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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the regulation of naval competition between
the major naval powers, and especially between Britain and the United
States, under the régime of the Washington and London naval treaties,
and the attempts to extend and maintain naval limitation in the period
1927 to 1936 in the face of Anglo-American rivalry and, later, the

threats from Japan and Germany.

Based upon British and American public and private sources, it
traces the interaction of the two nations, and their relationships with
other naval powers, from 1927 - when Anglo-American relations reached a
nadir after the failed 'Coolidge Conference' in Geneva and the subsequen
abortive 'Anglo-French Compromise' - to 1936, when naval limitation ende
but by which time Anglo-American antipathy was fading in the face of mut
external threats. The naval conferences of Geneva (1927) and London (19
and 1935-36), and the parallel naval side of the long-running Disarmamen
Conference and its Preparatory Commission are reviewed with their attend
preparations in London and Washington, and the influence of domestic
factors - public opinion, financial stringency, and personal and politic
prejudice - are examined. The central role of the naval balance in the
relationship between the interward Great Powers is stressed, and the
importance of the naval negotiations to both governments and public
opinion echoes our contemporary concern for the preservation and manage-

ment of the strategic balance.

While the Washington-London naval system failed to halt naval rival
it achieved the unforeseen consequences of permitting Britain to gracefu
cede naval supremacy to the United States, under the guise of conceding
'parity', with a minimum of friction or indeed recognition of the fact.
Additionally, it demonstrated by its breakdown the vulnerability of an
arms limitation system that was neither geographically nor technically

comprehensive.
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION: SEA POWER IN THE 1920s

The scuttling of the German High Seas Fleet in Scapa Flow on
21st June, 1919, was an appropriate symbol of the ending of an era:
the age of European control of the oceans. For five centuries, sea
power had been exercised almost exclusively by European nations, as
the instrument and the expression of their mercantile, and later their
territorial, expansion throughout the globe. The cataclysm of the
First World War, however, not only destroyed the old order of Europe,
but it ended the global hegemony of the European powers. In 1914
significant naval forces were operated by six European Great powers;
only two non-European nations, Japan and the United States, operated
naval forces, and these were on a small scale.l Moreover of the European
Great Powers, one possessed a navy whose size and strategic position
gave her a leverage on world politics without precedent. Great Britain
controlled the four maritime routes of access from continental Europe
to the outer world: the English Channel, the North Sea, the Straits
of Gibralter, and the Suez Canal. In the pre-war world of European
hegemony, control of these four narrow seas amounted to control of
the globe. The Pax Britannica could be maintained without any need
to establish local superiority afloat in the several theatres of European
imperialism. Ultimately, British control was secure in any quarter of
the world as long as Britain controlled the jugular veins of Europe
with an ovefwhelming preponderance of naval force: and as long as

no important centre of naval power existed outside Europe.

1. See Appendix.

2. Alfred Thayer Mahan, The Influence of Sea Power upon History (New
York, 1890), pp.31-2; Mahan, The Interest of America in International
Conditions (New York, 1910), p.6l; Harold and Margaret Sprout, Toward
a New Order of the Sea (Princeton, N.J., 1940), pp.16-17.




The predominance of Britain in the greater, extra-European world
was, however, already beginning to crumble before 1914. The root of
bPer malaise, her relative industrial decline, was as plainly evident
then as it is today. During the three decades preceding the war,
Britain's position as an industrial power shrank rapidly as other
nations overtook her in the industries and technologies upon which
military strength ultimately and unavoidably was founded. In Europe,
Britain's industrial production fell behind Germany's by the early
1890s; but more significantly, the United States was increasing its
economic might to a level far beyond the capabilities of the old world
with its limited resources. By 1913, Britain was producing only one-
quarter of America's steel output; the United States' share of the
world's manufacturing capacity was greater than that of Britain and
Germany combined.l

These new industrial powers built navies for a variety of reasons.
In the United States, construction of a modern fleet began in the 1880s
in the interests of prestige. American navalism acquired momentum
through Mahan's teaching of the importance of sea power in continental
defence, through the brief burst of imperialism which propelled the
United States into the Spanish-American war, and through the expansion
of American foreign trade as her burgeoning industry sought new markets.
By 1913, with an American fleet equal in size to Germany's, British naval
power in the Western Hemisphere was a thing of the past. Although
Britain maintained naval facilities at Halifax, Bermuda and Jamaica,
which had in the past, in 1812-15, successfully been used to blockade
the United States, the function of these was now to support a small

cruiser squadron with a double function to act as a colonial police

1. Paul M. Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of British Naval Mastery (London,
1976), pp.185-191; D.C.M. Platt, 'Economic Factors in British Policy
during the '"New Imperialism'', Past and Present No.39 (1968), p.137;
P.Mathias, The First Industrial Nation. An Economic History of Britain,
1700-1914 (London, 1969), pp.399-400.




force or 'fire brigade' for the West Indies, and to support British trade
in South America by 'showing the flag' and enhancing British prestige.
In the years immediately before the outbreak of war even this force was
withdrawn to home waters in the face of the threat of German naval con-
struction. In the words of a contemporary observer,
Because of that formidable and threatening Armada
across the North Sea, we have almost abandoned the
waters of the Outer Oceans. We are in the position
of Imperial Rome when the Barbarians were thundering
at the frontiers. The ominous word has gone forth.
We have called home the Legions...
The preoccupation with Germany was a product of a radical change
in Britain's foreign policy which had come about in 1905; the abandonment
of strategic isolation from the continent, a policy which had been pursued
continuously since 1815. It also reflected the Anglo-German naval rivalry
which the two countries pursued from around 1902. This building race
escalated to a point where it became so costly, and so obsessive to
British policymakers, that it led to the abandonment of the then cardinal
doctrine of British naval policy, the Two-Power Standard. 1In 1909 the .
Admiralty came to realize that building against the combined strength
of the two next largest naval powers, Germany and the United States,
was impossible financially and in terms of shipbuilding capacity; and
that it made no foreign policy sense to assume a Germano-American
alliance in any case. The abandonment of the Two-Power Standard did,
however, finally signify acceptance of the end of British sea control
outside Europe.

In the absence of a British naval capacity outside European

waters, one way of ensuring the integrity of the Empire and the security

1. Editorial in The Standard, 29 May, 1912.°

2. P.M. Kennedy, Rise and Fall, pp.205-23(.




of its communication was by alliance with extra-European powers. Britain
pursued this policy both by cultivating friendly relations with the United
States, and by a formal alliance with Japan.l

The Anglo-Japanese alliance of 30 January, 1902, marked the end of
British 'splendid isolation'. Although the alliance was expressly
confined to the Far East, it greatly strengthened Britain's strategic
position elsewhere by removing the need for Britain to compete in Far
Eastern waters with the growing strength of France, Russia and Japan
herself. Maritime predominance in the Far East would be difficult for
Britain to maintain in the future; but even to attempt to do so would
be folly in view of greater challenges in Europe. Britain's maritime
commerce in East Asia was hardly of the same order of priority as the
security of her national home territory. From Japan's viewpoint the
alliance offered her protection against the potential emergence of
Franco-Russian predominance in East Asia, the recognition of her status
as a regional Great Power, and the possibility of gradually inheriting
the formidable if insecure British position in the region.

When European war broke out in 1914, the Japanese alliance showed
its value. Japan quickly eliminated the strong German presence in China
and the Pacific, and assumed responsibility for the security of British
supplies in the Indian as well as the Pacific Oceans. Nevertheless the
alliance was less than entirely satisfactory for Britain. Japanese

expansionary ambitions were evident, and it was unlikely that these would

be satisfied with the geographically limited German Pacific possessions.

1. This dual policy is described in Sir Max Beloff, Imperial Sunset, i,
Britain's Libetral Empire, 1897-1921 (London, 1969); Arthur J. Marder,
The Anatomy of Sea Power: A History of British Naval Policy in the
pre-Dreadnought Era, 1880-1905 (Norwood, Mass., 1941) and G.W. Monger,
The End of Isolation: British Foreign Policy, 1900-1907 (London, 1963).
The reasons for the Anglo-Japanese Alliance are examined in I.H. Nish,
The Anglo-Japanese Alliance (London, 1966) and L.K. Young, British Policy
in China, 1895-1902 (Oxford, 1970).




In China, Japanese trade threatened to displace British, and Japan's
'Twenty-One Demands' of 1915 amounted to a claim to hegemony over
much of China. Meanwhile the Dominions viewed Japan with considerable
suspicion: Australia and New Zealand out of fear of her expansionism,
Canada out of concern that the alliance would result in the deterior-
ation of Imperial relations with the United States. Moreover the
Pacific colonies, like the United States, were hostile to Asian
immigration - including Japanese immigration; and this hostility was
widely known and resented in Japan. To many in Britain and her Empire,
the Russo-Japanese War and the First World War both demonstrated that
it was Japan herself, and not Russia or a European coalition, that posed
a threat to the British position in the Far East; and that position could
only be secure as long as the alliance 1asted.l

The relationship with the United States was equally complex. During
the Venezuelan confrontation of 1895-6, when America possessed only three
modern battleships, Britain could not send units from home waters to
confront the US Navy: conditions in Europe were too critical.
Thereafter Britain pursued a policy of outright appeasement, deferring
to American wishes over the projected isthmian canal, the boundary
between Alaska and Canada, and elsewhere. The principal factor in
Anglo-American relations was, however, the old problem of Canada. The
future of Canada seemed to both Canadians and Americans to be inex-
tricably linked to that of the United States, and the indefensible
3,000-mile common frontier made the Dominion hostage to its neighbour
in the event of an Anglo-American conflict. Canada was placed in the

position of acting as an intermediary between the two powers, arguing

1. A.J. Marder, From the Dreadnought to Scapa Flow (London, 1961-70),
i, pp.236-7.

2. P.M. Kennedy, Rise and Fall, pp.211-12,




the American case in Whitehall for a common policy on Japanese immigration,
and opposing the Anglo-Japanese alliance until a clause was inserted
exempting Britain from involvement in an American-Japanese war. The
defeat at the polls of Premier Wilfred Laurier in 1911 saw, however,

the decline for the time being of Canadian anti-Imperial feeling, and

the defeat of American attempts to bring Canada into a North American

free trade area.

One area of Anglo-American relations which was of considerable
portent for the future was the legal question of neutral rights -
freedom of the seas to neutral traders without interference from
belligerents. Britain, dependent in large part upon the weapon of
blockade, had traditionally relied upon the ability of her navy to
intercept and restrict neutral shipping in time of war, while the
United States - except for the period of the blockade of the Confed-
erate States in the Civil War - had advocated neutral rights. At the
London Conference on maritime law in the winter of 1908-9, the British
conceded much legal ground to the Americans, apparently upon the
assumption that neutrality was increasingly likely for Britain in
the event of a European war.2 However, the Declaration of the London
Conference, which would have limited 'contraband' liable to confiscation
by a belligerent almost entirely to finished armaments, was rejected by
the House of Lords when it was presented for ratification in 1911.3
The controversy was to be renewed with far greater urgency when war

broke out in Europe in 1914.

The First World War was a period of great frustration for the

1. Beloff, Imperial Sunset, i, pp.l169-70.

2. Beloff, ibid., p.171.

3. Hansard, House of Lords, 5th Series, Vol.7, cols.432-476
(9 March, 1911).



Royal Navy, and of great opportunity for the na?ies of Japan and the
United States. The naval war against Germany was fought in two principal
theatres: the North Sea and the Atlantic. The North Sea saw the con-
frontation at long distance of the worid's greatest battle fleets, the
Royal Navy's Grand Fleet in Scotland awaiting the emergence from its
lairs at Kiel and Heligoland of the German High Seas Fleet. Although
this stand-off amounted to victory for the British, with their control
of the exits from the North Sea unchallenged, it was unsatisfactory in
the eyes both of the British public and Admiralty, who hoped for a new
Trafalgar, a decisive engagement between the two fleets which would
place British naval primacy beyond challenge in Europe and facilitate
amphibious operations against Germany to shorten the war. When a battle
did take place, off Jutland in June 1916, the eagerly-expected annihilation
of the enemy did not take place; the inconclusive battle saw heavy British
losses, and the Grand Fleet returned to its stations to continue the policy,
psychologically unsatisfactory but strategically sound, of distant blockade.
Shaken by the apparent defeat suffered by the Royal Navy, the British
Cabinet went as far as to consider whether Japan should be asked to send
battleships to British waters to supplement the Grand Fleet.1
In the other major theatre, the North Atlantic, a very different type
of naval warfare took place. With her maritime commerce halted by the
blockade of the North Sea, Germany turned to submarine warfare against
Allied commerce. Such a strategy brought the Allies within measurable
distance of defeat; against the submarine, the superior force of the Royal
Navy's battle fleets were useless. The U-boats were only countered by the
employment on a massive scale of destroyers and escort vessels, which

could only be supplied in sufficient numbers by the United States.

1. Roger Dingman, Power in the Pacific (Chicago, Ill., 1976), pp.24-5.




The Royal Navy had entered the World War looking forward eagerly
to the chance of facilitating victory by destroying the enemy's fleet
in a single, decisive battle. It ended the war in 1918 fighting a
defensive war, in a manner unimaginable four years earlier: trying to
keep the sea lanes open, to contain the enemv, and buy time while the
land war wore him down. It had needed American assistance to fight the
first Battle of the Atlantic; and it had seriously considered after
Jutland whether Japanese help was also needed. The Royal Navy therefore
felt in 1918 a sense of great disappointment.l It had succeeded in
performing its role in the war's grand strategy, in containing the German
Navy, blockading her coast, and maintaining British commerce. But it had
failed at each attempt to deliver a decisive stroke against the enemy -
at Jutland and in the Dardanelles campaign. Moreover, although the Royal
Navy's principal opponent was vanquished and, at Scapa Flow, utterly
destroyed, Britain's command of the seas was in question as never before.
The threat was two-fold: qualitative, as new weapons, types of ships
and techniques had evolved to challenge the superiority of the big gun;
and quantitatively, as the numerical strength of the British fleet was
approached by the forces of her principal naval allies, the United States
and Japan, whose expansion during the war years was proportionately far

greater than the wartime growth of the Royal Navy.

1. See the letter of Adm. Sir David (later Earl) Beatty to 'a friend',
12 Nov., 1918, in W.S. Chalmers, The Life and Letters of David Earl
Beatty (London, 1941), p.341.




Tﬂe revolution in naval technology that threatened the Royal Navy's
maritime supremacy was one whose origins dated from before 1914, but
the proof of the new weapons was only possible in the conditions of World
War.1 The submarine, the mine and the torpedo had all been tested in the
nineteenth century; the aircraft in the early years of the twentieth.
Nevertheless, in 1914 the big gun was still regarded as the principal
and decisive instrument in naval combat. The new weapons had had little
impact in recent naval wars - the Sino-Japanese, the Italo-Turkish, and
in particular the Russo-Japanese war. The Battle of Tsushima which
decided the outcome of the latter conflict represented the type of combat
for which the Royal Navy was prepared. The battle was simply a gunnery
duel, and the Japanese victory was a result of gunnery superior in its
range, accuracy, rate of fire, and calibre of projectile. The use of
torpedo-boats was peripheral to the battle; the submarine, the mine and
of course the aircraft were not utilized. The 'lessons' of Tsushima,
in accordance with the legendary habit of armed forces of preparing to
fight the previous war, were translated into the all-big-gun battleship,
the Dreadnought, which preoccupied the British and German navies in the
pre-war years. The investment in such craft gave a very poor return
in the European conflict; but fortunately for Britain the over-estimation
of the value of the capital ship was an error common to all navies,
allied or not. Each naval power surviving after 1918 was still con-
structing capital ships in an effort to produce an invulnerable, all-
dominating battle fleet. To the extent that the new weapons were
incorporated into post-World War naval strategy, they were used as
supplements to, not as substitutes for, the battle‘fleet. Destroyer

flotillas and later aircraft carriers were used to screen, reconnoitre

1. For the evolution of the new weapons, see Marder, From the
Dreadnought to Scapa Flow, i, pp.328-341.
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for and supplement the firepower of the big ships, but the idea of a
concentrated 'mass' of power as the deciding factor of a naval struggle
was still prevalent.l

It became accepted during and after the war, however, that the value

of such a fleet might *ie as much in its deterrent value, both in peace
and war, as in its employment in battle. This was reflected in agrowing
realization that combat between the two battle fleets would only be
joined if both sides wished it - a most improbable event, likely to be
dependent on both fleets' commanders believing that they had sufficiently
superior forces or tactical advantages to be able to gamble all on a
single engagement. Without such a coincidence of circumstances, it was
likely that fleets would not join battle directly. The protection of
the weaker fleet from the stronger in the security of its home base
could now be guaranteed by the new defensive technology - mines,
submarines and aircraft; so that the weaker fleet could now select
the time and place of battle as much as the stronger fleet. With a
stalemate of indeterminate length therefore likely, as in the North
Sea in 1914-18, the focus of naval operations moved instead to maritime
trade: attempts to enforce or prevent blockades.

The pattern of postwar naval building, and therefore of naval rivalry,
reflected this new reality. It was necessary to build vessels both for
fleet use, apd for detached service for trade and colonial defence. The
number of vessels required for the fleet, though, logically was limited
to the number of vessels required to deter the potential enemy's fleet.
The number of vessels required for trade and colonial defence depended
upon a much wider range of factors, which included not only the opposing

forces but also the many variables which influenced the vulnerability of

1. Rear Admiral Sir Herbert Richmond, Sea Power in the Modern World
(London, 1934), pp.80-99.
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a country's sea trade.

In anti-trade warfare, the attacking forces, however weak, had
enormous advantages. The wartime experience of both cruiser and
submarine attacks on trade had demonstrated that a large number of
defending vessels were required to hunt down a single attacking vessel.
It was therefore desirable ﬁo have a defending force many times the
size of the attacking opponent; the extent of this superiority nec-
essary for security was a matter of opinion (or of the availability
of finance). It also varied with the length of the trade routes which
were to be protected, the amount of shipping travelling along them,
the use or not of a convoy system, the number of bases available, and
the length of coastline or the number of colonies vulnerable to raids.
Attempts to calculate the forces required for security according to
complicated formulae incorporating these factors were a common feature
of interwar naval planning and negotiations. The politicians and
Admirals concerned might equally well have asked, 'How long is a
piece of string?’

Attempts by naval powers to limit the forces used in trade war-
fare therefore faced much greater problems than those involved in
limiting the forces used in the 'strategic deterrent forces' or battle
fleets. Weapons which to one power were defensive were potentially
of fensive when seen through the eyes of its rivals. This was true
not only of cruisers, but of submarines: these craft were frequently
vaunted by smaller powers as the great equalizers of modern warfare,
which enabled the smallest maritime power to defend itself against the
greatest battle fleet. If effective defence of trade required superior
even greatly superior, forces, then each nation seeking security for
its maritime trade would be locked into an ever-increasing spiral of
competitive building, which could not be halted without one or more

of such powers accepting the vulnerability of its sea trade. This was
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in marked contrast with the limitation of battle fleets, where 'security'
could be achieved by the establishment of rough parity or sufficiency
of forces.

In order later to assess the debates on naval limitations, it
will be helpful first to examine in detail the types of ship which
were being discussed, and their uses and usefulness.

The capital ship, the heart and focus of each fleet, had changed
enormously in a little over ten years. Before the construction of the
Dreadnought in 1908, a displacement of around 10,000 tons was universally
recognized as the most efficient size for a balance of offensive power
and defensive armour. This grew to the 41,200 tons of the battle cruiser,
Hood, lain down in 1916 after the battle of Jutland and completed for the
Royal Navy in 1920. The 12-inch gun, which had been considered adequate
for many years as the principal armament of the battleship, grew to the
16-inch guns of the largest post-Jutland designs. At the same time that
the size of the battleship's main armament was increasing, the need for
defensive protection against enemy projectiles increased. This took
two forms: increased thickness of armour plate, and increased engine-
power for speed. -‘As these two were mutually counteracting, two types
of capital ships had evolved in the immediate post-war years, the more
heavily armoured battleship and the faster and more manoeuvrable battle
cruiser. The two types would typically have a similar offensive armament,
but while the average speed of a typical battleship in 1918 was around
21 knots, the more powerful battle cruisers averaged 31 knots. The
battle cruiser design was much criticized after Jutland, where its
great vulnerability, in spite of its speed, against battleships was

demonstrated; but this was perhaps an unfair criticism of a weapon

in that particular case, had been badly used.l The primary duty of a

1. Marder, op.cit., v, pp.311-12,
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well-employed battle cruiser was to act as a kind of super scouting ship,
fast and powerful enough to push through a reconmnaissance in the face of
an enemy's armoured cruisers. They were not intended to be engaged
against other capital ships, a mistake to be repeated in a later war

when the Hood was sunk by the slower but more heavily armoured Bismarck.

The slower battleships faced new threats after the First World War
which added to their need for protection.l The threat of aerial bombard-
ment led to increases in the use of armour plating along the decks and
top surfaces of battleships, which had been less vulnerable to gunfire;
and the threat of torpedo attack led to the development of 'bulges',
outer hulls added along and below the water-lines, which were intended
to absorb the explosions of torpedo warheads. In post-war debates about
ship design and size, the need for such additional defensive protection
was frequently advanced as a principal reason for increasing, or at least
not decreasing, the displacement of battleships; but this argument
appears fallacious in the light of the growth of the capital ship before
the emergence of the torpedo and bomb threats, from around 10,000 tons
to the 28,000 tons of the war period. Such growth was due solely to the
desire for a ship at once more powerful than, and impregnable to the
artillery of, an opponent. Competition could not end so long as any
power made it a matter of policy to possess larger ships than others.

At the end of the war, this competition appeared likely to continue.

The changes in design of the capital ship were matched by equally
great changes in the next most powerful category of ship, the cruiser.
The roles of this type of vessel were two-fold. First, cruisers operated
in squadrons with the main battle fleet, acting as scouts, decoys, and
protective screéns against torpedo-carrying vessels on behalf of the main

force of capital ships. Secondly, cruisers were the principal surface

1. Richmond, op.cit., pp.80-86.



vessels engaged in the guerre de course of trade warfare and the imple-

mentation qf blockades. 1In these latter roles, cruisers would be detached
from the main fleet, often operating in small squadrons from overseas
bases.

The experience of the First World War had demonstrated that the
threats to commerce were of two quite distinct kinds. The use of German
cruisers as surface raiders in 1914/15 had caused havoc with British
communications in the Indian and Pacific Oceans and had required the use
of obsolete, 'second-class' battleships to supplement the cruiser squadrons
which hunted down the raiders. If cruiser warfare on the 1914/15 pattern
was to be repeated, it was likely that each power would attempt to employ
cruisers more powerful than those of its potential adversary. If that
was so, competition in the size, armour and armament of cruisers was
likely to follow the same pattern as the development of battleships had
taken. Large, well-armed and armoured cruisers were similarly required
for duty with the main fleet if they were likely to see combat with other
armoured ships.

On the other hand, the submarine warfare in the Atlantic had shown
that much smaller, unarmoured ships could be employed for anti-submarine
and convoy escort duties; while smaller vessels were equally effective
for blockades and offensive operations against enemy trade, and for
colonial use as 'poliée' vessels.

There emerged, therefore, a division among cruiser designs between
vessels designed to fulfil a cruiser's basic duties economically, with
a light hull and armament; and vessels designed for combat with other
cruisers, which were subject to the same competitive pressures for
increased size as were the battleships they showed every sign of growing
towards. At the end of the First World War the great majority of cruisers

in service with each major navy displaced between 3,000 and 5,000 tons
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armed with six-inch guns;l but Britain had already laid down, and the
United States was preparing to emulate, ships twice that size. The

first of the British Hawkins class, laid down in 1917, displaced 9,750
tons and carried seven 7.5-inch guns. The size of these ships was
dictated entirely by the objective of operating 'bigger and better'

ships than vessels of the same class operated by other powers. The
argument was to be advanced, principally by the United States in inter-
national negotiation, that a large displacement was necessary for vessels
to operate over very long ranges, particularly for those powers lacking
in overseas bases; and that larger ships were needed for the comfort of
seamen (and companies of marines) serving in tropical climates. Both
arguments had little appeal to Britain, which operated 3,000-ton cruisers
successfully over very long ranges and in all climates.

After cruisers, the most controversial class of naval vessel in the
interwar period was the submarine. In the war, submarines had been used
almost exclusively for offensive purposes: that is, they had proved them-
selves to be inefficient or inadequate at 'defensive' tasks such as trade
protection and countering seaborne invasion or blockade.2 For each of
these tasks, surface or air craft had proved more efficient. On the
other hand, the submarine had proved itself to be a powerful instrument
for attack upon merchant shipping, proving - for both Germany in the

Atlantic and for Britain in the Baltic - to be a very effective resort

1. The sixX®inch gun, the standard main armament of cruisers and secondary
armament of capital ships, may seem a small weapon compared to the twelve,
fourteen and even sixteen-inch calibre guns used on battleships; but it
would be considered a very large piece of field artillery on land
(equivalent to the modern 155m. howitzer). A six-inch projectile weighed
about 100 1bs., and could be fired for ten miles or so. The eight-inch
gun, used on some larger cruisers, fired a 250-1b. projectile over 14
miles, and had greater penetrative power than the six-inch gun. The
six-inch gun, however, could be carried on a vessel in greater quantity
and could be fired much more rapidly.

2. Richmond, op.cit., pp.177-8.
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for a nation whose surface forces had been banished from a stretch of sea
by superior enemy forces. A First World War submarine for use in European
waters typically displaced between 500 and 1,000 tons on the surface, or
507% more when submerged; at the end of the war vessels of up to 2,000
tons were built, the extra size allowing useful operation at trans-
atlantic range. The submerged performance of submarines was not good:
the British 'L' class, for example, built in large numbers between 1917
and 1924, displacing 800 tons, could manage only 103 knots submerged,
and could not remain under-water for longer than twelve hours, or much
less if it was running at full submerged speed. Nevertheless, the
ability to approach a target undetected made the submarine a very effective
weapon, and its value had to be measured not only in terms of its own
destructive power, but in terms of the quantity of its opponents it tied
down. This took many forms: the booms, nets and mines needed to secure
bases and anchorages; the need for a convoy system, with its attendant
disruption of trade, in order to reduce losses; and of course, the large
number of destroyers, cruisers and other escort vessels required both
by merchant shipping and by the battle fleets for defence against the
submarine threat. These costs, and the one-sided usefulness of the
submarine, made this weapon the particular target of those who in the
inter-war period sought to 'humanize' war. Britain and America, the
two powers possessing both the largest naval and merchant fleets and
the most influential disarmament lobbies, both pressed for the abolition
of the submarine by international agreement. Those naval powers to whom
the use of the submarine was much more advantageous, not unnaturally
opposed the idea.

The use of destroyers, and other flotilla or torpedo craft, reflected
the new developments in naval technology. The destroyer was, when intro-
duced at the turn of the century, a small vessel of a few hundred tons

displacement, designed expressly to destroy even smaller torpedo boats,
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steam launches of perhaps 80 tons, which had posed a new menace to
capital ships of the fleet in the last years of the nineteenth century.
The small size of torpedo boats combined with their high speed and use
in large numbers in flotillas made it relatively easy for them to pass
through the range of fire of capital ships and attack from close quarters.
To counter this threat, vessels equally fast and manoeuverable were
required, but able to mount guns capable of destroying the torpedo-boats.
These torpedo-boat-destroyers evolved in step with the development of
the torpedo-boat; and the introduction into general service of the
submarine - effectively a more expensive and less vulnerable type of
torpedo-boat - made it necessary greatly to increase the numbers of the
destroyer flotilla. The experience of the Great War showed that the
value of destroyer flotillas was equally great in defending merchant
shipping - especially in convoys - as in protecting the battle fleet.
The need to defend convoys over long distances produced, as with the
submarine, a requirement that destroyers be large enough to be self-
sustaining and self-contained at transoceanic range. By the end of

the war, the typical destroyer in British or American service averaged
1,250 tons displacement, with four-inch guns as well as torpedo tubes
and smaller guns. Each flotilla might have a 'leader' vessel, either

a light cruiser or a purpose-designed vessel, a Flotilla Leader of
perhaps 1,500 to 1,800 tons displacement, effectively a large destroyer
with command and control facilities. Destroyers could, therefore,
operate independently of the main fleet and saw service in larger

numbers than any other type of vessel in the inter-war period.
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Figure 1: Naval expenditure as a percentage of total

national expenditure.

BRITAIN

UNITED
STATES

JAPAN

1914 1915 1916 1917 1918 1919 1920 1921

Taken from R. Dingman, Power in the Pacific, p.162.

Note: Due to the use of votes of credit which did not
differentiate between army and navy expenditures,
the percentage for Britain cannot be computed for
the war years. Data of comparable accuracy is not
available for Japan for 1922.
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The First World War saw not only changes in the technology of naval
power, but also changes in its balance. During the war, the main thrust
of Britain's effort had been on land, the army fighting in Flanders. The
main expenditure of the United States and Japan during those years - even
during the period of the American Expeditionary Force in France - was
upon naval expansion. The difference in the emphasis upon naval
expenditure in each country is illustrated in Figure 1 (p.18).

The build-up of the American navy had been slow before the outbreak
of war in EurOpe.1 After forty years of neglect, the launch of the

Dreadnought and the arms race between Great Britain and Germany caused

the Roosevelt and Taft administrations to turn to updating the US Navy,
but only eight modern dreadnoughts had been built before the outbreak
of war in 1914.2

The danger that the war might endanger security led to Congress

3 This authorized a three-

passing the Naval Appropriations Act of 1916.
year building programme aimed at constructing ten battleships, six battle
cruisers, ten 'scout' cruisers, fifty destroyers, sixty-seven submarines
and thirteen miscellaneous vessels to be laid down before 1 July 1919,

The United States was firmly set upon the course of seeking what Woodrow
Wilson called 'A Navy impregnable to the Navies of the World'. During
1917 and 1918 the implementation of this plan was held up while shipyards

met the most urgent wartime requirement, as many merchant vessels and

destroyers as possible for the European convoys; but in 1919 the General

1. George T. Davis, A Navy Second to None (New York, 1940); Harold and
Margaret Sprout, The Rise of American Naval Power (Princeton, N.J., 1933)
passim.

b

2. Davis, ibid., pp.169-70.

3. Davis, ibid., pp.213-223; Sprouts, The Rise of American Naval Power,
PP.229-339; Josephus Daniels, The Wilson Era (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1946),
pP.326-336.
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Board of the Navy, the senior deliberative body of the American Navy,l
urged not only that the 1916 programme be completed, but that it could
be doubled.2 The completion of such a building programme would have
increased the United States Navy to nearly 800 combat ships of post-
Jutland design, compared with the 200 or so ships in service at the time
of the armistice, when another 200 - mostly destroyers - were under
construction.

The policy of the General Board was the outcome of an intense debate
within the US Navy in 1918. While the United States was still at war,
the following basic naval doctrine had been accepted:

The Navy of the United States shall be a self-contained
organization designed to exercise, in the Pacific, a commanding
superiority of power, and in the Atlantic, a defensive superiority
of naval power against all potential enemies who may seek to
expand their spheres of interest over, or to impose their
sovereignty upon, any portion of the American continent or
Islands contiguous thereto, not now in their (possession),
or who may unjustly interfere with our international rights
or our trade expansion.3
This statement assumed the need to prepare for a new war, or that

the Great War was not a war to end all wars, as was popularly believed.

The most likely theatre for such a war was the Pacific. This was prepared,
however, when the shape of the postwar world was in doubt. The 'most
likely dangerous combination' against the United States, the document

estimated, would be an alliance of Germany, Austria and Japan; and it

went on_to consider what steps should be taken to secure the Western

1. See pp.28-30.

2, US Congress, 65th Congress, 3rd Session, House of Representatives,
Naval Affairs Committee, Hearings on the Naval Estimates for 1919, p.495.
Office of Naval Intelligence, Memorandum on Building Programmes, 1916-30,
MS. Department of State (henceforth D/S) 500.A 15a3/6623, 31 January, 1930,
(National Archives)

3. US Navy, London Headquarters, Planning Section, Memorandum No.21,
U.S. Naval Building Policy, May 1918: US National Archives, Record Group
45, US Navy Department, Secretary's Files, File TD; quoted in D. Trask,
Captains and Cabinets: Anglo-American Naval Relations, 1917-18 (Columbia,

Mo., 1972), pp.286-9.




- 21 -

Hemisphere should Germany win in Western Europe as it had done in
Eastern Europe. The loyalty of Japan as an ally was strongly questioned.

Later in 1918, though, the outcome of the war became clear, and
post-war planning had to be based upon the likelihood that the only
naval powers capable of challenging the United States would be Britain
and Japan. This was reflected in a rapid growth of suspicion of America's
British ally. In November, 1918, after the Armistice, the US Navy's
Planning Section - based, due to wartime exigencies, in London - presumed
that 'additions to the British fleet must be made with reference to the
United States as a possible enemy'; therefore, conversely, 'any additions
made the U.S. Fleet must me made with reference to Great Britain as a
potential enemy'.

The relative strengths of the two countries' navies were nowhere
near being in balance at the end of the war. The US Navy was still a
very junior partner in the Allied naval war effort, its vessels detached
to British ports and operating under British overall command. The chall-
enge to British superiority lay in the vessels currently under construction
or authorized, rather than those already in service. The estimated
strengths of the Allied powers' battle fleets before and after the
completion of building programmes then planned, without reference to
the US General Board's desire to double the American programme, is shown
in Table 2 (p.22):2 from these figures it can be seen that by 1923- 24,
the United States would be approaching the British battle fleet in
numerical strength, even without the suggested doubling of the American
1916 programme. Indeed, she would surpass the British fleet if she fully

implemented the 1916 building programmes and Britain failed to reply.

1. Planning Section, Memorandum No.67 '(U.S.) Building Program',
21 Nov. 1918; quoted by Trask from the papers of Adm. William S. Benson,
U.S.N., Library of Congress.

2. Tables from A. Marder, op.cit., v, pp.247-8.



TABLE 2

A. Vessels in service, 1 January, 1919:

Battleships Battlecruisers Total

Great Britain 33 9 42
United States 16 - 16
Japan 7 7 14
France 7 - 7
Italy 5 - 5

B. Estimated strengths, 1923-4.

(a) Vessels in service.
(b) Vessels in service and under construction if programmes
already authorized, January 1919, were fully implemented -

Battleships Battlecruisers Total

el . (a) 24 6 30

Great Britain (b) 33 10 43
United States (a) 21 6 27
(b) 29 6 35

(a) 8 8 16

Japan (b) 11 11 22
(a) 12 - 12

France (b) 16 B 16
(a) 4 - 4

Italy (b) 6 _ 6

The numbers do not give the full picture, however. The American
vessels would be both more modern and carry a greater armament, thus
giving a margin of superiority to the United States battle fleet. The
maintenance of British superiority would require either new British
construction, or that the United States should settle voluntarily for
second place. The former required expenditure which Britain, exhausted
by the war, could ill afford. The second required a major turnabout in

American public opinion.
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Debates on naval policy in the United States after the war focused
upon three separate questions. The first was whether the United States
should pursue naval equality with, or superiority over, Britain - the
drive for 'a navy second to none', which the future Republican Secretary
of the Navy, Edwin Denby, advocated. The second was whether to pursue
naval limitation, either as a means of achieving American equality or
superiority of arms at low cost, or as a means of averting the need for
the 'navy second to none'. The third, running through the other two
questions and inextricably linked with the League of Nations question,
was the role of the post-war United States Navy: as a guarantor of
American national interests or as a tool of collective security through
the League. Almost any combination of views on these three questions
could be held without logical contradiction; and in Congress, within
each party, all combinations were represented. A majority in both
parties, however, favoured for various reasons the continuation of naval
building in the short term, and for the long term were not prepared to
let America stay number two in the ranking of world sea power.

Before the 1920 election, the Democratic Administration was led by
a President and a Secretary of the Navy who supported the League, but
believed that it needed a large US Navy as an instrument for enforcing
collective security. Wilson was equivocal about arms limitation: he
included it in his 'Fourteen Points' address of January 1918, as part
of his plan for the post-war world, but he did not press for it while

he was preoccupied with getting America into the League and with retaining

1. Daniels, The Wilson Era, pp.451-84; Herbert Hoover, The Ordeal of
Woodrow Wilson (New York and London, 1958), pp.279-293; and Edmund Ions,
Woodrow Wilson, The Politics of Peace and War (London, 1972), give good
brief accounts of the League fight in Congress. The debates over coll-
ective security versus isolationism are assessed in a collection of
outstanding articles edited by Alexander de Conde, Isolation and Security
(Durham, N.C., 1957), and in Roland N. Stromberg, 'The Riddle of Collective
Security, 1916-20' in G.L. Anderson (ed.), Ideals and Conflicts: Studies

in Twentieth-Century Diplomacy (Lawrence, Kan., 1959).
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the support of the 'Big Navy' elements in Congress. Until the Admini-
stration changed in Washington, arms limitation simply did not appear on
the American political agenda: there were simply too many other pressing
matters.
Awareness of the new American navalism caused British suspicion of

the United States to grow reciprocally with ‘American fears of British
intentions. 1In October 1918, just before the Armistice, Sir Eric Geddes,
the British First Lord of the Admiralty, travelled to Washington for talks
on naval matters.l Suspicion of the United States at this time turned
out to have been correct in one sense: President Wilson was already
negotiating secretly with the Central Powers, but had not yet informed
the Allies. Certainly mutual Anglo-American distrust in naval affairs
conditioned the Washington talks, but there was as yet no sign that
America was regarded by Britain as a potential enemy. Geddes aimed to
persuade the United States to increase her naval building, and to reduce
her construction of merchant ships. In return, Britain would increase
her own merchant shipbuilding, and reduce her naval construction. The
ostensible reason for this was the urgent need for more convoy escort
vessels as long as the war continued; the real reason was that America
was building far more merchant tonnage than Great Britain, although

she had a far smaller pre-war merchant fleet. The British feared a
post-war American attempt to dominate seagoing trade. They did not

yet fear post-war American naval strength.

The speed of the German collapse in October 1918 took all the

combatants' navies by surprise. After the Armistice there was more

time to contemplate the new naval balance. Sir William Wiseman, a
principal British delegate to the Peace Conference, wrote in preparation

for the Versailles assembly:

1. Trask, op.cit., pp.303-312; Dingman, op.cit., pp.43-4,
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Against this improvement [caused by the war] in [American]
attitudes [to Britain], we must put the growing consciousness

that after the war there will only be two great powers left -

Great Britain and the United States. Which ig= going to be the

greater, politically and commercially? In that constantly

recurring thought may be found much of the Anglo-American

friction that arises.

At the same time, speculation about American intentions, and growing
apprehension about US sea power began to appear in the British press.
Observers could hardly be blamed for comparing the naval balance between
the two countries with the pre-war naval race. By July 1919, Colonel
House, President Wilson's special emissary in Europe, reported gloomily
'the relations of the two countries [the United States and Britain] are

beginning to assume the same character as that of England and Germany

before the war'.

The third major naval power, Japan, had benefitted from her partici-
pation in the war in a similar manner to the United States.4 Japan had
been able to build up the size and proficiency of her navy without

sustaining losses to enemy action; and she had taken over, under the

1. Sir William Wiseman, undated memorandum, 'The Attitude of the United
States and President Wilson towards the Peace Conference', Balfour Papers,
FO 800/212.

2. See, for example, the articles by Archibald Hurd in the Fortnightly
Review, 'The U.S. and Sea Power, A Challenge' (Vol.1lll, Feb. 1919, p.l1l75);
'Shall we suffer eclipse by sea? American progress' (Vol.113, June,1920,
p.849); 'Naval Supremacy: Great Britain or the U.S.?' (Vol.ll4, Dec. 1920,
p.916). British press comments were usually cited and commented upon in
the New York Times: these are listed in the New York Times Index under
'England, Navy'; 'Sea Power', etc.

3. Charles Seymour, The Intimate Papers of Colonel House (New York, 1928),
iv, p.495.

4. Dingman, op.cit,, pp.48-63, Captain Malcolm D. Kennedy, The Estrange-
ment of Great Britain and Japan, 1917-1935 (Manchester, 1969), pp.35-47.
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Anglo-Japanese alliance, the sole responsibility for Allied naval control
in East Asia. Japanese relations with Britain were excellent; but she,
like Britain, saw the United States as a potential threat after the war.
If all the ships of the 1916 US programme were completed, the Pacific
naval balance would tip very strongly against Japan. If Japan was to
retain naval superiority in the North-West Pacific, she would have to
respond to American building in kind. The objective of naval planners
during thé war had been the 'eight-eight' fleet: eight battleships and
eight battle cruisers. Now it looked as though a battle fleet of sixteen
vessels might not be enough to assure control of Japanese home waters;
even more construction might be necessary.

The desire of the Imperial Navy to expand, however, had to be offset
against a number of other factors. The Army was politically more
powerful in 1918-19, largely because it was embroiled in the Siberian
intervention following the Bolshevik Revolution, and because the primary
requirement of Japanese strategy was to ensure access to the markets and
raw materials of the mainland: seaborne trade was relatively unimportant.
Moreover, a political crisis occurred in September, 1918, as rice shortages
led to food riots throughout the Japanese home islands, and a new govern-
ment under Prime Minister Hara Kei came to power committed to'relieving
social problems rather than augmenting the nation's defences. Under these
volatile circumstances, the Navy chose a tactical withdrawal from their
expansion plans. They agreed with the Army and the Treasury to withhold
their building programmes for two years. In return, they secured a
commitment from the Cabinet to increased spending on the Navy to secure
"the perfection of national defence' after the fiscal year 1920. By that
time, it was believed, the Peace Conference and the actions of Britain
and American would have determined the nature of the new international
balance, so that Japan could with greater certainty assess her defensive

needs.
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During the Versailles Peace Conference, there took place in Paris
a protracted series of negotiations between British and American naval
representatives which have been well documented by Professor Marder and
others.l After a series of fruitless meetings between the political and
professorial heads of the two countries' navies,2 a preliminary agreement
was drawn up between Colonel House and Lord Robert Cecil, the British
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, who was to play a prominent role
throughout the naval negotiations of the next several years. The United
States was ready, Colonel House declared, to 'abandon or modify' the 1918
programme suggested by the General Board of the US Navy - the proposed
doubling of the 1916 programme - once a Peace Treaty was signed and the
League of Nations in being. Moreover the United States would consider
postponing work on the ships of the 1916 programme until after the Peace
Treaty, in order to allow time to discuss future naval relationships.
In return the British agreed to abandon their opposition to the Monroe
Doctrine being excluded from the scope of the League of Nations Covenant.
Most importantly, the two nations agreed that 'some arrangement as to the
relative strengths of the fleets ought to be arrived at'. This was the
first tentative commitment by the two major naval powers to the idea of
determining naval relationships by agreement rather than by competition.

Limitation of armaments by international agreement was enshrined
in the Treaty of Versailles, but under its terms only Germany was made

to disarm. This was done 'In order to render possible the initiation of

1. See, for example, Warner P. Schilling, Admirals and Foreign Policy,
1913-1919 (Yale University Ph.D. thesis, 1953), pp.230-293. Professor
Marder's analysis is in Vol.V of From the Dreadnought to Scapa Flow,
pp.230-247.

2. These were, for the United States, Josephus Daniels (Secretary of
the Navy) and Admiral William Benson (Chief of Naval Operations); and for
Britain, Walter Long (First Lord of the Admiralty) and Admiral of the
Fleet Sir Rosslyn Wemyss (First Sea Lord).
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a general limitation of the armaments of all nations'l which would be
facilitated by the League of Nations. German objections to the unilateral
imposition of disarmament were met with the statement that the measures
were 'the first steps toward that general reduction and limitation of
armaments which they seek to bring about as one of the most fruitful
preventives of war, and which it will be one of the first duties of the
League of Nations to promote'.2 In Article 8 of the Covenant of the
League (Part One of the Peace Treaty), the League's Council was obli-
gated to formulate plans for reduction 'to the lowest point consistent
with national safety and the enforcement by common action of internmational
obligations'.

Action to implement these good intentions had to await the outcome
of the political battle in the United States over ratification of the
Peace Treaty and American membership of the League of Nations. This
continued until resolved by the outcome of the Presidential election of
November, 1920, preoccupying the attention of all elements of the US
government and legislature, and preventing any progress on arms

limitation for eighteen months.

At this point, it may be convenient to examine the procedures by
which peacetime naval policy was formulated in Britain and the United
States, in order later to follow the development of naval limitation

policies in those countries.

The central body governing US naval policy was the General Board

)

1. Preamble, Part V of the Versailles Treaty.

2. Allied reply to the German observations on the Peace Terms of 16
June, 1919: Cmd. 153, 1919.
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of the Navy, a committee of senior Admirals, serving and retired, averaging
a dozen in all, and chaired by their most senior officer.
Its membership was partly comprised of officers appointed by the Secretary
of the Navy, and partly of officers holding membership ex-officio by
virtue of their positions as Chief of Naval Operations, President of the
Naval War College, Director of the Office of Naval Intelligence, or
Commandant of the Marine Corps.l The General Board had no executive
power, which was vested exclusively in the Secretary of the Navy and
Chief of Naval Operations. These two men, respectively a civilian Cabinet
member appointed by the President on political grounds and the professional
head of the navy appointed on grounds of seniority and ability, had to
carry out naval policy and answer to the President for it. Nevertheless
the General Board was the deliberative body which advised the Secretary
of the Navy on most aspects of naval policy. As the Secretary of the
Navy was usually appointed for his political acceptability rather than
for any expertise of ability in naval affairs, the Board's advice was
found to be indispensable by each successive Secretary, not only for
practical reasons but also politically when defending a policy in public.
Among the General Board's responsibilities were the determination
of the Navy's requirements and negotiating positions for international
conferences; and the preparation of the navy's requests for construction
funds, worked out usually two years before the start of the projected
construction and forwarded to the Bureau of the Budget for consideration
with each year's naval budget. The Bureau of the Budget was responsible
for the preparation of the budget for all departments of the federal

government, and the Navy Department's requests for funds were therefore

1. In 1932 the regulations were changed to exclude ex-officio members
of the Board; in practice, the holders of the four offices were in any
case appointed to the Board by the Secretary of the Navy.
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subject first to the control ofthat office. In the Bureau of the Budget,
consequently, a lengthy bargaining process took place between the
Treasury on one side and the spending agencies vying for funds on the
other.

The Bureau's completed draft budget was then sent to Congress, where
it was subject to Committee hearings and further modification. Each
house of Congress had a Naval Affairs Committee which sought with differ-
ing degrees of determination at various times to control naval policy by
budgetary control. The balance of power within the American political
system during the period of this study was such, however, that the major
outside political influence on naval policy came not from Congress, but
from the President - although a President's actions could be constrained
or determined by the needs of his political relationships with Congress.
The President had powers enough to exercise complete directions of naval
policy if he chose. As Commander-in-Chief, he could give orders to the
Chief of Naval Operations or the General Board. He appointed the Secretary
of the Navy, an office held throughout the interwar period by weak and
colourless individuals who carried out the President's wishes faithfully
while lacking the political independence and authority to shape policy
or to stand up to the President. The President was ultimately responsible
for shaping the budget, which Congress could alter significantly only
with great difficulty. Lastly, he had the power to appeal directly to
public opinion on naval as on other issues, and could claim a national
mandate in a way which no other actor in the political process could
match.

With these powers, it was natural that the political direction of
naval policy should come from the White House. When a President gave a
clear lead, as did Herbert Hoover (for arms limitation) or Franklin
Roosevelt (for rearmament), his policy prevailed in the absence of

resolute and unanimous congressional opposition. On the other hand,
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Presidents were inevitably concerned with a myriad of complex issues,

and a President might not devote a high priority to, or have a clearly
defined, naval policy, Where this was the case, as with most naval
questions not directly affecting an administration's overall economic

or foreign-policy strategy, the General Board usually played the dominant
role in formulating the policy to be pursued.

In Britain the deliberative body which corresponded to the US Navy's
General Board was the Board of Admiralty. There were major differences,
though, in the composition, functions and political influence of the
two boards.,

The Board of Admiralty was comprised of representatives of the
Government, the civil service and the Navy, It was chaired by the First
Lord of the Admiralty, the Cabinet Minister equivalent to the US Secretary
of the Navy, but who unlike his American equivalent actually sat upon the
policy-making board, Other politically-appointed members were the holders
of the two junior naval posts in the government of the day, the Civil Lord
and the Parliamentary and Financial Secretary of the Admiralty.l The
civil service was represented by the Permanent Secretary of the Admiralty,
the senior permanent civilian administrator;2 while the remainder of the
Board was made up of active naval officers, the 'Sea Lords'. These were
usually six in number: the Chief of the Naval Staff, more commonly known
as the First Sea Lord, was the professional head of the Navy; his Deputy
and the Assistant Chief of the Naval Stéff also sat upon the Board, alomng

with three other Sea Lords, each of whom had supervisory responsibility

1. The Parliamentary and Financial Secretary only became a full member
of the Board in 1929, The Civil Lord would customarily answer for the
Admiralty to whichever House of Parliament the First Lord did not belong,
i.e, he was a Peer if the First Lord was a member of the House of Commons,
and vice-versa,

2. After 1921,



for certain departments within the Admiralty.1 The Board met weekly,
with additional meetings from time to time as required, much as the
British Cabinet did -~ another difference from the General Board, which
met irregularly when summoned by the Secretary of the Navy to tender
advice on a particular question., Also like the British Cabinet, the
Board of Admiralty had a number of sub-committees, standing and ad hoc,
of which the most important was the Financial, Chaired by the Parlia-
mentary and Financial Secretary, this moulded the budget requirements of
each department into a single draft request, known as the Sketch Estimates.
These were reviewed by the full Board, which customarily made alterations
in accordance with the changes of government policy, and the finished
sketch estimates were then forwarded to the Chancellor of the Exchequer
in December of each year. Negotiation with the Treasury would then have
to be completed in time for Parliament to receive the Estimates in
February, in time for approval by the start of the financial year on

lst April, whereupon the preparation of the next year's requests would
begin again in the Admiralty.

Parliament had no specialized committees dealing with naval affairs,
and the majority of the Government of the day made it impossible for the
Estimates to be significantly altered once they had been submitted,
Nevertheless, British governments were keenly sensitive to Parliamentary
criticism, and naval questions,being intimately bound up in Britain with
so much of her Imperial and foreign policy, came in for more scrutiny

and debate than most issues, Moreover both Houses of Parliament contained

1. The Assistant Chief of the Naval Staff did not sit upon the Board
between 1929 and 1935.

2, The Admiralty's Estinates were presented in the form of separate

Votes for the services of different departments of the Navy; E.G. Medical
Establishments and Services (Vote 3); the Fleet Air Arm (Vote 4); Education
and Training (Vote 5); etc. The most important Vote for the purpose of
this narrative was Vote 8, for 'Shipbuilding, Repairs, Maintenance, Etc.',
which covered both the Naval Dockyards (Vote 8(i), personnel; 8(ii),
Material) and contract work on construction (Vote 8(iii)).
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a number of former naval officers, and the presence of the country's most
distinguished former naval commanders made the House of Lords in particu-
lar a most formidable body for the review of naval affairs. Nevertheless,
although Parliament could be a significant influence, through the mech-
anism of pressure upon the Government of the day, it could not control
navy policy. This rested firmly with the Cabinet, and in particular with
a joint standing committee of Cabinet ministers and service chiefs, the
Committee of Imperial Defence., The CID had the status of a Cabinet
Committee, and at no time in the inter-war period was a CID recommendation
overturned by the full Cabinet, It owed this powerful position to the
fact that it included all the ministers with a departmental interest in
defence policy: the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Foreign, Colonial,
Dominions and India Secretaries,the Service Ministers and, as chairman

and arbiter, the Prime Minister. Prime Ministerial interventions were
few, though usually decisive, Inevitably, because of the need to see
naval policy in the context of the much broader totality of governmental
policy, Prime Ministerial rulings tended to act against the narrow,
strictly professional desires of the Admiralty. Specifically, the Prime
Minister had to offset the wishes ofthe Navy against the desire of the
Treasury, the Foreign Office, and much of the British public for arms

limitation.

The pressures favouring naval limitations in Britain had different
origins from those acting on the US Governmment; but they were equally
great, During the war, the Army had had the first claim upon defence
resources, Now it appeared that the Army's new-found predominance was
likely to continue: it was heavily committed in Ireland, Russia, the

Middle East, and in theoccupation of Germany. The Navy was expensive
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but had little to do. Not only was the Army able to claim a much larger
slice of the defence cake, but that cake itself was steadily diminishing,
From 1918 Britain had had universal manhood suffrage: the new, poorer
members of the electorate were voters whose first priority was for
spending on social services, not on defence, The domestic spending
departments - Health, Education and Works - thereby stood to gain at the
expense of the Admiralty, which they did steadily under the Lloyd George
coalition.

A third influence on the British naval budget, more immediate in its
impact upon spending than either the army or domestic spending, was of
course the Treasury. In August 1919, Lloyd George ensured that the
Treasury would have ultimate control over each spending department re-
stored to it when he established the Cabinet Finance Committee. In war-
time, the Treasury had existed largely to find the money necessary to
conduct the war, not to ration it. From now on, the Treasury would not
only ration expenditure, but would directly determine what spending was
permissible in which areas. Retrenchment was the order of the day, with
Britain needing to service the enormous debts - mostly to America - that
had piled up during the war.

At its first meeting, the Cabinet Finance Committee proposed that
the Navy's estimates be cut almost to pre-war levels: a maximum of £60
millions, compared to a net expenditure of £334 millions in the financial

year 1918—19.2 The size of the fleet should be reduced, the Committee

1. For useful accounts of the internal politics of the Lloyd George
coalition, 1918-22, see R.Rhodes James, Churchill: A Study in Failure,
1900-1939 (London, 1970), pp.95-134; Kenneth Morgan,.h 'Lloyd George's
Stage Army: The Coalition Liberals, 1918-22' in A.J.P. Taylor, ed.,
Lloyd George: Twelve Essays (London, 1971); D, McCormick, The Mask of
Merlin (London, 1963), Chs. 12,15,17; and M. Kinnear, The Fall of Lloyd
George: The Political Crisis of 1922 (London, 1973),

For Lloyd George's role in the formulation of post-war naval policy
see J.K. McDonald, 'Lord George and the Search for a Postwar Naval Policy'
in A.J.P. Taylor, ed., op.cit.

2, CAB 27/71, War Cabinet Finance Committee Meeting, 11 Aug., 1919,
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ruled, to 'at least the pre-war standard', In order to avert the danger
of granting naval superiority to the Americans, the government should
actively pursue arms limitation with the US government; but even if no
limitation proved possible, the budgetary limitation must be adhered

to, Lastly, the Navy - and other services - should assume when making
their cuts that no war was likely for the next ten years, The Committee's
recommendations were accepted by the Cabinet, and Lord Gray, the former
Foreign Secretary, was sent at his own request to Washington to discuss
the possibilities of limitation,

This was not the decisive blow against the Royal Navy which it
appeared at first sight to be. 1In the first place the Finance Committee's
ruling that the 'pre-war standard' should be taken as a yardstick for the
size of the fleet was open to alternative interpretation: did it mean
the pre-war number of ships, or the pre-war standard of superiority over
the next largest fleet? Secondly, Grey's mission to Washington was a
spectacular failure: with Wilson ill, Congress enmeshed in the League
fight, and the US Navy Department not wishing to jeopardize its building
programme, no-one would talk with him about naval limitation.2 Thirdly,
in November, 1919, the post of First Sea Lord fell to Admiral of the
Fleet, Earl Beatty, Beatty refused to accept that he should preside
over the surrender of British naval supremacy, and held out with the
First Lord of the Admiralty for a naval budget well above the £60 million
level, After a lengthy political battle, during which the Navy lived
off a vote on account for nine months of the disputed financial year,
the House of Commons approved Estimates of £157 millions, It was argued

that this figure included a great deal of war expenditure which still had

1. CAB 23/15/610A, War Cabinet meeting, 15 Aug., 1919; CAB 23/12/618,
Cabinet meeting, 19 Aug., 1919.

2, Dingman, Power in the Pacific, p.93.
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to be liquidated; and that fuel oil stocks, run down in the war, had to
be built up together with their storage facilities. These factors,
however, only served as camouflage for the temporary victory of the
Admiralty. They had been able to defer the massive cuts the Treasury
wanted, pending decisions upon the broad principles which should govern
naval policy in the post-war era. Without such decisions, it was easy
to defend the wartime size of the Navy.

In 1920 Beatty and the Board of Admiralty faced the need for further
reductions in naval expenditure. Rather than risk confrontation and
political unpopularity in this year, they accepted more cuts in expendi-
ture. New construction had now ceased, and the Board sought only to
preserve the existing fleet's size and personnel level. The 1920-21
budget was agreed at £84 millions, the second year running in which the
Navy's budget had been virtually halved. But while maintaining this
uncontroversial policy, in effect running down the Navy at their own
pace rither than at the unseemly haste of the Treasury's pace, they were
preparing to reopen the battle for British battleship construction.

The Admiralty's case was based on two premises. The first was that
the United States would continue to build all the vessels projected in
the 1916 programme, and that the Japanese would similarly complete all
her proposed capital ships of the 'eight-eight' programme. If so, the
Royal Navy would have an inferiority of one vessel to the United States
by 1925, Naval Intelligence estimated; and Britain would have no chance
of challenging Japan in East Asia, thereby presenting British interests
there as hostages to Japanese goodwill.

The second factor was the argument, advanced by Beatty, that post-

Jutland battleships designs like the 42,000-ton battlecruiser Hood

1. Dingman, op.cit., pp.113-4; S. Roskill, Naval Policy Between the
Wars (London, 1968-76), i, pp.220-1.
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represented an advance in naval technology equivalent to that posed by

Dreadnought. If Britain built no new capital ships, by 1925 she would

possess only one post-Jutland-designed ship, Hood itself, while the US
would possess twelve and Japan eight. Furthermore, all the new American
and Japanese ships would be more powerful than the Hood, being armed with
16-inch rather than 15-inch guns. The Board of Admiralty concluded,
therefore, that a new construction programme of eight ships over the
next two years was necessary, at a cost of £84 millions. To prepare
public opinion for the resumption of building, Beatty took the unusual
step of making a public call for the start of four capital ships during
the coming year.1 Beatty misjudged the timing of his public appeal, though.
It coincided with a painful public controversy over the Battle of Jutland,
provoked by the publication of Jellicoe's memoirs.2 These were sufficiently
controversial to cause the Admiralty to prepare an official report of the
battle; but when this proved critical of the Royal Navy's tactics, material
and command, it was suppressed amid much furore.3

The controversy over Jutland brought to the forefront of public
attention thequestion of the value of the capital ship, in particular
in the light of the experience of the war. To this was added, by Beatty's
ill-timed public appeal, the issue of whether to build against America.
To satisfy the increasing calls for a full investigation of these issues,
Lloyd George intervened to propose that the Committee of Imperial Defence
review the whole field of naval strength and building, including the

issues of sharing control of the seas and the future of the capital ship

1. The Times, 7 Dec., 1920.

2, Admiral Viscount Jellicoe of Scapa, The Grand Fleet, 1914-1916
(London, 1919).

3. The Times, 24 June, 27, 29, 30 Oct., 4, 9, Nov., 1919. Other accounts
of the battle were published at this time in Carlyon Bellairs, The Battle
of Jutland: The Sowing and the Reaping (London, 1919); and Sir Julian
Corbett, History of the Great War: Naval Operations (London, 1920), iii,
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in view of aircraft and submarine development.l The sub-committee charged
with conducting this investigation became known after its chairman as the
Bonar Law Enquiry.

The Bonar Law committee's report, after taking evidence for two months,
still did not resolve the questions either of the future of the battleship
or whether Britain should build against America.2 On the first question,
the committee heard insufficient evidence to support the contention that
the capital ship was obsolete; although a large number of younger naval
men, notable Captain Herbert Richmond, had expressed their belief to the
committee that the capital ship was no longer the determinant of the
command of the seas. On the second question, the committee maintained
that it was essential to avoid a building race with America, but equally
that failure to lay down new ships would both damage British prestige and
naval power, and would make it more difficult for Britain to undertake
negotiations with the United States aimed at limiting naval rivalry.

This equivocal position was reflected in the views of the new First
Lord of the Admiralty, appointed by Lloyd George in February 1921.

Arthur Lee, Lord Lee of Fareham, was appointed to ensure retrenchment,

and would not, it was assumed, champion the building programme wanted

so badly by the Admirals. Lee was, however, soon persuaded by Beatty

that if naval limitation was to be achieved, Britain had to prepare a
bafgaining position vis-a-vis America by laying down new battleships.

When the 1921-2 naval estimates were agreed in March 1921, they maintained
a similar level of expenditure to the previous year - £84 millions - but

they included £2.5 millions 'for the replacement of obsolete ships' -

1. The investigation was announced by the Chancellor of the Exchequer,
Sir Austen Chamberlain, on 9 Dec., 1920: Hansard, House of Commons, Fifth
Series, Vol.135, col.2507.

2. The Bonar Law Committee's hearings are in CAB 16/37, records of the
Subcommittee on the Question of the Capital Ship in the Navy, 1920-21.
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enabling a start to be made upon preparatory work for four new battleships.
In a memorandum for the Cabinet, Lord Lee outlined two chief reasons for
undertaking the new construction: that it was essential for naval morale,
and that it was necessary in order to give Britain a bargaining position
at future naval limitation talks.

Britain was therefore drifting towards seeking naval limitation in
1921, not out of commitment to the idea or even with a clear set of
objectives in such a policy, but because it was a way to evade unpleasant
decisions. It was a way to escape from new building commitments, but at
the same time a justification for new building. It was a way to resolve
future British naval policy, without having to formulate it at the risk
of political and interdepartmental controversy. Most of all it offered
those who were prepared to believe in the prospect, the hope of enabling
Britain to retain her maritime position without having to work for it.

In the United States, it will be recalled, naval limitation was an
issue which by 1920 had become completely subordinated to the question
of American membership of the League of Nations. The Administration's
thinking was revealed in the annual report for 1920 of the Secretary of
the Navy: that while naval limitation was desirable, it was unthinkable
for America while she stood alone outside the now-working Leage of Nations.2

The League as an issue in American politics was resolved by the
Republican victory in the Presideﬁtial election of November, 1920. The
new President, Warren Harding, had studiously avoided committing himself
on disarmament during either his Senate career or his Presidential cam-

paign; he promised only that on issues splitting the Republican party,

1. ADM 167/63, Lee memorandum, 28 Feb., 1921. Some indication of the
background to this may be found in Alan Clark, ed., A Good Innings. The
Private Papers of Viscount Lee of Fareham (London, 1974), pp.206-7.

2. Department of the Navy, Annual Reports for the Fiscal Year 1920,
Report of the Secretary (December, 1920), pp.2-4.
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like the future of the Navy, he would consult 'the best minds'.l After
his election but before his inauguration, Harding produced the equally
noncommital assertion that 'A big navy and a big merchant marine are
necessary to the future of the country', but that 'partial but not
permanent disarmament'was desirable.

At this point, with Wilson still in office as a 'lame-duck' and
ill President, the powerful Republican Senator Borah of Idaho intervened.
Borah had led the 'irreconcilable' Republican Senators against the League,
but his record on naval matters was less consistent. He had supported
the naval expansion of the 1916 Act, but later had attacked the League
on the grounds - among many others - that it would perpetuate British
naval supremacy and thus force America to construct an undesirably large
navy. Moreover, as a Western 'Progressive', he had repeatedly denounced
the armaments 'trusts' of the East Coast. He was therefore in a quandary
when the League appealed to the Wilson administration to send a repre-
sentative to Geneva to discuss arms limitation, even if America remained
outside the League's organization. A pro-League Democratic Senator,
Thomas Walsh of Montana, proposed that the Senate ask President Wilson
to send a representative to the League for arms talks. In order to
counter this, and to support arms control talks while avoiding the
League of Nations framework for them, Senator Borah introduced a reso-
lution to the Senate on 14 December, 1920, which called for direct
negotiations between the United States, Britain and Japan, aimed at

halving the naval construction of those powers for the next five years.

1. Harding's Senate career is detailed best in Andrew Sinclair. The
Available Man (New York, 1965), pp.57-84; and Randolph C. Downes, The Rise
of Warren Gamaliel Harding (Columbus, 0., 1970), Chaps.11-13. Downes

also gives an excellent account (Chaps.21-25) of the 1920 election campaign.

2. New York Times, 5 Dec., 1920.

3. The subsequent episode is recounted in Robert J. Maddox, William

E. Borah and American Foreign Policy (Baton Rouge, La., 1969), pp.88-90,
and John C. Vinson, The Parchment Peace: The United States Senate and
the Washington Conference, 1921-2 (Athens, Ga., 1955), pp.48-57.
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The Borah resolution had an impact on American public opinion
comparable to the effect in England of Beatty's public appeal and the
Jutland controversy in the autumn of 1919. Suddenly naval policy was
back on the political agenda: newspaper polls showed widespread support
for arms limitation, and various politicians and naval officers expressed
their support, qualified or outright, for limitation. When Borah's many
enemies in the Senate amended Borah's resolution out of existence, he
introduced a second resolution calling for the Senate Naval Affairs
Committee to investigate the value of capital ships in the light of
developments in naval technology, and to call a 'holiday' in their con-
struction for six months while the investigation took place. Once again,
a combination of 'Big Navy' supporters, League supporters, and miscel-
laneous political enemies of Borah stopped the resolution: but naval
building had become a major issue. Moreover Borah had become an
immensely popular figure who found, somewhat to his own surprise, that
he was articulating the views of millions of Americans, and that he had
touched off a disarmament campaign of major proportions.

The new President appeared to advocate a different approach to
naval limitation from the one favoured by Borah when he first addressed
Congress. On 12 April, he told Congress that the best way to 'lift the
burden of excessive outlay' was 'the reasonable limitation of personnel...
combined with economies of administration'. However, naval limitation -
however desirable - could not be negotiated until America had finally
signed a peace treaty with Germany. As long as America was technically
at war, there were other more urgent foreign policy objectives.

Harding's priorities, and his apparent rejection of limitation of

material in favour of limitation of personnel and possibly budgetary

1. New York Times, 13 and 19 April, 1921. Thomas A. Bailey,
A Diplomatic History of the American People (2nd ed., New York, 1942),
pp.638-9,
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limits, did not satisfy Borah. In May the Senate considered the Naval
Appropriations Bill for 1921-2, which included funds for further ships
in the 1916 programme. The President urged support of the Bill, main-
taining the position that arms limitation was impractical in the current
circumstances. Borah therefore introduced a further resolution requiring
the summoning of a naval conference, while threatening to filibuster the
Appropriations Bill. After two weeks of debate and with deadlock
threatened which would jeopardize the naval building programme, the
President backed down and accepted a compromise. Borah's resolution was
to be passed and the Senate added extra funds to the Naval Appropriations
Bill.

The initiative in Washington was now firmly in the hands of Borah,
and those in Congress who favoured the summoning of a naval conference
outside the forum of the League of Nations. The issue of invitations
to such a conference was, however, rushed through faster than anyone in
Congress had expected. President Harding made a public announcement of
his intention to summon a Conference in Washington as soon as possible
on 11th July, the day after the Naval Appropriations Bill was finally
approved by the Congress.l The reason for this was the possibility that
a conference might first be called by the British, and Harding and his
Secretary of State, Charles Evan Hughes, considered it essential that
if a conference took place, it should be in and under the aegis of the
United States.2 There were three'good reasons for this. The first was
that it seized the initiative in domestic politics for the President,
whose péestige in the control of foreign policy and in the leadership
of the Republican Party had been shaken by the Borah resolutions. The

second was that it seized the initiative in international diplomacy for

1. New York Times, 11 July, 1921,

2. David J. Danielski and Joseph S. Tulchin, eds., The Autobiographical
Notes of Charles Evans Hughes (Cambridge, Mass, 1973),pp.204-6.
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the United States, which would derive a number of advantages, psycho-
logical and organizational, from having the conference held in Washington;
it might also partly restore American prestige after the unhappy battle
over the League. The third was that it enabled the United States to
control the Conference's agenda, which might thereby cover a much broader
range than might be the case at a British-summoned conference. Hughes
was determined that Far Eastern Affairs should take first place on the
agenda at the forthcoming conference. This would achieve two things.
Domestically, it would make the conference look much less like Borah's
achievement. Borah, indeed, strenuously opposed discussing naval limi-
tation and East Asian affairs together, believing that rivalries over
East Asia would ruin the chances of agreement on naval matters.1
Internationally, the greatest potential danger to the United States,
Hughes believed, was from the Anglo-Japanese alliance. This had strong
support in both London and Tokyo, but was criticized at the 1921 Imperial
Conference Conference by the Prime Ministers of the British Dominions.
Hughes would have to try to replace this with a broader agreement on
East Asian security which included the United States, and which at the
same time would satisfy the Japanese and avoid the distrust of the Senate
of 'entangling alliances’'.

The danger that Britain might call a conference first was a very
real one. Lloyd George, casting around for a political solution to the
alternatives of new naval building and financial entrenchment, had made

enquiries of Washington and Tokyo in early July as to the desirability

1. New York Times, 26 July, 1921; Literary Digest, Vol.70 (23 July,1921),
article by Borah, pp.5-7.

2. New York Times, 15 and 26 July, 1921; Sprouts, Towards a New Order
of Sea Power, pp.135-50. The role of the Dominions, particularly Canada,
is detailed in M.G. Fry, 'The North Atlantic Triangle and the Abrogation
of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance', Journal of Modern History, 39 (March 1967).
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of holding a conference.l Lloyd George had in effect the same motives
as Harding: a conference offered a way out of a domestic political
difficulty. For Lloyd George, a conference might get both the Treasury
and the Admiralty off his back. For Harding, it would keep Congress
quiet.

The American Government's invitations were sent to the four
principal foreign naval powers, Britain, Japan, France and Italy, who
were also the principal wartime Allies; and, in addition, invitations
to discuss Far Eastern questions were sent to China, Holland, Portugal
and Belgium. Soviet Russia was pointedly excluded, as was Germany, dis-
armed and stripped of her Far Eastern possessions. Within a month, each
country accepted; at the beginning of November the delegations gathered
in Washington, and the conference opened on 21 November, the day after
Armistice Day.

The story of the Washington Conference has been told too many times
to warrant repeating in detail here.2 It is essential to the understand-
ing of the later development of naval limitation, however, to appreciate
the circumstances that enabled Charles Evans Hughes to put forward on
behalf of the United States at the outset of the Conference his radical
proposals for limitation, and which enabled the other naval powers to
accept them subject to very few modifications.

It has already been noted that President Harding had been forced
into calling the Conference through his inability to control the Republi-
can majority in the Senate. The greater the obstinacy of Congress, the
greater the need for the President to reassert his control and prestige

through a triumph in the foreign-policy field: a phenomenon of American

1. Roskill, Naval Policy, i, pp.300-2.

2. e.g. in Roger Dingman, Power in the Pacific (Chicago, 1976), Ch.12;
Roskill, Naval Policy, i, Ch.8; Sprouts, Towards a New Order of Sea Power,
Chapters 9, 10 and 13; John C. Vinson, The Parchment Peace, pp.130-168.
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politics as true for Harding as for President Nixon more than fifty years
late#. The pressure from Borah and from those sections of opinion which
supported him meant, however, that the President had few options to

pursue which might lead to outcomes which could be portrayed as a triumph.

As Roger Dingman has shown in his study, Power in the Pacific, Harding

had to achieve both drastic reduction and establish the American navy
as inferior to none in order to satisfy both wings of his party and of
public opinion.

The achievement of such an agreement required, first, a very radical
proposal from the United States: and this required that the Navy Depart-
ment be overruled. The General Board, at the instigation of the Chief
of Naval Operations, Admiral Robert E. Coontz, prepared in August a long
list of the Navy's requirements at the forthcoming Conference.l Foremost
amongst these was the establishment of a system of ratios between the
major naval powers, which the General Board felt should be of the order
of 10:10:5 for America, Britain and Japan, with the continental European
powers being limited to well below the Japanese level. Secondly, they
argued that the ratios should be reached not by stopping construction,
but by building up to agreed levels through the implementation of
existing building plans. The first of these would be unacceptable to
Japan; the second would be unacceptable to Congress. Both were unaccep-
table to Harding.

Harding himself, therefore, worked closely with the Secretary of
State in the remaining weeks before the opening of the Conference, the

essential features of the plan being agreed between Hughes and the

President.2 The Hughes plan included a ten-year building 'holiday' on

1. US Navy Department, Operational Archives, General Board Proceedings:
Limitation of Armaments, Policy and Discussion Book, August 1921; cited
in Dingman, op.cit., pp.1l56-7.

2. Dingman, op.cit., pp.157-8 and 197-8. Mario Pusey, Charles Evans
Hughes (New York, 1951), ii, pp.464-5. Robert K. Murray, The Harding
Era (Minneapolis,1969).
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capital ships; it raised the level of the suggested Japanese ratio to the
more acceptable level of 10:10:6; and it included lists of capital ships
from each major naval power, including many still under construction,
which were to be scrapped in order to greatly reduce the capital ship
fleets.l Hughes proposed that the United States should abandon its 1916
programme and any suggestion of the 1918 expansion scheme. It would
retain just eighteen capital ships of 501,000 tons, while scrapping
thirty vessels - fifteen old pre-Dreadnoughts and fifteen new vessels
under construction - of 846,000 tons. Britain should retain twenty-two
capital ships of 604,000 tons, while, he suggested, scrapping nineteen
older ships and the four newly-ordered battlecruisers of Beatty's pro-
gramme, a total of 583,000 tons. Japan under Hughes' plan would keep
ten capital ships of 300,000 tons, while scrapping or cancelling twenty-
five ships under construction, proposed or obsolete. Hughes indicated,
but without going into detail, that other classes of ships should be
retained in similar proportions. Although this gave Britain an edge

in numbers of capital ships, the United States would be approximately
equal in combat effectiveness because of the more recent construction
and more modern design of her ships.

The Hughes plan was a well-kept secret before it was sprung upon
the world on 12th November. The British delegation, led by the former
Prime Minister and wartime Foreign Secretary, Arthur Balfour, had come
expecting an American plan to be put forward, and had agreed that it was
better to respond to other powers' suggestions than to put forward a
British plan on this occasion. The indifference of Lloyd George, and
the deep divisions between Admiralty and Treasury made it likely that

no scheme would have the united backing of the British government; and

1. The Hughes speech was printed in full in the New York Times of 13
Nov., and The Times of 14 Nov., 1921.
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bureaucratic divisions had prevented the CID from agreeing even on
British negotiating priorities. The CID had discussed naval limitation
issues only in the two weeks before the British delegation had sailed

for Washington, and had failed to reconcile many of the divisions which
had persisted in naval policy since the Armistice. There was no agreement
as to what the optimum size of the fleet should be, as to its ratio with
other powers, as to whether new capital ship construction was needed.

The CID could only recommend to the British delegates that the British
Empire must maintain a fleet 'at least equal to any other', and accepted
Admiralty advice on certain technical questioms.

The British delegates were therefore unprepared in every way for the
shock of the Hughes proposals. When the British delegates met the next
day, the man whose opinion was crucial to their acceptance of the Hughes
proposals was the First Sea Lord, Admiral Beatty. In London, Beatty had
argued in defence of a 'Big Navy' to the CID, where he had particularly
urged the steady continuation of construction for replacement, and had
refused to consider the cancellation of the four newly laid-down battle-
cruisers.2 In Washington, Beatty took a much more moderate position.
Although he wished to see the battle fleet ratios determined by numbers
of vessels rather than by total tonnage, Beatty said that he was satisfied
with both the proposed ratio and the proposed numbers of ships to be
retained or scrapped.

Beatty's major qualifications to the Hughes scheme were twofold.

First he opposed the ten-year period for the construction holiday, on

1. CAB 2/3, Meetings of the CID's Standing Defence Subcommittee, 14
Oct. and 21 Oct., 1921.

2. CAB 2/3, CID Paper 277b, Admiralty memorandum on limitation of
armaments, 14 Oct., 1921.

3. ADM 1/8630, Meetings of the British Empire Delegation, Washington,
48th Conference, 13 Nov., 1921.
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grounds of the cost of maintaining the idle shipbuilding capacity during
that time, the impact on naval morale, and the steady erosion of efficiency
of the ageing fleet., Beatty preferred a slow and controlled replacement
programme, including some if not all of the four new battle-cruisers, or

he feared that by 1932, when the proposed ten-year building holiday expired,
the British fleet would be inferior in almost every respect to the American.
Beatty's second objection was to the extension of the battle fleet ratios

to 'auxiliary' vessels, that is, cruisers, destroyers and submarines. He
argued that Britain's extensive colonial and commercial responsibilities
entitled her to special consideration and necessitated the operation of
large numbers of auxiliary vessels, the need for which was not related

to other nations' strength in those categories. Thus the doctrine of
'absolute requirements', which persisted in British thinking throughout

the next two decades, was first encountered in the context of naval
limitation.

Beatty's position was adopted almost in its entirety by the British
delegation, and while negotiation over auxiliary vessels and the building
holiday lasted for another two months, Balfour's announcement at the
next session of the full Conference that Britain accepted the Hughes plan
'in spirit and in principle' was an historic declaration. It signified
British acceptance that she would henceforth share her naval superiority,
and that she was prepared to greatly reduce her naval strength.

The final product of the Washington Conference was a naval treaty
which reflected the broad outlines of Hughes' original proposal although
omitting limitations on auxiliary vessels, combined with agreement on
security in East Asia which amounted to a recognition by Britain and

America of Japan's preeminent position in the North-West Pacific.1 The

naval treaty adhered almost exactly to the tonnage figures for capital

1. The text of the completed treaty is published in full in Sprouts,
Towards a New Order of Sea Power,
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ship fleets that Hughes had suggested, although at Britain's insistence
two of her new battle cruisers of the 1921 programme were to be completed
and substituted for older vessels. Similarly two American ships of the
1916 programme were to be completed in place of pre-Jutland ships. Other-
wise, the Hughes figures for battleships were adopted as first outlined
on 12th November. The new ships were to be limited in size to 35,000
tons; all vessels above 10,000 tons were controlled by the treaty, whether
in the capital ship category or in the separate category of aircraft
carriers.

Below 10,000 tons, no limits were agreed: the Beatty objection to
maintaining comparative, rather than absolute, criteria was maintained
steadily by the British delegates, and limits on the smaller classes of
vessels did not appeal as greatly as limits on capital ships either to
the Treasuries or the public opinions of the Washington Conference powers.
Moreover, 'auxiliary' vessels were not as yet a source of competition;
in the war, construction of cruisers and destroyers had been divided
between the allies in a generally amicable and coordinated way, and most
of the naval powers had a surfeit of wartime auxiliary vessels.1 It was
therefore easy to leave aside the limitation of auxiliary vessels as an
unnecessary complication which might endanger the major political
achievement of battle fleet limitation.

Beatty's opposition to the ten-year holiday brought about the one

1. During the war, division of labour between the Allies had been
practised quite extensively in shipbuilding as in other aspects of the

war effort. France, for example, had almost ceased naval construction,
relying after the war on vessels delivered from Japan or transferred from
Germany as reparations. The United States built no cruisers during the

war years, devoting its shipbuilding effort principally to destroyers and
merchant vessels, as indicated above. This meant that there were imbalances
in the fleets ofthe powers - the lack of modern cruisers in the US Navy, for
instance; but the total number of wartime vessels was such that the major
problem for each Navy was manning and maintaining existing vessels in
peacetime, not building new ones.
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major intervention of Lloyd George at the Conference. In December, as
the building holiday question threatened to hold up completion of the
treaty, Lloyd George ordered Balfour to overrule Beatty and accept the
ten-year period.l Flushed with his successful conclusion of an Irish
treaty, and with no wish to see a further successful agreement prevented
through such a seemingly trivial point as the length of the building
holiday, Lloyd George disregarded the protests the Admiralty was making

on both strategic and economic grounds.

Japan was brought into the naval treaty by a complicated deal
involving naval limitation, non-fortification and consultation agreements.
Japan had hoped to be accorded a 10:7 ratio in capital ships, which was
unacceptable to Britain: Beatty wished to be able to match the Japanese
fleet in the Far East while at the same time having enough strength in
reserve to match any European naval threat in home waters. The 10:6
ratio that Hughes suggested was accepted by Japan in return for an agree-
ment limiting the construction of naval and military facilities on
islands in the West Central Pacific, designed to prevent the development
of Hong Kong, Manila or Guam as naval bases.2 This left Singapore and
Pearl Harbour as the nearest ports to Japan that Britain or America
could develop as naval bases. Singapore, the closest, was still over
3,000 miles from the Japanese home islands; neither could effectively
threaten Japanese control of East Asia. In place of the Anglo-Japanese
alliance so disliked by the United States (and Canada), a treaty known

as the Four Power Pact was adhered to by Britain, America, Japan and

1. Documents on British Foreign Policy (hereafter DBFP), First Series,
Volume XIV (hereafter 1/XIV), No0.985, Lord Curzon to  Balfour, 9 December,
1921.

2. Article XIX of the Washington Naval Treaty.
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France, agreeing to respect each other's rights and interests in the
Pacific and to undertake mutual consultation in the event of any threat

to those interests. This was a poor substitute for a concrete alliance;
but it was as far as the United States could go, and Britain would no
longer commit itself on a Pacific question without the United States.

An additional, Nine Power Treaty was signed respecting mutual rights in
China. The whole structure was designed to enable Admiral Kato Tomasoburo,
the chief Japanese delegate, to defend the acceptance of a ratio lower
than 10:7 to the volatile and nationalistic Japanese public and naval
establishment.

The Washington Naval Treaty, finally signed in February 1922, marked
the start of a new balance of naval power, a system in which competition
was controlled but still actively pursued. The Washington Treaty remains
to this day the only arms limitation treaty ever concluded which brought
about a major reduction in numbers of deployed weapon systems. Yet the
circumstances which facilitated the successful conclusion of that Treaty
were exceptional, and need to be recognized in order to appreciate the
later stresses upon, and breakdown of, the 'Washington System'. First,
all the signatories had been, a mere three years before, allies in the
greatest conflict hitherto known. Each had made great sacrifices -
although not equal sacrifices - in the war; each had gained few spoils
of victory from the war, and each Western power had a population united
in war-weariness and hope for a lasting peace. The idea that the First
World War had been 'a war to end all wars' still had widespread currency;
the League of Nations exemplified the idealistic hopes of a new order on
international relations. This idealism and longing for peace was combined
with the aftermath of wartime popular goodwill towards the former Allies
of each country. The combination placed pressures on the leaders of
democratic states which could not be disregarded, and placed the formid-

able weapon of public opinion in the hands of the bureaucratic enemies
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of naval power - the Treasuries of the maritime states, and their supporters
the fiscal conservatives in the legislatures.

The second special influence in 1921 was the need for economic re-
trenchment which prevailed to a greater or lesser degree in each Western
nation. The Western economy - including Britain, France, Italy and the
United States - was recovering from a sharp post-war trade recession,
which contemporary economic orthodoxy required that governments meet by
retrenchment; at the same time, the European states faced national debts
of unprecedented size, most of which was owed to the United States;
external debt payments represented a larger claim on the British exchequer,
for example, than the Royal Navy represented before the war. The re-
establishment of Treasury control in Britain, by means of the Geddes
Committee and the Cabinet Finance Committee, meant that cuts in the Royal
Navy were inevitable. The determination to reduce government spending
was equally prevalent in other countries, even where - as in the United
States - the financial imperative was not present. The political commit-
ment of the US administration to 'nmormalcy' required a major reduction
in the level of government activity, and the Navy - responsible for 13%
of total Federal government expenditure in 1921 - could not escape from
the climate of retrenchment. These pressures made Admirals and navalists
accept that, if their navies were to be limited or reduced, it was better to
doit in agreement with their rivals than unilaterally. Limitation by
agreement was for them the lesser of two evils.

A third element present in 1921-2 was the coincidental presence in
both of the largest naval powers of purely political factors which caused
their heads of government to favour a naval limitation pact. In Washington,
the new Republic President was faced with the need to reassert his authority
over a defiant Republican majority in Congress, and in particular to
reassert Presidential control over foreign policy, which had been usurped

by the Senate in the fight over the League of Nations. What better way
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to do that than to outflank the Senate's leading foreign-policy expert,
Borah, by proceeding further and faster than Borah himself on the one
issue, arms limitation, where Borah was most at odds with the White House?
In so doing by means of the rapidly-called conference and the far-reaching
Hughes proposals, Harding was able to capture the wave of popular disarma-

ment feeling for himself, present Congress with a fait accompli on one

of the major issues of the political agenda, and demonstrate the power
of the Presidency and the inability of Congress to resolve difficult
questions through diplomacy.

In London, similarly, there were pressures upon Lloyd George to
promote a naval agreement. The Coalition Government he led was subject
to progressive disillusion and disintegration.1 Lloyd George needed both
to hold together the diverse strands of his government and to maintain
his personal position through public support. He was faced in 1921 with
two intractable problems of crisis dimensions, Ireland and unemployment,
which rose to two millions by the summer of 1922. It was politically
imperative to prevent naval policy being added to the sources of conflict
within the coalition and the target of criticism from outside it. Yet
naval policy promised to become such an issue, as the Admirals demanded
construction, the Treasury demanded cuts, the Conservatives demanded
protection of British naval superiority and the Liberals demanded that
resources be diverted to social programmes. The only way to resolve
these conflicting demands was by a naval limitation agreement.

In Japan, France and Italy, the motives for participation in the
treaty were equally varied. Japan wished her predominant power in North

East Asia to be recognized, and a high naval ratio-vis-a-vis Britain and

1. The cartoonist Low portrayed the Coalition as a two-headed mule,
'without pride of ancestry or hope of posterity'. David Low, Low's
Autobiography (London, 1956), pp.94-5.




- 54 =

America to be legitimized by international agreement. At the same time,
Japan could not yet hope to challenge either Britain or America in
unrestricted naval competition, and must therefore make concessions in
order to avoid such a development. A naval policy paper expressed
Japan's dilemma as follows:

While the Navy considers the ratio of 10:7 as absolutely
necessary, it also regards the successful conclusion of this
conference as absolutely imperative. If the Conference should
break up as the result of Japan's absolute insistence on her
demands, a naval building competition, far keener than at
present, will inevitably ensue....

The paper concluded that 'Trusting our plenipotentiary, therefore, we
will accept as unavoidable his decision to lower our ratio below 70 per
cent'. The Plenipotentiary concerned, Admiral Kato Tomosaburo, the
Minister of the Navy, overruled the support of more junior officers

for the 10:7 ratio, in continuation of the policy of Hara Kei, Prime
Minister until his assassination on the eve of the Washington Conference,
of pursuing a rapprochement with the United States.? Kato, like Hara,
believed that in the era of total war, 'national defence could no longer
remain monopolized by the military', but depended upon national economic
strength as much as on armaments. Japan could only exercise military
power 'commensurate to her national strength', It was futile to compete
with the United States; the prudent course was therefore to accept the

Hughes plan, and to include as many safeguards as possible in the finished

treaties through non-fortification clauses and political arrangements.

Kato's policy of avoidance of conflict with the United States was

supported by the most prestigious Japanese naval figure, Fleet Admiral

1. Policy paper, 'The Naval Opinion', prepared by the Vice-Minister of
the Navy, 28 Nov., 1921: MS Enomoto Papers, quoted in Sadao Asada,
'Japanese Admirals and the Politics of Naval Limitation: Kato Tomosaburo
versus Kato Kanji', p.156, in Gerald Gordan, ed., Naval Warfare in the
Twentieth Century (New York, 1977).

2. Sadao Asada in G. Jordan, op.cit., pp.150-58.
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Togo, who had defeated the Russian fleet at Tsushima seventeen years
earlier. Their combined influence was sufficient to overcome or overrule
the doubts of other more junior naval officers who felt the 60% ratio to
be humiliating. It was not the leadership of the Navy, therefore, which
objected to the Washington agreements, but the elderly civilians of the
Imperial Diplomatic Advisory Council. The principal objections from that
quarter were to the termination of the Anglo-Japanese alliance, which

was perceived - rightly - as being due to American pressure. Nevertheless,
the inclusion of the United States within the Four Power Pact did represent
a beginning from which Kato hoped a new relationship of close cooperation
with the United States could emerge. In 1922, Kato became Prime Minister,
charged with carrying out the new policy of friendship with, or appease-
ment of, America. The failure of this policy must be left to other
chapters.

The continental European powers were in a somewhat similar position
to Japan. For both of them, a naval building race in 1921-2 was unthink-
able; but the implications of permanent inferiority in acceptance of a
low naval ratio was humiliating. The Hughes proposal that France and
Italy each accept a capital ship quota of 175,000 tons was soon accepted
in principle by both France and Italy, but with very different results
in each case.l Italy was content, even flattered, to be granted equality
with France. The proposed quota of 175,000 tons caused a stream of
objections in France, however. At the start of the Conference, the
French Prime Minister and chief delegate in Washington, Aristide Briand,
accepted the Hughes plan in principle, although he soon returned to
Paris, leaving Admiral F.J.J. de Bon, his principal naval adviser, in
charge in Washington. On 15th December, de Bon put forward a claim to

350,000 tons of capital ships - i.e. 50,000 tons more than Japan had

1. Sprouts, op.cit., pp.181-9.
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accepted! Hughes thereupon appealed to Briand, back in Paris, who accepted
the proposed capital ship allowance. Briand had to make some concession

to the aspirations of the French Navy, however, and this took the form

of instructing de Bon to support the British in refusing to discuss any
limitation of auxiliary vessels, in which categories France intended to
maintain a large fleet and a large degree of superiority over Italy.

France regarded auxiliary vessels in a similar light to Britain: as
representing 'absolute' rather than 'relative' requirements because of

her long trade routes and far-flung colonial Empire. This attitude, and
her reluctance to concede equality to Italy, was to lead to great diffi-
culties in the years to come as attempts were made to extend the Washington
system of limitations to all naval vessels.

For the present, though, the achievement of reduction and limitation
of battle fleets was hailed enthusiastically by the participants in the
Conference, and with varying degrees of warmth by the publics of the
nations concerned. The coolest popular reactions were by nationalist
elements in Japan and to a lesser extent France, who feltthat their
countries' navies had been permanently and unjustly condemned to a
permanent state of inferiority.

The Washington Treaty had, its supporters rightly pointed out, limited
the naval forces of the major powers for the first time in history, and
although only capital ships and aircraft carriers were included in the
limitations, the capital ship was still accepted as the major unit of
sea power, If Scapa Flow was the end of an era, the Washington Treaty
made it appear that a new era of harmonious cooperation between the powers
might have dawned, an era free from competition in armaments and thereby

free from the threat of war. Those hopes were very soon to be proved false.
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Chapter II

1927: FAILURE AND AFTERMATH

The reduction and limitation of battle fleets by the Washingon
Naval Treaty was a spectacular accomplishment; but it was only a
partial solution to the question of naval rivalry, and naval limitation
itself was only a part of the whole disarmament issue. In the naval
sphere, the failure of the Washington Conference to deal with the
'auxiliary' classes of vessels left ample scope for naval competition
to continue,

The Washington Conference revealed three areas of competition and
antagonism between the five great naval powers. The rivalries between
France and Italy in the Mediterranean, and Japan and the United States
in the Pacific, seemed the most immediately menacing to the balance
between the naval powers., The third possibility, of naval competition
between Britain and the United States, was most formidable in terms of
its potential consequences: and this third threat to peace dominated the
fears and plans of statesmen and naval officers for much of the 1920s.

The roots of Anglo-American antagonism in the 1920s were several
and deeply embedded. In one sense they reflected the tendency of
alliances to be reversed after the decisive outcome of a general war.
The particular circumstances of the Great War gave extra force to this
tendency. Britain had gone to war largely to overthrow the latest, and
until then the most formidable, attempt to break her control of the seas.
The German Navy having surrendered, Britain now faced another challenge
at least as strong as that of Germany. The new threat was heightened by
geography: wunlike Germany, America was immune from the threat of blockade

or containment, but in a position to threaten British communications.



- 58 -

The United States had gone to war largely because she had been unable to
protect the sanctity of her trade as a neutral. After the war she
became as conscious as Britain of the need to be able to protect her
trade, whether as a neutral or as a belligerent. Such protection could
only be gained at the expense of Britain's control of the seas. America
had both the resources and the geographical position to wrest control of
seas from Britain, and many people in the United States urged just that,
This 'Big Navy' party achieved a position of considerable strength in
Congress and in the American press in the years following the Great War.
With capital ships and aircraft carriers limited, the form the American
challenge to Britain had to take was the construction of auxiliary

vessels, and in particular, cruisers.

Disarmament, Security and the League

The architects of the League of Nations had assumed from its inception
that it would attempt to solve the intractable problems of disarmament;
but efforts by the League in this direction had to await the outcome of
the American Presidential election of 1920. 1In 1921, with members of
the League resigned to American non-participation for the time being,
they resolved nevertheless to proceed with the task. A body called the
Temporary Mixed Commission on A;maments was established by the Council to
consider the reduction of armaments and the private manufacture of weapons,
and was instructed by the Assembly of the League that year to prepare a
definite scheme for the reduction of armaments.

The first fruit of this new body was a draft Treaty of Mutual
Assistance, adopted by the Commission in August 1923.1 This sought to

facilitate the reduction of armaments by guaranteeing the security of

1. Published in the Report of the Temporary Mixed Commission for the
Reduction of Armaments, Part One (30 August, 1923), League of Nations,
Geneva, 1923,
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states through mutual military assistance. The objections raised by
various states to the draft were, however, overwhelming: few nations,
least of all Britain and her Dominions, wished to undertake unlimited
commitments and forever renounce neutrality in the event of a conflict
involving members of the League. Instead, the British Government
suggested, the League should consider the summoning of a general
conference, not restricted to members of the League, to consider

the reduction of armaments.

The next stage was a League-sponsored meeting in February, 1924,
at Rome to consider whether the principles of the Washington Naval Treaty
could be extended to other states. To this were invited the ten states
represented on the Council of the League,l plus all other states poss-
essing capital ships, whether or not members of the League.2 Of these,
the United States would not participate, because of her sensitivity about
the League, and Turkey would not while she was still technically in a
state of war. Nevertheless some seventeen powers sent naval represen-
tatives to the 1924 Conference.

The Rome meeting proved the impossibility of one meeting considering
simultaneously the naval balance in such theatres as the Baltic, Aegean
and Mediterranean Seas, and South American waters. The lesser naval
powers were just as sensitive as France had been at Washington to the
imposition of inferiority upon them, and were unwilling to reduce their
capital ship tonnage in proportion to the reductions agreed by the
Washington Powers. Moreover the Soviet Union both refused to consider
limitation while she lacked normal diplomatic relations with her neigh-

bours, and indicated that she would seek a capital ship tonnage figure

1. Belgium, Brazil, the British Empire, Czechoslovakia, France, Italy,
Japan, Spain, Sweden and Uruguay.

2, The additional states were Argentine, Chile, Denmark, Greece, Norway,
the Netherlands and the Soviet Union.



- 60 -

of 400,000 tons: i.e. a fleet larger than any but those of Britain and
America. Faced with such irreconcilable problems, the Conference broke
up without result after only ten days.

Later in 1924, the League made a third effort to solve the problem
of security and disarmament. This time the forum was the Assembly of the
League, where the British and French Prime Ministers, MacDonald and Herriot,
urged the establishment of a mechanism for the settlement of disputes
through the Permanent Court of International Justice. From this came
the draft Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes,
which was recommended in October to the League's members for signature.

This laid out complicated procedures for the reference of all disputes

to the Court, whose absolute jurisdiction was to be recognized by the
contracting states; it also provided means for determining - automatically
it was hoped - who was an aggressor in the event of conflict, and devising
sanctions against such an aggressor which fell short of unlimited military
commitments and which might therefore be acceptable where the Draft Treaty
of Mutual Assistance was not.

The Geneva Protocol linked together the three related questions of
security, arbitration and disarmament. Article XVII of the Protocol
incorporated the British suggestion of a general disarmament conference:
signatory states undertook to attend a conference for the reduction of arma-
ments, open to all nations, which would meet at Geneva on 15 June, 1925,

To prepare itself for this planned Conference, the Council of the League
formed itself, in October 1924, into a Preparatory Committee for the purpose

of compiling a 'General programme for reduction and limitation of armaments'

1. The Protocol is exhaustively analysed in P.J. Noel Baker, The Geneva
Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes (London,
1925). The texts of successive drafts of the Protocol, the Minutes of
the Third Committee of the League Assembly, and the Debates of the full
Fifth Assembly, were published by the League of Nations in a volume
entitled Arbitration, Security and Disarmament (Geneva, 1924), League

of Nations document no. C.C.O.1.
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for communication to all governments three months before the Conference
was to meet. In addition, a Co-ordination Commission was formed,
comprised of the Preparatory Committee (that is, the representatives

of those states belonging to the Council of the League), together with
representatives of the League permanent committees on Economic, Financial
and Transit questions; the ILO and the Permanent Advisory Committee on
Armaments.

All these grand committees had no more effect than had the Temporary
Mixed Commission or the Rome Conference. In December 1924, Stanley
Baldwin became the British Prime Minister once again, and the Geneva
Protocol was doomed to the same fate as the Draft Treaty of Mutual
Assistance. Prodded by the Dominions and its own backbenchers, the
British Government again decided that it could not take on automatic
commitments in the event of conflict anywhere in the world. 1In place
of the universal arrangements represented by the Protocol, Britain
determined to pursue regional agreements for security, and in 1925 under-
took the negotiation which was to result successfully in the Locarno

Treaties upon European Security.

The Preparatory Commission, I: The Size of the Problem

Despite the rejection of the Protocol by the League's greatest power,
the next Assembly of the League, in September 1925, decided to keep alive
the idea of a disarmament conference. The Council was-asked to make a
preparatory study so that such a conference might be convened 'as soon
as satisfactory conditions have been assured from the point of view of
general security' - meaning as soon as the Locarno agreements had been

ratified. Accordingly, on 12 December, 1925, the Preparatory Committee
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was revitalized as the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament
Conference.

The Preparatory Commission now consisted of the representatives in
Geneva of the ten members of the Council; invited representatives of the
three non-League great powers (America, Soviet Russia, Germany); and six
other 'specially interested' European powers, chiefly neighbours of the
Soviet Union. Hugh Gibson, the American Ambassador to Belgium, was
appointed the US representative. Viscount Cecil, the Chancellor of
the Duchy of Lancaster and chief representative to the League, became
the British member of the Commission.

The meeting of the Commission was delayed until May, 1926, by
diplomatic wrangling. When it finally met, it came up against a major
difficulty. It had been intended that the League's Permanent Advisory
Committee would advise the Commission on technical military and naval
matters. The United States, though, objected to the involvement of a
League of Nations body upon which they were not represented, and so the
Preparatory Commission had to do its own technical work, necessitating
the establishment of a network of sub-commissions.

At the first plenary session a lengthy list of questions emerged,
needing preliminary resolution before any draft conventions could be
prepared., Most of these ranged over questions of military manpower or
technical definitions of land and air material. On the naval side,
sub-commission 'A' considered, without result, whether naval limitation

should be by the total tonnage of all ships in each Navy or by tonnage

1. The Preparatory Commission was required to consider a long list of
questions referred to it by the Council of the League; these are printed
in full in Survey of International Affairs, 1925, pp.73-5; and in League
of Nations, Documents of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament
Conference entrusted with the Preparation for the Conference for the
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, Series I (December, 1925). League
of Nations documents will hereafter be listed by the League publication
number and date, in this case CPD.1 (December, 1925),
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limits upon each class of ship.l It was clear that no instant formula
for disarmament would be forthcoming from the Preparatory Commission.

The continental Powers insisted that the various aspects of disarmament -
land, sea and air weapons and manpower - were indivisible;2 and as these
Powers were obsessed with the 'German Question' and the balance of land
armies in Europe, where the obstacles to agreement were greatest, it
appeared that a general agreement might be postponed, for a considerable
time. The naval Powers, on the other hand, considered naval disarmament
to be the key to general disarmament.3 Japan and the United States
accepted the British view that land and air armament questions could be
solved like security questions by regional agreements of the Locarno

type and strongly opposed the thesis of the Continental Powers.

In view of the numerical predominance of continental European nations
at the Preparatory Commission, any attempt to deal separately with part-
icular aspects of disarmament would have to take place outside the frame-
work of the Commission, and it ran the risk of French and Italian
non-cooperation. On the other hand, such a course would greatly enhance
the probability of any agreement being acceptable to the United States
Senate where feeling against participation in any programme sponsored

by the League of Nations ran as high as ever.

1. League of Nations document number (L. of N. Doc.) CPD.1(a) (August,
1926).

2. See the report of December, 1926, by Subcommission A of the Preparatory
Commission for the Disarmament Conference (L. of N. Doc. CPD.28), p.l6.

3. This view was expressed by, for example, Secretary of Stage Kellogg
in a letter to Secretary of the Navy Curtis D. Wilbur, 4 Jan. 1926, MS
Department of State (in future, D/S), 500.A 15/42a.

4, J. Wheeler-Bennett, Disarmament and Security since Locarno (London,
1923), p.103.




- 64 -

In 1926 the British and American delegates speculated on the po
bilities of convening a naval conference.1 During the summer of 192
Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones, the senior American naval officer at
Geneva,2 paid a personal visit to London. He made courtesy calls up
the First Lord, Bridgeman, and upon the First Sea Lord, Earl Beatty,
during which the subject of Anglo-American naval balance was raised.
Jones reported that Beatty 'unequivocally agreed' to the extension o
the Washington ratios to all categories of vessel, except only that
Britain would not wish Japan to have as much as 60% of her cruiser
fleet.3 It appeared from this that agreement might be reached rapid
at least between Britain and America, at a purely naval conference.
developments which persuaded President Coolidge that such a conferen
was urgently needed, were however, centred upon the US Congress.

In the course of 1926, the President became subjected to incree
pressure to embark on a programme of cruiser construction designed 't
maintain parity between the US and other Powers. In that year, the

number of cruisers of all types, built and building, were as follows

Number Tonnage
British Empire 63 380,670
United States of America 40 334,560
Japanese Empire 43 289,701

However, within these totals the number of new 10,000-ton ships was:

British Empire 11 building 2 authori:
United States of America 2 building 6 authori:
Japanese Empire 6 building 4 projects

1. 1In addition to Hugh Gibson, Ambassador to Belgium, the US dele;
included the following naval members: Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones,
Admiral Andrew T. Long, and Captain Adolphus Andrews.

2. Admiral Jones was a former Commander-in-Chief of the United St
Fleet (1922-3) and was Chairman of the General Board (1925-7).

3. Memorandum by Jones on his London visit, 10 Nov. 1926, MS Conf:
File, D/S. 500.A 15 a 258a.

4, Brassey's Naval Annual, 1927, p.64.
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As a result of this disparity, the President came into conflict with
the 'Big Navy' group in Congress. In his budget message to Congress for
1927, he omitted funds for the construction of the last three of a batch
of eight cruisers authorized by Congress in 1924, justifying this on the
grounds of 'inappropriateness' in view of the Geneva negotiations of the
Preparatory Commission. The Congress insisted on inserting funding for
the cruisers.l In February 1927, the navalists in Congress attempted
to authorize ten new cruisers, of 10,000 tons displacement each. This
Congressional threat to Coolidge's policy of limiting naval expenditure
made a Conference to speed up disarmament very attractive.

Meanwhile, in London, the Board of Admiralty was concerned about
the dangers of renewed naval competition. In December 1926 a memorandum
submitted by the Third Sea Lord, Admiral Sir Ernle Chatfield, proposed
international discussions on measures which would maintain British
security while containing naval expenditure.2 These included the re-
duction in size of future cruisers, introduction of the Washington ratios
for eight-inch cruisers, restrictions on the number of destroyers and
submarines, and extension of the life of capital ships. The discussion
which followed on naval reductions led to a paper being forwarded to
the Prime Minister setting out the case for holding a separate naval
Conference.3 This stated the preference of the Admiralty for a separate
Conference in Britain, where 'the uncertainties of Geneva would give way

to the realities of London', and where greater control of the proceedings

1. New York Times, 9 Dec. 1926; A.J. Toynbee, Survey of International
Affairs, 1927, p.33.

2. ADM 1/8699-118/26, 21 Dec. 1926. See also Roskill, Naval Policy...,
I, p.499.

3. ADM 167/75 (Board Minutes), 27 Jan. 1927/Minute 2286; ADM 167/76,
Memorandum on Limitation of Armaments dated 24 Jan. 1927; also undated
Admiralty memorandum, presumably Jan. 1927, Baldwin Papers, Section
E.5, Vol.130.
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by the British side could be secured. No doubt with the Washington
Conference in mind, the memorandum added, 'other Powers would not be
able to forestall us in making practical proposals’.

As in 1921, however, the Americans acted first, and on 10 February,
President Coolidge issued invitations to the five Washington Powers,
and sent an explanatory message to Congress.3 As a concession to
European concern for the future of the Preparatory Commission's efforts,
the President proposed that the new Naval Conference should be held in
Geneva as an extension of the Preparatory Committee. It was initially
felt that the existing representatives at Geneva of the Five Powers would
at some point form themselves into the new Conference - presumably after
the next session of the Commission, scheduled to meet on 21st March.
Japan, however, pointed out that her delegates at Geneva had no instructions
beyond the Preparatory Commission, and France and Italy refused to join
the proposed Conference.5 They argued that although an exception had
proved possible for Capital Ships, they did not want all maritime arma-
ments limited by treaty unless agreement was simultaneously reached on
land and air weapons. They would not, therefore, go outside the framework
of the Preparatory Commission; although the Italians indicated their

interest in participation 'if they could be assured that the American

Government would adopt as a basis of the discussions the principle of

parity between Italy and France'.

1. ADM 167/76, ibid.

2, Text in Foreign Relations of the United States (hereafter FRUS), 1927,
i, pp.2-5; also CAB 23/54, Cabinet 10(27) with CP 59(27).

3. Text in FRUS, 1927, i, pp.6-8.

4. Memorandum by Hon. A. Cadogan, 11 Feb. 1927, W1052/61/98: Documents
on British Foreign Policy (here after DBFP), Series 1A, Vol.III (hereafter
1A/II1I), no.333.

5. Herrick (Paris) to Kellogg, 15 Feb. 1927: FRUS, 1927,i, pp.10-13
and Fletcher (Rome) to Kellogg, 21 Feb. 1927, ibid., pp.l4-16.

6. Sir A. Chamberlain to Sir R. Graham (Rome), 1 March, 1927: DBFP,
1A/III, #30.
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Even more ominous for the Conference's prospects, was the reply of
the British Government. This was not published until 28th February,
although it was informally communicated to the Americans three days
earlier.l Britain was last to reply, partly because of the need to
consult with the Dominions, but partly because of doubts expressed by
Viscount Cecil and within the Foreign Office as to the wisdom of appearing
to abandon the Preparatory Commission.2 The language in which Britain
accepted the invitation was most pointed in drawing attention to the 'well-
known' views of the British Government 'upon the special geographical
position of the British Empire, the length of inter-imperial communications,
and the necessity for the protection of its food supplies'.3 Such language
called into question the whole idea of equality with the United States,
and in particular emphasized those elements of the British strategic
thinking which saw the greatest threat to British security as the menace
of surface raiders to shipping routes around the Empire. The answer to
such a threat, before the emergence of long-range maritime patrol aircraft,
lay in large numbers of cruiser-class vessels. Whether this was a real-
istic threat is, however, open to grave doubt. The British obsession
with defence of her trade routes lay in her experience in the Great War.
The Admiralty calculated that forty-five cruisers were the minimum

required for effective direct trade protection. Of these, twelve could

1. FRUS, 1927, i, pp.22-23: Houghton (London) to Kellogg, 22 Feb. 1927;
Memorandum for United States Government, by Sir A. Chamberlain, 25 Feb. 1927:
DBFP, IA/III, #340, Enclosure; Hansard, Parl. Debs., 5th Series, H. of C.,
vol.203, col.Z29.

2, D. Carlton, 'The Naval Disarmament Conference of 1927', Political
Science Quarterly, Vol.83(1968), pp.574-55 (Note 8), DBFP, IA/III, #S 333,
334,

3. DBFP, Ia/III, #340, Enclosure.

4, See, for example, speeches by W.C. Bridgeman, First Lord of the
Admiralty, on Records of the Conference for the Limitation of Naval
Armament held at Geneva from 20th June to 4th August, 1927 (League of
Nations, Geneva, 1927) (hereafter referred to as Records of the Conference),
pp.29, 37-8.
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be expected to be refitting or refuelling at any given moment. This would
leave approximately one cruiser for every 2,500 miles of the 80,000 miles
of British trade routes.

The threat of starvation then, however, had not been brought about
by surface raiders - chiefly converted merchantmen - which could be
countered by cruisers, but by submarines, against whicﬁ it had proved
necessary to employ destrayers and depth-charges, rather than cruisers
and 6-inch guns.

The British defence at the Conference of the 6,000 ton 6-inch
cruiser, also seems surprising given that the threat was supposed to
come from vessels which, on First World War experience and current
practice, might also be expected to carry a 6-inch gun, thus affording
no clear margin of superiority. Indeed, in the years 1922-1927, Britain
laid down thirteen 10,000-ton cruisers and one of 8,300 tons. All were
designed to mount 8-inch guns.l Under such circumstances the American
side can be forgiven for viewing British intentions with considerable
suspicion.

On the other hand, the British contended, with some logic, that if
cruisers were not to be subdivided into two classes, of (say) approxi-
mately 6,000 tons maximum with 6-inch guns, and 10,000 guns with 8-inch
guns, and there was only a general tonnage limit for cruisers, then the
higher 1imit would be the standard for all cruiser construction. If all
new cruisers were to mount main batteries of ten or twelve 8-inch gunms,
the net result would be a very great increase in combat power and in

naval expenditure.

On 8th March, the American Administration announced that it regarded

a Three-Power Conference as being better than no conference at all, and

1. League of Nations Armaments Yearbooks.
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that consultations with Britain and Japan were proceeding.l A week later,
formal confirmation of the invitation was despatched to the accepting
Powers, and the French and Italian Governments agreed to send observers

to the conference.

Despite the mention of 'consultations', no serious preliminary
negotiations were undertaken between the invitation and the opening of
the Conference. On the American side, this failure to undertake the
diplomatic groundwork reflected a reluctance to take the initiative at
the impending Conference, despite the Administration's eagerness to have
the Conference held.3 Considerable preparation was, however, proceeding
within the US Navy Department. During March and April the General Board
of the Navy prepared a report at the request of Navy Secretary Curtis
Wilbur, outlining its requirements in any scheme of further limitation.
After examining the naval policies of the five major naval Powers, the
Board's report reviewed with satisfaction the success of the Washington
ratios in establishing a balance in capital ships, and proposed their
extension to auxiliary vessels. Anticipating the probable British claim
to superiority in cruisers, it declared that 'Equality with Great Britain
is the sole basis on which a just treaty limitation can be imposed'.5
In the cruiser class, as for destroyers and submarines, it was proposed
that only total tonnage for the category should be restricted, with no

qualitative restrictions governing the allocation of tonnage and armament

1. New York Times, 9 March, 1927,

2, FRUS.

3. See, for example, Adm. Hilary P. Jones to Adm. E.W. Eberle, 17 March,
1927: Jones Papers, Box 1; Naval Historical Foundation Collection, Library
of Congress.

4. US Navy Department, Historical Branch, Operational Archives: Records
of the General Board of the Navy, File GB-438, serial 1347, report of 27
April, 1927,
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between ships in each class. It was hoped that a total tonnage for
cruisers of between 250,000 and 300,000 tons for each of Britain and
America could be agreed.l

American hopes that Britain could be made to settle for equality in
cruisers and other auxiliary vessels at the relatively low levels suggested
in the General Board's Report, had some foundation in the history of the
Washington Conference. At that Conference, the British delegation had,
in the United States' eyes, committed itself to equality in principle
with America in auxiliary vessels. This idea was grounded upon two things:
first, it was France, not Great Britain, which had at Washington rejected
extension of the capital ship ratios to auxiliary vessels; and secondly,
Balfour had accepted the figure of 450,000 tons, put forward by the
American delegation of the Conference as a suggested total for vessels
auxiliary to the battle fleets of the two countries.

On both points the actual British position was not what it appeared.
The Admiralty in 1921 had strongly opposed parity in cruisers, and the
British delegation to Washington had been able to avoid rejecting the
proposal only because the French - fearing Italian claims - did so first.
Balfour's acceptance of 450,000 tons as a limit applied exclusively to

those auxiliary vessels attached to the battle fleets, while he had not

intended such a figure to apply to vessels which in the Royal Navy operated
independently of those fleets - specifically, the trade-route-patrol
cruisers.4 These differences of outlook and interpretation were not

recognized and reconciled before the Conference due to lack of preliminary

1. ibid. See also Bridgeman diaries, '1927 June-August', p.143,
Churchill College, Cambridge.

2. A.J. Toynbee, Survey of International Affairs, 1927, pp.40-1.

3. S. Roskill, Naval Policy between the Wars, i, pp.311-315; p.321;
H. and M. Sprout, Towards a New Order of Sea Power, pp.161-70.

4, Toynbee, op.cit., p.41; The Times, 8 August, 1927.
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consultation.

The Admiralty's plans were similarly prepared and adopted in isolation
and without an attempt to find out what would be acceptable to the other
Powers, and accepted by the Cabinet without serious debate.l The Admiralty
sought further reductions in capital ship and aircraft carrier fleets,
both by increasing their age limits and reducing the tonnage and gun
calibre of future vessels., 8-inch-gun cruisers would be included in the
capital ship category, by reducing the limits for cruiser construction
to 7,500 tons with a 6-inch gun. Below this level, the Admiralty sought
restriction by numbers of vessels in service, rather than by tonnage limits
for any class; and for cruisers a complicated scheme was proposed, designed
to safeguard British superiority in the class. Cruisers under 7,500 tons
were to be divided between vessels used for fleet work, and vessels used
for the control of communications. In the fleet category, there would
be five cruisers allowed for every three battleships, thus extending the
capital-ship ratios between Powers; but in the second category ratios
would be based on the length of sea communications, measured by ton-
mileage of shipping actually at sea on a given day. On this basis,

Britain could claim more than twice as many trade-protection cruisers
as the US Navy. The Admiralty added, moreover, that its minimum require-
ment of forty-five trade protection cruisers was absolute, not relative,

(4 * * 2 L Ll
and that 'no reduction can be accepted in this category'. This British
P gory

1. CID, 227th Meeting, 20 May, 1927; Cabinet 34(27), 25 May, 1927;

see CAB 23/55. The Admiralty's plan is filed in ADM 1/8715; the original
draft is dated Plans Division, 14 April, 1927; circulated to Cabinet as
CID Paper 808-B(CAB 4/16).

2. The Admiralty's figures produced the following table of cruiser
aallocation:
Fleet cruisers Ton-mileage of Trade-protection Total
on basis of 5:3 shipping at sea Cruisers in prop- Cruiser
with battleships 1 April, 1926. ortion to ton- fleets.

mileage with 45 as
British requirement

Britain 25 27,229,492,000 45 70
USA 25 12,379,311,000 22 47
Japan 15 3,757,721,000 6 21
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claim to cruiser superiority became the centrepiece of the Conference's

debates.

Whilst the two countries' naval authorities were preparing their
claims for the forthcoming Naval Conference, the Preparatory Commission
continued to meet in Geneva. The technical committees of the Commission
had only shown up the many differences between the Powers. In attempts
to break the deadlock, both Britain and France submitted quite different
drafts for a General Disarmament Convention to the Preparatory Commission
in March, 1927.1

The British draft dealt separately with land, naval and air arma-
ments, proposing a different basis of limitation for each category. The
French draft, on the other hand, stressed the inter-dependence of the
three fields, and attempted to include such factors as the population,
natural resources and geographical boundaries of a country.2 A number
of specific differences also emerged in the two drafts; and apart from
the question of how to account for trained reserves in land armies, the
basis of naval limitation became the most contentious question at issue.
The French contended that a single figure for the total tonnage of each
Navy should be the starting point for the discussion of any possible
limitation, whereas the British argued that limitation should be agreed
separately for each of a number of different classes of vessel, differ-

entiating nine such categories in a list which sub-divided accepted

] > 3 [ 4
classes such as cruisers and submarines. The United States supported

1. Texts are printed in Cmd.2888 of 1927, Report of the British Repre-
sentative to the Third Session of the Preparatory Commission. For the
British and French reactions to each other's drafts, see DBFP, 1A/TIII,
Nos.57,67,85 and 89.

2. A comparision of the two drafts is included in W.7564/28/98 F.O.
Memorandum of 7 Aug. 1928, by J, Kirkpatrick; copy in PREM 1/72.

3. Kirkpatrick memorandum, ibid.; W.3080/61/98 (Mr. London [Geneval,

T.G. No.54 L.N., 4 April, 1927): DBFP, 1A/III, No.110; Documents of the
Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, Series IV, pp.155-74;
Cmd.3211 of 1928, Papers regarding the Limitation of Naval Armaments,

Nos.6 and 7.
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the general principle of limitation by separate categories, but not the
precise classification suggested by the British. A French compromise
suggestion of four categories was rejected by the British, chiefly
because it still lumped together in one class all 'auxiliary surface
vessels below 10,000 tons'.l The Americans did not commit themselves

on the suggested compromise, while the Italians, who had supported the
original French proposal for total-tonnage limitation, expressed their
dissatisfaction. Under these circumstances, the Preparatory Commission
adjourned on 26th April, with a Report which made no attempt to reconcile

or disguise the wide divergence of view between Britain and France.

The adjournment focussed hopes for naval limitation on the forth-
coming Coolidge Conference. While the Preparatory Commission had only
to lay down the principles of disarmament, the draft Convention being
intended to establish the method, not the actual formula of limitation,
the Geneva Conference was planned to deal with the apparently more
difficult task of producing a definite convention. To draw up such
an agreement, only Britain sent an appropriately strong team, headed
by Viscount Bridgeman, the First Lord of the Admiralty, and Viscount
Cecil. They were accompanied by Vice-Admiral Frederick Field, the Deputy
Chief of the Naval Staff, and by an Empire delegation of representatives
of each self-governing Dominion. Amongst these, New Zealand appointed
Admiral Lord Jellicoe, a former Governor-General of that territory, whose
presence did much to strengthen the Admiralty's hand within the delegation.
The United States delegation was restricted to individuals already con-

nected with the Preparatory Commission, 'refraining from any effort to

1. Documents of the Preparatory Commission..., Series IV, ibid.
DBFP, IA/III, No.l26.

2. Full 1list in ADM/2609, and in The Times, 9 June, 1927,
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produce an artificial impression by the selection of outstanding person-
alities'.l The principal delegates were once again Hugh Gibson and
Admi#ral Hilary Jones, his naval adviser. They were accompanied by
Admirals Andrew Long and Frank Schofield, and by Allen Dulles, a young
Wall Street lawyer, as legal adviser, completing the delegation of five.
The Japanese delegation sent a similar balance of civilians and
Admirals, led by the Governor-General of Korea, Admiral Viscount Saito,
and the Japanese Ambassador to France, Viscount Ishii, a former Foreign
Minister. The composition of the delegations, therefore, was very
different from those at the Washington Conference. The civilian delegates
were less senior and correspondingly more dependent on naval advice and
instructions from home, leaving the naval advisors determined to sustain
their professional freedom of action as the dominant figures at the

Conference.

The Geneva Naval Conference: The Proposals

The Conference opened on 20th June. After the formalities of electing
‘a chairman (Gibson) and secretary (Hugh Wilson, the US Minister to Switzer-
land), the establishment of an executive committee to handle all serious
business, and the sending of a respectful telegram to President Coolidge,

the three delegations announced their conflicting proposals.3 Of these,

1. Kellogg to Coolidge, 27 May, 1927, ibdi. Attempts were made to
produce a more illustrious delegation: see F.B. Kellogg to President
Coolidge, 24 March, 1927, MS Coolidge Papers, Box 426, File 2758a, Library
of Congress; Kellogg's own recommendations are in Kellogg to Coolidge,

27 May, 1927, Coolidge Papers, Box 426, File 2758a, reproduced in FRUS,
1927, i, pp.40-1,

2. See, for example, Bridgeman Diaries, p.143 - 1927 June-August.
Churchill College, Cambridge.

3. The verbatim reports of the Plenary Session, together with the
minutes of the executive and technical committees of the Conference, are
published in Records of the Conference for the Limitation of Naval Armament

Held at Geneva from 20 June to 4th August, 1927, Leage of Nations, Geneva,
1927.
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the American plan was the most detailed and far-reaching, while decept-
ively simple in method. It amounted to an application of the 5:3:3
ratio to cruisers, destroyers and submarines, with age limits for replace-
ment and the limitation of the total tonnage for each type.l To ensure
that the ratio would relate to a level of tonnage which would mean genuine
limitation, rather than new construction, they put forward the following
suggested British and American tonnage levels: cruisers, 250,000 to
300,000 tons; destroyers, 200,000 to 250,000 tons; and submarines, 60,000
to 90,000 tons. The British proposals were more complicated, and no
figures were put forward to suggest the actual levels of limitation.
The Bridgeman plan included the extension of the Washington ratio to only
one category of auxiliary vessel, the 10,000 ton, 8-inch cruiser, and
made no mention of total tonnage constraints. On the other hand, it
sought limitation of the size and replacement ages of auxiliary vessels,
the actual fleet sizes to be determined on the basis of the absolute, not
the relative, needs of each Power. The British also called for further
restrictions on the capital ship fleets, rather than waiting for their
review in 1931 under the Washington Treaty.

The Japanese scheme, which was less precisely outlined, followed
the American plan in proposing limitation by total tonnage, but it aimed

merely to preserve the status quo rather than aiming at ideal quotas.

Japan sought to establish the future limit for each Power in the three

categories of cruisers, destoyers and submarines at the level of their

1. The text of the US proposals are published in the Records of the

Naval Conference..., op.cit. pp.20-21, and in US Senate Document No.55
(1927). 1Its details are discussed in London (Geneva) to Sir A. Chamberlain,
21 June, 1927 (W 5722/61/98), printed in DBFP, IA/III, No.365; CAB 27/350
(Minutes of Meetings of the British Empire Delegation), Second Meeting

(21 June, 1927); and A.J. Toynbee, Survey of International Affairs, 1927.

2. The text of the British proposals are published in the Records of
the Naval Conference..., op.cit., pp.22-25, in the US Senate Document
No.55 of 1927, and in the British White Paper Cmd.2964 of 1927.
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existing strength, combined with their current building programmes.

The American and Japanese proposals were most unwelcome to the
British Empire delegates, but over the next few days it became clear
how isolated their position was. The initial reaction of the British
was to seek a basis for compromise with the Japanese, who however con-
fined themselves for the first phase of the Conference to expressions
of goodwill, claiming that they were dependent upon receiving further
instructions from Tokyo.2 Meanwhile the 'experts' were set to work in
the Technical Committee to see where and how areas of agreement could
emerge, in the rather vain hope that if something could thereby be
accomplished, the principles might take care of themselves.

Vociferous opposition to the British position was mounted in the
American, the continental, and even in the British press. The Americans
had the best of the argument by pointing out that no revision of the
capital ships agreement was possible without the participation of France
and Italy; and by scorning the lack of any proposal to limit the small
cruiser in the British scheme.4 The conclusion to be drawn was that

Britain was seeking, not parity, but superiority over the United States.

On 29th June, the British Cabinet discussed the impasse, and after a

lengthy debate5 issued a statement to the effect that it did not question

1. Texts in Records..., ibid., pp.26-28, and US Senate Document No.55;
the Japanese and American plans are compared in W5722/61/98, London (Geneva)
to Sir Austen Chamberlain, 21 June, 1927, printed in DBFP, IA/III, No.365.

2, D. Carlton, The Naval Disarmament Conference of 1927, PSQ 1968, p.576;
DBFP, IA/I1II, Nos.373-5 and 382.

3. W7351/61/98, FO 371/12673:R.Campbell (Geneva) to G. Villiers,
10 July, 1927.

4, Press comments are reviewed in series of letters and State Department
despatches sent from Kellogg to Coolidge, in the Coolidge Papers, Library
of Congress, Series I, File 20; 21 June to 28 June, 1927,

5. Described in Enclosure to No.379, DBFP, IA/III, letter of 27 June, 1927,
Bridgeman to Baldwin. Reported in Hankey to Balfour, 29 June, 1927,

Balfour Papers, BL Add.MSS 49704; Austen Chamberlain to Cecil, 5 July,1927,
Cecil Papers, BL Add.MSS 51079.
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the American demand to parity, but reserved the right to build cruisers
to meet its own needs.1 This did not mollify the Americans, and on
Sth July in the Technical Committee the British Admiral Field suggested
that the only hope for combining the British requirement for numbers of
cruisers with the reduction in total tonnage sought by the United States,
lay in the American and Japanese delegations agreeing to limit the total
tonnage of large cruisers. In reply, Admiral Jones delivered a statement
which, he asked, should be 'construed as our maximum effort to meet the
British viewpoint'. Jones would not discuss cruiser tonnage in excess
of 400,000 tons for the duration of the Washington Treaty - that is, until
3lst December, 1936. He insisted on the right of the United States Navy
to operate twenty-five 10,000-ton cruisers, but was prepared to accept
that the remaining cruiser tonnage might be in smaller vessels.2 British
anger was considerable, but suppressed.3 The next day, 6th July, Admiral
Field announced the British requirement of seventy cruisers the Admiralty
estimated it needed for fleet and trade protection duties.4 This equally
angered Admiral Jones and the supporters of the American 'Big Navy' group,
who were fully aware that neither President Coolidge nor the Congress
would be prepared to build up the US Navy to such a 1evel.5

In such an atmosphere, strains appeared within both the British and

American camps. The CID discussed the situation in Geneva on 7 July, and

1. CAB 23/55, Cabinet 37(27) of 29 June, 1927; W 6026/61/98 of 29 June,
11927 (Tyrrell to London (Geneva)), printed in DBFP. (Coolidge Papers, Series
I, File 20).

2. Records of the Conference for the Limitation of Naval Armament, op.cit.,
pp.109-10.

3. See W 7351/61/98, letter, 10 July, 1927, Ronald I. Campbell (Geneva)
to G. Villiers, FO 371/12673.

4, See abové, footnote 3, p.69. W 6340/61/98, London (Geneva) to Sir
E. Howard (Washington), 6 July, 1927: printed in DBFP,TA/III, No.402;
FO 371/12672; ADM 116/2609.

5. R.G. O'Connor, Perilous Equilibrium, pp.16-17.
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a split emerged between Churchill, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and
the Foreign Secretary, Sir Austen Chamberlain. Churchill, probably with
the support of the service chiefs, proclaimed himself 'not over-anxious'
with regard to a breakdown, while Chamberlain pleaded that Britain should
try to save the Conference, fearing 'disastrous consequences' if the United
States started to build against Britain.l For the time being Chamberlain
prevailed.

In Washington, Secretary of State Kellogg surveyed the various figures
that had been suggested at Geneva for the British total cruiser tonnage
requirement, ranging from 462,000 to 596,000 tons and pointed out to the
British Ambassador, Sir Esmé Howard, that to accept such figures would
make the US Administration a 'laughing stock'. Howard remarked that in
that case, the best thing was 'to let the whole conference go'.2 Later,
Howard raised the claim Admiral Jones had made on 5 July, of a United
States requirement for twenty-five 10,000-ton cruisers. The figure was
a considerable surprise to Kellogg, who was completely unaware of Jones's
claim; like the British Admiralty's figures, this considerably exceeded
the authorized US Navy cruiser force, currently planned at eighteen large
cruisers.3 The confusion in the American camp over this was highlighted
at the next Plenary Session of the Conference, when Gibson denied that
the American delegation had intended to claim twenty-five large cruisers.

To disperse some of the hostility and confusion resulting from the

claims of the two sets of naval advisers, Bridgeman pressed in the second

1. CAB 2/5: CID 228th Meeting, Item 2.

2. Memorandum by Frank B. Kellogg on a conversation with Sir E. Howard,
July 6, 1927: Coolidge Papers, Series I, File 20, Reel 28,

3. FRUS, 1927/1, pp.106-7: Memorandum by Kellogg, 14 July, 1927, DBFP,
IA/III, N No 440: Telegram from Sir E. Howard, 14 July, 1927,

4. Records of the Conference for the Limitation of Naval Armament.
op.cit., US Senate Document No.55, 1927.
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week of July for another plenary session. His objective in requesting
such a session seems to have been to publicly justify the British claim
to seventy cruisers, given the failure of the world's press to view the
British claim sympathetically.l Bridgeman's public remarks about the
'gross misrepresentation of the British Case' in the press reflected the
bitter feelings aroused in particular by the activities of lobbyists
acting in Geneva on behalf of American shipbuilding interests. One of
these men, William Shearer, was later to be the subject of a Congressional

investigation, to the benefit of other naval negotiations.

Meanwhile, attempts to produce a compromise were being pursued
through other channels. The Japanese offered a number of suggestions
aimed at a compromise.3 These included the idea, favoured by the absent
Continental nations, that if cruisers and destroyers might be treated as
a single category so that the existing American lead in destroyers might
politically offset the British superiority in cruisers; secondly, they
suggested that Britain might keep the extra small cruisers she required
in 'over-age' vessels, exempt from treaty limits; and thirdly, they
suggested that if satisfactory tonnage totals could not be agreed, the
Powers should agree instead upon short-term building programmes, covering
four years until 1931, to avoid competitive building before the review

Conference planned under the Washington Treaty for that year.4 The

1. See W 7297/61/98 (FO 371/12673), R.H. Campbell (Geneva) to
G.H. Villiers, 16 July, 1927.

2. DBFP, IA/III, No.412, W6462/61/98, Memorandum by Sir A. Chamberlain
of a conversation with Ambassador Houghton, 8 July, 1927; W6141/61/98
(FO 371/12673), London (Geneva) to Sir A. Chamberlain 2 July, 1927,

See below, Ch.3, pp.

3. Records of the Conference for the Limitation of Naval Armament...,
op.cit., pp.54-5; DBFP, IA/III, No.417, London (Geneva) to Sir A. Chamber-
lain, 10 July, 1927 (W6414/61/98)

4. D. Carlton, ibid., pp.582-3.
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Japanese, contrary to the fears of the British delegates,l actively
sought a compromise settlement. Admiral Saito, in particular, sympathized
with the British viewpoint, on the reduction of battleship size as well
as on the number of cruisers, but he was constrained by instructions from
Tokyo to remain scrupulously neutral. As a result, Japan was criticized
in Britain for 'sitting on the fence'; such neutrality was, however,
understandable in the light of Japanese fears of an alliance between the
Anglo-Saxon Powers at Japan's expense., The unlikelihood of this possi-
bility must have been brought home by the Anglo-American division at
Geneva and afterwards.

While the Japanese suggestions were being considered by the principal
delegates, junior members of the three delegations, dubbed the 'YMCA' or
the 'Boy Scouts' by Bridgeman, drew up a scheme on 12th July as a basis
for further discussion.3 This centred upon two of the Japanese suggestions;
a limit of 550,000 tons for all surface auxiliary craft (cruisers and
destroyers) for the Anglo-Saxon Powers , with a 50% ratio for Japan; and
numerical limits for 10,000-ton cruisers.4 This broad formula enabled
the heads of delegations to organize a plenary session at which their
respective viewpoints were aired in a conciliatory manner.

The public airing of positions served to show to the world the core
of the problem: Gibson refusing to discuss numbers of vessels until
agreement was reached on total tonnage; Bridgeman refusing to discuss

total tonnage until he had secured seventy cruisers for Britain. The

1. See, for example, DBFP TA/III No.416; Bridgeman Diaries, 1927,
June-August, pp.l1l45-6,

2, Captain Malcolm D. Kennedy, The Estrangement of Great Britain and
Japan, 1917-1935, pp.l1l11-114,

3. R.H. Campbell to G.H. Villiers, 16 July, 1927: W 7297/61/98,
FO 371/12673.

4. London (Geneva) to Sir A. Chamberlain, 12 July, 1927: DBFP IA/III
No.429.

5. London (Geneva) to Sir A. Chamberlain, 13 July, 1927: DBFP IA/III,
N004;29'
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Japanese suggestion for agreement on building programmes, was ignored by
Gibson in his speech, and was not taken up again until the eve of the Con-
ference's final failure. Gibson did, however, indicate that if the British
and Japanese could come to some agreement, the United States could be
expected to endorse it.1

As a result of Gibson's hopeful suggestion, a series of informal
talks were conducted between the British and Japanese. By 17th July
Bridgeman was able to report that a formula had been worked out which
seemed to satisfy both parties, and on the next day, that the Americans
might accept the compromise.2 British requirements would be met combining
cruisers and destroyers at a level of 500,000 tons plus 25% of over-age
vessels, subject to maximum percentages of cruisers and destroyers.
Eight-inch cruisers would be limited at twelve vessels for Britain and
eight for Japan, and submarines at some low level of parity between the

three Powers.

Such a compromise, although endorsed enthusiastically by Bridgeman
and Cecil, was not welcome to the British cabinet. Chamberlain thougnt
that the Japanese 'have misunderstood our proposals for the limitation
of naval armament almost as much as the Americans'.3 Churchill, the
Chancellor of the Exchequer, and Beatty, the First Sea Lord, persuaded
the Cabinet to recall the Delegates to London to explain the state of
the negotiations in person.4 Bridgeman and éecil angrily argued against

this apparent sleight on their judgement, claiming that the critical stage

1. A.J. Toynbee, ibid., pp.60-61.

2. London (Geneva) to Sir A. Chamberlain, 17 July, 1927, DBFP TA/III,
No.455; letter, R.H. Campbell to G.H. Villiers, 16 July, 1927: W 7297/61/98,
FO 371/12673.

3. CID, 229th Meeting, 14 July, 1927, Item 4: CAB 2/5.

4, W 6647/61/98, 14 July, 1927: FO 371/12672.
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of negotiations made their presence in Geneva essential.l The Cabinet
aquiesced in this for the time being, but Baldwin established a new
Cabinet Committee to monitor the events at Geneva.

When the Anglo-Japanese compromise scheme was received in London
it was strongly criticized by Lord Beatty. At a meeting of the new
Cabinet Committee Beatty rejected the proposed tonnage of small cruisers
and destroyers as inadequate for Britain's needs, and opposed any increase
in the Japanese ratio, however small. More fundamentally, Beatty
categorically ruled out acceptance by the Board of Admiralty of American
parity in all classes of vessels. The central question of the post-war
naval question was thereby reopened.

The Cabinet Committee, divided between supporters of Beatty and
those who believed agreement was more important than superiority, peremp-
torily recalled the delegates to London to attend its next meeting.
Bridgeman and Cecil arrived in London on 20th July, leaving the Conference
adjourned to await their return.

In the face of Bridgeman's and Cecil's argument, Beatty refused to
back down, even though Bridgeman pointed out that Admiral Field and the

naval team at Geneva fully accepted the scheme. After a bitter debate,
the Cabinet Committee made a number of recommendations to the full
Cabinet. The 1limited qualitative restrictions defining the character-
istics and replacement ages of destroyers and submarines, which had been
agreed in the Technical Committee at Geneva, should be accepted.
Similar restrictions would be sought for cruisers, including their

division into two classes according to size, and further limits should

1. W 6656/61/98, 14 July, 1927: DBFP TA/III No.439; Cecil to
Salisbury, 14 July, 1927: Cecil Papers, BM Add.MSS 51086,

2. The Limitation of Naval Armaments, 1927 (LNA[27]) Committee:
CAB 27/350.

3. CAB 27/350, LNA(27) 3rd Meeting, 19 July, 1927,
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be imposed on the size and armament of battleships and aircraft carriers.
The Cabinet then agreed upon a public statement which, while not repudi-
ating the principle of mathematical parity with the United States,
insisted that any such temporary arrangement could not be accepted as
creating 'an immutable principle, which might be treated as a precedent’.
Once again, Britain claimed that because of its geographical position
and dependence upon extended trade routes, any limitation of light
cruisers 'on the lines appropriate to large fighting ships' would not
give Britain adequate security.

Al though Churchill and Hankey were reported to favour the breakdown
of the Conference,3 the majority of the Cabinet decided that if the
United States rejected the British position, they would announce a
building programme for light cruisers until 1936, and declare that they
would not object if the United States built an equal number, Japan
building in proportion. Light cruisers could then, it was hoped, be

shelved, while the Conference turned to other areas of limitation.

Bridgeman and Cecil returned to Geneva, but the British declaration
had made an agreement much less 1ike1y.5 The American reaction was
quick in coming; the United States 'would never agree to limitation in
one class of cruiser and not in another', and if the British insisted

on this, the Conference was 'doomed to failure',

1. CAB 23/55, Cabinet 43 (27), 22 July, 1927.

2, Delivered in Parliament on 27 July, 1927. Hansard, House of Lords:
5th Series, Vo0l.68, Cols.933-936.

3. See e.g. Cecil to Austen Chamberlain, 24 July, 1927, Austen
Chamberlain papers; Bridgeman diaries, June-August 1927: Cecil To
Salisbury, 31 July, 1927, Cecil Papers, BM Add.MSS 51086.

4, CAB 23/55, ibid.

5. W 7192/61/98, 29 July, 1927: DBFP #475; FO 371/12673.

6. W 7179/61/98, 28 July, 1927: DBFP #471, FO 371/12673.
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Bridgeman now put forward a modified compromise plan for the Confer-
ence's consideration. This time submarines were to be added to the
proposed aggregate total of surface auxiliary vessels, at a suggested
total of 590,000 tons (instead of 500,000 of surface vessels only) for
the British Empire and the United States, with 385,000 tons (instead of
325,000) for Japan. Of these totals, submarine tonnage was not to exceed
90,000 tons for Britain and America, and 60,000 for Japan. Each Power
might additionally retain vessels beyond the replacement age up to a
limit of 25% over total tonnage, while the replacement ages themselves
were to be set at 18 years for 10,000 ton cruisers, and 16 years for
other cruisers, among other categories. This would enable Britain to
increase its cruiser tonnage in service by the use of over—age vessels.
The small cruiser class was to be confined to vessels of less than 6,000
tons displacement and guns of not more than 6-inch calibre, although each
Power could retain existing vessels which fell between these limits and
the 10,000-ton, 8-inch gun class.1 There was general disappointment
that no breakthrough was made on Bridgeman's and Cecil's return.2 From
the American viewpoint, it maintained all the points to which Gibson and
Jones had previously taken exception. Gibson told the British that he
could not accept restriction of the guns of newly-constructed cruisers
to less than 8-inch calibre; apart from the central cruiser question,

Gibson saw 'no insuperable difficulties', but it was made clear that

1. These were the ten 'Omaha' class vessels of the United States, of
9,000 tons displacement, with twelve six-inch guns, completed between 1923
and 1925; the two 'Emerald' Class (7,100 tons; seven 6-inch guns; completed
1925-6), the four 'Hawkins' class (9,750 tons; seven 7.5-inch guns;
completed 1918-1925), and two 'York' class (8,400 tons; six 8-inch guns;
building) cruisers of the Royal Navy; and for Japan, four 'Furataka'
class cruisers (7,100 tons; six 8-inch guns; completed 1926-7). Full
details of individual vessels are available in the League of Nations
Disarmament Yearbooks (1920-1939, annually); the British Admiralty's

Fleet Statistics (HMSO, annually: Cmd.2809 for 1927); and in Brassey's
Naval Annuals.

2, The Times, 29 July, 1927; New York Times, 29 and 30 July, 1927.
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unless the cruiser issue was settled it was useless to discuss other terms.

In Washington, Secretary Kellogg told the press that the new proposals
were 'even worse' than the original Anglo-Japanese plan, and that the
British were still calling for a much larger navy than the United States
considered reasonable.

The cruiser tonnage proposed by Great Britain was, according to
American interpretations, at least 426,000 tons of the 590,000 total for
auxiliary vessels - 120,000 tons for the twelve large cruisers and 306,000
tons in smaller cruisers, to give the total of seventy vessels which
Britain claimed met her'needs'. Such a level was far above that of the
United States cruiser force, but was also greater than the existing
British Empire total. The American contention that the conference had
met to limit or reduce armaments, not to increase them, gave them at

least a strong moral case.

A plenary session called for lst August seemed likely to terminate
the Conference once America had rejected the British proposals. Both the
State Department and the Foreign Office spent 30 July considering the best
way of concluding the Conference and portraying their respective cases
in the most favourable light.3 On 31 July, however, Kellogg asked Gibson
to have the plenary session postponed until 4 August.4 This was done to
give the State Department more time to prepare their case; but it alse

gave time for last-minute attempts to secure some kind of compromise.

1. FO 371/12673: W 7184/61/98, B.E.D.(Bridgeman) to FO., 29 July, 1927:
DBFP IA/III No.474; W 7192/61/98, B.E.D.(Cecil) to FO., 29 July, 1927,
28 July, 1927.

2. Manchester Guardian, 30 July, 1927; New York Times, 30 July, 1927;
FO.371/12673, W 7222/61/98, Chilton (Washington) to F0.29 July, 1927.

3. F0.371/12673: W 7222/61/98, 29 July, 1927, Chilton (Washington) to
FO.; W 7224/61/98, FO. to B.E.D., 30 July, 1927; W 7000/61/98, 30 July,
1927, FO. to Howard (Manchester, Mass.); all in DBFP IA/III, Nos.476,
481 and 482.

4. FRUS, 1927, Vol.l, pp.140-145.

1
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To try to salvage something from the Conference, the Japanese returned
to their earlier suggestion of agreement on future building programmes,
leaving aside the irreconcilable differences on matters of principle.
This suggestion, acceptable to neither the British nor the Americans,
was droppped when Gibson rejected the idea of building programme limi-
tation without total tonnage limits, on the evening before the scheduled
plenary session.2 Parallel to the Japanese proposal, Alan Dulles of the
American delegation put forward the suggestion of an 'escape clause', to
be incorporated into any agreement on cruisers to make it more palatable
to the British. This provided that any Contracting Power feeling
threatened by another Power's building in any class, could reconvene the
Conference to seek adjustment in its tonnage allocations by agreement.
Failing agreement at such a meeting, the threatened Power could terminate
the Treaty upon a year's notice.

Such a clause was wunacceptable to the British as long as it made
no mention of the 8-inch cruiser problem. Cecil proposed an amendment
which would allow the reconvening of the Conference if any party should
at any time desire to construct cruisers mounting guns of larger calibre
than six inches. Cecil felt very strongly that the Dulles Clause, if
amended, should be pursued as a means to break the deadlock, and he felt
that the major obstacle to agreement was the position of his own govern-
ment. On lst August he telegraphed to Salisbury urging acceptance of
the amended Dulles Clause, and threatening to resign from the Cabinet if

» L4 : 4 ]
it was not prepared to make concessions over 8-inch guns. The Cabinet

1. FO 371/12673: W 7312/61/98, 2 Aug.,1927, DBFP IA/III, No.493.

2. FO 371/12673: W 7312/61/98, 2 Aug.,1927, DBFP IA/III, No.492
Records of the Conference for the Limitation of Naval Armament, op.cit.,
pp.126-7; FO 371/12673, W 7363/61/98, 4 Aug.,1927; DBFP No.499.

3. Records of the Conference..., op.cit., p.125,

4, FO 371/12673, W 7276 and W 7277/61/98, 2 Aug.,1927; Cecil to
Salisbury, 1 Aug.,1927, Cecil Papers, BM Add.MSS.51086
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met on 3 August, but after a lengthy and heated debate during which Cecil's
telegram and threat of resignation were read out, rejected the Dulles
Clause as an insufficient guarantee for Britain. Cecil's threat was

' on the Winston side’.

met by 'several' counter-threats of resignation
With no progress in sight on either the Dulles Clause or the
Japanese building programmes scheme, the plenary session on 4th August
was, as expected, the conclusion of the conference. Each delegation re-
stated its case, the British and Japanese with great restraint; the
American statements held open the door to further negotiations in the
future, but struck a slightly harsher note with their statements. Kellogg,
in Washington, declared to the press that America had, at Washington,
made greater sacrifices in its naval strength than any other Power, and
had now gone to Geneva with 'every reason to believe that the British
Government was prepared to carry out a real reduction...'Gibson, at the
Plenary Session, denounced the British cruiser requirements doctrine,
and declared that he could not understand why, in a time of profound
peace, the British Government considers a considerable programme of
naval expansion as an absolute and even a vital necessity.
On Cecil's return to London, on 8th August, he submitted his resig-
nation as Chancellor of the Duchyof Lancaster. In Baldwin's absence in
Canada, both Sir Austen Chamberlain and Lord Salisbury appealed to Cecil

* * » * 3 » »
to reconsider his resignation, but he was adamant. The original letter

1. CAB 23/55, Cabinet 47(22); Salisbury to Cecil, 3 Aug.,1927, Cecil
Papers, BM Add.MSS 51086.

2. Kellogg to Coolidge, 4 Aug.,1927, No.187: Coolidge Papers, Reel 29,
Library of Congress. FO 371/12673, W 7287/61/98, 1 Aug.,1927; DBFP TA/ITI,
No.485; also Minute to W 7287 by G.H. Villiers, 2 Aug.,1927, in FO
371/12673. Kellogg to Coolidge, 4 Aug.,1927, unnumbered: CP, Reel 29,

3. Salisbury to Cecil, 4 Aug.1927: Cecil Papers, BM Add.MSS 51086;
Cecil to Sir A. Chamberlain, 10 Aug.,1927: CP; Add.MSS 51079.
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does not appear to have survived, but it was described by Hankey in a
Cabinet memorandum as 'couched in rather bitter and violent language',

and privately as 'a poisonous document'.l When Baldwin returned to London,
on 24 August, Cecil produced a second draft of his letter of resignation,
which was only slight toned down, and which Cecil desired to publish.
Baldwin consulted Balfour and Hankey, who advised against the letter's
publication on the grounds that it was in conflict with Hankey's recol-
lection of proceedings within the Cabinet, and that 'it would have a
deplorable and misleading effect abroad, not only in regard to (the
British) attitude towards disarmament but on our foreign policy generally’.
After prolonged and bitter exchanges, a letter was issued to the press on
30 August which avoided all detailed reference to the events surrounding
the Naval Conference, and was accompanied by a reply from the Prime
Minister.3 But that was not the end of the matter, for in the House of
Lords on 16 November, Cecil made a speech during a debate on the League
of Nations which reverted to the attack on the Government Cecil had

made in the first drafts of his resignation letter.4 By this time,
however, the initial stir caused by Cecil's resignation had worn off,

and Baldwin made no response to Cecil's outburst.

1. CAB 63/39, minute dated 30 Aug.,1927; CAB 21/297, Hankey to
Balfour, 26 Aug.,1927.

2. CAB 63/69, ibid.
3. Hankey tco Raldwin, 27 Aug,,197%0: Baldwin Papers, Vol.130, pp.41-5,

and in CAB 21/297; Hankey to Baldwin, 30 Aug.,1930: in CAB 21/297, re-
printed in full in Roskill, Hankey, II, pp.442-3; The Times, 30 Aug.,1927.

4, Hansard, Parliamentary Debates, H. of L., Vol.69, Cols.84-100.

5. See Roskill, Hankey, II, p.444. For reactions in Britain to the
Conference's failure and Cecil's resignation, see e.g., Toynbee, op.cit.;
Brassey's Naval Annual, 1928; P.J. Noel-Baker, Disarmament and the
Coolidge Conference, London, 1927. For American reactions, see, e.g.
B.H. Williams, The United States and Disarmament, New York, 1931;

FO 371/12675, A 6073/133/45, 22 Sept.,1927, enclosure detailing con-
versation between British Military Attaché&, Washington, and General
Commanding lst Corps., US Army, in DBFP, IA/IV, No.209,
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Apart from the central cruiser question, a number of contributory
factors can be isoclated which obstructed agreement. The most obvious
factor was the lack of diplomatic preparation by the participating Powers.
Although the naval experts of the Powers had made their preparations,
calculating the greatest wartime advantage for their respective navies
with the least peacetime expenditure, both the Admiralty and the Navy
Department made their calculations in isolation, without reference to
each other's needs or desires. Thus the British proposals were designed
for a Power facing extensive commitments but with weak financial resources;
they therefore sought large numbers of inexpensive ships, demanding many
small cruisers but the reduction in size of battleships. The US Navy,
aware of its strong financial position, sought smaller numbers of quali-
tatively superior vessels with long range and high offensive power -
chiefly the 8-inch cruiser class. The two naval staffs' requirements,
adopted as national policy, became rigid programmes from which, once
tabled at the Conference, the negotiators would not be moved. Under
such circumstances, debate over what constituted 'parity' became extra-
ordinarily difficult, and British divisions and, arguably, outright
duplicity over conceding it made an agreed formula for 'parity' impossible.

The naval stranglehold at the conference could have been broken by
strong-willed and knowledgeable civilian delegates, fully backed by their
heads of government. Such conditions did not exist at Geneva. The heads
of government of Britain and America both showed a singular lack of
interest, being away from their capitals on holiday at critical periods
of the conference. The civilian delegates were themselves handicapped,
the Americans by lack of seniority and experience in naval affairs, and
the British by uncertainty as to whether they could expect to be supported
by their government. The civilians became overshadowed by the Admirals,
of whom Jones on the American side, and Field and Jellicoe on the British

Empire's side, exercised almost complete control over their countries'’
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positions in the critical Technical Committee, In the House of Commons,
Commander Bellairs neatly summed up the situation by saying, 'We allowed
the Admirals to talk and they straightaway began to fire broadsides at
each other’,

Matters were made more difficult by the failures of communication
between Geneva and the delegations' governments, as, for example, when
Gibson failed to report to Washington Admiral Jones' claim that the US
Navy should operate twenty-five 10,000-ton cruisers.l Equally, miscon-
ceptions as to the course of the negotiations led to Bridgeman and Cecil
being summoned home, with the subsequent adverse impact at Geneva. The
lack of organization of the British delegation was astonishing., Ronald
Campbell, the Foreign Office adviser to the delegation, forwarded to
London a letter to the Prime Minister from Bridgeman written three weeks
earlier, with a covering note reading:

'Dear Department,

It is no good being cross with me about these despatches

because I don't care a blow, In any case, I don't suppose you

read them,,,'2

It is easy to understand why Captain Roskill has suggested that
the absence of Hankey's administrative genius may have been a major
contributing factor to the Conference's failure.3

Another problem was the atmosphere of secrecy and intrigue at the
Conference, Because the business of the Conference was conducted behind
closed doors, with few statements and bulletins put out to the press by
the different delegations, rumour and inaccurate reporting prevailed

among the press Corps, In each participating country, public suspicion

and hostility to the proceedings at Geneva grew during the weeks the

1. See above, p.77.

2. FO 371/12674, W 7447/61/98, 4 Aug., 1927,

3. S. Roskill, Hankey, II, p.439.
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Conference was in session.l The rdle played by William Shearer, the
American naval shipbuilders' lobbyist, may have contributed to the
almost unanimous opposition to limitation displayed by the American press,
but the contribution made by press reporting to the actual breakdown of
the Conference is impossible to assess. In the end, Mr. Shearer
unwittingly served the cause of armament limitation, because in the
autumn of 1929 his activities at Geneva were the focus of a Senatorial
investigation which unquestionably helped prepare a more favourable
state of opinion for the London Conference of 1930.2 On the British
side, the failure of the delegation to present their case effectively
to the press reflected its lack of an accompanying professional publicist,
a rdole which had been filled at Versailles in 1919 and Washington in
1921-2 by a newspaper proprietor, Lord Riddell.3

Other minor influences which may have contributed to the breakdown
include the time of year at which the Conference was held. The summer
heat in Geneva did not facilitate hard work, while Washington in July,
before the advent of air-conditioning, was a place where no business
at all was done.4 Kellogg, in Washington, had to handle the American
end of the negotiations with the President and the British Ambassador
absent at summer retreats, and with the State and Navy Department staffs
cut to a minimum. The absence of Sir Esmé Howard from Washington may

have been no great problem given the mutual dislike between the Ambas-

sador and Secretary Kellogg. This cannot have helped the British

1. See leading article in The Times, 23 July, 1927.

2. Alleged Activities at the Geneva Conference, hearings before a
sub-committee of the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs, Government
Printing Office, Washington, DC 1930.

3. FO 800/261, Sir E. Howard to Sir A. Chamberlain, 1 Sept.,1927;
DBFP IA/III #506.

4, See Roskill, Naval Policy, I, p.515, text and note 1.




government's ability to assess American official thinking, however.

The absence of France and Italy reduced the range of options available
as avenues of negotiation once the initial positions of the Anglo-Saxon
powers had proved irreconcilable. Their presence, acting either in
concert with Japan as mediators, or as Latin objectors to Anglo-Saxon
power, might conceivably have persuaded or forced the great Powers to
stand together, as they were to do three years later against the
continental Powers.

Technical and organizational factors notwithstanding, one must
conclude an assessment of the Geneva Naval Conference by returning to
the fundamental obstacle to agreement, the gulf between the 'doctrine
of requirements' and the principle of parity. It is worth considering
whether the British were actually duplicitous about 'parity', as they
were widely believed to have been in the United States. Certainly there
was a broad consensus in the British naval circles that the British Empire
needed to be superior to the United States in the cruiser class.l

At the Conference, Bridgeman explicitly stated, 'It is not parity
with America that is troubling us. We have not raised any objections
to that';2 but the division in the Cabinet revealed when the British
delegates returned for consultation prevented Cecil and Bridgeman from
repeating this principle to the Conference on their return from London,
thus re-awakening American suspicions. After the Conference Churchill
confirmed these suspicions when he publicly rejected'the principle of
mathematical parity in naval strength'.3 Of this statement, Lord Cecil
said that 'it bangs, bolts and bars the doors against any hope of further

agreement with the United States on naval armaments'.

1. This problem is exemplified in L.S. Amery, Great Britain's Weakness
in Modern Cruisers, Current History Magazine, Vol.20, p.231, May 1924.

2. Records of the Conference...., p.28.

3. The Times, 8 Aug.,1927.

4, Hansard, H. of L., Vol.69, Co0l.90.
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Cecil, however, not only realized that, if disarmament was to be
effected in any meaningful way, considerable risks had to be run and
concessions made in the interests of agreement; but accepted also that
if agreement was required then one side had to concede a degree of
military inferiority. He was prepared to make his own side accept that
inferiority to advance the cause of peace. That is not to say that he
was a pacifist: indeed ten years later he would be a close ally of
Churchill's in fighting 'appeasement' and urging British rearmament.
Cecil realized that agreement between Britain and America was worth the
price of surrendering Britain's supremacy, but he was too visionary for
the hard-headed nationalism and Imperial pride evinced by the Baldwin
government. Cecil's approach held out perhaps the only chance of securing
a considerable measure of naval disarmament at Geneva; his failure to

persuade the Cabinet ensured the failure of the Conference.l

The first concrete result of the failure of the Conference was a
renewed effort by American 'Big Navy' supporters to secure the expansion
programme they advocated. Legislation was introduced to Congress,
designed to bring the US Navy up to parity with Britain. The Chairman
of the House Naval Affairs Committee submitted a naval construction bill
authorizing the fantastic number of seventy-one new ships, to be built
over a nine-year period at an estimated cost of $740,000,000. The pro-

posed programme included twenty-five 10,000-ton cruisers, five aircraft

* » 2 i »
carriers and thirty-two submarines. This would increase the total number

1. Surprisingly, no full biography of Bob Cecil exists, although he
published two volumes of memoirs, All the Way (1949), and A Great Experiment
(1941). See also a short assessment of him in Kenneth Rose's The Later
Cecils (London, 1975), and for an account of his career in the Conservative
Party during and after the First World War, see M.Cowling, The Impact of
Labour (Cambridge, 1971, Chap.3).

2, MS Department of State, US./18, memorandum of 31 Jan.,1930.
See also Norman Davis, op.cit., pp.326-7,.
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of American cruisers to forty-three, of 400,500 tons, still less than the
British total, but more powerful and more modern vessels.

Combined influences of financial orthodoxy and worried public opinion
diluted the original proposals, but a modified Cruiser Bill providing for
fifteen new cruisers and one aircraft carrier over four years, at a cost
of $275 millions, passed the House on 17 March, 1928.l In the Senate,
it faced a well-organized and vociferous opposition, mounted by churches
and peace societies.2 This delayed consideration of the Bill until after
the 1928 elections; but on balance the United States assumed a far more
hostile attitude to Great Britain that year than it had for a hundred
years. The annual 'Estimate of the Situation' of the War Plans Division
of the Navy Department for 1928 noted the deterioration of relations with
Britain as a result of the Geneva Conference, and added that 'although
the treaty of alliance between Great Britain and Japan had been abrogated
there were still...relationships (between them) that were very cordial'.
It urged development and refinement of the Navy's 'Red' (Britain), 'Orange'’
(Japan) and 'Red-Orange' (Anglo-Japanese alliance) war plans as a matter
of urgency.

American fears of British intentions were further heightened during
the summer of 1928 by the affair of the so-called 'Anglo-French Compromise'
This draft agreement on arms limitation between the British and French
Governments was an attempt to break the deadlock which had emerged in
the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference.4 The lines

of division in the Preparatory Commission had become evident in March 1927

1. New York Times, 18 March, 1928,

2. Memorandum, 18 Jan.,1933, from Chairman of the General Board (Rear
Adm. J. Chase) to Secretary of the Navy (Charles Adams), MS Navy File
A19(8) /EM Geneva (320930), National Archives,

3. US Navy Department, Operational Archives, Op-12A-CD: Estimate of
the Situation, 13 April, 1928.

4, See above, pp.66-67.
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at the Third Session,when the British and French draft conventions had
been broadly supported by the United States and Italy respectively. The
failure to reconcile the two drafts ended attempts at Geneva to resolve
the disarmament problem separately from questions of security and arbi-
tration. In September 1927, the Eighth Assembly of the League adopted

a resolution extending the mandate of the Preparatory Commission to
include consideration of guarantees of arbitration and security. In
November 1927, the Preparatory Commission established a Security Committee,
but no further progress was made.2 Similarly, the next session, in March
and April of 1928, dealt largely with the Soviet Government's proposals
for complete and universal disarmament, which, to nobody's surprise, was
rejected as 'impractical'.3 However, while the session was in progress,
Sir Austen Chamberlain met privately with M. Briand at Geneva, and suggested
that Britain might agree to the division of warships into six categories,
instead of the nine they had previously insisted upon. This was not
sufficient to satisfy the French, but Chamberlain told Briand that 'if

he could point to a concession by the French in naval matters, (British
public opinion) would probably acquiesce in his giving in on the military
side'.4 Such a bargain might take account of the two principles to which
Britain and France were most committed: for Britain, the division of
cruisers into two sub-categories, with a strict limitation of the larger
type armed with guns of more than six inches calibre; and for France,

avoidance of any restriction on the numbers of men conscripted annually

1. 'Report of the British Representatives at the League of Nations
Eighth Assembly', Cmd. 3008, 1928.

2, The minutes of the fourth session are printed as League of Nations
Document CPD 1(d) (January, 1928).

3. The minutes of the fifth session are printed as League of Nations
Document CPD 1l(e) (April, 1928).

4, Cmd. 3211 of 1928, 'Papers regarding the Limitation of Naval Armaments',
Item No.10; DBFP IA/IV, No.304: W 2475/28/98, Memorandum, 10 March, 1928,
by British delegation at Geneva.
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for military training. Such a deal could, potentially, leave the British
Navy and the French Army supreme in their respective elements, without
cost to the British Army or the French Navy.

In Paris in June, Chamberlain and Briand again discussed arms limi-
tation, and Briand produced the suggestion that the length of lines of
communication should be the basis for limitation of auxiliary vessels.,
The vulnerability of communications, Briand argued, lay at the bottom
of both British and American claims, and therefore a formula which
determined cruiser strength according to the length of the respective
sea routes should be acceptable to both States. For France, too, it
would meet her requirement of superiority over Italy.l

Austen Chamberlain endorsed this suggestion in a telegram to Lord
Cushendun, Lord Cecil's successor as Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster
with responsibility for disarmament, who placed the matter before the
Cabinet on 6 June.2 The British Cabinet divided on similar lines.
Madden, the First Sea Lord, was called before the Cabinet, and denounced
the 'lines of communication' thesis. Madden claimed that in the Navy's
calculations, factors such as the nature and volume of the trade, and
the geographical position of trade routes were equally important as
their length.3 Churchill and Amery, the Colonial Secretary, consequently
opposed the suggestion, but they had shown themselves opposed to all
formal agreement on arms control. Baldwin and Cushendun took a neutral
position, and requested clarification of Briand's ideas.

Meanwhile in Geneva, the French naval representative to the
Preparatory Commission, Captain Deluze, put forward a new suggestion,

apparently on his own initiative., Deluze felt that as Britain and Italy,

1. DBFP IA/IV, No.364: London (Geneva) to Sir W. Tyrrell, 3 June, 1928,
2. CAB 23/58, Cabinet 31(28).
3. CAB 24/195, CP 184(28).

4, CAB 23/58, Cabinet 31(28) 1, 6 June, 1928.
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among other Powers, made provision for arming merchantmen as auxiliary
cruisers in wartime, it was 'obviously impossible to limit ships with
6-inch guns and below'. A naval agreement should, therefore, limit
only those surface vessels mounting a gun above 6-inch in calibre.
This would leave Britain free to operate as many 'police' cruisers as
she felt necessary.l The British Admiralty quickly accepted this
formula, but nothing more was heard from Paris. On 26 June, therefore,
after the formula had received the Cabinet's approval, Sir Austen
Chamberlain asked Lord Crewe, the British Ambassador in Paris, to
inform the French Government of British agreement.2 Chamberlain had
assumed that Captain Deluze would not have proposed such a formula
without the approval of the French Government, but this was not the
case.3 Deluze accused Admiral Kelly of bad faith, and was nearly
dismissed from office.

Fortunately the French Government saw the advantages of agreement
with Britain, from the point of view of their army: Admiral Kelly was
called to the French Navy Ministry, where, he recounted, the two Chiefs
of Staff 'were old friends of mine and were willing to discuss it all
in a friendly manner'.5 The French Admirals were willing to agree that
the only auxiliary vessels to be limited would be submarines of over 600
tons and eight-inch cruisers, all other classes being unlimited. 1In
return, the French insisted on the exclusion from limitation of the

numbers of trained reservists, and also that all the five 'great' naval

1. DBFP IA/IV, No.366, Vice-Adm. Kelly to Admiralty, 5 June, 1928:
W 6039/28/98.

2. DBFP IA/IV, No.394, Sir A. Chamberlain to the Marquess of Crewe,

26 June, 1928: W 6039/28/98.
3. Cmd. 3211 (1928), No.16.

4. Vice-Adm. Kelly, unpublished memoirs, National Maritime Museum,
Greenwich, MS 53/001, KEL.6, p.44.

5. ibid.
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powers should be granted parity of tonnage in 8-inch cruiser and large
submarines. Although a long way from the proposals Britain had originally
suggested in March as a basis for compromise, the Cabinet agreed to the

French terms and the French Government was so informed on 27 July.

The Compromise reflected a modification of British policy in a number
of areas. First, of course, was the abandonment by Britain (with her
professional army) of her opposition to conscription. In the naval field,
Britain conceded a degree of parity to lesser naval powers - Japan and
Italy as well as France. She abandoned her opposition to submarines,
and the hope that the 6-inch gun, small cruiser should be limited - in
the latter case, leaving open the theoretical possibility that the United
States, or another power, could outbuild Britain in that category. The
naval elements of the Compromise were all unacceptable to the United
States. The one aspect of the Compromise to which the United States had
no objection, the matter of the trained reserves, was surprisingly the
one aspect which it appears Chamberlain attempted to conceal from them:
at any rate, no mention of it was made in the official notification to
the US Government of the Anglo-French plan.2

The reaction in Washington was one of considerable shock. The
public announcement of the Compromise, in the Commons on 30 July,3 came
as a '"bombshell' to both the administration and the press in Washington,4
and the failure of the British Government to inform the State Department

of the full details of the 'deal' worked out between Britain and France

1. CAB 23/58, Cabinet 41(28) of 25 July, 1928. The 'compromise' is
set out in its final form in CAB 24/195, CP 253(28).

2. DBFP IA/V, No. 428: 30 July, 1928, Chamberlain to Chilton (Beverley
Farms, Mass.), W 6987/28/98. Also in Cmd. 3211 (1928), No.28,

3. Hansard, House of Commons, Vol.320, Cols.1837-8.

4. DBFP IA/V, No.440: Cushendun to Chilton (Washington), 10 Aug.,1928,
account of a conversation between Lord Cushendun and J.T. Marriner, Head

of the W. European Dep't., US State Department,
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caused considerable ill-feeling and apprehension.l Not surprisingly,
the American Government disregarded the supposed helpfulness of the
Compromise from the viewpoint of the Preparatory Commission, or the
League in general: instead they were concerned at its impact on the
Anglo-American naval position. For the United States to agree to such
an arrangement would mean the complete surrender of its position at the
Washington and Geneva Conferences. Moreover, it was widely suspected
that the 'Compromise' implied a far broader Anglo-French alliance agree-
ment on naval cooperation.

Press suspicion had at first no hard evidence on which to ground
its fears, as the terms of the 'Compromise' remained secret. It did,
however, sharply contrast the negotiation of the Anglo-French compromise
and the negotiation of the Kellogg Pact.This General Treaty for the
Renunciation of War, to give its full title, was signed on 27 August,
1928, after well-publicized negotiations throughout the summer of 1928,
Both the Compromise and the Kellogg Pact were attempts to start afresh
after the failure of the Geneva Conference and the deadlock of the
Preparatory Commission. One, however, was a return to the old-fashioned
style of bilateral 'deal'; the other was a radical, if naive, attempt
to transform the entire situation by a high-minded and dramatic gesture.

While the texts of the Compromise were still undisclosed, a circular
letter from the Quai d'Orsay to its embassies, expounding the course of
the naval negotiations and agreements reached, was 'leaked' to William
Randolph Hearst, who published it in his New York American on 21 September.
Hearst's newspapers, which traditionally took an anti-British editorial
stance, joined with the 'Big Navy' supporters in denouncing European

intrigue, subversive diplomacy, and the refusal of the British to

1. DBFP IA/V, No.448: 18 Aug., Chilton (Beverley Farms, Mass.) to
Lord Cushendun; W 7838/28/98.

2. Toynbee, Survey of International Affairs, 1928, pp.73-4.
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acknowledge parity. The American public, reading the vitriolic attacks
in the press, might be excused for thinking that while the British could
build infinite numbers of cruisers, the United States was to be restrained
from building the type of cruiser best suited to its needs.l The new
Chairman of the House Naval Affairs Committee, Fred Britten, was quoted
as having claimed that the compromise was another British attempt to
'retain domination of the high seas by subversive diplomacy’.

The US Navy's verdict on the 'Compromise' was enunciated by Admiral
Jones, who felt:

...that no useful purpose would be served by accepting, even as

a basis for discussion, the Franco-British proposals. Should

the Preparatory Commission incorporate as an integral part of

the agenda for a future conference, the Franco-British draft

agreement as its accepted method for the reduction and limi-

tation of naval armaments, it would seem fruitless for the

United States to be represented at such a Conference.3

Denunciation of the Anglo-French Compromise was prevalent in Britain,

too. The Economist, in a caustic editorial, judged the Compromise to

be 'an example of the worst vices of secret diplomacy'.4 The Compromise
particularly enraged Lloyd George, who moved a censure motion on the
Government, with Labour support, on 13th November. Lloyd George proclaimed
that 'In signing that Pact, we antagonized two of the great friendly
Powers of the World, America and Italy. To antagonize Italy is the

height of folly, but to antagonize America is sheer madness'. He added:
'There has been no more dull, obstinate mishandling of American psychology

since George Grenville.'

1. Brassey's Naval and Shipping Annual, 1929, p.89. Contemporary Review,
Vol.134, Oct.,1928: George Glasgow, 'The Bogey of a New Entente’.

2. The Times, 10 Sept.,1928.

3. MS Confidential Files, Dept. of State, 500.A.15 Franco/British 52 ;
US Navy Dept., Operational Archives, GB 438 Serial 1390 of 11 Sept.,1928.
Also MS Confidential Files, Dept. of State, 500.A.15 Franco-British/89,
undated but stamped as received by the Dept.of State Index Bureau, on

17 Oct.,1928.

4., The Economist, Vol.107 (6 Oct.,1928), p.587.

5. Hansard, Parl. Debates, House of Commons, Vol.222, Col.730.
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On 28 November, 1928, the editorial writer of the Manchester Guardian

declared that: 'Not for many years have the Americans and the British been
on terms as bad as they are now. There is ill-feeling, suspicion, mis-
understanding, and estrangement between the two nations'. This was
evident in a series of impassioned speeches by Coolidge, perhaps the only
such ones of his career. On the tenth anniversary of the Armistice he
told the American Legion of his anger at foreign governments 'using the
movement to limit and reduce armaments in order to advance their own
self-interest'. He then urged the passage ofthe Cruiser Bill, still
awaiting action by the Senate.

The Cruiser Bill was debated in the Senate during January and
February of 1929, backed by a final plea from the President in his last
State-of-the-Union address.2 The debates attracted a great deal of public
attention across the country, with pacifist organizations holding mass
meetings to offset the vigorous lobbying of the 'Big Navy' supporters.

On 5 February, the Bill passed the Senate by the overwhelming margin

of sixty-eight votes to twelve, and was signed by the President on 23
February.3 Thus at the end of the Coolidge administration, the American
Government was firmly set upon a course of naval rivalry with the British
Empire, a course largely provoked by the British Government, whose naval
limitation policy appears to have failed completely. In Bob Cecil's
words,

It achieved the almost impossible result of combining against

(the British Government) the opinion of the United States, of

Italy, of Germany, and of the great mass of Eeople in this
country who take an interest in the subject!

1. Text in New York Times, 12 Nov.,1928. See also New York Times, 20
Dec.,1928.

2. Printed in FRUS, 1928/i, p.ll.

3. Congressional Record, Senate, 70th. Congress, 2nd Session. Vol.72,
part 2, p.2179.

4. Cecil Papers, BM Add.MSS 51099, Cecil to St. George Saunders, 28
Nov.,1928.
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Chapter III

RAPPROCHEMENT

Writing in 1932, Sir John Wheeler-Bennett, one of the most
respected interwar British commentators on international relationms,
stated that British antagonism to the United States in the wake of
the Anglo-French Compromise was 'comparable only to that manifested
towards Germany in the years 1908—1914'.l Certainly the mood of the
press of both countries, and the tone of the speeches of American
politicians from Coolidge downwards, was not conducive to a renewed

effort to achieve a modus vivendi on the naval relationship between

Britain and America. Nevertheless in both countries more objective
and sober minds appreciated the possible consequences of rivalry between
the two greatest naval powers, and it was not long before the first
attempts were made to extend olive branches from both sides.

The US elections of 1928, although marked by vitriolic attacks
upon Britain in the campaign rhetoric of various candidates, offered
the opportunity for a fresh start to be made in Anglo-American
relations, through the election of Herbert Hoover as President. Before
the inauguration, Sir Austen Chamberlain delivered a widely-reported
speech on 28 January, 1929, which suggested the possibility of naval
equality between the United States and Great Britain, 'an admission we
have never made to any other nation'.2 This hint was repeated two weeks
later, when as the luncheon guest of the American Newspaper Correspondents

in London, he emphasized that Britain would not build against the US Navy.

1. John Wheeler-Bennett, Disarmament and Security Since Locarno,
1925-1931 (London, 1932), p.142.

2. The Times, 29 January, 1929.

3. D/S 500.A 15 a2/10: Atherton to Kellogg, 19 February, 1929.



- 103 -

In January 1929 President-elect Hoover discussed the possibility
of an unofficial mission to London with a senior newsman of his acquaint-
ance, Edward Price Bell.l Hoover wished to establish contacts with
British political leaders, and to enlist the support of British news-
papers for reconciliation with America. Moreover, he was interested to
know whether Baldwin would be amenable to a personal 'summit' between
the two leaders to resolve outstanding issues in Anglo-American relations.
Bell, having spent many years in London as Foreign Correspondent of the

Chicago Daily News and a personal friend of British editors such as

Geoffrey Dawson of The Times and J.L. Garvin of the Observer, was eager

to go and was well qualified for the job. He had the additional qualifi-

cation that as a newsman with no official connection with the US govern-

ment, his mission could easily be denied if any embarrassment ensued.
Arriving in London in April, 1929, Bell rapidly eniisted the support

of the Observer in promoting the cause of an Anglo-American rapprochement.

The campaign was greatly aided by another Hoover initiative, undertaken
by Hugh Gibson at Geneva. With advance notification to Britain, Gibsomn
put forward a new suggestion for naval limitation to the meeting of the

Preparatory Commission on 22 April.

1. Bell's role in establishing relations between Hoover and British
political leaders has been well documented, both by Bell himself and a
later writer. See Edward Price Bell, 'The Origin of Premier MacDonald's
visit to America', Current History, Vol. 37 (October, 1932), and 'Why
MacDonald Came to America', Chicago Daily News Reprints, No. 42 (Chicago,
1942); George V. Fagan, 'Edward Price Bell: The Journalist as Diplomat',
Newberry Library Bulletin, November, 1955. Bell's papers are in the
Newberry Library, . University of Chicago.

2. The Observer, 14, 21, 28 April, 1927.

3. Herbert Hoover, Memoirs, ii, The Cabinet and the Presidency, 1920-
1933 (London 1952), p. 340; FRUS 1929/1, pp. 88-90: Memorandum to
British Ambassador, 20 April, 1929. FRUS, ibid., pp. 91-6 is the Gibson
Speech, also in W.S. Myers, ed., The State Papers of Herbert Hoover
(Garden City, N.J. 1934), i, pp. 55-61. Private conversations the same
week between Gibson and. Lord Cushendon are recorded in D/S Confidential
Files, 500.A 15/903: Gibson to Stimson, 25 April, 1929,

2
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Reiterating the preference of the US Government for limitation by
categories, he suggested that a flexible 'yardstick' might be produced
for estimating relative naval values between different categories of
ship. By including such factors as age, unit displacement and gun
calibre, the relative strengths of navies could be measured more fairly
than by the rigid mathematical tonnage ratios of the Washington Conference.
However, Gibson added, no technical formula could itself end naval compe-~
tition; a new political determination was needed, and his own government
was determined to pursue the lowest possible levels of naval disarmaments.
Pressed privately by Craigie afterwards, Gibson claimed that a yardstick

y 1

'ready in the President's safe'.

was prepared and
Against the background of pessimism and deadlock at Geneva, Gibson's

speech was seen as a new ray of hope for arms limitation, and widely

praised in Britain and elsewhere.2 British interest in Gibson's proposal

was immediately made clear, and not only by her delegates at Geneva. On

24 April, the former Secretary of State, Frank Kellogg, made a courtesy

call on Baldwin during a private visit to England. The Prime Minister

told Kellogg he believed an agreement could be worked out using a yardstick

formula, and Kellogg raised the idea that he might go to Washington to

discuss the naval question at a 'summit', indicating Hoover's interest

in meeting with Baldwin and the President's concern for restoring amicable

relations with Britain. Baldwin was evidently delighted with this suggestion.

The suggestiozn of 2 summit could not be pursued immediately, though,

1. DBFP, 1A/VI, Nos.408 and 413: Patterson (Gemeva) to Sir A. Chamberlain,
22-23 April, 1929.

2. London press reactions on 23 April, 1929, were reported in
D/S 500A 15/892, Atherton to Stimson, 24 April, 1929,

3. D/S 500 A 15/1005: Kellogg to Stimson, 21 April, 1929.

4. Bell to President Hoover, 2 May, 1929, MS Hoover Papers, Hoover
Library, Stanford, California; file 'E.P. Bell'.
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as it was now Britain's turn to face a General Election. To American
surprise, on 30 May the Conservatives were defeated at the polls, the
Labour Party becoming the largest party in the House of Commons. On 4
June, Ramsay MacDonald was invited to form the second Labour Government.
The lack of a parliamentary majority placed constraints on the new
government's freedom of action. As in 1924, it was in external rather
than domestic policy that the Labour Government was most able to display
its strength and talents. This, moreover, was the area in which MacDonald
himself was temperamentally best suited to exercise leadership. The
appointment of Arthur Henderson to the Foreign Office was taken in
America as a portent of MacDonald's intentions to personally direct
his Government's foreign policy.1 It appeared that foreign policy would
therefore have a very high priority under the new administration, and,
to make prospects for a fresh start in Anglo—-American relations seem
more favourable, the new administration was pledged by its election
manifesto to improve Anglo-American relations and to promote disarmament.,
One person who was left somewhat isolated by the change of government
in London was Edward Price Bell. Bell, believing that the Conservatives
would be re—elected,3 had continued conversations with Baldwin, Chamberlain,
and other Conservatives without making any contacts with Labour leaders.

On 4 June, however, Bell arranged an interview with Lord Thomson, whose

1. D/S 841.002/84, Memorandum: 8 June 1929; Department of W. European
Affairs to Secretary of State; Ray Atherton to Secretary of State, 8 June
1929, For a general treatment of MacDonald and Henderson's outlooks, see
R.L. Carlton, MacDonald versus Henderson, The Foreign Policy of the
Second Labour Government (London, 1970), pp.15-32.

2. F.W.S. Craig, ed., British General Election Manifestos, 1900-74
(London, 1976).

3. See G.V. Fagan, 'Edward Price Bell: The Journalist as Diplomat',
Newberry Library Bulletin, November, 1955.
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friendship with MacDonald was to be rewarded by the post of Secretary
of State for Air in the new Cabinet. Bell exihibited some letters
from President Hoover, which apparently satisfied Thomson as to his
credentials. Thomson then told Bell that if President Hoover invited
MacDonald to visit Washington, there should be an acceptance within
twenty-four hours.l Bell's cabled report of their conversations added
that:
His (MacDonald's) conviction is that quick action would be

of high importance from every standpoint. He sympathizes

ardently with your determination to reduce Naval Armaments

and once (and) for all remove sources (of) misunderstanding

and friction between (the) British (and) America.... Personally

(I) feel that we are on (the) verge of great and most beneficient

(sic) developments.

On 6 June Bell sent a further cable to George Akerson, the President's
secretary, reading in part, 'We now have here both popularly and
officially the best state of mind for radical solution of British
American problems since (the) revolution'.3

Little more could be done through the informal contacts of Edward
Price Bell. Further progress had to await the arrival of the new US
Ambassador, the former Vice-President, General Dawes. The aftermath of
the British election saw him still in Washington, and he was not scheduled
to arrive in Britain until 14 June. Meanwhile, expectations rose that
Dawes' arrival would bring a breakthrough, and in particular an invitation
for MacDonald to visit America. That such an invitation was likely was

iven credibility by J.L. CGarvin's announcement in the Observer on 9 June
g 3 o ’

that MacDonald would be glad to visit Washington.4 This sparked off a

1. D/s 033.4111, MacDonald 1/2: Bell to Hoover, 4 June, 1929.
Forwarded from White House to Stimson. See Fagan, op.cit., p.93.

2. D/S 033.4111, ibid.

3. Fagan, op.cit., p.94; Cablegram, Bell to George Akerson, 6 June,
1929, MS Hoover Papers, Hoover Library, Stanford, California.

4., The Observer, 9 June, 1929, editorial.
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rash of articles in both Britain and America, drawing attention to

Bell's role, and predicting, in the restrained wording of The Times,

that 'Mr. MacDonald has taken over from Mr. Baldwin that long-cherished
hope of paying a visit this autumn to the President of the United States'.l

While the press speculated, diplomatic thinking was centred upon the
significance of President Hoover's Memorial Day speech of 30 May, over-
shadowed in Britain by coinciding with the General Election. Speaking
at Arlington National Cemetery, the President had denounced the 'tide
of competitive (naval) building', and warned that 'fear and suspicion
would never slacken unless we halt the competitive construction of arms'.
He then referred again to the need for a 'yardstick' with which to compare
naval forces 'and thus maintain an agreed relativity'.2 In the Foreign
Office, Craigie minuted his approval of all of Hoover's remarks,
excepting only the President's statement that 'all nations assent to
this - that the defensive needs of navies are relative'.3 The doctrine
of absolute, as opposed to relative, requirements, was still a major
obstacle which rhetoric alone could not remove.

The new American resolve to pursue disarmament was re-emphasized
on the day following the Memorial Day speech, when Secretary Stimson made
a public statement on the reduction of naval forces. While the President
spoke with reference to the promotion of peace and the elimination of
the threat of war, Stimson spoke in more practical terms of the financial
burdens imposed on the world, and in particular on the US by naval
compe<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>