THE USE OF I10Wa CLASS BATTLESHIPS
IN AN ECONOMY OF FORCE ROLE AS
COMMERCE RAIDERS

A theslis presented to the Faculty of the U.S. Army
Command and General Staff College In partial
fuifillment of the requlirements for the
degree

MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE

by

WAYNE A. WALTERS, LCDR, USN
B.S., United States Naval Academy, 1976

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas
1987

Approved for publle release; distribution is uniimited.

87-3616



MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE
THESIS APPROVAL PAGE

Name of candlidate Wavpe A, Walters., LCDR. USN

Title of Thesls The Use of lowa Class

Approved by:

/ -,/ ™~ :
/42%iézézz;h ff&2£§’ —~y. Thesls Committee Chairman

CAPT Willliam E. Frederick, USN, B.S.

/ngjty\ C;a (2151QJZJZP¢_ , Member, Graduate Faculty

MUohn A. Reichley, M.B.j., M.J.

(Joelfr s —=
T , Member, Consulting Faculty
LTC Walter S. Towns, USAR, Ph.D.

Accepted this Sth day of June 1987 by:

fé%“%O V( éﬁ;ffz”-ﬂ , Dlrector, Graduate Degree Programs

The opinlons and conclusions expressed herein are those of
the student author and do not necessarily represgsent the
views of the U.S5. Army Command and General Staff College or
any other governmental agency. <(RBeferencesg to this sgstudy
shoyld 1nclude the foregolpng statement.)>

APl oy b oK R LuC Rl ASE:
DISTHIBL 1ON UNLIMITED.



ABSTRACT

THE USE OF QWA CLASS BATTLESHIPS IN AN ECONOMY OF FORCE
ROLE AS COMMERCE RAIDERS,
by LCDR Wayne A. Walters, USN, 132 pages,

This study analyzes the posgsgibility of using lowa
Class battleships in an economy cof force rolie as commerce
raiders. It used the historical examplie of the German
pocket battleship Admiral Graf Spee as a basls for the
study. It analyzed the German raider in order to obtain
lessong iearned which could be appllied to a contemborary
situatlion.

The study then examlned the maritime strategy of both
the United Statese and the Soviet Union to determine the use
and pogltioning of their fleets at the outbreak of a global
war. It also locked at the gize, mission, and milltary
value of the Soviet Merchant Marine. This information was
used to develop a pogsible scenario where an Jowa Class
battleship could be deployed as a commerce ralder and
conduct its operations in accordance with international law.

The findings of thlg study were that [t ls possaible
to use an Jogwa Class battleshlip as a commerce ralder under a
gpeciflc get of conditions. It determined also that this
may not be the begst use of avallable assets, and suggests
the development of a class of ship specifically for commerce
wartare,. .
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

On 28 October 1939, the German Naval Staff was
evaluating the effectliveness of the éanzg:aghlﬁig, or pocket
battleships, as they were commonly known. Two of these, the
Deutschland and Agdmiral Graf Spee, had been operating in the
Atlantlic Ocean since late August with the mission of
Interdicting Allled sea |ines of communication. Thelr
mission of sinklng enemy merchant shipping was considered
successful only to a small degree.l However, their
secondary objective was belng achieved qulte effectively and
was probably more Important than actual merchant ship
ginkings. That secondary mission was summed up by the
Chief, Naval Staff, in his entry in the War Diary of the
German Navy as follows:

On the other hand, the additional objectives

aimed at in usling the pocket battleships, namely

thelir indirect effect on the volume of merchant

traffic as a whole to the enemy countrles, as well

as the tylng-down of strong enemy forceg and their

wear and tear have been fully achleved.2
The German Navy consldered the pocket battleshlips successful
In the war on commerce., Thls was done with a small force
and 1s an excellent example of the concept of "economy of
force."

FM 100-5, Dperationg descrlbes economy of force as

the employment of the minimum means necessary in an area



other than the main effort. It Is a tactlc that can be used
in a situation where resources are limlted.3 This principle
not only applies to the Army, for which the fleld manual was
written, but also to the United States Navy. Even though
the Navy currently hasg 597 ships lIn its active fleet4, it is
a long way from the 1,000 ship navy of the mid 1960s. At
the same time, the Navy’s worldwide commitments have
increased, particularly in Southwest Asia.5 It Is currently
operating at an operational tempo 20% higher than durlng the
Vietnam Era.® Since resources are not unlimited, a concept

such as economy cf force must apply to the Navy.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of thls thesis iIa to determine the
feasibillty of employing current Jowa Class battleships in
an economy of férce role as commerce raiders. It will begin
by analyvyzing a historlical example of a commerce raider, the
Admiral Graf Spee, during the early days of World War II,
then draw conclusions about the applicability of such a role
today. It wlll then examine Jgwa Class battleshlps to
determine whether or not they could be used in a similar

manner.



Backaround

The Unlted States Navy ls currently completing the
reactivation of the last of the Jgwa Clags battleshlps.
They are the largest battleships ever bullt with the
exception of two Japanese battleships, Yamato and Musashi,
during World War II. They have a standard displacement of
45,000 tons. The main battery conslsts of nine 16-inch guns
mounted In three turrets, two forward and one aft. The
secondary battery conslists of either twelve or twenty 5-inch
dual -purpose guns depending on the ship. These were
designed for use against elther llght surface ships or
alrcraft. They also have four Phalanx Close-in Weapon
Systems (CIWS) for anti-air and anti-missile protection.
The ships have alsc been fltted with 32 Tomahawk crulse
missiles and sixteen Harpoon surface to surface misslles.
The armor system is up to 17.5 lnches thick in places and ls
designed to survive combat with a shlp armed with 18-~inch
guns.?

With the growing threat of the Soviet Navy, the
United States must look for new and lmaginative ways to use
ltag fleets to counter this threat. 1In order for the United
States Navy to meet its worldwide commltments, the
posslibillty exlsts that one of our battleships may be
requlired to operate away from the main battle group 1ln an

economy of force role. This may become necessary in order



to have sufficient forces to interdict an enemy’s sea llnes
of communication in times of conflict.

In a similar manner, the German Navy was faced wlth
the same challenge during World War II. The Treaty of
Versailles, signed in June 1919, left Germany with an
ineffectlve navy.8 The largest warships in the German Navy
after World War I were eilght obsolete pre~dreadnaught
battleships of the Deutschland and Braunschweiq classes.?
According to the treaty, these shlps could not be replaced
untll twenty years after they were launched.l0 Therefore,
Germany could begin replacing these ships as early ags 1922.
However, Germany found it impossible to build modern
battleshlips within the treaty limit of 10,000 tons. 1In an
effort to build effectlive battleshlps and still attempt to
remain withln treaty limits, Germany developed the
panzerschiff, or pocket battleship. The Admiral Graf Spee
was one of these pocket battleshlips and was employed as a

commerce raider In the opening days of World War 1I.1l1

Sianiflcance

The Unlted States Navy has the largest battleshlps In
the world in lts fleet. These are a signiflcant naval
weapon, and it is important that the Navy use them, as well

as all its other ships, to its best ability. This is



necessary to maxlmize the warfighting potential of the fleet
in order to meet our worldwlde commitments.

A commander of a naval vessel has a great degree of
freedom in how he chooses to fight his ship. He iIs given
his mlssion by hils superiors, but he 1s free to use hils best
Judgment In declding how to carry out those orders. At
present, there are no hard and fast doctrinal manuals to
which a commander can refer for speclific Instructions on how
to perform a particular task. Rather, he Is glven guldance
ln the form of tactical reference manuals which contain
basic principies he can use as he desires ln performing hls
misslon. This can be a dlfficult concept for members of
other services to comprehend. In the Navy, It would not be
easy to evaluate a commanding offlicer’s course of action as
to whether or not it was doctrinally correct, egpecially If
it was succegsful,

Evaluating the possibllity of using an Jowa Class
battleship as a commerce ralder In a peacetime atmosphere
may make a wartime decislon eagler. If this study
determines it is pogsible to use a battleshlp as a commerce
raider, it will also suggest what set of circumstances would

be necegsary for thls to work successfully.



Thesis Objective

The obJjectlive of thlig thesis is to determine whether
or not an Jowa Class battleshlp could be used in an economy
of force role as a commerce ralder. In order to more fully
understand the mission and effect of-a commerce ralder, the
Admiral Graf Spee will be used as a hlstorical example.
This study wlll draw legssons learned from thlis example and
suggest applications in the employment of Jowa Class
battleshlps.

The major terms used in this thesis which require

deflnition or clarlfication are:

Admiral]l Graf Spee will be used to refer to the
German panzerschlff by that name. Papzerschiff ls a German
word meaning armored ship, which was also commenly called a

pocket battleship.

The names Admical Graf Spee and Graf Spee will be

used lnterchangeably and will have ldentlcal meanings.

Jowa Class refers to the four battleships of which
the USS Jowa was the flrst of her class. The Igwa Class
conslsts of the following ships:

USS Iowa (BB-61)

USS New Jergey (BB-62)
USS Migsourl (BB-63)
USS Wisconsin (BB-64)



Economy of force is deflned by EM _100-5. Operatlions

as the use of the minlmum means necessary when resources are
limited in an area other than the main effort.l2 1,4 the
context of thls theslis, It wlll refer to deploylng an Iowa
Class battleship elither alone or with the minlmum essentlati

number of escort shlps.

Commerce raider will refer to a surface warshlip such
as the Admiral Graf Spee which 13 deployed independentliy

wlth a mission of sinking enemy merchant shipplng. The

terms commerce ralder, merchant rajider, and gsurface ralder

wlll be used lnterchangeably.

sSurvey of the Literature

There are numerous accounts in the naval hlstory of
World War II where the Admiral Graf Svee is mentloned,
especlally regarding the Battle of the Rlver Plate. An
example 13 the textbook Seapower, used at the Unlted States
Naval Academy for lts Hlstory of Seapower course., ]It was
written by the faculty with E. B. Potter and Fleet Admiral
Chester W. Nimitz as editors. It 18 an overall hlstory of
naval power which contalns an excellent dlgcusslion of
commerce ralding durlng World War Il as well as other major
wars. The discusasion of the Battle of the River Plate,

however, 1s covered In only four pages, although there ls a



large amount of general Information on the German Navy. The
book also containg an extensive biblliography on the history
of seapower. Potter and Nimitz edlted another history, The
Great Sea War, which has a chapter on Atlantic surface
operations. Agaln, it Is a good history, but with an even
shorter discussion of the Graf Soee.

Stephen Roskil] presents a British naval history of
World War II In The War at Sea, 1939-1245. It contains
Informatlion on pocket battleshlps and the Battle of the
Atlantic. He goes lnto detall on the war agalnst commerce
carried out by the Germans.

There are several primary source documents avallable
for study on the German Navy In general and the Graf Spee in
particular. The best source iIs a translation made by the
Navy Department of records captured by Allled forces at
Schloss Tambach, Germany, in the Spring of 1945, tltled War
Riary, Operatlons Divigion, German Naval Staff, 1939-45. It
ils one aof the basic sources of naval hlstory of World War
II. It is written in the form of a naval log book and
contalnsg all important declslong and events which occurred.
Another Navy translaticn ls Fuehrer Conferences on Matters
Deallng with the German Navy, 1999-1940. Among other

things, it contalns background Information on the decisions
concerning the use of pocket battleshlips.
Another important document is an information bulletln

distributed by the U. 8. Navy to its officers In 19456. This



was formerly a confidential publication in the form of a

"leasons learned" book tlitled The Battle of the River Plate
w British Crui A Achil] E

the German Armored Ship Admiral Graf Seee. It is an
excel lent after-action report which includes such things as
a chronology of the battle, battie damage, casuaities,
general remarks and conclusions as welil as a number of
photographs of the unlts involved. This is the only source
of iInformation which goes into any depth on lessons learned
from the Battle of the River Plate., As these lessons
applied to the Navy then, most are outdated today.

There are several books written specifically on the
Battle of the River Plate. They include Battle of the River
Plate by CGeoffrey Bennett and Graf JSpee: The Life and Death
of a Rajder by Dudley Pope. Bennett’s book ls relatlvely
short, but contains an excellent description of the pattile.
It also contains numerous appendices with additlonal
technical information. Pope’s book glves more insight into
the time sgpent surface raiding as well as the tactlics
emploved by the captain. However, In both books, there is a
lack of lessons learned from both the Battle of the River
Plate and the tlme the ship gpent as a surface railder.

Jape’s Fijahting Shipg containg valuable information
which was used in the study of the Graf Spee as well as of
Jowa Class battleships. The information ranges from

material on a speclflc ship to an overall view of the navies



of the world for that particular vear. Jane’s Weapons
Systemg contains a wealth of information on the gun and
missile systems of battleships today.

Battleships: Axis and Neutral Battleghleg lp World
War 11 contains a superior dlscussion of battleships In
general. It provides technical information on design
congiderations, armament, and the armor protection system.
Garzke and Dulin co-authored this book as well as
This book provides extensive Information on the Jowa Clasgs.

The majority of iliterature about the Admiral Graf
Spee was written relatively soon after the war. There
appears to be little written that attempts to evaluate
leggons learned and apply them to today’s Navy. Thig is
understandable, since for many years the United States Navy
has not had any ships of the category of the Admiral Graf
Spee.

This has changed ln the last several years with the
reactivation of Jowa Class battieships. There have been a
number of articles published in professional journals
gparked by the reactivation of Jowa Class ships . These
deal mainly with the naval gunfire role of battleships.
There are alsc articles written on maritime strategy by
authorg such ag the Secretary of the Navy, John Lehman;

former Chief of Naval Operations, Admliral James D. Watkins;

10



and the current Chief of Naval Operatlons, Admiral Carlisle

A. H. Trost.

The Navy Department publication, Understanding Soviet
Naval Developments, provides an excellent inslight into the
Soviet Navy. It covers topics from naval polley to
hardware. It includes an in depth digcusslion on the Soviet

Merchant Marline.

Methodoloay

This study will begin by examinlng the career of the
German pocket battleshlp, Admiral Graf Spee. It will
discuss the reasons behind building pocket battleships, the
mission of the Graf Spee during World War II, its
effectiveness in that mission, and the impact of the
commanding offlcer on misgslion accomplishment. It will then
evaluate the Battle of the Rlver Plate and the declsions
which eventually lead the commanding offlcer to scuttle his
own ship. The emphasis on evaluating the Battle of the Rliver
Plate will focus on key decisions and lessons learned
instead of the actual mechanics of the battle.

Next, 1t wiil examine Jowa Class battleships. It
will begin wlth a discussion of the clags including
displacement, armor protection, underwater protection
gystem, guns, and missile systems. It will then analyze the

capabilities and limitations of these systems and possible

11



methods to compensate for their limitatlons. It wlll also
compare the Jowa Class and the Admiral Graf Spee.

Thls study will take a brief look at international
laws that relate to commerce warfare. This will be done to
evaluate the possibility of conducting commerce warfare with
a battleship In accordance with the law.

Next, this study will examine the maritime strategy
of the United States and that of the Soviet Unlon. This
will give an understanding of the objectives and locatlons
of U.S. and Soviet fleets in the event of a global war wilth
the Soviet Unlon. It will also look at the size, misslion,
and millitary value of the Soviet Merchant Marine. Once this
is done, the study will then develop a scenarlo where an
Jowa Class battleship could be employed as a commerce
raider.

Thls study has several obvious limitations lnherent in
attempting to analyze complex events which happened nearly
fifty years ago, ln particular the career of the Admiral
Graf Spee. Regearch willl be limlted to accounts elther
originally written In English or German accounts which have
been translated into English.

Another limitation to this study is the dlfference in
the size of the Graf Spee compared to Jowa Class
battleships. With the exception of Jowa Class battleships
and aircraft carriers, there is only one other ship, the US3

Long Beach (CGN-6>, which lg larger than the Admiral Graf

12



Spee in the active fleet of the Unlted States Navy today.13

The Graf Spee was among the largest ships In the German Navy
in its time. Only two other battleships, both of the
Scharphorgt Class, were larger.l4 yith that in mind, the
Admiral Graf Spee and lowa Class battleshlps have many
similaritles. These Include relative displacement, armor
protection, and firepower when viewed ln relation to the
rest of their respective fleets.

In order to keep a study of this magnitude to a
workable size, certain delimitations have been placed on it.
Thlg study will not consider any period prior to the end of
World War 1. Except where specifically stated, the Jowa
Class will be considered only in the conflguratlon in which
the ships exlst today or will exlist at the completlion of
thelr reactivation, whichever is later.

All research will be conducted using unclassified
sources. This will limit research to a degree since some
information on speclflic weapons systems Is claggifled.

Algo, unclassifled information on Soviet ships and weapons
systems 1s generally not as readily avallable as information
on Unlted States shlps and weapons sygstems. However, most
Informatlon relevant to thls study can be found in
unclassified sources. This unclagssified information will be
satlisfactory for the purposes for which it will be used In

this study.

13



Finally, this study will consider only one historical
example of a surface ralder, the Admiral Graf Svee. This
has been done to 1imit the scope of the study and is not
anticipated to adversely affect the outcome of this study
gince the ultimate research quegtion. concerns lowa Class

battleshipg as they exist today.
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CHAPTER 2

ADMIRAL GRAF SPEE -- THE COMMERCE RAIDER

Backaround ~- Treaty of Versallles Limltatlons

The Treaty of Versallles, signed 28 June 1919,
offlclally ended World War I. Although the flghting ended
with the Armistace of 11 November 1918, the actual terms of
peace were not established until the signlng of the treaty.
The treaty contained several articles that had a significant
impact on the German Navy after the war.

Article 181 severely reduced the size of the German
Navy. It llmited the navy to six battleships of the
Deutschland or Lothrlipgen typel, six 1ight cruisers, twelve
destroyvers, and twelve torpedo boats. Unless otherwlse
specified in the treaty, ships in excess of these limits
were to be placed in reserve or devoted to commercial
purposes. It also banned submarlines from the navy.Z2
Articles 184 to 188 called for specific warships to be
surrendered or, lf under construction, destroyed.3 All this
wag to be compieted within two months of the treaty signing.

Some of the most far reaching effects of the treaty
were the restrictlions placed on new constructlon. Article
190 forbade the construction or acquisltion of any warship
not intended to replace ships already lIn commisslion ag

provided for by Article 181, The following limlitations were

ie



placed on replacement warships: armored ships, 10,000 tons;
llght c¢ruisers, 6,000 tons; destroyers, 800 tons, torpedoc
boats, 200 tons. The article aiso specified that unless a
shlp was lost, the existing fleet could not be replaced
until twenty vears from the date of launching for
battieships and cruisers and fifteen years for destroyers

and torpedo boats.4

The Deutschland and Braupngchwelg Clagss battleshlps
which remained ln the German Navy were of the
pre-dreadnaught type. Pre-dreadnaught refers to battleships
either designed or constructed before the British
commissioned the secretly constructed H.M.S, Dreadnaught in
1906. The Dreadnaught was described as the first
"all-big~gun" battleship. It had ten 12-inch guns mounted
1n flve turrets which gave her an effective maln battery
firepower of 2 1/2 times that of any ship in exlstence at
that time. She proved to be the archetype of all subsequent
battleships. The major naval powers all recognized the
superiorlity of the design and elther scrapped or modiflied
existing bullding plang in order to begin building
"dreadnaughts." The dreadnaughts rendered all eariler
pattleships obsclete.B

The Deuytgchiand and Braupngchweidg Class battieships
consisted of a total of nine ships which were completed
between 1904 and 1908. They each had a displacement of

13,200 tons. Thelr armament congsisted of a maln battery of

17



four tl-inch guns, an intermediate battery of fourteen
6.7-1nch guns, and a secondary battery of twenty 24-pounder
guns. They were coal burning and could obtaln a maximum

speed Of approximately 18-19 knots.6 The 1914 edition of

Fiahting Ships describes these ships-as fol lows:

These ships of the Deutschland class are
over-gunned. The secondary guns fire too heavy a
projectile for man-handling, and the actual value of
the class s well below thelr paper valve. They are
very good steamers; but otherwise hardly equal to
Britlsh, U.S.A., and French ships of equal date.”

These ships, even In their day, were considered to be
inferior. In the age of dreadnaughts, they were obsolete.
These obsolete shlips were the backbone of the
post-war German Navy. In 1919, however, they were anvythlng
but warships. Elght of the nine had been disarmed and the
guns had been removed from six of them. The gung on the

other two had been rendered inoperable. The largest
- armament on the one remalning armed ship was only six
4.1-inch gun=g.8 By 1924, most had been rearmed, several

with smaller guns, but only two were in commission, with six

in regerve.?

The Need for Pocket Battleships

According to the treaty, these ships could not be
replaced until twenty years after they were launched.10 The
oldest of these ships, Braunschweiq, was launched in

December 1902.11 Germany could begin repiacing them as
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early as 1922. However, Germany found it impossibie to
bulld modern battleshlps within the treaty 1imit of 10,000
tons.12

A 1923 study showed that It was posalble to bulld a
10,000 ton ship with 15-inch guns; however, it would require
a sacrifice In speed, endurance, and armor protectlion. The
signlficance of this report was that caplital ships were
possible under current limitations, but on a smaller scale.
Design work continued until 1925 and resulted in several

possible alternative designs.13

Desian Considerationsg

The maln design consideration in the building of
capital ships was the 10,000 ton limltation lmposed by the
Treaty of Versailles. Within this constraint, there were
several possible combinations of armament, speed, and armor
protection. The armament varled from four 15-~inch twin to
gslx 12-inch twin or gix 1l1-inch twin guns for the main
batteries. Armor protectlon conslderations ranged from 3.94
to 9.84 Inches. Flnally, speed was inversely proportional
to a combination of the above ltems. The design
considerations for speed were 18, 21, or 27 knots.14

The flnal decision was a compromise of these
conslderations. It consisted of a ship with heavy armament

and light armor protection. The armament would be able to
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defeat any heavy crusier either ln existence or proposed at
that time. The hlgh speed would be faster than any
battleship In the world with the exceptlion of the Britlsh
battleships. The Germans, however, did not consider the
Britlsh a serious enemy at that time.15

The Deutgschland Class armored ships (pocket
battleships) were the result of these design studies. The
class consglsted of three ships: Deutschland. Admiral
Sgheer, and Admiral Graf Spee.l€® Thege three ships were

eggentially the same with only minor differences in design.

Degcription of the Admiral Graf Spee

The Admiral Graf ZJSree was built by the Wilhelmshaven
Navy Yard, Germany. Construction began 1 Qctober 1932 wlth

the laying of the keel. BShe was launched less than two
vyears later on 30 June 1934, Work on the ship contlnued and
the Admiral Graf Spee was commlssioned 6 January 1936.17

She had an overall length of 609 3/4 feet, a beam of 67 1/2
feet, and a draft of 21 2/3 feet. ©She had a complement of

926 officers and men.18

Displacement

Pocket battleshlips were limited to a standard
digsplacement of 10,000 tons ag mentloned earller. Standard

digplacement is defined as the weight of water a ship
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displaces when floating freely. This is based on the weight
of salt water at 64 pounds per cubic foot, and uses the
English long ton (2240 pounds) as the standard of
measurement.1? gtandard displacement is further defined as
the displacement of a ship that ls fully manned, equipped,
and ready for sea. This includes ammunition, provisions,
fresh water for the crew, and any other store or implement
to be carried in war. It does not lnclude fuel or reserve
feed water for the pbollers.20

The 1939 lasue of Jane’s Flahting Ships suggests the
builders were abiding by the displacement 1imitatlions.
Further study has revealed that this was not the case. The
actual displacement of the Admiral Graf Spee was 11,785
tons.2l There appear to be several reasons for this
violation.

To begin with, the Treaty of Versallles did not
gpecifically atate the type of displacement to be used, but
merely stated the maximum.22 1t can be assumed that it was
referring to "standard displacement;" however, there are
other measurements such as "light," and "full load"
displacement which are also used when determining the
displacement of a ship. Geoffrey Bennett, in Battle of the
River Plate, describes the Graf Spee as having a "nomlnal®
displacement of 10,000 tons, with a standard digplacement
of 12,100 tons.23 He does not, however, define what he

means by nominal displacement. The Germans could therefore
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use a certain amount of discretion In calculating the
displacement of these ships.

Another factor was a difference in the method of
measuring displacement. The Germans determined
dlsplacements by using the specific gravity of salt water in
the Baltic Sea. Thig glves a weight of 63.336 pounds per
cubic foot instead of the standard of 64 pounds per cubilc

foot used by the Americans and the British.24

Speed

The Graf Spee had a top speed of 28.5 knots.285 gshe
had eight sets of M.A.N. Diesel engines with two shafts,
which developed a total of 54,000 horsepower. She carried
1,200 tongs of fuel which gave her a cruising radius of

10,000 miles at 15 knots.26

Sung

The maln armament conslsted of six 1l-inch guns
mounted three per turret with one turret forward and one
att. The secondary battery conslisted of eight 5.9-inch
guns, with four amidshlp on each side. Anti-alrcraft
protection was provided by six 4.1-inch and eight three
pounder gunsa. In additlion, the shlp had 10 machine guns and
eight 21-inch torpedo tubes. It was also equipped with two

alrcraft catapults for scout planes.Z7
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Armor Protection

Detalls of the armor protection system are
inconslistant among the various sourceg. Wlilllam H. Garzke,
In his book Battleshipg: Neutral and Axls Battleshipg in
World War 11, provides only sketchy information.28 However,
he has a very extensive discugsion on armor protection in
battleships.2? This will give an interested reader a much
better appreciation of the effects of armor agalnst guns,
bombs, and torpedoes. The 1939 issue of Jane’s Flahting
Ships describes the side belts and deck armor in more
detail, but with slightly different numbers. The most in
depth discussion of the armor protection system was found in
a declassified (formerly confidential) Department of the
Navy publication distributed only a few months after the
Battle of the River Plate. Its purpose was to distribute
information of general interest to the Unlted Stateg Navy In
the form of lessons learned. This publlication lists the

major armor protection as follows:

4-1nch water-line belt tapering to about 2
inches fore and aft and extending from just
forward of No. 1 barbette to just abaft No. 2
barbette;

1-inch main deck and 1 1/2-inch second deck
ilncreased to about 3 inches over vitals;

2-inch longlitudinal torpedo bulkhead behind the
bulge abreast of magazine and machinery spaces;
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3-inch to 4-inch athwartshlp bulkheads
(approximate);

7-inch turret face plate, S5-linch to 3-inch top,
2-inch sides, sliding shields seal gun ports,
reported to have dividing bulkheads between guns
but no turret officer’s booth;

4-inch barbettes;

5-inch connlng tower with a 2~inch top;

1-inch bulwark to forward end of open brldge;30

The publication then goes into some of the smaller areas
protected by armor. The ship was alsc equipped with
external bulges below the waterline as part of the
underwater protectlon system against torpedoes.31

At first sight, thigs may appear to be lmpressive, and
it is when compared to armor on warships today.
Traditlonaliy, battleshlp armor has been deslgned to
withstand attack by guns of equal caliber as the main
battery on the ship.32 This then would Indicate that a
pocket battleship would be able to withstand attack by
another ship with 11-inch guns. This was probably not the
case, as was later demonstrated at the Battle of the Rlver
Plate. Garzke describes the armor as only marginally
effective against the B8-lnch guns of the HMS Exeter at the
Battle of the Rlver Plate.33 1t should be noted, however,
that the armor deck and side belts had not been penetrated

during the battle with either &-inch or 8-inch shellg.34
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Migsion at the Qutbreak of World War II

The German plan was to sail the pocket battleshlps
and their supply ships secretly before the outbreak of
hostllitlies, Supply ships would enable them to remain at
sea for many months before they would have to attempt a
breakthrough back Into German waters. Their mission was
"...the disruption and destruction of enemy merchant
shipping by all possible means."35 They were to make
sudden appearances in widely scattered areas and then
disappear intoc the vast ocean. Their orders strictly
forbade them to seek out even inferlior enemy warships. This
was to aveld any damage, even slight, that might lmpair
their capabllities or endurance and force them tec return
prematurely to Germany.36

On 15 August 1939, ln anticipation of the lnvasion of
Poland on | September, the pocket battleshlps Deutschland
and Admiral Graf OSpee were ordered to make ready for
departure. The Graf Swmee was to operate In the South
Atlantic and the Deutschland in the North Atlantic.37 At
2100, 21 August 1939, the Admiral Graf Spee departed
Wilhelmshaven, Germany.38 gShe and her supply ship, Altmark,
were ordered to an area southwest of the Canary Islands
where they were to awalt further orders.3? The Deutschland
followed at 1500, 24 August 1939.40 cComplete secrecy

regarding the deployment of these ships was maintalned. 4!l
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By dolng thisg prior to the outbreak of hostllitles, It was
posslible to get the gships into the Atlantic uncppogsed. If
the Germans had walted untll after the outbreak of war, thils
may have been a more dlifficult task.

On the eve of the German lnvasion of Poland, the
German Navy received |ts orders from the Armed Forces High
Command. It was not to commit any warllike actions at sea
aince the responsibllity for starting hostlilities In the
West was left to Great Britaln and France. Should
hostilities occur, the German Navy was to act only 1n
self-defense, It was ordered, however, to prepare to
conduct war against merchant shipping with the focus of lts
efforts against Great Britain.42

war began at 0445, 1| September 1939, when Germany
invaded Poland. Great Britain and France both had mutual
defense treaties with Poland, although Hitler did not expect
either country to honor them. Britain, however, Iissued
Germany an ultimatum during the evening of 1 September 1939
and a final warning at 0900, 3 September 1939, which Hitler
chose to lgnore. British Prime Minister Chamberlain
announced at 1115, 3 September 1939, that Great Brlitain had
declared war with Germany. France followed with a
declaration of war that afternoon.43

That same day the German Navy began the war agalnst
commerce. At 1400, a message was sent to Atlantic

submarines to commence the commerce war agalnst merchant
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shipping In accordance with prize regulations.44 Al though
the pocket battleshlps were at sea, it appears that this
message did not speclfically apply to them. Thelr orders
were clarified two days later: They were to break off
operations and withdraw from the operating area to elither
"Northern Waters, Southern Atlantic, or the Indian Ocean." 45
The reason for this s summed up by the Commander in Chief,
Navy, in his views that he presented to the Fuehrer durlng a
conference on 7 September 1939:
a. Great Britain iIs unable to draw France into
the War unconditlicnally.
b. France falls to see any war alm and is
therefore trylng to stay out of the war.
¢. After the collapse of Poland, which can be
expected soon, lt |s pogsgible that France and
perhaps afterwards Great Britaln might be ready to
accept to a certain extent the situation which has
been created In the meantime in the East.
d. Therefore an attack should not be forced and
our strength should be saved for the time belng.46
The Fuehrer agreed with this view and the decision to
withdraw the pocket battleships.47
This restriction on pocket battleships lasted until
26 September 1939 when they recelved orders to begin
commerce raiding. There were three reasons for thigs change:
The restrictions on commerce war against France had been
removed by the Fuehrer; there was news of large scale
movement of enemy merchant shipping by convoys which

presented the prospect of valuable targets to the pocket

battleships; British battie cruisers and French battlieships,
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which were the main threat to the pocket battleships, were

reported to be In their home waters.48

Altmack —- Supply Ship for Admiral Graf Spee

The pltmark, supply ship for the Admiral Graf Sepee,
left Germany on 5 August 1939 and headed to the United
States to take on diesel oll at Port Arthur, Texas.4® she
left Port Arthur on 20 August 1939 for her return passage
towards Germany. She Intentionally remained south of the
shipping lanes In order not to give away her position.S0

On 1 September 1939 the Al;man& Jolned the Admiral
graf Spee. The tasks of the Altmark and Graf Spee were very

nicely summed up by Altmark‘s commanding officer, Captain
Heinrich Dau, when he addressed hisgs crew with the following
gtatement:

The task whlich the Fuehrer has selected for us ls
to act as an indispensaible, floating supply base
for a German battleship which is going to make the
high seas dangerous, nay, deadly for the enemy. We
must not relax our preparednegss. A few hefty blows
at the British Empire Just may bring them tc their
senses. We are part of the lnstrument which can
strike thls blow. Victory ln Poland will be
followed by the hammer blows of the Graf Spee--Seig
Hei1!51

Whlle the captaln may have been overestimating the
importance of the two ships to the war effort, he was
basically correct about the potentlial of a powerful commerce

ralder.
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Loglstics are vital to any milltary operation, and
ships at gea are no exception. The Altmark provided the
necessary provislons, spare parts, and oil to the Graf Spee.
However, there was one critlical supply that she did not
have: ammunition.52 None of the sources addressed the
reason for thls shortcoming in logistical support., This was
a critical factor in the decisions made durlng the Battle of

the River Plate and at Montevideo.

Tactlics ags a Jurface Ralder

Durlng the period 26 September 1939 to 13 December
1939, the Admiral Graf Spee sank nine merchant ships.83
During this time she was able to act as a commerce raider.
In order to gain a better understanding of the tactics
emplioyed, this study will look at one merchant sinking as an
exampie. Although all of the actions were unique in their’
own way, they are also very sgimilar in the tactics empioyed.

The first merchant ship sinking by the Graf Spee

occurred on 30 September 1939, It was the $. S. Clement,
sunk 120 miles southeast of Pernambuce, Brazll.54 The
Clement was a 5,050 ton British steamer near the end of her
vovyage from New York to Bahia, Salvador. She carried a
carge of 20,000 cagses of kerosene. At 1115, the Third
Officer, H. J. Gill, reported to the Captain, F. C. P.

Harrig, that he had sighted a battleship. The captain
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replied "I expect that is the Alax," which he knew was

operating In the area.55 Thig proved to be a very costiy
agsumption for the captain. There were several other
occasions when the Graf Spee‘’sg victim was not able to
correctly ldentify her attacker until it was too late to
even successfully get out a distress signal.

The Graf Spee used one of its airplianes to take a
closer look at the Clement.®6 This was probably done for
two reasons. First, It would be the best way to ldentify the
ship or, more importantly, the naticnality of the ship. The
reagsons for this are obvious. It is nelther politically nor
militarily effective to sink a neutral or friendly ship.
Secondly, it would enable the Qraf Spee to more accurately
determine if the ship were armed, which would have a bearing
on the tactlcs used.

It 18 not clear what happened next. According to
both Dudley PopeS7 and Geoffrey BennettS8, the plane opened
fire, which caused the ship to send out a distress call.

The War Dlary does not agree with this. The message Captaln
Langsdorff sent to the Naval Staff stated "As the steamer
made uge of her radio she was machlne-gunned by the shilip’s
rlane."59 Based on other actions by the commanding cfficer
in this and other operations against merchant ships, his
account is probably true.

The captain of the Clement stopped his ship and

ordered his men to man the !lfe boats. He threw his
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confidential boocks over the side In speclally weighted bags.
The radio operator reported that the distress signal was
picked up by a Brazillan steamer. Thlis distreas signal, as
usual, Included the position of the ship and the nature of
the distress: a pocket battleship.60 This is significant
not only for the rescue of the crew but, more lmportantly,
it would let the British know the location of the Graf Spee.
This would no longer be a safe area ln which the ship could
operate,

The Graf Spee launched one of its boats and sent a
boarding party to the Clement. 0On the bow of the launch was
palnted the false name, Admiral Scheer. The boat’s crew
alsc wore cap bands on thelr hats with the false name on
them.61 Thig was done In an effort to conceal the true
identity of the raider. Captain Langsdorff’s intentions
were to release the crew unharmed and he did not want them
to be able to correctly ldentify his ship. Thls deceptlion
worked well; when the crewmen were rescued they reported
thelr ship had been sunk by the Admiral Scheer.62 cCaptain
Langsdorff constantly changed the name of his ship to elther
Deutschland or Admiral Scheer to confuse British
intelligence. He also used the French flag to clogse on his
prey without alerting it as to his ldentity or intentions.63
It appears that the true ldentity of the Graf Spee remained

in doubt until the Battle of the Rlver Plate.64
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When the crew was safely in the boats, Captaln
Langsdorff sank the §,S8. Clement with gunfire. He took
Harris and hlis chief engineer on board the Graf Spee. He
wanted to question Harrls and have a wound on the chief
engineer’s hand treated. Since the sea was calm, the rest
of the crew, In llfe boats, was given the course to steer
for the South American coast less than 120 miles away. One
boat was soon plicked up by the Brazillan steamer $S.8.
Jtatinca, and landed in Macelio, Brazil, the next day. The

following day, the remaining boatg arrived at the same

port.65 This is the only time that the crew of one of the
Graf Spee‘sg victims was left in life boats, and it should be
noted that |ts safety was not in question. Generally, the
crew was taken on board the Graf Spee and transferred to the
Altmark when convenlent. The captalins, first offlcers,
radio officers, and chief engineers would remain on the Graf
Spee with the Intention of belng taken back to Germany.66
On 26 November 1939, Captain Langsdorff ordered the Altmark
to land her prisoners in a neutral port. The commanding
officer of the Altmark, Captain Dau, ignored this order
agince he felt that showing his ship In a neutral port would
endanger his chances of a safe return to Germany.67

The treatment of the captain and chief engineer of
the Clement is worth noting. They were escorted to the
bridge where they met Captain Langsdorff. In a later

interview, Harris sald: "When there, we met the Captain
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[Langsdorffl and ten officers. He saluted me and sald ‘I am
gsorry, Captain, I will have to sink your ship. It is
war.”"68 Chairs were brought to the bridge so the guests
could watch the sinking of the Clement. This ls very
significant since traditionally only the captain and
possibly the navigator are permltted to sit on the brlidge of
a warship. They were treated well and some of the German
offlcers who could speak Engllsh explained what was golng on
ags the Clement was belng fired at,.6%

After the Clement was sunk, Langsdorff said to
Harris, "If you will give me your word and not to attempt
any espionage, and do exactly as we tell you, you will be
left free. Otherwise, I will have to put a guard on you." 70
Harris gave the captain his word that neither he nor his
engineer would attempt anything. Captain Langsdorff’s
response was: "All rlght, shake hands.*7l Ag it turned out,
they were only on board a few hours when the Graf Spee
encountered a passing Greek steamer, the $5,S. Papelemos.
After Captain Harris agreed not to make any wireless
telegraphy (W/T) reports, the British were transfered to the
steamer via one of the Graf Spee’s boats. Harrls kept his
promise until nine days later, 9 October, when he reached St
Vincent in the Cape Verde Islands.?2

It appears that Captailn Langsdorff had a true concern
for the safety of the crew, as shown by the fact that he

gent a message to Olinda, the radio station at Pernambuco,
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Brazil. He used the call sign DTAR, which was the call sign
of the Admiral Scheer. The message was: "Please save the
lifeboats of the Clement. 0945 south, 3404 west."73 The

reply he received was "Thanks. 0.K. Hasta Luego."74

Captaln. Langsdorff -- the Naval Officer

In order to gain a more complete understanding of the
tactics employed by the Graf Spee, It will be necessary to
examine the personality and professionalism of Captaln
Langsdorff. On 23 September 1939, Hitler began ignoring
internaticnal law concerning commerce warfare, and finally
11fted all restrictions by November 1939.7% This meant that
Captaln Langsderff wag under no obligation by hils superlors
to conduct his operations ln accordance with lnternatiocnal
law. As a true professional, he chose to continue fighting
in accordance with International law as well as any moral
convictions he may have had. The personality of Captailn
Langsdorff played a major part in the conduct of the Graf
Spee‘s migsion. He could have conducted his Job in a
ruthless manner; however, he chose to conduct himseif as a
true professional. He appears to have been a honorable man
and expected the same from other men in his position. This
attltude is evident from the treatment of the captaln of the
Clement. There are several other areas which need to be

mentioned In this respect.
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An Incident occurred after the sinking of the 8,9,
Tairoca on 3 December 1939. Shortly before daybreak, the
Graf Spee was able to approach her next target unnotlced.
After warning the Talroa not to transmit a distress signal
or she would be fired upon, the radio operator began a
valiant effort to gend a distress signai. The crew was
already beginning to abandon ship when the Graf Spee opened
flre with her 3.7-cm (3-pounder) guns on the bridge to stop
the transmission.76 The Graf Spee’s log entry pays tribute
to this man’s herolc efforts. "The flirst 3.7-cm shells hit
the chart house and radio cabin. At the end the radio
operator was lylng on the deck attempting to transmit his
report untjil finally shrapnel [sic] put the transmitter out
of order."77 Three men were wounded by shrapnel! in this
incident and they were brought on board the Graf Spee for
mecdical treatment. A couple of hours later, Captaln
Langgdorff took time to visit them In sick bay. He
apologized to the men for having wounded them. He sald "We
do not make war on civilians, but you use your telefunkin,
so 1 have to open fire."78

Another incident occurred during what 18 known as the
Chage Phase of the Battle of the River Plate. It is best

summed up by the Graf Spee’s log entry.

While steering towards La Plata a large 5,000-ton
Engl ish steamer was ordered to stop with a warning
shot and to send the crew into the boats. The
Captain had the intention of torpedoing the steamer
if the crew left the ship. He radioced a message to
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the Ajax. Since the crew of the steamer did not
leave the shlp, the Captain abandoned his intentlion
of sinking the shilp in view of the possible
reception of hls own crew ln Montevideo.7?

The steamer was the S.S, Shakespeare.B80 1f Langsdorff had
sunk the steamer there may have been a good chance that one
of the two Britlish ships chasing him, the Alax or Acghllles,
would have gstopped to pick up survivors. With the Exeter
already out of the action at thlis peoint, this would have
geparated the two ships, giving him the advantage of
attacking each alone or possibly having them both
discontinue the chase. He chose, however, not to sSink a
merchant ship with her crew still on board. He even went
one step further by sending a distress signal to the Ajax
for his intended victim. Although this may have made a
difference ln the battle, he stood by his conviction not to
make war on clvillans.

The most commendabie of all feats achleved by Captaln
Langadorff 1s In the colliective sinking of his nlne victims.
He was able to do thlis without the loss of a single 1lfe.Bl
There are probably very few naval officers, if any, who
could make such a claim. He would ensure that the crews
were removed from a ship before it was sunk. The crews
would normally be taken on board the Graf Spee and
eventually transferred to her supply ship, Altmark, with the

intention of being reieased later ln a neutral port.



Merchant Shipg Sunk

The Admiral Graf Spee received Instructlions to resume

merchant ralding operations on 26 September 1939 after a
three week moratorium.82 From that time until the Battle of
the River Plate, she sank nlne merchant ships with a total

tonnage of 50,089 tons. A list of the ships follows:83

Name Croga tong _ Date sunk
Clement 5051 30 Sept 1939
Newton Beach 4651 % Oct 1939
Ashlea 4222 7 Oct 1939
Huntsman 8196 17 Oct 1939
Trevanjon 5299 22 Oct 1939
Afcica Shell 706 15 Nov 1939
Doric Star 10086 2 Dec 1939
Tairoca 7983 3 Dec 1939
Streonshalh 3895 ? Dec 1939

It lg Iimportant to logk at the total effect of a
merchant raider when examining its effectiveness, not just
the number of ships sunk. The ultimate mission of pocket
pattlieships was to prevent enemy merchant ships fréh
delivering thelr suppllesa. 1f merchant ships falled to sall
due to this threat, the sea lines of communications had in
fact been interdicted. This I3 exactly what the Admiral
Graf Spee had accomplished.

Thig was accompl ished as a team effort with the
Deutschland as well as the submarine force. One week after
the invasion of Poland the Commander in Chief, Navy,
dliscussed merchant warfare with the Fuehrer. The decision

was made to have the pocket battleships temporarily withdraw
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from the battle. The maln reason for this was that "...1t
seems that the British trade i=2 being stopped and Brltish
naval forces are being sent on planned attacks against

very short time.

Another Iimportant result of commerce warfare is the
resulting commitment of strong enemy forces and the added
wear and tear on his ships. The Admiral Graf Spee
effectively achleved this result. The British and French
eventual ly committed 29 warships protecting the Atlantic
shipping lanes from the ralders and attempting to hunt them
down. This force consigsted of four battleships, four battle
cruisers, six alrcraft carriers, and twenty cruisers.
Sixteen of these ships had to be diverted from other
dutles. 85

It was a difficult task to hunt down surface ralders
since they were constantly attempting to avold detection.
The only real information as to thelr location were the
Mayday reports gsent out by wirelegss., The British Admiralty
wag aware of this and issued instructions teo its merchant
ships to ensure that reports were gent ocut as soon as an
eneny ralder was detected. The Germans immedlately became
aware of this system and took gteps to prevent the sending
of a distress signal by threatenlng to immediately sink the

ship if a mesgssage was sent. In spite of this, many a
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merchant ship‘s radioman did manage to send distress signals

at great risk to his crew.86

Allied Warships Involved in the Search

As mentloned earlier, there were 29 Allled warships
involved in the search for the Graf Spee and the
Deutschland. The size of the force demonstrated the threat
these German ships were to the war effort; they could not be

ignored. The British and French warships lnvolved in the

search are listed below:87

Force Composition Type Shilp Area of Diverted
Name QOperationa  from
F Berwick 8" cruiser North America Halifax
York 8" Crulser and West Indies Hallfax
G Exeter 8" cruiser Southeast coagt South
Cumberland 8" crulser of South Atlantlc
Aljax 6" crulser America New Zealand
Achlilles 6" crulser -
H Shropshire 8" cruiser Cape of Medliter-
Sugsex 8" cruiser Good Hope ranean Sea
I Eagle A/C carrier Ceylon China
Cornwall 8" cruiger China
Dorsetshire 8" crulsger China
K Renown Battle- Pernambuco Home Fleet
cruiger
Acrk Roval A/C carrler Home Fleet
L Dunkeraye Battle- Brest -
crulser
Bearn A/C carrler -

Glorie (Fr)> 6" crulser -
Montcalm 6" crulser -
Georges (Fr)

Levaueg (Fr> 6" cruiser -

39



M Dupleix <(PFr) 8" crulser Dakar Mediter-

Foch (Fr) 8" cruigser ranean Sea
N Strasbourg Battle- West Indies Brest
cruiger
Hermeg A/C carrler Plymouth

It should be noted that of the 29 warships, 16 were
diverted from other areas of operations, therefore adding to
the disruptive effect of pocket battleships.

It is important to note that warships were not only
tied up In the search for pocket battleshlps, but additlonal
ships were required to protect convoys headed to Europe. In
addition to the hunting groups listed above, the British
Admiralty sent seven destroyers to Hallifax to escort
homeward-bound Atlantic convoys. These ships were the
Regolution, Revenge, Enterprige, Emerald, Repulge, Furious,
and Warspite.88

Force G

The hunting group that eventually found and fought
the Graf Spee was Force G, the South American Dlvision under
the command of Commodore Henry Harwood. It located the Graf
Spee on 13 December 1939 in the approaches to the Rlver
Plate. This force conalsted of the 8-inch crulser, H.M.S.
Exeter and two 6-~inch crulsers, the H.M,.S. Alax and
H.M.N,2.S, Achllles. The fourth shlp of the hunting group,
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the 8~inch cruiser H.M.S, Cumberiand, was reflitting ln the
Falklands and did not particlipate in the action.89

The largest of the British ships, Exeter, was
launched 18 Juiy 1929. She had a standard displacement of
8390 tons and an overall length of 8575 feet. Her crew
consisted of 600 officers and men. Her maln armament was
six 8-inch guns mounted in three turrets, two forward and
aone aft. She was also equipped with =2lx 2i-inch terpedo
tubes and two aircraft catapuits. Her top speed was 32
kncts. Her armor protectlon conslsted of two Lo three
inches of side armor amlidships, two lnches of deck armor,
and three inches of armor on the conning tower.90

The Alax and Achjlles were of the smaller Leander
Class. The Alax was launched 1 September 1932 and the
Achllleg 1 March 1934, They had a standard dlsplacement of
6,985 tons for the Alax and 7,030 for the Achilles and an
overall length of 554.5 feet. They each had a crew of 550
officers and men. Their main armament consisted of eight
6-inch guns mounted in twin turrets with two turrets both
forward and aft. They were also equipped with eight 2i-inch
torpedo tubes. The Ajax had one aircraft catapult, the
Achilleg two. Both ships had a top speed of 32.5 knots and
were lightly armeored with two to four inches of side armor
amidships, two lnches of deck armer, and one Inch of armor

on the turrets and bridge.?1
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Thesgse three ships were all conslderably smaller and

leag powerfull than the Graf Spee. Their speed, and
particularly thelr combined flrepower, were important

factors which Commodore Harwood explolted at the Battle of

the River Plate.
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CHAPTER 3

BATTLE OF THE RIVER PLATE

Introduction

This study will now turn to the Battle of the River
Plate. This battle was between the British cruisers Aljax,

Achllles, and Exeter, and the Admiral Graf Svee. It marked
the end of the Graf Spee slince she was scuttiled as a result
of the battle, This paper will cover only some of the major
portions of the battle and major decisions which affected
its outcome. The reagon for this is summed up by Captain S.
W. Roskill of the Royal Navy in his naval hilstory of World
War IT.

A detailed description of the battle which
now tcook piace will be of less interest to posterity
than the ocean-wide strategy which led to it, and it
is therefore right, without in any way belittling
the gallantry and tenacity with which Commodore
Harwood‘’s lightly armed crulsers tackled their
formiclable adversary, that it should occupy a
smal ler gspace |n these pages. What matters is the
far-flung dispositions ordered by the Admirality and
the hunting operations conducted by the responsible
Flag Officers finally yielded the desired result to
one of the groups go employed and thus elimlinated a
gerious threat to our shipping.l

This paper will not spend a great deal of time on the
chronological events of the battle itself. Battle of the
River Plate by Geoffrey Bennett and Graf Spvee: The Life and
Death of a Rajder by Dudley Pope c¢over the events of the

battle in detali. Rather, it will examine the battle with
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the intent of finding lessons learned which are applicable

today.

British I Graf s

The Graf Spee sank her seventh victim, the $.8, Doric

Star, on 2 December 1939, approximately 400 miles west of
Southwest Africa. Unfortunately for the Graf Spee, the
Doric Star was able to get the following distress signal
out: 199 15/ §, 5,5° E, gunned battleship."2 Numerous
urgent radio messages from Simonstown and Durban, South
Africa, to all British warships in the African area attest
to the fact that this distregs megsage was received. The
Naval Staff Indicated that the appearance of the Graf Spee
resulted in increased British naval activity In the area.
In gplite of this, the Graf Spee radioed her intentions to
the Naval Staff that she would contlnue her attacks on
merchant shipping.3 (Captain Langsdorff, knowing that he had
stirred up a hornet’s nest, headed towards the River Plate.4
The following day, the Graf Spee sank her next
victim, the 8.8, Tairoca. She, too, was able to get out a
distress call. Her signal was garbled and the only thing
actually received was "RRRS 21920/ south 310 battleship Von
Scheer."® Even though the distress signal was incomplete
and did not even include the name of the ship, it is

significant for two reasons. First, it added credibility to
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the Dorjc Star‘s distress signal of the day before.
Distress signals can be faked to throw off the enemy.
Second, ag the message indicates, there was stlli confusion
as to the ldentlty of the ralder. For whatever reason, the
Tairoa was convinced she was being attacked by the Admiral
Scheer.

The commander of the South Atlantic Squadron
(Force G), Commodore Harwood, had considered the posslbillity
that a raider would sooner or later be tempted to operate in
the heavy merchant traffic areas off Rio de Janeiro and the
Rlver Plate. After recelving information on the Doric¢c
Star‘gs distress call, he calculated that her assallant could
reach Rio de Janeiro by 12 December, the River Plate by 13
December, and the Falkland Islands by 14 December 1939. He
decided that the River Plate area was the most vital to
defend and decided to concentrate his forces there. His
evaluation of the situation was correct and just after dawn,
13 December 1939, smoke was sighted on the horlzon. Captain
F. S. Bell, the commanding offlcer of H.M.S, Exeter, was
sent to investigate. At 0614 he signalled Commodore

Harwood, "I think 1t is a pocket-battleship."7?

Comparigson of Forces

The British force consisted of the 8~inch crulser

Exeter, and two 6-inch cruisers, Alax and Achlllea. Necne of
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these shilps by itself was a match for the Graf Spee. The
specific detalls of these ships are covered in Chapter 2 of
this thesis. There were several advantages, however, that
the Britlsh had with their comblned abilitles. They were
faster than the Graf Spee and had a larger number of guns
which could maintain a higher rate of flre than the guns of
the Craf Opee.8 Commodore Harwood intended to attack
immedlately, with his ships in two divisions., This would
enable the ships to report each other’s fall of shot.? The
other advantage wag it forced the Graf Spee to divide its
main batterles instead of concentrating them in one

direction.

The Gunnery Duel: 0614-0740

This phage of the battle lasted for iless than one and
cne half hours. It was followed by a second phase where the
Alax and Achilleg pursued the Graf Spee to the River Plate
where she then entered the port of Montevideo, Uruguay. The
first phase of the battle was essentlially a gunnery duel
between the British and the Graf Spee.

The Graf Spee had the advantage as far as flrepower
was concerned. A broadside of the Graf Spee‘s malin battery
of 1i-inch guns had a welght of approximately 4,140 pounds.
The broadside of the Exeter weighed 1,600 pounds; the Ajax
and Achilles had a welght of 900 pounds each.l0 This gave
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the British a total maln armament broadside weight of only
3,400 pounds, compared to 4,140 pounds for the Graf Spee.

It should also be noted that the secondary battery of elight
5.9-inch guns of the Graf Speg was only slightly smaller
than the eight 6-inch main guns on the Alax and Acghilles.
Gun for gun, the British were at a distinct disadvantage.
Additionally, the armor protection on the Graf Spee was much
greater than that of the British ships.

Although the British were outgunned, they had one
major advantage over the Germans: their three shlips compared
to the Germans’ one. This enabled the Britlsh to attack
from different directions at the same time which gave the
Graf Spee more targets and, of course, more attackers to
worry about. The Graf Spee at times divided her main
battery between two of the British ships, but thls reduced
the concentration and effectiveness of the flre.ll (Usually
the Graf Spee would concentrate her main battery on oniy one
ship. This lncreased the concentration of fire, but left
her with two ships unengaged with her most effective guns.
The Graf Spee would attempt to engage these ships with her
less effective secondary 5.9-inch guns. Although the main
battery was considered "deadly" throughout the battle, it
wag reported that the effectiveness of her secondary battery
decreased as the battle proceeded.l2

There i3 one other decision Captain Langsdorff made

which allowed the British to take the initiative and
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eventlally cogt the Graf Spee the battle. He injtially
evaluated hls attackers as one cruiser and two destroyers.
Since they were between him and the open sea, he decided to
run toward what he thought was a greatly inferior force and
break out to the open sea. As lt turned out, however, it
was a much stronger force than he orlginally thought. He
should have turned the Graf Spee away from them and forced
the British Intc a stern chase. The range of the Graf
Spee’g maln guns was 30,000 yards and the greatest range of
the Britlish guns was only 22,000 yards. The British
cruisers had a four to flve knot speed advantage over the
Graf Spee. If they had been forced into a stern chase, it
would have taken nearly an hour to pass through the danger
zone, where the Graf Spee could engage them with her main
batteries, but the Brltish could not return the fire,
According to E. B. Potter in Seapower, it |3 doubtful they
would have made It through the danéér zone.13 [pstead, the
British were able to attack from diverging angles and gain a
much-needed advantage.

This first phase of the battle ended at 0740 when
Commodore Harwood turned his shlps away from the Graf Spee
and disengaged. The Exeter was out of actlon and the
armament on the remaining two ships was Jjust slightly
superior to the secondary battery on the Graf Spee.l4
Commodore Harwood’s intentions were to attempt to re-engage

the Graf Spee that night under cover of darkness. He hoped
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to approach close enough to launch a torpedo attack.l15 This
plan was overcome by events.

Even though the Briltish had taken a beating by the
Graf Spee, they did not give up. They fought Zo hard that
76 officers and men recelved medals for this action.
Commodore Harwood also received immediate promotlon to rear

admiral for his part in the battle.l6

The Chage: 0740-23850

At 0740, when the British decided to dlsengage,
Captain Langsdorff made another fateful decision. He chose
not to re-engage hls seriously weakened and damaged foe, and
headed for Montevideo, Uruguay. The Briltish immedlately
gave chase, but remaining at a safe dlstance from Graf
Spee’s guns. When they would approach too close, Captain
Langsdorff wouid turn and fire a broadside toc ensure they
kept their distance.l? This ilasted until the Graf Spee
anchored in the neutral port of Montevideo, Uruguay, at 2350

that evening, 18

Decision to Enter Montevideo

Although the Graf Spee had also received her share of
damage, her armor deck and side belts had not been
penetrated.l? Ag discussed earlier, the Graf Spee’s mission

wag to conduct war on commerce and not to seek engagment
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with enemy warshlps for fear that even allight damage would
force a premature return to Germany. This may have
contributed to Langsdorff’s declision to enter Montevideo for
repairs. He explained hls declision in a dispatch to the
Naval Statf as follows: "The Graf Spee was seriously hit
geveral times., Veryvy little ammunition left. Unable to

carry on merchant ralding operationsg."20

Damaae to the Briltish Ships

The Exeter was the hardest hit of the three British
ships. She sustalned six 1ll-inch hits and had splinter
damage from near misses by both 5.9 and 1i-inch shells.2l
Both forward B-inch turrets were hit and out of commission.
Power was lost to one of the two after B-inch turrets. When
she disengaged from the action at 0730, she was listing
heavily to starboard and could no longer keep up with the
other ships.22 Her casualties were 64 killed and 20
wounded. 23

The Ajax recejved two li-inch hits which put her two
aft 6-inch turrets out of action. 5She also recelved
considerable splinter damage to her topside from numerous
near misses.24 She suffered casualties of seven dead and

flve wounded.25
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The Achllleg did not take any direct hlts, however
she too suffered from splinter damage from near misses.Z26
Her casualties were four killed and three wounded.27

Several months after the battle, the United States
Navy published a confidential information bulletin on the
Battle of the River Plate. It has slince been declassified
and containg an In depth evaluation cof the battle,
particularly of the damage sugtained by the ships
involved.28 The reader is directed to this publication for
a more in depth account of the damage resulting from each

shell hit taken by the various ships.

Damage to the Graf Spee

During the battle the Graf Spee recelived two 8-inch
shell hits, flfteen 6-inch shell hitg, and one hit that was
not possible to determine the slize of the projectile,2?
This resulted in 36 kllled and 60 inJured, a few fatally.30
The effect of the damage inflicted on the ship 1s best
summed up by Captaln Langsdorff in his message to the Naval
Staff.

The maln damage to the ship consists of a few
holes In her hull, causing intake of water iIn heavy
geas. Galley and bakery destroyed, therefore
messing at sea no longer possible. Optical slght
in foretop out of order. Shortage of ammunition
for main and secondary armament. Two-thirds of the
heavy anti-aircraft guns are out of action. The
Chief Engineer and Marinebaurat (ret.) Krankenhagen,
who arrived in Montevideo on 14 Dec. by plane,
egtimate that, even if the utmost effort 1s made,
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two weeks will be needed to make the ship seaworthy
again with the facillities available in Montevideo.
An extension was requested on 14 Dec.31

Although the geaworthiness of the ship was obviously
not at its optimun, she was still capable of getting
underway. This ls demonstrated by the considerations of
attempting a breakthrough to Buenos Alres for better repailr
facillties.32 Even If the captain was willing to risk the
trip back to Germany, he still had the most gserious problem
of all to overcome: lack of ammunition. His supply ship,
Altmark, dld not carry extra ammunition.33 Even if the Graf
Spee was able to successful ly break out into the open ocean,
she would not be able to resupply her depleted ammunition,
This would leave her virtually defenseless as she would
attempt to breakthrough the British defenses in returning to
Germany.

There is an important lesson to be learned here.

Even the most powerful ship must be resﬁéplled periodically.
A nuclear powered aircraft carrler, for example, is still
limlted by its need to bring on jet fuel for its aircraft
every three to five days. At a heavy flying tempo, as would
be expected in a war, the entire usable fuel load would be
consumed in fewer than ten days.24 Sinking the oilers in
transit to a carrier battle group can neutralize a carrier
Just as effectively as sinking the carclier itself, and can
probably be done more easlly. Just as the Graf Spee was

essentially neutralized by the lnability to resupply with

57



ammunlition, today’s ships can be defeated In a similar

manner If sufficlent precautions are not taken.

Montevideo

The eventa which occurred during the Graf Spee’s stay
in Montevideo are a story iIn themself. They will not be
covered ln detall, however, and only a brief summary will be
provided to enable the reader to understand the events which
led to the destruction of the Graf Spee.

According to the XIII Hague Convention of 1907 on
neutrality in naval war, the Graf Spee could remain in the
neutral harbor of Montevideo for only 24 hours.3% This
could be extended If It was necessary to repalr damage fo
the ship prior to going back to sea.36 Thig decision,
however, was up to the local authorities.37 Captain
Langsdorff was able to obtaln only a 72 hour extension from
the Uruguayan government in order to effect the necessary
repalrs to his ship. The Brltish government objected
strongly to the extension at flrst. They later realized
that it was to their advantage to have the Graf Spee remain
in port until they were able to reinforce their badly
damaged naval force. One of the methods used was the
spreading of false rumors that the relnforcements had
already arrived. Also, they would sail British merchant

ships in an attempt to keep the Graf Spee in port.38
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International law did not allow a belligerent to sail within

24 hours of the sailing of an enemy’s ship.3? This worked

well since, as we have sgseen, Captaln Langsdorff had a
tendency to abide by internatlional law.

The extension of time in Montevideo expired at 2000,
17 December.40 Attempts to receive a further extension
failed, and the Graf Spee faced the decision to depart
Montevedio and sail into what it believed to be a superior
force, or face possible internment by the Uruguayan
government .41

While in Montevideo, one task that Langsdorff had to
attend to was the burying of his dead., A funeral procession
carrlied the coffins to a cemetery outside Montevideo while
hundreds of people looked on. At the end of the ceremony,
there are photographs of Captain Langsdorff saluting with
the old German naval salute, while the rest of the Germans
present used the Nazl salute.42 This may have been an
indlcation of his true feel]llngga about the regime he served.
The most fitting honor to the dead of the Graf Spee was
given by the British seamen who had been confined on the
Graf Sevee when thelr ships had been sunk. They not only
attended the funeral, but layed a wreath on the coffins of
their former adversaries, inscribed: "To the memory of
brave men of the sea from their comrades of the British
Merchant Service."43 Considering the sea battle that Just

took place and the fact that these merchant sallors were
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recent prigonersg of the Graf Spee, it 18 qulite a tribute

they paid to those fallen sailors.

Decigion to Scuttle the Adgmiral Graf Spee

Captaln Langsdortf informed the Naval Staff on 16
December that a breakout to the open sea and a return to
Germany was lmpossible. He alsc stated he believed the
alrcraft carrier H.M.S. Ark Roval and the battle cruiser
H.M.S. Repown had a tight blockade of the area. He
discussed the pogsibility of a breakthrough to Buenos Aires,
but requested permission to scuttie his ship if he thought a
breakthrough attempt would lead to sure distruction of his
ship with little chance of sSerious damage to the enemy. The
Naval Staff’s resgponse was that the ship was to be scuttied
only as a last resort. He was told, however, that effective
destruction was preferred over the location of the
scuttling.44 This was a serious consideration since the
estuary of the Rliver Plate was ghalliow, only 10-15 meters,
out to at least 35 miles. Merely sinking her would not be
sufflclent due to the depth of the water .45

The actuail sinking of the Graf Spee 1S summed up
nicely by Langsdorff in two messages to the Naval Staff.

Buenos Aireg 18 Dec. 1939 to Naval Staff

1. The Agmiral Graf Spee was destroyved at 2254
GMT on 17 Dec., 4.2 mites off shore in a depth of
eight meters by detonating si1x torpedo heads and
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the remailning ammunition and by settling fire to all
her fuel. HNo casualtiesg.

2. Before the Spee put to sea one thousand of

her crew were trangfered to the gteamer Tacoma.
The Tagoma followed the Graf Spee and transferred
the sallors outglde territorial waters to two
Argentine tugas which had been dispatched there for
this purpose. The demolition squad of 42 men was
also transferred to the tugs by the shlp‘g
1ifeboats after their work had been completed.

3. Arrived at Buenos Alres at 1410 GMT on
18 Dec.46

The followlng day, Captain Langsdorff sent a supplementary
message where he explained that the preparation for the
demolltion had required 24 hours in order to destroy all
important systems and weapons. The ship was already
defenseless when she salled.47

According to the British Naval Attache” to Argentina,
Captain Henry McCall, a large crowd had gathered with the
expectation of witnessing a great naval battle. The Graf
Spee salled just before sunset and was blown up right at
sunset, resulting In huge fiames and smoke as the fuel oil
burned. The flre burned for four days before it was finally
out.48 The Graf Spee slowly sank into the mud; by 1948 only
the control tower remalned above the water. She 18 no
longer visible today.49

It should be noted that the lack of ammunition
presented two different problems to Captain Langsdorff. The
obvious one was a lack of ammunition to fight. Second, he

needed a certain amount of ammunition on board to
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effectively degtroy his ship. He in esgsence blew up the
magazines which resulted in the ship’s degtruction. If he
had expended his remaining ammunition In a break out
attempt, he may not have been able to successfully destroy
his ship in the shallow water, thus risking possible capture
by the British. Additionally, he probably avoided a large
losg of 1ife on the part of his crew by choosing not to
fight when there was no hope of winning or inflicting

gerlous damage to the enemy.

Fate of the Crew

The majority of the crew was held in Internment camps
until Argentina entered the war on the side of the Allies In
March 1945, when they became prisoners of war. More than 43
officers escaped in at least three groups between 1940 and
1942. A number of enllisted men alsc escaped, but the great
majority of the crew "enJoyed Argentinian hospitallty" until
released in February 1946. At that time there were six
officers and 894 enl isted repatrlated on board the British
liner Highland Monarch, escorted ironically by Graf Spee’s
former adversary, H.M.S. Alax. The good treatment of the
crew 1s evidenced by the fact that 168 enlisted men chose to
stay in Argentina after the war and were jolned by more
later. By 1972, approximately 500 of the Graf Spee‘’s crew

had settled In Argentina.B0
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Sulcjde of Captaln Langsdorff

The fate of Captain Langsdorff was less fortunate
than that of hls crew. When he arrived lIn Buenos Aires
after scuttling hls shlp, he expected a warm welcome and for
his crew to be treated as shlpwrecked men. Instead, he was
attacked by the press and accused of belng a coward who had
falled to go down with his shlip. Additicnally, the
Argentine government decided to intern his crew, which he
did not expect. He wag near exhaustion from the events of
the previous several days. All of this, added to the stress
of the previous three months of crulsing the oceans with a
maJjor portlon of the Brltish Navy searching for him, was too

much for him to handle.B5l

The next evening, he sald farewell! to hig officers
and men, and retired to his room. He wrote three letters:
to his wife, hls parents, and the German Ambassabor. He
then unwrapped an ensign of the old Imperlal German Navy,
and took out his revolver. One of his officers found him
the next morning dead, hls body laving on the ensign. The
fact that he did not use the Nazl ensign was probably a good
indication of Captaln Langsdorff‘s final attitude towards
that regime,.52

The funeral took place the next day at the German
cemetery in Buenos Alres. It was attended by the Graf

Spee‘’sg officers and men, members of the Argentine military,
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the German Ambassador and, most significantly Captain
Pottinger, master of the 8.5, Ashlea, the third ship sunk by
the Graf Spee. He represented the captains of the British
merchantmen who had been'prlsoners on the Graf Spee.53

Findings and Conciugions

After studying the career of the Admiral Graf Spee,

there are numerous findlngs and conclusions which can be
drawn. Many of thege apply to commerce ralding and mosat
have appllications to the United States Navy in general.

1. The Treaty of Versallles left Germany with an
ineffective navy following World War 1I.

2. It was impossible to bulld modern battleships
within the Treaty limit of 10,000 tons.

3. Pocket battleships were the golution to the
Treaty regtrictlions.

4. The Germans interpreted the 16,000 ton limitation
liberally and to their advantage. The resulting pocket
battieships were actually up to 20% larger than the Treaty
permltted, depending on one‘s interpertation of the
limitatlion.

5. Pocket battleships were a formidable force. They
could ocutgun any heavy crulser in exlstence and outrun all

but Britlish battleshlips at that time.
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6. The Graf Spee was salled gsecretly before the war
which enabled her to operate covertly. More importantly,
though, thls may have prevented her from being trapped In
port or home waters.

7. Her mission was to destroy and gdisrupt enemy
merchant shipping, which she dlid succesgsfully.

B. ©She was to avold engagling any enemy warships in
order to prevent damage which might force a premature return
to Germany.

9. The use of commerce raiding, and the degree to
which it is employed, must be tallored to the specific
gsituation as the Germans dld iIn the openlng weeks of the
war.

10. The Graf Spee had her own supply ship which
allowed her great flexlbllity in choosing an operating area.

11. The lack of a capability to resupply ammunitlon
was a serlious shortcoming. .

12. The captaln used various means of deception to
keep his identity and location secret.

13. The true identity of the Graf Spee was not known
untll the Battle of the River Plate. This attests to a
gerious deficiency in British intelligence at that time.

14, The personallty of the commanding officer

directly affected the tactics employed as a commerce ralder.
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15. Captaln Langsdorff was able to successfully
conduct his mission in accordance with the internaticnal
lawa of naval war,

16. He took adequate precautlons to prevent the
unnecessary loas of clvilian life. HNot one life was logt In
the sinking of all nine merchant ships.

17. Hls prisoners were all treated well.

18. A tétal of 29 English and French warships were
tled up in the search for the Graf Spee and Deutschland.
Many of these ships had to be diverted from other areas of
operation.

19. The preventlon of distress calis by a ralider’s
victim is critlcal to covert operations. This is best
achleved by the element of surprise and the threat and use
of force if required.

20, The Inferior British force fought tenaciously
and employed excellent tactics at the River Plate.

21. The British "victory" at the River Plate was not
achieved during the battle, but rather through the use of
deception and diplomacy at Montevideo.

22. Ailthough the Graf Spee was damaged during the
battle, her armored deck and side belts, which protected the
ship“g vitals, had not been penetrated.

23. The lack of ammunltion, and not damage, was the

overiding conslderation ln gscuttling the ship.
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24. The preas can have a significant effect on
milltary operations. Its criticism directly contributed to
the suicide of a great naval officer who otherwise would
have lived to flght again, as many of hils cfficers were able

to do.

Summary

In summary, there are numerous lessons to be Jearned
from the career of the Admiral Graf Spee as a commerce
raider. Although shipgs and weapons have changed since that
time, many of the basic principles still apply today. The
value of commerce warfare is not only in the number of ships
sunk, but in the size of the enemy force that must be
committed to protecting merchant ships and hunting down the
raider. As In the case of the Graf Spee, commerce warfare
can deflnltely be conducted as an economy of force effort.
Thig study will now turn to the Igwa Clagss battleships in

order to apply this study to the United States Navy.
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CHAPTER 4

I10WA CLASS BATTLESHIPS

Introductlion

Robert 0. Dulin, in Unlted States Battleships in
Worid War 11, gives us the following description of lgowa
Clags Battleshlps:

Without guestion the Jowa-class battleships were
the best ever buiit. They possessed an unmatched
combination of offenslve power, good protection,
and high gspeed. Shipa of other nations
occasionally equalled or surpassgsed them in specific
categories, but no other caplital shlps ever bulilt

had such an impressively balanced combination of
military chacacteristics.!

A total of six ships of the Jowa Class were
authorized for construction. The Jowa (BB-61) and New
Jergey (BB-62) were authorized on 17 May 1938. The Mlgsouri
(BB-63) and ¥Wiscopnsin (BB~64) were authorized for
construction on 6 Juiy 1939. The flnal two ships, lllipnclis
(BB-65) and Kentucky (BB-66), were authorized in the summer
of 1940.2 The ]llincis and Kentucky, however, were not
completed by the end of the war, and were sold for scrap In
1958.3

The keels of the four ships completed were laid
between 27 June 1940 and 25 January 1941. They were
launched approximately two years later, and within a year of

launching they were comml!ssioned and operational. On 27
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August 1943 the Jlowa became the flrgt operational ship; the
last of the four to become operational was the Mlssouri in

December 1944.4

Brief Higtorvy of the Class

IJowa Class battleships were completed too late in the
war to gserve in the traditional role of battleships. They
did, however, perform their assigned tasks superlatively
well. They performed the roles of shore bombardment and
anti-aircraft defense for carriers.S This paper will only
_briefly list their periods of active service with the fieet.
A series of books published by the Unlted States Navy,

Dictiopary of American Naval Fightlng Shipg, goes into great
detall on the careers of the U.S. battleships.® The reader

is directed to these books for a more indepth study of the
role of Igwa battleships during Werld War II, Korea, and
Vietnam.

The lowa was decommissioned 24 March 1949 and
recommissioned on 25 August 1951 to participate iln the
Korean War. She was again decommissioned on 24 February
1958 and entered the Atlantic Reserve Fleet at
Philadeiphla.? She remained there until she was
recommissioned once more on 28 April 1984.8

The New Jersey is presently on her fourth tour wlth

the active fleet, having been recommissioned on 28 December
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1982.? She was first decommissioned 30 June 1948 for a
brief time before being recalled on 21 November 1950 for the
Korean War. She was then decommissioned from 21 August 1957
until 6 April 1968, when she was agaln called to serve her
country during the Vietnam War. This brief tour lasted
until 17 December 1969, when she again entered the reserve
fleet .10

The Missouri was decommlissioned on 26 February 1955
after serving in the Korean War. She entered the Pacific
Regerve Fleet at Bremerton, Washington, where she became a
tourist attraction with more than 100,000 visitors a year.ll
She was called back to the active fileet and recommlissioned 1
July 1986.12

The Wiscongin is currently being reactivated and is
scheduled to be recommissloned in January 1988.1!3 She was
originally decommissioned on 1 July 1948, but was also
called back for the Koréan War on 3 March 1951. She was
decommigsioned 8 March 1958 and Jjolhed the reserve fleet at

Bayonne, New Jersey, untl! her recent call to active duty.l4

Pregent Doctrine for Emplovment

According to the Secretary of Defense In his annual
report to Congress, battlieships are a potent supplement to
carrier battle groups, In war they could be used for naval

gunfire suppert for amphiblous operations or In a power
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projection role. Their peacetime role 18 to malntaln a
naval presence ln waters that are routinely patrolied by the
Navy. Durlng FY 87, the Navy is planning on alternatling a
battleship battle group with a carrier battie group in the

Western Pacific,15

o o ¢ the CJ

Degcription

lowa Classg battleshlips are the largest battleships
ever built in the Unlted States. They have a standard
displacement of 45,000 tons and a full load dispiacement of
58,000 tons. They have a length of 887.2 feet, a beam of
108.2 feet, and a draft of 38 feet. They carry a complement
of 62 officers and 1,500 enlisted. Additlionally, they carry
a detachment of 44 Marines, 2 officers and 42 enlisted.l6
To gain a better appreciatlon of the slze of these ships, it
should be noted that the only ships in the United States
Navy that are larger in displacement, gize, or complement

are aijrcraft carriers.

Range / Speed

The Jowag are powered by eight Babcock & Wilcox 600
psi bollers connected to four General Electric geared

turbines (Westinghouse turblnes In BB-62 and BB-64). These
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engines power four shafts whlch produce a total of 212,000
shaft horse power. They have a maximum speed of 35 knots.17
According to information in Jane‘g Fiaghtipg Shipg, 1985-86,
Iowa Class battleships are the fastest major surface
combatants in the United States Navy today. 18

These battleships carry 6,840 tons of Navy distillate
fuel. This gives them an unrefueled range of 15,000
nautical mileg at 17 knots or a range of 5,000 nautical
miles at 30 knots.1? With refueling at sea, their maximum

range pbecomes indefinite.

Armor Protection System

Jowa Class battleships are the most heavlly armored
U.S. warships ever constructed. They were designed to
withstand the effects of 18-inch guns.20 This i=s more than
the traditlional armor protection where a battleship, such as
an Jowa Class, would be designed to withstand 16-inch
projectiles.2l As mentioned earlier, there have been only
two ships in the world ever bullt with 18-inch guns.

The major components of the armor protection system
are as follows:

Main side belt - 12.1 Inches tapering vertically to

1.62 inches

A lower belt aft of turret No. 3 to protect the
propeller shafts - 13,5 inches

Turret faces - 17 inches
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Turret topg - 7.25 inches
Turret backs - 9.5 inches
Barbettes - max of 17.3 inches

Second deck armor - 6 inches22

The actual design and layeriné of the armor is as
important as the thickness of the plates. The main side
beit 1s angled outward 199 which glves the 12.1 inches of
armor an effectliveness equivalent to 17.3 inches of vertical
armor. Deck armor is another example. The main deck has
1.5 inches of armor, the second deck 6.0 inches, followed by
a splinter deck of 0.625 inches. The third deck has from
0.5 to 1.0 inches of armor. Thls deck armor is designed to
protect the magazines and machlinery spaces by preventing the
penetration of armor plercing projectiles and protecting
from the blast damage of a high explosive projectlle.23

The main weakness in the armor protectlion system is
the possiblility of damage from vertically dropped bombs.

The armor protection gystem was desligned for protectlon from
the relatively flat trajectory of naval guns against which
lt was very effectlve. Although the Jlowas have an Iincreased
deck protectlon over earlier designs, it is virtually
impossible to provide effective protection from large
armor-piercing bombs. One reason for the damage {o

battleships at Pear! Harbor was that the Japanese are
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believed to have used 14-ilnch armor plercing shells medlfied

for use as bombs.24

Underwater Protection Svstem

The underwater protection sys£em on the Jowa Class
will be considered in two different areas, gside protection
and bottom protection systems. The design considerations
were esentlally the same in all modern United States
battleshlps.2% Exact detalls are not readily avallable for
the Jowa Class. Dulln, in Battleshlipg: United States
Battleshipg in World War II1, gives in depth detalls on all
other classes of battleships of the World War II era. One
reason for this lack of available Informatlon is that the
Jowa Class was never striken from the Navy List, as were all
other battleshlps. When the Jowa Class ships were
decommigsioned after World War II, they were placed in the
reserve fleet In "mothballs."26 The information exists,
since the ships are returning to the active fleet, although
most of It Is probably elither classified or "for official
use only."

The underwater side protection consists of both the
gide armor belt described earller and a series of
compartments between the outside of the ship and the vital
interior. These compartments were designed to be elther

llaquid filled (tanks) or empty (volids). This combination of
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tanks and volds was desligned to absorhh the explosion of a
torpedo or contact mine and prevent damage to the ship’s
interior. Dulin describes It as giving "superior resistance

to underwater detonatlons."27

The bottom protection system congists of two layers
of tanks and/or volids. The intent of the system is to
confine damage and restrict flooding in the event of a
detonation under the ship, rather than to prevent damage.28
When the ships were deslgned, the possibillty of such an
eXxplosion was considered remote. It was unlikely that a
shell could explode under the ship and, at that time,
torpedoes and mines exploded by contacting the side of a
ship.2? with the increase in technology of both minegs and
torpedoes, an explosion under the ship I3 a real possibility
and must be guarded against. It is probably the most

vuinerable part of the entire ship.

Ab1]it Sustain D

lowa Class battleshipa had very little enemy damage
during thelr careers. The Jowa received two 152mm shell
hits, cne on the maln deck and the other on #2 turret, but
material damage was considered negligible.30 The New Jersey
received a "friendly" 5-inch shell on the main deck, wlth
only minor damage, and a 4-inch shell con the #1 turret,

doing negligible damage.31 The Missouri was hit by two
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kamikaze aircraft with only superficial damage.32 Finalily,
the Wiscongin received a 152mm shell hit on the 0-2 level
resulting in a small hole, again minor damage.33

As already discussed, the clags has an excellent
armor protection system and would be'capabie of taking
considerable punishment from an enemy. One of the most
susceptible areas of the ship to damage, however, is exposed
electronlic gear such as antennas and radars. While damagling
the eiectronic gear with a home-on-radar missile would not
gink the ship, it could seriously reduce 1ts capabllity to
perform its assligned mlssion. The need to repalr or replace
the electronic gear would be a small lnconvenience when
compared to the possible loss of a smaller ship without any
signiflicant armor protection in the same situation.

Any ship, no matter how large or well defended, can
be overwhelmed by a large number of attackers, whether
aircraft, torpedo boats, missiles, or other combatants. An
example is the sinking of the Japanese 18-inch battleships,
Yamato and Musashi, with alrcraft. It must be remembered,
however, that no United States battleship was ever sunk
after Pearl Harbor even though they were constantly going

“1n harm’s way."34
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16-10/50 - Main Battecy

The main battery consists of nlne 16~in/50 callber
guns mounted in three Mk 7 triple gun mounts, two forward
and one aft. They are capable of firlng two rounds per
minute per barrel with a maxilmum range of 38 km (41,557
vards) with high capaclty (HC) projectllies and 36.75 km
(40,190 vards) with armor piercing ¢(AP) and drlil]
projectiles. Each ship has a magazine capacity of 1,220

16-inch projectiles.35

The high capacity projectiles weigh 1,900 pounds
which includesgs 153.58 poundgs of exploasives. They can be
flred with either a full charge of 655 pounds of powder or a
reduced charge of 315 pounds. The reduced charge wouid be
ugsed to obtain a higher trajectory for naval gunfire support
purposes. Armor piercing prolectlles weigh 2,700 pounds
which includes 40.47 pounds of explosives. They are capable
of penetrating 29.39 lnches of armor at 5,000 yards or 14.97
lnches at 30,000 yards.36

There are currently 18,000 16-inch war rounds
avallable for use without any need for refurbishing. It is
estimated that that amount wili be sufficient for training
and test purpcoses until 199i. It will take six months to
start a production line for new projectiles.37

Additlionally, new types of projectiles are belng developed.
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The development lncludes submunitlion rounds which will be
more effective against dispersed targets and extended range

projectiles for inland targets,.38

The secondary battery consists of twin 5-inch/38
caliber guns with the Mk 32 gun mounts. The Jowa and New
Jersey have sgix twin mounts (twelve guns) and the Missouri
and Wisconsin have ten twin mounts (twenty guns).3? They
have a maximum range of 16.5 km (18.000 vards) and a rate of
fire of 15 - 22 rounds per minute depending on the ability
of the gun crew.40 There is a variety of projectile types
for both anti-air and anti-ship or navail gunfire support
usegs. They welgh approximately 55 pounds, which inciudes
7.55 - 7.86 pounds of explosives. The maximum

anti-aircraft alititude of the projectlles is 37,200 feet.4l

The battleships are equipped with four Mk 15 Z20mm
Phalanx Close-in Weapon Systems (CIWS).42 The purpose of
the CIWS is to provide last ditch defense against incoming
miasiles. It is an automatic gun and fire control system
that incorporates a six-barrel gatling gun capable of flring
3,000 rounds per minute., The system’s sucess |s based on

its ability to track both the target and Its projectiles,
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then elimlinate the error between the two. It uses a high
kKinetlc energy penetrator made of high density metal. It Is
designed to destroy the warhead of a incomlng missgile by
penetrating the warhead and Imparting klnetic eneragy,

causing It to blow up prior to striklng the ship.43

Missiles
Tomahawk

The battleships are equipped with four twin Mk 143
Tomahawk launchers.44 These eight armored hox launchers
each have four migsiles for a total of 32 misslles. The
Tomahawk is the United States Navy‘s long range crulse
misslle, designed for both land attack and antl-ship roles
with elther conventional or nuclear warheads. There are
separate guidance systems for both roles. In the land
attack role, the missile uses a terrain-foliowlng guidance
system. In the anti-ship role, it is launched in the
general directlion of the target, and at a predetermined
distance the active radar is switched on to acquire the
target. The migsgile incorporates a solid fuel booster to
reach a gpeed where the turbofan cruise engine can take
aover. The missile is 6.4 meters long with a diameter of 53
centimeters and a wlngspan of 2,61 meters. The Tomahawk has

a crulsing speed of 885 km hr and a range of 2,500 km for
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the land attack verslion or 450 km for the anti-ship

version.45

Harpoon

Jowa battleships are armed w1£h gsixteen Harpoon
missiies In four guad launchers.46 The Harpoon is a
high~-subsonic anti-shlp tactical cruise misslle. The Navy
has designated it as its principal anti-ship weapon. It is
an all-weather migsile capable of receiving targeting
information from lt9 parent ship or from an over-the-horizon
targeting platform. Once it is launched, It does not
require further data Inputs from the ship. The shipboard
version uses a solid propellant booster motor to obtaln
adaquate speed for the turbo-jet cruise engine to take over.
Terminal guidance is provided by an active radar homing
system which maintains lts lock on the target until impact.
The radar homing gystem |ls frequency aglle, and coupled with
extensive on-board computer logic, has considerable
electronic counter counter-measures (ECCM) capability. The
missile is 3.84 meters long (4.58 with the booster) and has
a diameter of 34 cm. It weighs 519 kg (681f kg with the
hoosater? and has a high explogive, penetrating blast type
warhead. The Harpoon has a range of more than 50 nautical

miles,47
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Anti-alc Warfare

The antl-air capablility of the battleships is
somewhat limited. The Phalanx Cloge-in Weapon Systems
(CIWS? provides excellent close-in protection against
incoming missiles. Thls is, however, a last llne of defense
and it ls preferabie to destroy mlisgiles prlor to this
peint.

The S5-inch guns have an anti-ailr capablillity which
could be used agalnst both aircraft and incoming missiies.
The effectiveness of these guns |3 somewhat gquestionable,
however, agalnst high sSpeed alrcraft and incoming misslles.
A Jet alrcraft flying at 600 knots would be within range of
the 5-inch guns for only one mlnute prior to reaching lts
drop point for bombs. With even ten guns on one side of the
ship able to engage the target, firing at their maximum rate
of fire, only 220 rounds would be fired. During World War
II, the Navy averaged 3,000 rounds of all types to shoot
down one propeller driven aircraft.48 ywhile projectiles and
fuses have lmproved since then, it |s easy to see that the
use of guns against jets and missiles is less than 100%
effective.

In order to operate independently, 1t would be
neceagsary to operate in a area where enemy air activity

would be at a minimum. An occasional migsile from a target
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could probably be handled, although a massive attack could
be a problem. Additlonally, the ship/2 armor protection
would also decrease the effect of a mlaglile hit and is a

ma.jor advantage over other surface ships.

dntj-surface Warfare

The anti-surface capabillity of the Jlowa Class is
excellent. The Harpoon and Tomahawk cruise missiles glve it
both a close-in and an over-the-horizon capabllity with the
proper targeting information. These two misgsile systems are
the most advanced ln the fleet. Additlonally, the
battleship’s 16-inch guns can be used ln the antl-ship role.
They would be particularly useful to augment migsllies for
relatively close or low threat targets. The guns have a
- maximum of 1,220 proJectiles avallable and obviousiy are a
more economical means of sinking a shlp than a misaile would
be. Thlis would be particularly true in the cage of a
commerce ralder where the targets would be either unarmed or

lightly armed merchant ships.

Anti-gsubmarlne Warfare

Jowa Class ships have no antli-submarine capability.
Thls would be a serious shortcoming for independent
operations. In order for them to act independently, they

waould require some sort of augmentation.
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Attack Submarine ln Company

One method of minimizing the deficiencles of
battleshlps’ defenses would be to have an attack submarine
operate ln company. There are two maln advantages. First,
the attack submarine could provide the needed anti-submarine
capabllity the battleships do not have. Second, thlg would
enhance thelr anti-surface capablllity, particularly against
Soviet combatants. Although the battleships have an
excellent anti-ship capability, the presence of a submarine

would greatly complicate the problem for the Soviets,

E-3 Orlon

The Navy P-3 Orion anti-submarine warfare airplane
could be used in conjunction with the battleships to enhance
their capablillitles, There are three major areas where the
P-3 could be beneficial. First, and most obvious, 1t could
provide the needed anti-submarine protection. The one
draw-back would be the need to operate near a P-3 alrbase,
The P-3s woulid be invaluable for intelligence purposes.

They could conduct surface searches of the battleship’s
operatling area and provide intelligence on both enemy
warships and potential targets. Flnally, the P-3“s could

provide over-the-horizon targeting information to the
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pattleships. This would be particularlily useful in using
Tomahawk crulse missliles againgt Soviet warshlps. It would
enable the battieships to engage a Soviet warship without

exposing themseives to enemy fire.

Use of RPV’9

Another possibility to enhance the capabiilty of the
battieships would be the use of Remotely Plloted Vehicles
(RPV‘s). The Navy is currently evaluating the Pioneer RPV
for use on board ship. In April 1986, Secretary of the Navy
John Lehman ordered an accelerated RPV deployment schedule
for the U,5.8, lowa. The schedule has since sllpped due to
a flight gsuspension in September 1986 as a result of two
crashes. The Pioneers are to be used for gunfire spottling
and damage assessment for naval gunflre support. They wili
be launched by catapult and recovered uging a net system.4?

The Pioneer ig 16 feet long, weighs 400 pounds and
can carry a 100 pound payload. It has a migsion radius of
100 NM, a cruising speed of 50-8B0 knots and a celling of
15,000 feet. It can stay alrborne for five to seven hours.
They are presently equipped with an lnterchangeable TV or
forward-looking infrared (FLIR) sensor .50

A RPV such as the Plioneer, with the additlon of an
electronic surveillance measures (ESM) package or even an

alrborne radar, would greatly lmprove a battieship’s ability
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to act independently. This addlitioen of over-the-horizon
gseatch and targeting would be beneficlal for both offensive

and defensive purposes.

Comparlson of Admiral Craf Soee and Iowa Class

A comparlison of the Jowa Class and the pocket
battleships of World War II is difficult at best. A
stralght comparison of size and firepower can be deceptive.
In order to compare the two classes, one must look at them
in a relative manner in comparison toc the rest of thelr
respective fleets flrst, and then to each other.

The displacement of a ship IS an indication of its
slze. Jowa Class battleshlps are the largest ships in the
U.S. Navy today, with the exceptlon of alrcraft carrlers.
They have a standard displacement of 45,000 tons and a full
load displacement of 58,000 tons.5l The next largest ship
is the gulided missile crulser [ong Beach (CGN-9) whlch has a
full load digplacement of 17,525 tons.52 Next are the four
Virainia Class guided migssile crulsers, with a full lcad
displacement of 10,000 tons.53

The Admiral! Graf Spee, likewlse, was among the
largest ships in its navy. The only two ships which were
larger were the two Scharnhorgt Class battleships, with a
standard displacement of 26,000 tons. Although the

displacement Is nearly twice that of the {raf Spee, their
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maln armament also consisted of ll-inch guns, aithough they
had one more turret. They had far greater armor protection
and thelr main armor belts were three to four tlmes as thick
as the Graf Spee’s, which contributed significantiy to their
greater displacement.54 The next largest ships after pocket
battleshipg were the five heavy crulsers of the Blucher
Class, with a standard displacement of 10,000 tons.5%5 There
were alsc six other crulsers with a standard displacement of
6,000 tons or 1e88.56 yhile the difference in size is not
as drastic as the lowa‘g, it ls still apparent that the Graf
Spee was one of the largest ships in the German Navy in its
day.

The Igwa Class are, and the Graf Spee was, among the
fastest ships iIn thelr respective navies. The Graf Spee was
designed to outrun any battleshlip In the world or outgun any
heavy cruiser of its time.B7 while it was not the fastest
ship in the German Navy, It was among the fastest. The Jowa
Clasg are the fastest major surface combatants in the Unlted
States Navy.58

The Jowa Class and the Graf Spee both had a
substantial amount of armor protection. Although the Jlowa
Class has more armor, they are both well protected when
compared to the warships of today. It is Interesting to
note that the armor on the New Jersey weighed 19,312 tons

and constituted 42.77 percent of the welght of the actual
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ship.859 The difference in armor protection also partially
explaing the large difference in displacement.

This study is not attempting to say that the Jowa
Class and the pocket battleships are exactly allke. Rather,
It has attempted to show that there are many similarities
and that, relatively speaking, they are similar. Since they
are similar, when compared to the rest of thelr respective

fleets, they can be examined together in this study.

Sultability as a Commerce Ralder

The purpose of this chapter is to determine the
suitability of Jowa Class ships as commerce ralders. As
already mentioned, there are certalin advantages and
disadvantages to thigs. The abliity to act independently ls
a key to this question. Jowa Class ships have excellent
anti-ship capabllity, but no anti-submarine capabllity.
This area ln particular will need augmentation. The
antl-alr defense would be adequate in a low threat
environment which could probably be achleved in the open
ocean away from enemy land based air.

A major advantage of a battleship is both its size
and armor protection. It will be pogsible to safely
approach an enemy merchant ship without fear of a pogsible
surprige attack from a hand-held missile, for example. The

Phalanx CIWS could stop such an attack and, even If a
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misslle might get through, the armor would provide
protection to the ship‘s vital parts. This relative lack of
vulnerability is important, especially when compared to a
surfaced submarine doing the same mission. This is
Important if the internaticonal laws of war are to be

fol lowed.

The laws governing commerce warfare will be dlscussed
ln some detall iIn the next chapter. As will be polnted out,
a battleship is more sulted to conduct commerce warfare in
accordance with the law than 2 submarine. One of the keys
to this is the fact that it has far more room to carry
prisoners from ships sunk than a submarine. This, combined
with a greater ability to protect ltself than a surfaced
submarine, make the battleshlp a more practical shlp to
conduct commerce warfare in accordance with internatlional
law.

The size of the ship , as well as its guns, would
help to intimidate any of its victims. This would be true
as a battleship approached it victim with a warning to stop
or not to transmit a distress call. Additionally, the fear
of a battleshlp on the lcose conducting commerce warfare, as
well as any submarine action, might convince a merchant
captain to stay in port instead of sall. If merchant ships
do not salil, that |s almost as effective as sinking them in

route to thelr destination.
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CHAPTER S

COMMERCE RAIDING

Introduction

Commerce warfare played a major role in Worlid War II.
During the war 5,150 Allied merchant shipgs were sunk in all
theaters of operation. Approximately 90% of these slnkings
occurred in the North and South Atlantic, Mediterranean Sea,
and Indian Ocean. The total tonnage lost was 21,570,720
tons. Submarines were responsible for 54.9% of the
sinkings, alrcraft 15.9%, and surface raiders only 4.6%.
The remaining logsses are congldered "other" or unknown
reasons. All but six surface ralder sinkings occurred
before the end of 1242.1

In an effort to bring the number of sinkings into
perspective, a comparlison of the total number of ships in
the merchant marines of the United States and the Soviet
Union today is necessary. The United States has only 530
ships and the Soviet= have 1,750, for a total of 2,280
merchant ships.2 There were 2.26 times as many allled
merchant ships sunk during World War II than the two
superpowers have today. Due to the potential effects of

commerce warfare, it is an area that cannot be ignored.
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International law governing commerce warfare

There are a number of International treaties which
affect the conduct of naval war. They cover sSuch lasues as
the use of submarines, naval bombardments, and the
egtabl ishment of prize courts. Thls-would be a study in
itself and will not be covered in detall In thls paper. The
reader iIs referred to The Lawa of Armed Conflict, edited by
Schindler and Toman, which contains the texts of both past

and current treaties dealing with international law.3

One of the most significant treaties which would
affect the conduct of commerce warfare 1s the Treaty for the
Limitation and Reduction of Naval Armaments (Part IV,
Articie 22, Relating To Submarine Warfare) which was slgned
in London, 22 April 1930. It was origlnalily a part of the
Treaty of London for the Limitation and Reduction of Naval
Armaments of 22 April 1930 which expired 31 December 1936.4
Article 22 of the Treaty is as follows:

Art. 22. The following are accepted ag
establ ished ruleg of international law:

1> In their action with regard to merchant
ships, submarines must confirm to rules of
International law to which surface vessels are subject.

(2> In particular, except In the case of
persigtent refusal to stop on belng duly summoned,
or of active resistance to vislt or gsearch, a
warship, whether surface vessel or supbmarine, may
not sink or render lncapable of navigation a
merchant vessel without having first placed
passengers, crew and ship’s papers ln a place of
safety. For thls purpose the ships boats are not
regarded as a place of safety unless the safety of
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the passengers and crew |s assured, in the existing

sea and weather conditlions, by the proximity of

land, or the presence of another vessel which is in

a position to take them on board.d
Article 23 of the London Treaty stated that Article 22
Cabove) would remain In effect indefinitely since |t was
declaratory of International law. The United States signed
thia treaty on 22 April 1930 and it was ratified 27 October
1930.6 The treaty was reaffirmed by the signing of the
Proces-verbal Relating to the Rules of Submarine Warfare Set
Forth in Part IV of the Treaty of London of 22 April 1930.
The Soviet Union was one of the acceding states to the
treaty at that time.?

Captain Langsdorff of the Admiral Graf Spee was able
to conduct his entire operations without violating this
principle of international law. As a civillized natlion, we
need to be aware of international law and make an honest

"attempt to follow it, even though it may not be the most
convenient course of action for us. This gsection is not a
discugsion of the pros and cons of the law, but merely how
to ablde by it. If an attempt is made to abide by these
laws, we may need to do some serious thinking about our
doctrine as It relates to commerce war. Unrestricted
submarine warfare was practiced by both the United StatesB
and Germany? during World War II. The treaty mentioned

above, as well as others, were in effect at the time, and

made unrestricted submarine warfare 1llegal.
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Size

At the end of World War II, the Soviet Merchant
Marine congisted of about 400 ships with a capacity of
approximately two million deacdweight tons. These ships were
relatively old, slow, and small. The newest were the
lend-lease Libecrty Ships the United States provided to the
Soviet Unlon during the war.10

The 1962 Cuban migsile crisls contributed to the
rapld growth of the Soviet Merchant Marine. It was then
that the Soviets realized the lnability of their merchant
fleet to support thelr navy. They realized that a capable
merchant fleet 1S essential to a naval power. The Soviet
Merchant Marine has grown from primarily a coastai-orlented
fleet to a large cocean-going fleet. Its merchant fleet now
has nearly 1,750 ships with a capacity of approximately 20.7
million deadweight tons. The fleet currentiy operates on 70
trade routes and makes port calls at 125 countries around
the world,11

In comparison to the Soviet Merchant Marine, the
United States has not fared well. The United States
Merchant Marine is composed of only 530 ships with a
capacity of 20.8 million deadweight tons. Although the
capaclty is nearly the same, the problem ig that U. S. ships

are malnly large tanker and nonsel f-sustainlng container
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ships. Thelr military valve |lg significantly less than the

more militarily adaptable Soviet ships.l2

Misgion

The Soviets continue to bulld-a multi-~purpose
Merchant Marine, designed to compete economically for
international markets, help support state pollcy, and
maintain an abllity te respond to the military needs of the
Soviet Union.13 In order to do this, the Soviet Merchant
Marine has the following advantages and capabilities:

- a large national resource providing valuable
hard-currency income, services and employment;

~ an instrument to support the foreign policy of
the gtate and to further the cause of Soviet
Commun i sm;

~ a visible sign to the worlid of the prestige
and pcower of the Soviet Unlon;

- a training environment for an expanding pool
of experienced seamen;

- a closely controlled logigstles and military
gupport force for helping tc meet the needs of the
Soviet Navy on a regular basis;

- a worldwide network for lntelllgence
collection.l4

Based on these capabllities, It is apparent that the Soviet
Merchant Marine is a significant military value to the
Soviet Union. In time of global war, It will be a military

force that must be dealt with.
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Military value

The Soviet Union has one of the few major merchant
fleets that can successfully perform both a peacetime and a
wartime mission. It is capable of satisfying the logistical
needs of the Soviet Navy effectlvely-and efficiently. The
Soviets have stressed the building of large sophisticated
cargo ships and small tankers. This focus ls opposed to the
U. S. fleet of large supertankers, container ships, liquid
gas tankers, and bulk carriers which are of limited military
value. The Soviets have algo stressed the bullding of high
speed, roll-on/roll-off (RO/R0O) combination container ships.
These ships can transport most forms of military hardware,
includling tanks, and do not requilre sophigticated port
facilities to offload. The Soviet Union currently has 56 of
these ships with 30 more on order. They have the advantage
of belng competitive commercially on worid trade routes as

well as efficient military seallft and logistics ships.15

Un,j Sta Navy’s Maci Stra

In order to understand the possibility of emplovying
commerce warfare, it is important to understand the United
States Navy’s Maritime Strategy. While the actual strategy
is clagsified secret, there have been a number of prominent

naval officers who have written unclassified articies for
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preofessional Jjournals. The following discussion of the
Maritime Strategy is based on those unclassified articles.

The Marltime Strategy is the maritime component of
the National Military Strategy. It is based on the
worldwide use of our naval forces ranging from peacetime to
global war and to war termination. It emphasizes coalitlon
warfare and the lmportance of our allles as well as the
cooperation of the sister services. The strategy does not
purport to be a detalled war plan with timellines, tactical
doctrine, or specific targets. Rather, it is designed to
offer a global perspective to operational commanders and to
be a foundation for advice to the Natlonal Command
Authorities.16 1t jg not a justiflcation for a 600-ship
navy, but a method of employing available assets. Although
much of it is common sense, an understanding of it is vital
to understanding the Navy’s role in national defense.17?

The Maritime Strategy lg based on the strategy the
Soviets are expected to employ. The Soviet belief Is that a
war with the West will be global In nature, violent, and
decisive. The most probable center of an attack on the West
would be an attack on Western Eurcope. Additionally, such an
attack could include the involvement of Soviet surrogates,
many of which are situated along critical gsea lines of
communlications. Whlle a war such as this may technically

remain conventional, both sides will be constantly
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evaluating the nuclear balance of forces in the event of
escalation.18

The prime mission of the Soviet Navy woulid be to
protect the homeland and its ballistic misslile submarines.
These ballistic migsile submarines give the Soviet Union its
ultimate strateglic reserve. Addliticonally, in keeping with
concern for the balance of nuclear forces, Soviet doctrine
gives high priority to destroying Western nuclear assets,
including alrcraft carriers, ballisitic missile submarines,
and crulse miggile equiped platforms. O0Others roles for the
Soviet Navy, such as supporting the army or interdicting sea
lines of communication, will be of only secondary
importance.1?

The above information suggests that the Soviet Navy
will inltially deploy in waters near the Sovliet Unlon,
leaving only a small number of ships forward deployed. The
location of Soviet naval exercises confirms this
lnterpretation.20 If this occurs, the builk of the United
States fleet will also have to deploy to areas near Soviet
home waters to counter the threat.2l 1If we are successful
in forcing Soviet ballistic migsile submarines to retreat to
their home waters, the rest of the fleet will follow. This
in turn means that our fleet willl follow also. If this
occurs as anticipated, there will be large areas of the
world’s oceans relatively free of either a Soviet or U. S.

naval presence. In a gltuation like this, the concept of
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economy of force becomes lmportant. The next section of
this chapter will deal with a possiblie economy of force

acenario using a battleshlp as a commerce ralder.

Commerce rajding -- Indian QOcean Sc¢enario

In light of current maritime strategy of the United
States, and the expected actions of the Soviet Navy, this
study will now develop a scenario where commerce ralding s
a possibility. It must be understood that this is only a
proposed scenario, and that actual real world developments
may or may not make thlis possibie or feasible. It is not
the intent of this thesis to develjop a real world plan, but
rather to give a pogsible plan that can be tallored to sult
an appropriate area of cperation baged on actual world
conditions.

The scenario is set in the Indlan COcean. According
ta the discussion above, Soviet and U, S. fleets would be
predominately In or near Soviet waters. An area such as the
Indian Ocean would have a minimal Soviet naval presence.

The United States would aiso be forced to use economy of
force to malntain a presence in this area. There are major
trade routes in thls area, particularly for transporting oil
from the Persian Gulf, and for the Soviets sending wartime
supplies to their surrogates, or possiblly to thelr own

troops flghting on forelogn 30i1.22 [t is anticipated that
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there would be at least a small Soviet naval presence which
would have to be dealt with.

In order for a battieship to operate in thls area, it
would have to have alr cover from Diego Garcla. The alr
cover would be in the form of Navy P-3 Orion aircraft,
providing both anti-submarine protection and intelligence
information on the locatlon of Soviet warships and
merchantmen. In the event of Soviet warships, the P-3s
could either attack with their Harpoon missiles or provide
over—-the-horizon targeting lnformation for the Tomahawk
missiles of the battleship. Tactical air asgets could also
be ugsed to screen the khattleship from a land-based bomber
attack. This would require the battleship to be cperating
within range of the carrier-bagsed naval alr assets |t wlshed
to take advantage of.

In company with the battleship would be an attack
submarine. The submarine would provide the needed
antj-submarine protection, particuiarily when |land-based
anti-submarine warfare (ASW) assets are not available. An
attack submarine would also be very useful In an encounter
with Soviet warships, although such an encounter should be
avoided to preclude any damage which could force the
battleship to return prematurely to port for repalrs.

The posalblility exists that the Soviets could employ
convoys tao protect their merchant shipg. This tactic was

used by the United States23 and Great Britaln24 during Worid
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War II. The problem of only minimal naval assets in the
reglon may make 1t difflcult for the Soviets to provide
protection for all their merchant ships. The battleship
would concentrate on independently sailed ships much as did
the Admiral Graf Spvee. If convoys are encountered,
carrier-based naval ailr could be used to destroy the escorts
or provide over-the-horizon targeting for the battleship’s
Tomahawk migsiles. The attack submarine in company could
algse be used against the escorts. 0Once the escorts are
destroved, the convoy would be ordered to stop. Any ship
that failed to comply could be legally engaged and sunk even
1f her crew was still on board.2b

The reason for using a surface ship instead of a
submarine is the increased capabillity to conduct commerce
warfare in accordance with international law. Thls is
possible due to the ability to take on prisocners as well as
safely approach an intended victim without being vulnerable
to a surprise attack. This is something a submarine s not

well suited for.

Conclugions

A number of conclusions can be drawn from thls study.

The conclusions from the study of the Admiral Graf Spee are

included at the end of Chapter 3 and will not be repeated
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here. The conclusions drawn as to the use of Jgwa Class

battleships as commerce raiders are as follows:

1. It ig pogsible to conduct commerce warfare in
accordance with international law with a battleship and not
with a submarine, particularly regarding ensuring the safety

of the merchant ship‘s crew.

2. A battleshlp is less vulnerable to a surprise
attack from lts victim than a submarlne or a surface ship

without armor protection.

3. The agslstance of an anti-submarine warfare
platform, either a P-3 Orion or an attack submarlne, or

both, s neceasary for adequate anti-submarine protection.

4. The use of RPV‘s with appropriate sensor packages
would greatly improve both the offensive and defengive

capability of the battleshlp.

5. The use of naval gunfire, instead of missiles, to
gink a merchant ship is more economical both in dollars and

the amount of ordnance that a ship can carry.

6. The size and firepower of a battleship would tend
to more easily lntimidate a merchant captaln lnto following
orders to gstep and be gearched, or not to transmlt a

distress gsignal, than would a smaller ship.
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7. The abllity to take prisoners and treat them well
would have a psychological effect on the enemy and make him

more Wwilling to give up than to fight to the death.

8. It is posslble to use Jowa Class battleships in

an economy of force role as a commerce ralder.

Recommendations

The maln purpose for bringing the Jowa Class
battleships out cof "mothbalis" was for their naval gunfire
abllity in support of amphiblous operations.26 This will
probably tend to be thelr main function ln a global war.
Their other mission, that of maintalning a naval presence,27
could be achleved as a commerce ralder in an area such as
the Indian Ocean in the above scenario. This would be
egpecially true as naval assets were stretched thiln and
economy-of-force became more important.

While it is possible to use Jowa Class battleships In
an economy of force role as commerce ralders, it may not be
the best use of our naval assets. A more practical ship to
employ may be a new design similar to the pocket battieships
of World War II. This would be a heavily armed ship with
anti-ship and anti-air missiles as well as naval guns and
torpedoes to sink merchant ships. It would require adequate
armor protection to negate the effect of a surprise attack

from its potential victim. It would also require some
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degree of anti-gsubmarine warfare capability for

sel f-defense. Additionally, space would be required to hold
prisoners from itgs victims. With the exception of armor
protectlon, U. S. Navy cruisers come c¢lose to thig
degscription. Crulsers, however, are degigned primarily for
anti-air warfare.28 with their mission of anti-air warfare
in a carrier battlegroup, they may not be available for
commerce ralding. Therefore, either a new or a modified
design specifically designated for commerce warfare may be a

good alternative.

Questions for further research

While this study has dealt with commerce warfare from
a limited historical perspective, as well as a proposed
present-day scenerio, it has left gseveral questions
unanswered. These questliong are beyond the scope of this

gtudy, but are worthy of further research:

1. Is commerce warfare practical ¢r necesgsary durlng

a global war with the Soviet Unlon?

2. Is It possible and practical to carry out

commerce warfare in light of present international law?

3. Should international law be changed to reflect

current weapon systems and tactices?
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Summarcy

In summary, this study has determined that It is
possible to use Jowa Class battleshlips in an economy of
force role as commerce raiders. A declislion to do this,
however, must be based on whether or not this wouid be the
most efficient use of avallable naval assets. This declsion
can best be made with a solid understanding of both the
historical use of commerce raiders and the expected tactical

situation in which they would be emploved.
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APPENDIX B



GLOSSARY

Barbette - the armored protective cylinder around a
revolving turret on a ship

Beam - the width of a ship at its widest point

Displacement - the welght of the water a ship displaces when
floating freely, it uses the English long ton (2240
pounds? as the standard of measurement

Draft - the depth of the keel of a ship below the water
line

Dreadnaught - refers to battleships designed and built after
the Briltish battleship H.M.S. Dreadnaught was
commigssioned in 1906

Harpoon - the Navy‘s prlilmary antl-ship missile

Main deck - the uppermost continuous deck of a ship,
general ly the weather deck; they -are numbered from
the main deck down

Levels - refers to “decks'" above the main deck of a ships;
they are numbered beginning at the level above the
main deck going up and are referred to as the 0-1
level, 0-2 level, etce

Maritime Strategy - refers to the maritime portion of the
National! Defense Strategy

Panzerschlff - a german word meaning armored ship,
commonly referred to as pocket pattleshlps

Phalanx Close-in Weapon System (CIWS) - a ghipboard last
ditch anti-air and anti-missile weapon system

Prize court - a national or lnternational court establ ished
to determine the vallidity of the capture of a
merchant vessel during commerce warfare

Prize regulations - refers to the laws governing the capture
of merchant ships during commerce warfare

RPV - remotely piloted vehlcle, a small drone ajrcraft

RRR - mayday report similar to S0S, [t was used to
signify a surface raider
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Splinter deck - a backup armored deck designed to stop
splinters from expleoding projectiles and armor
fragments frcom a primary armor belt

Tomahawk - the United States Navy’s long range cruise
missile
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