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Foreword

This book represents the final work in the five-volume history of Marine
Corps operations in World War II. The story of the Okinawa campaign,
told earlier in a separate monograph, has been reevaluated and rewritten
to detail events in proper proportion to each other and in a correct per-
spective to the war as a whole. New material, particularly from Japanese
sources and from the recorded interviews conducted with senior Marine
Corps officers who participated in the Marine Corps Oral History Program,
has been included to provide fresh insight into the Marine Corps’ contri-
bution to the final victory of the Pacific War.

These pages cover Marine Corps activities in the Okinawa invasion
and the occupations of Japan and North China as well as the little-known
story of Marine prisoners of war. The book relates the Corps’ postwar
demobilization and reorganization programs as well. By 1945, amphibious
warfare doctrine and techniques had become highly developed. While new
and improved weapons were employed in the Okinawa campaign, the
landing operation itself realistically demonstrated the soundness of funda-
mental amphibious doctrine developed over the years by the Navy and the
Marine Corps. Again, as at Guadalcanal, the battle for Okinawa clearly
reemphasized the fact that basic Marine Corps tactics and techniques were
sound. An outgrowth of the lessons learned at Okinawa was the establish-
ment of a balanced air-ground amphibious force in readiness which has
become the hallmark of the present-day Marine Corps. Many of the
senior officers and commanders at Okinawa were prewar teachers and plan-
ners who had participated in the early operations of the war in the Pacific.
The successful application at Okinawa of the knowledge, expertise, and
experiences of these individuals against a fanatic foe fighting a last-ditch
battle to protect his homeland was a vital factor in the final victory over
Japan.

The assault and capture of Okinawa represents the most ambitious
joint Army-Navy-Marine Corps operation in the history of the Pacific
War. Statistically, in comparison to previous assaults in this war zone, the
numbers of men, ships, and planes as well as the tons of munitions and
supplies employed in this campaign stagger the imagination.- But, had the
enemy not capitulated in face of the American victories in the western
Pacific and as a result of the atom bomb attacks on Hiroshima and Naga-
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saki, the personnel and logistics figures reflecting the requirements for the
planned assault on Japan would have been even more overwhelming.
Fortunately for both sides, the war ended before more blood was shed.

After participating in several Central Pacific landings, I returned to
the United States and was assigned to Headquarters Marine Corps. From
this vantage point, I observed the conduct of Marine Corps operations in
the late stages of the war, when ground, sea, and air forces drove relent-
lessly towards the heart of the Japanese Empire. I also viewed with great
pride the outstanding performance of duty of Marine occupation troops in
Japan and North China. Here, small units and individual Marines proved
themselves and the validity of Marine Corps training and discipline under
conditions that were often trying. The fund of command experience
acquired by junior officers and noncommissioned officers in a variety of
circumstances has since been drawn on constantly in peace and war.

Similarly, the discipline and training of Marines captured at the
outbreak of the war and after was tried and found not wanting in face of
trials that beggar the imagination. In their own way, against the ever-
present threat of death, these men continued fighting the enemy by various
means, including sabotage and escape. The heroism of such Marines
equalled and at times surpassed the records of the men who were engaged
in the march across the Pacific. The record of our Marine POWs in World
War II is something we can all be proud of.

Like other active duty Marines at the end of the war, I, too, experienced
the period of transition when the Corps reverted to a peacetime role in the
defense of this nation. Responsive to its combat experiences in World
War II, the Marine Corps made many tactical and organizational changes,
as this book shows. Unchanged, however, was our highly prized esprit de
corps, which, even as this is written, is being as jealously guarded as when
our Corps was first formed.

When the roll of America’s battle honors is read, the names of the
World War II campaigns in which Marines fought—Wake Island to Oki-
nawa—will strike a familiar ring to all who cherish liberty and freedom.
I am proud of my association with the men who won these honors and to
have shared their hardships and their victories.

‘'WALLACE M. GREENE, JR.
GENERAL, U.S. MARINE CORPS
COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS
Reviewed and approved
29 November 1967



Preface

After the amphibious assault of Guadalcanal, which marked the open-
ing of the American offensive in the Pacific, the steadily accelerating tempo
of successful operations against the enemy inexorably led to an Allied
victory in the war. Highlighting American operations was the Navy-
Marine Corps team’s extensive reliance on the employment of amphibious
warfare techniques developed in the years before the war and improved
upon under combat conditions.

The Okinawa landing has been accurately depicted as representing
the culmination of amphibious development in the Pacific War and as the
most audacious and complex military effort undertaken by amphibious
forces of the Pacific Fleet. This operation also marked the last major
ground action of the war against Japan, and the touchstone to the decisive
Allied victory here was the massive interservice effort which, as much as
anything else, hastened enemy capitulation.

Victory at Okinawa and the subsequent end of the war did not signal
any letdown in the number and types of missions facing the Marine Corps,
for at the same time that the postwar demobilization program drastically
reduced their strength, Fleet Marine Force units were assigned to occu-
pation duty in Japan and North China and to re-establishing the Pacific
garrisons. This book treats these and such other hitherto-unpublished mat-
ters as the tragic story of those Marines who became prisoners of war.
Appearing here also for the first time is a full treatment of the development
and organization of the Marine infantry division and the many changes it
experienced during the course of the war. In addition, this book presents
an overview of the salient facts concerning Marine Corps campaigns in the
Pacific War first discussed in the previously published volumes of this
series.

Our purpose in publishing this operational history in durable form is
to make the Marine Corps record permanently available for study by mili-
tary personnel and the general public as well as by serious students of
military history. We have made a conscious effort to be objective in our
treatment of the actions of Marines and of the men of other services who
fought at their side. We have tried to write with understanding about our
former enemies and in this effort have received invaluable help from the
Japanese themselves. Few people so militant and unyielding in war have, in
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peace, been as dispassionate and analytical about their actions. We owe a
special debt of gratitude to Mr. Susumu Nishiura, Chief of the War History
Office, Defense Agency of Japan, and to the many researchers and historians
of his office that reviewed our draft manuseripts.

This five-volume series was planned and outlined by Mr. Henry I
Shaw, Jr., Chief Historian, while Mr. Benis M. Frank was responsible for
Volume V itself. Mr. Shaw wrote the story of Marines in North China and
his earlier research and writing provided the basis for that part of the
book concerning Marines in the occupation of Japan. Mr. Frank wrote
the rest of this book, revising and editing it for publication. In his research
on the Okinawa operation, Mr. Frank frequently consulted the material
assembled for the monograph Okinawa: Victory in the Pacific by Major
Charles S. Nichols, Jr., and Mr. Shaw. Mr. Frank also prepared all the
appendices. Successive Heads of the Historical Branch—Major John H.
Johnstone, Colonel Thomas G. Roe, Colonel Joseph F. Wagner, Jr., Lieu-
tenant Colonel Richard J. Schening, and Colonel Frank C. Caldwell—made
the final critical review of portions of the manuscript. The book was com-
pleted under the direction of Colonel Caldwell, current Head of the Branch.

A number of leading participants in the actions described have com-
mented on the preliminary drafts of pertinent portions of the book. Their
valuable assistance is gratefully acknowledged. Several senior officers, in
particular General Alexander A. Vandegrift, General Lemuel C. Shepherd,
Jr., General Gerald C. Thomas, Lieutenant General Keller E. Rockey, Lieu-
tenant General Louis E. Woods, Lieutenant General Pedro A. del Valle,
Lieutenant General Francis P. Mulcahy, Major General DeWitt Peck, Major
General William A. Worton, Major General Ford O. Rogers, Major General
Wilburt S. Brown, and Rear Admiral Charles J. Moore made valuable
additions to their written comments during personal interviews. A number
of these interviews were conducted by Mr. Frank in his capacity as Head of
the Oral History Unit, Historical Branch, which administers the Marine
Corps Oral History Program.

Special thanks are due to the historical agencies of the other services
for their critical readings of draft chapters of this book. Outstanding
among the many official historians who measurably assisted the authors
were: the late Dr. John Miller, Jr., Deputy Chief Historian, and Dr.
Stetson Conn, Chief Historian, Office of the Chief of Military History,
Department of the Army; Dr. Dean C. Allard, Head, Operational Archives
Branch, Naval History Division, Department of the Navy; and Dr. Robert
F. Futrell, Historian, Historical Studies Branch, U. S. Air Force Historical
Division, Aerospace Studies Institute, Maxwell Air Force Base.

Chief Warrant Officer Jo E. Kennedy, and his predecessors as His-
torical Branch Administrative Officer, Second Lieutentant Gerald S. Duncan
and First Lieutenants John J. Hainsworth and D’Arcy E. Grisier, ably
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handled the many exacting duties involved in processing the volume from
first drafts through final printed form. A number of the early preliminary
typescripts were prepared by Mrs. Miriam R. Smallwood, Mrs. Joyce E.
Bonnett, and Miss Alexandria Jozwick, while the remainder were done by
Miss Kay P. Sue, who expertly handled the painstaking task of typing the
final manuscript for the printer. Miss Sue also did much of the meticulous
work demanded in preparing the index.

The maps were drafted by Sergeant Thomas L. Russell. Unless other-
wise noted, official Department of Defense photographs have been used
throughout the text.

H. NICKERSON, JR.
MAJOR GENERAL, U.S. MARINE CORPS
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF, G-3
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Prologue to the End






Strategic Background

In a report submitted to Secretary of
the Navy James V. Forrestal on 12
March 1945, the Commander in Chief,
United States Fleet (CominCh), Fleet
Admiral Ernest J. King, stated that:

The amphibious operations of the spring,
summer and autumn of 1944 carried our
forces such great distances across the
Pacific that in February 1945 they were
enabled to begin the assault upon the
inner defenses of the Japanese Empire
itself.l

Recognizing all that had been accom-
plished to the date of his report, Admiral
King at the same time cautioned against
complacency and warned of “a long,
tough and laborious road ahead.” 2
Among the many factors leading to
the favorable Allied posture in the Pa-
cific at the beginning of 1945 was the
strategic concept for the prosecution of
the Pacific War adopted at the Cairo
Conference (SEXTANT) in December
1943. In essence, President Roosevelt
and Prime Minister Churchill agreed
upon a grand plan that dictated the
thrust of two concurrent and mutually
supporting series of operations across
the Pacific towards the heart of the
Japanese Empire. These drives along

*The War Reports of General of the Army
George C. Marshall, Generat of the Army H. H.
Arnold, and Fleet Admiral Ernest J. King
(Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott Company,
1947), p. 613, hereafter War Reports.

2 Ibid., p. 649.

310-224 O - 69 - 2

CHAPTER 1

separate approach axes would establish
bases from which a massive effort could
be launched against the Formosa-Luzon-
China coastal areas in the spring of
1945.

One drive, to be mounted by Al-
lied forces under General Douglas
MacArthur, Commander in Chief,
Southwest Pacific Area (CinCSWPA),?
was to move along the northern coast of

®On 3 March 1942, the Combined Chiefs of
Staff approved for the Western Pacific a di-
viding line that separated assigned spheres of
command in that area. Burma and all South-
east Asia west of a north-south line between
Java and Sumatra were added to General Sir
Archibald V. Wavell’'s India Command re-
sponsibility, and the British Chiefs of Staff
were charged with the strategic direction of
this theater. The whole Pacific east of the new
line was assigned to American Joint Chiefs of
Staff control. The JCS then divided the Pa-
cific into two strategic regions; the one in
which the Navy would have paramount inter-
ests was the Pacific Ocean Areas, and the other
in which the Army would be dominant was the
Southwest Pacific Area. On 18 March 1942,
MacArthur was designated CinCSWPA; on 3
April, Admiral Chester W. Nimitz, Commander
in Chief, Pacific Fleet, was confirmed as the
commander of the Pacific Ocean Areas. See
LtCol Frank O. Hough, Maj Verle E. Ludwig,
and Henry I. Shaw, Jr., Pearl Harbor to
Guadalcanal—History of U. S. Marine Corps
Operations in World War II, v.1 (Washington:
HistBr, G-3 Div, HQMC, 1958) pp. 86-87, here-
after Hough, Ludwig, and Shaw, Pearl Harbor
to Guadalcanal, and Map I, Map Section of that
volume, for additional information concerning
these two American commands.
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New Guinea and thence to the Philip-
pines; in the second, forces of Admiral
Chester W. Nimitz, Commander in
Chief, Pacific Ocean Area (CinCPOA),
would push through the Central Pacific
to the core of Japanese island defenses
guarding the heart of the Empire. Dur-
ing this two-pronged advance, the major
components of the Pacific Fleet, under
Nimitz as Commander in Chief, Pacific
Fleet (CinCPac), would support, as as-
signed, specific amphibious operations
within both strategic command areas,
and at the same time contain the Japa-
nese fleet.

Almost immediately after the two
heads of state had approved at SEX-
TANT the revised plan for the defeat of
Japan, the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS),
forwarded the directive to MacArthur
and Nimitz, whose staffs and commands
took steps to implement it. January
1944 opened with a landing at Saidor in
New Guinea. At the end of the month,
Central Pacific forces landed in the
Marshalls and spent February thrusting
deeply into the island group to collapse
those outposts of the imperial defenses.*
By the end of March, the Bismarck
Archipelago barrier had been perma-
nently breached and airfields and
harbors seized in the Admiralties.
MacArthur’s forces began the drive up
the New Guinea coast in April, with
landings at Aitape and Hollandia. With

* For the story of the Marshalls landing and
the Central Pacific drive, see Henry I. Shaw,
Jr., Bernard C. Nalty, and Edwin T. Turnbladh,
The Central Pacific Drive—History of U. S.
Marine Corps Operations in World War II, v.
IIT (Washington: HistBr, G-3 Div, HQMC,
1966), hereafter Shaw, Nalty, and Turnbladh,
The Central Pacific Drive.

VICTORY AND OCCUPATION

the naval attack on and immobilization of
Truk, the capture of Guam, Saipan, and
Tinian in the Marianas during the sum-
mer of 1944, and the defeat of the Japa-
nese fleet in the First Battle of the
Philippine Sea, the Central Pacific drive
cut the inner ring of Japanese island
defenses in several places and consoli-
dated footholds from which the drive
westward was to continue. After the
amphibious assaults on Peleliu and
Angaur and the unopposed capture of
Ulithi for use as a fleet anchorage and
an advance base, Admiral Nimitz’ forces
stood poised on the threshold of the
Japanese defenses ringing the Home
Islands.?

By the end of July, Admiral William
F. Halsey’s South Pacific troops had
advanced up the Solomons, and
MacArthur’s forces along hundreds of
miles of the northern coast of New
Guinea, in a series of leapfrogging op-
erations. Thousands of Japanese soldiers
on Bougainville, New Britain, New
Ireland, and New Guinea itself were
neutralized and isolated, and beyond
hope of being effectively employed
elsewhere. In September, MacArthur’s
forces occupied Morotai, southeast of
the Philippines, before the planned
landing on Mindanao.

In the course of naval covering strikes
prior to the landings on Morotai and in
the Western Carolines, Admiral Halsey’s

® For the Peleliu operation and the story of
Marine aviation in the Central Pacifie, see
George W. Garand and Truman R. Strobridge,
“Operations in the Western Pacifie—History of
U. S. Marine Corps Operations in World
War IL” v. IV, to be published in 1969, here-
after Garand and Strobridge, “Western Pacific
Operations.”



STRATEGIC BACKGROUND

fast carrier forces had discovered sur-
prisingly weak enemy resistance in the
central Philippines. In a follow-up to
this discovery, the line of advance
through the Southwest Pacific was re-
oriented northwards. Fully aware of
“the necesgity of being alert for symp-
toms of enemy weakness and of being
ready to exploit them,” Halsey recom-
mended an early return of American
troops to the Philippines in the Leyte-
Samar area and cancellation of certain
operations scheduled elsewhere.® His
recommendation was approved by the
JCS.

In the overall planning for the defeat
of Japan, the strategists anticipated that
the final phase of the Pacific War would
involve a massive assault against the
industrial heartland of the Empire by
means of amphibious landings on the
southern coast of Honshu in the area
bounded by Shimonoseki in the south
and the Kanto Plain near Tokyo in the
north. Successful Allied operations in
1944 had brought ultimate victory into
sight, and submarine blockade and air
bombardment both had the Japanese
viewing ultimate defeat, but some
American commanders doubted the wis-
dom of using the Formosa-Luzon-China
area as a springboard from which to
launch the attack against Japan in 1945.
More importantly, they believed that
valuable time was being wasted and that
a decision had to be made. In view of the
SEXTANT Plan, and the advanced state
of the operations against Japan, JCS

¢ FAdm William F. Halsey, USN, and LCdr
J. Bryan, III, USNR, Admiral Halsey's Story
(New York: Whittlesey House, McGraw-Hill
Book Company, Inc., 1947), p. 199, hereafter
Halsey and Bryan, Halsey’s Story.

5

planners were confronted with the prob-
lem of whether American forces should:
(1) move on to Luzon and the rest of the
Philippines, (2) invade only Luzon in the
Philippines and also strike at Formosa
and the China coast, or (3) attack the
Philippines, Formosa, and the China
coast. Arising out of the third option
was an additional thorny problem—
which area to attack first.

While Admiral King and some plan-
ners in Washington considered the pos-
gibility of entirely bypassing the Philip-
pines, this concept was apparently only
a minor aspect of the major effort by
many officers to have Luzon, in particu-
lar, bypassed. The alternative to this
was the seizure of Formosa. On the other
hand, ample evidence exists to indicate
that those who sought the Formosa ob-
jective did not intend this to be an ex-
clusive operation, for they believed that
the invasion of Luzon could proceed
simultaneously with the Formosa opera-
tion or take place at a later date.”

Determined to return to the Philip-
pines, MacArthur doubted the necessity
of the Marianas campaign but generally
approved the Palaus landings since they
would directly support his impending
operations. Admiral King took just the
opposite view; he concluded that the
occupation of the Marianas was essen-
tial and that the necessity of recapturing
all of the Philippine Islands was ques-
tionable. Furthermore, he was firmly
convinced that the main American effort
should be bent in mounting a drive
across the Central Pacific to Formosa

" Dir, Naval Hist, ltr to Hd, HistBr, G-3
Div, HQMC, dtd 4Nov65, hereafter Dir, Naval
Hist ltr 1.
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and then on to the China coast.’ Al-
though various subordinate commanders
in the Pacific Ocean Area held conflict-
ing views regarding what course should
be taken for the final phases of the war,
the SEXTANT decision made it impera-
tive that their staffs spend most of 1944
in planning for Operation CAUSEWAY,
the invasion of Formosa, projected for
the spring of 1945.

On the basis of a JCS directive issued
on 12 March 1944, the prevailing con-
flict was partially allayed. Admiral Nim-
itz was directed to land on 15 June in
the Southern Marianas and on 15
September in the Palaus. General
MacArthur was instructed to seize Hol-
landia in April and make plans for a
landing on 15 November on Mindanao.
Contained in the JCS order was a state-
ment of long-range objectives that re-
quired Nimitz as CinCPOA to prepare
the plans for an assault early in 1945
on Formosa, and assigned CinCSWPA
the responsibility of planning for the
recapture of Luzon “should such opera-
tions prove necessary prior to the move
on Formosa.” 10

In view of the March JCS directive,
which outlined the general concept of
CAUSEWAY, Nimitz reconsidered and
revised the troop list for the operation

® FAdm Ernest H. King and Cdr Walter M.
Whitehill, Fleet Admiral King: A Naval Rec-
ord (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., Inc.,
1952), p. 537, hereafter King and Whitehill,
King’s Naval Record.

*JCS 713/4, dtd 12Mar44, cited in Maj
Charles 8. Nichols, Jr., and Henry I. Shaw, Jr.,
Okinawa: Victory in the Pacific (Washington:
HistBr, G-3 Div, HQMC, 1955), p. 12, here-
after Nichols and Shaw, Okinawa Victory.

1 Ibid.,
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many times, and finally designated the
task force commanders. Admiral
Raymond A. Spruance, Commander,
Fifth Fleet and Central Pacific Task
Forces was to be in overall charge. Vice
Admiral Richmond K. Turner was to
command the expeditionary forces, and
Lieutenant General Simon B. Buckner,
Jr., USA, was to command the expedi-
tionary troops and the Tenth Army.1!

Further discussion regarding what
the nature of Pacific strategy was to be
following the Marianas operation con-
tinued after the JCS had directed the
preparation of plans for CAUSEWAY.
This topic was the subject of one of the
periodic conferences which Admirals
King and Nimitz and their key deputies
held throughout the war, either at Pearl
Harbor or San Francisco. At one such
meeting on 6 May 1944, Vice Admiral
Charles M. Cooke, Jr., King’s chief of
staff, pointed out that, although the JCS
directive envisioned a landing on For-
mosa in February 1945, the best time
for this operation—in view of other con-
siderations—would probably be Novem-
ber-December 1944.12 Cooke also noted
that once Japan had been cut off from
the mainland, her islands could be
bombed and perhaps Kyushu even
invaded.

During 1944, the Joint War Plans
Committee (JWPC) had also considered

1 CinCPOA msg of 10Augd4 to addees, cited
in History of USAFMidPac and Predecessor
Commands During World War II, 7Decdl-
2Sep45, Hist of G-5 Sec, n.d., p. 174, (OCMH),
hereafter USAFMidPac G-5 Hist.

** Minutes, 2d meeting, CominCh-CinCPac
Pacific Conference, 6May44, p. 14 (OAB,
NHD), hereafter Minutes CominCh—CinCPac
Conference with date.
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what the nature of future Pacific strat-
egy should be. In early June, it issued
a comprehensive study which far ex-
ceeded in scope and perspective the
previous strategic positions taken by
the Joint Chiefs and the Combined
Chiefs of Staff (CCS), and outlined a
series of campaigns that would lead to
an assault on the Tokyo Plain by the end
of 194513 In this study, the JWPC
pointed out that in view of the present
and anticipated rate of advance of in-
creasingly stronger American forces in
the Pacific, it would appear that the “In-
ner Zone Defense of Japan” would be
reached by spring 1945. The study con-
cluded that the overall strategy ap-
proved at SEXTANT was inadequate,
i.e., future operations as planned ex-
tended only to the perimeter of the
Formosa-Luzon line.

Instead, the JWPC recommended a
new schedule or strategic concept for
ending the war in the Pacific. The com-
mittee suggested that three phases pre-
cede the invasion of Japan: (1) During
the period 1 April to 80 June 1945,
American forces would seize positions
in the Bonins and the Ryukyus from
which they would launch an invasion
against the central China coast in the
Hangchow Bay area; (2) They would
spend the time from 30 June to 30 Sep-
tember in consolidating and initially ex-
ploiting the China beachhead; and (3)
The forces would land in Southern

13 JPS 476, dtd 4Jundd4, Subj: Operations
Against Japan, Subsequent to Formosa, cited
in Ray 8. Cline, Washington Command Post:
The Operations Division—United States Army
i World War II (Washington: OCMH, DA,
1951), p. 337, hereafter Cline, Washington
Command Post.
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Kyushu 1 October and on the Tokyo
Plain on Honshu on 31 December. This
planning paper was passed to the Joint
Staff Planners, who approved and for-
warded it to the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
who likewise favored the revised con-
cept. On 11 July, the CCS received the
study along with a JCS recommendation
that the SEXTANT timetable for opera-
tions in the Pacific be changed to re-
flect the suggested JWPC schedule.

At one of the meetings held during
the CominCh-CinCPac conference in the
period 13-22 July 1944, Admiral King
informed the conferees of the JCS action
regarding the JWPC study. He also indi-
cated that he believed Luzon could not
be invaded before Formosa or Japan
without the Americans first investigat-
ing what Saipan and Guam could offer in
the way of fleet anchorages and base
facilities for the support of the Luzon
invasion forces.’* Vice Admiral John H.
Tower, Commander, Air Forces, Pa-
cific Fleet, stated that neither the areas
in American possession at that time or
prospectively available would permit the
establishment of naval and supply bases
which would be adequate for the support
of the future operations contemplated
in the JWPC study.1®

Along these lines, it was suggested
that the feasibility and advisability of

U Minutes, CominCh-CinCPac Conference,
13-22Jul44, p. 10. It should be noted that
Saipan, invaded on 15 June, was not secured
until 9 July, when the general mop-up began.
The invasion of Guam, which had been delayed
until 21 July, had caused a backup in the
supply pipeline and it was contemplated that
this situation could adversely affect subsequent
operations.

5 Ihid., p. 18.
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taking San Pedro Bay in Leyte Gulf as
a fleet anchorage be investigated. Al-
though considerable discussion of this
recommendation resulted, no firm de-
cision was made at this time.

Regarding the invasion of the Bonins,
Admiral Tower stated that, because the
United States plans for the establish-
ment of VLR (very long range) bomber
bases in the Marianas were close to
being realized, steps to enhance their
effectiveness should be taken at the
earliest practicable date. This meant the
seizure and development of positions in
the Bonins, where fighter and bomber
aircraft stationed on fields developed
there could supplement and support the
planned air raids on Japan. On the
other hand, Admiral Tower added that a
study of the prospective employment of
fleet and assault forces did not indicate
the Bonins could be taken until 1945,
unless the timing of then -currently
planned operations could be drastically
revised. Because these were of greater
importance in the overall scheme for the
defeat of Japan, the occupations of Iwo
Jima and Chichi Jima would have to be
deferred.16

Most of the others present at this
meeting generally agreed with Admiral
Tower’s conclusions. Rear Admiral For-
rest P. Sherman, Nimitz’ chief of staff
and head of his War Plans Division,
pointed out that for the invasions of
Leyte and Formosa—the two major op-
erations of a decisive nature scheduled
following the completion of the landings
in the Palaus—American forces had
been tailored down considerably. Sher-
man emphasized that if more ships and

¢ Ibid., p. 14.
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troops became available, they should be
employed to supplement those already
assigned to the landings on Leyte and
Formosa. In no case, should they be
diverted for such ‘“minor operations”
as the occupation of Iwo Jima and
Chichi Jima.l?

Admiral King agreed with this line
of thinking, and added that it would be
unwise to assault the Bonins until
American forces were ready to invade
Japan following the Formosa operation.
Nonetheless, at this time, he directed
CinCPac to prepare plans for the in-
vasion of the Bonins.

As for determining those objectives
that were to follow the capture of the
Southern Marianas and the Pal us and
were to be mounted before the 1vasion
of Japan, even President R osevelt’s
visit to Pear]l Harbor late in July to con-
fer with MacArthur and Nimitz failed
to resolve the impasse. When the con-
ference began, Admiral Nimitz, the
first to speak, presented the Navy
position.

Contrary to general belief, no real
controversy arose between Nimitz and
MacArthur regarding the conduct of
future operations against Japan. Nimitz
made this quite clear in a letter to Ad-
miral King, summarizing in a few
words the discussions at the Pearl
Harbor meetings. Nimitz told CominCh
that:

... our conferences with the Commander
in Chief of the Army and Navy [Presi-
dent Roosevelt] and the Commander
in Chief, Southwest Pacific Area
[MacArthur] were quite satisfactory. The

general trend of the discussion, like our
own, was along the line of seeing

¥ Ibid.
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MacArthur into the central Philippines,
thereafter going direct to the Formosa
Strait, and leaving the SWPA forces to
work into Luzon under the cover of the
Formosa operation. It was made clear
that the time has not yet arrived for firm
decisions on moves subsequent to Leyte.18
It is possible, however, that Nimitz
and some of his staff had some doubts on
the feasibility of the Formosa operation
and the concept underlying the Formosa-
first policy. Partial evidence for this is
found in the fact that CinCPac staff
members had prepared plans to seize
Okinawa as a substitute for Formosa
“well before such an operation gained
serious consideration among high-level
planners in Washington.” 12

After listening to the views of both
MacArthur and Nimitz, the President
returned to Washington without render-
ing a decision on the courses of action to
be followed after the landings on Leyte.
Nor does it appear that a firm decision
for post-Leyte operations was expected.
Although Nimitz may have entertained
other opinions concerning future strat-

1* Adm Chester W. Nimitz ltr to Adm Ernest
J. King, dtd 31Jul44 (OAB, NHD). This let-
ter also indicates that King favored the estab-
lishment of positions in the southern or central
Philippines.

1 Robert R. Smith, Triumph in the Philip-
pines—United States Army in World War II
—The War in the Pacific (Washington:
OCMH, DA, 1963), p. 9. For a thorough dis-
cussion of the Luzon-Formosa controversy, see
Ibid., chap 1, “The Debate Over Luzon,” and
Samuel Eliot Morison, The Liberation of the
Philippines—Luzon, Mindanao, the Visayas:
1944—-1945—History of United States Nawval
Operations in World War II, v. XIII (Boston:
Little, Brown and Company, 1959), chap 1,
“Planning for Luzon, October-December 1944.”
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egy, he was still operating under a JCS
directive relative to the Formosa op-
eration. On 23 August 1944, the CinCPac
joint staff study of CAUSEWAY was
published. In this document Admiral
Nimitz indicated that he intended to
invade Formosa after SWPA forces had
established positions in the south and
central Philippines. Following the suc-
cessful operations on Formosa, the
Ryukyus and the Bonins or the China
coast were to be invaded as a prelude to
the assault on Japan itself. A Luzon
operation, as such, was not mentioned in
this plan.

The dispute remained unresolved until
9 September, when, at the Quebec Con-
ference (OCTAGON), the Combined
Chiefs of Staff formally adopted and
incorporated the JWPC concept within
the SEXTANT schedule for the defeat
of Japan, and in effect revised it. For
planning purposes, the CCS then ap-
proved a new schedule of operations,
which ended the campaigns of 1945 with
a landing on Kyushu in October and on
the Tokyo Plain in December.?°

The Combined Chiefs also agreed that,
if the Formosa operation materialized,
it would be preceded by invasions of the
Bonins in April, the Ryukyus in May,
and the China coast in the period March
to June 1945. On 15 September 1944, the
JCS further clarified impending Pacific
operations by cancelling the scheduled
invasions of Mindanao and Yap and

20 CCS 417/8, dtd 9Sep4d, title: Opn for the
Defeat of Japan; CCS 417/9, OCTAGON, dtd
11Sep44, title: Over-All Objective in War
Against Japan; Min 1738 Meeting CCS,
13Sep44, all cited in Cline, Washington Com-
mand Post, p. 339.
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ADMIRAL NIMITZ briefs General MacArthur, President Roosevelt, and Admiral
Leahy at the July 1944 Pearl Harbor conference. (USA SC207297)

COMBINED CHIEFS OF STAFF meet with President Roosevelt and Prime Minister
Churchill at the OCTAGON Conference in Quebec, September 1944. (USA SC194469)
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setting 20 October as the date for the
invasion of Leyte.2?

On 11 September, Lieutenant General
Millard F. Harmon, Commanding Gen-
eral, Army Air Forces (AAF), Pacific
Ocean Areas, proposed the abandonment
of the Formosa operation in favor of
amphibious landings in the Bonins and
the Ryukyus. Harmon recommended the
capture of Iwo Jima by 1 January 1945
and Luzon by 1 June 1945. Further, he
suggested that POA troops seize Oki-
nawa and Amami O Shima after
MacArthur’s forces recaptured Luzon;
Kyushu was to be invaded in September
1945. Harmon also stated that he be-
lieved that the seizure and use of Luzon
was an important consideration in the
overall strategy of the Pacific War and
that the launching of a major operation
against Formosa would dilute some of
the force being applied against the
Japanese in other action areas.?? In

2t The invasion of Mindanao was restored to
the plans for the recapture of the Philippines,
and MacArthur’s X Corps landed on the
beaches of Illana Bay on 17 April 1945.

** General George C. Marshall, Chief of Staff
of the Army, had favored the Formosa-first
plan, and like Admiral King “had expressed
the opinion that Japan itself, rather than
Luzon, should be considered the substitute for
Formosa.” Smith, op. ¢it., p. 9. In September,
General Marshall revised his opinion and be-
lieved, that, in view of existing facts, the
choice for the next operation would have to be
Luzon. It seemed more logical to him to secure
Luzon—which MacArthur promised to take in
six weeks—than to concentrate on Formosa,
which would take longer to capture. Marshall
reasoned that if all of the resources that were
to be poured into Formosa were diverted to
Luzon, Admiral Nimitz could get ready to at-
tack the Bonins and Ryukyus all the sooner,
and the timetable for the invasion of Japan
could be advanced.

11

order to husband resources and to ac-
celerate the march toward Japan, Har-
mon believed that the capture of Luzon
for its airfields was imperative. Air
operations launched from Luzon could
neutralize Formosa and effectively cut

Japanese communications to South
China and Malaya.??
Less than a week later, after a

review of the plans contemplated for
the CAUSEWAY operation, Admiral
Nimitz set forth his thoughts in a letter
circulated to his senior commanders. In
a key section of this letter, CinCPac
recommended to consider the possibility :
. of a re-orientation of a strategy in

the Pacific which will provide for an ad-
vance northward with eventual assaults on

the Empire itself, rather than intermediate

action along the China Coast, thus indi-
cating the probability of occupation of

Iwo Jima and Okinawa with target
dates as early as practicable after
CAUSEWAY.2¢

He also directed Admirals Spruance and
Turner and General Buckner to recom-
mend suitable physical targets in the
Formosa-Amoy-Pescadores areas for
Operation CAUSEWAY. Criteria for
the selections were the number of naval
and air bases that would have to be
established and the type and total of
major troop units required. On 26 Sep-
tember, General Buckner submitted
what he considered to be the primary
objection to the entire projected opera-
tion; he said that the shortage of avail-
able supporting and service troops in the

23 CGAAFPOA ltr to CinCPOA, dtd 11Sep44
(no file or serial number), cited in Nichols and
Shaw, Okinawa Victory, p. 15.

24 GinCPOA ltr to ComFifthFlt, ComGenTen,
and ComPhibsPae, Ser 000113, dtd 16Sep44
(OAB, NHD).
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POA for CAUSEWAY made it infeasi-
ble.?5 In an afterthought, on 4 October
Buckner wrote Nimitz that the need for
invading Formosa would be diminished
greatly if plans for the invasion of
Luzon came to fruition.2é

The minutes of the CominCh-CinCPac
conference held in San Francisco from
29 September to 1 October 1944, indicate
that by this time, Admiral King had
given serious thought to bypassing For-
mosa. He told Nimitz that, at his pro-
posal, the Joint Logistics Committee
(JLC) had made a survey of the
resources available for the Formosa op-
eration, and that the report of this
committee was very discouraging. At the
time of its survey, the JLC found that
resources were not available for
CAUSEWAY, and would not be avail-
able unless Germany capitulated a long
time before it was expected to do so.

CinCPac then told King of General
Buckner’s requirements for additional
men and equipment and that he, Nimitz,
was in no pogition to dispute these fig-

% CG, Tenth Army ltr to CinCPOA, dtd
26Sep44, Subj: Feasibility of CAUSEWAY,
cited in USAFMidPac G-5 Hist, p. 177. Con-
cerning the Marine troop requirements for
Formosa, Lieutenant General Alexander A.
Vandegrift, Commandant of the Marine
Corps, informed Admiral King that many of
the service forces General Buckner had said
were needed to support the Marine component
of the Tenth Army were, in fact, already
organic to the Fleet Marine Force or else were
neither suited nor required for Marine Corps
amphibious operations. CominCh-CNO Memo
to JCS, dtd 4Sep44, Subj: Employment of
Marine Divisions in ‘“Formosa” Operations
(OAB, NHD).

¢ CG, Tenth Army ltr to CinCPOA, dtd
40ct44, Subj: CAUSEWAY Objectives, cited
in USAFMidPac G-5 Hist, p. 179.

*T Minutes,
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ures. Nimitz then submitted a memo-
randum recommending changes for
future Pacific operations based on the
non-availability of necessary resources
and the favorable results of recent car-
rier operations. Admiral Nimitz recom-
mended that CinCPac forces support the
SWPA invasion of Luzon with a target
date of 20 December 1944, and the in-
vasions of Iwo Jima on 20 January 1945
and of Okinawa on 1 March by POA
Forces.?”

CinCPac stated that the proposal for
the SWPA forces to work up through
the Philippines from Leyte by shore-to-
shore operations had been discussed
with President Roosevelt and General
MacArthur at the Pearl Harbor con-
ference in July. Because MacArthur had
stated that he could not undertake these
operations and in view of the insufficient
resources for Formosa, Nimitz believed
that the best way to keep pressure on the
Japanese was for him to support the
Lingayen Gulf operation proposed by
MacArthur and to take the Bonins and
the Ryukyus with POA forces.28

Admiral Sherman then told King that
Nimitz expected to take Iwo Jima with
two divisions and then to send in large
numbers of construction personnel to
build up the airfields rapidly. Following
that, assuming that enemy air power on
Formosa had been neutralized by carrier
strikes assisted by shore-based air from
Luzon, it was expected that Okinawa
would be invaded on 1 March. King
asked Nimitz why he was going to seize
the Bonins if Okinawa was to be taken.

CominCh-CinCPac Conference,
29Sep-10ct44, p. 4.

* Ibid., p. 6.
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Nimitz replied that fighters based in the
Bonins could give protection to the
B-29s raiding Japan, and that the AAF
wanted this added protection.

King returned to Washington and on
2 October proposed to the JCS a course
of action for the Pacific. He stated that
in view of the lack of necessary re-
sources in the POA for CAUSEWAY,
and because of the inability of the War
Department to make up the deficit before
the end of the war in Europe, he believed
that operations should be mounted
against Luzon, Iwo Jima, and the
Ryukyus in succession. He also added
that CAUSEWAY might be feasible at
a later date if conditions in the Pacific
and Europe warranted.?® Concurring
with King’s proposal, the next day the
JCS ordered MacArthur to invade Luzon
on 20 December 1944 and Admiral
Nimitz to land Marines on Iwo Jima on
20 January 1945. Following these opera-
tions, Operation ICEBERG was to be
launched on 1 March 1945.3° This date
was flexible, however, since it would be

2 CominCh—-CNO Memo to JCS dtd 20ctd4,
Subj: Future Operations in the Pacific (OAB,
NHD).

3 JCS 713/19, dtd 80ct44, cited in Nichols
and Shaw, Okinawa Victory, p. 17.
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affected by the: (1) Capture of Iwo
Jima in time for the prompt release of
fire support units and close air support
squadrons required at Okinawa; (2)
Prompt release of supporting naval
forces and assault shipping from the
Luzon operation; and (3) Attainment
of undisputed control of the sea and air
in the target area in preliminary strikes
against the Ryukyus, Formosa, and
Japan,3!

With all attention and efforts now
focused on the new objectives, the
Formosan venture was reserved as a
strategic goal for possible future recon-
sideration.?? Although the basic com-
mand concept and troop list organization
that had been set up for CAUSEWAY
were retained for employment in ICE-
BERG,33 there was much to be done
between the time that the JCS ordered
the capture of Okinawa and the actual
date of the invasion.

3 CinCPOA Joint Staff Study—ICEBERG,
dtd 250ct44, p. 1 (Okinawa AreaOp File,
HistBr, HQMC), hereafter ICEBERG Study.

32 JCS 713/19, dtd 30ctd4, cited in Nichols
and Shaw, op. cit., p. 17.

3 Tenth Army AR, Ryukyus, 26Mar-
30Jundb, dtd 3Sepdb5, chap 3, p. 3 (Okinawa
Area Op File, HistBr, HQMC), hereafter
Tenth Army AR.



The Japanese Situation'

As early as the spring of 1944, the
high commands of the Japanese Army
and Navy in the Imperial General Head-
quarters (IGHQ)? had, with some ac-
curacy, predicted the trend of American
strategy in Pacific War. The Japanese
foresaw that the turning point of the
conflict would begin developing in March
or April in the Marianas. Further, the
military chiefs were concerned with

* Unless otherwise indicated, the material in
this chapter is derived from: Foreign Histories
Div, G-3, Hq, U. S. Army Japan, Japanese
Monograph No. 45, rev. ed. 1959, History
of Imperial General Headquarters, Army Sec-
tion (OCMH), hereafter IGHQ Hist; Robert
J. C. Butow, Japan's Decision to Surrender
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1954),
hereafter Butow, Japan’s Decision; Takushiro
Hattori, Dai Toa Senso Zenshi [The Complete
History of The Greater East Asia War], MS
trans, 4 vols (Tokyo: Matsu Publishing Co.,
1955), v. IV (OCMH, DA), hereafter War
History,; Saburo Hayashi and Alvin Coox,
Kogun (Quantico: Marine Corps Association,
1959), hereafter Hayashi and Coox, Kogun;
Toshikasu Kase, Journey to the Missouri, David
N. Rowe, ed. (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1950), hereafter Kase, Journey to the
Missouri; USSBS, Japan’s Struggle to End the
War (Washington: July 1946), hereafter
USSBS, Japan's Struggle.

*IGHQ was only a term used to denote the
co-equal status and existence of the Tokyo-
based headquarters of the Army General Staff
and the Navy General Staff and their subordi-
nate general and special staff sections. This
duality of command typified the Japanese mil-
itary system not only at the highest level, but
in the lower echelons also.
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CHAPTER 2

what Japanese strategy should be at
this critical time.

Faced with an impending accelerated
American drive in the Central Pacific,
IGHQ issued an Army-Navy agreement
for Japanese operations in that area.
The Navy was given primary responsi-
bility for denying the Allies bases from
which further operations could be
launched against other islands and fi-
nally Japan itself. By the spring of
1944, defenses in the Carolines, Ma-
rianas, and Volcano Islands were to be
completed. Japanese Army units were
to reinforce the island defenses and
would operate under overall naval con-
trol in conducting ground operations.?
A broader aspect of Japanese strategy
was the decision to try to entrap and
defeat decisively a major portion of
U. S. naval forces. As island defenses
were being strengthened, the Japanese
Navy committed the bulk of its aerial
strength—about 1,000 aircraft of which
only 650 were operational—* to the
Marianas and part of the remainder to
the Carolines. Meanwhile, surface forces
were to remain alert and ready to steam
into combat when the time to strike
arose,

Most IGHQ officers and government
officials alike were supremely confident
of winning the war and directed every

*IGHQ Hist, p. 154,
* Hayashi and Coox,' Kogun, p. 106.
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effort to ensure an ultimate Japanese
victory. Not so certain that Japan was
going to be the victor was an opposition
group composed of former ministers,
cabinet members, and elder statesmen
(Jushin) who had opposed the war in
the pre-Pearl Harbor period. Also in
this group were some other influential
Japanese leaders who, while not hold-
ing positions of power, had given mere
lip service to their nation’s involvement
in a conflict. Rounding out the opposi-
tion were other formerly powerful men,
who had “retired” in the early years of
the war. The original doubts of the op-
position gave it a basis for believing as
early as the spring of 1944 that Japan
was faced with inexorable defeat. These
beliefs were buttressed by a demonstra-
tion of the American determination to
fight aggressively and an ability to
mount successful operations in the Pa-
cific even before a second front had been
opened in KEurope. Alone, these two
factors gave portents of disaster to
those Japanese who were able to inter-
pret them.?

Between September 1943 and Febru-
ary 1944, Rear Admiral Sokichi Takagi,
chief of the Naval Ministry’s research
section, prepared a study of Japanese
lessons learned in the fighting to that
date. He maintained that it was im-
possible to continue the war and that
it was manifestly impossible for Japan
to win. He thus corroborated an esti-
mate made by top Japanese naval of-
ficers before 1941. At that time, they
concluded that unless the war was won
before the end of 1943, Japan was

* USSBS, Japan’s Struggle, p. 2.
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doomed, for it did not have the resources
to continue the war after that time.

Takagi’s study and his conclusions
were based on an analysis of fleet, air,
and merchant shipping losses as of the
last of 1943. He pointed out the serious
difficulty Japan was facing in importing
essential materials, high-level confusion
regarding war aims and the direction
of the war and the growing feeling
among some political and military lead-
ers that General Hideki Tojo, Prime
Minister since 1941, should be removed
from office.

Takagi stated also that both the pos-
sibility of American bombing raids on
Japan and the inability of the Japanese
to obtain essential raw and finished
products dictated that the nation should
seek a compromise peace immediately.
In March he presented his findings
orally to two influential naval officers,
Admiral Mitsumasa Yonai, a former
prime minister, and Vice Admiral Seibi
Inouye, who employed the facts of the
study to induce other members of the
opposition to take firm steps to help
change the course that Japan was travel-
ling.¢

Less than two months after the in-
vasion of Normandy in June 1944,
Japanese leaders began receiving re-
ports of the massive numbers of men
and amount of materiel that the Allies
were able to land unopposed each day
on the French coast. As a Japanese
foreign ministry official later wrote:

That was more than enough to dis-
hearten us, the defenses of our home

islands were far more vulnerable than the
European invasion coast. Our amazement

* Ibid., p. 3.
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was boundless when we saw the American
forces land on Saipan only ten days after
D day in Europe. The Allies could execute
simultaneous full-scale offensives in both
European and Asiatic theaters!?

By all accounts, Japanese and other,
what really tipped the scales in favor
of an eventual Allied victory in the Pa-
cific, and more immediately caused the
fall of the Tojo government, were the
landings at Saipan and Japanese losses
in the First Battle of the Philippine Sea.
Only 1,350 miles from Tokyo, Saipan
constituted one of the most vital points
in the Japanese outer defense system.
Toshikasu Kase, the foreign ministry
official quoted above, wrote that the
island:

. .. was 8o strongly defended that it was
considered impregnable. More than once I
was told by the officers of the General Staff
that Saipan was absolutely invincible. Our
Supreme Command, however, made a stra-
tegic miscalculation. Anticipating an early
attack on Palau Island, they transferred
there the main fleet and the land-based air
forces in order to deal a smashing blow
to the hostile navy. The result was that
Saipan, lacking both naval and air pro-
tection, proved surprisingly vulnerable.8

An even greater disaster befell the
Japanese in the Battle of the Philippine
Sea, 19-20 June 1944. This two-day
conflict began when carrier-based air-
craft of the Japanese First Mobile Fleet
attacked Admiral Spruance’s Fifth Fleet
while it covered the Saipan operation.
On the first day, two U. S. battleships,
two carriers, and a heavy cruiser were
damaged; the Japanese lost over 300
aircraft and two carriers. Pilots from
Vice Admiral Marc A. Mitscher’s fast

" Kase, Journey to the Missourt, p. 90,
8 Ibid., p. 73.
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carrier task force struck back violently
the next day, sinking another enemy
carrier and downing many Japanese
planes. According to American esti-
mates, their opponents suffered stag-
gering losses in the two days: 426
carrier planes and 31 float planes. In
addition, the Americans claimed that
approximately 50 Guam-based aircraft
had been destroyed.®

Japanese sources confirm the loss of
carriers and state that four others of
the nine committed in the fight were
damaged. Enemy records show that of
the 360 carrier-based aircraft sent to
attack the American fleet, only 25 sur-
vived. ‘“Although no battleships or
cruisers were sunk, . . . the loss of air-
craft carriers proved an almost fatal
blow to the Japanese navy. With the
loss of the decisive aerial and naval
battles, the Marianas were lost.” 1 Des-
pite this thorough defeat, most Japanese
were told that it was a glorious victory
for them; “it was customary for GH
[IGHQ] to make false announcements
of victory in utter disregard of facts,
and for the elated and complacent pub-
lic to believe in them.” 11

Although the Japanese government
did not announce its losses in the Battle
of the Philippine Sea—or that it had
even lost the battle—news of the fall of
Saipan was made public. Upon learning
this in July, an opposition group con-
sisting mainly of Jushin determined to

® Samuel Eliot Morison, New Guinea and
the Marianas—History of United States Naval
Operations in World War II, v. VIII (Boston:
Little, Brown and Company, 1960), pp. 319-
321.

1 IGHQ Hist, p. 172.

1 Kase, Journey to the Missouri, p. 74.
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overthrow the Tojo regime, and forced
the Prime Minister to resign from of-
fice on 18 July 1944,

The problems facing Japan were
hardly resolved with the appointment
and installation of General Kuniaki
Koiso as premier. The Japanese Army
was still a political power, capable of
dictating the rise, fall, and course of
government, and Tojo and his followers
remained uncontrite in their adherence
to a chauvinistic program of Japanese
conquest and supremacy. Although the
Home Islands had not yet experienced
the devastation and chaos to be brought
by the vast Allied air raids, after the
fall of Saipan a number of critical do-
mestic problems affecting the war effort
faced the Japanese government. The
output of a number of essential items
fell below peak requirements, and severe
shipping losses reduced the amount of
raw and finished material reaching
Japanese shores to a point far short of
needs.

On the home front, despite its unhap-
piness with Tojo and his handling of
the war, the Japanese public was con-
fident in ultimate victory. Those leaders
in government opposed to the war, op-
position leaders behind the scenes, and
some of the war hawks, too, began to
have greater misgivings as they learned
of previous defeats and potential disas-
ters. As this knowledge spread, the
military factions slowly lost face and
became discredited, but not until the
last months of the war did they lose
power.

Nonetheless, confident of their ability
to guide Japan to what they congidered
would be a just victory, the military
leaders made adjustment after adjust-
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ment in strategy and troop dispositions
in one area after another as the Allied
threat to the Home Islands intensified
and accelerated. On the other hand, it
is possible to understand their reluc-
tance to view the situation realistically.
From their earliest days, Japanese citi-
zens were taught to believe that the
one alternative to victory was death and
that surrender was so disgraceful as to
be unthinkable. And the high command
planned, therefore, to continue the war,
even on Japanese so0il if necessary, but
to fight to the finish in any case.

Even lower ranking Japanese Army
and Navy officers, many of them prod-
ucts of a prewar conscript system, who
very often came from peasant families,
held the same beliefs as their seniors
regarding honor and obedience and the
disgrace of surrendering. The code of
the samurai had been all-pervasive for
many years and had influenced the at-
titude and outlook of nearly every facet
of Japanese society.

IGHQ took steps for the defense of
the homeland as early as the beginning
of 1944, when it perceived the course
that the war was taking and judged
what future American strategy was to
be. Japanese strategists believed that
Allied forces would attack Japan proper
from the direction of the Marianas and
through the Philippines. The Tokyo
headquarters prepared for this even-
tuality by setting up a defense line along
the sea front connecting the Philippines,
Formosa, the Ryukyu Islands, the Jap-
anese homeland, and the Kurile Islands,
and strengthened the garrisons on each.
According to this plan, the Japanese
would concentrate their full strength
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to destroy the Allied threat at whatever
point it developed.

A schedule of four prepared reactions,
called the Sho-Go operations, was drawn
up. For the defense of Formosa and the
Nansei group, Sho-Go No. 2, IGHQ
placed the Thirty-second Army under
the command of the Formosa Army in
July 1944, and added two divisions to
the order of battle of the former. In
the 10 months between the landing on
Saipan and the invasion of Okinawa,
Japanese strength was built up in the
Ryukyus from an estimated 10,000 to
approximately 155,000 air, ground, and
naval troops.1?

For the defense of the Philippines,
the high command had planned Sho-Go
No. 1. Based on a decision of the Im-
perial War Council on 19 August 1944,
Japan staked her national destiny on
the outcome of the impending battle of
Leyte.!? It was here that the Army and
Navy had to destroy the Americans.
The critical losses sustained by the Com-
bined Fleet in the four-day battle for
Leyte Gulf, 23-26 October 1944, three
days after the invasion of Leyte, and the
inability of ground forces to contain
the invaders, created a grave threat to
Japanese hegemony in the Western Pa-
cific and even more so to the safety of
Japan proper. Allied task forces dom-
inated the waters surrounding Japan
proper and the East and South China
Seas as well. An additional liability re-
sulting from American successes was
the concomitant loss of airdromes from

* MID, WD, Disposition and Movement of
Japanese Ground Forces, 1941-1945, dtd
10Dec45 (OAB, NHD).

** Hattori, War History, p. 1.
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which land-based planes could pummel
Japan unmercifully.

Seeing that no good purpose would
be served by prolonging the Leyte op-
eration; IGHQ decided to withdraw
Japanese forces from the island and to
conduct delaying tactics elsewhere in
the Philippines. The Luzon landing in
January 1945 made it apparent that
there was no further way of 