOLI S. When the brief was witten, the intelligence
of fi ce knew not hi ng of the Japanese submari ne operations,
nor did they know that the destroyer escort UNDERH LL (DE
682) had been sunk by a Japanese submari ne between ki nawa
and Leyte on 24 July."

| NDI ANAPOLI S sail ed from Guam on the norning of 28
July. Shortly after 1600 that day, a nerchant ship sent
of f two nessages reporting that she had sighted, and fired
on, a periscope. A destroyer escort and several planes
were sent to search the area but, by the evening of 29
July, they turned away fromthe area wi thout contacting

anything that could be confirmed as a submarine. This



action took place about 170 m | es ahead of | NDI ANAPCLI S,
and sone 60 mles off her track. Commander, Marianas, was
kept informed of this operation by radio, but nothing was
done to divert | NDI ANAPOLIS from her route. | NDI ANAPOLI S
intercepted a nessage reporting anti submarine operations in
progress; at 1800 on 29 July the incom ng and out goi ng
officers of the watch calculated that, if the reported
submarine was after |INDI ANAPCLIS, it could not catch up if
the cruiser continued on her present course and speed."'

Bet ween 1930 and 2000 on the 29'" Captain MVay ordered
the officer of the watch to cease zi gzaggi ng and resune the
ship’s base course. Captain MVay |ater stated that “the
know edge that | possessed indicated to ne that there was
little possibility of surface, air, or subsurface attack,
in fact no possibility.”V'"' Just before 2000, he al so
ordered the speed increased to 17 knots to nake sure the
ship woul d nmake good her projected tinme of arrival.

Shortly after 2330 the Japanese submarine |1-58 cane to
the surface, and al nost imedi ately spotted sonething on
the horizon. Her commandi ng of ficer, Lieutenant Commander
Mochi t sura Hashi not o, ordered his torpedo tubes nade ready
for firing, wiwth two of the kaiten suicide piloted
t or pedoes she was al so carrying. The submarine maneuvered

to bring herself to one side of the track of the oncom ng



ship and, as the target drew closer, Hashinoto was able to
identify it as a battleship or large cruiser. Seeing that
the ship woul d pass about 1,600 yards ahead of him he
decided to attack with conventional torpedoes instead of
sui ci de weapons. Just after mdnight on 30 July 1945 |-58
fired a spread of six torpedoes at | NDI ANAPQOLI S.

At about five mnutes after mdnight, a torpedo hit
| NDI ANAPQOLI S bel ow her forward 8-inch gun turret; seconds
| ater, a second one hit below the cruiser’s bridge.
I nternal communications and fire mains were knocked out.
The ship’s engines continued to turn over, pulling tons of
water into the great holes bl own by the torpedoes.
Radi onen attenpted to send out SOS nessages, but the
gquestion of whether or not the nessages actually got out,
and whether or not they were received, is still disputed.'*
Some 12 mnutes after 1-58 s torpedoes hit, |NDI ANAPCOLI S
roll ed over on her side and went down by the bow sone 250
mles north of the Palau Islands, 600 mles west of Guam
and 550 miles east of Leyte.”

| -58 surfaced at 0100 and approached the area where
| NDI ANAPQOLI S had sunk, | ooking for debris that would
confirma sinking. They could see nothing in the darkness
but Hashinoto felt certain that their target could not have

survi ved and radi oed Tokyo to report that he had sunk “a



battl eship of the IDAHO class.” Hi s nessage was decoded by
Pacific Fleet intelligence at Pearl Harbor which, however,
took no action on it. Wile intelligence had | earned to
read Japanese nessages, they had been unable to decipher
the systemused to identify American ship types. They were
t hus unable to identify the type of ship I-58 was clai m ng
to have sunk. Japanese nessages had been found to contain
many exaggerated clainms and nuch deli beratel y-planted fal se
intelligence; all reports of this kind had originally been
investigated but wthout result; by this tinme, very little
credence was given to clainms of ship sinkings. In this
case, the unhappy result was that no one conpared the
position of 1-58 s reported sinking with novenents of
friendly ships in that area.”

At that time there was no procedure in effect to
account for the nonarrival of a warship at a schedul ed
pl ace. Current Pacific Fleet instructions specified that
arrivals of warships were not to be reported; in this case,
the individuals involved at Leyte assuned that this applied
to nonarrivals as well. Thus, when | NDI ANAPOLI S di d not
arrive at Leyte @ulf on schedule, the port director’s
office did not attach any particular significance to this.
| nst ead, they assuned that | NDI ANAPOLI S had been del ayed in

passage, or that her orders had been changed by direct

10



nmessage while she was at sea. Thus, none of those invol ved
were yet aware that anything was amiss. '

Survivors were first spotted in the water by a patrol
pl ane flying out of Peleliu, in the Palau Islands. At 1125
on 2 August the pilot reported sighting men in the water to
t he headquarters of Commander, Western Carolines Sub-Area,
Rear Admral Elliott Buckmaster, headquartered at Peleliu.
Every avail abl e pl ane was ordered out with rafts and
survival gear, and ships within reach were diverted to the
area to search for survivors. Lieutenant R Adrian Marks
arrived on the scene in a PBY flying boat. Realizing the
desperate need of the nmen in the water, he set his plane
down in 12-foot swells to rescue 56 of them A few m nutes
after mdnight on 3 August the first of the rescue ships
arrived and began picking up survivors. Through that day
rescuers continued to arrive, and retrieved all nen stil
living fromthe water, but ships continued to scan the area
until 8 August.X'" Only with the recovery of survivors did
command headquarters learn that | NDI ANAPOLI S had been | ost,
wi th nost of her crew

On 9 August 1945 Fleet Admiral Nmtz ordered Vice
Adm ral Charles Lockwood to convene a court of inquiry on
Guam on that date “or as soon thereafter as practicable for

the purpose of inquiring into all the circunstances
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connected with the sinking of the U S.S. | ND ANAPQOLI S. . .,
the rescue operations, and the delay in connection with
reporting the loss of that ship.” Vice Admral George
Murray (Comrander, Marianas) and Rear Admral Francis
VWhiting were the junior nenbers of the court.

The inquiry began on 13 August, and concluded with a
recommendation that Captain McVay be tried by court-martial
on charges of failing to send a distress nessage
i mredi ately after his ship was torpedoed, and of failing to
order I NDIANAPOLIS to zigzag. Fleet Admral Nimtz
di sagreed, holding that McVay' s decision not to zigzag was
“an error in judgnent, but not of such nature as to
constitute gross negligence,” and proposed to give hima
letter of reprimand in lieu of a court-martial.*V Fleet
Adm ral Ernest King, Chief of Naval Operations, disagreed
wth Nmtz and recommended that MVay be court-martiall ed,
and that | NDI ANAPOLIS | oss be thoroughly investigated.
Wth Secretary of the Navy Forrestal’s approval, King, on
18 Cctober 1945, directed the Naval |nspector General to
perform such an investigation.”™ On 12 Novenber 1945,
however, before the Inspector General could conplete his
inquiry, Forrestal ordered Captain McVay to stand trial by

court-martial . *V
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The Navy Departnent issued a series of press rel eases
on I NDI ANAPOLI S sinking. The first of these, on 14 Augus
1945--V-J Day--stated that | ND ANAPOLI S had been “sunk by
eneny action,” and “wth a heavy loss of life.” Everyone
on board was counted on the casualty list, totalling 1,196
men, Navy and Marine Corps. Five were listed as dead; 875
as mssing; and 316 wounded. The rest of the rel ease
recounted | NDI ANAPOLI S war service and naned her wartinme
commandi ng officers.

On 28 Novenber 1945 a summary bi ography of Captain
McVay was rel eased. This followed the usual form of such
summary bi ographi es of senior officers, and quoted at
length fromhis 1943 Silver Star citation. The only
reference to | NDI ANAPOLIS | oss was a statenent that “she
was announced lost in the Philippine Sea in July, 1945 as
result of eneny action,” and that MVay “in Septenber 1945
was ordered to report to the Bureau of Naval Personnel,
Navy Departnent, Washington, D.C for tenporary duty.”

The court-martial charges and specifications in
Captain McVay’'s case were rel eased on 3 Decenber 1945.
This was sinply a copy of the order from Secretary of the
Navy James Forrestal to Captain Thomas Ryan, the Judge

Advocate in the proceeding.
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On 12 Decenber 1945 a “Menorandumto the Press”
announced that Commander Hashi noto had been summoned from
Japan by the Navy Departnment, and would testify in Captain
McVay' s court-martial on the next day. It discussed the
type of oath to be adm nistered, and briefly spoke of 1-58
and of Hashinoto’'s naval service.

On 23 February 1946, after conpletion of Captain
McVay' s court-martial, three rel eases were issued by Fleet
Admral Nmtz, now the Chief of Naval Operations. The
first of these summari zed the two charges, inefficiency in
ordering abandon ship and failure to steer a zigzag course.
It noted that he had been acquitted of the first charge,
but found guilty of the second and sentenced to | ose
nunbers in his tenporary rank of Captain and his permanent
rank of Commander, and that the court had unani nously
recommended clenmency in view of his outstanding record of
service. It went on to say that the Judge Advocate Ceneral
had found the proceeding |legal, and that the Chief of Naval
Per sonnel had approved the verdict but had recomrended t hat
the sentence be remtted and McVay be restored to duty.

Fl eet Admral Ernest King, Commander in Chief, United
States Fleet, and Chief of Naval Operations, concurred in
this. Secretary of the Navy Forrestal approved, remtting

the entire sentence.
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The second rel ease was a lengthy “Narrative of the
G rcunstances of the Loss of the USS | NDI ANAPOLIS.” This
started with a long discussion of the non-availability of
escort ships. |In recounting the final events in
| NDI ANAPOLI'S life it remarked that “Information of
possi bl e eneny submarines along the route was contained in
the routing instructions and was di scussed with
[ 1 NDI ANAPOLI S'] Navi gator” and, again, brought up the
matter of escort ships. The rel ease noted that
| NDI ANAPQOLI S was “steam ng unescorted, and not zig-zaggi ng,
at a speed of 17 knots...under good conditions of
visibility and in a noderate sea” when she was torpedoed.
On 31 July, INDI ANAPOLIS schedul ed date of arrival at
Leyte, she was renoved fromthe plot kept by Commander
Mari anas and recorded, at Leyte, as presumably having
arrived. Since, under prescribed procedures, arrivals of
war shi ps were not reported, ships of that type were assuned
to have arrived “on the date and at approximately the tinme
schedul ed in the absence of information to the contrary.”
Since I NDI ANAPOLIS did not arrive, the port director at
Leyte shoul d have sought to find out why. The rel ease went
on to discuss the decoding of 1-58 s report of having sunk
a large warship and why it was not taken seriously though,

“had this infornmati on been eval uated as authentic, it is
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possi bl e that the survivors...mght have been | ocated

Wi thin 24 hours of the...sinking...and nmany additi onal
lives m ght have been saved.” It discussed the question of
| NDI ANAPOLI S nonarrival at Leyte, speaking at |ength about
the responsibilities of Lieutenant Comrander Jul es Sancho,
the acting port director at Leyte, and Lieutenant Stuart

G bson, Sancho’s operations officer, with Conmmopdore Norman
Gllette, acting commander of the Philippine Sea Frontier
and Captain Alfred G anum Sea Frontier operations officer,
and criticizing their performance. It goes on to briefly
recount the discovery of the survivors and the subsequent
search-and-rescue operations. The rel ease concludes by
listing the disciplinary actions taken: court-martial for
Captain McVay, letters of reprimand to Commpbdore G llette,
Captain G anum and Lieutenant G bson, and a letter of
adnonition to Lieutenant Conmander Sancho. [All four
letters were later withdrawn by Secretary of the Navy
Forrestal . ]

The final release quotes a letter fromthe father of
one of the nmen lost with | NDI ANAPCOLIS to Fl eet Adm ral
Nimtz, asking for a statenent concerning NNmtz' “part in
the m stake and inefficiency connected with the sinking,”
with the text of a letter inreply fromNmtz, stating

that “to the extent that a Conmmander in Chief should be
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hel d responsible for failures or errors of judgnent on the
part of subordinates, | nust bear ny share of
responsibility for the loss of the I NDIANAPOLIS. There is
no thought of exonerating anyone in the Navy who shoul d be
puni shed for his performance of duty in connection with the
sinking of the I NDI ANAPOLIS and the attending | oss of

life.”

Ref er ences:

Lech: Raynond B. Lech, Al the Drowned Sail ors (New
York: Stein & Day, 1982).

McVay: Captain Charles B. McVvay, IIl1l, oral
narrative, Sinking of USS | NDI ANAPOLIS. 27 Sep
1945.

Mori son: Samuel E. Morison, History of United States
Naval QOperations in Wrld War I, Vol. XIV
(Boston: Atlantic Monthly Press, 1960).

Newconb: Richard F. Newconb, Abandon Ship! Death of
the U . S.S. | NDI ANAPCLI S (New York: Henry Holt,
1958) .

Navy Departnent Press Rel eases:

“USS | NDI ANAPOLI S.” 14 August 1945.

“Captian [sic] Charles Butler MVay, IIl, US. Navy.”
28 Novenber 1945.

“Charges and specifications in case of Captain
Charles B. MVay, |11, US. Navy.” 3 Decenber
1945.

“Menorandumto the Press [Testinony of Commander
Mochi t sura Hashinoto}.” 12 Decenber 1945.

“Report on Court Martial of Captain Charles B.
McVay, 11, U S N, Conmanding O ficer, USS
| NDI ANAPOLI S.” 23 February 1946.

“Narrative of the Crcunstances of the Loss of the
USS | NDI ANAPOLI S.” 23 February 1946.

“Sanpl e Exchange of Correspondence Between Fl eet
Adm ral Chester W Nimtz, U S Navy, Chief of
Naval Operations, and Next-of-Kin of Personnel
Lost Aboard the USS | NDI ANAPOLI S.” 23 February
1946.

17



' Lech, 4-5.

'" Lech, 5-6.

""" Lech, 10-11.

'Y Lech, 12.

' McVay, 2.

"' Lech, 15-17.

Y'' Lech, 21-24.

V' Lech, 24.

ix Lech, 46-49; Newconb, 82-85; MVay, 3; 17-18.
* Newconb, 108.

* Lech, 51-52.

X' Newconb, 104-106; Lech, 67-69.

X' Morison, XIV:325-326; Newconb, 134-140; Lech, 90-114.
XV Lech, 116-126; Newconb, 172-176.

X Lech, 128; 187-194; Newcomb, 257-259.

' Lech, 130-131

18



