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PREFACE

In presenting this thesis, the author has purpcsed to
set forth in sequence the politim background, aims, ob=-
Jectives, workings and accomplishments of the London Naval
Conference of 1930, and to prtsoni: to the reader a concise
plecture of conditions that rendered this splendid objective
impotent and brought to futllity all the earnest endeavors
of the great peace loving statesmen of the nations involved.

The author desires to express hls sincere appreciation
to Dr. T. H. Reynolds for his very kind assistance and pat-
ience as his adviser, and to the Librarians both at Oklahoma
A, and M. College and at Oklahoma University for their able
assistance in collecting the materials used in this thesis.

W. H. K.

Oklahoma A, and M. College
Stillwater
August 26, 1940.
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CHAPTER I
DIPLOMATIC BACKGROUND OF THE DISARMAMENT PROGRAM
1916-1929
In the early part of 1916 President Wilson made one
of his famous "swing around the circle" tours through the
middle western part of the United States and delivered a
series of speeches on a program of preparedness, Wilson
did not desire to throw the United States into the Euro-
pean conflict, but he did see the dire need of adequate
protection against Invasion. While on this tour, he
spoke at the Coliseum, St. Louls, Missouri, Feb. 3, 1916.
In his address the President made his momentous pronounce-
ment of the new naval policy of the United States, which
was intended to safeguard the "genuine neutrality" against
submarine warfare and against the allied blockade. In this
address he sald, in part:

The danger is not from within, gentlemen; it is
from without---the commanders of submarines have their
Instructions and those instructions for the most part
are consistent with the law of nations, but one reckless
commander of a submarine, choosing to put his own pri-
vate interpretation upon what his government wishes him
to do, might set the world on fire--There are cargoes
of cotton on the seas; there are cargoes of wheat on the
seas; there are cargoes of manufactured goods on the
seas; and every one of those cargoes may be the point

of 1gn1tion, because every cargo goes into the fleld
of fire.

lRay Stannard Baker, The New Democracy, Presidential
Messages, Addresses and Other Papers flgIS-IgIVS by
ilson, 11, 109.




President Wilson polnted out further in his address
that, in his opinion, the United States should have a navy
more adequate than any other nation in the world., In call-
ing for a program that would give the United States the
largest navy in the world, he emphasized the vast coast
line that she had to fortify and protect.

President Wilson made this tour of the mlddle western
states to arouse the people of the United States to the ne-
cessity of preparing for any emergency that might arise
due to the war that was then raging in Europe. This, in
itself, was the beginning of a program of national defense
and preparedness that paved the way for the huge armament
program that followed. The president carried his program
to the people simply because Congress had refused to carry
out his suggestions. The following current comment shows
pretty well the sentiment of the public regarding his move:

Apathy in Congress and dissension in his own par-
ty have forced President Wilson to carry the case of
preparedness before the real court of authority--the
Tie conrss ok ething but £008 will reswlbg

The speech at St. Louls was his last before he returned
to Washington. DBewlldered surprise seemed to be the first
reaction of editorial writers throughout the country to
Wilson's assertion that the American navy ought to be the
greatest in the world. This attitude was followed by one

of solidarity in an opinion very much in harmony with that

2Rditorial, "President Rousing The Nation for Prepar-
edness", Literary Digest, February 5, 1916.




of the president. Evidence of his first victory in Con-
gress came when both houses of that body decisively de-
feated the "Gore Resolution", a resolution that crippled
the President's negotiations with Germany. This change
of oplinion soon brought about a vast armament and naval
building program with Congress furnishing all of the ne-
cessary funds,®

The U. S. entered the war, and her fleet grew stead-
1ly wntil, in 1919, when the Versallles Conference opened,
1ts shadow loomed darkly across the Atlantic., In March
1919, at Paris, Mr, Walter Long, the First Lord of The Ad-
miralty, expressed his alarm to Mr. Daniels, and stated
that Lloyd George could not support the ideas of the League
of Nlations unless the United States would agree to cut her
big naval prbgrnm;4

Lord Robert Ceclil was equally perturbed, and on April
8, 1919, wrote to Colonel House, urging abandonment of the
naval program on the plea that competition 1ln armaments
between the two chief supporters of the League of Nations
would doom 1t to complete sterility or worse. To Colonel
House, Lord Cecll wrote:

My dear Colonel House:

I have found in exalted quarters that some of

the recent utterances by high officials connected with
the U.S. navy have produced a very unfortunate impres-

5cg%§goaaianal Record, Congress, Session, LIII, part 4,

4germeth G. B. Dewar, "The Naval Conference of 1930",
1920, CVII, 285.



sion. Very possibly they have been misunderstood,
but they have in fact conveyed the idea that the
naval policy of America 1s one of expansion: that
the American ambition is to have a navy at least

as strong or stronger than that of the British Em-
plre, and so on. It is urged with some force that
such an attitude is wholly inconsistent with the con-
ception of the League of Nations, and that 1f 1t
really represents the settled policy of the Unlted
States, it could only lead sooner or later to a com-
petition in arms between us and them. To inaugurate
the League of Nations by a competition in armaments
between its two chief supporiers would doom it to
complete sterility or worse.

The above letter was discussed by the President and
Colonel House, and 1t was decided that Wilson should auth-
orize Mr., House to reply, agreeing to provide discussions
between the two governments regarding naval building of the
future, but hinting that the naval program already voted by
Congress would not be considered. With these facts in
mind Colonel House wrote to Lord Cecil:

I am sure you will find the United States ready to
abandon or modify our new naval programme by which T
Understood you to mean our programme not yet provided
for by law, as our naval bill for the next fiscal
year has not yet been passed. I am certain that you
will find us ready and willing to consult with the
British government from year to year regard.ing the
naval programme of the two governments.

Thus a foundation for a disarmament program was laild
between the two most powerful nations at the Versallles
Conference. It was clearly recognized by both of these
countries that there must be a definite disarmament plan

set forth by the League of Nations. The delegates at the

Scharles Seymour, The Intimate Papers of Colonel House,
4 Vols., (Boston and New Tor'E,_I&EBT, y .

61bid., 421.



Versailles Conference realized the importance of the
problem of disarmement and were very consclous of the
fact that the war which had brought them to Paris was

a direct result of the fallure of the nations to solve
that problem. And, until it was solved, such wars as
they had just been through were as sure to come as the
dawn of a new day. The peace conference recognized a
limlitation of national armaments as the very cornerstone
of the foundatlon that 1t was attempting to lay for a
lasting peace, and in two very lmportant chapters of the
final treaty it pledged itself to what could be done to
bring 1t about.’ In Article 8 of the covenant, it was
stated:

The members of the League recognize that the main-
tenance of peace requires the reduction of national
armaments to the lowest point consistent with nat-
ional safety and the enforcement of common action of
International oblligations. The councll, taking ac-
count of the geographical situation and circumstances
of each state, shall formmlate plans for such reduc-
tion--such plans shall lead to reconsideration and
revision at least every ten (10) years.

This was the foundation for the conferences of world pow-
ers regarding the question of disarmament programs.
France, however, in her contention regarding an arma-
ment arrangement between the powers, wished the League to
possess sufficient military and naval forces to guarantee
her safety against the repetition of an invasion by a re-

7Edward M. House, What Really Happened At Paris, (New
York, 1921), 371.

8"Phe Covenant of The League of Nations", World Peace
Foundation, III, July, 1920, 3.




juvenated Germany. The original French project for a
League of Nations submitted to the commlssion, but not
taken as a basis of discussion called for:

A military force supplied by the variocus member

states--to investigate all military questions af-

o oo B gt e
On the two subjects of an international army and armaments
control, the debates were prolonged, but France was finally
forced to drop her demands for an International army and an
international staff. However, she fought strongly for a
permanent body to plan and prepare the military and naval
program. In her desire for protectlon and safety, France
finally consented to the plan prepared by Lloyd George and
Woodrow Wilson, and, upon the advice of Clemenceau, at a
moment when every delegate at the convention expected the
debate te open, voted unanimously to accept the League of
¥ations.:C

France supported the League of Nations on the definite
understanding that the United States and Creat Britain
would guarantee the security of France. The United States
S8enate rejected the Versailles Treaty primarily because
of the League of Nations, thereby depriving France of the
protection that she desired and felt, at the time of her

acceptance of the League, that she was getting.

2D, H. Miller, The Draft of The Covenant, 2 Vols.
(New York, 19287, I‘#, <l ;

10George B. Noble, Policies and Opinions at Paris
1919, (New York, Ib's%},—l' . ok e amdd



Following the close of the Versallles Conference,
the rejection of the treaty by the Unlted States Senate,
and the negotiating of a separate peace with CGermany,
the world powers met at Washington, D.C. in 1921, in an
initial attempt to carry out the foundational plans for
disarmament.

It was at the Washington Conference that Mr, Hughes
dropped a bombshell by making a definite proposal for the
destruction of a number of specific ahipa.u To say that
the French were not pleased at these proposals at the
conference would be putting it very mildly, but the Ameri-
can broposals were sound and practical, because the aim
of the United States was parity. When the conference
ended, the American People thought that it had been achileved
In all classes of ships. This was not the case. A defi-
nite proposal had been presented by the United States to
limit the total tonnage of cruilsers and destroyers to
450,000 tons for the United States and Great Britain, but
a thorny dlscussion on submarines intervened and the whole
queation was shelved.

The conference at Washington ended with parity in
battleships with the ration of 5-5-3-1%-1} for the five
powers of the United States of America, the British Em-
pire, France, Italy, and Japan. By the Washington Treaty,

llyaval War College, International War Documents, Con-
%__ tation of %monts, , (Wash-
23’7 - .

ce on
on, 19:



the United States was to retaln a total of 500,650 tons
in capital ships; the British Empire, 580,450 tons;
France, 221,170 tons; Italy, 182,800 tons and Japan,
301,520 tons. 2

The total capital ship replacement tonnage of each
of the contracting powers was not toc exceed in standard
displacement, for the U. S,, 525,000 tons; for the Brit-
ish Empire, 525,000 tons; for France, 175,000 tons; for
Italy, 175,000 tons, and for Japan, 315,000 tons.>® None
of the contracting powers was to construct a capital ship
exceedling 355,000 tons.

 Accordingly, by the terms of the Washington Treaty,

the U. S. proceeded to scrap twenty-eight battileships,
fifteen that she was then building and thirteen old cnes.
Great Britain followed sult by scrapping twenty bullt and
four that she was bullding.’* This was a blg achleve-
ment, but 1t left France dissatisfied wlith the ratio al=-
lotted to her.15

Great Britain and Japan proceeded to design and lay
down ten-thousand-ton crulsers, since the Treaty of Wash-
ington covered only the retaining and scrapping or bulld-
ing of capital ships. By 1926 both of these countries were

121p14., 295.
15;_1)1 . 296.
141bid., 302-207.

15paul Glggok, "French Naval Policy", Brasseys Annual,
1950’ -



superior to the United States in the class of the ten-
thousand-ton erulsers. Suddenly the U. S. awoke To the
fact that she had only two ten-tuousand-ton cruisers
against six for each the British and Japanese had.”

It was the business of the League of Natlons to dia~-
cover some path to disarmament. Finally, in December,
1925, there was constituted by the council of the League
of Nations the preparatory committee. It was the spe-
cific duty of this coummlttee to arrange for disarmament
conferences.~' This committes met for its first session
on May 16, 1926.

The Washington Conference had failed to settle the
questlion of tonnage ratio of submarines and crulsers, so
the first problem of the preparatory committee was one
of a complex issue, since Great Britain and Japan had gone
materially ahead in the bullding of ten-thousand-ton crul-
sers.

Briefly, it was the consensus of oplnion that America
had been tricked out of parity in the Washington Conference.
The President, resorting once more to his constitutional
authority, proposed another conference, where additional
attempts might be made to disarm. France and Italy sent
flat, but polite refusals. Great Britain, the U. S, and
Japan met at Geneva on June 20, 192%7. This conference

161pig., 287.

: Livermore, Fifth Yearbook of The League
of Nations, (Brooklyn, 1985), 57.
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accomplished absolutely nothing, and came to a conclus-
ion in August of the same year.l®

Followingz the Ceneva Conference, there came the XKel-
logg Pact signed at Parls on August 27, 1928, in which ali
of the leading powers renounced war as an Instrument of
national poliey.

This was followed by the American Crulser Bill pro-
viding for fifteen new crulsers and an aircraft carrier.
This bill was signed by President Coolidge on February
135, 1929, In April 1929, the preparatory committee met
again to endeavor once more to discover a formmila that
would reconcile disarmament and security. One of the
questions constantly arising was whether naval strength
should be measured in terms of total tommage of all ships,
or whether it should be measured in terms of 8o many indi-
vidual battleships, cruisers, destroyers, and submarines.

It seemed to be the consensus of opinion of the pow-
ers involved that the large battleship was passing out
of existence. Nowever, naval authorities were opposed to
the abolition of the large battleships.l® The submarines,
alreraft, and mines have limited the activitlies and uses
of the large battleships, but they will not justify the
complete abolition of the dreadnaught., So long as one side

/ 18payia -
m'ﬁnmm}m mMona_,(nu

19M'mwl mw.
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possessed the naval instruments of warfare, the other
side followed suit in order to guarantee securlty.

Back of the big battleship was the designer who
was very anxious to have his country continue to use
ships of his creation.

The mumber and size of battleships are governed by
the battle fleet strength of possible opponents, but the
number and size of crulsers depend mainly upon the inter-
eats they have to defend. The U. S. was very desirous to
have parity in this class with Great Britain.20

The destroyer 1s really a small crulser required for
purposes of torpedo attack and defense with the battle
fleet, for anti-submarine dutles, and for the protection
of trade In terminal areas. Great Britain proposed parity
of 200,000 tons. Since the passing of the Cruiser Bill
by the Congress of the United States in 1929, the U, S.
had gained considerably in the cruiser line. To meet the
above proposal of Great Britaln would mean the destruction
of more than 90,000 tons for the U. 8.23‘

However, prior to the opening of the London Conference,
there prevalled in the U. S. an atmosphere of optimism,
This was due largely to the joint work of Mr. Ramsey Mc-
Donald and President Hoover, and all serious difficulties
in the naval tonnage question between their respective

30:1:1&., 202.
2. 211hid., 293.



countries had been taken care of.
Japan, from all accounts, was very anxious to do her
share in making the conference a success. She was in
sympathy with the Anglo-American views on the postponement
of the capital ship replacements, and on the limitation of
the so-called suxiliary craft, i.e., cruisers, destroyers,
and submerines. The U. S. was known to favor an Anglo-
American-Japanese pact, in case another five-power pact
failed.22
According to K. K. Kawekami, a Japanese statesman,
Japan went to the London Naval Conference with policies and
demands that were reasonable. Of this he stated further:
"Japan comes to London with a sincere desire to contribute
towards internaticnal harmony and accord,"2S
France was very much a.t_‘raid of the London Naval Con=-
ference. The Paris Temps declared in October, 1929:
All controversies are premature. The conversations
between the interested governments from now to Janu-
ary will permit them to reach a basis for understand-
ing on many questions. TUpon the guestion of interde-
pendence by land, sea, and air, France could only give
way with utmost difficulty.24

It was quoted further in the article:

No one knows what the future reserves for nations as
for men. That Great Britain and the U. S. have a firm

22Hector - _,‘B_gvator, "The London Naval Conference™, The

Jineteenth Century, CVI, 718.
2/ 28, K. Kawakemi, "Japan and The London Naval Conference",
The Nineteenth Century, CVI, 1l42.

' 224pditorial, "French Fears of The London Naval Confer-
ence", Literary Digest, October 26, 1929, CIII, 15.



desire to do the best in all circumstances to serve
the cause of peace rejoices the whole world. It
remains to be seen how without a formal alliance and
without a permanent entente, these two powers wlll
acquit their duty while thelr respective positions,
their methods of action, and even the ¢ tion of
their exlistence are in no wise the same.

Although the preparatory committee of the League of
Nations had planned that the next naval conference be held
at London, in January, 1930, it remained the duty of the
British Goverrment to lssue the officlal invitation to the
conference. The followlng 1s the text of the officlal in-
vitation which was signed by Arthur Henderson, British For-
eign Secretary, and handed to Ambassador Davis In London,
on October 7, 1929. It read, in part:

I have the honor to transmit to your excellency with
coples of the notes which I am today addressing to the
French, Italian, and Japanese ambassadors In London,
Inviting the French, Itallan, and Japanese goverrnments
to participate in a five power conference to deal with
the position of naval disarmament, which 1t 1s gropoaod
hold in London the latter part of January next .26
In the invitation of the British CGovermment, 1t was stated
thet the quesation of parity, the destruction of the sub-
marine, the question of determining battleship strength,
and the subject of national securlty were the chlef lssues

to be considered at the conference.2’

J2* 25Tpid.
2/ %Ibm., 16,

James Thayer Gerould, "Invitation to The London Naval
COnfezgxgge, 1930%, Gnrrent History, November, 1929,
XXXI, .




CHAPTER II
THE CONFERENCE IN SESSION

In the previous chapter an attempt was made to glve
a brief diplomatic or politiecal background for the call-
ing of the London Naval Conference. Before golng into
the working of the Conference, it 1s also necessary to
review the sitvation prior te the opening day.

The preparatory stage of all international confer-
ences 1s of utmost importance. Thelr success or fallure
may depend upon the extent to which difficulties have
been foreseen and the thoroughness with which difficul-
tles have been removed. The London Naval Conference was
no eéxception to this rule.

It was the speech of Ambassador Hugh Gibson of the
United States, before the Preparatory Commlission at Ge-
neva on April 22, 1929, reflecting as it did the views of
President Hoover, that offered a new basis for the solu-
tion of the Anglo-American Naval Controversy, and led to
the renewed diplomatic negotiations between the world's
two greatest naval powers. In this address Mr. Gibson
salds

Our first duty is for each of us to examine all
phases of the problem before us with a view to dis~
covering what measures of concessions can be offered
by each delegation Since our last meeting,

the nations of the world have bound themselves by sol-
emmn undertaking to renounce war as an instrument of




national policy. We belleve that thls agreement af-
firming that humanities will be at peace wlll advance
the cause of disarmament by removing doubts and fears
which have in the past constituted our principal ob-
stacle-----—==== My country's defense 1s primarily
a naval probleun.i

Thus he based his plea for readjustment on the signing of

the Kellogg Pact for the remumeclation of war.

With the return of lNr. Ramsey McDonald as head of the
second British Labor Government on May 30, 1929, negoti-
ations for the settlement of the British-American crulser
controversy were begun., These negotlations continued
throughout the summer of 1929, and culminated in the visit
of the British Prime Minister in October. With the excep-
tion of a few technical points, an agreement was reached
on all outstanding issues. What the Hoover-McDonald agree-
ment proposed was a settlement of the cruiser controversy,
which had wrecked the Geneva Conference., At Geneva the
United States had asked for parity between the fleets :_:f
the two countries at a tonnage level of 250,000 to 300,000
tons, each country having the right Pe build the type of
vessel best sulted to 1ts own needs. Because of its lack
of naval bases, the United States preferred 10,000 ton
crulsers with eight inch guns, The Brit.';.ah Government on
the other hand preferred small six inch gun cruisers and
asked for a minlmum of seventy ships of this class, which

it regarded as indispensable for the protection of the far

g 1%2,2 Nations Monthly Summary, May, 1929, IX,
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flung trade routes of the Empire. The Hoover-lMecDonald
agreement proposed that the crulser class be divided into
two categories--large eight inch gun ships and small six
ineh gun ships. The large ships were to be limited as to
number and the smaller craft limlted as to size. The
United States was to be allowed a superiority in large
ships and Britain was to be allowed superiority in the
smaller ships.

This provisional settlement, which came to be known
as the Rapidan agreement, because of 1its conclusions during
the talks between the President and the Prime Minister on
the banks of the Rapidan River, narrowed the margin of
difference to three eight inch gun erulsers. Great Britain
abandoned its demand for a total of seventy cruisers and
agreed to a minimwm of fifty ships totaling 339,000 tons.
Fifteen of these were to be eight inch gun cruisers, while
thirty-five were to be amaller six inch gun vessels. The
United States requested twenty-one large eight inch gun
cruisers and enough smaller ones to bring the total to
315,000 tons. The Britlsh would agree to only eighteen
large eight inch gun cruilsers. It was agreed to leave the
Tinal settlement of thils problem to the comrerenco.z

lio such negotiations were undertaken with France. For
ten years France had resisted the Anglo-American method of

cations of the yﬁgﬁg of State, Press Re-
metzv o on Naval ., Nos. 1-13, Oct. B, Dec. 28,
’ a .
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limitation, and at CGeneva had put forward a thesis which
would make the degree of disarmement depend on the extent
of security. Furthermore, France held that land, air, and
naval disarmament should be considered as a whole and not
separately; and that naval strength should be measured by
total tonnage and not by categories. On December 20, 1929,
the French Government forwarded to other naval powers a
memorandum setting forth its position. She emphasized the
following pointa:

That the size of the French navy must correspond
with nationdl needs, the size of the colonial empire,
and length of trade routes.

That naval needs may be modified by any guarantee
of security giving effect to the League of Nations sys-
tem of collectlive action against an agressor.

That the Kellogg Pact-in its present state cannot
be regarded as increasing securit{.

That naval limitations cannot be achieved solely
by the application of mathematical ratios.

That the work at CGCeneva revealed tga interdepend-
ence of land, alr, and naval armaments.

There were no attempts to discuss the above issues
prior to the opening of the Conference, but they definitely
showed France's position on the matter.

Following Great Britain's Invitation to the Conference,
diplomatiec conversations between France and Italy were be-
gun. Italy, following a previously announced policy, de-
clared its readiness to reduce naval armaments to any level
however low, providing that it was not exceeded by any
other Continental European power. France however took the

position that naval parity with Italy would in fact mean

Z¥31p14., 102.
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inferiority for France, as the French fleet must patrol
through seas, while the Italian fleet was confined to the
Mediterranean, In its memorandum of December 20th, the
French govermment suggested as a possible solution of a
regional problem, a pact along the lines of the Four Power
Pacific Treaty of the Washington Conference., This issue
remained wmsettled, however, when the London Conference
convened in :l’m:max-;yf.""r

On its way to the Conference the Japanese delegation
stopped at Washington D. C. in December and private con-
versations with the American delegation began. The Japa~-
nese claim for a ratioc of seventy percent in auxiliary sur-
face craft, and particularly in the category of 10,000 ton
cruisers, was explained to the American delegates and to
the press, Points of difference were left for solution at
the conference.

The preliminary negotiations had resulted in a virtual
solution of the outstanding differences between the United
States and Great Britain, and a tentative tomnage agreement
based on the Anglo-American thesis of disarmement. They
had clarified, but not settled, the American-Japanese dif-
ferences. No solution for the French issue of security had
been found and no basls for a compromise between France and
Italy.s

41bid., 103.
Ibid., 103.
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The Conference passed through three distinct phases.
The first phase was from the opening of the session to
Feb, 17, when the fall of the Tardieu Cabinet in France
forced a suspension of activities; the second phase was
the interlude between Feb, 18 and March & when, owing to
the absence of the French delegates, dlscussions were con-
fined to matters concerning the U. S., Japan, and Great
Britain; the third phase after the return of the French
Delegation, when attempts were made to deal with the quest-
lon of European security and the differences between France
and Ttaly.®

The Conference was opened on January 21, 1930, in the
gallery of the House of Lords by His Majesty the King, George
V, whose speech was heard over the whole civilized world.
To the delegates from the leading powers of the world, he
said:

It 1s with sincere satisfaction that I am present
to welcome the delegates from the leading powers of the
world assembled with the object of eliminating the evil
results of wasteful competition in naval armamentse—ew—-—-

Since the great war all peoples have determined
that human statecraft shall leave nothing undone to pre-
vent a repetition of that grim and lrmense tragedy~e=e-

I earnestly trust that the results of the Confer-
ence will lead an immediate alleviation of the heavy
burden of armaments now weighing on the peoples of the
world, and also, by faclilitating the work of the
Preparatory Commission on Disarmament, hasten the time

when a general disarmament conference can deal with
this problem in an even more comprehensive manner. In

71 6y1111am T, Stone, London Naval Conference, 104.



this hope I shall follow your deliberations with the
closest interest and attention.”

After the departure of the King, Mr. Stimson, delegate
from the U, S., then arose and nominated the Hon. Ramsey
McDonald, Prime Minister of Great Britain, as chalirman of
the conference, This motion was seconded by Mr., Tardieu of
the French delegation.®

In his speech accepting the chairmanship of the confer-
ence, Ramsey lMcDonald called attentlion to the fact that the
eyes of the world were upon the n{eoting they were setting
into operation. He pointed out' two very definite things that
they must consider in thelr proceedings. They were, first
that there was a different need due to different geographi-
cal positions, world responsibilities, and points of attack
in event of war. A ton used in ships for one purpose was
entirely a different thing from a ton used in a ship for an-
other purpose; and, second that armament mmst be discussed
separately.’ '

The first day's session adjourned after delegations of
each country voiced a hearty acceptance of the welcome given
by His Majesty the King.

As Ramsey lcDonald had pointed out, the eyes of the
world were upon this Conference. The New York World of

HaTVa. e 950 m.
erence %ries, 6, . (Here~

5: TpEossadines Sf tha Jan
by the . of State,
after cited as London Naval Conf.)

53 8Ibid., 28.

i (/& gl'bid-, 50.




that date sald:

The Washington Conference failed to apply to ships
of 10,000 tons or less and because of this failure, there
has been, and is now in progress, competitive bullding
of cmiaers and submarines. The London Conference wlll
havo achievad its main objective if 1t succeeds in ap-
g rincipal of limitation to all classes of
a PS. r agreement is mchodmtboin{srmt-
lonally justified and internationally agreed to

This showed that the publlic was expecting the confer-

ence to act on the regulation of crulsers and submarines,
which were not included in the Washington Treaty.

Before the further proceedings of the Conference can be

discussed, it is necessary to go briefly into the demands of
each of the powers attending the sesslions, because this Con-

ference must concern itself with new constructions to be

authorized for a definite period of years.

The demands of the five powers were as follows:

l. The U. S. asked for parity with Great Britain
in all classes, and asked that large and small crulsers
be counted as one class, According to the prevailing
naval opinion, which was reluctantly modified in Sept.,
1929, 1t was desirable to concentrate the whole Ameri-
can cruiser tonnage in 10,000 ton ships carrylng eight

inech .

g. Great Britain conceded parity in principal but
asked that large and small crulsers be considered as
aeparate categories with parity in each.

3. Japan asked for a ratio of seventy percent in
big erulsers and for a lm ratio In other categoriles.
4, The British Empire, particularly Australia,
and the United States Mhtod that Japan remain at sixty
percent in big erulsers and desired that she remain at

sixty percent in all other categories.

5. The French poslition 1s a much more difficult one
to describe because not all the data are publicly avail-
able. Broadly speaking, one my say that in fixing the
claims the Prench were subject to pressure from two dif-
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ferent directions, The British and the Americans were
pushing down on them to reduce the level for construct-
ion of new crulsers and submarines. The Italians were
pushing up on them. There were three conflicting nat-
ional policies. The British wanted the French to re-
duce thelr naval equipment so the British could main-
tain as inexpensively as possible the Two-Power Stand-
ard, or at least declsive superlority as against the
Continent, The Itallans claimed parity with France,
while France was determined to maintain superiority
over Italy. The essential French claim was for a
fleet equal to the Itallan in the Mediterranean, to
the German in the Atlantic, plus a few ships in other
waters,

In the opening addresses made by the heads of the var-
ious delegations, nothing definite was stated by any of them
regarding thelr countries' demsnds. ZEach one emphasized the
fact that a true spirit of cooperation was necessary in order
to accomplish the objectives set forth; namely, naval dis-
armaments in order to check competitive navel bullding of
light cruisers and submrinea.m

In a press conference with Secretary Stimson on Jan.

19, 1930, the following statement was released for the press:

Answering questions as to our attitude toward the
desires of the French and Itallans, Secretary Stimson
stated that Amerlca 1s in the position of a disinter-
ested friend. We are anxious that thelr problems be
settled in a nz satlsfactory to all. Both countries
have agreed that the general object of this Conference
is to take all classes of naval armaments out of the
realm of competition and put them on a basis of agree-
ment and thereby eliminate all possibilities of suspl-
cion, riva and 1rritation., Both countries have
agreed that it is essential to accomplish this. They
agreed furthermore that each country in the Conference

7/ 1lwalter Lippman, "The London Naval Conf. and American
A View", Foreign Affairs, VIII, 503-504.
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should go sway satisfied and Italy and France_will do
everything they can to promote such a result.ld

The conference resumed 1ts meeting on Janunary 23, 1930,
in the St, James Palace in London. Mr, McDonald presided.
The meeting was called to order and the first order of busi-
ness was the selection of a vice~chalirman and a secretary
general, The nominations for the latter were called for
first. B2ir Maurice Hankey of the Italian delegation was
nominated and unanimously elected.l?

On the gquestion of vice-chairman, it was agreed that
the chalr, in case of lr. lMcDonald's absence, be filled by
the head of each delegation taken in alphabetical order,
using the English alphabet.

It was then declded that for the purpose of dealing with
the detailed work of the Conference, the whole Conference
should be resolved into committees. That meant that the Con=-
ference would have two types of meetings: The original
meeting of the Conference, giving final effect to the de-
cisions of the committees. There was also to be a working
conmittee of the conference dealing with the detall arrange-
ments of the Conference..®

The French Government issued a memorandum which de-
clared that the Prench navy had been reduced by more than
450,000 tons since 1914. It also stated that the French
Naval budget was now 18% below the pre-war budget. She

—M_m Conf. 1930, 35.
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said that no other power had made as great a reduction,t

The state of the French fleet on Jan. 1, 1930, was
published In the London Times. It showed a total of 681,808
tons in all classes of vessels. France's proposal was that
the other powers take the French naval program as & basis
for all rebullding programs between 1950 and 1836, Accord-
ing to the program, France would have to bumild 240,000 tons
or 40,000 annually. She stated further that she would not
reduce this program unless the guarantees of security were
greatly increased.l’

Italy objected to this plan because there had not been
a determined ratio and a maximum level of tommage. This
objection was recorded in the third plenary session of the
Conference in an address by Signor Grandl of the Italian
delegation, in which he saild:

I must however state that, while the Italian dele-
gation 1s prepared to take part in the discussions of the
above points, 1t does not see its way clear to commit-
ting itself on any of the questions of method or on any
speclal point of the disarmament problem until the two
fundamental questions, the determination of ratios and
the maximum levels of global tonnage have been settled.

I am fully convinced that only by facing squarely
the difficulties to which I have called your attention
can we hope to attain our purpose, which is that of re-
dueing armsments to the lowest possible level.l8

This warning of Italy was duly recorded and the Con-
ference proceeded with the question of methods of reductlons.

Italy again recalled the importance of adjusting the question

16stone, London Naval Conference, 104.

/ G 17;!)_1(5.'., 104.
& lwm ﬂ&“l confo 19:”’ 65.




of ratics. In a speech by Mr. Grandi, the Itallian minis-
ter, before the plenary session, he emphasized the unfav-
orable geographical position of Italy, when he said:
Let us now examine Italy's position in relation
to the problem of naval defense. To all intents and
purposes, Italy is an 1sland, deficient in some of the
most essentlal raw materlals; it is set in an inland
sea, Although a Continental power----her scanty nat-
ural resources make her deglnm t upon the sea--for
us the sea is our life, Italy has a great length of
coast. The absolute needs for defense of her very ex-
istence would, therefore, fully jus insistence on
relative superilority of st 5 but any case she
has the right to expect that she will not be asked to
deprive herself of her present right to naval arma-
ments on a level with those of any other Continental
European power. The Itallan delegation hopes that
the principal of one power standard may be applied at
the lowest possible level by I‘ta%y in her relation to
continental European countries.l
Thus 1t was clearly evident that Italy was demanding
parity with France, while France was desirous of maintain-
ing superiority in Continental naval strength. France was
still holding out for what she termed her "Transactional
Proposal®™ at the Geneva Conference. This subject was dis-
cussed by Mr, Gibson, delegate from the U. S., in an address
to the third plenary session. He sald that it was most im-
portant that the conference get down to busiﬁes.s in dis-
cussing methods of disarmaments. The problem of methods of
limitation of naval armaments was first considered Ly the
Preparatory Comulssion for the disarmament Conference at
Geneva in 1926. The committee on methods at that Conference
worked for some months trying to find a single ldeal method

by which naval limitation could be achieved. The various
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powers held divergent opinions as to what constituted an
ideal method, Out of all this discussion and study grew
two schools of thought; that of -limimtim by categories
and that of limitstion by total tonnage; Limltation by
categories fixes the tomnage which each country may use
for each type of vessel and thereby fixes the total ton-
nage. Limitation by the global method fixes the total
tonnage for each navy and al:_.m each cowntry to apport-
ion that tonnage as she sees fit among the various types
of ships.

In an endeavor to break the deadlock between these
two schools of thought, M. Paul Boncour, a member of the
French delegation at Geneva, brought forward a compromise
proposal. It provided for the allocation of total tonnage
for the navy of each nation, the same to be d.flfldcd into
four categories, capital ships, aircraft cmieu, surface
vessels, and submarines. The amount of tomnage in each of
the above categories was to be decided by each cowntry.
However, any change which they might wish to make was to
be published to the other contracting powers one year in

advance. Briefly thlis was the French Transactional Pro-

pocal.zo

The last plenary sesslon that the original French de-
legation attended was held on Feb. 11, 1930, which met ex-
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pressly for the purpose of discussing the status of the
submarine.

This meeting was opened by the Chalrman Ramsey Mc-
Doneld and, after preliminary committes reports, he called
for a statement from each delegation regarding the position
of thelr respective countries on the submarine question,

Mr, A. V. Alexander, First Lord of the British Admir-
alty, was the first to speak. He asked for the total abo-
lition of submarines, basing his demands on these points:
first, for the general interests of humanity; second, sub-
marines are offensive, not defensive instruments; third,
abollition of submarine craft would be & substantial contri-
bution to world disarmement and peace; fourth, abolition of
submarines would provide a substantial financlal relief to
the nations; fifth, it would do away with the undue risks
submarine service demands of 1ts persmnol.m

lir, Stimson spoke for the United States delegation. He
toc urged the abolition of submarines. His position was
based not on an emotional appeal as was that of the British
speaker, but was a practical and common-sense argument for
destruction or at least drastic limitation of this most ex-
pensive and most destructive of all types of modern naval
equipment.sg

Mr., Fenton of the Australian delegation and Mr. Ralston

2lrondon Naval Conf. 1930, 81.
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of the Canadlan delegation concurred with the First Lord
of the Admiralty, taking a definite positlon for the abo-
lition of submarine craft.

These reports were followed by that of Mr. M. Leyzues
of Prance. His position was as follows: Ny

The submarine is a warship, it is an indispen-
sable weapon; the use of submarines can and should be
regulated like that of any other warship.

He stated further that the motion to abollsh submarines
would bring up these questions: first, the legal right of
any nation to possess any weapon derived from the process
of science and technical improvements; second, the right of
the lesser naval powers to pouesh a navy corresponding to
their requirements for national defense; third, the right
of freedom of the seas. With these facts in view, Nr, Ley-
gues sald that France would not u;seept the abolition of sub-
marines, but they were willing and ready to concur in an
international agreement regulating the use of the underwater
craft. He ended his remarks with this motlon:

A commlttee shall be appointed to prepare an
ment open for s tmbyﬁlmvalpohm,forb
submarines to act towards merchant ships otherwise than
in strict conformity with the rules either present or
future to be observed by surface warships.

The Italian speaker, Mr, Grandl, stated that Italy was
willing to concur with France in limiting the use of sub-
marines against merchant ships, but that she was also wil~-

ling to accept the total abolition of submarine warfare,
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should the other powers reach such an agreement .24'

The representative of Japan, Admiral Takarhe, agreed
with France, strongly maintaining that the submarine was
essential to the safeguarding of Japan's 1lsland empire,
but expressed willingness to submit to regulations re-
garding size, number and use of submarine craft .29

After all the delegates had reported, the American
delegation brought forward this resolution:

That a committee shall be appointed to study and
report to the conference as to the possibility of agree-
ment on the following questlons:

1) Abolition of submarines,

2) Regulation of the use of submarines by sub-
jecting it to the rules of war governing the
use of surface craft,

(3) Regulation of the unit size of submarines.26
Following the acceptance of this resolution, the Conference
ad jourrned for the day.

The American delegation was highly pleased with the work
of this sesslon, as was shown in the remarks of Mr. Stimson
at a press conference on this same date. Mr, Stimson's words
were to the effect that this agreement regarding submarines
was the first definite agreement to be reached by the Con-
ference. This alone, he sald, was worth the visit of the
American delegation to London, and the fact that the pro-
posal to 1limlt the use of submarines was made by the French

delegation was the moat hopeful omen yet to appear at the
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Conference. 27

Senator David A. Reed, a delegate at the Conference,
voiced the same opinion 1In a radlio address delivered on
Feb, 16, 19350, Senator Reed sald in part:

We belleve that this agreement is in itself an im-
portant accomplishment because we remember that it was
the submarine campaign that brought America into the
World Wer.28

Thus ended the first phase of the Conference. During
the absence of the French delegation, the American, British
and Japanese continued informal discussions on matters con-
cerning only these nations and by March 6th had laid the
framework of an agreement that it was hoped would be fitted
into a five power treaty.

The main problem in the minds of the delegates was to
find a solution to the security question as advanced by
France. Before leaving the Conference, the French delegates
had insisted that France must be guaranteed security before
she would consider limiting her existing naval program of
724,000 tons. To solve this problem, the idea of establishing
some sort of Consultative pact to supplement the League of
Natlions end the Kellogg Pact was suggested and given favor-
able consideration by some of the dslcgatoa.zg

This brings us up to the third phase of the Conference.

Preu St‘.ate—
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Following the formation of the second Tardieu cabinet and
with the return of the French delegatlion, with M. Briand
as chalrman, the Conference took up in earnest the work of
preparing a treaty that would be acceptable to all five nat-
ions and would accomplish the avowed purpose of the Confer-
ence, the limitation of naval armaments and the furtherance
of World Peace. 0
In March there began a series of highly important pol-
itical conversations. Mr, Briand conferred with Mr. Stim-
son and, with Mr. McDonald, broadcast an address in which
he implied a British refusal to give further guarantees of
military security to France, Nr., McDonald declared in part:

We will not agree to any treaty based on an en-
t-nglill:‘% military alliance. Such a treaty would undo
in spirit and in policy the work of the Conference.

But we will try to secure as a part of the agreement
a pledge of good will and pacific intention similar to
that made by the President of the United States and
nyself after we had convinced ourselves that a naval
agreement was possible-=—e-

Such a pledge ought to allow programs to be re-
duced to a minimmm if we have any confidence in each
other's signatures.3l

The position of Great Britain was influenced no doubt
by the views of the American delegation concerning the pro-
posed consultative pact. The American position on this sub-
ject was not made public untlil March 11 when, gt a tea, a
select group of correspondents were informed by lMr. Stim-

son that, as far as the U. S. was concerned, the possibility
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of a consultative pact had been exclnded .52

This attitude of the American delegates was due to
the fact that it was highly improbable that a treaty con-
taining any such provisions could obtain the approval of
two thirds of the U, S. Senate.

In London Mr., Stimson's declaration closed all further
discussion of the issue of French security and the Confer- .
ence drifted rapidly toward a dangerous impasse.

On the day following the Stimson statement, Mr. Brland
informed Mr. lMcDonald that as far as he was concerned there
was nothing more to be done in London.o®

On March 14th it became evident that Japan and the U. S.
had reached an agreement on thelr problems, so the French
delegates were faced with the prospect of belng isolated by
the three powers and blamed for the partial failure of the
Conference. To avoid this, efforts were made to keep the
Conference alive, but no solution to the exlsting deadlock
could be found. On March 17th Mr,., Tardieu returned to France,
to be followed 1n a few days by Mr. Brland.

Correspondents reporting the conference agreed that a
crisis had been reached and that only the injection of some
new element could keep it alive. This new element came as
a surprise to all interested. At midnight on March 25th,
Mr. Stimson made a statement, as he said, clarifying the

£




position of the American delegation. To many persons,
this statement seemed & reversal of his March 1lth state-
ment, although Mr. Stimson averred that the attitude of

his delegation had not changed. He said, referring to the
March 1lth statement:

At that time 1t was made clear that America had no
objection to mtnr!.ng a consultative m as suche--
It will not, however, enter into any aty where there
is danger of its ob tions being misunderstood as in-
volving a promise to render milltary assistance-Such
a misunderstanding might arise if the U. S. entered into
a treaty for the reductlion of naval forces of another
power, That danger has hitherto inhered in the present
situation where France has been demanding military secur-
ity as a condition of naval reduction. If, however,
this demand for security could be satisfied in some oth-
er way, then the danger of a consultative pact would be
eliminated and the question approached from a different
standpoint. In such case, the Amrica.g‘dalegation would
consider the matter with an open mind.

The effect of the American statement was at once ap-
perent. Mr. Briand returned at once to London and immediate
efforts were made to find a solution of differences existing
between France and Great Britain. Prance informed Creat
Britain that she would be satisfied with a fornmla clari-
fying the obligations of the states under Articlo XVI of the
League of Nations covenant .55

On April 8th an apparent solution of the question was
reached and lMr. Briand reported that France was ready to re-
duce its naval force from 724,000 tons to 600,000 tons, pro-
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vided the Italian claims were withdrawn. As there seemed
to be no immediate solution of the differences of these two
powers, Mr. McDonald announced that the preparation of the
treaty would go on and that Great Britaln would endeavor
to find a solution to the Itallan-French problem and a
three power agreement wonld be made simlilar to that made
by Great Britaln, Japan and the United States.

The Conference met for the last time on April 22, when
the delegates assembled to sign the treaty as drawn up by
the Committees. This treaty will be discussed at length in
the next chapter.

The work of the Conference can best be summed up in the
words of Chalrman Ramsey McDonald when he said:

~ The Conference has done a great work. We have se-
cured a three power agreement on building programs, which
in 1tself is no mean or unimportant achievement. This,
with other points embodied in the treaty, has repeatedly
deflied solution and has brought conference to naught. On
the apparently simple matter of settling the method by
which the relative strengths of navies may be agreed,
hitherto there have been unsurmountable differences of
opinion. :

These have gone. We have stopped the replacement of
battleships and reduced thelr numbers. We have limited
the tonnage of auxiliary craft. We have shown how the
equipment, the bullding, and the replacement of fleets
can be brought within the realm of international order.
We have proved how, when the world so desires, the menace
of arms can be removed by treaties regulating thelr de-
velopment.

~True, the work as yet has been but partially achieved.
But all great advances in intermational relationships must
be done in stages, and % have gone much further than has
hitherto been possible.
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So ended the plenary sesslons of the Conference when
the delegates met to sign the London Naval Treaty as drafted
by the Committees. This meeting took place on April 22,



CHAPTER III
THE LONDON NAVAL TREATY

It was indeed a solemm occasion when the twenty-
eight delegates of the five great naval powers of the
world met in St., James Palace on April 22, 1930, and sign-
ed the London Haval Treaty of 1930. This treaty, the pro-
duct of the London Naval Conference, went further than any
other agreement ever heretofore made between the leading
nations of the world. For three months these men had labored
with vast and at times seemingly insoluble problems before
them, Nr. Stimson, chalrman of the American delegation,
expressed the feelings of the Conference when he said:
We feel that we have accomplished a long step on
this road to peace. By this treaty, competition will
be completely ended between the navlies of the three
greatest naval powers of the world--Amerlca, Britain, v
and Japan; and with the other two powers-France and
Italy-we have also reached agreements which though not
ib te are leading in the same direction. Eventually
we oon.tldently hopo competition will be abolished among
all five powers.l
The main provisions of this treaty were as follows:
l. The Capital ship holiday was extended till 1936, This
meant that the five powers agreed not to construct the battle-
ships authorized for replacement under the provisions of the

Washington Treaty.
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2. A redefinition of aircraft carriers was made to include
ships under 10,000 tons.

3. A limlitation agreement was made wnder which the same three
powers established tonnage levels for cruisers, destroyers
and submarines beyond which they agreed not to bulld before
Dec. 31, 1936.

4, A safeguarding agreement was reached, by which each of the
three powers was given the right to exceed the tonnage levels
established for cruisers, submarines and destroyers, if in its

Lo

opinion new c‘onatructi&n by powers not included in the treaty
endangered 1ts national securlty.

S. A humanitarian clause was inserted in the treaty, by which
the five powers agreed to apply to submarines the same rules
of international law which govern surface vessels in relation
to merchant ships.

A series of regulatory agreements were included under
which the five powers established rules for replacement, scrap-
ping and conversion of warshipa.2

There were, of course, other provisions in the treaty,
but those outlined above were the most vital and the ones with
which we shall be concerned in this chapter.

Under Article I of the treaty, the contracting parties
agreed to bulld no new battleships before 1936; in another
they suspended the Washington Treaty and made no provision for

¢ BStono, London Naval Conference, 1lll.



capital ship building in the immediate future. France and
Italy were allowed replacement tonnage to the amount of
70,000 tons each. This was the amount of tonnage to which
they were entitled to construct under the Washington Treaty
between the years of 1927-29. Since they had not made thls
construction prior to 1930, they were aliowod to proceed
with this amount of construction.®

In addition to curtailing the replacement of capital
ships, CGreat Britaln, Japan and the United States agreed to
scrap nine battleships within thirty months after the treaty
went into force. Of this number, Great Britain was to des-
troy four ships and retain another as a training ship after
it had been rendered unfit for combat service. The U. S,
agreed to dispose of two ships, retaining a third for traine
ing purposes. Japan was to render one ship unfit for combat
purposes and use her own discretion as to the advisability of
destroying 1t or using it as a training ship.4

Thus by 1936 the three fleets would be as follows:

Great Britain--15 ships with a tonnage of 474,750 tons;

United States--15 ships with a tonnage of 462,400 tons;

Japan: 9 ships with a tonnage of 266,070 tons.®

Under the provisions of the Washington treaty, alrecraft

</ 3London Naval Conf., Diﬁost of London Naval Treaty, Pub.
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carrier levels were fixed at 135,000 tons for Great Brit-
ain and the same amount for the United States, while Japan
was to have 81,000 tons and Italy and France were to have
60,600 tons each. These levels were not changed by the
London treaty, but aerinit;on of an alrcraft carrier was
amended to include vessels unmder 10,000 tons used for thils
purpose and 1t was stipulated that such vessels must not be
armed with greater than six inch gunn.s

The Washington and Geneva Conferences falled to place
any limitation on auxiliary vessels, but the London Confer-
ence succeeded somewhat better than its predecessors in that
respect. A three-power agreement regulating these categories
was made by Great Britain, Japan and the United States. This
agreement established the maximum tonnage levels which might
be reached by 1936, in the categories of crulsers, destroyers
and submarines. The levels were as follows:

Category U._S. Go B,  Jepan
160,000 146,000

Cruisers 145,500 192,200 108,400

Destroyers 150,000 150,000 105,000,

Submarines 52,700 52,000 52,0007

"The Escape" or "Loophole" clause of the treaty, as
Article 21 came to be known, was one of the most interesting
parts of the whole treaty because 1ts effects were so far
reaching. Article 21 provides that:

(o 6Ipid., 12.
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If during the term of the present treaty the re-
quirements of natlonal security of any of the contract-
ing parties are in the opinion of that party affected
by new constructions of any power other than those who
jolned in part three of this treaty, that party will
notify the other contracting partles as to the increased
requirements of their own tomnage -8

In effect, this clause meant that the limitation im-
posed on the United States, Creat Britain and Japan by Part
III of the treaty could l;o exceeded on notice of any one
of these powers. The other powers were then to make pro-
portional increases in thelr own tomnage., The extent to
which this article impalrs the value of the other vital
parts of the treaty was a matter of much discussion.

An American delegate, Senator Joseph T. Robinson, said
in commenting upon this phase of the treaty:

Of course, 1t may be sald in criticism that this
clause permits a disturbance of the figures agreed to
on the sole responsibility of either the United States
or Great Britain or Japan; and if any one of the three
ajudges it to be necessary to build in excess of the
treaty program, this will increase the bulilding of the
other two. DBut even should thls happen, the relation
of the fleets and the principle of limlitation would
still be maintained. It should also be remembered that
the limitation of armaments must proceed only through
the voluntary action of nations and that no power can
impose on another restrictions of the means of defense
without assuming responsibility for 1its safety. It is
of first importance that the limitation of armaments
shall be regarded as increasing rather than diminishing
the safety of peoples, and 1f emergencies arise threaten-
ing immediate danger, a people should be free to respond
to the requirements of their situation. Otherwise the
fate of nations must forever be bound up with the main-
tenance of large armaments and the imminence of war. It
leaves the responsibility of determining the require-
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ments for national securlity where it belongs, namely,
on the respective nations. This clause 1ls based upon
the good faith of the three nations and 1t 1s 1ncon—
ceivable that it will be used except upon necessity.®

There were those who felt that this clause virtually
wdid all the good accomplished by the rest of the treaty.
Among those holding this view was Joln B, Whitton, iIn wrlt-
ing in the Current History magazine of June, 1930,

The humenitarian agreement concerning submarine warfare
has been discussed at some length in Chapter II of this
thesis. This provision occurred In Article 22 of the treaty
and differed from the other parts of the agreement in that,
while they were fto be in force only till 1936, this parti-
cular clause was to be In effect for all time to come.

Perhaps the best summary of this treaty was given by
Senator David A. Reed in a radlo address to the United States,
delivered from London on the day the treaty was signed. MNr.
Reed sald, In suming up the treaty and the work of the Con-
ference in general:

What then has been accomplished? To begin with,
we have all to keep our present battleships,
which are perfectly seaworthy and effective, and to
take a .'t?.':)l'.!.ﬂ.a{]:m new battleahip construction to Jan.
1, 195%. t one stroke we have saved an outlay
by the United States of about $400,000,000. When we
think of the number of miles of mproved roads, or
the number of bridges, or the number of public bulld-
ings that can be had for that sum of money, I for one
am convinced that civlligation 1s the galner by this
agreement. Then in cruisers, although our present

fleets are pltifully small compared with the cruiser
fleets of Japan and Great Britain, our bullding power
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has been recognized and Great Britain has readlly

to parity, and Japan has agreed to a satls-
factory relationship between the fleets, with the
result that, while we bulld at a moderate speed dur-
ing these seven years, the British and Japanese fleets
are either reduced or will remain at about today's
level, To the great relief of the taxpayers of all
thres countries, the same is true of destroyers, We
will scrap some of our war time vessels, Great Britain
scraps some and Japan scraps some; and the resultant
fleets, which will be large enough for each of us and
for all normal police work that such vessels are called
upon bto conduct, will nevertheless represent parlty with
Great Britaln and a satisfactory relationship with Ja-
pen. In submarines, our problem has been different, be-
cause, while we are encouraged by the agreement of the
five powers to use the submarines in a humane way, never-
theless the temptation to sink merchant ships without

is very great, and we felt that the world would
be better lnsured against such a murderous submarine
campalgn as occurred in the last world war 1f the sub-
marine as an instrument of warfare were altogether abol-
ished. ' Some of the other nations were not ready to go
so far, however, and the best we could do was to agree
to a parity in such vessels at a low figure between Great
Britaln, Japan and ourselves, a figure that requires the
destruction of a number of these veasels in the British
fleat, and to that extent removes the menace that results
from the existence of these rattlesnakes of the seag/“‘.t" U
have not undertaken to burden you with a lot of statisti
on tonnage, but have tried to give you in outline the
subatance of the treaty that has been made. The benefits
to all concerned are very obvious.lO

The treaty was hailed in the various countries as a
great stride forward in human relationships and intermational
understanding., The Japanese Prime Minister on Oct. 27, 1930,
sald in part in & radlo address to his nation:

The treaty of London has opened a new chapter in
the history of human civilization. We have once for all
escaped from what I may call the pioneer stage, in which
every nation's hand 1s actually or potentially against
every other. We have entered on the sane and friendly
"settlement" stage in which everyone is united to sup-
press Intrusions by anyone on another's sphere. A mom-
entous step forward on the road of international peace

©/101pid., 61-62.
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and friendship has now been taken. Let it prove a pre-
lude to still greater triumphs for that lofty cause.ll

President Hoover, on this same date, in his address re-
lating to the signing of the treaty, said:

The sessions of the five powers at London have served
to strengthen mutual trust and confidence among them, and
they glve me assurance that the hopes of the world v!.ll
not be disappointed.l2

While the British Prime Minister, also on the same date,
says in the prelude to his address:

It is with perfect satlsfactlion that I now add from

London a few words to those already spoken by Premier
Hamaguchi In Tokyo and Pres. Hoover in Washington on this
very wonderful ocecasion----~The friendly relationship
and collaboration between our countries which is direct-
ly attributable to this treaty should be a great source
of encouragement to those endeavoring to reach agree-
ment among themselves and afterwards with us,.l3
The final ratification of the London Naval Treaty was
proclaimed by President Hoover Jan. 1, 1931, and each of the
five nations involved turned to the great task of putting into
effect the terms which 1t was devoutly hoped would make for

peace and safety of the entire world of nations.

T o

L1 137Tbid., 301.



CHAPTER IV
THE END OF NAVAL LIMITATIONS

While the great powers of the world were much enthused
over the work accomplished by the London Conference of 1930,
this hopeful attitude was not to be long lived.

The hates and suspicions engendered by the World War
were still so active that anything like a sympathetic under-
standing between natlions was impossible. The ever present
fear of agression and the uneasy consciousness of impending
danger :hnpoL%ed each nation to take such steps as would place
it in a position of security among its neighbors, whose pro-
mises of friendship were not to be taken seriously so long as
there was an inequality in armed equipment and this inequality,
in the mind of each participant, could only be met by the su=-
periority of its own defense.

As previously stated in Chapters II and III, France and
Italy would not come to any agreement during the London Con-
ference. Italy demanded parity wlth France and France would
not consent to such an agreement, but instead demanded parity
with Italy in the Mediterranean, parity with Germany in the
Atlantic and various other items of armament in excess of
these two powers, Germany and Italy. To bring the London Con-
ference to a close and to facilitate the actual treaty-making,
Great Britain proposed the three power agreement between Ja-
pan, United States and herself, allowing France and Italy to
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accept such parts of the resulting treaty as they saw fit.
In addltion, Creat Britain offered to act as mediator be-
tween France and Italy and to endeavor to form a three pow-
er European agreement between them and herself similar to
the three power agreement between the United States, Japan
and Great Britain.l

To this end, a number of proposals and counter-pro-
posals for the solution of the France-Italian controversy
were Iinvolved during the final weeks of the London Confepr-
ence, but, when the Conference adjourned, the two powers
were almost as far apart as they had been at the beginning
of the session, three months before.

Subsequent efforts to reach an agreement were not en-
couraging. On April 30, 1930, Italy had published its naval
program for the coming year, which provided for the construct-
tion of 42,900 tons, matching the French program ton for ton.2

On May 12, 1930, Mussolini had delivered the first of
a series of provocative speeches, declaring that:

There 1s something inescapable, inevitable, in the
march toward destiny of Fascist Italy----Nobody can halt
i1ti======Words are very fine things, but mmskets, machine
fhey are Slner béoause right, if wmaccompanied by mighiy
is an empty word.d

The announcement of Italy's naval program and those re-

lwilliam T. Stone, "The Franco-Italian Naval Dispute”,

Forelgn Pollcy Reports, III, 152.
2Ibid., 152.

SNew York Times, May 18, 1930.
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marks of Il Duce created much concern in France and so,

when Foreign Minister Grandi made an effort to arrange, with
the help of the League, a compromise at Geneva on May 12, 1930,
France was in such a suspicious frame of mind that no progress
could be made.

On June 3, 1930, Mr. Grandl announced that Italy was wil-
ling to suspend its program of new construction, pending the
course of negotlations, provided that France did likewlse,
France refused this offer and Franco-Italian relations seemed
to have again reached an impasse.

On July 7, 1930, however, Mr. Briand announced that he
had officially informed Nussolini of France's readiness to
suspend construction of new ships until Dec. 1, 1930, in or-
der to permit a renewal of negotiations between the two coun-
tries. Mussolini accepted the proposed holiday; however,
reaching a definite accord was a more difficult matter. Ne-
gotiations began in Paris in August 1930, with Mr. Nassigli,
of the Foreign Office, representing France, and Sr. Rosso
representing Italy, with Mr. Alexander, First Lord of the Ad-
miralty, representing the British interests and endeavoring
to act as an impartial broker between the two disputing par-
ties. No solution had been reached by October 1930, when
Ambassador Hugh S. Gibson from the United States also tried
to act as Intermediary; his efforts, like those of lNr. Alex-
ander, were of no avall. When the naval holiday expired
Dec. 1, 1930, no agreement had been reached.
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In FPebruary 1931, Great Britain again sent the Brit-
ish Foreign Secretary, Arthur Henderson, to Paris for the
purpose of arranging a compromise, The rumor that had al-
armed Great Britain was the report that the French Marine
Hinistry was preparing a naval program for 1931-1932 which
would include a new 23,000 ton "pocket ba._ttlaahip", to off-
set the CGerman ship, "Deutschland®™, on which work was rap-
idly proceeding. |

The British Foreign Office foresaw that once France
proceeded with the construction of a new type of battleship
before reaching an accord acceptable to Italy and Great
Britain, this would inevitably lead to a renewed armaments
race.®

The month of February 1931 was a busy one for Mr., Hen-
derson and Mr. Alexander. During this month they made sev-
eral trips to both Paris and Rome and on March 1, 1931, it
was amounced that a basis for agreement between France and
Italy had been reached.’

The text of this agreement, which subsequently proved
80 illusory, actually embodied only the Bases of Agreement
and contained no details of building programs., The definite
agreement was to be drafted by naval experts of the three
powers before final ratification. To the layman, the Bases
of Agreement were so abstract and the phrasing so obscure as

4¥ew York Times, Feb. 13, 1931,
Slew York Times, March 2, 193l.



to be well-nigh unintelligible.®

The three main provisions of the agreement were, firast,
the stabilization of the French and Italian fleets; second,
France was to have auperiority over Italy in battleships and
submarines, as well as in older cruisers, while, iIn new con-
struetion to be completed, the tonnage of the two powers
was to be equal; third, no permanent ratio was to be set up
Tor Italy, France and Great Britain, that is, like the
5:5:3 ratlo provided by the London Treaty for the United
States, Japan and Great Britain.”

The breakdown of this agreement came when France dis-
agreed with Italy and Great Britain on the replacement of
over-aged equipment, and, following this breakdown, further
negotiations seemed useless.

In the face of these conditions, another conference was
called by the League of Nations. In December 1925, the
League had created a Preparatory Disarmament Commission for
the purpose of preparing for a General Disarmament Conference.
It was finally arranged to hold such a conference in 1932,
and on lay 23, 1931, the League Council unanimously selected
Arthur Henderson, then Secretary of Foreign Affairs in Prime
Minister Ramsey McDonald's second Labor Hinistry, for presi-
dent of the General Conference. Geneva was selected as the
meeting place and February 2, 1932, as the date for the op-

Gstone, Franco-Italian Naval Dispute, 154.
7Ibid., 154.
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ening session.® )

The Conference was disrupted by Germany's resignation '
from the League and announcement that Germany was arming
for any emergency that might arise. To prevent the complete
disruption of all disarmament limitations, Great Britain
brought out the "Draft Convention Plan"., This plan would
not alter the arrangement between the parties of the Wash-
ington and London Treaties. France again refused to accept
these terms, basing her refusals on the grounds that Great
Britain, the United States and Japan were free to lay down
new ships for replacement each year between 1933-36, while
- France would be limlited To a program designated for a single
year.

Under Clause 21 of the London Treaty, Great Britain had
the right to increase its deatroyer tonmnage, if Italy and
France should increase their tommnage in the "pocket battle-
ship" class so as to endanger Great Britain's naval security.
This danger seemed Imminent at this time and, if Great Bri-
tain should exereise the rights given her under Clause 21 of
the London Treaty, the whole question of naval limitation be-
tween the Unlted States, Japan and Great Britain would be
reopened.

Ambassador Soto of Japan dropped a bombshell into the
Conference when he declared that Japan regarded the London
and Washington Treaties as unstable in character and warned

€ pisarmament Conference, World Progress, IV, 23.




that his country would expect higher ratios at the next
naval conference in 1935.°

The period from October 1931 to April 1934 was dark-
ened by the constant and ever growling threat of a new
naval armament race despite the treaty limltations, The
United States and Japan had embarked on the largest ship
bullding programs since the World War. The United States
enacted the Vinson Bill, designed to bring the United States
Navy up to the maximum levels of the London and Vashington
treaties. This bill carried authorization for the construct-
ion of 102 vessels of various categories, at an estimated
cost of from $475,000,000 to $1,000,000,000,1°

Japan, too, had launched a "replenishment program”, de-
signed to bring thelr navy up to the maximum tonnage levels
on the explration of the existing agreements. France and
Italy were competing in the Mediterranean, while Great Bri-
tain was striving to maintain her relatlive position in Eur-
ope as well as overseas.tl

This competition within the framework of the naval limi-
tation treaties was due in large measure to the efforts of
the leading powers to place themselves in the best possible

9William T. Stone, "Disarmament Crisis"™, Foreign Policy

Regugt_g. s XXy 193,
l m.’ 194.

1lwilliam T. Stone, "Impending Naval Rivalry", Foreign
Policy Reports, X, 30.
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bargaining position at the next naval conference. With
the then existing treaties about to expire, Japan, France
and Italy were striving to improve thelr positions, whlle
the United States and Great Britain were seeking to pre-
serve the existing ratios by building to the maximum level
permitted by the Washington and London agreements.

By the impartial observer it must be admitted that,
eccording to the then existing agreements, the United States
end Great Britain enjoyed distinet advantege as individual
units and that, taken together, a coalition that any Euro-
pean crisis mizght easily produce would prove vastly superior
to any European or Asiatic alignment.

Under the provisions of the London Naval Treaty, the
five principel maritime powers were to meet in 1935 to re-
view the status of the existing treaties. Unless a new
agreement was reached, the London and Washington treatles
would expire on December 31, 1936. Japan had already an-
nounced its intention to ask for a higher ratio. France
and Italy had come to no definite agreement so that, al-
though the London and Washington treaties had more than two
years yet to run, the fubture relationship of the leading sea
powers was being shaped by events which would predestine the
1935 Conference to failure even before it could meet. The
outlook for naval limitation was indeed dark. Confldence in
international agreements and the efficacy of peace machinery
had been shaken by the collapse of the Disarmament Confer-
ence at Geneva, the withdrawal of Japan and Germany from the



League of Nations and the inability of the League to en-
force its verdict iIn the conflicts in the Far East and In
South America.l® The Paclfic settlement reached at the
Washington Conference had been virtually mmllified by Ja-
pan's invasion and continued domination of Manelhmlmo .o

Other signs pointed unmistakably to the end of all
armsment limltations On December 29, 1934, Japan formally
denounced the Washington Treaty. On March 13, 1935, Hitler
proclaimed Germany's freedom to rearm, and 1t was revealed
that the Cerman Navy had already been strengthened without
regard for the provisions of the Versallles Treaty.l?

When the Reich's construction was given British sanc-
tion in the Anglo-German naval pact of June 18, 1935, France
declared herself to be resuming full liberty of action in the
£is1d of naval rearmament.l®

On July 22, 1935, Great Britain, taking advantage of
Clause 21 of the London Treaty, declared herself to have
abandoned the ratios set up by the treaty.le

In return, the President of the United States declared,
on September 27, 1935, that the United States would maintain
under all circumstances the ratio of strength provided by
the treaties, uhieh of course meant increased naval construct-

127pbid., 31.
Ibid., 32.
143;:‘.4 Hﬁ Poprgzr, “m;ogr Naval Disarmament", Forei
157pbid., 202.
161bid., 203.



ion to keep the United States Navy in its former ratiocs
with Japan and CGreat Britain-.l?

Thus we see that the nations, one by one, motivated by
suspicion, jealousy end a feeling of insecurity, refused to
be bound by treaty on conference agreements. Thils was no
doubt partly attributable to the inablility of the League of
Wations to enforce or even direct the policles set forth by
the treaties or agreements already adopted.

Previous to the eventa just outlined, Great Britain had
made in 1934 and 1935 several serious attempts to find a
basis for agreement for a New Treaty to be made in 1935, to
take the place of the London 1930 treaty, which was to ex~
pire at the end of 1936, These attempts were thwarted at
every twrn; Japan refused to consider any treaty umless the
ratlo principle was abandoned and establislment of a "Com-
mon Upper Limit" for the Powers was substituted. Too, Ja-
pan insisted on parity in global tonnage, which would allow
each nation to allot the tomnage in each category as it saw
fit.

The demands made by Japan included a severe reduction
in large battleships and airplane carriers. Should these
proposels have been accepted, Japan would have indsed been
mistress of the Pacific, but of course such reductions were
at cross-purposes with the plans of the United States,18

1"35: York Times, Sept. 28, 1935.

€Bditorial, Neval Conference", Current History
mn, 507-509. S :



Several other proposals were made, but they likewise
met with fallure.

Balked in its attempt to prepare for a naval Conference,
Great Britain apparently abandoned hope for anything but a
makeshift agreement.

The atmosphere of crises had become chronlc in Europe
and the Far East and precluded any serious effort to curb
the armament race. The world instead was confronted with
the possibility of two forms of naval competition: gquanti-
tative and qualitative,1®

By quantitative competition, the tonnage of each navy
would be increased--sach trylng for domination in the fleld
of capacity-~the qualitative provided for production of new
types of fighting craft designed to meet the special and
geographical needs of each individual nation.

For example, whille the United States felt the need of
large battleships and airplane carriers for protection of
the Philippines, Japan demanded submarines and pocket bat-
tleships for use in her Island Kingdom.

In spite of the apparent uselessness of the effort, the
London Conference met in December, 1935, and, after dlscus-
sions much the same as the preliminary conversations, drew up
a treaty which was signed March 25, 1936. This treaty may
be summed up in the words of Helen Fisher in the Foreign
Policy Reports of October 1, 1936, She said, in speaking

19popper, The End of Naval Disarmement, 211.
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of the ratification of the 1936 Treaty by the United States:

lany Senators---agreed to 1ts ratiflcation wlthout

cus opposition, because they considered it a hnm-
less gest binding us to no important commitments.20

The above statement was borme out by the Congressional
Record of the Senate for May 18, 1936.

S0 the first and greatest collective experiment in dls-
armaments succumbed to the forces that lead to war. The ut-
ter futility o;f the effort of the nations, through their
statesmen and diplomats, to bulld up world securlity and im-
mmity to war through the reduction of armaments can be at-
tributed to the age long emmity of races and the ambition of
power-loving leaders brought into being by the breakdown of
the morale of people suffering from the devastations of the
Viorld Wer. Germany, amarting under the humiliation of the
Versailles Treaty, hating with implacable fury the nations
that had contributed to her defeat, was ripe for a Hitler.
Italy, flushed with the success of the allied armles and
Jealous of France over the division of the German colonies,
and fearing the spread of Commmism, was ready for a Mussol-
ini with his promises of a restored Roman Empire and his
dream of World Peace through force. The weskness of the
Versallles Treaty seemed a justification of this theory of
the solution of world conflict.

France, remembering old enmitles and fearing Italian
domination more than German egression, was skeptical of any

20Helen Fisher, "Future Naval Limitations", Forelgn
Policy Report, XII, 178. 2



agreenents or advances on the part of Italy.

Japan, with her vision of expansion, had no mind to
wwmmmmwmm
objectives, and, while canmily accepting certain provis-
ions demanded by England and the United States, evidently
dld so with her fingers crossed.

Creat Britain, feeling secure in her position as Iis-
tress of the Seas and heartened by her imereasing friendship
with the United States, could see no reason why the peace
of the world could not be maintained, especially since these
two great powers were willing to mediate and champion the
mwmﬂmamum.mnmw
Furope.

The United States, having, by its partlelipation in
the Vorld var, abandoned the policy of isolation, was eager
to lend a hand in the reconstruction of Buropean pollcies
and the fulfillment of the dreams of Voodrow VWilson for a
folr and just alignment of Puropean Power. Tims cross pure
poses, croass currents, sambition and intrigue brought to
nanuzht the dreem of a world freed Ly the reduction of ar-
maments from the menace of war.



SUMMARY

As stated in the foreword of this theslis, an effort
has been made to give a complete and yet coneise picture of
the London Naval Conference, 1ts background, the resulting
treaty and the conseguence of this conference and the treaty.

In Chapter I an effort was made to give the politiecal
background for the conference by tracing the development of
disarmement movement from the Versallles treaty, through the
Washington Conference, to the assembling of the Conference
in London in February, 1930,

Chapter II deals with the actual working of the Con-
ference from its organization with Ramsey McDonald as chair-
man, through its three phases, to the signing of the Treaty
on April 22, 1930. No account of the workings of the var-
jous committees of the conference could be glven since the
records of these committees and thelr work are not available.
The work of the six plenary sesslons was given in some de-
tall to show the difficulties that had to be surmounted be-
fore the treaty could be framed and adopted. In this chap~
ter we found France and Italy to be recalcltrant and to con~-
clude the Conference which had run on for three months.
Great Britain proposed the three power agreement to be sign-
ed by the United States, Japan and herself. Great Britain
then proposed to act as mediator between France and Italy
and to endeavor to form some sort of agreement with these
powers, similar to the Japanese, United States and Great



Britain limitation agreement.

Chapter III deals with the treaty itself, setting forth
its main features and discussing them at some length. In
the concluding chapter, the naval dissrmament movement 1s
traced from the ratificatlion of the treaty through the vari-
ous steps of dlsentegration to the expiration of the treaty
in 1936, Through all this the ever growing jealousy and dis-
trust between Prance and Italy 1s shown and the unwlllingness
of these nations to compromise or agree on any form of limle
tation.

The author feels that his contribution lies in the faet
that in this thesls the complete worlking of the Conference,
its background, and the final breakdown of all naval limi-
tation is given in a concilse manner and will help the reader
to have a rmch better understanding of the naval limitation
novement, its rise and fall, than can be found In the sepa~-
rate sources from which this data was secured.
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