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Vith pressure mounting in the United States for agreement in arms
1im? ~cions with the Soviet Union, can any lessons be learned from tracing
the nh:story of a particular weapons system=-~the 8-inch gun, Treaty cruiser--
througn the disarmament period between the two world wars? The birth of the
Treaty cruiser at the Washington Naval Conference is explained, and the
reaction to the qualitative limitations of the treaty by the five major
naval powers 1s examined. A literature search was used to study the devel-
opment of the Treaty cruiser from 1922 until World War IL. The effect of
the Geneva and London Naval Conferences on the naval race in Treaty cruisers
is investigated, and violations of the treaties by the contracting powers
are discussed. The fifteen year struggle to limit cruisers in numbers and
in size results in some obvious lessons of possible application today:
economy, and the high cost of weapons systems, leads nations to the con-
ference table; weapons in being are bargaining powers; treaties, to be
valid, must be verified; arms limitations agreements lessen tension, but
are usually greeted with unwarranted optimism; and the nation most-anxious
for an agreement will pay more to get it.







Vhen the Washington Naval Conference adjourned in
February 1922, the heads of state of the world's five
leading naval powers congratulsted themselves on having
ended, at least temporarily, & costly end rapidly esca-
lating naval srmaments race, Yet, as Great Britain,
the United States, and Japan prepered to scrap major
naval units and cancel extensive projects for battle
cruisers and battleships in compliance with the dis-
armarent and limitetion clauses of the treaty, the words
in two short parasgraphs, Articles XI and XII, effective-
ly dropped the sterting flag for the beginning of a new
nevel rivalry that was to embroil the signatory powers
in & struggle for supremacy lasting until World War ITI.

As pressure mounts in the United States to reach
agreement with the Soviets on arms limitations, it may
be instructive to trace the history of this unexpected
building race through the fifteen years of suspicion,
compromise, disillusionment, end frantic construction
that produced three major international naval agreements,
but could not prevent the onset of a& second world war,

The major sccomplishments of the conference were
real enough: &z fixed ratio in totzl tonnage for capital
ships, & ten year moratorium on battleship construction,
a limitation on gun size and displacement for any capital

ships to be built in the future, and equivalent limitations
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on aircraft carriers all seemed to insure a reasonable
approach to naval competition for at least the fifteen
years the tresaty was to be in effect, The senior Amer-
ican delegate, Secretery of State Hughes, was jubilant:
"This treaty ends, absolutely ends, the race in competi-
tion of naval srmsments," he saig.t

The upper limit of 8-inch guns and 10,000 tons
displacement for auxiliary vessels had been decided ar-
bitrarily. The completion, just prior to the conference,
of the first two ships of the British Hawkins class,
displacing 9,750 tons and mounting seven 7.5-inch guns
of a new design2 undoubtedly influenced the conferees.
Also, the last two ships of the class were expected to
displace 10,000 tons when commissioned.5

Nevertheless, the problem of cruisers--what size
should they be, what should their primary mission be,
how many are rec¢uired--had slways been =z vexing one,
Cruisers had never been defined properly, Captazin H, G.
Thursfield of the Royal Navy examined the archives
and found, after much resesrch, that the Royal Navy
defined a cruiser as, "a craft designed especially for
cruiser duties."4 Throughout the first world wsr, and
into the twenties, the title of crulser had graced
coastal sailing ships of 20 tons displacement armed with
rifles up to armored giants of over 40,000 tons mounting
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15-inch guns.® As late as World War II, the United
States persisted in calling the Alaska class ships
"large cruisers",6 although by every conceivable
criteria and measurement they were patently battle
crulisers,

Traditionally, the Vorld War I cruiser was de-
signed to track down and destroy commerce raiders,
serve as an escort for convoys, provide & screen against
destroyers and torpedo boats for the main battle fleet
of capital ships, and, when necessary, enforce az block-
ade, The imperialist powers, Great Britain and France,
used small, lightly armed cruisers to "show the flagh
in foreign and colonial ports, The number needed did not
depend on the number of capital ships in commission nor
upon the number of cruisers built by potentisl adversar-
ies--z point not completely understood by the signatory
poviers at Weshington--but instead on the duties they
had to perform. The British, in particulasr, believed
that "numbers" of cruisers were essential to her inter-
ests; no lesser number of individually superior ships
could be substituted for the recuired minimum.7

Hopes of Great Britain and the United States to
limit total tonnage of auxiliary ships at the VWashington
Conference foundered on French opposition and, probably,
a general suspicion on the part of the other naval powers,
Japan and Italy, that they had already made enough con-
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cessions for one treaty.

Naval strategists were not completely satisfied
with the limit of 10,000 tons, The US Navy's Generzal
Board, before the Washington Conference met, had favor-
ed 8-inch gun cruisers of 12,000 tons displacement as
suitable for independent operations in the Pc—x.cific,8
and the French had stated at the conference that they
did not wish to be limited to 10,000 tons displacement

in auxiliery ships.9

Another road block in the path
of cruiser limitations was Great Britain's unwillingness
to grant parity to the United States in this type of
warship. The reason was simple: in 1921 Great Britain
hed 53 cruisers built and bulilding, and the United States
had 12, some of which were anticues, Thus, with naval
competition in battleships postponed by treaty, naval
planners and strategists turned their attention to the
next most important category of ship, the 10,000 ton
"Treaty" cruiser .0

The initial reaction to the Washington Treaty
occurred halfway around the world, and, like the first
snowfall of the ice age, was viftually ignored. Japan
changed the main armsment of two cruisers under construc-
tion from the standard 6-inch gun to 200mm (7,.9-inch)
guns, The Keko was lald down in Hovember 1822, a light
cruiser of 7,100 tons standard displacement, and z month
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later work on her sistership, Furutaka, was begun.

They were probably planned 2s an answer to the United
Statest' 7,100 ton Omaha class, and as completed both
cruisers carried six 7.9-inch guns 1in single enclosures.
This resulted in an increase in displacement to 8,100
tons. Although the Kszko and Furutaks made no attempt
to equal the tonnage limit set for Tresty cruisers,

the race for supremacy in 8-inch gun ships had begun.

Japan followed these first two ships by starting
construction on the Aoba and Kinugasa 1little more than
& year later, in early 1224. They displaced 8,300 touns,
mounted six 8-inch guns in twin turrets, and carried
4,7-inch AA guns compared to the 3,1-inch AA guns of
the Furutska class,

By 1924 all of the major naval poviers had sorted
out theilr programs and suthorized construction of Treaty
cruisers. Gresat Britain, Japéﬁ, and France actually
laid keels in 1924, The British, concerned with the
threat to centuries of leadership at sea and to a world-
wide conmercial and coionial lifeline posed by this new
and untried species of warship, were determined to mini-
mize risks by taking an earlyblead ip the race, Japan,
her plans for China and Manéhurié beginning to take form,
had gained security in the VWestern Pacific through the
provisions of the Washington Treaty that prevented any
further construction of bases in that arez by the United
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States and Great Britein, ©She had, however, abandoned

an extensive battleship and battle cruiser building pro-
gramll designed to bring the Japanese Nsvy on & par

with that of the United States, and to establish this
preeminence in the Western Pacific guaranteed by treaty
in 1922, Japsn rezlized that she had to maintain eguality
in the new class of 10,000 ton cruisers,

Ironically, both of these esrly building programs--
four ships were laid down by Japan and five by Great
Britain in 19244~were triggered in part by the United
States Naval Authorization Bill of 1924, Eight 10,000
ton Trezty cruisers were authori;ed by Congress, but
typically, only a dribble of funds were forthcoming for
construction. To the frustration of the Navy, the keel
for the first of these ships, the Pensacola, was not
1zid dovn until October 1926, The last of them was final-
1y commissioned seven years after the bill was passed,
in 1931,

In 1924 the Japznese laid dovn the first two ships
of the Myoko class, The iMyokos were truly built to
tresty limitations, W¥With a standard displacement of
10,940 tons, they mounted ten 8-inch guns in five turrets
and could maintain & speed of over 34 knots, Belt armor
was four inches, Great Britain laid down five ships of
the Kent class, displacing 9,750 to 2,850 tons and carry-
ing eight 8-inch guns., Initially, they had eight torpedoes
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compared to 12 on the lMyoko class cruisers., The British
ships sacrificed very little protection for speed, main-
taining 313 knots with a maximum thickness of armor of
five inches, The Kent set the pattern for later British
Treaty cruisers: they appeared to be outclassed on paper
by contemporary ships of other ngvies, but with a high
freeboard, exceptional séa—keeping quelities, good pro-
tection, and long radius of sction, they more than
proved their worth in World Vear 1I,

The third starter, France, begsn the first of two
Tourville class cruisers in 1924, and the design empha-
sized speed and armement on a displacement of almost
exzctly 10,000 tons., The two French ships mounted eight
8-inch guns and achieved over 35 knots on trials, Armor
protection, however, was almost nonexistent., In the
equation of firepower, protection, and speed, the French,
constrained to an upper limit of 8-inch guns by treaty,
sacrificed all protection for speed,

A year later, in 1985, Great Britain and Japan
continued their programs in azn orderly fashion; the
British laid dovwn two more Kent class cruisers, and the
Japanese replied with two more Myokos. Italy drew abreast
of France by commencing the Trento and Trieste, both with
eight 8-inch guns and a three inch armor belt, The Ital-
izn crulsers were powered by four-shaeft geared turbines
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that developed 150,000 shaft horsepower, making them
the most powerfully engined cruisers in the world, They
were able to maintain 395 knots with ease, The United
States, convinced that there was no threat to her secur-
ity, failed to éppropriate funds and no construction
was started,

By 1927, the United States Navy found itself losing
a naval race it had not wanted to run; Wiﬁh only two
8-inch gun cruisers building, it could expect none to be
completed before 1930.12 By that time, Great Britain
would have commissioned 14, Japan eight, France three,
and Italy two, The Washington Treaty had unintentionally
divided cruisers into two categories: 8-inch gun "heavy
cruisers", and 6-inch gun "light cruisers". (This unnatural
situation continued until "light" cruisers often displaced
more than "heavy" cruisers.) But there was no solace to
be gained in viewing the US light cruiser fleet, either.
We possessed only the 10 ships of the QOmaha class, all
of which were severely limited in thelr effectiveness hy
poor distribution of their 6-inch mzin battery guns, In
comparison, Britain had 40 light cruisers, Japan 21,
France 8, and Italy 9.15

Hoping to correct this appalling state of affairs,
and perhaps save some money in the process, President
Coolidge dissued a call to the major naval powers to
attend a conference at Geneva in 1927, The object: to
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place the same 5:5:3 ratio on total crulser tonnage as
the Washington Conference placed on capital ships. With-
in that tonnage, each nation would be free to build any
size crulser it needed, up to the 10,000 ton limit of
the Washington Treaty, The conference was an immediste
failure, since France and Italy refused to attend, France
wished to discuss air, ground, and sea disarmaments as
a package, rather than naval limitations zlone; Italy
was fearful of losing the parity gained with France ét
the Washington Conference,

The British and the Americans approached the
Geneva Conference with divergent views on cruisers,
Great Britain, with a requirement for a great many small
6-inch gun cruisers to patrol a world-wide empire, had
built Treaty cruisers in answer to the implied threat
of the United States 1924 authorization bill and the very
real threat of the Japanese building program, Britain
wanted quantitative limits on the expensive, 10,000 ton
Treaty cruisers that constituted the naval armaments
race, The United States, eyeing the vast expanses of the
Vestern Pacific, had an urgent need for larger, more
powerful cruisers with extended range. West of Pearl
Harbor, fueling stations were few and mostly undefended,
while the British had a well-developed network of overseas
bases., When the two delegations each presented their
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demands, based on their individual standpoints, the
disparity was enormous, Japan also demanded a signifi-
cant increase in total tonnage for auxiliary ships.

The conference ended without agreement of any kind

on limitations; and the competition in Treatybcruisers
continued, _

Great Britain had 15 Treaty cruisers built or
building by 1928, and all of them were completed by 1931.
Thirteen of these ships carried eight 8-inch guns on a
displacement of 9,750 to 9,975 toﬁs, and two, the York
and Exeter mounted six 8-inch guns with a displacement
of 8,250 and 8,320 tons, Japan began work on the last
two ships of the four ship Takao class in 1928, bringing
to 12 the number of Treaty cruisers built and building,
The Takao class cruisers had slightly better protection
than the Myokos, mounted ten 8-inch guns, and displaced
11,350 tons with & speed of 34 knots, Although the
Japanese later converted the Mogami and Tone class light
crulsers to 8-inch gun cruisers, no further Treaty
cruisers were laid down by Japan after 1928, Great
Britain followed a similar course, and 1928 marked the
lzst year in which she began a Treaty cruiser,

With the bruises suffered at Geneva still showing,
the United States entered the navsl race in earnest in

1928 by laying the keels for six Northampton class

cruisers. Well within treaty limits due to a regrouping
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of their main armement from four to three turrets,14 they
carried nine 8-inch guns at & meximum speed of 32% knots,
The Chicsgo, at 9,300 tons, was the largest, but four
ships of the class displaced only 2,050 tons, 2lthough
they were considered a better investment than the Salt
Lake City class, which had never been completely satis-
factory,l5 they were not clearly superior to the older
Japanese Kako class, designed before the Vashington
Treaty came into effect,

Improvements were made in the two ships of the

Indianapolis class, begun in 1830, More stable than

the Northamptons, they had the same main battery and
speed, but displaced 9,950 and 9,800 tons, Additionally,
the first of seven Astoris class cruisers was laid down
the sazme year, They were better protected than the

the Indianapolis, with five inch belt and turret faces,

and still managed over 32 knots, Displacement was 92,250
tons.16
France and Italy continued their private competi-
tion in Treaty cruisers with ships that were remarkably
similar. (Table I summarizes the development trends for
the five major naval powers through this period.) France
began the first of four Suffern class ships in 1926, and
l=2id down one cruiser each year through 1929, Just under
10,000 tons standard displacement, the Sufférns gave up

some speed for armor protection--a distinct departure
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in design philosophy for France--but made no change in
the main armament of eight 8-inch guns. Not everyone
in the French Navy was pleased by the lightly protected

Tourvilles; some French officers were reported to have

referred to them as costly make-believe, "et poudre aux

xgg;!"l7 Italy countered with four ships of the Zara
class, beginning two in 1929 &nd one each in 1930 and
1931, Displacing 11,500 to 11,200 tons, they mounted
“eight 8-inch guns, Like the French Sufferns, there was
an increase in armor protection, but at a sacrifice of
-3 knots of speed,

In 1930 the Italizns also began construction of
an improved Trento class cruiser, the Bolzano. Displac-
ing 11,065 tons, she was no better armored than the
Trento, but with geared turbines developing over 150,000
horsepovwer, Bolzano achieved = speed of over 38 knots
on trials and was considered to be a smaller version of
the traditional battle cruiser.'® Main battery, as in
all French and Italizn Treaty cruisers, consisted of
eight 8-inch guns in four turrets,

The London Naval Conference of 1930 was called at
the behest of King George V, and mirrored the economic
crisis that was gripping the major nazval powers in that
depression year. The ten year building holiday in capi-
tal ships, & provision of the Washington Treaty, was
also due to expire in 1931, znd the thought of a renewed
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navel race in a class of ships costing four times as much
es the Treaty crulsers was of concern both to His Majesty's
government and the Hoover administration, Specifically,

it was hoped that the conference would be able to extend
the limitations made at Weshington to other classes of
ships, primarily cruisers; reduce tension, and prevent
prohibitively expensive naval competition between the

great powers,

In its final form, the Trezty produced fragmented
results, since France and Italy would not sign the articles
pertaining to the all-important quantitative liwmitations
on cruisers, destroyers, and submarines. They did sign,
along with Great Britain, the United States, and Japan,
the first two parts of the treaty that extended the mor-
& torium on capital ships for five more years and estab-
l1ished & minimum tonnage for aircraft carriers, Carriers
were carefully defined so that a hybrid vessel (e,g., 2
cruiser with & flight deck for seversal sircraft on the
guarterdeck in lieu of the aft main battery turrets)
could not be charged to carrier tonnzge but would have
to be charged to cruisers,l®

The foundation of French and Italien intransigence
wes based on Italian dewends for parity in cruisers with
France, a requirement justified in Iussolini's eyes by
Italy's long coast line. France, on the other hsnd,
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could not agree to cruiser equality, citing her need to
protect overseas colonies.©0 By this time the French
Nevy, frustrated by the same tight money policy plaguing
the United States Navy, was beginning to lose faith in
the efficacy of treaties as & deterrent to Fascist and
Nazi embitions., Saueezed between the rising militancy
of Hitler and Mussolini, France considered upgrading

\
their La Galissonniere cless of light cruisers (7,800

tons, nine 6-inch guns) by replacing the main armsment
with six 7.6-inch gums.g1

The United States, Great Britain, end Japen signed
Part III of the London Naval Treaty, desling with 1limit-
ations on auxiliary ships. There vere three major pro-
visions, First, the tresty legitimized the informal
results of Vashington by dividing cruisers into two
categories: (&) mounting guns greater than 6,1 inches;
and category (b) mounting guns 6.1 inches or less,

Second, maximum tounnzges for cruisers, destroyers, and

submarines were established. For cruisers, these were:

Country (¢) Cruisers (b) Cruisers
United States 180,000 145,500
Grezt Britsin 146,800 192,200
Jepan 108,400 100,450

Cruiser tonnage could be increazsed by as much as
10% by subtracting the same tonnage from destroyers.
ind finally, sn "escalator clause" permitted any of the
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contracting powers, upon prior notice, to increase the
tonnage in one or more cstegories., Use of this clause
triggered permission for the other signatory nations to
make proportional increases, 2lso, the United States
was permitted to reduce its (&) cruiser tonnage by
30,000 tons if desired, which would bring the number

of US Treaty cruisers to 15, egual to Britain's 15, and
at the same time build an additional 45,500 tons of

(b) cruisers,

Although the Japenese Navy and press were not
pleased with the results of this conference,zg Japan
had succeeded in achieving pasrity with the United States
and Grezt Britain in submarine tonnsge, and she was
sllowed to retein sll of her tonnage in underage de-
stroyers, Cruiser tonnage authorized for Japan was
ecuivalent to those ships already built and on the ways,

If an advantege was gained by anyone in the cruis-
er categories, it was the United States who had achieved
a slight edge. While Japsn and Britazin were prevented
from leying the keels for any more Treaty cruisers, the
United States could build three more., More important,
the three great naval powers had at last placed & damper
on the dangerous and escalating naval race in 10,000
ton, 8-inch gun ships, but it had taken nine years and
three formal international conferences to accomplish
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this gozl,
In 1931 France and Italy each began work on their
seventh and last Tresty cruiser. In March the Italisns

laid the keel for the Pola, a Zarsa class'ship, and the

French 1laid down the Alge;ie in the same month, The
Algefie displaced 10,000 tons and mounted eight 8-inch
guns. Belt zrmor was over four inches, and a sypeed of
31 knots was realized, Anti-zircraft protection was
particulerly strong, and for the first time ecualled
that of the Itzlisn cruisers,

The United States continued to build 8-inch gun
crulsers, At last awakened to the Japanese naval uue;t,
Congress appropriated funds for four Astoriz class
crulsers in 19381, and one each in 1933 and 1934, The last
8-inch cruiser to be bullt before the expiration of the
Washington Treaty was Wichita, displacing 9,324 tons
and nounting nine 8-inch guns,

The Fnglish-speaking nations were again instru-
mental in arranging & Second London Conference in the
closing weeks of 1935, but by then internationzl tensions
were rising and the atmosphere for disarmzment wss poor,
Italy refused to attend, znd Japan appeared only long
enough to demand equality with Great Britain and the
United States., Japan's attitude was not unexpected; her
denands were refused, France, Grest Britzin, and the
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United States reached an agreement including the provi-
sion that they would refrain from building cruisers
over 8,000 tons displacement until 1942,25 with an
escape clsuse stating that, if any power not signatory
to the treaty exceeded its limitztions, the contracting
powers could also disregard the treaty in their own
warship construction. Thus, the success of the Second
London Naval Treaty depended entirely on the nsations
that had refused to sign it,

Within a few months after the trezty had gone into
effect, Japan announced that cuzlitetive limitations
without cuantitetive restrictions were mesningless, and
she could not abide by the provisions of the London
Treaty. In particular, Japan objected to the restrictions
on battleship size and armament (35,000 tons and 14-inch
guns). The fasilure of the Second London Naval Treaty,
in June 1937 and before it had been on the books six
months, marked an end to efforts in limiting naval
armaments,

In any examination of the naval race in cruisers
between the two world wars, the guestion of treaty
violations must be considered, With little doubt, Japan
and Italy violated the Washington Tresty by building
cruisers of standard displacement greater than 10,000
tons, It is certain that the United States, Great

18



Britain; and France did not exceed treaty limitatioms.
No naval power built crulsers mounting guns of greater
caliber than eight inches, possibly snd cynically,
because caliber 1s easier to estimate from a photograph
than is displzcement,

Italy found herself in the position of playing
“catch-up" to her potential foe, France, in every class
of ship except destroyers. By 1830, Italy still had
only four underage battleships to France's nine, and
two Treaty cruisers commissioned to France's four. Pre-
vented by the Washington Treaty from building battleships,.
Itely had entered the naval race in cruisers a year be-
hind the French., These factors, combined with the
militantly Fascist government of Mussolini in power
during this period perhaps accounts for the fact that
every Italian Treaty crulser exceeded 10,000 tons standard

displac:ement.24

It is not reasonable to excuse these
violations on the grounds that an attempt was made to
stay within 1¢,000 tons znd minor errors or modificatiocns
in construction pushed them over the limit; the British
built 13 Treaty cruisers that varied within 23% to 2%

of the treaty limit, all on the low side, while France
hit the treaty limit on the head with three cruisers and
was on the low side by %% on four others., It could be

done, and naval designers of three nations proved it,
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Itzly exceeded the tonnage limit by from 5% to 19%.
These Violafions were either not known or were dis-
counted during World War II, since the Itzlian Navy
suffered a decisive defeat in the Mediterrsnean, and
all seven of her Tresty cruisers were lost during the
war., |

The Japenese case is more complex, The Washington
Naval Treaty was hailed as & success in Japan, provid-
ing that nation international recognition as a first
class naval power, Fleet Zdmiral Tomosaburo Kato, the
Japenese representative, received praise for adding to
the prestige of the Japanese Eavy.25 Under the leader-
ship of Admirsl Kato, Japan was faithful to her treaty
commitments., The Japanese fleet, in being and under
construction, was drastically reduced, and the impressive
"eight-eight" program of eight new battleships and eight

<6 Kato believed in a

battle cruisers was cancelled,
defensive navy for Japen as a deterrent to British and
American opposition in the Far East, and his leadership
was strong enough to control reactionary elements in
the Japanese Navy, Although he died in 1923, his influence
was still felt by the Japanese delegation at the London
Conference in 1930, as Japan agreed to quantitative
limitetions on cruisers,%7

Between the signing of the Washington Treaty and
the convening of the London Conference in 1930, Japan
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laid down two separate classes of Treaty cruisers, the

lyokos and the Atagos. The four lyokos were over 30

feet longer than the British Dorsetshire class (9,975
tons), drew two more feet of water, and had one addition-
2l 8-inch gun turret, Built with a tower-like super-
étructure and control top, the lyokos were possibly
top-heavy and marginally stable.28 Upon completion, they
displaced nearly 11,000 tons, The Atago class were

the same length, drew an additional foot of water, and
had better protection than the Myoko cruisers, They
displeced 11,350 tons when built,

Vere these cruisers modified lmmediately after
trials, when their lack of stability came to light?

It is possible that the navy preferred to restructure
these ships, increzsing displacement over that permitted
by the Washington Trezty, rather than face the more
difficult reconstruction that would have been recuired
to increzse stability and stay within the 10,000 ton
limit,

Although no less an authority than Samuel Fliot
Morison<® cisimed that the Japanese "flouted" the
éruiser limitetions of the Washington Treaty, and other
writers both hefore and after the war have agreed, it
is possible that the Japanese government was not aware
of the tonnage violations perpetrated by their navy--
at lezst not until after the unsztisfactory results of
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the London Conference in 1830, Certainly the bellicose
statements of senior Japanese naval officers did nothing
to calm American and British feszrs; after the First
London Naval Conference Vice Admiral Suyetsugu, Commander
in Chief, Combined Fleet, stated that "...if we are
placed in a dangerous position by a treaty we must remedy
that by building ships which are outside of the treaty
limits, Others are doing the sanme thing."50

Japan was & definite threat to the peace of the
Asian continent in ﬁhe thirties, but on the internstional
level her strategy was defensive, Although Japan certain-
1y violated the spirit of the naval treaties by planning
the 64,000 ton Yamato class batt}eships while the treaties
were still in force,31 the keel of the first of these
giants was not laid until 1837, after Japan had formslly
absolved herself of treaty obligations,

Uncuestionably, Japan, with 12 eight inch gun
cruisers built and bulilding to the United States! 18
in 1936, made every effort to upgrade her cruisers, 2As
early as 1935, Japan had stated unéquivocally that her
intention was to use eight inch gun cruisers to make

up the deficit in capital ships.o®

Japan's Treasty cruis-
ers were unequalled in speed, firepower, and protection,
Part of this edge over her adversaries was brought about

by the Japanese "Long Lance" 24-inch torpedo, a development
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well shead of its time, The Japanese, unlike the other
naval powers, armed all of their cruisers with torpedos,
snd used them to great advantage in the early phases

of the Pacific Vsr,

Freguent modernization end refit were an integral
part of the Japanese program, The Myoko class underwent
modernization in 1936, and again in 1940, Protection
was increased, more anti-aircraft guns installed, and
fire control updated. The standard displacement of these
ships by early 1941 was 13,380 tons.®3 Similarly, Atago
and Takaso experienced several modifications, including
a complete refit in 1939-40, Mays was also modernized,
At the onset of World Wer II this class displaced 13,160
tons .54

The oldest of the Japenese Treaty crulsers were
also updated, Furutakas and Kako were modernized in
1937-38, with a corresponding increase in displacement
from 8,100 to 9,150 tons, In 1937, Aobz and Kinugass
underwent refit, upping the displacement from 8,300 tons
to 9,000 tons(Acba) and 9,380 tons (Kinugasa).

Accurate vital statistics on Japsnese warships
were difficult to determine from the very beginning of
competition in Treaty cruisers, The relizble yezrbook,

Jane's Fighting Ships, continued to report the Aoba

and Furutaka at 7,100 tons displacement every year until
they were sunk, and carried the Atago class heavy cruisers
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at 9,850 tons,%® The Japanese were secretive about
their warships, and consistently reported displacements
that were well below the actuzl values, At the London
Conference of 1930, Japan was permitted 108,400 tons

of (a) cruisers, i.e., cruisers mounting guns grezter
than 6,1 inches, This figure corresponded to the "offi-
cizl" tonnage of the 12 eight inch gun cruisers then
built and building., Their actual displacement came to
121,960 tons, giving the inscrutable Japanese a "fudge
factor" of about 123%!

The disparity in 8-inch gun cruisers with the
United States caused Japan to convert two classes of
light cruisers to heavy cruisers in the years Jjust be-
fore World War II. Two light crulsers of the Tone
class were laid down in 1934-35, with & design displace-
ment of 8,500 tons and mounting twelve €,1l-inch guns
in four turrets, all uniquely mounted forward, The
treaties expired for Japan while they were buillding,
and their main armament was changed to eighﬁ 8-inch
guns, in the same four turret arrangement, The new
displacement was 11,215 tons, and 2 shaft horsepower of
152,200 drove these very successful ships at 35 knots,

The logami class of four light cruisers underwent
two ma jor modifications, Completed in 1935, the first
two ships of the class were taken out of service z year
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later when they proved to be unstable--az familiar prob-
lem. They were reconstructed along with their sisterships,
raising displacement from 8,500 tons to 11,200 tons,

In 19392-40, all ships were refitted with ten 8-inch guns
in place of the fifteen 6,1-inch guns originally carried.
Bulges and protection were added, and the final displace-
ment became 12,400 tons,

Apart from the nations that signed the Washington
and London Naval Treaties, one other power violated the
provisions of & naval treaty--Germany,., Prevented by the
Treaty of Versailles from constructing any warships in
excess of 10,000 tons displacement, the Germans came up
with 2 startling new design in the late twenties, culmin-
ating in the famous "Pocket Battleships", These three
ships, advertised as 10,000 ton Panzerschiffe, mounted
six 1ll-inch guns in two turrets, had armor protection
ecual to the best Treaty cruiser, and made 26 knots on

diesel engines., The Deutschland (later, Lutzow) was

commissioned in 1933 and displaced 11,700 tons. The
later two ships were completed in 1934 snd 1936, and
displaced 12,100 tons,

The three hezvy cruisers completed by Germany in
1839 and 1940 fell into the same overweight category.

Admirzl Hipper and Blucher carried eight 8-inch guns

and displaced 13,900 tons, Prinz Fugen, similarly armed,
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displaced over 14,000 tons.56 A11 were listed by Germany
as 10,000 ton heavy cruisers, They were exceptionally
well-protected, and were probably the most powerful
crulsers of their day.

The Treaty cruisers, were, after all, a very
peculiar typé of warship, Conceived as a political
expedient in order to force an zgreement to limit the
fighting power of a class of ship that was at best ill-
defined, they could not be built without compromising
armament, protection, or speed, The period of their
existence, from 1922 until the Second World ¥ar, was
the only time in naval history sll major powers competed
in ships of relatively constant displacement and armsment.
They were the subject of continuous debate, Considered
by some to be overgunned, they were criticized for lack
of cruising radius or firepower endurance--depending on
whether national objectives reguired devoting stowage
capacity to a large fuel supply or to eight inch ammuni-
tion., They were criticized for being an offensive
rather than a defensive weapon, bécause they placed
"sggressive armament on undefended hulls."37 No one
liked them, but everyone felt impelled to build them,

The major naval powers came to the conference table
four times in fifteen years because they feared the
results of escalating naval competition, and they wanted
to economize on defense spending, The economic factor
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was an important prime mover in the zgreements reached
in 1921 zand in 1930, and it is an important influence
today, with costs of strategic wezponry skyrocketing.

The attitude of the United States towards military
spending is epitomized by the naval race in Treaty
cruisers, Ships were authorized; but ébtaining the
appropriations was guite another matter. The United
States Congress, despite numerous warnings from the Navy,
could see no threat to our security. In consecuence,
funds for increased armaments were slow in coming., By
13830, only eight years after signing the Vashington
Treaty, the United States had fallen drastically in
naval strength,

Japan, on the other had, came to the London
Conference in 1930 in &« strong position, having built a
navy as large as her own resources and the Washington
Treaty would ellow, Japan left London confirmed in
all of her Treaty crulsers built and building. The
lesson here 1is clear: in arms limitations conferences
the powers will tend to agree on limitations for the
future, retaining the weapons in which they have already
invested, Weapons in being snd under construction are
bargaining power at the conference table, Ounly when
none of the contracting powers feel.that their security
is menzced (as at Washington, right after a world war),
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will they consent to actusl disarmament.,

None of the three treaties of the twenties and
thirties were greeted with enthusiasm by the naval
experts, but at least the first two did lessen inter-
national tensions, and even perhaps postponed a major
war. The danger isvthat any agreements reached on
limitations in armaments are slways viewed through
rose-colored glasses, with little regard for political
and military realities, ©Sald one editor in 1930: "The
London Treaty may be termed a business agreement among
nations that have come to recognize the futility of
naval competition in this modern day."38 2las, we
never learn,

No provisions were made for insuring that the
contracting powers would abide by the limitations of
the treaties. In some srezs there was no need to check--
it is difficult to conceal the launching of a 35,000
ton battleship., But displacements could not be verified,
and the treaties were repeatedly violated, If vital‘
nationzl interests are at stake, a treaty must be
verified to be valid, The naval race in Treaty cruisers
also demonstrated that violation of one article of a
treaty may conceal other, more insidious threats, Thus
an increase in displacement over the 10,000 ton limit
of a cruiser also meant that the ship would be faster,

better armed, and have better protection than its
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contemporsaries,

The Second World War showed clearly that the most
carefully worded arms limitation zgreement cannot suppress
bold and intelligent innovation. The Japanese Navy per-
fected the deadly "Long Lance!" torpedo after World War
I, and ecuipped all of their Treaty cruisers with at
least eight tubes, During modernization and refit,
additional tubes were added to most of the Japanese
cruisers, At the same time, the United States, with a
different conception of how the war at sea would be
fought, removed the torpedo tubes from all its Treaty

cruisers.59

¥ilitary planning cannot be permitted to
stagnate behind the shield of an zrms limitation agree-
ment., )

A final point was emphasized in each of the three
naval treaties, principally by the United States and
Great Britain., Time and again, these nations, possessors
of the two most powerful navies in the world, demonstrated
their desire to reach equitable solutions to trying
problems by making concessions to each other and to
lesser powers, The late Dean Acheson, in an article on
the present Strategic Arms Limitations Talks, peointed
out that international crises do not come on us suddenly;
rather, they gather aznd form slowly over the years, This
was certainly true of the shifting balance of naval
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power between the two world wars. Through three diffi-
cult treaties and two abortive conferences, the attitude
of the United States government changed from a sincere
wish for extensive world disarmament to & last ditch
effort to slow an accelerating naval rzce by selective
limitations. MAs in all bargaining," Mr, Acheson said,
"the side more eager for sgreement will pay more to

get it."40
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