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M. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to appear here
today and address the commttee. | have a brief statenent and

then | wll be ready to respond to any questions you nay have.

Shortly after mdnight on July 30th, 1945, Japanese torpedoes
slamed into the starboard side of USS | NDI ANAPCOLI S as she was
steaming from GQuamto the Philippines. The ship sank in |less than
15 mnutes. O the 1100 man crew, perhaps 800 escaped the sinking
of the ship and nmade it into the water. Five days later, 320 nen
were rescued. The tremendous |loss of |ife and the fact that the
si nking occurred only days before the war ended, conbined with the
fame of USS | NDI ANAPCLI S as Admiral Spruance's flagship, brought

the tragedy to the forefront of the nation's and Navy's concern.



In the nonths that followed, a Court of Inquiry and an
i nvestigation by the Inspector General of the Navy sought to
establ i sh what happened to | NDI ANAPOLI'S, and nost directly, what
the Navy did right and what the Navy did wong. The
i nvestigations reveal ed weaknesses in how the Navy routed and
tracked shi ps, weaknesses in the survival equipnent aboard shi ps,
and material weaknesses in |INDI ANAPCOLI S herself - an ol der ship
and heavily nodified during the war years, she was seriously
overwei ght and routinely operated in a condition of inpaired
watertight integrity. Finally, the Court of Inquiry reconmended
that the conmandi ng officer of the ship, then-Captain Charles B
McVay 11, answer at court-nmartial certain charges regarding his

tactical handling of | ND ANAPQOLI S.

To understand why the Navy would bring an officer to trial in
such circunstances, one nust consider what the principles of a
commandi ng officer's authority and accountability nmean in the
mlitary context - nore inportantly, what those principles nmean in

t he uni que context of command at sea.

The commandi ng officer of a naval vessel has trenendous
authority, nore independent authority than any other officer or
official of conparable seniority. It has often been described as

"absolute,” and in conbat, it effectively is, even today. Wth



this authority cones an equally absol ute counterbal ance -
accountability. A commanding officer is given full authority to
command his ship, but never escapes absolute accountability for
what he and that ship may do. Again, uniquely to command at sea,

t he commandi ng offi cer always remains responsible not only for his
own actions, but for the actions of every crewnenber under his
command. For centuries, conmand at sea has demanded both ful
authority and full accountability. There cannot be one w thout
the other. Fromthe first vessel comm ssioned under the
Continental Congress until today, the United States Navy has
enshrined these concepts as the cornerstone of command.
Accountability can be, nust be, a severe standard. The commandi ng
officer is charged with wei ghing every factor and circunstance

whi ch can be foreseen before he acts. |If any of those judgnents
is in error, the commandi ng officer may be held account abl e,

perhaps at court-martial.

Adm ral MVay understood these concepts perfectly. After his

rescue, he told reporters when asked about the sinking, "I was in
command of the ship and | amresponsible for its fate." Later,
during his court-martial, he stated, "I know | cannot shirk the

responsi bility of conmand. | ndeed, the ultimate responsibility
of command is for the command itself and the lives of the Sailors

who make up that command. When a commanding officer's ship is



| ost in conbat and many of her crew die both in the ship and
|ater, awaiting rescue, the commanding officer's actions and
decisions will be scrutinized. Wen questions about | NDI ANAPCLI S
steam ng a straight course, wthout zig-zagging, and the apparent
| ack of an abandon ship order arose in the investigations, the
Chi ef of Naval Operations, Fleet Admral King, accepted the Court
of Inquiry's recomendation, advising Secretary of the Navy

Forrestal, to convene a court-marti al.

Over the past fifty-four years, the court-martial of Admral
McVay has been the subject of nmuch controversy and re-exam nation.
Several anal yses by Navy experts and an i ndependent analysis by
private | awers at the request of Senator Lugar have al
pronounced the proceedings legal and fair. No official within the
Navy or the Departnent of Defense found any justification for
further action. The current Judge Advocate Ceneral has once again
reviewed the entire proceedings and certified that the court-
martial was properly convened, provided all required due process,
and was essentially fair. | personally amconfident that the
court-martial was legal and fair. | also believe that the
evi dence supported conviction on the charge that Adm ral MVay

hazarded his vessel by failing to execute a zig-zag course.



The key to understanding the neaning of this charge, and how
Adm ral MVay's actions fell wthin the charge, is accountability.
Wthout the legal technicalities, Admral MVay was accused of
poor professional judgnent in failing to cause the I ND ANAPOLIS to
steer a zig-zag course through waters in which eneny submari nes
were operating. It is an inportant distinction that the charge
and conviction did not attribute the |Ioss of | ND ANAPOLIS to
Adm ral MVay's actions. Wile the ship's | oss undeni ably brought
t he harsh spotlight of accountability on the commandi ng officer's
actions, the court-martial did not find that those actions caused

the I oss of the ship.

Adm ral MVay's decision to discontinue zig-zaggi ng was
wWithin his authority and discretion as commandi ng officer. The
charge of hazarding a vessel does not presuppose that zig-zagging
woul d have prevented the sinking of | NDIANAPCOLI S by the Japanese
submarine on July 30th, 1945. It does require the judgnent that
steering a zig-zag course was a valid anti-submarine tactic.
VWiile this is a topic upon which Naval officers can disagree, the
wei ght of opinion as devel oped in conbat is that the zig-zag
tactic can be effective to slow or deny a submarine a successful
targeting solution. Wether a zig-zag course would have prevented
the sinking of USS I NDI ANAPOLIS i s a question dependent upon far

too many unknown factors to allow a reasonable answer. In ny



m nd, however, it is clear that had | ND ANAPCOLI S been steering a
zi g-zag course, the odds would have i nproved greatly in her favor.
That is the gist of the charge of which Admral MVay was

convi ct ed.

Adm ral Mvay had the authority to enploy zig-zag steering or
not. He chose not to do so. Upon close exam nation by a court-
martial conposed of senior officers with conbat experience,

Adm ral MVay's decision to steer a straight course was found to
have increased the vulnerability of USS | NDI ANAPOLI S to submari ne

attack. And for that and that al one, he was hel d account abl e.

The decision of the court-martial does not inmpugn the val or
of Admral MVay, an officer decorated for conbat action. The
court took that valor into account by unani nously recomrendi ng
full clenmency for the very light, alnost trivial sentence inposed
- an admnistrative loss of seniority within Admral MVay's then-
current rank. Simlarly, Fleet Admral King endorsed the court's

recommendati on, supporting full rem ssion of the sentence.

Nor does the court's decision, or the Navy's defense of that
deci sion, inpugn the undoubted valor of the nen of the USS
| NDI ANAPOLI' S, both those who paid the ultimate price of freedom

with their deaths, and those who heroically struggled to survive



and ultimtely overcane the uni magi nabl e hardship of five days in

the water with little or no food, water, or shelter.

| understand and appl aud that those nen, the survivors of the
| NDI ANAPQOLI S, shoul d defend their captain against what sone of
them see as an unfair attack on a valiant naval officer. | hope
that ny coomments nay help to nake clear that the court-martial of
Adm ral MVay was not undertaken to attack him but to defend the
crucial principle of command accountability. W thout
accountability, command | oses credibility and authority. Wthout

authority, command at sea becones inpossible.

Adm ral MVay commanded USS | NDI ANAPOLI S when she was sunk in
1945. He had full authority to direct the operations of that
vessel. Concomtant with that authority, he had absol ute
accountability for his decisions and actions. Wen those
deci sions were exam ned by court-martial of experienced officers,
Adm ral McVay was found guilty of an error in professional
judgnent. | firmy believe that his trial was fair and the result

j ust.

| hope and believe that the survivors of the USS | NDI ANAPOLI S
w Il understand that the conviction of Admral MVay in no way

di m ni shes what both he and they acconplished. Their bravery,



dedication to duty, and sacrifice have never been in doubt.
Per haps they can accept that the principles which nmake our Navy

great al so demanded accountability of their commandi ng of ficer.

That concludes ny remarks. Thank you.



