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FOREWORD

A continuing issue since World War II has been the future role of naval
gunnery. In fact, many senior leaders in the Navy and Marine Corps have con-
cluded in recent years that we have lost cur corporate memory on the use and
effectiveness of naval gunnery. Nearly every reason postulated for this con-
clusion will meet as many in agreement as disagreement. '

s

This paper is the first in a series to provide accurate, historical informa-
tion on the use of naval guns. Specifically, this paper addresses the role of naval
guns in World War II, Korea, and Vietnam in amphibious assault and in support
of ground troops in littoral regions. The case studies presented are designed to
help planners and decision makers bridge the gap between operational experience
and the hypothesis of future needs.

Major General Donald M. Weller, USMC (Ret), the author, has been a student
of maritime strategy throughout his professional career and in retirement. He
is considered the father of modern naval gunfire support, having devised the basic
doctrine and tactics in the thirties. His experience and proven foresight qualify
him to evaluate naval gun performance and potential. General Weller's biography
foilows the bibliography at the end of this paper.

Future treatises of this type will address the total history of naval gunnery
in strike warfare, gunfire support, surface-to-air and antisubmarine roles. It
is hoped that the primary source material being developed will be of value to
our schools, as professional reading, and in assisting decision makers in the weapon
system acquisition process.
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WARREN P. KITTERMAN
Armaments Development Department
Naval Surface Weapons Center
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INTRODUCTION
PURPOSE

One of the major problems facing naval planners involved in designing
weapons for future support of amphibious operations is the lack of operational
data on which to base such projections. The collective memory of the officer
corps in the field of amphibious operations in general, particularly naval
gunfire support, has been eroded seriously by time. After all, the last amphibious
assault operation at Inchon, Korea, was executed in [951, and few active
officers remain who had the benefit of this experience. Unfortunately, there
is no comprehensive analysis of naval gunfire support experience to bridge
the memory gap.

An additional constraint facing naval planners is the debate within naval
circles regarding the necessity of the major-caliber lightweight gun (MCLWQG)
system, the current candidate for strike warfare and support of amphibious
operations. Opponents of the 8-inch 55-caliber (8"/55) MCLWG system maintain
that the current naval gun system buiit around the 5-inch 54-caliber (3"/54)
gun can satisfy requirements for support of amphibious operations in terms
of range, accuracy, and lethality.

v
&

QThe purpose of this paper, then, is to assist naval planners by documenting
performance of naval guns in past combat environments, by projecting gun
system requirements for support of future amphibious operations, and by assessing
the relative capabilities of the 5"/54 and 8"/55 MCLWG systems to satisfy
such operational requirements. Specifically, this report:

(12 Examines World War II, Korea, and Vietnam experiences in projec-
ting sea power ashore, assessing the contribution of naval guns;

2l Identifies naval gunfire system range, lethality, and accuracy required
in past sea-power projection operations and assesses the capabilities of the 5"/54
and 8"/55 systems to meet those needs/.‘

'3l Estimates gun system qualitative requirements for support of future
amphibious assault operations in terms of range, lethality, and accuracy)' avr

4. Assesses the qualitative capabilities of the 5"/54 and 8"/55 MCLWG

systems to meet future gun system requirements.
V

J
METHODOLOGY AND SCOPE

This report is divided into three parts: the executive summary, support
for summary and conclusions, and case studies. Part I consists of a concise
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summary and conclusions responding to the purposes outlined above. Part
IT contains:

l. Adetailed summary of World War 11, Korea, and Vietnam gunfire support
operations in terms of gun range, accuracy, and lethality requirements.

2. An analysis of current capabilities and future requirements for naval
gun systems.

Part III contains selected case studies to support the summary and conclusions.

RATIONALE IN CASE-STUDY SELECTION

The contribution of naval guns in selected World War Il amphibious operations
with differing strategic environments is discussed to broaden the operational
data base. Generally speaking, a study of naval gunfire support in the Mediterranean,
Central Pacific, and Europe satisfies this objective. The South and Southwest
Pacific theaters do not require detailed analysis, since the limited contribution
of naval guns in these areas was duplicated elsewhere.

Two operations in the Mediterranean are described; i.e., the landings
on Sicily and at Salerno in Italy, since these operations demonstrate most
clearly the decisive role of naval guns in blunting major infantry and armored
counterattacks against landing forces. In the Central Pacific, the classic
amphibious assault on Iwo Jima is analyzed in detail because the operation
highlights the destructive capability of the intermediate- and major-caliber
weapons against hard point targets, as opposed to the relatively soft area targets
represented by infantry and even armored counterattacking forces. In the
European theater, a study of the Normandy invasion highlights features from
both the Central Pacific and the Mediterranean, since hard targets in the
form of protected coastal defense batteries and beach emplacements and
the relatively soft conformation of counterattacking forces were encountered,
a combat environment which has implications for the future.

For Korea, the wide scope and variety of naval gunfire support missions
require extensive coverage in order to focus on the overall contribution of
naval guns, Gunfire support discussed includes such diverse operations as
support of the amphibious landing at Inchon; amphibious withdrawals of Korean
forces at Pohang and U.S. and Korean forces at Hungnamj support of troop
units on the coastal flanks, including the lst Marine Division; counterbattery
against the numerous communist coastal defense guns emplaced on the east
coast to inhibit interdiction of the road and rail net by surface combatants;
and finally the 30-month interdiction campaign designed to deprive communist
troops of essential supplies,



On the other hand, the scope and variety of naval gunfire support missions
In Vietnarn were circumscribed by political constraints on the employment
of the amphibious weapons system and by the unconventional nature of the
war. Since the gun armament of the surface combatants employed was almost
identical to that in World War II and Korea (with the sole exception of the
5"/ 54 caliber gun system), and since both hard point targets and soft area
targets were encountered with characteristics similar to those encountered
in World War II and Korea, the Vietnam gunfire support experience with regard
to gun range, system accuracy, and projectile lethality adds little to that
acquired in World War II and Korea. Finally, the operational data on the employ-
ment of naval guns in Vietnam would have required classification of the study--
an undesirabie feature.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

REQUIREMENTS AND PERFORMANCE OF NAVAL GUN SYSTEMS
IN WORLD WAR II, KOREA, AND VIETNAM

Gunfire support data generated in amphibious operations during World
War II, Korea, and Vietnam demonstrate requirements in terms of gun range,
projectile lethality, and system accuracy in a variety of combat environments.
These data are used to assess the relative capabilities of current 5"/54 and
8"/55 MCLWG systems to satisfy fire-support requirements generated in past
operations.

Ranga*

During World War II, the principal requirement for long-range gunnery
stemmed from engagement of counterattacking German armor, although naval
guns were used to support Allied troops out to the limit of operational range
in all amphibious assault operations on large land masses; i.e., on Sicily and
at Salerno, Anzio, and Normandy. At Normandy, ranges exceeding 30,000 yards
were of particular importance in the British bridgehead where 10 German
armored divisiuns counterattacked in the first 30 days of operations. British
battleships with 15-inch guns could engage German armor at over 30,000 yards
with devastating effect.

* See Table 2, page 48, for armament characteristics of surface combatants,
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On Sicily and at Salerno, the limiting range of 24,000 yards for the 6-
inch guns on light cruisers, the heaviest U.S. naval guns available for these
operations, handicapped the delivery of fire on German armor. At Salerno,
the four counterattacking German armored divisions could have been engaged
to advantage while canalized on mountain roads before they reached the Salerno
plain and deployed into attack formations on a broad front which reduced
their vulnerability to firepower. Similar conclusions can be drawn from operations
on Sicily. Conversely, the relatively small size of the island arnphibious objectives
in the Central Pacific did not generate range requirements exceeding 30,000
yards, and naval gun range capabilities were adequate.

Korea, however, was a different story, The size of the land mass and
the nature of operations continuously produced range requirements over 30,000
yards. Data on range requirements in Korea are derived from:

1. A data sample of 24,000 fire-support missions in which 414,000 rounds
were expended from May 1951 through March 1952. The data show that:

a. Twenty percent of l6-inch-gun missions were fired at ranges
exceeding 30,000 yards.

b. Ten percent of 8-inch-gun missions were fired at ranges exceeding
30,000 yards.

2. Four hundred twenty-three missions were fired in support of the lst
Marine Division from December 1950 to March 1951:

a. Ninety-eight l6-inch-gun missions were fired at hard targets
(blockhouses, covered artillery emplacements, and personnel shelters) at
an average range of 32,500 yards.

b. Three hundred twenty-three 8-inch-gun missions were fired against
hard targets at an average range of 20,000 yards.

3. One hundred twenty-three interdiction missions (bridges and tunnels)
were fired at an average range of 15,400 yards (7500 minimum and 38,000
maximum) from February 1951 to May 1953. It should be noted that heavy
ships operated mostly outside the 100-fathom curve to avoid potential mine
damage, which explains the long ranges against coastal interdiction targets.

Vietnam experience confirms range requirements over 30,000 yards
generated in World War II and Korea. Most 16-inch-gun missions were fired
at ranges beyond the 8-inch-gun capabilities (32,000 yards), while about 25
percent of the 8-inch-gun missions were fired at ranges beyond 5"/54 capabilities
(26,000 yards).
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Lethality

In Worid War Il and Korea, a large proportion of the targets engaged
by naval guns were hard point targets. Specifically:

1. In the Central Pacific, Japanese coastal defense guns, beach and
inland defenses (including blockhouses and pillboxes), covered artillery ernplace-
ments, and mortar positions were of reinforced concrete or earth-log-rock
construction,

2, In Normandy, German coastal defense guns and beach defenses were
mostly reinforced concrete. The Germans also took advantage of the natural
protection afforded by the French stone hamlets and villages as defensive
positions,

3. In Korea, a significant proportion of targets were of hard construction.
All bridge targets engaged in the 30 months of the interdiction campaign were
reinforced concrete, steel girder or earth abutment construction, while tunnels
were constructed in natural rock. The numerous coastal defense batteries
constructed by the communists to inhibit the interdiction campaign of the
surface combatants were in caves or hollowed-out hills. Once armistice negoti-
ations were commenced, the communists literally went underground. Their
field positions were dug in and heavily protected by concrete, rock, earth,
or log construction.

4. In Vietnam, the communists constructed heavily protected bunkers
and personnel shelters, which constituted the principal targets for the NEW
JERSEY's l6-inch guns and the 8-inch guns of the heavy cruisers.

When the 5"/38 guns aboard destroyers were used against hard targets,
they were ineffective., Their penetrative power was limited to 2 feet of reinforced
concrete at short ranges, and the density and weight of fragments were only
effective against soft area targets. While it is true that on occasions, particularly
in the Sicily and Salerno campaigns, 5-inch projectiles were effective against
tanks, this was because fire stripped tanks of accompanying infantry and engineers
or neutralized artillery supporting tank assaults, not because of the projectile
lethality against tanks themselves.

In Korea, where destroyers were forced to engage coastal batteries
for their own protection during blockade operations and interdiction of rail
lines, the 5-inch projectiles lacked lethality. Commander TF 95, responsible
for blockade and interdiction efforts of the surface combatants, reported
in 1953 that:

Five inch had little or no effect against coastal defense battery

positions unless a direct hit was scored on the aperture thus destroy-
ing the gun or sealing off the opening. Short of complete destruction,
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the Communist shore batteries thus protected returned to action
very quickly and in some cases continued firing while under
attack. On the other hand, gunfire of heavier caliber from
battleships and cruisers had a much greater effect. On oc-
casion batteries were permanently silenced by inflicting

such heavy damage that the communists abandoned them. In
other cases, they were placed out of action for long periods. 1 ¥

The 5"/38 was also ineffective against communist bunkers and under-
ground personnel shelters, as well as bridges and tunnels. On the other hand,
major-caliber projectiles could destroy these targets.

Vietnam reconfirmed World War II and Korean experiences regarding
projectile lethality; i.e., the 5"/54 projectile lacked the essential punch to
defeat typical hard targets. Therefore, most 5"/54 missions were against
soft area targets for harassment and interdiction. Experience demonstrated
that the 5"/38 and the 5"/54 gun systems were effective against soft area
targets because of projectile fragmentation patterns and high rates of fire.
Typical soft targets, such as counterattacking infantry, field and antiaircraft
artillery in open emplacements, and infantry and engineer personnel accompanying
armored counterattacks were successfully engaged by the 5"/38 in all theaters
in World War II and in Korea. Finally, the 5"/38 furnished a major portion
of beach neutralization fires in support of amphibious landings.

Accuracy

All gun systems employed in World War II, Korea, and Vietnam were
constrained by the inherent limitations of ballistic weaponry. However, high
velocity, a characteristic of all naval gun systems, produces flat trajectories
at short range with relatively small vertical dispersion. This characteristic,
coupled with the penetrative capability of heavy naval projectiles and the
employment of pointer fire to maximize gun laying accuracy, was exploited
in the Central Pacific campaign of World War II where the strategic environment
permitted operations before D day for deliberate destruction of coastal defense
guns and beach defenses. For example, a typical blockhouse for a medium-
caliber coastal defense gun encountered on Iwo Jima, with a vertical surface
30 feet wide and 12 feet high, could be attacked with a hit probability of
about 12 percent (ore hit in nine rounds). At 10,000 yards, ammunition requirements
for one hit escalated to 64 rounds, demonstrating dispersion sensitivity to increased
ranges.*¥

* See notes at the end of the report.
** See Table 4, page 50.
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Conclusions

Analysis of combat experience in World War II, Korea, and Vietnam demon-
strates a requirement for:

1. Range capabilities exceeding 30,000 yards. The 5"/54 gun system
could not have met this requirement, even with the development of an improved
projectile with a maximum potential range of 30,000 yards. On the other
hand, the 8"/55 MCLWG and an improved projectile with a range of over 40,000
yards could have satisfied this requirement.*

2. Destruction of hard point targets. The 5"/54 projectile lacks penetra-
tive power and essential lethality to destroy hard targets characteristic of past
combat environments, including coastal defense guns, blockhouses, pillboxes,
covered artillery emplacements, and individual tanks, as opposed to a tank
weapon system consisting of armor with supporting infantry, engineers, artillery,
and logistics personnel.

3. Improved accuracy. Gun systems in past combat envircnments were
constrained by inherent ballistic dispersion, a characteristic of all gun systems,
both ship- and land-based. Dispersion was compensated, at least in part,
by employing very short range fire against targets with a significant vertical
dimension or by the delivery of a very heavy volume of fire to ensure a probability
of some hits. The latter technique was possible only because of the large
gun inventory and almost unlimited ammunition. The potential for guidance
in both the 5"/54 and the 8"/55 MCLWG systems through employment of laser
target illumination (either ship-, land-, or air-based) combined with laser or
IR seekers, can reduce or eliminate this limitation,

4. Neutralization (suppression) of soft area targets. The 5"/38 and 5"/54
projectiles, because of favorable fragmentation patterns and high rates of
fire, were effective against typical soft area targets such as infantry in the
open, field artillery, antiaircraft artillery, man-portable antiaircraft missiles,
and mortars without overhead cover, as well as infantry, engineering personnel,
and artillery supporting armored counterattacks. Smoke, dust, and blast
also inhibited the operations of counterattacking tanks. The 8"/55 MCLWG,
firing an improved conventional munition (ICM) ‘projectile, would be much
more effective than the 5"/ 54 conventional projectile because of a wide dispersion
of bomblets and their demonstrated lethality against personnel and light armor.
Because of projectile cavity limitations, it is not practical to fabricate a
5"/ 54 projectile with improved conventional munitions loading.

* See page 41 for capability of 5"/ 54 and 8"/ 55 MCLWG.
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ACCURACY OF CURRENT 5"/54 IN DISCHARGING GUNFIRE SUPPORT
MISSIONS OF PAST OPERATIONS

As a consequence of range and lethality limitations outlined above,
the current naval gun system, the 5"/54, could not have met past combat
requirements. Specifically, the Central Pacific campaign in World War II;
with the requirement for destruction of hard targets, blockhouses, and pillboxes,
both on the beach and inland, as well as coastal defense guns; could not have
been executed with the 5"/54 gun system. Contemporary World War II aircraft
could not have filled the destruction gap, due to inherent limitations in lethality
and accuracy of bombs and rockets. In short, the Central Pacific campaign,
the key to the defeat of the Japanese, would have been impossible without
major-caliber naval guns.

In Normandy, the 5"/54 would not have been capable of neutralizing,
much less destroying, the 23 coastal defense batteries commanding the seaward
approaches to the landing beaches because of range and lethality limitations.
Similarly, the 5"/54 could not have contributed significantly to the defeat
of the German armored counterattacks because of range limitations. While
the naval gun was not as decisive in the Normandy invasion as it was in the
Central Pacific campaign, nevertheless the Germans themselves repeatedly
attributed the failure of their counterattacks to the major-caliber naval guns
and to the air arm.

In Korea, range limitations of the 5"/54 would have eliminated about
20 percent of the support missions, including a significant number of missions
fired in support of the Ist Marine Division. Lethality limitations would have
prevented participation by naval guns in the interdiction campaign to destroy
bridges and tunnels and in the attack of blockhouses and bunkers in support
of the Ist Marine Division. Also, the 5"/54 would not have been able to significantly
reduce the level of coastal battery fire against surface combatants.

In Vietnam, range and lethality limitations of the 5"/38 and 5"/ 54 caliber guns
would have reduced the contribution of naval guns to primarily harassment and inter-
diction with occasional troop support missions. The successful engagement of hard
targets, particularly those north of the DMZ, would have been impossible.

In contrast, if the 8"/55 MCLWG had been in the naval gun inventory
on DD-class ships, it would have been capable of satisfying the requirements
for range and lethality generated in all past combat environments. In addition,
assuming that state-of-the-art guided projectiles were in the inventory, ammunition
expenditures would have been reduced and, more importantly, ensured destruction
of a higher percentage of hard targets through significantly increased accuracy.
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GUN SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS IN FUTURE COMBAT ENVIRONMENTS

Range

Future combat settings will demand increased gun ranges, compared
with past combat environments. Most hostile targets (including beach defenses,
local reserves, field artillery, and mortars) will normally be positioned within
25,000 yards of the landing beaches. However, general reserves of infantry,
armor, and mechanized forces, together with surface-to-surface missile batteries
(ranges 39,000 to 98,000 yards) and potential helicopter landing zones, could
be located up to 50 miles inland.

In any case, it is obvious that the range capability of the 5"/54 gun system,
even with the development of an improved conventional projectile with a 30,000-
yard capability, cannot satisfy requirements for the engagement of most target
arrays. Even the increased range potential of the 8"/55 MCLWG (over 40,000
yards) cannot satisfy all range requirements. This limitation may dictate
the exploitation of sabot-type projectiles similar to Gunfighter, which has
demonstrated range capabilities on the order of 65,000 yards.

Lethality--Hard Point Targets

As in past combat environments, hard targets in the form of blockhouses,
pillboxes, and covered artillery emplacements, as well as individual tanks,
will be encountered in future amphibious assault operations. Combat experi-~
ence has demonsirated the inadequacy of the 5-inch projectile to penetrate
and defeat such targets. Conversely, the 8-inch projectile, either conventionally
loaded or in an improved conventional munition configuration, can satisfy
future lethality requirements. The conventional 8-inch projectile can penetrate
2 inches of armor, which is adequate to defeat horizontal armor located over
a tank engine or the side and horizontal armor of a modern armored personnel
carrier. Lethality of the 8-inch projectile could be exponentially enhanced
by fuel air explosive (FAE) loading.

Lethality--Soft Area Targets

Both the 5"/54 and 8"/55 MCLWG projectiles have effective fragmentation
patterns which are capable of neutralizing soft area targets such as infantry
in the open and weapons emplacements lacking overhead cover. The 8-inch
projectile, with improved conventional munition loading (approximately 109-yard
bursting radius) would be significantly superior to the 5-inch projectile with
conventional loading.
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Accuracy

The requirement for tactical support in future amphibious assault operations
against a first-class power defending a large land mass with multiple landing
areas will rule out preliminary operations analagous to those conducted in
the Central Pacific during World War II. This will limit the time for.destruc-
tion of targets to that available on D day prior to Hhour. As a further compli-
cation, the small number of available gun barrels for support of the amphibious
assault will put a premium on accuracy. However, potential laser and IR
guidance for the 8-inch projectile should contribute significantly to gun accuracy,
with consequent reduction in both time and ammunition expenditure required
for target destruction.

10
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INTRODUCTION

The roie of naval guns in World War II amphibious operations stemmed
from the defensive strategy of Italian, German, and Japanese opponents.
Their strategy, in turn, was dictated by the geographical characteristics of
amphibious objectives and their inventory of military forces. Inthe Mediterranean
theater, large land masses and numerous potential landing beaches at Sicily
and Italy limited the organization of beach defenses and coastal artillery positions
and forced the Axis to depend on prompt counterattack with infantry and
armored reserves against Allied landings. Consequently, the major contribution
of naval guns was to assist in the disruption of these counterattacks, although
guns were directed against the limited beach defenses and coastai artillery
whenever the situation so required.

Japanese defensive strategy in the Central Pacific contrasted sharply.
Amphibious objectives were far smaller, ranging in size from the tiny atolls
in the Gilberts and Marshalls to the relatively large island of Okinawa, all
characterized by relatively few potential landing sites. In all cases, Japa-
nese military resources were sufficient for the organization of powerful beach
defenses and coastal artillery positions, In this theater, the most important
mission of the naval guns was the destruction of beach defenses and coastal
artillery so that a foothold could be established without crippling casualties.
However, field artillery, mortars, and rocket launchers were also taken under

fire.

The German strategy for defense of Western Europe combined elements
encountered in both the Central Pacific and the Mediterranean theaters.
As in the Pacific, a system of beach obstacles, strongpoints, and coastal
artillery was encountered, designed to defeat the assault forces before they
could establish a foothold. However, if the assault troops should penetrate
the coastal crust, then infantry and armored reserves were to counterattack
in order to drive the invasion force into the sea--a strategy similar to that
employed in the Mediterranean.

THE COASTAL DEFENSE GUN BATTERY

One of tie major challenges to naval guns during World War II and Korea
was the elimination of hostile coastal defense guns. These weapons played
key roles in the defensive strategy of the Germans and the Japanese. In the
Korean War, the North Koreans attempted to restrict the Navy's east-coast
interdiction campaign by placing numerous coastal guns to command the sea
approaches. In Vietnam, the communists positioned coastal defense batteries
north of the DMZ to inhibit the effectiveness of surface combatants engaged

in interdiction.

11
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The Japanese protected the seaward approaches of their island holdings
in the Central Pacific with heavy-caliber guns up to 8 inches installed in caves
or massive reinforced-concrete emplacements resembling gun casemates.
At Normandy, the German Navy, responsible for coastal defense of the Atlantic
wall, had erected an impressive system of coastal defense batteries with guns
up to 210 mm (8.3 inches). By June 1944, the landing beaches for the Normandy
invasion were covered by 23 coastal defense batteries, over half of which
were emplaced in massive concrete casemates.

At the beginning of World War II, naval planners were convinced that
the coastal defense gun would be a major hazard to surface combatants;
so much so that pre-war doctrine specified that ships would deliver counterbattery
and fire support from long ranges while maneuvering at high speed to avoid
damage. Yet the coastal defense gun turned out to be a "paper tiger," in
spite of the enorrnous resources that the Germans and Japanese devoted to
that system. Coastal defense guns never succeeded in interfering significantly
with transport unloadings or with landing craft and control vessels engaged
in the ship-to-shore movement. Occasionally, a transport had to shift its
unloading position or a "small boy" engaged in close-in minesweeping was hit,
but very few surface combatants or amphibious ships were even damaged;
none were sunk. How can this failure be explained?

The differing strategic environments in the Central Pacific and Nor-
mandy dictated differing techniques. U.S. control of the sea and air in the
Pacific and the limited size of the island objectives eliminated the requirement
for surprise. Consequently, all Central Pacific operations after Tarawa were
characterized by 2 or more days of preliminary operations devoted to destruction
of Japanese island defenses, including coastal defense guns. The heavy guns
of battleships and cruisers firing at point-blank ranges (2000 to 5000 yards)
pulverized and eliminated these weapons.

In the Normandy invasion, the essential requirement for surprise ruled
out pre-D-day firing, although some air attacks were directed against coastal
weapons prior to D day without significant reduction in their capabilities.
On Dday, each of the 23 coastal defense batteries covering the seaward approaches
to the Invasion beaches was assigned to a heavy-gun ship, either cruiser or
battleship. These ships, firing from positions 10,500 to 30,000 yards off-
shore, were able to suppress the coastal batteries, thereby preventing any signif-
icant interference with the landing operation, although, unlike the Japanese
batteries, few were actually destroyed. Admiral Moon, the Amphibious Attack
Force Commander for Utah Beach (one of the two on which U.5. forces landed),
explained the success of the naval guns as follows:

It was significant th=t at least through the first week of the opera-
tion, no battery could be considered destroyed unless captured. There
were several instances of positions which were believed, on the basis
of air and sea observation, to have been destroyed yet guns in these

positions subsequently opened fire. In some of these cases, there
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Photo 1.

Eight-inch Japanese coastal defense guns destroyed
by major-caliber naval guns of MARYLAND and COLORADO.
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(Official USMC Photo)

Photo 2.  Japanese coasta! defense guns on Iwo Jima
destroyed by main battery fire from IDAHO
and TENNESSEE.
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is evidence that casements protected the guns against lethal damage
although they were rendered inoperative during the bornbardment
and for many hours thereafter. The latter was probably the case

at Crisbecq, which battery was one of the most important on the
east coast of the Cherbourg Penisula. The position contained

two 210mm guns in casements, one 210mm in an open emplacement,
and six 88mm dual purpose in open revetted emplacements. The
casements had roofs of reinforced concrete 12 1/2 feet thick and
walls ranging from 10 to 16 feet. This position had been subjected,
both before and after D-day, to especially heavy air and naval
bombardment. The guns in casemates were undamaged except for
minor fragmentation scars, the casemates themselves were also
entirely unscratched even by close misses, On the other hand,

all communication leading to them from the observation post and
rangefinders were disrupted which probably rendered accurate

fire extremely difficult. All the other guns in the battery which
were not enclosed were destroyed or nearly so.<

Thus the success of the heavy naval guns is explained by the characteristics
of the coastal defense weapons system. While very few coastal guns were
literally destroyed, some component of the system, be it the range finders,
fire-control stations, communications, or operating personnel, was degraded
by the destructive and psyzhological power of the heavy-caliber naval projectiles.
It was, of course, necessary to repeat suppressive fires when the damaged
components of the system had been repaired. The fact remains that the coastal
defense weapons system, which the Germans believed would disrupt the Allied
landings, was never a factor.

In Korea, the communists payed grudging tribute to the effectiveness
of the naval guns in the interdiction campaign against the east-coast rail net.
by a massive buildup of coastal defense guns. By July 1952, nearly 1500 guns
and mortars had been reported. These weapons were mostly field artillery
types of 76 and 105 mm, but, as the interdiction campaign continued, heavier
calibers controiled by radar with ranges out to 16,000 yards were introduced.
Individual guns were emplaced in caves and dugouts located in hilly terrain
that would provide maximum cover and concealment, with fields of fire sacrificed
for protection by the use of small firing apertures.

During the 30 months of the interdiction campaign and the siege of Wonsan
Harbor, communist shore batteries were engaged by all types of ships, primarily
destroyers of the blockade force., Because destroyers were the main instruments
in maintaining daily surveillance of the Korean coast, coupled with their respon-
sibility for inhibiting repairs of rail and bridge cuts, and because they pro-
vided the artillery for the siege of Wonsan, they were exposed to communist
shore battery fire almost continuously. In all, 110 ships, most of which were
destroyers, were damaged by coastal batteries; however, destruction was
relatively minor,
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(1'.S. Army Photos SC275908 und 275907)

Photo 3. Two 2J0-mm concrete gun emplacements of
the Crisbecq battery.

16




Y IPTIR ETT YV TP ey ¥ TIVETT SRR TS ST DAY R R
. .

(U.S. Army Photo SC275903)

Photo 4.  Anobservation post for the Crisbecq battery.
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Heavy coastal battery fire forced destroyers to take passive measures
1o reduce vulnerability, particularly in the Wonsan area where the concen-
tration of coastal batteries in 1953 amounted to about 100G guns. In essence,
destroyers reverted to the pre-World-War-II doctrine of conducting counterbattery
while maneuvering at high speed, and on many occasions they were forced
to open the range to escape damage.

In 1953, Commander, East Coast Blockade Force, analyzed counterbattery
effectiveness as follows:

During the course of the conflict and particularly during the latter

stages, the Communists became highly skilled at building practically

invulnerable emplacements, underground shelters and the like. In

addition to the extremely rugged construction, the Communists were

most adept in camouflage. In many cases, new gun positions were not

detected until gun flashes were seen when fire was opened. In fact,
- in many instances ships were unable to detect the fact that they were

under fire until the splashes were observed. Five inch gunfire had

little or no effect against these emplacements and shelters unless a

direct hit were scored destroying the gun or sealing off an opening.

Short of complete destruction, the Communist shore batteries thus

protected returned to action very shortly and in some cases continued

firing while under attack.3*

There is no doubt that 5-inch guns inflicted some damage to guns and
crews and certainly caused the enemy to cease fire on many occasions, but,
due to the type of emplacement, destruction was virtually impossible, The
blockade commander continued:

Gunfire of heavier caliber, from battleships and heavy cruisers,
had a much greater effect. On occasion, batteries were perma-
nently silenced by inilicting such heavy damage that the Com-
munists abandoned them. In other cases they were placed out
out of action for long periods.%”

LANDING BEACH DEFENSES

One of the principal ingredients of Japanese defensive strategy in the
Central Pacific and of the Germans in defense of Fortress Europe was the
defeat of the invasion force at the water's edge. To implement this strategy,

* Underlining supplied.
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potential landing beaches were defended by a belt of blockhouses and pillboxes
armed with a variety of automatic weapons and medium-caliber guns. The
rapid penetration of these beach defenses by the assault forces without crippling
casualties was essential to success.

In the Central Pacific, naval guns, with limited assistance from carrier-
and land-based aircraft, were assigned the task of destroying these defenses
during operations preceding D day. At Normandy, these defenses were to
be neutralized during the landing of the assault troops. The effectiveness
of naval guns is illustrated by the Iwo Jima operation in the Central Pacific
and by the Normandy invasion.

IWO JIMA

The beach defenses of Iwo Jima were the most heavily concentrated
defenses encountered in any amphibious operation in history. The 3500-yard
beach, over which the marines would land in February 1945, was defended
by 20 blockhouses, 99 pillboxes, and 32 covered artillery emplacements,
All featured the lavish use of heavily reinforced concrete, which characterized
Japanese defenses. Blockhouses and covered artillery emplacements had reinforced
walls and overheads 3 to 5 feet thick, were compartmentalized to localize
damage, and were situated below ground level for additional protection. Piilboxes
also featured the use of concrete, but of less massive proportions.

The firing ports of blockhouses and pillboxes in the beach area were
located for the delivery of flanking fire along the beaches so that the ports
were invisible from seaward. Blockhouses contained 37- and 75-mm antitank
guns and 25-mm machine guns; pillboxes were limited to machine guns. A
four-gun battery of naval guns was situated in massive emplacements at the
base of Mount Suribachi so that it commanded the transport area and boat
lanes. Similarly, on a bluff overlooking the northern flank of the landing beach,
coastal batteries were positioned in concrete casemates. Camouflage was
extensively and cunningly employed, with natural materials of grass, brush,
and sand. Thus, the difficulty in detecting these weapons from seaward severely
complicated the task of destruction. Considerable firing would be necessary
simply to strip away the camouflage before the defenses could be detected
and subjected to attack by naval guns or aircraft.

Battleships TENNESSEE, NEVADA, and IDAHO were assigned to deliver
short-range destructive fire against the beach defenses during 3 days of bombardment
before D day. However, a number of unforeseen developments limited destructive
fires to only 2 hours on D minus 3 and D minus 2 days, with negligible results.
Accordingly, on D minus 1 an additional battleship, NEW YORK, and the
heavy cruiser CHESTER were shifted to augment beach destructive fires.

19




At first light on D minus |, the five heavy ships engaged the blockhouses,
pillboxes, and coastal defense batteries. In order to take advantage of the
limited vertical dispersion of the high-velocity projectiles, fire was delivered
from short ranges of 2000 to 4000 yards, using single gun pointer fire for maximum
accuracy. One or two rounds of high-capacity projectiles usually sufficed
to strip carnouflage and sand, fully revealing the vertical walls of the blockhouses
and pillboxes for further attack.

One or two hits were sufficient to destroy the targets. NEVADA, the
most experienced of the heavy ships, averaged less than ten rounds of 14-inch
high-capacity projectiles for each destructive mission. By 1830 hours, when
darkness forced retirement, the defenses had been subjected to 10 hours of
heavy destructive fire.

The results were most heartening. From seaward, observers could plainly
see the four casemated guns commanding the beaches pounded into a rubble.
Similarly, the battery at the base of Suribachi had been reduced to a mass
of broken concrete; blockhouses had been blasted by the main batteries of
NEW YORK and NEVADA. Of the 150 targets in the beach area, intelligence
operators on ESTES estimated, from a combination of photo interpretation
and visual observation, that 115 had been destroyed or damaged. Specifically,
all of the coastal defense guns, 22 of 33 antiaircraft positions, 16 out of 20
blockhouses, and 48 out of 99 pillboxes were declared destroyed or critically
damaged.

In order to cover the landing of the assault marines, the D-day plan
for neutralization of remaining defenses called for seven battleships, eight
cruisers, and nine destroyers, assisted by 40 assorted gunboats and rocket
craft, firing 3000 rounds of major-caliber ammunition, over 10,000 rounds
of 5- and 6-inch projectiles, and over 20,000 mortar and rocket rounds. After
H hour, prearranged fire in the form of a rolling barrage fired by eight destroyers
was to be delivered over the heads of the marines, continuing until H plus 1.
Aircraft observers were to call for repetition of fires in the event the assault
should lag behind the fires. After prearranged fires had ceased, targets of
opportunity were to be engaged through shore fire-control parties or air observers.
This heaviest coverage of a landing in history enabled the marines to penetrate
the beach defenses without crippling casualties or serious delays.

The penetration of the beach defenses was the key to success. Without
such a breakthrough, a far more concentrated personnel target would have
been presented to Japanese artillery, mortars, and rockets. Casualties would
have been multiplied, robbing the assault of its momentum. Nor is it likely
that the landing of reserves would have restored momentum; they would have
simply added to the concentration of personnel and induced further casualties.
Without the destruction of Japanese beach defenses accomplished by naval
guns during preliminary operations, it is probable that the Japanese would
have defeated the assault on the beaches. The most unbiased testimony regarding
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Photo 5.  Blockhouses on the Iwo Jima landing beaches
destroyed by main battery fire of NEW YORIC

and NEVADA.
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the guns' destructive capabllity came from the Japanese Commander on lwo
Jima, General Kurlbayashi, who reported to Tokyo that:
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However firm and stout pillboxes you may build at the beach, they
will be destroyed by bombardment of main armament of the battle-
ships. Power of the American warships and aircraft makes every
landing operation possible to whatever beachhead they like.d
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While the assault on Iwo Jima was reaching its height, Japanese forces .
on Okinawa were bracing themselves for attack. But the lessons of previous |
unsuccessful Central Pacific defenses were taken into account., Here the e
defense plan was dellberately designed to reduce the effect of the American
firepower, particularly the naval guns and aircraft. '

e

S

The philosophy of defense was set forth by the Commanding General
of the Ckinawa defenses in Battle Instruction Number 8 dated 8 March 1945:

o
b R

[

. The time of opening fire will naturally vary somewhat according to
i the type of weapons, strength of positions, duties, etc. However,

b generally speaking we must make It our basic principle to allow
A the enemy to land in full. Until he penetrates our positions and
. loses his freedom of movement inside our most effective system of
) flrepower, and until he can be lured into a position where he can-
O not recelve cover and support from naval gunfire and aerial bom-
U bardment, we must patiently and prudently hold our fire. Then,

i leaping into action, we shall destroy the enemy.6

This dramatic reversal of tactics was verified in the assault on Okinawa.
When the Army personnel and marines of the 10th Corps went over the Okinawa
beaches on the first of April, they were unopposed. It was not until the troops
turned south that the Japanese exposed their weapons and defenses anchored
on the anclent Shurl castle. This new tactic ultimately failed, but the defense
was effective enough to prolong the campalgn, and the full fury of the kamikaze
attack was brought to bear on the I'leet, while ashore the defenders extracted
a bloody price. Cur own troops crowded the enemy defenses so closely that
the naval guns and aircraft could not be used In systematic destruction for
fear of causing casualties among our own people,

NORMANDY

The 7000-yard expanse of Omaha Beach, over which the lst and 29th
U.S. Infantry Divisions would land on 6 June 1944, was defended by 12 strong-
points. Each strongpoint was a complex system of elements, Including pillboxes,
gun casemates, open positions for light guns, and firing trenches, surrounded
by minefields and wire, The elements were connected with each other and
with underground quarters and magazines by deep trenches or tunnels.
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| - While machine guns were the basic weapons in all emplacements, there
B b were over 60 light artillery pleces of various callbers. Eight concrete case-
o ' mates and four open-fleld positions weve designed for guns ranging from 75
. - to 88 mm. Thirty-five plllboxes wetre occupled by lighter guns, and there
B ,- were about 18 antitank guns (37 to 75 mm), The heavier guns were situated
b _ to glve lateral fire along the beach, with traverse limited by thick concrete
p | (o wing walls that concealed the flashes of these guns and made them hard to
‘ E spot from the sea.

i :

g | P The neutrallzation of the 12 strongpoints on Omaha Beach featured the
e SR use of alrcraft and flre-support ships. The 8th Air Force was to send 480 B-
. P 24s, armed with a total of 1300 tons of 100-pound bombs, against these defenses
l o during the period H minus 30 to H minus 5 minutes. The five heavy ships off
;o Omaha were to deliver approxlimately 750 rvounds of 6-inch, 200 rounds of
\_ 5 8-Inch, and 385 rounds of l12-lnch projectiles at the beach defenses, while
& ‘ five of 1l destroyers flring from swept lanes about 1800 yards offshore were
- to fire a total of 1800 rounds of 4- and 5-lnch projectiles from H minus 40
23? _ to H minus 5 minutes, The remainder of the destroyers were to engege targets
‘ on the flank or to stand by, awalting call from the shore fire-control parties.
‘.;"; : It should be noted that, in spite of an expressed concern for the shortage of
. gunfire support, 1l destroyers fired only the equivalent of one full destroyer
“;- : load prior to H hour.

k;f : On D day, guniire support from destroyers and heavier ships commenced
N on schedule at H minus 40 minutes, Increasingly hampered by heavy smoke
i and dust that obscured targets. Firing continued until H minus 3, when the
8 B-24s, with 1300 tons of bombs, were supposed to take up the attack on the
" beach defenses. However, on the night before ID day, the 8th Air Force had

decided to shift bombing targets inland to cormnmunication and reserve areas
X because of a lack of confidence in the ability of the bombers to hit beach
targets without endangering the assault infantry, This momentous decision
' was not comrmunicated to the Naval Attack Force Commanders ot to the Landing
Force Army Commandetrs.

i The assault Infantry had other problems as well. Due to an adverse current,
P the assault troops were landed well eant of the'r assigned areas, and to further
l : compound the situation many small units were dispersed and disrupted. Less
| than half of the 96 tanks scheduled to land were In operation. The demolition

-
°-‘ ' teams assigned to remove beach obstacles suffered 40-percent casualities,
'; and only a few gaps were blown in the beach obstacles--those were not marked,

! g | But the maln problem was caused by automatic weapon, cannon, and
S b artillery flre comlng from the beach defenses. Landing craft came under
B o fire about a quarter of a mile from the beach, then grounded on sandbars
b Lo 100 yards from the low water mark, and the assault forces suffered thelr
. : heaviest casualties just after debarkation. By 0730, elements of the assault
b Lo

| )

Ry )

.x\ ' ‘x

- \6y {

I b

e ! ‘ 23

B |

b Wl

X, L A

L't

Shrhn b Al - cdavare! VA T R A AR P A Lt e M2 A 1 100 P L Ve o M YR A A s cah VPR T AT WTR T TR T T AL




LR

e

EE Rl A

s

A2

e Y T

o

iy

Tt

A\t datbaeetingg LA sy 10 |y

force were lmmobllized In hopeless confusion. At 0800, German observers
In the strongpoints reported that the Invasion had been stopped at the water
line.

Shove fire-control parties with the assault infantry were unable te bring
fires on beach defenses because of communication fallures, separation from
troop commanders, or fear of firing on own troops. Without effective contact
with shore flre-cortrol parties and under strict orders not to fire without clearance
from these partles, ships could do nothing but stand by, helpless to intercede,
A commander of a tire-support division of destroyers off Omaha Beach sald:

« It was most galling and depressing to lie idly a few hundred
yards off the beaches and watch our troops, tanks, landing boats,
and motor vehicles being heavily shelled and not be able to fire
a shot to help them just because we had no Informatlion as to
what to shoot at and were unable to detect the source of the
enemy's flre.’

But a break in the stalemate was to come from an unexpected sources

LLCT-30 drove at full speed through the obstacles in front of the
Exit E-3 with all weapons firing on the emplacements to the front.
The craft beached and contlnued to fight it out, sllencing the
enemy guns. At the same time, LCI(L) 544 also rammed Its way
through the obstacles, firing on machine guns in the house at the
exit, It landed its men and, at the same time, kept up the
bombardment knocking out the nests. The action of these craft had
two results--they facllitated further advances up the the E-3 draw
and established the fact that the beach defenses could be breached
by ramming. Other craft followed their example} at approximately
the same time a destroyer neared shore, swung broadside, and began
tiving av German positions, first concentrating on emplacements and
houses at Les Moullns at D-3 draw, then continuing to the east,

This flre was highly effective and played an important part in
neutrallzing the enemy defenses.8

The actlon of this destroyer, probably CARMICK, was the result of
an order directing all ships to close the beach and render all assistance possible,
Within 30 minutes, nine destroyers were in position from 800 to 1000 yards
from the beach, CARMICK, watching the fire of some friendly tanks, used
the point of impact of the tank projectiles as an alming point. Other destroyers
fired on beach targets; for example, on the right flank, a battallon found
a plllbox still In actlon. Fire from a tank supported the infantry in the first
attempt, but the attack was stalled. A shore fire-control party in contact
with a destroyer about 1000 yards offshore coordinated its action with the
Infantry. The destroyet's guns flred only a few yards over the crowded beach
and got a hit about the fourth round, forcing the pilibox personnel to surrender,
Twenty Germans were taken prisoner. Thus, at about 1130, the last Gerrnan
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(U.S. Army Photos SC275767 and 275322)

2

AR

22
2 Py

' Photo 6. Examples of Omaha Beach defenses.
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defenses in front of E-1 draw were reduced, and E-1 became the main funnel
for movement of troops off the beach.?

A V-Corps observer, laying off the beach in a landing craft, stated in
a message at 1140: "Troops advancing up west slope Exit E-1, thanks due
to destroyer."

Another message sent just before noon answered: "Troops moving up slope
of Fox Green and Red. Join you in thanking God for our Navy."10

Beginning then with opportune action of a few landing craft, followed
by the ordering into action of all destroyers with a blanket order to do all
in their power to assist the troops, the situation improved rapidly.

By 1500, further improvement in the situation was apparent. Artillery
fire still covered all exits, and small arms fire continued, but troops on the
eastern half of the beach were less harassed. Movement off the beach continued.
By even’'ag of D day, although troops were far short of the assigned objective,
a precarious foothold had been estabiished, thanks to the decisive assistance
of the naval guns.

POST-LANDING SUPPORT—INFANTRY AND TANK COUNTERATTACKS

Naval guns also played an important and continuing role once the assault
forces had penetrated the beach defenses in all amphibious operations, On
Sicily and at Salerno and Normandy, German strategy featured prompt armored
counterattack, with the objective of defeating the assault before a significant
buildup ashore could be effected. German armor, in contrasi to coastal defense
guns and beach defense systems, nearly tipped the balance on Sicily and at
Salerno and was also a major factor in containing the Allied bridgehead in
Normandy until D plus 41. Had Hitler released the reserves which were being
held out of the Normandy battle in anticipation of another Allied invasion
in the Pas de Calais area, the Normandy invasion might have failed.

SICILY

The most dramatic illustration of the effectiveness of naval guns against
armored formations occurred during D day and D plus 1 in support of the st
U.S. Infantry Division in one of three landings on the beaches of Sicily. The
division was a target of armored counterattacks by an Italian tank group of
60 light tanks and the German Goering Panzer Division equipped with 100
Mark IiI and IV tanks with 76-mm guns, reinforced with 17 Tiger tanks with
83-mm guns. Both divisions had supporting infaniry and artillery, and their
combined attacks against the Ist Division were the most powerful launched
against any single U.S. division in any theater, including Normandy. Furthermore,
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during the attack on D day, the Ist Division was particularly vulnerable because
there were no antitank weapons, tanks, or artillery ashore when the attacks
began. The division did have the support of cruisers BOISE and SAVANNAH,
armed with 6-inch guns, and several destroyers with 5-inch guns. These ships
made the difference, even though the 126-knot float planes of the cruisers
could only function intermittently in the face of the German air domination
over the beachhead. In addition, unlike subsequent operations where a variety
of firepower could be brought to bear against armor, which made it difficult
to determine the precise role of naval guns, here on Sicily it was simple; there
was no other firepower.

On the afterncon of D day, three separate tank attacks were launched,
two by the Italians and one by the Mark IlIs and IVs of the Goering Divison.
The first Italian attack was stopped with the expenditure of 100 rounds from
the destroyer JEFFERS, which left several tanks burning and the remainder
running the gauntlet of fire. However, the fire stripped the tanks of their
supporting infantry and neutralized their artillery. When the remaining tanks
came under fire from an infantry unit, the attack stalled. As the U.S. Army
History says:

Without infantry support, its artillery under heavy counter-
battery from American warships, the Italian tankers broke off
the fight and retired.11

The second prong of the Italian counterattack fared no better. As the
force approached the infantry near the beach, a shore fire-control party called
for support from destroyer SHUBRICK, which delivered 125 rounds on the
formations, hitting several tanks and immobilizing the accompanying infantry.
While 10 tanks actually penetrated the infantry defense and moved into Gela,
they were dispersed by infantry firing bazookas and grenades from the protection
of stonc buildings. For all purposes, the Italian armored unit had been destroyed;
they mounted no more attacks against the lst Division.

The second armored attack, conducted by the Goering Division with
about 90 Mark III and IV tanks, accompanied by infantry elements, was taken
under fire by a light cruiser and destroyer in response to requests by a shore
fire-control party with the supported infantry., Again, in the words of the
Army History:

The tanks slowed, sputtered and eventually stopped. The
tankers could not go because they had nothing to cope with
the ﬁi/g and six inch naval shells that whistied in from the
S€a.../
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(U.S. Army Photo SC775981)

Photo 7.  BOISE, one of the four light cruisers supporting
U.S. forces at Sicily and Salerno, firing in
support of lst Army Division at Gela, Sicily.

Photo 8. SOC aircraft being launched from light cruiser
PHILADELPHIA during operations at Sicily.
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(U.S. Army Photo SC182060)
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Photo 9. Damaged Italian light tank, one of 60 which counterattacked
the lst Infantry Division at Gela, Sicily. Five-inch
gunfire from U.S. destroyers SHUBRICK and JEFFERS
damaged several tanks and stripped them of essential
supporting infantry, engineers, and artillery.
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(U.S. Army Photo SC181089)

Photo 10. Destroyed German Mark 1V, one of 90 tanks composing
the Hermann Goering Panzer Grenadier Division
which counterattacked the lst Army Division at
Gela, Sicily.
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(US. Amny Photo HCLT5669)

Photo L1, Damaged German Tiger Tank, one of 17 attached to
the Hermann Goering Division,
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SALERNO

The landing at Salerno on 9 September 1943, following closely on the heels
of the capture of Sicily, demonstrates the contribution of naval guns against
infantry and armored counterattacks on a grander scale. Armored reserves
amounting to four Panzer divisions, with 600 tanks and armored vehicles,
together with supporting infantry and artillery, were thrown into the fight
to drive the Allied invasion into the sea. In addition, a Panzer Grenadier
Division had occupied defensive positions in the landing area 48 hours before
the Allied assault. Consequently, the assault forces were to encounter stubborn
resistance at the beaches, as well as heavy counterattacks after the landing.

The Allied plan of attack called for simultaneous landing of two U.S.
and two British divisions of General Clark's 5th Army under cover of darkness
in order to achieve surprise. Gunfire support was to come from the veterans
PHILADELPHIA, SAVANNAH, and BROOKLYN that had distinquished themselves
at Sicily. Support for the British landing was more powerful; a heavy cruiser
division with 8-inch guns was assigned, together with a HUNT-class destroyer
employing 4.7-inch guns,

By the night of D plus |, a precarious foothold had been carved out,
but important inland objectives for securing the beach had not been seized,
and a dangerous 7-mile gap between U.S. and British forces lay open for exploitation
by the Germans. However, the effectiveness of the naval guns led the German
Commander, General Vietinghoif, to request that Luft Flotte attacks be
concentrated on the naval fire-support ships. Their elimination was considered
the prime prerequisite for repelling the Allied invasion.

During the morning of 13 September, General Vietinghoff discovered
the massive gap between the British and American forces, which he inter-
preted as an intention of the assault forces to withdraw from the beachhead.
Other evidence reinforced this conviction. Sensing victory, his objective
changed fromsimply driving the invaders off the beach to one of total annihilation.
By this time, the depleted 29th Panzer Division, which had borne the brunt
of the Allied assault, was being reinforced by elements of four additional
Panzer divisions that had been ordered up to contain the beachhead. These
forces were brigaded in two Panzer corps., In essence, the German command
had achieved parity, if not superiority, over the four Allied divisions.

On 14 September, German armored infantry counterattacks were launched
with elements of five Panzer divisions, although they were somewhat depleted
by casualties. However, these attacks were successively beaten off by a combination
of firepower, including effective assistance by the naval guns of cruisers and
destroyers.

The fog of war prevents a precise assessment of the role of the naval
guns in beating off the armored counterattacks. The varied assortment of
firepower simultaneously brought to bear on the counterattacking forces makes
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it impossible to sort out the individual effects. Here again, we fall back on
the testimony of the Germans themselves who clarified the record. Of the
14 September assault, General Vietinghoff wrote:

The aftack this morning pushed on into stiffened resistance but above
all the advancing troops had to endure the most severe heavy fire
that had hitherto been exj.erienced; the naval gunfire from at least
16 to 18 battleships, cruisers and large destroyers lying in the
roadstead. With astonishing precision and freedom of maneuver,
these ships shot at every recognized target with very overwhelming
effect.13

Early on the morning of 15 September, Field Marshall Kesslering, in
overall command, ‘emarked to Vietinghoff during a conference that the counter-
attacking Panzers seemed to be reverting to positional warfare. He warned:

This must not happen. If attacks on the level ground of the
Salerno plain were impractical because of Allied air and naval bom-
bardment perhaps the Panzers could attack further south....14

General Herr, Commander of the LXXVI Panzer Corps, thought not as he stated
that Allied naval fire made it doubtful that he could ever reach the coast.

That same night Vietinghoff recommended to Kesslering that the German
forces be withdrawn to the north. In his recommendation he stated:

The fact that the attacks which have been prepared fully and
carried out with spirit, especially by the XIV Panzer corps, were
unable to reach their objective owing to the fire from naval guns
and low flying aircraft makes withdrawal imperative,15

NORMANDY

As we have seen, German strategy for the defense of Fortress Europe
was based on pinning the Allied invasion to the beaches with obstacles and
strongpoints until infantry and armored reserves could counterattack and drive
the Allies into the sea. However, General von Rundstedt was aware that
German armored counterattacks on Sicily and at Salerno had been blunted
by naval guns. He had pointed out to the Supreme Headquarters that armor
would not be able to carry out its counterattack mission unless the heavy ships
were neutralized by German coastal artillery, aircraft, and submarines. As
stated previously, these countermeasures failed to materialize. Fire~
support ships were able to carry out their missions without interference.

Nevertheless, the effectiveness of the naval guns against infantry and
armored counterattacks, which involved up to 10 Panzer divisions by D plus 30
days, came as a distinct shock to the German High Command. ARKANSAS, TEXAS,
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and NEVADA, together with several heavy cruisers took tanks and infantry
counterattacks under fire on numerous occasions, This support continued
until D plus 9 days when U.S. forces advanced beyond the range of the heavy
naval guns. In the British zone of action, where the bulk of Gerran armor
was concentrated, guns of British battleships and cruisers took tanks under
fire until D plus 41 days.

The variety of firepower directed against German armor makes a precise
assessment of the contribution of naval guns difficult., Here agaln, we must
fall back on the evidence of the Germans themselves. As early as D plus &
days, both Generals Rommel and von Rundstedt agreed that the success of
any counterattack was jeopardized by Allied air and naval guns. They reported
to Supreme Headquarters that:

The guns of most enemy warships have so powerful an effect on areas
within their range that any advance into this zone dominated by fire
from the sea is impossible. 1

In a subsequent meeting with Hitler in France on 17 June, Rommel and
von Rundstedt met to discuss the deteriorating military position and measures
to be taken. Hitler himself was so impressed with the impact of the Allied
heavy guns that he caused a message to be sent to Admiral Doenitz; the German
Naval Commander in Chief that stated:

The Fuehrer considers the only possible way to ease the situation
on land was to eliminate or neutralize the enemies naval forces,
particularly his battleships.

On 29 June, General Hauser, Commander of the [ and Il Panzer Corps, reported
that a Panzer counterattack:

..was scheduled to begin at seven o'clock-in the morning

but hardly had the tanks assembled when they were attacked by
fighter-bombers. This disrupted the troops so much that the
attack did not start again until two~thirty in the afternoon.

But even then it could not get going. The murderous fire

from naval guns in the Channel and the terrible British artil-
lery destroyed the bulk of our attacking force in its assembly
area, The few tanks that did mana;e to go forward were easily
stopped by British anti-tank guns.!

On the following day, Army commanders under Rommel and von Rundstedt
demanded an immediate evacuation of the "killing ground" of Caen, where
most of the Panzers were concentrated, and a retirement to a new line beyond
the range of naval guns that were causing appalling casualties and disruption
in the assembly areas. Rommel passed this appreciation to von Rundstedt,
and it was later forwarded to Hitler with von Rundstedt's endorsement. Hitler's
reply was brief and to the point:
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The present positions are to be held; further breakthrough by the
enemy will be prevented by tenacious defense or by local counter-
attacks; assembly of armor will continue.18

But this was to no avail, as the heavy naval guns continued to support the
British until D plus 41 days when the forces advanced beyond the range of
the bombarding ships.

If the number of burning and gutted tanks were the sole criterion for
measuring success of the naval guns against armor, the criterion adopted
today in analytical circles, then it is unlikely that the realistic Germans would
have credited naval guns with much effectiveness. Why, then, did the German
commanders single out the naval guns as a major factor in the defeat of their
armored counterattacks? The answer is simple enough. While the guns did
destroy some individual tanks, the major effect was against the components
of the armored weapons system; i.e., the accompanying infantry, artillery,
and engineers. Attacking tanks were often stripped of vital support of these
components; communications were sometimes disrupted; indirect effects of
smoke and dust, as in the Salerno plain, blinded tanks so that cohesion was
lost and momentum was slowed. Tanks in assembly areas, in the process of
being rearmed and refueled, were particularly vulnerable. In short, weapons

systems vulnerability accounts for the major success of the naval guns against
armor.

In addition to contributing to the defeat of German armor, the naval
guns added weight and lethality to the field artillery support of U.S. attacks
to expand the beachheads in Normandy. The heavy guns played an important
role in the support of U.S. attacks against German defensive positions in the
stone hamlets and villages which characterized the Normandy countryside.

CENTRAL PACIFIC

In the Centra! Pacific, Japanese armor was never a significant factor
because the Japanese had a limited inventory of tanks that were deficient
in armor and armament. Japanese defensive strategy was based on infantry
counterattack, the so-called banzai charge, at least through the Marianas
campaign on Saipan, Guam, and Tinian in June and July 1944. These infantry
counterattacks were broken up by a combination of firepower, including naval
guns. Since these attacks were launched mostly during darkness, illumination
fire by destroyers was of particular importance.

After the Marianas, the Japanese abandoned a counterattack strategy
for one of simple attrition of U.S. forces thiough construction of a series of
hard defensive positions that were to be defended to the death. Counterattacks
larger than a squad were strictly proscribed. The hard nature of the pillboxes
and covered emplacements thai characterized Japanese inland defenses at
Iwo Jima and Okinawa made them impervious to light artiilery and 5-inch



guns. The 8-inch artillery and 8- and 16-inch naval guns of the heavy cruisers
and battleships were essential for destruction. However, the naval guns were
seldom able to engage these defenses at short rang=z employing pointer fu_'e,
a requisite for accuracy, because of inland target location, lack of visibility
due to smoke and dust raised by friendly firepower, and because friendly forces
were engaging the defenses at ranges so close that they would be endangered
by this type of fire from heavy naval guns. Occasionally, defenses near the
coast could be engaged at short range by heavy guns, but for the most part
the task of eliminating these defenses depended on the infantrymen, using
grenades, portable flamethrowers, demolitions, and bayonets, with occasional
support from tank guns and tank flamethrowers. The Japanese attrition strategy
was indeed costly, if not successful. For example, in the 26-day campaign
on Iwo Jima, 5000 marines were killed and about 17,000 wounded--one casuality
for every Japanese defender.

KOREA

In Korea, naval guns were vital elements in power projection. Over
a million rounds were fired at a variety of targets ranging from coastal defense
batteries to ox carts, bunkers to locomotive and rail cars, and artillery positions
to sampans. The 5-inch guns of a few destroyers destroyed vital enemy defenses
at Inchon, enabling the marines to land with mirimum casualties. The heavy
guns of cruisers supported the capture of Seoul. Cruiser and destroyer fire
extricated the 3d Republic of Korea (ROK) Division from certain destruction
by two North Korean divisions at Pohang on the east coast in the early days
of the battle for the Pusan perimeter. At Hungnam, MISSOURI, heavy cruisers
ROCHESTER, LOS ANGELES, and SAINT PAUL, and destroyers covered
the evacuation of the 10th Corps under pressure from Chinese communist
forces. Naval guns lent credibility to amphibious demonstrations and supported
a myriad of commando raids on North 