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LONDON NAVAL TREATY, 1930

The Senate Naval Affeirs Committee has hold hoarings extending
over the period from May 14 to May 29, A

The purpose- of these hearings was to bring out for the use of the
Senate and for the information of the country the effect of the Londoen
treaty on the national defense of the country, and the reasons for
making the radical change in our naval policy involved in the treaty.

The testimony taken, comprising some 500 pages, is now available
in printed form. o

The following 26 witnesses appoared before the committee and are
listed below in alphabatical order for ready reference:

Adams, Hon, Charles I.: Secretary of the Navy. ’

Bristol, Rear Admiral Mark L.: Chairman of the executive committeés
of the General Board since March, 1930, Commander in chief,
Asiatic Fleet, Septembor, 1927, to September, 1929. Commanded
naval forcos in Noar East and high commissioner to Turkey Janhu-
ary, 1919, to May, 1927, . : e

Chase, Rear Admiral Jehu V.;: Member of General Board. - Assigned
as next commander in chief of United States:Fleot. Commanded
Battleship Division Four Septembor, 1926, to July, 1928.

Yole, Admiral William C.: Commandor Scouting Floet., Commanded
Battloship Division Four July, 1928, to Maiy, 1929, Chief of Staff,
United States Fleot, August, 1923, to Octobor, 1925.

Coontz, Rear Admiral Robért K, (retired); Technical export general
at Washington conference. Former commandor in chief United
States Fleet August, 1923, to October, 1925. Chiof of Naval
Oporations October, 1919, to July, 1923.

Day, Roar Admiral George C.: Momber of General Board since Sop-
tomber 13, 1929, Commandod submarine division, Pacific, Sep-
tomber, 1923, to July, 1925, Commanded Light Cruiser Division
June, 1927, to July, 1929, » .

Mopburn, Roar Admiral Arthur J.: Chiof of Staff, United States Fleot.
Assigned to Naval War College. Director Naval Intolligence July,
1926, to September, 1927. Naval adviser Geneva conforonce, 1927,
Membor naval technical staff at Liondon conference,

Hough, Rear Admiral ‘Henry H.: Member General Board since
March, 1928, Commanded Yangtse Patrol October, 1925, to
December, 1927, Director Naval Intelligence December, 1923, to
September, 1925, - ‘ AU

Hughes, Admiral Charles I.: Chief of Naval Operations and thereby
ex oflicio president of General Board since November, 1927,
Commander in Chief United States Fleet, September, 1926, to
November, 1927. Comwmander ‘in chief Battlo IFleet, Octobor,
1925, to September, 1926, Dircctor Fleet Training July, 1924, to
October, 1925.
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Jones, Rear Admiral (retired) Hilary P.: Naval adviser at London
Conference. Delegate to Geneva Conference of 1927. Naval
adviser at Geneva Preparatory Disarmament Commission since
its inception in 1920 with exception of the fourth session, to which
the United States did not send the regular delegation. Former
commander in chief of United States Fleet.

Leahy, Rear Admiral William D.: Chief of Bureau of Ordnance since
October, 1927. Commanded battleship New Mexico June, 1926,
to October, 1927. ,

Mclecan, Rear Admiral Ridley: Budget Officer Navy Department
since August, 1929, Commander submarine divisions, Battle
Fleet, June, 1927, to June, 1929, Director Naval Communications
April, 1924, to June, 1927, ‘

Moffett, Rear Admiral William A.: Chief of Bureau of Acronautics
since July, 1921, Member technical staff at London Conference,
Member Technical Stafl at Washington Conference.

Nulton, Rear Admiral L. M.: Commander in chief Battle Fleet since
May, 1929, Commander Battleship Divisions, Battle Fleet, June,
1928, to May, 1929. Commander Battleship Division Threo, Juns,
1923, to January, 1925, ,

Pratt, Admiral William V.: Commander in chief United States
Fleet. Assigned as next Chief of Naval Operations. Technical
Expert-General at Washington Conference, Naval adviser at
London Conference. President Naval War College, 1925-1927,

Pringle, Rear Admiral J. R.: President of Naval War College.
Rocontly assigned command Battleship Division Three. Chief of
staff Batileship Divisions, Battle Fleot, and chief of staff Battle
Fleet, Octobor, 19256, to September, 1027. Member technical
stafl at London Conference.

Reoves, Roar Admiral J. M.: Member of General Board since June,
1929, Command aireraft squadrons, Battle Fleet, October, 1025,
to May, 1929, Duty Naval War College August, 1923, to May,
1925. Naval adviser Geneva Conference of 1927, .

Robison, Rear Admiral Samuel Shelburne: Superintendent Naval
Academy since June, 1928, Commander in chief United States
Floot October, 1925, to September, 1926, Commander in chief
Battle Fleot June, 1923, to October, 1925,

Rodgers, Rear Admiral (rotired) William L.: Mombor Advisory Com-
mitteo at Washington Conforence, Commander in chief Asiatio
IFleot Docembor, 1918, to September, 1919.

Smyth, Capt. W. W.: Aggistant to Chiof of Bureau of Ordnance.
Naval advisor Geneva Conferonco of 1927. Member naval tech-
nical staff at Washington Conference.

Standley, Roar Admiral William H.: Assistant Chief of Naval Opera-
tions sinco May, 1928, Director fleot training November, 1927,
to May, 1928, Command of U. S. S, California February, 1026,
to October, 1927, Director war plans July, 1923, to FFebruary, 1926,

Taylor, Rear Admiral M, M.,: Director War Plans since July, 1929,
Jommandoer Scouting Fleot July, 1928, to June, 1929, Commander
Battleship Division Three June, 1927, to June, 1928. Director
{loot training Septembor, 1925, to May, 1927. Commander control
force May, 1923, to Septembor, 1925,
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Train, Commander Harold C.: On duty with General Board, Naval
adviser at Geneva Conference. Member naval technical staff at
London Conference. Technical expert at Geneva Preparatory Dis-
amgam;nt Commission at third, fifth, and sixth sessions 1927, 1928,
and 1929. . .

Wiloy, Rear Admiral (retired) H. A.: Former commander in chief
United States Fleet November, 1927, to May, 1929. Duty with
Goneral Board October, 19256, to November, 1927. Commanded
battleship divisions Battle Fleet May, 1923, to October, 1925.

Yarnell, Rear Admiral H, E.: Chief of Bureau of Engineering. Com-
mand aireraft gquadrons Scouting Fleet April, 1924, to September,
1026. Staff Naval War College September, 1926, to July, 1927.
Command of U. 8. 8. Saratoga November, 1927, to September, 1928.
Member of naval technical staff at London Conference.

The testimony gathered from the above 25 witnesses covers some
500 printed pages which is now available for the use of the Senate and
the public. The following shows the gist of the naval testimony on
certain salient questions which arise in connection with the treaty.

OBJECTIVE OF LIMITATION OF NAVAL ARMAMENTS

Rear Admiral Jongs: In approaching the subject of reduction and
limitation of naval armaments, there are two fundamental objectives:
1. Peace objective: Reducing the probability of war and thereby
helping to promote universal peace.
2. KEconomic objective: Materially reducing the burden of taxation.
Secrotary Apams: The prime objectives of the United States dele-
.gation to the London conference:
1., To cooperate with other delegations in terminating naval
competition by limiting all classes of warshi{)s.
2. To assure equality of combatant naval strength for the United
States with Great Britain.
3. To arrange a satisfactory relation between our Navy and that
of the Japanese,
4, To bring about reduction in tonnage wherever practicable.
Admiral Prarr: The London treaty should be judged on three
governing factors:
1. Good will,
2. Naval effectiveness,
3. Costs,
The weights to be given the three factors depend upon—
‘ (¢) Whether a country is faced with immediate need for preparing
or war,
(b) Whether a country is in a state of peace, with a hope of con-
tinuing this state of peace '



BASIS FOR DETERMINING PARITY

PARITY MEANS PARITY IN COMBATANT
NAVAL STRENGTH

Subscribed to by—
Secretary Adams.
Admiral Pratt states this
and carries it further.
Rear Admiral Jones agrees
to this but brings in other
elements.

ARGUMENTS

Secretary Anams: Combatant
naval strength scoms to be the
only means of comparison, If
you go outside this and take into
account such national assets as
merchant marine or military bases;
such other balancing assets as
fuel, population, wealth, assured
food supplics, and raw materials
for construction must be con-
sidered, and a moasure of agreo-
ment to stop competitive building
would never be reached. Parity
is equal fighting force in all cases
and can not include the above
without giving Great Britain the
right to consider many things on
our part.

'l“w course of trade in time of
war can not be foretold. How
supplies aro to reach this country
in time of war will be a matter to
be arranged in some ways which
are not strictly naval ways. Our
shipping will probably be largely
turned over to noutrals, The
direction of shipping routes as
thoy exist to-day may not be
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IN DETERMINING PARITY, COMBATANT
STRENGTH ALONE SHOULD NOT BE
CONSIDERED - :

Subscribed to by—
Rear Admiral Jones.
Rear Admiral Coontz.
Rear Admiral Pringle.
Admiral Hughes.
Viece Admiral Cole.
Rear Admiral Standley.
Rear Admiral Taylor.
Admiral Nulton.
Rear Admiral Chase.
Rear Admiral Bristol.

ARGUMENTS

Rear Admiral Jongs: United
States must have equality of
opportunity in areas vital to its
pilysicul and economic life. In,
seeking equalit]y of opportunity
where 1ts. trade lines andp interests.
lie, United States needs certain
types of units because of geo-
graphical position or lack of bases.
Theso {actors necessitate carrying
out unit operations in distant.
areas, and operations at long dis-
tances from own bases and noar
those of possible enemies., In
secking parity theso factors must
be considered. ,

Rear Admiral Coontz:. Com-:
batant strongth alone is not all
that should be considerod. Should
be careful to get all wo need out-
side the combatant fleet. Should
build ships we can use, not only"
with the battle {fleot, but for other
needs, such as dofending com-
merce and keeping open ﬁiines of
communication.

Rear Admiral Princrur: Cruis-
ore are needed outsido the battle
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necessary ‘in" war, ‘The' problem
oes beyond naval knowledge and
into other problems, .~ =+ -«
Admital PraTr: Supported the
view of Secrotdary Adams and
further stated ‘that in offecting
actual parity and in securing
desirable ratios ' in' combatant
ships ‘the -problem can “be, looked
at from two viewpoints::(a) “ Na-
val soa strength in the broad’;
(b) “fleet: combat' ' strength.”
Naval sea strength in the broad
is not pormissible, & more re-
stricted view:must-be taken, and
we must view our problem from
the angle of fleet combat strength,
which is' a' dofinite 'measurable
quantity. - Naval seh strength in
the broad introduces ‘intangible
quantities the insertion of which
others will easily class as superior-
ity, and which in' truth can 'never
be measured:acourately.. <
If-'during :poacé ‘we. injeot the
uestion of trade routes, eithor of
the enomy.to -be broken down,:dr
our own to'bo protected, can -we
hope to secure parity in naval
combatant : types - which - are' the
subjects of limitation? - The argu-
monts which ean ‘be 'advanced by
ono sot of claimants, in opposition
to the viows of - another; are so
many ‘that the problem’ Becotnos
too complicated for solution and
amicable agreement. : An' agroe-
ment along . these lines  may :bo
forced, but will probably not bo
amicable, -~ . - s
The 'measuro of  floet combat
strongth: is- & tangible | thing; it
can bhe made -with | reasonable
securacy, and-in the endeavor to
attain: parity’ betweon nations.in
naval strength, it offors prohably
the best road along whic]hv limita-
tion can travel and  arrive. at
agroement. - It ‘'was.-the dstimate
ol fleet combat strengths which
was used .in: sttempting ‘to arive

ARGUMENTS

fleet for éxorcise of dontrol-of:séa
communications :by::!idispersed
operations:.” Id regard: to: bading
equality -with :Great ' Britain': on
combsatant ‘equality of the fleets,
thé mostrimportant. ‘issue s that
the'United States présetve to hers
solf the right :to build:'within the
imposedlimits the shipgbest suited
other own needs and necessities,
and that each nation should have
the right to'dothe same.' In arriv-
ingi"- atparity wéshould consult our
mitlitary:needs.: .
- Admiral Huanes: Only -aim'of
the :United States should mot’ be
to reach: combat: equality, but we
have to protect our commerco and
maintain - ourselves! at''sea. The
ships+ 80 'réquired ' ake combat
ships ‘but mot-battle line: or fléat
ships: -+ United States should build
as she chooses within allowed ton-
nage limitations and other na-
tions should be allowed the same
priviloges,

Vice Admiral Corr; Combat
parity between the fleots alone is.
not all that is essential to parity.
Bases in area of operation are
important, Nations should be
pormitied to build as they soce fit
within the tonnage limitations,

Rear Admiral Sranpury: Pro-
toction of commerce and intor-
osts should onter into considera-
tions as woll as combat forco
when seeking parity, A war may
bo settled without any battle of
fleets. During entiro life of a war
our commerce and trade routes
must be protected and war mak-
ing materinl brought into the
country. This roquires not only
n combat force which must be
roady at all times, but an addi-
tional forco to patrol our trade
routes, Tho naval strength of a
country is made up of combat
ships, merchant marine and bases.
Parity in combat units does not
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at agreement through the instru-
ment of this treaty.

The purpose of the Navy in time
of peace is to train for war. Our
Navy is one of the best guarantees
of peace that we have. The
purpose of the Navy in time of
war is to destroy the enemy’s sea
power. If that is accomplished
you can maintain your will on
the seas.

The cruisers of the United
States should not be scattered,
but the whole fleet should be
concentrated as a combatant unit,

Rear Admiral Jongs: Parity in
actual combatant, tonnage is the
only practical basis for agree-
ment. This has always been the
attitude of the United States in
all conferences Letween two coun-
tries. (See opposite column,)

" ARGUMENTS

give parity in sea power. Parity
in merchant marine does not give
parity in bases, Parity in every-
thing is essential, Combat par-
ity alone can not bring real parity
as far as the domination of the
sea is-concerned. ;

Rear Admiral TayLor: Parity
in sea power can not be acquired
by limitation in butone catego.
of sea power. Sea power is
made up of navy, merchant ma-
rine, and bases. In London treaty
parity was based on combat
parity and no attention paid to
the task thrown on the navy by
lack of bases and merchant ma-
rine, and need for the protection
of trade. Each nation should
build as it sees fit within the set
tonnage limits,

Admiral Nvurron:. Combat
parity in the combat fleet alone
should not be the basis in seek-
ing parity. Ultimate determina-
tion 18 combined resources,
Large proportion of war activities
are in protection of commercs,
destruction of enemy commerce,
protection of own lines of com-
munication, scouting, ete. Each
nation should have the right to
build as it sees fit within the
tonnage limitations allotted.

Real Admiral Cuase: Duplica-
tion of ships to obtain parity is
fundamentally unsound. Igen-
tical ships do not fill the naval
needs of two nations equally
well, on account of differont
conditions under which they op-
erate, Fighting strength or naval
strongth 18 not susceptible of
exact computation, Only equi-
table means of establishing parity
are: (1) Each nation should be
allowed eq}1\1al amounts of tonnage
from which to construct its cata-

ory of ships under consideration;
%2} Each nation must bo free to
utilize its tonnage allotted in tho
mannoer it deoms will best meot its
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particular needs. This does not
prevent imposition of limits as to
maximum size of unit or maxi-
mum gun caliber, :

Rear Admiral BrisToL: Com-
bat parity between the two fleets
is not the only basis necessary for
parity. Our  commerce carried
in neutral bottoms would require
that our cruisers be at different
places to see that no advantage
was being taken to interfere with
our trade in neutral bottoms with-
in the limits established by inter-
national law,



DOES THE TREATY GIVE PARITY BY THE END OF 19367

THE TREATY GIVES PARITY WITH GREAT
BRITAIN ~

Subsecribed to by— . .
Secretary. Adams, ' -
“Admiral Pratt. .. .
Rear Admiral Yarnell,
Rear Admiral Moffett.

ARGUMENTS

Secretary Apams: The treaty
gives parity with the. fleet of
Great Britain in every category.
Under the treaty we can get
parity if we want to. We have
sccured parity in fighting strength.
It is possible that we have not
created a Navy so satisfactory to
us as the Navy might be if it has
a larger number of 8-inch gun
cruisers, Effort was made to
get twenty-one 8-inch-gun cruis-
ers. United States delegates be-
lieved it advantageous to post-
pone completion of two 8-inch
gun 10,000-ton cruisers until after
1036 in order to profit by experi-
ence gained in building the pre-
ceding 16 and get better ships,
Delay in laying down the last
8-inch-gun cruisers was of interest
to Great Britain, but she did not
insist upon it. It was agreed as a
compromise te Japan as Japan
was insisting on a 10:7 ratio,
British claims were based partly
on their need of having cruisers
in various parts of the world, far-
flung possessions, naval bases,
and probably that they have a
merchant marine.  Ultimately

8

THE TREATY DOES NOT GIVE PARITY WITH
GREAT BRITAIN

Subscribed to by—
Rear Admiral Hepburn.
Admiral Hughes.
Rear Admiral Reeves.
Rear Admiral Hough.
Rear Admiral Day.
Vice ‘Admiral Cole.
Rear Admiral Standley.
Rear Admiral Wiley.
Rear Admiral Bristol.

ARGUMENTS

Rear Admiral HEeprBURN:
Treaty does not give us parity by
the end of 1936.

Admiral Hvucars: If the
United States elects to build
eighteen 8-inch gun ships she will
not have parity in tonnage.

Rear Admiral REevEs: %uring
tho life of the treaty Great Britain
can have 19 subcategory (a)
cruisers to 16 for the gnitod
States. The treaty gives Great
Britain a superiority in 6-inch
gun cruisers., At tho expiration
of the treaty Groat Britain can
have 425,350 tons of cruisers
built and building; the United
States 337,600 tons; Groeat Brit-
ain having a superiority of 87,750
tons. 'Thig is arrived at by con-
sidoring that the tonnage for
which replacements are boing built
is not scrupg')ed at that date
The United States will be in an
inforior position. Groat Britain
has superiority in battleships.
Our only chance for superiority
sinco Washington 'T'reaty is by
roplacomont of new ships for old
ones, Placing more armor on
docks of Colorado, West Virginia,
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the United States will have supe-
riority . over: ‘Great. .Britain by
three 8-inch-gun ciuisors; .+ .

Admiral Prarr: If it were not
for tho fact that two of the 8«irich-
gun cruisers can not be completed
until after 1936, the United States
would have better than 10 :10:: 7
at tho expiration of the treaty. -If
United States Navy were -equal,
ton for ton; to the British:we
would haveequal.combat stréength
so far as it'is humanly: possible. to
obtain it... If it be granted that
the total figurés reached in ‘the
treaty mean parity, in 1936 we
aro one year shy on: one 8-inch-
gun cruiser and'two iyears shy on
another 8-inch-gun cruiser of total
completion; but. both have been
started, The 8-inch-gun -8hip :is
botter than the 6-inch~gun ship,
but if we build all  8-inch-gun
ships and the Britishiall 6-inch-
gun ships, we would have superi-
ority, while weo seek parity.: The
treaty does not: reduce the ton-
nage of a single ship; Ho has
noever agreed to a 7,000-ton ship.
To got an option to take 339,000
tons of cruisers, which is absolute
equality of tonnage, and never
reduce the sizo olg a single ship
below 10,000 tons, is a better bar-
gain than the Genoral Board’s
proposition.

Rear Admiral Yarnern: By
strengthoning the decks on the
West  Virginia, Colorado, and
Maryland the capital ship fleet of
the United States will bo about
equal to the DBritish. If thoese
decks were strengthened and we
built a Rodney, we would be
Sllk)Ol‘lOl‘. '

Vo have parity under the
treaty, Wo aro allowed to build
up by theend of 1936. Building
up along thoe lines taken by Great
Britain is tho price of parity.

Rear Admiral Morrrrr: Lon-
don treaty gives us substantial

ARGUMENTS

and: Maryland would be a patch
job; and- would not -bring. them
to equal the' Rodney and Nelson.
This treaty brings us nearer
parity.. B N

""Rear Admiral Hovan: Treaty

does not give parity. In: capital
ships we have inferior tonnage
and are left with one lone 12-inch
gun ship which has no place in a
fighting line composed of 14-inch
and 16-inch gun ships. In cruis-
ers we can not obtain parity dur-
ing the life of the treaty because
we can complete but sixteen
8-inch gun ships. If we should
build fifteen 8-thch gun ships we
could get parity in tonnage but we
would also have a lot of ships
which we do not consider best
suited to our needs and would
not have the scnse of national
security, and therefore, not parity.
This would also be true if we
were allowed to build eighteen
8-inch gun cruisers before the end
of the treaty. The treaty method
of scrapping battleships brings us
near parity.

Rear  Admiral Day: Treaty
does not give parity with Great
Britain, %nttleship situation 1is
near parity, We have not parity
in cruisers, but could get a ton-for-
ton parity in ships we do not need.

Vice Admiral CorLn: The troaty
arrangement does not give parity
by end of 19386,

Rear AdmiralSranvrey: Under
the treaty, England remains mis-
tress of the séas. In the matter
of hattloships wo have not parity,
Tho four battleships serapped by
Groat Britain had a spee({ of 21
knots, T'he speed of a fleot is tho
gpeod of the slowest unit, there-
fore tho speed of the British fleot
is now 23 knots. Our fleet speed
is not altered. Spoed is a de-
cided tactical advantage, and the
British immediately gain an ad- .
vantago of 2 knots. Speed por-
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arity with Great Britain. Both
imitation and reduction are ac-
complished. United States would
not get parity until 1942, while
this treaty gives parity in battle-
ships as soon as the designated
battleships are scrapped.

LONDON NAVAL TREATY OF 1930
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mits the fast fleet to decide wheth-
er it will accept battle, and to ac-
cept battle onlly on terms advan-
tageous to itself. :
Rear Admiral WiLey: The
tyoaty does not in any sense give
the United States parity with
Great Britain. Great Britain
serapping 6 capital ships and the

United States 3 does not give
garity. The slowest British
attleship now has 23 knots, and

our fleet speed is' 21 knots. We
have one lone 12-inch-gun ship.

Rear Admiral BrisToL: We do
not get parity with Great Britain;
if it were only a question of a
difference of a few tons, a few
cruisers one way or the other, and
not a question of establishing a
precedent in regard to the defini-
tion of ]iarity, it amounts to little,
In battleships we have practical
paritf', although we are left with
one lone 12-inch-gun ship. On
the theory that we can have 17
cruisers on January 1, 1037,
Great Britain can, on the same
theory, have 86,000 tons of extra
cruisers.



WHAT IS THE RELATIVE VALUE. OF THE 6-INCH AND THE 8-INCH-GUN
CRUISER TO THE UNITED STATES

GENERAL STATEMENT OF THE SITUATION BY SECRETARY ADAMS

There has been & diversity of naval opinion as to the relative merits
of the 8-inch and 8-inch-gun cruisérs. The 30,000 tons involved isless
than 10 per cent of the cruiser fleet allowed by the treaty, and less
than 3 per cent of the total fleet allowed by the treaty. The question
is one of expert opinion where there is real doubt. It is wrong to say
that the 6-inch-gun ship is not a ship we desire. Nayal opinion sup-
gorts‘ the belief that for many fleet purposes the G-inch-gun ship'is

ighly desirable. The advantage of the 8-inch-gun ship is possibly
for detached duty. The 8-inch-gun ship has not%een tried in battle.
It has a frail hull not armored in any sense. ‘She is subject to damage
by fire from all sorts of guns, The latest design of 8-inch ship has

uite an element of armor, It is difficult to evaluate properly between:
310 6-inch and 8-inch-gun shiFs. At every different range and con-
dition of visibility the problem ;
armaments are likely to be faced, a 6-inch gun is better than an
8-inch gun. The 6-inch gun can be got on the mark quicker, can
fire twice as fast as an 8-inch, and is more effective, Kor many pur-
poses the G-inch—%un ship is superior., The General Board recognizes
the advantage of the 8-inch-gun ship over the 8-inch-g}111n ship for
cortain purposes, Inside of 10,000 yards the 8-inch-gun ship is better
than the 8-inch on account of rapidity of fire and other reasons. At
longer ranges the situation is reversed,

changes, To-day when different

FAVORING THE 6-INCH-GUN SHIP - FAVORING THE 8-INCH-GUN SHIP
Subscribed to by— Subscribed to by—

Admiral Pratt. Rear Admiral Jones,

Rear Admiral Yarnell, Rear Admiral Pringle.

Roar Admiral Hepburn, Captain Smyth.

Rear Admiral Moffett. Commander Train,
Rear Admiral Chase,
Rear Admiral Bristol.
Admiral Hughes.

Rear Admiral Reeves,
Rear Admiral Hough,
Rear Admiral Day. |
Rear Admiral Leahy.
Vice Admiral Cole,
Rear Admiral Standley.
Rear Admiral McLean,
Rear Admiral Wilay.
Rear Admiral Taylor.
Rear Admiral Cloontz, -
Admiral Nulton,

Roear Admiral Robison.

11
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Admiral Prarr: Is not against
the 8-inch-gun ship. The 8-inch
gun is a better shooting gun than

the 6-inch. Would like to have a:

number of 8-inch-gun ships: The
8-inch gun is no more useful in g
night attack than a 12-inch gun;
8-inch gun not as fast shooting as
the 6-inch, Must have 8-inch-
gun cruisers to send off long dis-
tances, but the ¢-inch-gun cruis-
ers are nceded for night situa-
tions and to defend the fleet in a
body. Iun case of araid the screen-

ing ships must fire rapidly, The

8-inch-ships can not do it, but
must be protected like a battle-
ship.
In along range action between the
6-inch and the 8-inch gun ship,
the 8-inch would defeat the 6-
inch; but at night the result
would go the other way on ac-
count of the rapid fire of the
6-inch. The 6-inch-gun ship is
superior to the 8-inch-gun ship
close in and at long range. If
6-inch guns are mounted in tur-
rets, as should be done, the 6-
inch gun will fire twice as fast as
the 8-inch. The reason is be-
cause tho 6-inch gun is hand
londed. The 6-inch-gun cruiser
is preferred close 1n to the fleet.
Rear Admiral Yarneon: Is
aware of the fact that the depart-
ment has a design for putting
better armor on our 8-inch-gun
cruisers; unfortunately, we havo
cight ships not so armored, and
which could 'be defeated in closo
action by ships with §-inch guns,
The present 8-inch-gun ships
have practically no armor, ’whi&,
although the 5-inch ‘ship could
not ho armorved against them,
would have the advantage of
volume of fire, espeeially at night
or in misty weather, The 8-inch-
gun ship would be superior at
ranges over 18,000 yards. The

It is not self-protecting. .

Besides the material, we

LONDON NAVAL TREATY OF 1930

ARGUMENTS™

Rear Admiral Jones: Consid-
ering the necessity of United
States to operate units at lon
distances from home' hasés, this'
country required vessels of great
sea_endurance, offensive power,
and as much protection as possi-
ble. . The convoy system  will

robably be necessary in war,

he escort of a convoy cap not
run away. .She must fight in or-
der to allow the convoy to scatter
and escape, therefore the unit
must be powerful enough to meet
whatever will be brought against
her with some hope of success,
: ] must
ive the men on those ships a
air chance. . In case of a war in
the western Pacific our lines of
communication west of Ha,yy&ii
must be kept open for 5,000 miles
to the Philippines. This requires.
the strongest units we are allowed,

to build under the Washington

treaty. Right-inch-gun  ships
have tho greatest power of, sur-
vival, particularly m working in
distant areas, The use of 6-inch-.
gun cruisers is in the protoctive
screon for antidestroyer and sub-
marine attack, in close range
where rapidity of five counts. The’
8-inch-gun 10,000-ton cruiser is
far superior to the O6-inch-gun
cruiser where' you have to oper-
ato in distant arcas, be alone, es-
cort convoys through infested
areas,

Roar Admiral Prinene: The
cruiser with tho battle fleet is in-
tonded to back up your own de-
stroyers going in to attack enemy
battlo fleot, and to break up at-
tacks by enemy destroyers on
your own battle fleet. Must be
armed to doliver a rapid and well-
directed fire. Should carry a gun
a littlo in oxcoss of that carried
by the destroyer. Should carry
twelve 6-inch guns, and should be
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g-nch gun-is as’ effectivh:within:
18,000 ‘yards ‘as" the 8-in¢h - gun’
against an''unarmored: ship, ‘but
we ire to put-more :armor oniout:
future 8-inchigun ships: i i
Roar  Admirdl Huebsukn: The
injection of ‘the'8-inch-gun: ctuiser:
into the armaments of the'world:
is to the'distinct disadvantage of
the United States!- 'We would: be
much better off if there were o
8-inch-gun' ships ‘in‘ ‘existence; « If
we had gotten' rid' of -the 6-ihch-
gun cruisers, the Unlted ' States
should have ‘all’8-in¢h-guncritis-
ers, but since there are bhoth, our
interests lie' i’ eliminating' the
8-inch-gun ship! / The 8tinch-gun
cruiser- 18 good (for-only one (put-
-poso that the 6:inch cruiser is not;
and’ that 1§ ito ‘fight (a '6-inchi-gun
cruisor ‘'on’ hier own' térms:as re
gards range ‘and’ vikibility. i Thi
only redson for 8-inchgun oruisers
is that' otherd” have'thiem:." Be:
lieves that the British dce that the
8-inch-gun: crulser is a disadvans
tige to 'them:" The *6-inch-gun
cruiser ean fight :ah 8-inoh-gun
cruisor if it gets within'range, " In
dispersed ! operations : the '8-incht
gun crniser ‘is ‘s 'disadvantageto
us, Character -of opbrations’.in
war is' such' that the' 8{inch-gun
cruisor is at a disdavantage, (-
~ Roar Admital Mokretr: Qules-
tion of 8-inch'aind 6<inch gun cruis:
ers was decided at a time ‘when
avintion was not considered vory
much, Unde? many ‘circums
stances' the: 8+inch<gun eruisor:is
botter'thani thé 64ndh-gunieruiser,
Wo ‘always try' to icavry: the
heavier gum, but long=range shootk
ing is dopendent on:airetaft spot-
ting. ' Tho 'value of * the long-
rangs-big gun isirot!as ‘g{ronf;! as
it was; Placing landing decksaon
6-inch-gun - oruisers-: will - malte
thom oqual or superior ‘to: any
‘8-ingh-gun “eruidor f without. land-
ing decks. - The designed 10,000-
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hiandy shipsiofiiabout - 30 siknots'
spéa Provde Yooy visdt ensnh
i @ruisers which: act /it groups:or
siﬂgly IaWay. from the flebt shouldl
be «10;000:ton: 8-inch-gun ::ships.
They will meet 8-inch~gun:iships!
of other nations. They should
have high speed to escape from
battle cruisers and speed to over-
haul and run down smaller ships
with less speed. After satisfying
the need of the battle fleet, every
ton should be worked into 8-inch-
gun cruisers for dispersed opera-
tions, Eight-inch-gun cruisers
can better perform the duties
with the fléet than 6-inch cruisers
can perform the duties of 8-inch
cruisers in dispersed operations.
In dispersed operations the value
of the 6-inch-gun cruiser is no-
where nearly commensurate with
the value of the 8-inch-gun
cruiser,

Captain Smyrh: Prefers. 8-inch
gun cruisers. Tho cruiser we des-
ignate as a floet cruiser is the one
which normally operates where it
can drop back on the battleship
force if it needs superior power,
In a fleot action its normal oppo-
nent is a vessol of equal type or a
destroyer. Under ghis condition
superiority of gunfire considerably
overcomes doficiency in caliber,
A 6-inch gun can deliver more
shots per gun por minute than
the 8-inch gun, At low ranges,
4,000 to 5,000 yards, the 6-inch
gun will probably penotrate the
armor of any ship which would
bo the normal targot for a light
cruisor. Outsido that rango you
entor ono where the 8-inch gun
will ponotrate and the 6-inch gun
will not. In thoe zone 4,000 to
10,000 yards the penotrations are
about ecual, At the longor
ranges, outside of 16,000 yards,
tho 6-inch gun is inferior to the
8-inch gun, becauss tho 6-inch
splash can not be seen from the
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ton 6-inch-gun cruiser has better
defense than present 6-inch-gun
cruisers, The design is merely a
blue print at present, but thinks
that our 8-inch-gun cruisers have
little protection.
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ship while the 8-inch can. It bas,
comes a matter of fire control and
the 8-inch gun ship can see where.
its shots are falling and the 6-inch
ship can not, and can nof
control its fire, thus giving the
8-inch gun ship a 100 per cent
advantage. The 6-inch gun ship
loses the effectiveness of its fire
control at over about 16,000 yards
while the 8-inch fire eontr.oi
remains effective for about 5,000
yards more. At short ranges, at
dawn or dusk, the 6-inch gun
cruiser has the advantage of vol-
ume of fire. In a close attack
throuﬁxh fog or at night, the 6-inch
gun ship might deliver such a hail
of shot as to get in a lucky shot
and put the 8-inch gun ship out
of commission, but Captain Smyth
refers the 8-inch ship, That
a8 been obviated in the new de-
sign of 8-inch gun cruiser where
the armor protection has been in-
creased. The damage effect of
the 8-inch and 6-inch shells. after
penetrating the armor is in pro-
portion to the weights of the
shells, or about 2% to 1, Prefers
the 8-inch gun cruiser for all op-
erations where the cruiser is not
able to fall back on a stronger
vessel if the cruiser meets a
stronger opponent, ' ,
Commander TraIN: Prefers the
8-inch gun cruiser to the 6-inch
gun cruiser. J
Read Admiral Crasr: Under
the guns of the fleet, the 6-inch-
gun cruiser may suppiy the ‘needs
of the fleet a little better than the
8-inch-gun cruiser, Would not
build 6-inch-gun cruisers if we
were unlimited because he does
not believe in two olasses of ves-
gels, Would have all 8-inch-gun
cruigsers, Kleet work is the only
duty a 6-inch-gun cruiser can per-
form with any great degree of
efficiency, 'The 6¢-inch-gun cruis-
er would bedefeated by the8-inch-
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gun cruiser in dispersed opera-
tions. Lessons of war show that
the larger gun has always won.
If a 6-inch-gun ship escorting a

- convoy met an 8-inch-gun ship

the former would be at a great
disadvantage; while if the escort
ship were an 8-inch-gun ship
she could fight with equal chances.
The 6-inch-gun ship can not
effectively control the fire of her
guns  at ranges beyond 16,000
yards, while the 8-inch-gun cruiser
could control at least 6,000 to
8,000 yards beyond that. The
8-inch gun’s splash can be seen

- farther than the 6-inch can be

seen, With the new design of
8-inch-gun cruiser, the 6-inch gua

~ will not be as effective as the 8-

inch gun under 16,000 yards
range. If the outer line of the
fleet screon were composed of
8-inch-gun cruisers, enemy de-
stroyers could not break through
come up to the destroyers, an
break through their line, There
is always one thing that must

({y to the advantage of the
8-inch-gun cruiser—if she sights

- an enemy she knows that she has

a chance, The 6-inch-gun cruiser
has not that assurance.

Rear Admiral Briston: Does
not believe in any 6-inch-gun
cruisers, Would be better of% to
have all 8-inch-gun cruisers so
that they can be interchanged and
sent from one duty to another,
with the fleet or in distant opera-
tions, Knows of no study at the
present time which justifies the
6-inch-gun cruiser. During war
he would use only 8-inch-gun
cruisers for convoy duty.

Admiral Hugues: In dispersed
cruiser oporations the 8-inch-gun
cruiser has the advantage over the
6-inch-gun cruiser. Insuch opera-
tions the cruiser must be capable
of meeting any ship of her own
type coming against her, and the
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8-inch-gun cruiser is the only one
that can do it. For dispersed
cruiser operations in the western
Pacific the 6-inch-gun cruiser
would be of little use. She could :
not Fet, out and get back. Theﬁ
would be of value going out wit
the battleship fleet, for protective
screening, The scout should be
the 8-inch-gun cruiser well ahead,
The 6-inch-gun cruiser unattached -
is of little use, for she may meet
an 8-inch-gun cruiser. Unat-
tached ships must bhe strong
enough to meet anything sent
against them except battleships
then they can run. On detache
duty the 6-inch-gun ship is a sort

- of toy ship. Ina night attack the

ranges are less and the value of the
6-inch-gun cruiser increases, also
in fog. That is a special circum-
stance, A B-inch-gun cruiser
would probably be a little more
efficient against light ships. On a
dark night it might be clear and
star shell would do away with low
visibility. An 8-inch-gun cruiser

- can do e¢verything that the 6-inch-

gun cruiser can do, but the 6-inch-
gun cruiser can not do everything
that the8-inch-gun cruiser can do.
There are circumstances where
the 6-inch-gun cruiser can do bet-

. ter than the 8-inch-gun cruiser

with the fleet, but not enough to
warrant building many of them.
Rear Admiral Rerpves: Com-
merce can be and it always has
been adoquntoly protected only
by ships that carry guns superior
in power and size to the guns of
thoso ships raiding commerce.
The 8-inc{1~gun cruiser, and not
the 6-inch, 1s the only type that
can effectively protect commorce
in distant areas where it is funda-
mentally a single unit operation.
If we build only 6-inch-gun cruis-
ers, the value of the merchant
ship carrying 6-inch guns, in-
creases automatically, The strik-
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ing force of a 6-inch gun fired from
a merchant ship is the samme as
that fired from a cruiser. An un-
rotected 6-inch-gun cruiser can

e sunk by a merchant ship
carrying 6-inch guns. It is im-
possible for us to build special
types of ships to meet special
situations. We would have nu-
merous types. It is uneconomical,
and there is no assurance that the
special type would be present
when you want it. Fog might
oecur when the ‘“fog cruiser”
milglht not be present. We must,
build to meet the general situation
and the 8-inch-gun cruiser meets
the situation. It is effective at
night, in fleet action, in repelling
destroyer attacks. Our 8-inch-
gun cruisers will carry nine 8-inch
guns and eight 5-inch guns. The
b-inch gunis as destructive against
the destroyer as the 6-inch gun.
The 8-inch-gun cruiser can offer
in a destroyer attack nine 8-inch
guns and eight 6-inch guns, while
the G-inch-gun cruiser has 6-inch
guns and a smaller number of
5-inch guns, In a fleet action the
destroyers occupy attack positions
in the advance of the fleet and on
the engaged bow. The8-inch-gun
cruisers will cause the destroyers
to occupy a more remote attack
position than will the 6-inch-gun
cruisers. Therofore as the de-
stroyers como in to attack they
must traverse a groater distance
and be longer under fire before
they reach the point to fire their
torpedoes. Only the 8-inch-gun
crulsor can form an efficient escort
for the aircraft carriers, as the
carrier must be protecte(i against
destroyors and cruisers, Since
the battle cruisers were given up
at the Washington Conference,
the 8-inch-gun cruiser becomes
more important. Keeping up a
line of communication is a de-
tached operation, and only 8-inch-
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un cruisers can porform such
uties.

Rear Admiral Houasn: A 6-inch-
gun cruiser on commercial lanes
may be able to give a good ac-
count of horself if she meets a
6-inch-gun ship, but if she meots
an 8-inch-gun cruiser she is out-
classed. The 8-inch-gun cruiser
can porform all the functions of
the 6-inch-gun cruiser, but the
6-inch-gun cruiser can not per-
form all the functions of the
8-inch-gun cruiser. He would
recommend all 8-inch-gun cruisers,
The 6-inch-gun cruisers at very
close range %as the advantage of
rapidity of fire because it has
hand loaded guns, but when you
mount them in turrets the rate
of loading slows up. But the
8-inch gun is so far superior in
other respects that it is preferable,
The 8-inch-gun cruisers also carry
5-inch guns which can be used at
short ranges.

Rear Admiral Day: The 8-inch-
gun cruiser with its b-inch guns
can do fleot work. So can the
6-inch-gun cruiser at less cost,
An 8-inch-gun cruiser would have
a decisive advantago over a 6-
inch-gun cruiser of the Omaha
type. It would be impossible to
armor a ship of tho Omaha
tonnage to resist 8-inch-gun cruis-
ers and have it retain its speed.
And if an Omaha colild bo pro-
tected with the same armor as an
8-inch-gun cruiser the 8-inch-gun
cruiser would tear hor to picces
whilo a 6-inch gun could not
pierco tho vitals of the 8-inch-gun
ship, Outside of 12,000 yards
tho 8-inch-gun ship would be
safo, Insgide of .that an 8-inch
shell would %o through anythin
on the 8-inch ship, but it woulg
go through the 6-inch-gun ship
at any range. 'This is if tho 8-
inch ship is armored as our last
ones will be. Does not believe
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that in fog or low visibility the
6-inch-gun ship with its high rate
of fire would destroy the 8-inch-
gun cruisers, The 6-inch-gun
cruisers during the battle and
duting the night following the
Jutland action did nothing,

Rear Admiral Leany: There is
a band of about 13,000 yards
where an 8-inch gun will penetrate
4 inches of vertical armor and a
6-inch gun will not. There is &
band of about 4,400 yards where
an 8-inch gun will penetrate
3 inches of horizontal armor and
the 6-inch gun will not. The
8-inch-gun ship can take a range
of 15,000 to 20,000 yards from the
6-inch-gun ship and the latter
could not penetrate the armor of
the former. The 6-inch gun fire
would be difficult to control
because of the size of the splash.,
In future all 6-inch guns will be
mounted in turrets. The 6-inch
shell weighs 1056 pounds and has
from 2% to 6% pounds of high
explosive, The 8-inch shell
weighs 260 pounds and has from
6 to 11 pounds of high explosive.
The 8-inch gun range is 7,000
yards groator than that of the
6-inch, 'The mmnzzle velocity of
the 6-inch and 8-inch gun is the
same, The striking energy of the
8-inch gun is about threo times
that of the 6-inch gun., In low
visibility where the 6-inch gun
cruiser could get within 10-000
yards of the 8-inch-gun cruiser,
she would have a good chance.
Is not convinced that a 6-inch-gun
cruiser is superior to an 8-inch-gun
cruiser at short range because of
the greater destructive effect of
the 8-inch shell. At a range
where the 6-inch shells can pene-
trate the armor of the 8-inch-gun
ship, she has a greater advantage
than at any other range, and if :ﬁe
has sufficient guns she might be
equal to and even superior to the
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8-inch-gun cruiser, in the partiou-
lar situation. This would beo an
unlikoly happening in disperse
cruiser operation. It could hap-
pen in fleot action or attack on
destroyer screen. Can visualize
a sibuation whoere the 6-inch gun
cruiser might bo as good as the
8-inch-gun cruiser, but thinks it
unlikely to occur, and under any
circumstances would prefer to
have the 8-inch-gun cruiser. The
Bureau of Ordnance expects to
ot 4 shots per gun per minute
rom the 3-inch-gun turrets, At

‘long ranges where the roll of the

ship must be given consideration,
the fire may be slowed to 3 shots
per gun .per minute, Six-inch
guns in the open fire about eight
times por minute, and in turrets
about six times per minute. At
short ranges the ratio of the fire
of the 6-inch gun to the ratoe of
firo of tho 8-inch gun is 2 to 1; at
long ranges it is about 1% to 1.

Vice Admiral Corm: Wants
8-inch-gun cruisor for all around
work, Arguments for smashing
offect of the 6-inch-gun cruiser
under conditions of reduced visi-
bility is a special pleading, inas-
much as it provides for thoso
particular cases, 'The 8-inch-gun
cruiser can do the fleet work,
They would alone form an offec-
tive defense if tho enemy attacked
the destroyer screen, In a fleot
action the 8-inch-gun cruisers
could take care of thomselves and
yrovont enomy destroyors from
[)reaking through the screen,
The 8-inch-gun cruisor is superior
to the 6-inch-gun ecruiser for
disporsed oporations,

Roar Admiral StaNpLiy: With-
out any limit placed on cost or
tonnage, would build all 8-inch-
gun  cruisers, Tho 8-inch-gun
cruisor can do every possible
thing that the 6-inch-gun cruiser
can do and do it better. The 8-
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inch-gun cruiser can do things the
6-inch cruiser can not do. The
6-inch-gun cruiser can not operate
in_the outer screen because she
will have to fight 8-inch-gun
cruisers, for this same reason she
can not operate on trade routes or
protect convoys.  Six-inch-gun
cruisers are of no use except under
the big guns of the fleet. Has
conversed with many naval offi-
cers and all favor the 8-inch-gun
ship. The smaller cruisers should
be used with the fleet, because
they are of no use against 8-inch-
gun cruisers unless they are under
the protection of heavier guns.
A 8-inch-gun cruiser against a 6-
inch-gun cruiser has an equal
chance. If you are operating in
an area where the enemy has 8-
inch-gun  cruisers,  8-inch-gun
cruisers are necessary. If enemy
8-inch-gun cruisers come out, the
6-inch-gun cruisers will be sunk or
must be driven back under the
hoavy guns again. Eight-inch-
gun cruisers are always useful be-
cause that is the biggest cruiser
excopt battle cruisers. The 8-
inch-gun cruisers will operate on
linos of communication and on
trade reutos., There is no ques-
tion as to the 8-inch-gun cruiser
being able to take care of herself
against tho 6-inch-2un cruiser,
Rear Admiral MoLgean:
Strongly favors the 8-inch-gun
cruiser. Thore is no doubt but
that the 8-inch-gun cruiser can
dofeat tho 6-inch-gun cruiser. It
is sound that some 6-inch-gun
cruisers are needed with the fleet
for work in the destroyer screen
where they » ¢ under tﬁe guns of
the fleot. ‘I'ho 8-inch-gun cruiser
escorting a convoy could keep off
a 6-inch-gun cruiser. One 8-inch-
gun cruiser might take care of her-
self against two 6-inch-gun cruis-
ers. At 15,000 to 20,000 yards
the 6-inch gun is hard to control



22

LONDON NAVAL TREATY OF 1930

ARGUMBENTS

ARGUMBNTS

because of the small splash, while
at that range the 3-inch splash is
visible,

Rear Admiral WriLey: The 6.
inch gun fires twice as fast as the
8-inch gun, but the 8-inch shell is
heavier, and the gun has a greater
range. Control of fire depends
upon ability to spot the fall of
shot., If you can not spot the
fall of shot you can not. tell
whether you are hitting, and you
can not see the splash of a 6-inch-
gun salvo to spot is accurately
over 16,000 ysrds, while an 8-
inch-gun salvo can be spotted
accurately at at least 20,000
yards, Airplane spot improves
all spotting. Isin favor of 8-inch-
gun cruiser for all purposes, be-
cause combatant ships are built
to be effective under all condi-
tions under which they will op-
erate in war. The 8-inch-gun
cruiser can perform efficiently all
the duty that can be assigned to
& 6-inch-gun cruiser, but a 6-inch-
gun cruiser can not perform
officiontly all the duties which
may bo required of an 8-inch-
gun cruisor, This is true in the
dostroyer screen.  The moro
rapid firo of the 6-inch gun in
the destroyoer screen does not
make it more valuable than the
§-inch gun, Does not consider
that the 6-inch-gun cruiser is any
better or as ofliciont as the 8-inch-
gun cruiser under any cricum-
stances. Thoy fire more rapidly
but have greator dispersion. No
g-inch gun is as effective as the
modern 8-inch gun, No improve-
ment can bo made in the 6-inch
gun which can not be made in the
8-inch gun. The statement that
a8 6-inch-gun crusier would ‘“eat
up” an 8-inch-gun cruiser if it
met it about dark or coming out
of a fog sounds very alluring, but
you want combat ships to fight
under normal conditions and you
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take your chances if you have not
normal conditions. 'No one but a
weak enemy seeks night action,
The 8-inch-gun ship and the 6-
inch-gun ship inay be compared
with a man with a rifle and one
armed with two revolvers, He
may shoot his revolvers from the
hip, but if he can not reach the
man with the rifle, he is throwing
his ammunition away. On the
commerce lanes the 6-inch-gun
cruiser would be destroyed by
the 8-inch-gun cruiser,

Rear Admiral Tayror: The 8-
inch-gun cruiser is needed to pro-
tect commerce, Thoe 6-inch-gun
cruiser for that work would be
wasted. Our cruisers to protect
our commerce have to operate a
long ways from base, which re-
guires very large radius of action,

he has to have defensive and
offensive power to fight and defeat
hier enemy without suffering dam-
age to herself that will force her
to come home, If a 6-inch-gun
cruisor mooets a merchant vessel
armed with 6-inch %uns, the 6-
il win, but
with equal batteries the cruiser
will sugtain so much damage that
she will have to come home,
With an 8-inch-gun cruiser that
will not he the case,
Rear Admiral Coonrz: Wants

~ all of the 8-inch gun cruisers we

can got. We need 8-inch gun
cruisors oven if we do not use
them in tho fleot, on our lines of
communication. We want 8-inch
gun cruisers for scouts, steady
platforms, long range, and endur-
anco. ‘T'o have long rango guns,
the ability to -lic on station two
or three weoks and do whatover
damage is necossary, then rejoin
the main body and go to fueling
station, is a big asset, The 6-
inch gun has not developed any
oeffectivenoss over the 8-inch, The
8-inch gun can be developed as
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much as the 6-inch gun. Wants
the 8-inch gun cruiser for dis-
orsod cruiser oporations. If al-
owed full liberty of action would
build all 8-inch gun cruisers. In-
stead of the treaty allowance of
cruisers, profers the provisions of
the fifteen-cruiser bill for twenty-
three 8-inch gun cruisers.

Roar Admiral Nurton: Secur-
ity abroad requires vessols with a
long cruising radius, and consid-
orn%le offense and defense, and
from the point of national de-
fense the 8-inch gun 10,000-ton
cruisors are better suited to the
noeds of the Navy. If there
wore no- limit, would want some
6-inch gun cruisors, but if limited,
would takeo all 8-inch gun cruiser
because of their suitability for in-
terchangeability of duty. Every
morchant vessel is a potential
6-inch gun cruiser, The more we
como down to the 6-inch gun
basis the less advantageous it is
to this country. There are cer-
tain phasoes of floot work for which
the 6-inch gun cruisors are suited,
but if the total number of cruisers
is to bo limited, the 8-inch gun
cruisor is proforable. 'The 8-inch
yun 10,000-ton cruisor is the ship
or dispersed operations, Thero
has beon nothing in tho fleot
oporations to load him to beliove
that small cruisers are better
than largo ones, Practically no
naval opinion favors the small
cruiser.

Roar Admiral Ronison: The
high rate of fire of the 6-inch guns
is at short, ranges only, firing one
gun at a time, and not in con-
trolled salvo firing or firing from
turrets. The 6-inch guns of the
Omaha class fire twice as fast as
tho 8-inch guns of the aircraft
carriers. The rates of fire ap-
proach equality as the range in-
croases until thoy are nearly equal
at 12,000 yards, due to the time
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of flight of the projectile. You
can not control a shot until you
know where the previous one has
one; and if it takes 20 seconds
or the shot to travel from gun to
target, you can not fire faster
than 3 shots per minute. At the
range at which the two guns have
equality in rate of fire, the 6-inch
gun will pierce less than half the
armor pierced by the 8-inch gun.
This discrepancy increases as the
range decreases. It decreases as
the range is lengthened. At 6,000
yards the 8-inch gun pierces noar-
ly 10 inches of armor, and the
6-inch gun about 4 inches. At
12,000 yards the chances of hit-
ting with an 8-inch gun and a
6-inch gun are about as 7 to 4 in
favor of the 8-inch gun. The
damage due to explosion of the
shell varies noarly as their woights.
The only place a 6-inch-gun ship
has the advantage over an 8-inch-
gun ship is in a surprise attack
where the 6-inch gun can fire
fastor.,” The bH-inch antiaireraft
guns of the cruisers are effective
against  dostroyer attack, At
night, by using star shells, the
8-inch gun is more offective than
the 6-inch gun. A liberal allow-
ance for action in a fog is 5 por
cent, We can not afford to build
ships for such oncounters, A
10,000-ton cruiser can be armored
against 6-inch gun fire without
great reduction in speed, but
neither it nor one of lessor tonnage
can be armored against 8-inch-
gun fire without reduction of
speed.  There is no ship in exist-
ence that can bring as man
6-inch guns to bear as the Salt
Lake City can bring 8-inch guns,
In a fleot action against fast wing
tactics the 6-inch-gun cruisor is
belpless, but the 8-inch gun will
iorce the armor belt of any
battle eruisor at 11,000 yards and
all other armor on the battle
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cruiser up to 15,000 yards,.
Neither tﬁe Japanese nor the
British agree with statemonts
that 6-inch-gun cruisers are to
be preferred to 8-inch-gun cruis-
ers, or they would not have taken
oare to prevent the United States
from building the 8-inch-gun
cruisers provided by Congress,
The 8—'mch-§un cruiser can take
care of a destroyer attack at-
tempting to break through the
screen as well as a 6-inch-gun
cruiser can, For dispersed opera-
tions you must have a cruiser
that no other cruiser can drive in,
You must be able to meet on
equal terms anything that can
come after you, The 8-inch-gun
cruiser is the ship for dispersed
eruiser operations,



CAN A 10,000-TON SHIP ARMED WITH 6-INCH GUNS EQUAL A 10,000-TON
- SHIP WITH 8-INCH GUNS?

THE 6-INCH-GUN SHIP WILL EQUAL THE
8-INCH-GUN SHIP

Subscribed to by—
Rear Admiral Yarnell.
Rear Admiral Hepburn.

ARGUMENTS

Rear Admiral ‘YarneLL: ~You
oan put more 6-inch guns than
8-inch guns on the same tonnage,
On a 10,000-ton ship you:could
probably put twelve 6-inch guns
and protection against 6-inch
shells, which is more protection
than the 8-inch-gun cruiser has
to-day. The 6-inch gun is as
offectivo ag are 8-inch guns against
unarmored ships within 18,000
yards range.

Rear Admiral Heppurn: In-
trinsically on a 10,000-ton dis-
placement a ship can be designed
with 6-inch guns that is intrinsi-
cally better than an 8-inch gun

uiser,

THE 6-INCH-GUN SHIP WILL NOT EQUAL
THE 8-INCH-GUN SHIP

Subscribed to by—
Rear Admiral Jones,
Rear Admiral Pringle,
Rear Admiral Day,
Rear Admiral Lea.hg'.
Rear Admiral Standley.
Rear Admiral Coontz.
Rear Admiral Robison.

ARGUMENTS

Rear Admiral Jonus: The 10,
000-ton cruiser armed with 6-inch
guns is not equal to the 10,000-
ton cruiser armed with 8-inch
guns,

Rear Admiral Pringue: If you
assume a 10,000-ton cruiser armed
with 6-inch guns and one armed
with 8-inch guns and both having
the same protection, then as far
as fighting value gooes, the 6-inch-
gun cruiser has no chance with
the 8-inch-gun cruiser.

Roar Admiral Day: Thero is
no advantage in building a 6-
inch-gun cruiser of 9,000 or 10,000
tons displacement. They could
not operate offectively against
8-inch-gun cruisers, They could
carry the same armor, but with
their 6-inch guns would have no
chance againsh 8-inch guns,

Roar Admiral Leany: It would
be exceedingly difficult to build
& 6-inch-gun cruiser that would
have the same speed, superior
armor protection, and more guns
in sufficient mounts, to make it
equal to the 8-inch-gun cruiser,

Rear Admiral StanpLey: A
6-inch-gun cruiser with 9,000 or
10,000 tons displacement could

2%
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not be built which would hold
her own against an 8-inch-gun
cruiser under any but very special
situations. At close range she
might have the advantage of
rapidity of fire. For genoral
work you oaii not corceive of ‘a
vessel of that type which could
cope with the 8-inch-gun cruiser,
The striking force of the 6-inch
guns would be less than the 8-inch
guns and the 8-inch-gun cruiser
would have the advantage.

Rear Admiral Coonrtz: The
fact that her guns are inferior to
the guns of an 8-inch-gun cruiser
would make less effective a 9,000
or 10,000 ton cruiser with 6-inch
guns,

Rear. Admiral Rosison. If
6-inch guns are placed on ships of
9,000 or 10,000 tons displacement
you could put so much armor on
that neither a 6-inch gun nor an
8-inch gun could pierce her, but
she would be useless for any pur-
poso. If 6-inch guns were mount-
ed on a ship of exactly the samo
type, armor, and displacement of
an 8-inch-gun ship, she could not
competo with the 8-inch-gun ship,



DIVISION OF ‘CRUISERS INTO CATEGORIES

Secretary ‘Apams: Theére is oné category of cruisers divided into
two parts; Tho two parts are: With guns ‘of more than 6.1-inch;
with guns of 6.1-inch or less. o S

The naval policy of the United States, submittod to and approved
by President 'Harding, in1922;, and practically ~the same ‘policy
approved by President Coolidge in- 1928, provides under ‘‘Building
and maintenance policy”: - - . S

Cruisers: To protect the flest and protect our commercs, replace all o}d oruisers
with modern: eruisers’ of 10,000 stafidard tons displadement carrying 8-inch-guns
and, in addition, to build oruisers:at a rate that will maintain effective tonnage
in conformity ,with the capital ship ratios. as established by the Washington.
treaty limiting haval armanent, '~ IR o B R

Small crufsors and gunboats: To build no srhall crulsers; to build replaCe;nepf;:

gunboats as.required.” " . , _
The'Secrotdry' adsutded that thére has been a departure from t,)liig‘)
policy. Tho delegation found,.upon its arrivel in England, every
nation, except Italy, which. did' not express an opinion, desiring 'to,
divide the cruiser’ category, separating 8-inch-guns from 6-inch-gun
ships, not merely by’sizé of gun but by tonhdge. This was resisted
by the United States delegation.. The British wanted a ‘cruiser of
agout 6,000 tons. “We had to make a compromise. ' Thinks that the
naval opinion supports tho belief that for many purposes a 6-inch-gun
ship i highly désirable. There was 'an attempt made fo.sectire,
twenty-one ' 8-ifich-giii  ¢ruisers. Both Great Dritain and Japan
objected. “Perhaps thoy had no right to, but thie- delegation was
trying to roach 4 fair arfangement, and he bglieves that thoy have. -
Rear Admniiral Jonss: The causo of the failure of the Genova cons,
feronce in 1927 was, gonorally. speaking, large figures propased by the
British as their minimum necessities, and their desire to standardize
in the typo of cruisor most suitable to her condition and léast suitable
to ours.  'They insistéd on limiting dowii to a very low limit jn vessels,
wo considered niost siitable for our needs, but to place a large limit
on other units which we 'conld ot aceept, Groat Britain '_hﬁs,méln-,
tainod this view consistontly and our’ viow has been maintained
omsstontly,
The' position’ f 'the' United States” dologation at Goneya is' that
durinj’ the period onding on December 81, 1936, we would require

full liborty of action to build 10,000-ton cruisers up to a. total of
260,000 tons, recognizing ‘at the same time thie full right of other
powers to bulld cruisers of sirhilar characteristics up to tonnages in
accordance with'the principles of the Washington Treaty. We do
not seo-any reison for limiting tho caliber of gun in: the smaller class
of cruisers to anything different from that in the larger class. .
When at Geneva t%x‘_é”’dﬁeéitmh .of tlio small cruidor came, up, the
British spoké of the 10,000-ton 8-in¢h gun cruiser as being essentially
an offensive weapon, and of the smaller cruiser as being essentially
a defensive weapon, We maintained our stand that we would not
29
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consent to any tonnage of the smaller cruiser which would not permit
of the mounting of an efficient 8-inch battery, The Japanese sup-

rted us, that there was no reason for dividing the cruiser categor
into two types by the size of the guns, although they did state that it
was not their intention at that time to build more than their an-
nounced program of 8-inch gun cruisers,

Our stand has always been that within the total tonnage in each
category, each nation should be allowed to build as her needs dic-
tate,

Dividing of the cruiser category into subcategories is a misnomer,
in that you can hardly consider them subcategories. They are types
within a category, but not really or rigidly subeategories. If they
are subcategories, then that is contrary to all of the stand that we
have been taking consistently up to this time,

Rear Admiral Caase: One of the principles for obtaining parity is
that each nation should be allowed to use its allotted tonnage as it
deems will best meet its particular needs, This conception of parity
absolutely forbids the subdivision of categories into classes of arma-
ment, size, speed, or other characteristics, but in no' way prevents the
irfnposition of limits as to maximum size of unit or maximum caliber
of gun, (

Roar Admiral Brisror: Weshould be given a certain number of tons
of cruisers, and make that a parity with Great Britain, Then we
should be allowed to build that in any way we please, either as
8-inch gun cruisers or as 6-inch gun cruisers, That policy which we
established and which we are willing to abide by also 18 based on,
allowing England to do exactly the same thing. N

Rear Admiral MorrrT?; Sorry that thore has been a change of
principle we have always followed, that there should not be categories
within a cntogfory. Does not believe that there could have been an
agreomont unloss wo did as wo did do. If you decide that there are
to be both 8-inch-gun cruisers and 6-inch-gun cruisers, it makes no
differonce whothor you call it two catogories or one category. 'The,
United States should have the right to do anything it pleases with its
tonnago, but there would not have been an agreement. Unless the:
number of 8-inch and 6-inch-gun-cruisers by the ond of 1936
was dofinitely stated, we would not have gotton an agremmoni.

Reoar Admiral Rerves: The London treaty eliminates the funda.,
mental recommondations of the General Board: Tho right to decide
ourselves internally the type of ship that bost moeots our needs; and,
that catogories should not be subdivided. 'The London conforence
subdivided the cruisor category into large and small types to . the,
groat disadvantage of the United States. . ;;
~, In tho lotter of the General Board of September 11, 1929, the hoard:
did not intend to subscribe to a division in the category. The
Gonoral Board explicitly stated in that letter that they adhered to
the principle of no subdivision of categories, and repoated and re-.
iterated that opinion and principle, ,

Rear Admiral Coonaz: It is a mistake to change our position and
give up the right to build the kind of ships we want in the cruiseri
catogory. Wo will not bo able to get away from the division of.
catogories in another conforence,



WHAT IS THE RATIO WITH JAPAN AND IS IT SATISFACTORY?

RATIO IS SATISFACTORY

Subscribed to by—
Secretary Adams,
Admiral Pratt.: =
Admiral Moffett.
Admiral Hepburn.

ARGUMENTS

Secrotary Apams: In 8-inch
oruisors, 6-inch cruisers, Japan
has a groat suporiority on her side
in ships
Japan has steadily built 'de-
stroyers and her fleot is far more
modern thanours. Ourdestroyers
are on the whole probably more

valuable than hers, but are not

enough to offset her superiority

in cruisers, Japan’s subindrines

aroc newer than ours, With an

auxiliary fleot of the same or per- ¢
't

haps less value than theirs, we had
to ask them to stop, building, let
their fleet deteriorate, and permit
us_to huild to relation of 10 to 7.

Under the circumstances we
made a fair compromise; 10 to 7
in 6-inch-gun cruisers; about 10 to

8 D—71-2—vor 28——67

built ~and building.
reality a-5:5 plus.

in destroyers; 180,000 to 108,400

RATIO IS NOT SATISFACTORY
Subscribed to: by—
"~ Admiral Jones,'
* .- Admiral ‘Pringle.
Admiral Yarnell. -
Admiral:Chase. -
* Admiral Bristol .«
Admiral Hughes.
‘Adiniral' Reeves.
~ Admiral Hough.
“Admiral Dsy.
Admiral Cole.
Admiral Standley.
Admiral McLean,
Admiral Wiley.
Admiral Taylor,
Admiral Coontz,
Admiral Nulton.
Admiral Robison, .
Captain Smyth.
Commander' Train,

ARGUMENTS

Admiral Jonms; In 1927 “in-

~formed the Japanese that it was
‘his firm conviction thet 5: 8 under

the existing conditions was in
! At present
the 5:3 fatio is in voality a 5:5
plus. S

.. Out lack of bases in tho western
Pacific gives the Japanose an ad-
vantage in strength over'us. In
operating there we would have to

‘have at.least 2} to 3 units of

guisors’ to keep on operating in
at area, L U

Admiral Pringub: Can not
subseribe. to incroasing the ratio
with Japan to anything above
5:3. ith the, 5:3 ratia we

would have a chance of condyct-

ing a successful campaign, but if

the ratio is altered in favor of the

a1
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6.5, with the final decision post-
poned until 1936. Insubmarines
there was a compromise. We
wanted chiefly low tonnage for
naval rensons. We got a redue-
tion of 13,390 tons in her fleet
built; 5, 000 tons built and build-
ing. We could have gotten supe-
riority of tonnage at a higher total
figure but deémed this settlement
better. On the wholo the treaty
1s just and it offers parity with
England and a fair relatlon with
Japan.

Japan is a little strengthened in
capital ships. :

Even though we have agreed to
a 10:10 ratio with Japan in the
submarine category we may be
able to cut it down at a future
time. 1

Admiral Prarr: In battleships
the numbers have been reduced to
the proportion 15:9. The ton-
nage proportlons in thls class are
as equitable as it is possible to
make them. Destroyer tonnage
has not been reduced below a
safe margin, Tts proportions are
10:10:7.

and it is a type which in war we
would hardly havé “énough” df.
The concession of 10 :10:7 1n this
type does not matemally affect
flect combat strength in' time of
war, In submarines the propor-
tions in tonnage are 10:10:10,

but by this concession’ total ton- ',

nage is reduced. Total abolition
of submarines would be ah excél-
lent thm{gl for the United States
naval polic

is not-below our 1rredu01ble need
in case the submarine is not
abolished, :

In 8-inch cruisers ‘the propor-
tions are 10:6. Th the 6-inch type
tho proportlonq are 10:7.
the viéwpoint of fleet combat

It is a type easily
built at reasonably short notice

, bull

y, but failing this the
tonnage figure set at 52,700 ‘tons

From
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Japanese our chances are reduced
thereby and become less than
what you could possibly call an
even chance. This is because of
our ‘necessity of projectitig our
operatlons , ACTOSS the Pacific
ocedn. Any raising of the 5:3
ratio in favor of 'Japan operates
to our disadvantage. ‘In the ten-
tative proposal the  suggestion
was made we -should have 60,000
tons of submarines to the Japa-
nese 40,000 tons. That would
not have been to our disadvan-
tage. It is to our advantage to
hold the Japanese to as low a
submarine tonnage as possible,

Because a nation is 3,000 miles
from the seat of war is no reason
for giving that nation a lesser
ratio than it had in reference to
battleships, but rather to give it
a larger proportion in cruisers,

Admiral YArNELL: Japan en-
tered the conference with a supe-
riority in submarines so it was
futile to talk to her about a re-
duction to 5:3 when she had
these shi "s and we did not,

If she Famt y with us in any
type of vessel sho is liable to claim
it In the noxt conference, and the
chances are if she has actual
equaht%r in tonnage she will gbt
it. Tt is difficult to establish'any
other ratio than that”which' ac-
tuall dy exxsts in tonnage built aid

ng.  She will not wadt a
esser ratio at the next conférehco
thah she got at this conferefice.
She will claim the ratio she ‘ac-
tually has in ships built and'build-
inf a8 she did in this conferencé

If we Want an assurance of
going 'to ‘the Philippines in “time

of war with a reasonable chahée of

succéss; we need ‘to "bild’ dry-

docls and ‘4 base in the PHilip-

pines and proper fortlﬁcations,

vxgd need a Heet perhaps 2 tb
th regard to Japan. '
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strength the -treaty is most satis-
factory,:. R :
The Japanese stated that if we
could. give them 70,000 tons we
could take anything we liked. -
The United States was lucky to
come out 10:7 byyielding on some
tbin‘gs.« . Db i Ly
Admiral Morrrrr: Under the
circumstances, to get agreement,
is willing to give up the Japanese
ratio of 5:3. The treaty does not
sacrifice our safety or security,.
-If we went to war with Japan,
in order to have: a . reasonable
chance of suceess on the outbreak
of war, we should have twice as
much sea power as-Japan, . Does
not think that 5:3 would give us
a protactive ratio, .. When we
raise the ratios to:5:8% we'are not
helping.. ourselves. . Japan may
ask in future for a ratip. of: 10;7
or 10:8, The fact that we have
given in in-this case will encour-
age Japan, to increase her de-
mands at_the next conference. .
Thinks the treaty:takes care of
our interests, It is important to

got Japan stopped. . .
The treaty gives Japan a ratio
of slightly more than.5:23 in
some categories, .. .. i ..
The rgreement as made does
not in any way jeopardize: the
safety and secyrity of the United
States. In case of trouble in the
Pacific we are not far below the
_ratio we are supposed .to have in
aircraft carriers with Japan. . .
Admirel Hepsury: . We have
5:3 ratio with Japan if we have
18 cruisers.,. Japan gerved, notice
before she went to. the conference
that she was not going to.take 5:3.
5 We have not a 5:3 ratio with
o could afford to give Japan a
better ratio than. 5:3.in sub-
marines, depending on how far

i
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In order to reach parity with
Japan the United States fleet
should be about 2 to 1.

Captain - SmyTi: The London
treaty raises the ratio with Japan
beyond the agreed ratio in the
Washington treaty. - This is a dis-
advantage to the United States:

- Commander ' ‘TRAIN: An - :in-
crgal?ée 'ovexgi 'tsl:(ziﬁ :3 ratio isfto -:ll';e
-military . disadvantage of the
fUnitednySt&teS‘.v ‘ CoL e

Admiral Caase: Theratio with
Japan ori the-31st of December,
1936, provided the United States
will - build - eighteen 8-inch-gun
- cruigers, will be as follows:

‘Total ¢ruisers.._ ... wee- 510°3. 44
Destroyers...-cceeozccco-. 5103, 8
Submarines_____________.. 6to b
Airoraft carrlers_ ______.___ 5to3
Total In the foregoing auxil-

iary olass .. cooceaaaan- 5 to 3. 45
Capital ships. ..o 5t02 9

Grand total of all categories. & to 3. 26

The Washington treaty ratio of
5:5:3 is maintained exactly only
in the aircraft carrier categovy.
In the capital ship category the
United States is slightly above
the ratio. In all other categories
the United States is below the
ratio,

Although by actual tonnage the
Japanese are a little below the
5:3 ratio, Admiral Chase believes
they fully have their 5:3.

othing new has come up to
justify an increase of the cruiser
ratio for Japan since the Wash-
ington treaty. If the battleship
ratio is 5:3 the cruiser ratio
should be the same. Any in-
crease or decrease is an advan
or a disadvantage to the nation
receiving the increase or decrease.
If we were allowed to develop
our naval bases in the Pacific
our ratio would be increased. If
the bases are given up and the
ratio of a possible enemy in-
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down she was Wlllmg to put the
total tonnage.

Not satisfied w1th the ratio,
practically 10:7, in destroyers

The treaty does not give us a
ratio of 5:3 with Japan, but it
mcreases our relative status as it
exists now and it has existed for a
long time, and'it is the best that
we could get.. We icould not
ask or expect Japan.to agree to
do anything more than to'stop
where she -1s. Due ‘to"the fact
‘that we' have Traised Japan’s
ratio at the present time; in the
future she will probably ask: for
more. Does not think that we
should ask her to go below .what
we have given her at thJB con-
ference.

LONDON NAVAL TBBATY OF 1930
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creased,' we accentuate in ‘two
ways the advantage which that
nation has. - - : A
The ratio of 5:3 with' Japan if-
operamons ‘are carried on' In''the
western Pacific would not amount
to equality for the United States.
Increasing the 5:3 ratio for Japan

.adds: ‘that ‘much more to‘ her
-superiority. - We
“equality with Japan, conmdermg
‘the ratio that has been. reached in

are ‘not on

hxs treaty.: '

The most *ob]ectlonable clause
in the ‘Washington treaty is the
one relatm%lto the United States

ving up-the right to forblfy her
%l ases in the wesfern Pacific. -

Admuales'rOL Wxthoutquaa-
tion: our agreeing not to fortify

‘our islands In the Pacific was the

reason for the Japanese acceptmg
a 5:3 ratio,’

We ga,ve p our sovengn nghte
when we dgreed not to fortify the
'Philippines ‘or to increase 1%
facilities ' in" Guam and'in’ 1ts
islands, and- for - that réason we
are hainpered jn the Orient.

For operations in the Qpiént
our ratio’with Japan, conmdermg
fortlﬁcatlons and naval -basés
should be in order to give us equaj
strength '5:3.

Undétr- the provisions of the

| Londop Treaty the ra,tlo has been

chan

Sub marmes for - the ‘ nlfed

States 'are s defensive wéapon,

not only for our intérests at home
the Panama Canal ‘Zone," an
Hawaii, bt for the Phlhppme
Ielands° if we reduce ‘the nuniber
of submarmes we’ have ‘got' to
substitiité other 'ships- for - the

‘defense'of those places.* That i is,

you not only reduce. the sibnia-
rines biit you redice your ﬁghtmg
force' to take the p ace of sub-
marifies.’” - -

We should have mamtamed
the ratio of vessels on the prin-
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ciple that at the time of the
Washington Treaty weestablished
those ratios. Japan agreed that
they were fair. Since that time
nothing has occurred which would
warrant a change of those ratios.
The security of Japan is not

disturbed.

On account of the Kellogg
pact any reduction that is made
should be proportional. The
London treaty changes the ratio
with Japan, Japan did not give
us anything in concession for our
relinquishing the 5:3 ratio under
this treaty. Due to the change of
ratio the United States will not
be in as good a position hereafter
as we would have been if the ratios
had been maintained and the
good -feeling and mutual respect
resulting therefrom had been con-
tinued.

Once having changed the ratio
you have started the ball rolling
and it is probable that the Japan-
ese will demand more in the next
conference.

It would be much better for
the good feeling between the two
countries to maintain that which
we had agreed to in the Washing-
ton Treaty, unless some decided
reason to change the agreement.

Admiral Hucaes. The Wash-
ington Treaty established the
ratio we should have with Japan
as 5:3. Wae are not now going to
have it, We are going to have
equality in submarines, and some-
thing higher than 3 in cruisers
and in destroyers. In battleships
we come near t¢ 5:3 and in air-
craft carriers we have 5:3.

For operations in the Pacific our
relative strength compared with
that of Japan to put them on an
equal footing is 6:3; 5:3 will
about make up for our lack of
bases and a long distance from
our country, KEven if we had the
right to fortify our bases in the
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Pacific, 5:3 would have been
about a fair basis. When we

ave up the right to fortify our
Eases we gave up more than a
5:3 basis,

Admiral Reeves: Ratio with
Japan in cruisers during the life
of the treaty is 5:3.44. The
ratio with Japan at the conclusion
of the treaty in cruisers built and
building is 5:3.3 plus.

The ratio in submarines is
parity, 5:5. This increase in the
ratio with Japan imperils our in-
terests in the Pacific and the Far
East. With the sacrifice of the
defense of our possessions in the
Far East our ratio should be 10:5,
or two to one. The ratio 5:3
gives us a bare chance of success.

The advent of aircraft gives
Japan an advantage in the de-
fensive position which she occu-
pies in the Far East. Because in
naval warfare she will be able to
bring into that warfare in certain
areas shore based aircraft, which
privilege is denied.us. Aviation
gives Japan an advantage, and,
as affecting the 5:3 ratio, that
ratio should be reduced to less
than 5:3 to offset it.

Admiral Houan: The 5:3 ratio
with Japan would give us a fair
chance during war %ér operations
in the Far East,. y

It would not give us more than
an even chance because we have
to operate long distances from
our home ports and home bases,
and we have only in the Philip-
pines the base at Manila. We
would be at a great disadvantage
on account of our lack of bases.
It was a decided detriment for us
to give uF our bases, and the
question of bases is related to the
6:3 ratio. Japan was made to
accept the 5:3 ratio at Washing-
ton by our promise not to extend
our fortifications in the Pacific.
Japan at the London Conference
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has been claiming a much greater
ratio but nothing was said as far
as he knows as to repeah or
modifying the clause in the Wash-
ington Treaty as to our bases.

The Japanese apparently have
the 80 per cent ratlo and %esndes
that have the restmctlon on our
bases.

In the final outcome, Japan
gets practically a 10:7 ratio. be-.
cause she has parity in subma-
rines; 5:3.44 in cruisers; 5:3. 5 in
destroyers 5:3in alrcraft carriers;
total auxllmry 5:3.45; capltal
ships 5:2.9; grand total, 5 for the
United States and 3:26 for J apan,

Admiral Day: The distance our
submarines' would have to oper-
ate from base in a war with
Japan gives Japan enormous su-
Eenont,y The proximity of her

ases to the operating area is of
great value to her, and she could
have many more 'submarines in
the operatm area than we could.
It is advisa %le to have Japan’s
submarine tonnage as low as pos-
sible, but not to the point of
having equality with us. The
present arrangement of 5:5 ratio
in submarines is not satisfactory.

Admiral Cowug: If hostilities
are to be carried on in the Far
East, in order to have a fair chance
with Japan, the United States
ratio to Japan should be 5:3 in
all categories.

The ratio has been raised for
Japan and this is disadvantageous
to us.

If speaking of work for the
United States Fleet in the western
Pacific, it is deplorable to freeze
us into a situation where we start
with a handicap even on 5:3
basis,

Admiral StranpLeEY: The ratio
with Japan should be at least
10:5 or 2:1.

The lack of undefended bases in
the Far East puts us at a disad-
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vantage. We are practically help.
less to defend our policies and
commerce in the Far East.

Anything we do to allow the
Japanese Navy to increase at the
expense of our own will cause our
influence in the Far East to
gradually disappear.

Admiral McLeaN: Our Philip-
pine possessions are within 300
miles of one of Japan’s bases and
within 1,500 miles of all of them,
whereas their possessions are 4,000
miles from our nearest real base at
Honolulu and 6,000 miles from
our west coast. Our small base in
the Philippines is inadequate to
care for a large submarine force in
war, even if Manila did not fall to
the enemy. This condition is a
direot result of the Washington
Conference, whereby we are stop-

ed from increasing our military
acilities at Manila, which was the
rice we paid for the 5:3 ratio with
apan, It is important that we
have a 5:3 ratio in submarines
because they must operate from a
base. In case of alarge submarine
force operating in Asiatic waters,
they would have to do major over-
haul at Pearl Harbor, while the
enemy would be operating from a
near-by base. The Japanese could
bring their whole 52,700 tons of
submarines against our fleet.
Considering the other points at
which we would have to put sub-
marines, it is doubtful if we could
operate half of our 52,700 tons in
Asiatic waters,

The Japanese could operate all
of their submarines against our
surface fleet and keep their capi-
tal ships in the inland sea.

The 5:3 ratio should extend to
submarines. If the tonnage were
cut to 25,000 we might accept
pari&y.

Admiral WiLey: Japan accept-
ed 5:3 on condition we would not
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further improve our fortifications
beyond Honolulu.

he ratio has been increased.
Japan should have not more than
65:3 ratio. It would give us no
advantage, and an increase gives
Japan an advantage.

he defense of the Philippines
should be by submarines.

We shoufd have at least 5:3

ratio in every class of combatant

ships.

'Fhe price paid in 1922 fora 5:3
ratio was too high, and the pres-
ent ratio makes 1t worse.

Admiral TayLor: On a5:3 ra-
tio with Japan we have a sporting
chance.

Any raising of that ratio puts us
in a bad position. We have got~
ten nothing for increasing the
Japanese ratio above 5:3.

n giving Japan parity to get
her tonnage down, we paid too
high a price.

Would not have been willing to
give parity to Japan on basis of
25,000 tons. The ratio should be

65:3. -

That should be the ratio in all
types.

Admiral CoonTz: Ratio with
Japan should be 6:3. Taking
into consideration our lack of for-
tified bases we would have just
about an equal chance.

An increase in the ratio places
us at a disadvantage in the Far
East.

In submarines the ratio should
be 5:3 with 90,000 tons for us,

Admiral Nurton: In order to
operate in the Far East the ratio
with Japan should be 5:3. This
Fwes us no advantage, due to our
ack of bases.

‘An increase in the ratio acts to
our disadvantage. It is against
our interests to maintain the pro-
vision that we will not fortify our
bases.

Ratio in submarines should be
at least 60:40.
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Admiral Rosison: Under the
London treaty, in total cruiser
tonnage, the United States can
not get a 5:3 ratio with Japan,
We can get 5:3 in 6-inch-gun
cruisers, provided we accept 5:4 in
8-inch-gun cruisers.

The ratio in destroyersis 5:3.5.
This gives Japan ten 1,500-ton or
twelve 1,200-ton destroyers over
the 5: 3 ratio,

We have abandoned the 5:3
ratio with Japan in all classes of
ships except battleships (and air-
craft carriers), but no change has
been made wixereby we agree to
take no measure to increase facili-
ties for repair and maintenance of
naval forces in the Far East.
Japan did not give up her see-
ondary bases in Caroline and Mar-
shall Islands, stretching more
than™ half the distance from the
Philippines to Hawaii, Japan’s
minimum gain over the 5:3 ratio
is two 8,000-ton cruisers, twelve
1,200-ton destroyers, and twenty
1,000-ton. submarines, We hold
the Philippines on suffrance as the
result of these concessions,

If we build eighteen 8-inch-gun
cruisers, Japan will be in excess
of the 5:3 ration at the end of
1936, four 8-000-ton cruisers, and
in 1938, two, ,

Japan having authority to have
52,700 tons of submarines built
at end of 1936, and 12,000 tons
nearly completed, has an advan-
tage.

Japan hopes that we will
never build beyond fifteen 8-inch
cruisers, which will give her 80
per cent instoad of 70 per cent.

With 6:3 ratio we are about
on a par, - ~

To got Japan to 52,700 tons
in submarines is not sufficient
reason to surrender the 5:3
ratio.

The 5: 3 ratio for Japan is very
liberal.

We can not afford to be below
the 5:3 basis,



IS IT TO.THE. INTERESTS OF THE UNITED STATES TO GRANT PARITY
IN SUBMARINE TONNAGE TO JAPAN IN ORDER TO DECREASE HER

SUBMARINE TONNAGE 7

IT IS TO THE ADVANTAGE OF THE UNITED
STATES TO GRANT SUBMARINE PARITY
WITH JAPAN o o0 -0

Subscribed to by—
Secretary Adams. .
Admiral. Pratt.

Rear Admiral. Moffett.

ARGUMENTS;
Secretary’ ApAms stated: !‘In
submarinés there was aldo'a com-
promiss, We wanted chiefly low
tonnage for ‘naval reasons.” We
Eot a reductioh’ of '13,390 tons in

er fleét built and 5,000 'ib’ built

and building.. 'We could have got
superiority 'of tonnage at a higher
total figure, ‘but believed this
settlement better.”” ~.© -
Admiral PraTT stated concern-
ing the 'submarine,’ ratio’ with
Japan: “THe proportiotis in’ ton-
nageare 10:10:10, but by this con-
cession. total ‘tonnage is reduced.
The total abolition of submarines

would bé .an’ excellent’ thing for

naval poli¢y, but failing ‘this the

tonnate figlire ket at 52,700 is not

below our irreduéible minimum in

IT IS NOT TO THE ADVANTAGE OF THE
UNITED STATES'TO GRANT SUBMARINE
PARITY WITH JAP :

Subscribed to by— .. -

Rear Admiral Jones,

- Rear. Admira] Pringle.
Rear Admiral MoLean,
Rear Adniiral Day, .-
Rear Admiral Wiley. . .
Rear Admiral Nulton.

Rear Admiral Coontz.
Redr Admiral Bristol.
Rear Admiral Standley.
Rear Admiral Robison.

. Rear Admiral Reeves.
Rear Admira] Cole. , .. .
Rear Admiral ‘Y&\_meil., L

Admiral Hughes. .. .

Rear Admiral Hough,
Captain Smyth, :
Commander Train;

Lo

'_AnqﬁMENTs L
Admiral MorFerrstated hisbe-

lief that the' progress in’ aviation
~and in devices fo¥'locating ‘sub-

marines had greatly reduced their
value bs & weapon; that the con-
cession made enabled an’ agrée-

et oh a tonnage materially léss
“ than that now in the possession of

the countriés concerned, arid that

the reductioh in Japenese sub-

marine’ torihage ,compensates ys
for theloss in the'relative ratio,

" Admiral Jonms ‘stated “(in’ his

memorandum’*‘of ‘Febridry 18

1930, printed'in thé heéarings) thht

encrally speaking, a low fonndge
imit on. subrnarines will hb‘é%t

‘séfve the interésts of the United
States, providing’ it'is not below

the tonnage necessary to provide
41
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case the submarine is not abhol-
ished.” Admiral Pratt stated he

had changed his mind in the last’

few years on the question of the
minimum _submarine tonnage
necessary for the United 'States,
the question of the abolition of
the submarine, and the question
of the necessity of maintaining
the5:3 ratio in submarine tonnage
with Japan, due to the develop-
ment of aviation, He has con-
cluded that it would beto  our
best interests to have no sub-
marines in the probable theater of
operations "as we are” going to
have many ‘more tons of com-
batant vessels in such areas osub-
ject to enemy submarine attack
than we can use our subinarines
against, ' Failing the total aboli-
tion of submarines he believes it
is to our best interests to reduce
their numbers providing' we do
not go below our irreducible mini-
mum.: When he favored. 80,000
tons as an irreducible minimum it
included & large tonnage for pro-
tection of our coast and coastal
shipping lanes; the'Panama Canal,
and island possessions. This
work cap better be performed by
air power and our submarine.ton-
nage requirements have been, re-
duced by the  amount of :sub-
marine tonnage formerly required
for protection of coastal lanes,
the. Panama Canal, "etc, The
submarine tonnage we are.using
now and would usq‘unld;be,us‘_ed
aggressively. He stated that we
could have had the ratio on a
higher total tonnage basis, i. e.
“* * * the Japanese navsl offi-
cers came and said; ‘If yqu can
see your way clear, to giving us
70,000 tons we. don’t care what
you take.. Take 70,000, 80,000,
or 90,000 tons, so ,as'toﬂi;eep,,the
ratio.” The ratio is g fancy piece
of paper. ‘It don’t amount to 2
cents because we haven't, any-

TREATY OF 1930
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a sufficient number of submarines
of the size necessary for the-
United States to operate in the
areas in which they would be
called upon to operate. The ton-
- nage required to cover our eritical
areas;> that is, the- Rhilipplhes,
Hawaii; ‘the- Panania -Canal,and
_the Caribbean, he put at 60,000
-tons, . He stated ‘his conyigtion
that allotting Japan 36,000 tons
on this basis, in the ratio of
5:3 gives the adventageto'Japan.
Nevertheless ‘a8 a_concession -we
might admit_ an allotment to her
of 42,000° tons which is in the
ratio 10:7,

Admiral PrincLe stated that
‘in his opinion any alteration of
the 5:3 ratio in favor of Japan
operates to our disadvantage;
that a slight alteration of the
submarine ratio, as suggested in
one of the tentative proposals
whereby the United States would
have had 90,000 tons to Japan'’s
60,000 tons, or 60,000 tons to
Japan’s 40,000 tons, of minor
importance. He agrees that it is
to our advantage to hold Japan
to as low a submarine tonnage as
possible, but does not believe it is
_to: our advantage to. grant. her
submarine parity, ;unless by so
doing we could. pérsuade her. to
reduce to a very low figure, some-
Wwhere around 25,000 tons, , .

. .Admiral, McLeaN . stated . his
belief that the .total abolition of
sibmarines would. be -advanta-
geous to the United States; because
in event of war we have, a: very
large surface . Navy : which we
would, carry into, waters where
they. would, be, exposed to_sup-
marine attack. , For example, in
.event of war with Japan it, would
be possible for her to conduct sub-
~marine warfare against our, fleet
.and: keep: their. surface, vessels
unexposed. He does. now, how-
ever, believe that failing abolition
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thing - to 'use : our. .submarines of submarines that we should
against . aggresdively;. and::they:: grant her parity unless we can by
have lots of .tonhage:-to use: it so doing reduce her tonnage to
against.”” -.He stated that.he had: about 25,000 tons, because in
tried to bring submarines: into a: event of war with Japan she could
fleet action, but outside of the big bring 52,700 tons to operate

V-boats he never ‘oould do it.

against our fleet from near-by
bases, whereas due to our require-
ments for defense of Pearl Har-
bor, Canal Zone, etc., we could
not bring over half of our sub-
marines to operate in the probable
theater of operations and they
would be dependent for repairs on
a base 4,000 miles away.

Admiral DAy said that sub-
marines are necessary for defense
of Hawaii, the Philippines, and the
Canal Zone, for coast defense and
to act as distant scouts. He
believes that it is advisable to
have Japan’s submarine tonnage
as low as possible, but does not
believe it should be at the ex-
pense of granting her parity in
order to attain such a reduction,
He thinks the treaty arrangement
is unsatisfactory., And does not
believe the general abolition of
submarines advantageous to the
United States,

Admiral WiLey favors aboli-
tion of submarines providing all
nations agree, but does not believe
it to our advantage to grant
parity to Japan in order to get her
to reduce to 52,700 tons.

Admiral Nurton favors aboli-
tion of submarines providing all
nations agree, but believes failing
this 5:3 ratio should be main-
tained.

Admiral Coontz believes sub-
marines are needed for defense of
Panama Canal, Hawaii, and Phil-
ippines and that 5:3 ratio should
be maintained,

Admiral Briston believes sub-
marines are needed for defense of
Panama Canal, Hawaii, andthe

‘Phililg)ines, and that 5:3 ratio

should be maintained.
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Admiral StANDLEY believes sub-
marines are needed for defenseof
Panama QCanal, Hawalii, etc., and
that when these requirements are
met very few will be left for other
purposes. Lo e

Admiral Rosrson does not be-
lieve it is to our advantage to
grant Japan submarine parity
even if by so doing Japan would
consent to reduce to 25,000 tons,
He does not believe it to our ad-
vantage to abolish the submarine
even though all nations agreed.
He believes submarines are re-

uired for defense of Panama
anal, Hawaii, and the Philip-
pines,

Admiral Reeves stated that
the increase in Japan’s cruiser and
submarine ratio imperils our in-
terests in the Pacific and Far
East,

Admiral Core did not com-
ment directly on this subject, but
thinks to have a fair chance in
event of hostilities in the Far East
we need a 5:3 ratio in all cate-
gories.

Admiral YArnELL did not com-
ment directly on this subject, but
belicves treaty as a whole will be a
splendid thing for the United
States Navy. ‘‘Japan entered
the conference with a superiority
of submarines, so that it was
rather futile to talk to her about a
reduction to 5:3 when she had
these ships and we did not.”

Admiral Huceues,. Admiral
HovuaH, Captain SmyTH, and
Commander TraiN did not touch
on this subject directly, but be-
lieved any increase of the 5:3
ratio in favor of Japan operated to
our disadvantage.



DOES ARTICLE XXI'KNOWN AS THE ESCALATOR OR ESCAPE: CLAUSE ALLOW THE
UNITED STATES TO BUILD AN EQUAL TONNAGE OF 8-INCH-GUN CRUISERS IN CASE
GREAT BRITAIN TAKES ADVANT AGE OF THIS CLAUSE TO.BUILD 6-INCH-GUN CRUISERS

Secretarg Apams. “I understand categories allows the United
States to build an 8-inch gun ship even if Great Britain builds a
6-inch-gun ship.” Admiral Jones subscribed to this view.

Admiral Prarr interpreted this clauge to mean that in case Great
Britain builds 6-inch-gun cruisers thereunder we were restricted to
building an equal tonnage: of 6-inch-gun -cruisers. Captain Smyth
and Commander Train subscribed to this view.

Tonnages and ralios on quembe‘r' 81, 1938, on assumption that the United States
will build eighleen S-inch cruisers

" Tons bullt, December, 1933 Ratlos

United QGreat | United | Creat
Btates: | Britain | J8P1 | Giates | Britain | J8PAD
Crulsers. ... - .| 1303,50 | 330,000 { 208,850 | 3 5.68 3.4
Destroyers. . .| 150,000 f ~ 150,000-1 105,500 5 5 3.5
Submarines... - 62,700 52,700 52, 700 [ 5 5
Alreraft carrlers. ..o cceeean 135, 000 135, 000 , 000 5 5 3
Total auxiliaries ..o ocoeee. 041,200 | 676,700 | 448,050 5 5.28 3.45
Capital ships. oo ieeeeae 1453, 000 1472,660 | 266,070 5 5.2 2.9
Qrand totaleemeeemeneneeccaaans 1,084,700 | 1,140,260 | 714,120 | 5 5.2 3.26

! This includes only 160,000 tons of 8-Ingh-gun crulsers, as under the torms of the London treaty 20,000
tons of these crulsers can not be completed before the date of its termination, Deo. 31, 1936,
¥ These figures exclude the}projected modernization of3 United States batt-feshlps and 2 of Great Britain

Cruisers December 81, 1929

United States Qreéat Britain Japan

Buitt | BERd | motal | Bunt | BIG-| motar | Bune | Bid-| motal

Tons | Tons Tons, | Tons Tons | Tons :’,Tom Tohs Tons

Subcategory ia);.' ...... 10,000 | 129,000 | 130, 000 | 14y, 426 | 36,800 | 186,226 | “68, 400 | 40,000 | 108, 400
Subcategory (b).cemenen 70,500 | oo ~70,500 | 177,685 |-ov--.-. 177,685 | 08,4156 |........] 98,415
Total...... [, 80, 500 | 120,000 | 200, 500 | 327, 111 | 36,800 | 363,911 | 166,815 | 40,000 | 206, 816

'+ Ratios

%' Shipsbullt = . . 8hips built and building

United QGreat United Qreat
States | Britain | BP0 | Giates | Britain | JAPBQ

‘Subeategory Ea;;""' _______ s 5| 34,2 5 7.18 410
Subcategory (by.--oommnso IITIIIITITIIIN 5 12,6 69 5| 126 808

Total CAtBZOrY.eernaneanancnnnneans 5 2.3 10.3 5 . 8.a7 5.16-

46
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Destroyers (less than 16 years of age) December 31, 1929

United States Great Britaln Japan

Built Total Built |Building| Total | Built |Buildiig| Total -

Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons
Destroyers..cocauan.. 1226, 313 {220,313 | ? 157, 585 26,786 | 184,371 | 107,275 15, 300 122, 575
) $3:17 1 T 5 b 3.45 | .s 4.07 287 |eccamanaae 27

1 Excludes 61 destroyers of 63,991 tons on disposal lst,
1 Excludes destroyers listed for disposal,

Submarines (less than 13 years of age) December 81, 1929

United States Great Britain - Japsn

Build- Build- Build-
Built ing Total Built ing Total Built ing Total

Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons
Bubmarines........_. 1 59, 400 5,460 | 64,860 | 145,534 14,760 | 60,284 | 66,088 | 11,774 77,842
Ratio e ecnecaae. [ 28 P, ] 3.8 faeeeaoe 4.6 5,56 |oaeaean.. [}

1 Excludes 16,120 tons listed for disposal, but fncludes experimental hulk S—4, of 760 tons,
1 Excludes hoatls on disposal list and those converted to target use.

Cruisers May 21, 1930

[Same as on Dee. 31, 1929, except that United States has completed since that date one 10,000-ton subeate.
gory (a) crulser)

Ratios of ships bullt now

United Great
States | Britain | J8pan

BUDCALEEOTY () - e ereee e e e e e ememme ;e co e mm e mm e e remaaa 5 37,35 17.1
BUDCALEROTY (D) - i ceccacecaccme————eeamaaa——— _ 5 12.6 6.9
T'OLR] CRLCEOTY a e eee e eee e e e e e e e e e eeee e eeaam 5 18.0 9,2

Destroyers (less than 16 years of age) May 21, 1930

Unlted States QGreat Britaln Japan

Built Total Bullt Bulldlﬁg Total Built | Building| Total

Destroyers........ --o| 1226,313 | 1 226,313 | 157,585 26, 786 184,371 | 107,275 22,100 129, 376
Ratios - cceceeeaaannn b 5 3.45 4,07 237 2,85 .

--------------------

1 Excludes 61 destroyers of 63,991 tons on disposal list,

Submarines (less than 13 years of age) May 21, 1930, same as December
3t1, 1192%, t(_}3xcept that United Stnpes had laid down one additional of about 1,660
stanaar O18,

Guns on Uniled States and British capilal ships

United States Qreat Britaln
8lze of gun
Number | Total | Number| Total’
of ships guns of ships guns
1601000« e e 3 2 2| 18
b Ui 1 1) PPN UUPREPURPRRP SRU 13 100
4-ICN . o e e e e————————— 11 124 |l el
D B T P 1 12 e e




