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SUMMARY

SHIP AND RELATED TARGETS
JAPANESE EVALUATION OF U.S. ANTI-SUSMARINE HARBOR DEFENSES

There was no attempt by the Japanese to assemble and promulgate in-
formation. on U. S. Anti-Submarine Harbor Defenses; hence there was no doctrine
in use, the problem of attacking ships in our harbors being left to the in-~
geauity of the individual submarine commanders, alded in a few cases by spe=-
c¢ific information culled from air reconnalssance photographs. An amphibious
tank for carrying torpedoes over our nets was developed toward the end of the
war but did not see service.
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"REFERENCES

Japanese Personnel. Interviewed:

Commander Yahachl TANABE, IJN - Student officer at Submarine School

- from June until 31 October, 1941. In Novemver, 1941, he took coam=-

- mand of RO-59, a training submarine at the submarine scheol. On 31
January, 1942, he took command of I-168 under the Sixth Fleet. 0On
‘5 August, 1942, he became commanding officer of I-176. On & April,
1943, he was hospitalized for wounds, at YOKOSUKA Naval Hospital. Oa
10 August, 1943, he was assigned to duty at the Submarine School at
OTAKE. On 16 June, 1945, he was assigned to duty in the Navy Mipis-
try. ’

Commander Yasuo FUJIMORI, IJN - Class of 1928, Japanese Naval Acade-
my. He assumed command of RD-60 1n June, 1941. He was ia command
of I-121 from January to November, 1942. ZFrom November, 1942 until

" May, 1943, he was a student in the "A" Class at the Naval War Col=-
lege. In June he was assigned to the Naval General Staff, where he
remained until the end of the war. At the commencement of hostili-
ties he was in command of RO-60 stationed at KWAJALEIN as a part of
a force assigned to defend the Marshall Islands.

Lt. Comdr. Totsuo TSUKUDO, IJN - Class of 1936, Japanese Naval Acad-
emy. He went to the Submarine School at KURE in January, 1941, and
graduated in April, 1941. His tours of duty in the submarine ser-~
vice were as follows:

April, 1941, to I-7 (2000 tons) as navigator.

October, 1941, to I-25 as executive officer and torpedo officen
July, 1942, to I-36 as torpedo officer.

October, 1942, to Submarine School as ianstructor.

May, 1943, to RO-62 as commanding officer.

March, 1944, to Submarine School as instructor, and remained
there until the end of the war. ‘
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INTRODUCTION

This report covers the appraisal by the Japanese of United States
anti-submarine harbor defenses. The report is a product of interrogation of
several submarine officers who had duty as commanding officers of submarines,
and also had duty in the Navy Department, in the Submarine Section.
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THE REPORT

The Navy Hlinlistry never issued any documents or specific iastruections
on the subjects of U.S. anti-submarine defenses. No tactical doctrines exis-
ted, and it was entirely up to the inlitiative of the individual submarine com-
manders as to their methods of operation in waters where mines and A/S nets
and booms might exist. The only records kept were extracts from the reconnais-
sance reports of alreraft. These extracts were kept on file at the Naval Gen-
eral Staff Headquarters, but no written instructions or doctrines wsre ever
issued.  Alrcraft reports aand photographs were culled over in the Navy Depart-
ment, and whatever information was pertinent was radiosd to Commander Sixth
Fleet.

The Japanese estimated that all our important harbors were protected
by A/S defenses, such as nets, buoms and mines laid at various depths, but no
detailed information was ever obtalned covering type or detailed comnstruction
of our equipment. It was expected that we would have mines in shallow water;
S0 submarine commanders avolded shallow areas.

’ When submarine commanders were on patrol off various harbors, they
attempted to estimate the position of our A/S defenses by observing the courses
‘steered~by our ships entering and leaving. Submarine commanders never made
written reports covering this particular subject after they returned from pa-
trols. Information on what had been observed by other officers got around by
oral discussion. .

: During the first few months of the war, the submarines I-17, I-25
and I-26 operated off Puget Sound, the mouth of the Columbia River, and San
Pedro respectively. None of them went in close snough to observe any nets,
although the I-25 spent December 24, 25 and 26 in Monterey Bay. No instruc-
tions or doctrines were even issued to these submarines rertaining to our 4/S
defenses, as no information was available. Submarine commanders had consider-
able knowledge of the type of mine which the United States was using, but no
information as to where our minefields were. On December 20 and 21 of 1941,
the I~25 approached to less than ten mlles of the mouth of the Columbia River
and sank a 7000-ton tanker, but saw no indication of nets and booms. They an-
ticipated that minefields might be anywhere along the coast where the water
was less than 100 meters.

Rather than placing emphasis on devising methods to penetrate com-
pleted A/S harbor defenses on which they had little detailed information, the
Japanese apparently decided to make attacks with humaen torpedoes on harbors
where our defenses were weak or incomplete. Air recoanaissance by flying boats
based on TRUK and “elsewhere, interpretation of aerial photographs of our har-
bors, and submarine reconnaissance provided them with information on which to
base thelir attacks.

Thelr flying boats scouted such places as ULITHI, GUAM and MaJURO
for information on shipping and harbor defenses. Prior to the completion of
the net at ULITHI, the Japanese estimated that at least five carriers and two
damaged battleships were in ULITHI Harbor., Accordingly, they made two suicide
attacks, using one-man:human torpedoes. In the first attack, about the middle
of November, 1944, six human torpedoes were launched from two submarines. The
Japanese estimated that four warships were sunk as a result of this attack.
The second attack was carried out in January, 1945. A third suicide torpedo
attack on ULITHI was planned, but it was called off because of the completion
of our A/S net. The Japanese were greatly surprised that we were able to com-
plete the net at ULITHI in only one month, since they had expected the Jjob to
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réquire at least three months. From alr reconnaissance and photographs, they
knew we had completed nets with a channel Jjust to the north of a small island
- at the entrance. They estimated the length of the net to be about 10,000 me-
ters.

: Nelther the commander of the Sixth Fleet nor the authorities at the
Submarine School ever had any more information about United States A/S defen-
ses than was obtained by aerial reconnalssance.

Relyling on aerial photographs of APRA Harbor, the Japanese thought
we had no pets or booms there in January, 1945. They planned a suicide tor-
pedo attack which was carried out that month, about the seme time as the second
attack on ULITHI. The Japanese submarine approached to within about three
miles of APRA Harbor while it was still light, and reconnoitered. It then re-
tired to a position about ten miles off the harbor eantrance and launched four
human torpedoes, at about 0300. Targets were a small carrier and a probable
seaplane tender which they had spotted previously. The submarine commander ob-
served several blg explosions (flame and smoke)}, but it was not known which
ships were hit. Later reconnaissance gave them no information.

The Japanese completed thelr first humen torpedoes in September,
1944, and finished training of crews in October. By that time, they knew frecm
alr reconnaissance that we were using ULITHI instead of MAJURO. as a base., Ac-
cordingly, no attacks were made on MAJURO.

. The Japanese Army and Navy were at work on & special amphibious tank
{Tokugata Sensha} which was still in the experimental stage when the war ended.
Fifty tanks had actually been constructed, and experimental tests were being
conducted at TATEYAMA. The method of operation was planned as follows:

One submarine was. to carry two amphibious tanks, and each tank was to
carry two torpedoes with a LOO kg. explosive charge. If nets and becoams
wers found to be guarding a harbor entrance, the submarine was to maneu-
ver to a position from which the tanks could be launched and make their
way ashore. They were then to go overland, get into the harbor from the
land side, and launch their torpedoes.

The Japanese considered that such an operation would be particularly
effective on atolls, but they thought it could be done almost anywhere by go-
ing along the shore or even overland through rougher terrain. Reports written
from memory on specifications of the tanks have been submitted by the Japanese
to the U. S. Army. h :

The files containing aircraft reconnaissance reports and photographs
of U. S. harbors:'were all destroyed by fire.






