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PREFACE

This dissertation has been written hopefully to shed 
more light on Japanese^-American relations precipitating in 
the Geneva Tripartite Conference of 1927. Several his
torians have mentioned or written solely on this, second 
naval limitation conference of the 1920's. Most have 
ignored Japanese--American relations and have attributed the 
conference invitation to a desire for fiscal savings by both 
Secretary of State Frank B . Kellogg and President Calvin 
Coolidge. No one has shown that the President and Secretary 
held differing views on naval armaments, Coolidge, in fact, 
never desired to sacrifice the navy for a reduced budget. 

Dealing with the conference, these same historians 
have dwelled only on the Anglo-American refusal to compro
mise their limitation plans, They have not delved beneath 
the surface of the dispute to reveal that the conflict 
involved differing naval strategy against Japan, Few have 
noted that the British and Americans.designed their diver
gent proposals to obtain security against an imagined 
Japanese threat. From the standpoint of Japanese-American 
relations, however, they have not presented the many 
influences which produced the positions taken at the 
conference. This i have tried to do,
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ABSTRACT

Although Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes 
declared naval competition at an end after the Washington 
Conference, the failure to restrict small naval vessels 
insured continued rivalry„ Intensified by domestic develop
ments, animosity between America and Japan perpetuated naval 
increases. The nativist movement within the United States 
blossomed into an "America first" approach to foreign 
nations in the 1920's, Not only did nativism promote dis
criminatory legislation against the Japanese, but this 
outlook tended to emphasize commercial and financial aspects 
in American foreign policy, It served to justify an in
creased tariff and equal opportunity for foreign trade to 
promote a higher standard of American life. In the Far East 
Washington hoped to widen the door of Chinese trade and 
ensure the continued flow of vital raw materials not found 
in the United States,

Japan, too, felt the need to increase its foreign 
markets. Suffering from overpopulation and too few raw 
materials, Tokyo desired to develop further its industry, 
This approach meant an increased search for foreign raw 
materials, America's energetic thrust for foreign trade, 
however, gave the appearance of pushing Japan aside. At 
the same time its continued domestic discrimination against

vii



viii
immigrants from the island empire angered the Japanese. 
Washington, in turn, viewed Japan as a competitor and looked 
with suspicion on its increased commercial activity in the 
Far East.

Immediately following the Washington Conference, 
both Tokyo and the American Navy continued to emphasize 
construction of lesser naval vessels. Seeing the island 
empire building more ships to augment a presumed policy of 
political, economic, and military domination of the Far 
East, the United States Navy called for greater numbers of 
large cruisers as security against Japanese expansion.
Amidst speculation of a Japanese-American war, the Navy 
redesigned its projected cruisers as pocket battleships in 
an effort to overcome the limitation placed on capital ships 
at Washington, At the same time Japanese naval leaders 
sought more vessels to protect their extended ocean trade 
routes,

In America Congress resisted the specter of naval 
competition," Common opinion held increased or excessive 
armaments as the cause of war. Viewing naval rivalry as.the • 
cause not the symptom of international tension, members of 
Congress called for a second naval limitation conference as 
the solution. Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes and 
President Calvin Coolidge resisted congressional pressure,
The situation changed, however, when Frank B , Kellogg 
succeeded Hughes as Secretary of State, Kellogg, in



ix
sympathy with the desire for a second conference, persuaded 
Coolidge to invite the signatories of the Washington Five 
Power Treaty to discuss additional naval limitation, From 
this invitation came the Geneva Tripartite Conference.

Secretary Kellogg blundered badly in organizing the 
conference. Thinking he lacked the technical expertise to 
formulate the limitation plans, Kellogg naively allowed the 
Navy to draft the sole American proposal, Additionally, 
he appointed an Admiral to a position of leadership in the 
delegation,

Dominating the American delegation and Kellogg, the 
Navy sought to use the conference partially to overcome the 
fortification restrictions imposed upon it in the Washington 
treaties, It attempted to use limitation not to ease Far 
Eastern tensions but to improve its strategic position in 
relation to Japan, Tokyo, too, proposed a scheme whereby it 
would gain greater advantage in the western Pacific,
Britain, whose strategic needs differed from the United 
States, refused to compromise its plan to accommodate 
America. This refusal precipitated an Anglo-American dis^ 
pute which caused a conference deadlock and failure, A 
successful conference, however, would not have eased tension 
because neither the United States nor Japan made an effort 
to understand the other's problems,



CHAPTER I

PLOTTING THE COURSE

The Geneva Conference of 1927 was one in a series 
of efforts by the United States to peacefully constrain 
Japanese imperial urges, reduce tensions, and td maintain 
equal economic opportunity in areas of the Far East outside 
American control„ Although its predecessor, the Washington 
Conference, did reduce the probability of war between 
America and Japan by limitation of large naval vessels and 
the agreement on fortifications in the Pacific, it did not 
end tensions nor bring expected cooperation in Asian affairs, 
Japanese^-American interests continued to collide, Racial 
antagonism, present before the Washington Conference, per-? 
sisted as exemplified through the United States Immigration 
Act of 1924. Americans suspected the motives behind 
Japanese economic expansion when the contest in lesser naval 
vessels continued. Fearing that this expansion, backed by 
naval force, meant the domination of Far Eastern markets at 
the expense of American equal economic opportunity., a 
majority of Congressmen sought further naval limitation to 
ease tensions. Prevailing thought held increased or 
excessive armament responsible for tension and war.



Difficulties, however, hampered the calling of . 
another limitation conference. From 19 22 to the Geneva 
Conference of 1927 harmony did not reside within the 
Republican party, nor did Congress dominate the shaping of 
foreign policy as John Vinson contended it had from 1919 to 
1922.^ Instead, until 1927 a balance prevailed in the 
government between those who desired further naval limita
tion and those who wished naval increases or at most thought 
additional limitation impossible.

Naval leaders and a minority of Congressmen sought 
to increase naval strength to protect American possessions 
and commerce against possible Japanese aggression. To some 
extent members of the Commerce Department sympathized with 
this group. These individuals, however, did not provide 
the counter balance to the limitation forces. Rather this 
constraint came from Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes 
and President Calvin Coolidge, Because neither of the two 
men thought another limitation conference could succeed, 
each desired to maintain sufficient strength for national 
security. Consequently, President Coolidge did not call 
another conference, and Congress failed to provide large 
sums for naval construction, Hughes' successor, Frank B, 
Kellogg, however, shared the view -of the majority of

1, John Vinson, The Parchment Peace; The United 
States Senate and the Washington Conference, 1921-1922 
(Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1955), 213.



Congressmen. Under Kellogg 1s pressure Coolidge finally 
agreed to another naval limitation conference in January 
1927. Secretary Kellogg’s approach to naval limitation 
differed from former Secretary Hughes. Since Kellogg knew 
little of naval affairs, he allowed the Navy a much greater 
role in the conference. Using this opportunity, the Navy 
tried to achieve what it could not get at home. Knowing 
that Congress would appropriate little money for cruisers, 
it sought to maximize its strength at the conference through 
favorable limitation. Unwilling to compromise for an, 
agreement, the Navy contributed to the conference failure.

Most works which have mentioned the Geneva 
Tripartite Conference have seen this naval limitation
gathering as a natural extention of the Washington Con-

2ference. They regard the continuing post-Washington 
competition in lesser naval vessels as the catalyst which 
prompted President Calvin Coolidge to call a second meeting 
for fiscal savings. They have ignored Far Eastern relations 
and the President's concern for national security as 
evidenced in his support of the naval construction bills

2, Benjamin Williams, The United States and Dis
armament (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1931); George T .
Davis, A Navy Second To None (New York: Harcourt, Brace and 
Co.., 1940); Merze Tate, The United States and Armament 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1948); L. Ethan Ellis, 
Republican Foreign Policy, 1921-1933 (New Brunswick:
Rutgers University Press, 1968); David Carlton, "Great 
Britain and the Coolidge Naval Disarmament Conference of 
1927," Political Science Quarterly, LXXXIII (December 1968), 
573-598,



presented in Congress. Moreover, none noted the difference 
of opinion about naval limitation of Coolidge and his 
Secretary of State Kellogg,

Nearly all historians who have mentioned the coni
fer ence attributed its failure to the inability of the
British and Americans to compromise on cruiser needs due

3to naval influence in their delegations. Few, however, 
have attempted to look further to see the reason behind the 
divergent views. Roskill wrote that both Britain and 
America had common goals to limit Japanese cruiser strength 
as the means to retard that nation's ambitions in the Far 
East.^ He found it puzzling, however,.that, working toward 
the same ends, neither country could reach agreement, 
Roskill should have realized that, although the ends were 
the same, America and Britain conceived different means to 
reach them. To allow America its desired freedom to build 
10,000 ton, 8-inch gun cruisers with a total tonnage limit 
precluded granting Japan the same right. Under this condi
tion Britain's small cruisers would be obsolete and power
less against Japan, At the same time the American Navy,

3, Williams, The United States and Disarmament; 
Davis, A Nayy Second to None; Tate, The United States and 
Armament; Rolland A, Chaput, Disarmament in British Foreign 
Policy (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1935); L, Ethan 
Ellis, Frank B, Kellogg and American Foreign Relations, 
1925-1929 (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1961).

4, Stephen Roskill, Naval Policy Between the Wars,
I, The Period of Anglo-American Antagonism, 1919-1929 (New 
York; Walker and Co,, 1968). " ~ V;



unable to extract all the funds it wanted from Congress to
build more cruisers, could not permit the British to
restrict large cruisers or use their high total tonnage
demand for the ratio measurement. To do so prevented
America from gaining ground on the Japanese navy and
reduced the Navy's ability to meet a conceived Japanese
threat in the Far East. Wheeler correctly asserted that the
Anglo-American plans were designed to meet an imagined

5Japanese threat, However, less convincingly he asserted 
that Japanese pre-conference propaganda, which demanded 
more than a 5-3 ratio and reduced fortification of Singapore, 
made Britain and America cling to extreme positions at the 
conference. Pre-conference propaganda was only an immediate 
symptom, Japanese-American suspicions had continued after 
the Washington Conference and resulted in the Tripartite 
Conference plans to meet conceived national security needs,

Only three individuals have written exclusively on 
the Geneva Tripartite Conference, In an unpublished disser
tation Captain (Navy) Ben S. Custer viewed the conference 
as another attempt by civilians to further wcut the heart 
out of the Navy,”  ̂ His dissertation mainly consisted of

5, Gerald Wheeler, Prelude to Pearl Harbor; The 
United States Navy and the Far East, 1921—1931.(Columbia;
University of Missouri Press, 1963).

6. Ben S, Custer, "The Geneva Conference for the 
Limitation of Naval Armament, 1927" (unpublished disserta
tion, Georgetown University, 1948).



editing the diary which Rear Admiral Frank Schofield kept
at the conference, Carlton wrote that the three nations met
in a spirit of good will to increase their friendly rela-

7tions by further naval limitation. Discussionsz however, 
roused latent or even previously nonexistent ill will 
between Britain and America„ Britain refused to allow 
the United States freedom to construct mostly large cruisers 
with 8-inch guns since these ships could outmatch their 
smaller 6-inch gun cruisers. At the same time America 
presented its proposal to accomplish this very end. As a 
result Carlton described the Japanese role as one of 
patient mediator. He discounted any contention that the 
Anglo-Saxon nations designed their plans to meet a Japanese 
threat. As a result he found Gerald Wheeler's view a 
curious thesis. Had,he broadened his sources, Carlton 
would have detected a fear of Japanese intentions in the 
Far East, In another unpublished dissertation Brode saw 
differing concepts of defense against Japan as the cause of 
the Anglo-American dispute,  ̂ However, he felt that Britain 
and America, instead of fighting at the conference, should 
have taken advantage of Japan ''s eagerness for a naval 
limitation treaty. It would have been easy to reach

7. Carlton, "Great Britain and the Coolidge Naval 
Disarmament Conference of 1927," .

8. Michael J. Brode, "Anglo-American Relations and 
the Geneva Naval Disarmament Conference of 1927" (unpublished 
dissertation. University of Alberta, 1972),



agreement with Japan, he thought, because Japanese-American 
relations were relaxed, By the nature of his dissertation 
Erode did not go into Japanese-American relations, in depth. 
Otherwise, he would have realized that relations between 
the two countries were far from relaxed. He did not take 
into consideration that, while Japan may have put forth an 
image of eagerness for a treaty, it did not intend to 
abandon its plan and adopt the American proposal for sake 
of agreement. It wanted to have as much of its proposal 
incorporated into an agreement as possible to enhance its 
n a t i o n a l  security in the Far East, Japan was especially 
anxious to narrow the 5-3 ratio of the Washington Conference 
and limit America's 10,000 ton cruisers. In Erode's view 
the conference failure contributed to the rise of militarism 
in Japan and forfeited a chance to stabilize Asia, Since 
the Japanese military had not lost power in the government, 
the conference did not contribute to a rise in militarism in 
that nation.

Tension between the United States and Japan 
stretched back to the end of the Russo-Japanese War in 1905. 
By winning the war Japan not only gained national security 
through control of Korea, but also acquired leased territory 
and railroad interests in Manchuria. Japanese expansion 
together with a newly acquired recognition of military 
might led Washington to envision a danger to its new 
dominion in the Philippines and to China, Through a series



of agreements President Theodore Roosevelt sought to bring 
security to American possessions by promising not to inter
fere in Korea„ In return the Japanese government dis
claimed territorial conquest in the Philippines and pledged 
to uphold the Open Door policy in China. Growing anti- 
Japanese antagonism on the American West Coast, however, 
caused strained relations to persist. California labor 
organized a movement in 1905 for statutory exclusion of 
Japanese, but this received little world attention until 
the San Francisco school board incident of 1906, As a 
concession to organized labor prior to the 1906 election the 
Board of Education of that city barred Japanese students 
from public schools, forcing them to attend a school 
previously delegated for Chinese and Korean students„ In 
Japan newspapers loosed a storm of protest. The Jiji, 
Nichi-Nichi, and Kokumin, all of Tokyo, demanded that the 
American federal government restrain the San Franciscans
before relations between the two countries broke down 

9completely. Talk of war even emitted from Europe where 
Henry Rochefort writing for the Intransigeant (Paris) 
predicted a future conflict. He felt that the Japanese, 
having won recognition as a world power through the Russo- 
Japanese War, did not wish to be classed as an ordinary 
yellow race by having their children sent to a school with

9, The Literary Digest, November 3, December 1, 
1906, January 19, 1907,



Chinese, It hurt their racial pride to accept such unequal 
10conditions„ In a quid pro quo with the San Francisco 

Board of Education President Roosevelt agreed to curtail 
Japanese immigration in return for an end to the segregation 
of Japanese students „ The result of the President l's action 
brought a note from Tokyo in early 1907 which embodied the 
"Gentlemen's Agreement" proclaimed in 1908.

Talk of war continued through 19 07, World Peace 
or World War written by a German naval officer, Graf von 
Reventlow, however, looked to a different cause for a 
Japanese^-American war „ He predicted a conflict over 
possession of the Philippines, Japan needed those islands,
he reasoned, to settle its excess population since its

• • 11 immigrants could no longer enter the United States, To
cool the talk of war.Roosevelt provided a show of muscle 
by sending the fleet around the world, Although calm pre
vailed for a short time, irritants continued. During the 
administration of President William Howard Taft, American 
interests attempted to internationalize and enlarge the
railroad network in Manchuria, but they soon discovered
that the Japanese considered its national security tied to 
that area of China. Even the hint of such a suggestion by 
either Americans or a newly developed banking consortium

10, Ibid,, December 22, 1906.
11. Ibid., May 18, 1907.



10
brought vigorous protests from Japan whose wishes were 
observed.

Racial problems appeared again, although after 1908
the center of anti-Japanese feeling shifted from San
Francisco to the rural areas of California. Rural protest

12culminated in the California Alien Land Law of 1913, This
law provided that individuals ineligible for American
citizenship could not own land in California. Land could
only be leased for a three year period. Facilitating the
passage of the law, the Treaty of Commerce of 1911 between
Japan and the United States had removed a clause from an

131894 treaty which had allowed Japanese to own land. Steps
taken by President Woodrow Wilson and his Secretary of 
State, William Jennings Bryan, to dissuade Californians 
resulted in only the removal of an explicit mention of 
Japanese, The people of those islands knew against whom 
the law aimed. Previous protests in Japan against anti'- 
Japanese measures in California appeared tame compared to 
the outcry accompanying the land law, Japanese newspapers, 
united to denounce the act as barbarous and inhumane and

12, Roger Daniels, The Politics of Prejudice: The 
Anti-Japanese Movement in California and the Struggle for 
Japanese Exclusion (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 1962), 45.

13. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of 
the United States, 1913 (Washington, D. C,: Government 
Printing Office, 1920-1942), 637, (Hereafter cited as 
Foreign Relations.)



11
called for retaliation. Some suggested seizure of the
Philippines and Hawaiian Islands. Mass meetings denounced
the law as a slight to national honor and shouts for war
rang out, On the day the law passed the Japanese
ambassador submitted a formal protest to the State Depart-

15ment followed sixteen days later by a second note. Since 
Federal jurisdiction did not extend within a state, nothing 
came of the Tokyo protests, In fact they had a reverse 
reaction among American newspapers. While previous news
paper support for anti-Japanese actions came only from the 
West Coast, it now spread to papers in New Orleans, Chicago, 
Detroit, St. Louis, New York, and Pittsburgh. Editorials 
across the country began to call for an end to all Japanese 
immigration to the United States as a solution to the 
problem. The Newark, New Jersey Star even began to express
a fear of a yellow p e r i l , W i t h  the spread of this racism
around the nation the basis for support of additional anti- 
Japanese measures developed, culminating in the Immigration 
Act of 1924.

Doing little to ease racial tensions, President 
Wilson ignored the Far East for several years after 
divorcing American bankers from the consortium of 1911-12,

14. The Literary Digest, April 19, May 3, 1913.
15. Foreign Relations, 1913, 629-635,
16. The Literary Digest, May 3, 17, 31, 1913.



He took renewed interest when Japan, taking advantage of 
Europe's preoccupation with World War I, tried to extend its 
influence over China, Japan's attempt to control the Peking 
government took the form of a long list of stipulations 
known as the Twenty-One Demands, Paul S. Reinsch, the 
American Minister *to China, believed these demands

17constituted the "greatest crisis" in China's history.
Seemingly, Japan meant to develop the Far East as its own
sphere, for it had already seized the German islands north
of the equator and leased territory in China's Shantung
province, In reaction on May 11, 1915 Secretary of State
William J , Bryan notified the Japanese Foreign Minister
that the United States refused to recognize any agreement
between China and Japan which would harm American rights

18or the political and territorial integrity of China,
This pronouncement did not end additional Japanese pressure 
on Peking, By 1917 using economic methods in support of 
political means Japan utilized loans to gain additional 
influence and concessions from the Chinese central and 
provincial governments. To counter this Japanese thrust 
Reinsch and Secretary of State Robert Lansing advocated 
financial assistance by Americans as a means of maintaining

17, Foreign Relations, 1915, I, 80,
18, Ibid., 146.



13
19equal opportunity for all in China, American banks failed

to respond, and Peking accepted the island nation's loans.
Because Japanese bankers made loans under the guise of
acting for the consortium of 1911-12, Reinsch desired the
re-entry of the United States into the consortium. If this
were done, he felt, it would accomplish more to prevent

20control of China by Japan than any other action. Failing 
to get either loans or entrance into the consortium,
Reinsch damned American economic interests for their 
timidity,

The American Minister also attempted to persuade
the Peking government to nationalize various businesses
including its iron industry to keep them independent of

22Japanese control. Desperate to place some restraint on
Japan, he proposed in January 1917 that Japan and the United
States cooperate in railroad building in Manchuria, Tokyo,
however, refused stating it had a special position in that

23area of China through the treaty of May 1915, Despite 
Japan's response, Reinsch still felt that Japanese

19, Paul S, Reinsch, An American Diplomat in China 
(New York: Doubleday, Page and Co., 1922), 296; Foreign 
Relations, 1916, I, 138; 1917, I, 125.

20, Foreign Relations, 1917, I, 135-136,
21, Reinsch, An American Diplomat in China, 218,
22, Ibid,, 222-229,
23, Foreign Relations, 1917, I, 169-170,
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cooperation in the development of Manchuria could be
obtained. He sought to draw Tokyo away from seeking
special rights' and privileges in the rest of China. He
hoped that this cooperation could be accomplished in return
for an American recognition of Japan's special position in

24its leased area of Manchuria. To make such an accord the
Japanese government in effect would be relinquishing its
claim to a special position in the rest of that area of
China. This claim the United States had never recognized
for to do so would abridge American economic opportunity
there. Secretary Lansing and Viscount Kikujiro Ishii, who
had been sent in mid'-1917 to Washington as a plenipotentary
representative, discussed Japan's claim to a privileged '
position in Manchuria. These talks produced an agreement
containing an ambiguous reference which stated that "the
Government of the United States recognizes that Japan has
special interests in China, particularly in the part to

2 5which her possessions are contiguous," Tokyo construed 
these words to embrace the whole of Manchuria while the 
American government sought to apply it only to existing 
Japanese concessions„ Since Japan recognized the Open Door 
in China in the latter part of the agreement, it thereby 
recognized equal economic opportunity for all nations,

24, Ibid., 171-172.
25, Ibid.,, 264.



15
including the area of Manchuria.^ It was not until Giichi
Tanaka became Prime Minister in 1927 that Tokyo began to

27make a distinction between Manchuria and China. In any
event the agreement was not a "tacit recognition of Japanese

2 8ambitions" as Thomas Buckley has maintained. Had it been, 
there would have been no subsequent attempt to curb 
Japanese activity through a four power consortium.

Despite the maneuvers by Washington to contain the 
Japanese grip on China, Tokyo continued to make periodic 
loans to China for purposes of domination. Since British 
and French financial difficulties had curtailed their 
participation in the old consortium thus allowing Japan to 
control pecuniary dealings with China, Lansing requested 
that President Wilson consent to a new consortium with

26., Ibid. , 1919, I, 493,
27, Charles MacVeagh (Ambassador to Japan) to the 

Secretary of State, July 21, 1927, Records of the Department 
of State relating to Internal Affairs of China, 1910-
1929, decimal file 893.00/9301 (National Archives, Washing
ton, D. C„), (Hereafter cited as DS/NA followed by the 
file number); "Japan, Comments on Current Political Events" 
by Lt. Col, C. Burnett (Military Attache, Tokyo), July 21, 
1927r Records of the War Department General Staff, Military 
Intelligence Division, 1917-1941 (National Archives, 
Washington, D, C ,). (Hereafter cited as WDGS/NA); "Japan's 
Position in Manchuria" by Stanley K. Hornbeck, November 15, 
193 2,' Stanley K, Hornbeck MSS (Hoover Institution on War, 
Revolution and Peace, Stanford University, Palo Alto, 
California),

28, Thomas Buckley, The United States- and the 
Washington Conference, 1921-1922 (Knoxville: University of 
Tennessee Press, 1970), 75.
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2 9American participation. When the President gave permis

sion, it represented a complete departure from the position 
he had taken in 1913. At that time he refused to allow 
American .bankers to partake in the old consortium for moral 
reasons, The older consortium, developed to make adminis
trative loans to China would, he felt, use such loans to 
control the Chinese government. Although the new four 
power consortium proposed in mid-1918 differed little from 
the old, Wilson and Lansing saw it as a means of pre
venting the subjugation of China by Japan, For America 
multinational financing now contained the key to the

30constructive development of China for equal opportunity„

29. The Secretary of State to President Wilson,
June 20, 1918, DS/NA 893,51/2513a.

30, Reinsch, An American Diplomat in China, 3 2 8- 
331, 33 4-335; Roy W, Curry, Woodrow Wilson and Far Eastern 
Policy, 1913-1921 (New York: Bookman Associates, 1957) ,
204, 318, Jerry Israel, Progressivism and the Open Door: 
America and China, 1905-1921 (Pittsburgh: University of 
Pittsburgh Press, 1971), saw. Wilson applying his domestic 
New Freedom program of competition to foreign policy as the 
reason for abandoning the multi-national cooperatively 
oriented original consortium. As Wilson gravitated toward 
Theodore Roosevelt's cooperatively centered domestic New 
Nationalism he came to accept cooperation in foreign 
relations as exemplified in joining the second consortium. 
William A, Williams, The Tragedy of American Diplomacy 
(New York: Dell Publishing Co,, 1959), thought Wilson 
refused to support the original consortium because America 
did not dominate it. The United States, outside the 
consortium, could better serve the interests of China, 
American bankers, however, did not have the necessary 
capital to follow an independent role. As a result 
Williams saw Wilson reviving the consortium to aid America1s 
open door expansion in Asia,
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The Secretary of State invited several bankers to 

discuss the organization of an American group to participate 
in a consortium. Completed preparation for the American
group in December 1918 readied the stage to include

31 "Britain, France, and Japan. In mid'-1919 conversations
between banking groups of the four nations began in Paris.
The Americans proposed that the consortium make not only
administrative loans, but also industrial loans including

32 'railroad construction. Japanese bankers initially con
curred, but then, under instructions from their government, 
wished to exclude Manchuria and Inner Mongolia from 
industrial loans, A claim to special interests in those 
areas formed the basis of their request. Secretary of 
State Lansing, however, refused to concur that the Lansing- 
Ishii Agreement specified such recognition„ The Japanese, 
having recognized the Open Door in that agreement, could not 
now claim a special economic position in those regions, he
noted. Both Wilson and Lansing agreed that if the Japanese
persisted in their desire to have those areas exempted,
then the other three nations of the group should develop the •

33consortium without Japan, This attempt to press the 
Japanese failed when France opposed it because it might

31. Foreign Relations, 1918, I, 198-199,
32. Ibid,, 1919, I, 421, 438.
33. Ibid., 451-455; Curry, Woodrow Wilson and Far

Eastern Policy, 1913-1921, 204.
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throw Japan into German arms.̂  ̂ Conversations continued at 
sporadic intervals for another year. Then by a compromise 
reached in May 19 20 the South Manchuria Railway with its 
branches and mines remained outside the consortium. The 
final treaty was signed in October and the Chinese govern
ment officially notified in January 19 21.3^

Desire to maintain all of Manchuria under their 
control explained Japanese determination to preserve 
Manchuria and Inner Mongolia from consortium loans. They 
had obtained military domination over Manchuria shortly 
after the introduction of Japanese troops in that area and 
Siberia in 1918 under the pretext of protecting Czecho
slovakian soldiers there. While the Japanese government 
sought to insure against the intrusion of outside capital 
in that area, the military,used Chinese language newspapers
owned by Japanese in an effort to incite the Chinese to

37take an anticonsortium view. The compromise did net them 
for the first time a recognition of Japanese economic 
hegemony over the areas of southern Manchuria that they held

34, Foreign Relations, 1919, I, 467, 487 e
35, Ibid,, 1920, I, 556-557, 576-580, 603; Thomas 

W,.Lamont, Across World Frontiers (New York: Earcourt,
Brace, and Co., 1951), 235.

36, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the 
United States, Russia, 1918 (Washington, D . C .: Government 
Printing Office, 1932-1937), II, 428. (Hereafter cited as 
Foreign Relations,Russia.)

37, Lamont, Across World Frontiers, 23 8.
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by treaty. By accepting the compromise, however, the
Tokyo government tacitly abandoned the claim of paramount
interests in all Manchuria, It, no doubt, increased the
difficulty of explaining the need to militarily control
that entire area of China thus perhaps aiding the cause of
later withdrawal from there and Siberia,

In 1918 Allied intervention in Siberia led to
additional Japanese?-American friction. While Washington
envisioned deploying only a small force of men in that area,
Tokyo increased its force to 72,400, Multi-national
cooperative action, if it initially existed, soon ended,
American complaints, that the excessive number of Japanese
troops violated the spirit of cooperation, induced Tokyo
to promise reductions, The Japanese army, however, began to
arm 20,000 Cossacks to operate under its command to replace
withdrawn Japanese forces, It also promoted chaotic condi^
tions by supporting one white Russian faction against 

38another,
Chaotic conditions led to a Japanese appeal to 

establish a military zone around the Trans-Siberian and 
Chinese Eastern Railways, America refused, Washington 
viewed this move by Tokyo as an attempt to dominate Siberia 
through control of the railroads. Undaunted, the Japanese 
sought to administer the railways by using the Cossacks

38, Foreign Relations, R u s s i a 19-18, II, 288̂ 289.:, 
428, 433^436, 4'62?-464, - '
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under their command. America thwarted this Japanese ambi
tion by the establishment of an Inter-Allied Technical Board
which supervised the operations of the two railroads until

39•their restoration in 1922. Unable to use the railways 
to its advantage the island empire adopted a more coopera
tive policy. Accompanied by the strains of a Japanese band 
playing Happy Days are Here Again, the United States with
drew the last of its Siberian forces in 192 0, Tokyo' 
followed, in 1922.

In this period Japanese-American relations were 
further strained by mutual mistrust over increases in naval 
strength. At the outset of World War I in 1914 the
Japanese government approved what became known as an eight-

40eight program of naval construction. Because of a 
shortage of funds in 1916, it reduced the size to an eight- 
four program, Simultaneously, the American Congress passed 
the Naval Service Appropriations Act of 1916 which projected

39. Ibid,, 1919, 552-553, 558-561, 565-567.
40, An eight-eight fleet consisted of sixteen 

capital ships (eight battleships and eight battle cruisers) 
as the nucleus of a fleet supported by twenty-six cruisers, 
ninety-four destroyers, and ninety-three submarines.. Any 
reduction or increase in the number of capital ships 
included a proportionate increase or reduction in the 
supporting vessels. Y . Takenobu, Japan Year Book, 1924-
25 (Tokyo: Japan Yearbook Office, 1927), 156-157,
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41a program of 156 vessels, including sixteen capital ships.

With the end of World War I the Tokyo government did not
reduce its naval program. Instead, expecting America to
continue its construction as a means to thwart Japanese
ambitions in the Par East, Tokyo continued its 1916 

42program. In fact by December 1918 Japanese newspapers
began to report plans for a huge naval building program
which would eventually produce three fleets of -eight-eight 

43each. Although these reports were merely propaganda on 
Japan's part, Tokyo acted in 1919 to match President 
Wilson's request that Congress approve a new three-year 
program which would duplicate that of 1916 and create a 
navy second to none, Japan expanded its eight^four program 
of 1916 to eighth-six and re-ex tended it in July 1920. to its 
original eight-eight plan.^ The extent of Japanese

41, Buckley, The United States and the Washington 
Conference, .1921-1922, 6; Yamato Ichihashi, The Washington 
Conference and After (Palo Alto: Stanford University Press, 
1928), 4,

42, Papers Relating to the Foreign- Relations of the 
United States, Paris Peace Conference, .1919 (Washington,
D. C ,: Government Printing Office, 1942-1943), I, 489-493. 
(Hereafter cited as Foreign Relations, Paris Peace Con- 
ference,)

43, "Memorandum on Evidence of Japan’s Preparation 
for War," May 24, 1920, Records of the Department of State 
relating to Political Relations Between Japan and other 
States, 1910-1929, decimal file 794,00/17 (National Archives, 
Washington, D, C,). (Hereafter cited as DS/NA followed by 
the file number,)

44, Buckley, The United States and the Washington 
Conference, 1921-1922, 7; Ichihashi, The Washington- r" ”
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concern could be seen in its projected 1921-22 national
defense outlay which formed about 51.4 per cent of its 

45total budget. Moreover, Japan began to make huge 
purchases of raw materials in foreign markets while the 
semicontrolled newspapers waged a prolonged, bitter anti- 
American campaign, Among other things these papers held • 
the United States responsible for a Korean uprising, the 
alienation of China from Japan, driving Japanese invest
ments from China in favor of its own, and threatening Japan

46by increasing its Pacific squadron.
The racial problem also appeared again as the United 

States received the blame for the failure of racial 
equality proposals introduced at the Versailles peace 
conference, Initially, the Japanese delegation at the 
peace Conference submitted a race equality amendment for 
the League of Nations' covenant. When the Commission of 
the League failed to adopt it, the delegation asked that an 
insertion on race equality be placed in the covenant

Conference and After, 4; Merlo J, Pusey, Charles Evans 
Hughes, II (New York: Macmillan Co,, 1951), 453; Davis, A 
Navy Second to None, 252,

45, Post Wheeler to the Secretary of State, August 
17, 1921, Records of the Department of State relating to 
Internal Affairs of Japan, 1910-1929, decimal file 
894,20/21 (National Archives, Washington, D, C.).
(Hereafter cited as DS/NA followed by the file number.)

46, "Memorandum on Evidence of Japan's Preparation 
for War," May 24, 1920, DS/NA 794,00/17,
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47preamble„ It, too, failed to receive approval. Although

Britain and its dominions placed the greatest obstacles in
the path of racial equality pronouncements at Versailles,
the Japanese papers blamed America, This action only served
to add to the resentment of that island nation's people
when racial issues again arose in the United States, In
1920 the California Legislature added a measure for
approval to the November election ballot which excluded the
Japanese 'from their right to lease land for three years,
After the California voters approved the measure the
Japanese government sent a formal protest to the State

48 •Department,
American pressure on Japan at the Versailles. 

Conference to renounce its claim to Shantung and the 
Chinese protest of the ultimate decision also served to 
alienate the Japanese, President Wilson's attempt to force 
the island empire to return the Shantung province to China 
ended in failure. Meeting with stiff Japanese resistance, 
Wilson yielded to keep that country from declining member^ 
ship in the League of Nations, News of the Japanese 
victory on this issue caused a Chinese student protest known 
as the May Fourth Movement, The protest greatly alarmed

47, Foreign Relations, Paris Peace Conference, . 
1919, III, 289-291,

48, Foreign Relations, 1920, III, 1-2, 17, 19;
1921, II, 319-320,
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Tokyo as students persuaded merchants throughout China to 
boycott Japanese goods. In turn Americans in China brought 
Japan's ire against the United States by their sympathetic 
support of the students. From Shanghai both the American 
Chamber of Commerce and the Anglo-American Association 
expressed regret on the peace conference Shantung settle
ment , In,addition the American Chamber of Commerce feared 
the decision meant increased Japanese military control of 
China, Tokyo protested to the State Department about the 
statements of these two groups without eliciting a 
response. Minister Paul Reinsch, seeing the student action 
as the beginning of a movement to unite China, thought
silence would increase Chinese friendship and commerce for 

49America.
As tension increased in this period American 

journalists predicted war in Asia in the immediate future. 
Others, alarmed by rising tensions, began to ask for a 
naval limitation conference. On December 14, 1920 Senator 
William E , Borah of Idaho introduced a resolution asking 
the President to issue invitations for such a conference„ 
After both houses of Congress passed the resolution 
President Warren G. Harding began to arrange for limitation 
talks. Eight other nations agreed to attend a conference in

49, Ibid., 1919, I, 691-709,
50, Buckley, The United States and the Washington 

Conference, 1921-1922, 77̂ -79,



Washington to discuss not only naval limitation, but also
51the problems of the Far East, Britain had suggested the 

Asian questions, The American agenda included them in 
another effort in support of the Open Door and Asian 
stability,

The first objective, naval limitation, partly
succeeded as capital ships and aircraft carriers were
limited on a ratio basis of 5-5-3, Britain and the United
States received parity while Japan accepted the lesser
figure. To achieve Japanese consent to the ratio America
agreed not to further fortify its possessions west of
Hawaii, In the second objective Secretary of State Charles
Evans Hughes sought to give the Open Door policy the

52sanction of international law. Several treaties provided 
this attempted conversion. The Four Power Agreement 
terminated the Anglo-Japanese Alliance, Stanley K,
Hornbeck, an advisor in the State Department, in memorandums 
stated that the Alliance served Japan as a means of 
imperialism and was thus antithetical to the Open Door 
policy. Hornbeck felt that if Britain dropped the Alliance 
and committed itself absolutely to the Open Door, then Japan

51. Raymond L. Buell, The Washington Conference 
(New York: D , Appleton and Co., 1922), 147-148; Buckley, The 
United States and the Washington Conference, 1921-1922, 11- 
19; Ichihashi, The Washington Conference and After, 10;
Pusey, Charles Evans Hughes, II, 456-457.

52. Pusey, Charles Evans Hughes, II, 501.
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5 3would follow suit. By the Nine Power Agreement all the 

nations in attendance at the conference consented to accept 
the Open Door in China, to respect that nation's political 
and territorial integrity, and give it every opportunity 
to develop a stable government. An additional agreement 
called for a Customs Conference to be held within ninety 
days after the Washington treaties were signed through 
which China's tariff duties would be raised, Each nation 
also pledged to attend, upon invitation by China, a commis
sion to review"the extraterritoriality treaties with that 
country. Increased revenue, as a result of the Customs 
Conference, would make it easier for the Peking government 
to consolidate its power and develop a united China, Such 
a strengthened government could also prevent incursions on 
its sovereignty, To America the "spirit of the Washington 
Conference" meant a cooperative effort to maintain Asian 
peace and stability, and the acceptance of the Open Door 
for China once more, particularly on the part of Japan.
As another link in the chain of negotiations to stabilize 
the western Pacific, the Washington Conference succeeded in 
easing tensions with Japan, but it did not end naval 
competition and talk of eventual war, nor did it bring 
complete cooperation in strengthening China, Often

53, "The Anglo^Japanese Alliance," by Stanley K. 
Hornbeck (no date)•16^17, 43; "The Anglo-Japanese Alliance;
A Way Out," by Stanley K . Hornbeck, June 6, 1921, 2,
Hornbeck MSS,
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cooperation failed, however, due to the increasing- impotence 
of the Peking government which was' beset by rising 
nationalism and civil war. Growing economic competition, 
as well, gave rise to a fear that Japan's economic expan
sion meant that nation's dominance of the Far East. Racist 
decisions and measures by the United States Supreme Court 
and Congress continued to irritate Japanese-American 
relations. It was not long after the Washington Conference 
some Americans looked to further naval limitation as a 
solution for all problems between the two nations.

\



CHAPTER II

CONFLICTING INTERESTS AND CONTINUED TENSION

American desire for a second naval limitation 
conference developed from an increasingly alarming situa
tion in the Far East. Heightened tensions continued with 
Japanese construction of naval vessels not limited at the 
Washington Conference, accompanied by persistent con
flicting economic interests and American racism.

Under a long prevailing idea in the United States,
which received increased credence during World War I, the
root of tension between nations lay with increased or
excessive armaments. In thrall to this belief many in
Congress wished to build no more naval vessels, Instead,
they called for a second conference to limit the classes
of ships not covered at the Washington Conference. Others,
in the executive branch, held a differing view. As a means
of maintaining peace and security, Secretary of State
Charles Evans Hughes in October 1922 advocated maintaining

1the relative treaty strength of the Navy in all vessels.
To do so meant increased construction in such categories as 
cruisers, President Calvin Coolidge echoed this idea in his

1, Congressional Record (Washington, D . C „: 
Government Printing Office, 1922-1927, 1934), 73rd Cong.,
2nd Sess », 1597.
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message to Congress in 1923 in which he asked that the

2country not be weakened by neglect of its national defense. 
Numerous naval officers and Secretary of the Navy Curtis 
Wilbur spoke for a strong fleet to protect American commer
cial interests, particularly in the Pacific. Unmoved by 
the congressional requests for further naval limitation, 
the executive branch sought to fulfill the Washington 
Treaty limitation.

Feeling that it had achieved a Japanese pledge for 
cooperation through the Washington Conference in dealing
with Asia, the American government did not further strive

3to develop a solid.relationship with that nation„ Instead, 
Washington's focus remained on China where it hoped, through 
cooperation, to strengthen the central government in Peking 
sufficiently for that nation to solve its internal

2. "Message of the President of the United States 
to Congress, December 6, 1923," Foreign Relations, 1923, I, 
xv i,

3. State Department personnel stationed in China 
outnumbered those in Japan, Correspondence between the 
State Department and China far outnumbered that with Japan, 
China obviously held greater importance to American leaders 
who suffered under the delusion of Sino-American friendship 
and the benefits which could be derived from increased 
trade. Ambassador Edgar Bancroft in Japan had to have an 
experienced man sent to aid him in 1925, Joseph C. Grew to 
Henry P , Fletcher, June 25, 1925, Henry P, Fletcher MSS 
(Library of Congress, Washington, D , C ,); Charles MacVeagh, 
Bancroft's successor, complained to the State Department 
that he had considerable embarrassment because he had not 
been advised on matters of importance in any prompt manner • 
on a number of occasions, Charles MacVeagh to Nelson T. 
Johnson, January 31, 1927, Nelson T. Johnson MSS (Library of 
Congress, Washington, D , C ,).
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4problems. Americans hoped that stabilization of China 

would provide occasion for the growth of democracy and 
equal economic opportunity there. At this juncture an 
intransigent France, an uncooperative Japan, expanding 
Chinese xenophobic nationalism and civil war, and growing 
participation of the Soviet Union in supporting Chinese 
factions combined to place obstacles in the path to a 
stable Peking government. Of these elements an uncoopera
tive Japan received the most blame since the Japanese did 
not subordinate their interests to those of the United 
States. In fact members of the State, Commerce, and Navy 
Departments felt that Japan had not turned from its efforts 
to dominate the whole of the Far East. They believed it 
had changed only the form of conquest from one of physical 
subjugation to economic domination,

To strengthen the Peking government, representatives 
of the nine nations at the Washington Conference had agreed 
to hold a customs conference to raise Chinese tariffs. This 
customs conference was to meet within three months after the 
Nine Power Treaty had been ratified. A dispute between 
France and China, however, delayed early ratification of

4, Herbert Hoover, Memoirs: The Cabinet and the 
Presidency, 1920-1933 (New York: Macmillan, 1951), 180; 
Memorandum by Roy Anderson, 1923, DS/NA 893. 00/7006,
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5that treaty and the customs conference as well, Without

benefit of increased revenue from customs and shaken by
civil war, China's central government grew weaker, To
prevent its total collapse, Secretary of State Charles
Evans Hughes called upon the Four Power Consortium to make
a loan to it,^ Hughes told Thomas W, Earnout, a member of
the American banking group which participated in the
consortium, that such a loan could also be in the interest

7of promoting big power cooperation in the Far East,
On July 10, 1922 the consortium bankers notified

their respective governments, in effect asking for their
consent to give financial aid to China, In reply in
October of that year the Japanese government refused,
alleging that conditions had become too unsettled in China

8to make a loan. Since the British government concurred 
with Washington's view that Peking should receive a loan, 
Hughes wrote to the American Ambassador in Japan asking him 
to urge the Tokyo government to reconsider, Japan, however,

5, In 1917 China's payments on the Boxer Rebellion 
indemnity had been suspended for five years when that 
nation declared war on Germany. With the resumption of 
payments in 1922 France refused to take the highly inflated 
postwar franc, demanding instead gold francs of prewar 
value, When China demurred, Paris declined to ratify the 
Nine Power Treaty, Foreign Relations, 1924, I, 425-426; 
1925, I, 839-841; New York Times, July 15, 1925,

6, Foreign Relations, 1922, I, 795-796,
7, Ibid,, 756,
8. Ibid,, 7 94-7 95,



9 'remained unyielding. Still further inquiry in early 1923
won Tokyo's promise to discuss the possibility.of a loan to
consolidate and refund China's unsecured debt. Although
such an arrangement would have benefited American bankers
who had made unsecured loans, it would have aided the
Japanese more for they held greater unsecured debts than all

11the other countries together. Under this condition of
funding unsecured debts, Hughes agreed to a consortium
discussion feeling, as he told the American Banking Group,
that it was desirable to help China rehabilitate its
financial situation. Although it would benefit Japanese
interests most, Hughes felt that it would aid the "prospects
for a normal and healthy development of American financial

12and economic interests in that country
Civil War in China, however, continued to weaken

the Peking government. In September 1923 Jacob G. Schurman,
the American Minister, cabled the Secretary of State that
he did not think any government in Peking would be strong
enough to warrant loans nor did the present leaders have

13an interest in consolidating China's debt. As a result

9, Ibid., 797-801, .
10, Ibid., 1923, I, 527-532,
11, Ibid,, 1925, I, 844-845,
12, Ibid., 1923, I, 534-537,
13, Ibid., 548,
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the Four Power Consortium never made any loans to China„
Ultimate failure to grant economic aid stemmed from un^
settled conditions in China„ .More importantly in terms of
relations with Japan, America in its first attempt at
cooperation in the post-Washington Far East, found the
Tokyo government unbending unless its interests received a
distinct advantage. Japan never intended to cooperate to
help the development of a strong united China under American
terms since Americans hoped that nation would develop as a

14friendly democracy with close economic ties e What Japan

14. It was the opinion of the British government 
that although Japan ceased to follow its policy of aggres
sion after the Washington Conference, it did not want to 
see the growth of foreign influence in China other than its 
own. London, therefore, found cooperation with the 
Japanese to be difficult. W. N. Medlicott, Douglas Dakin, 
and M, E . Lambert (eds.), Documents on British Foreign 
Policy, 1919-1939, Series 1A, II (London: Her Majesty's 
Stationery Office, 197 0), 954„ (Hereafter cited as Docu
ments on British Foreign Policy.) American reports echoed 
this opinion for the Manchurian area. In late 1922 J. W , 
Ballantine, the American Consul at Dairen, sent an address 
by Hikokichi Ijuin, Governor. General of the Kwantung Leased 
Territory, in which he stated that Japan's interests in 
Manchuria could not be confined to the area it held, J , W, 
Ballantine to the Secretary of State, November 23, 1922, 
DS/NA 894c.01/66; a short time latbr George C „ Hanson, the 
American Consul in Harbin, reported he had no doubt that 
Japan intended to make an economic conquest of Manchuria. 
George C, Hanson to the Secretary of State, March 7, 1923, 
DS/NA 893„00/4935; Frank R. Eldridge, Chief of the. Far 
Eastern Division of the Commerce Department, reaching the 
same conclusion, however, felt that the Japanese were 
working behind the scene not just to economically control 
Manchuria, but all of China. Frank R. Eldridge to Herbert 
Hoover, January 7, 1924, Secretary of Commerce, Official 
File, Herbert Hoover MSS (Herbert Hoover Library, West 
Branch, Iowa),
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desired was solely the growth of its own influence, 
particularly in Manchuria, '

Simultaneously with the consortium loan discussions, 
the Japanese moved to extend their interests in Asia through 
obtaining foreign loans„ Approaching officials of the Tokyo 
branch, of the National City Bank of New York, the Oriental 
Development Company (a partly public, partly private 
Japanese corporation) requested a twenty million dollar 
loan. The money, it stated, would be used outside of Japan 
in the South Sea Islands, Manchuria, and Inner Mongolia,
When contacted for sanction of such a loan, both the State 
and Commerce Departments declined approval. Both Secre
taries Hughes and Hoover considered approval of a loan for 
this purpose not in the best interests of the United 
States, for it would merely promote Japanese interests
and competition, particularly in Manchuria, by the use of

15American money. Unwilling to accept a negative reply, 
two members of the New York bank visited Hughes, They felt 
that this opportunity could mean the opening wedge for 
considerable future financial deals with the Japanese, The 
National City Bank, however, did not receive a sanction for

15. . "Proposed Loan to the Oriental Development 
Company of Tokyo," by Arthur N . Young (Dept, of State 
•Economic Adviser), December 13, 1922, DS/NA 894,51 Or 4/-; 
Memorandum to the National City Bank of New York, December 
16, 1922, DS/NA 894.51 Or 4/2; Frank R. Eldridge to 
Christian Herter, April 11, 1923, Secretary of Commerce, 
Official File, Hoover MSS,



its loan until W, L. Farnham of the Tokyo office assured the 
State and Commerce Departments that the Oriental Development 
Company intended to use the money in Korea and Taiwan which 
were Japanese possessions. Shortly afterward both George 
C. Hanson, the American Consul in Harbin, Manchuria, and

V ■

Arthur N» Young reported that the money was being invested
in Manchuria contrary to the Oriental Development Company’s 

17pledge, Hanson, after talking with H , Waragai, a Senior
Counsel of the Board of Directors of the South Manchuria
Railroad Company, confirmed that the Japanese had no
intention of cooperating with either the United States or

18Britain in the Manchurian area, Within two months after 
having completed its loan, the National City Bank of New 
York returned to the State Department for the approval of 
a loan to the South Manchuria Railway Company„ In reply 
Leland Harrison repeated his department's policy, Unable

16, Memorandum, January 3, 1923, DS/NA 894,51 Or 
4/4; Milton Ailes to the Secretary of State, January 12, 
1923, DS/NA 894,51 Or 4/10; Memorandum, February 3, 1923, 
DS/NA 8 94,51 Or 4/15; Christian Herter to Leland Harrison, 
March 6, 1923, DS/NA 894,51 Or 4/26; Herbert Feis, The 
Diplomacy of the Dollar: The First Era, 1919-^1932 (Baltimore 
The Johns Hopkins Press, 1950), 33-35.

17, George C. Hanson to the Secretary of State, May 
22, 1923, DS/NA 894,51 Or 4/53; Arthur N. Young to J, V, A. 
MacMurray, August 3, 19 23, DS/NA 8 94.51 Or.4/60,

18/ George C, Hanson to the Secretary of State, May 
10, 1923, DS/NA 894,51 Or 4/41-1/2,
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to receive a sanction, the National City Bank dropped the 
proposal.1^

Going beyond noncooperation, the Japanese, tried to ■ 
oust American interests in Manchuria. In this regard 
George C, Hanson reported that Siotzo losiue, the repre
sentative of the Oriental Development Company in Harbin, r 
bitterly opposed the construction of a tramway and an elec
trical plant for that city by the Beckman and Linden

20Engineering Corporation of San Francisco, Japanese 
pressure worked, for one year later the Chinese began 
negotiations for a loan from Japan to build the tramway and 
electrical plant even though they had entered into a 
contract with an American company. In disgust Hanson 
stated the money for the loan would probably come from the 
Oriental Development Company which, he reminded, had 
borrowed a substantial sum the previous year from a New 
York bank„^

American and Japanese interests also clashed over 
the development of wireless telegraph communication in

19, Leland Harrison to Milton E, Ailes, May 23, 
1923, DS/NA 893,514265; Feis, The Diplomacy of the Dollar, 
35, .

20, George C, Hanson to the Secretary of State, 
April 27, 1923, DS/NA 894,51 Or 4/49.'

21, George C, Hanson to the Secretary of State,
May 5 , 1924, Records of the Department of State relating to- 
Political Relations Between the United States and Japan, 
1910-1929, decimal file 711.94/492 (National Archives, 
Washington, D, C ,), (Hereafter cited as DS/NA followed by 
the file number,)
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China. Unable to settle the dispute which continued from
the pre-Washington period through the Tripartite Conference
in 192 7, the American government viewed the occurrence as
another example of Tokyo's lack of good faith in adhering

22to the Open Door doctrine. The incident started after
the Federal Telegraph Company of California signed a (
contract with the Chinese government on January 8, 1921 to
finance and construct, through the sale of Chinese bonds,
a wireless telegraph station in Shanghai for overseas
communication with five secondary stations in other Chinese
cities. In return the American company received control of
the stations for ten years and large royalties after that
period, When the Japanese government protested, Peking
decided not to sign the bond issue to build the stations„
With this action the State Department came to the aid of
the Federal Telegraph Company by contending that it had a
right to undertake legitimate business in China as a
condition of the Open Door policy, Peking finally signed
the supplementary articles for the bond issue on September 

2319, 1921.
Unable to sell the required bonds, Federal 

Telegraph turned to the Radio Corporation of America for aid, 
Before an agreement between the two companies could be

22, Foreign Relations, 1926, 1, 1064^-1065,
23, Ibid., 1921, I, 404^405, 446-451.



reached in August 192 2, the Japanese government filed
another, stronger protest with the Chinese Ministers of
Foreign Affairs and Communication contending that the
Mitsui Company had a monopoly on wireless communication in 

24China. Although Secretary Hughes told the Chinese govern
ment that Mitsui's claim of exclusive rights did not meet , 
the spirit of the Washington Conference, Peking refused to 
complete an agreement to allow the Radio Corporation of
America to aid the Federal Telegraph Company, It feared

2 5problems with Japan.
As a consequence of American pressure the Chiriese 

Minister of Communication told Jacob G „ Schurman on June 7, 
1923 that the Cabinet had reached agreement to allow the 
Federal Company to begin immediate construction. He 
expected the agreement to receive final approval the next 
day, Nevertheless, it did not, for the Acting Minister of 
Foreign Affairs decided that confirmation could result in 
trouble with Japan, Schurman concluded that Japanese 
intimidation had caused the Peking government to abandon 
the Open Door, Despite the temporary interruption, the

24. In a March 1918 wireless contract between the 
Mitsui Company and China, a supplementary clause with the 
Chinese Minister of the Navy stated that the Chinese govern
ment would not permit a person or firm, either foreign or 
domestic, except Japanese, to build a wireless station for 
transmission to foreign countries for a thirty year period. 
Foreign Relations, 1922, I, 856-858,

25. Ibid,, 858-859; 1923, I, 783,
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Chinese finally consented on July 13, 1923 to allow work to 
begin on the wireless stations with the aid of the Radio, 
Corporation of America. True to the Chinese Acting Foreign 
Minister's fears, the Japanese did not drop the matter, 
Instead, by using newspaper propaganda and personal contact
with Chinese Cabinet officers, Tokyo made greater efforts tol
maintain the monopoly clause of the Mitsui Company's

a . 26contract.
This dispute continued through 1924 into. 1926. In

late 1925 the American Minister in Peking stated that the
President of China, Tuan Chi^-jui, had told him that the
Japanese had presented the wireless affair as a matter of
life and death. Tokyo greatly feared that the Federal
Company's wireless station at Shanghai could be used to jam

27their naval radio communications. Unable to receive 
Chinese support for the Mitsui claim, Minister MacMurray 
reported that the Japanese in 1926 requested consortium 
control of wireless stations in China. By this means Tokyo 
could have partial command of such stations. This request 
signified to MacMurray that Japan really did fear the United 
States. As a result he. broached the subject with Sadao 
Saburi, Head of the Commercial Department of the Japanese
Foreign Office. In reply Saburi stated that there was a

26, Ibid., 1923, I, 794, 810, 824-825,
27, Ibid, , 1925, I,. 927,
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tendency by some government officials to feel that the
United States sought to humiliate Japan. Nevertheless,
MacMurray did not condone a wireless consortium for China.
Curiously, he felt instead that it was an attempt by Tokyo

28to restrict the Open Door.
To reinforce MacMurray's contention that American

citizens had the privilege of unrestricted opportunity in
China, Secretary of State Frank B . Kellogg in October 1926
recited to Tokyo the agreements which gave such prerogative,
He noted that Article XV of the Sino-American Treaty of
1844 stated that no restrictions could be placed upon
American business, while Japan in the Root^Takahira notes of
1908 agreed to uphold equal opportunity and reaffirmed it

29in Article III of the Nine Power Treaty of 1922.
Kellogg1s position no doubt added to Japanese suspicions 
of American intent in China, It appeared that Washington 
demanded cooperation when it suited its purpose and refused 
cooperation on the same basis.

Although Kellogg thought the Japanese had no founda
tion upon which to make their claim of a monopoly in 
wireless communication for the Mitsui Company, having 
pledged equal opportunity in several agreements as late as 
1922, they could justify their consortium request by

28. Ibid., 1926, I, 1044-1045, 1064-1065,
29. Ibid., 1084..
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pointing to the Four Power Consortium agreement of 1920.
It was designed to prevent a Japanese economic hegemony 
over China in favor of equal opportunity. Now, the United 
States seemed to define equal opportunity in a context 
which would be of benefit only to itself. Since the con
ceived national interests of both nations opposed the 
other's, in that both wished to have major economic and 
political influence in the Far East, neither wished to 
cooperate and subordinate one's interests to the other's
interests, Only on rare occasions was the cooperation

.

inherent in the "spirit of the Washington Conference" 
consummated„ In these instances the national interests of. 
both nations coincided.

Only two significant instances of cooperation 
occurred beyond infrequent collaboration to protect lives 
of foreigners during the civil war in China, In December 
1923 Sun Yat-sen, leader of the nationalist force in Cantonf 
threatened to seize control of the customs house there, 
Administration of customs duties had been controlled by the 
Western nations for a number of years with the proceeds 
delivered to the central government in Peking, Sun desired 
to divert the duties collected in his area to his own

30. J. V, A, MacMurray, Minister in Peking,. 
observed that American attempts to get Japanese cooperation 
had failed for in each experience that nation showed 
"meticulousness in insisting that their own views should 
prevail , , „ ." Ibid., 1926, I, 680.
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/

treasury. Joining the other principal powers which had 
interests in China, the United States and Japan provided
vessels for a naval demonstration at Canton to prevent

■ 31capture of the customs house. To have allowed such a
seizure would have prompted warlords to take similar action
resulting in a China split into many autonomous areas easily
controlled by foreign nations, Japan joined because it
wished to keep trouble in China localized and small.
Trouble disrupted its trade and could affect its holdings,

32particularly in Manchuria,
Tokyo probably also aided the demonstration out of

pique at Sun Yat^sen who.shunned an attempt the previous
year to revive a relationship which had ended in 1915,
Marius Jansen wrote that by 1898 Sun attracted a following
in the island empire through his espousal of an independent

33China free of white imperialism. Members of government 
and business, through sporadic aid to Sun, sought to exploit 
the association for Japan's benefit. By 1915 Sun's

31, Hughes to Coolidge, December 5, 1923, Calvin 
Coolidge MSS (Library of Congress, Washington, D „ C „); The 
Secretary of State to President Coolidge, December 13, 1923, 
DS/NA 893,51/4432; Schurman to the Secretary of State, 
December 24, 1923, DS/NA 893,51/4478; Navy Department,
Annual Reports of the Navy Department, 19 22-19 27 (Washington, 
D, C ,: Government Printing Office, 1923-1928), 1924, 7,

32, The Secretary of State to the American Embassy 
in London, October 9, 1924, DS/NA 893,00/5608A,

33, Marius' Jansen, The Japanese and Sun Yat^sen 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1954).
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inability to achieve a dominant position in a Chinese 
administration after the 1911 revolution led Japanese 
government officials to adopt a different course, Taking 
advantage of the western powers! reduced activity in Asia 
because of World War I, the Japanese ignored Sun and 
sought to dominate China through the leadership in Peking, 
Desperate to reinstate Tokyo's aid, Sun promised a Sino-r 
Japanese alliance and commercial domination when he 
achieved power, Disregarding Sun's pleas, the Japanese 
used loans to cultivate the friendship of the Anfu Club 
after Yuan Shih^-kai's death. In 1920 Tokyo, however, lost 
its influence in the Peking government when civil war forced 
the Anfu Club from office. As a result in early 1922 Tokyo 
returned to Sun with an offer to recognize his Canton 
government as the legitimate regime in China, As a quid 
pro quo the Japanese asked Sun to declare that Manchuria and 
Inner Mongolia did not comprise a part of China. Sun
spurned the offer, Instead, he allied with the Manchurian

. ■ ■ ■ . . . ' ;  ■ . • _ "■

warlord Chang TsO'-lin in an ill fated effort to control
China without Japanese aid, Chang consented to support Sun

3 4as China's president in return for the alliance.

34. A, Morgan Young, Japan in Recent Times, 1912- 
1926 (New York: William Morrow and Co., 1926), 287; Navy 
Department Despatch, March 29, 1922, DS/NA 893.00/4 259;
Jacob G, Schurman to the Secretary of State, April 2, 1922, 
DS/NA 893,00/4279,
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The second cooperative effort involved an ultimatum

to a warring Chinese faction led by the Soviet supported
warlord Feng Yu-hsiang. His army placed ten electrical
mines in the Taku Channel leading to the Tientsin harbor„
Since the western powers and Japan deemed this occurrence
to be a breach of the Protocol of 1901 allowing free access
from the sea to Tientsin, they delivered a joint note to
that army on March 16, 1926 demanding that the mines be

3 5removed, It brought immediate compliance, Japan 
obviously joined the other powers because it offered a means 
to hamper the spreading of Soviet influence in northern 
China as embodied in Feng,

As the chaos of civil war spread in China in the 
early 19201s and combined with a growing national awareness, 
both the United States and Japan tried to sustain a friendr- 
ship with China, A commitment to maintain Chinal's terrir- 
torial integrity led Washington to hold its attention on 
the traditional center of government in Peking. As a 
result the basic thrust of American policy until mid-1926 
aimed at according de facto recognition to any group which 
controlled Peking. Through 1923 it favored the Peking 
faction in an effort to develop a strong central authority. 
Yet, as a national spirit increased after that year and the 
power emanating from Peking decreased, Secretary Hughes

35, Foreign Relations, 1926, I, 59 5-604,
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refused to favor any faction in the civil war or cooperate

3 6in foreign internal intervention in China, By this 
policy he hoped to maintain Sino’-American friendship „ 
Increasing Soviet influence, however, hastened anti-
foreign outbursts of the awakening Chinese national

3 7 •consciousness» Bolshevik activity, though, gave the State
Department little concern, Charles Evans Hughes considered
it a problem with which only the Chinese government should •
deal. Minister J , V. A, MacMurray thought the Moscow brand
of communism too opposed and alien to Chinese tradition to
have much effect upon that nation, for ultimately the
Chinese would not accept communism because of its
incompatability with that society,^

Secretary of State Frank B „ Kellogg, Hughes'
successor, moved to conciliate the nationalist spirit to
maintain Sino^American friendship, He thought it
absolutely necessary to hold the Chinese Customs Conference
as soon as possible and meet the Chinese view as much as
possible to prevent the abrogation of all SinO'-American

36, Ibid., 1924, I, 423-426.
37, J , V. A, MacMurray to the Secretary of State, 

July 28, 1925; Jacob G , Schurman to President Coolidge, 
January 28, 1925, Coolidge MSS,

38, Foreign Relations, 1924, I, 407; 1926,1, 717; 
New York Times, June 28, 1925,
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39treaties. By mid-1926, however, the civil war became so

disruptive that only chaos reigned in Peking. As a result
Kellogg adopted a "wait and see" attitude until a government

40appeared which could speak for all Chinese.
Ranking American naval officers as well as business

men and State Department officials in China reflected an 
opposite opinion. They felt that no conciliatory promises 
regarding treaty revision should be made to China.
Instead, they favored a strong stand by the United States 
to protect Americans and their interests„̂

During the same period after the Washington 
Conference, Japan manifested a deliberate policy to become 
China's best friend among the nations, Manchuria, however,

39, The Secretary of State to Esme Howard, April 2, 
1925, DS/NA 893,00/6109; The Secretary of State to President 
Coolidge, July 29, 1925, Coolidge MSS,

40, Congressional Record, 69th Cong,, 2nd Sess,, 
2383-2384; Foreign Relations, 1927, II, 350-351; Frank B , 
Kellogg, "The American Policy in China," The American Review 
of Reviews, LXXV (March 1927), 269-271, Kellogg's China 
policy statement was almost a word for word copy of the 
views communicated to the State Department a month previous 
by A, L, Warnshuis, a prominent missionary in China, A, L, 
Warnshuis to Nelson T, Johnson, December 27, 192 6, Records 
of the Department of State relating to Political Relations 
Between the United States and China, 1910--1929, decimal 
file 711.93/106 (National Archives, Washington, D ,. C ,) , 
(Hereafter cited as DS/NA followed by the file number,)

41, Rear Admiral Hilary P, Jones to Sterling J ,
.Joyner, July 10, 1925, Hilary P , Jones MSS (Library of
Congress ̂ Washington, D , C .); Douglas Jenkins to the 
Secretary of State, July 24, 19.26, DS/NA 893 8 0 0/7592; C , E „ • 
Gauss to the Secretary of State, January 19, 1927, DS/NA 
893,00/8082; Foreign Relations, 1926, I, 662-663, 889,
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42complicated Tokyo's position in that country. Pushed by

nationalist agitation, the Peking government on March 10,
1923 addressed a note to the Japanese government asking that
the treaties of May 1915 be abrogated„ Without the extended
lease provision in these treaties the Japanese holdings on
the Liaotung Peninsula and South Manchuria Railway expired
on March 26 f 1923, Refusing to discuss the note, Tokyo

4 3rejected the need to modify the treaties in any way,
Riots by the Chinese and boycotts against Japanese products
which followed this refusal led Tokyo to refrain from.the
appearance of aggressiveness toward China unless absolutely 

44necessary„ Being less considerate of Chinese feelings 
than the Foreign Office, the Japanese army bluntly stated 
that the area held in Manchuria would be retained regardless, 
of other considerations ,

42, Jacob G. Schurman to the Secretary of State,
April 30, 1924, Coolidge MSS; Jefferson Caffery to the 
Secretary of State, October 22, 1924, DS/NA 8 93,00/57 65; 
"Japan's China Policy," by Lt, Col, C, Burnett, May 19,
1926, WDGS/NA 2657-H-342; New York Times, August 11, 1923,

43, Foreign Relations, 1923, I, 827-830; George C, 
Hanson to the Secretary of State, March 7, 1023, DS/NA
893,00/4935; E, Bell to the Secretary of State, April 26,
19 23, Records of the Department of State relating to 
Political Relations Between China and other States, 1910- 
1929, decimal file 793,94/1494 (National Archives, Washington, 
D, C .), (Hereafter cited as DS/NA followed by the file 
number,)

44, E, Bell to thQ Secretary of State, April 26,
1923, DS/NA 793.94/1494; The Literary Digest, June 23, 1923: 
Foreign Relations, 1924, 1^ 411^416, '

45, "Japan's China Policy," by Lt, Col, C, Burnett, 
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During negotiations to renew its commercial treaty 

with Britain the next year, Tokyo attempted to strengthen 
its hold on the Manchurian leased territory and South 
Manchuria Railway Zone, The Japanese requested Britain 
to consider these areas as part of Japan for tariff 
purposes. Secretary of State Hughes asked the British to 
refuse because Japan's proposal violated the territorial 
integrity of China, London concurred with the State 
Department's appraisal,

Japan felt the challenge not only of Chinese . 
nationalism, but of the resurgence of Soviety influence in 
China, especially in northern Manchuria, Although the 
Russians voiced anti-imperialist statements, they undertook 
an effort to regain the Czarist Manchurian leases in 
contravention to their Karakhan Doctrine of 1919, By 
agreement on May 31, 1924 with China the Russians recovered 
a share in the administration of the Chinese Eastern Rail-r 
way. This accord reintroduced Soviet competition checking 
Japanese efforts to extend their economic influence in 
northern Manchuria, At a June 1922 traffic adjustment 
conference between representatives of the Chinese Eastern 
Railway and the South Manchuria Railroad the Japanese had 
obtained important freight routing concessions. By 
diverting north Manchurian export products from the Chinese

46, Foreign Relations, 1924, II, 414-415,
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Eastern Railway port at Vladivostok to its own leased port
at Dairen, Tokyo gained a leading economic role in that 

47region.
The Russians, helping to direct the operations of

the Chinese Eastern Railway, angered the Japanese by
routing northern rail traffic back to Vladivostok. Tokyo
sought to counter the Soviets by building and projecting new
railroad track into northern Manchuria which both
economically and strategically menaced Soviet influence
there. The Russians protested this new construction on
several occasions. Since they did not have the military
strength to oppose this penetration, the Japanese appeared

4 8to be in a position to dominate Manchuria,
When the Soviets realized.Tokyo's intention to lay 

the new rails in northern Manchuria, they began in intensive 
antirjapanese campaign, Using their newspaper in Harbin, 
Tribuna, the Russians pointed to the Japanese refusal to 
return their Manchurian leases to China as an example of

47. Ibid,, 1923, I, 771; 1924, I, 495^501.
48. Fred L. Thomas to Ferdinand Mayer, April 23,

19 25 , DS/NA 8'93,00/624 4; Ferdinand Mayer to the Secretary of 
State, May 6, 1925, DS/NA 893,00/6242; "Comment on. Current 
Events in. Japan During August 1925," WDGS/NA 2063-324(6); 
"Japanese Policy Towards Soviet. Russia," by Lt, Col, C , 
Burnett, May 20, 1926, WDGS/NA 2657-H-343; "Situation 
Monograph Orange," by Col. James H , Reeves, January 1,
1926, Records of the Adjutant General1s Office, 1917? 
(National Archives, Washington, D, C ,), No, 243, ( H e r e a f t e r  
cited as AG/NA); George Hanson to the Secretary of State, 
March 17, 1926, DS/NA 893,00/7323,
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foreign imperialism. Fearing Bolshevik propaganda, the
Japanese military began to organize white Russian groups
in Harbin to foment disturbances and direct terroristic
acts against Soviet citizens. At the same time Tokyo began
to cultivate closer relations with eastern European nations.
If the American War Department estimate that Japan was
striving to keep Soviet attention occupied in Europe were
correct, it failed to distract the Russians, By mid^-1925
the United States legation in Peking described the Soviet-
Japanese economic rivalry in Manchuria as nearing the same

49intensity prevailing on the eve of war in 19 04,
To strengthen its position in Manchuria the Soviet

Union sought to influence a warlord in northern China as a
counter to Tokyo's activities. In early 1925 they signed an
agreement with Feng Yu-hsiang to supply him with arms,
money, and officers to train his men. Between April and
December 1925 Feng received large shipments of arms through

50 -Soviet controlled Outer Mongolia,

49, George Hanson to the Secretary of State, September 
12, 1924, DS/NA 893,00/5597; Ibid,, October 16, 1924, DS/NA 
893.00/5770; Ferdinand Mayer to the Secretary of State, 
November 13, 1924, DS/NA 893.0OB/126; "Comment on Current 
Events in Japan During February 1925," WDGS/NA 2063-324(3); 
"Political Conditions in North China," Memorandum from 
Peking legation May 6, 1925, Johnson MSS; Military Intel*- 
ligence Report, Entry 10800, 10801, September 4, 1925, 
Eornbeck MSS; George Hanson to the Secretary of State, 
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The British government foresaw large scale war

between Peng and the Manchurian warlord Chang Tso-lin,
British Ambassador Esme Howard notified Secretary Kellogg
of his government's desire to prevent a conflict and
requested American cooperationHoward told Kellogg that
London had already asked Japan, as the great power most
directly concerned, to make suggestions about the use of
diplomatic pressure to try to prevent a war, Before
replying the Secretary of State cabled Jacob G, Schurman,
the American Minister in Peking, for his advice„ Kellogg
confessed to Schurman that he hesitated to cooperate because
if Tokyo submitted a proposal of joint action, the United
States would be committed to a Japanese plan, Schurman
counseled Kellogg not to cooperate because Britain’s
contention that Japan was the great power most directly
concerned would only encourage the Japanese to reassert
their pre^Washington Conference contention that they held a

dominant position in China„ As a result Kellogg refused
to accede to Britain's proposal on the grounds that pressure
on rival Chinese groups to prevent hostilities constituted

51interference in Chinese domestic affairs'.

MSS (Southern Historical Collection, University of North 
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51, Esme Howard to the Secretary of State, March 
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The State Department viewed the Soviet's activity 

in China as a renewal of Russian imperialism by supplying 
arms to warlords and plying the people with communist 
propaganda. Dismissing communist ideology as unimportant in 
China, Schurman believed Peng Yu^hsiang used Russian arms 
only for his own purposes, Kellogg's Far Eastern adviser, 
Nelson T , Johnson, agreed, To him Feng was an ultras

52nationalistic warlord whom no other nation could control.
The Secretary of State- believed that the United 

States must not interfere in Chinese domestic affairs, To 
do otherwise, he thought, might provoke anti-American 
demonstrations and ruin the presumed affection the Chinese 
held for the United States, Although Washington recog
nized that it could not prevent Tokyo from intruding in 
Chinese affairs, it sought to avert Japanese claims of pre
eminence in China and to forestall any attempt to obtain 
foreign acquiescence in strengthening their position in 
Manchuria,

893,00/6110; The Secretary of State to Esme Howard, April 
2, 1925, DS/NA 893,00/6109,

52, "Memorandum from the Peking Legation," May 6, 
1925; "Memorandum," by Nelson T, Johnson, January 1, 1927, . 
Johnson MSS,
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President Coolidge, June 26, 1925, Frank B , Kellogg MSS 
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In late November 1925 the expected clash in northern

China came.. The Soviets attempted to disrupt Japan's hold
on south Manchuria by replacing the warlord Chang Tso-lin
with.a general under their influence, Using Feng Yu-hsiang
as the intermediary, Moscow inspired one of Chang's

54generals, Kuo Sung-lin, to revolt» Commanding some of
Chang's best soldiers, Kuo began to advance toward Mukden •
as Chang retreated. The Japanese Minister of War Kazunari
Ugaki worried over Chang's plight and the Opportunity it

55offered for the spread of Bolshevism in Manchuria,
Posters of Soviet origin appeared in Harbin calling for the 
people of northern Manchuria to arm themselves against the • 
warlord ( C h a n g) who worked with foreign imperialists 
(Japan)„ In addition the Soviets spent money to induce 
student riots and labor strikes,

As Chang Tso^lin's position deteriorated the 
Japanese army moved to aid him. The Japanese commander of 
the South Manchuria Railway Guard warned Kuo Sung^lin not to 
bring arms within thirty kilometers of the railway, To

54, J. V. A. MacMurray to the Secretary of State, 
November 28, 1925, DS/NA 893.00/6791.

55, Gennaro Falconeri, "Reactions to Revolution: 
Japanese Attitudes and Foreign Policy toward China, 1924- 
1927" (Unpublished dissertation, University of Michigan,
.1967), 214-215; J. V, A, MacMurray to the Secretary of 
State, December 4, 1925, DS/NA 893.00/6791,

56, George Hanson to the Secretary of State, 
December 17, 1925, DS/NA 893,00/6939; "Military Intelligence 
Report, 1925^1926," Entry 10934, Hornbeck MSS,:
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appear impartial he delivered the same warning to Chang, but
the notice meant Kuo could hot capture Chang's headquarters 

57in Mukden. In conjunction with the warning the.Japanese 
began to move some of the 11,000 troops in their Manchurian 
army from the leased territory to reinforce the railroad 
guard at Mukden. By December 11, approximately 5,000 
infantry, artillery, and cavalry soldiers had entered that • 
city. Foreign Minister Shidehara in Tokyo announced on 
December 12 that Japan had sufficient troops in Manchuria 
to handle the situation. General Ugaki, however, ignored 
Shidehara and ordered 2,500 additional men sent from 
Japan. As the final battles neared, Samuel Sokobin, the 
American Consul in Mukden, noted that the Japanese began to 
haul reinforcements for Chang's army on the South Manchuria __ 
Railway from Kirin south to that city. In the final battle
Japan provided Chang with arms and assistance, including a

I 59heavy artillery unit under Japanese command.
Defeating Kuo Sung-lin, Chang pressed south and

engaged Feng Yu-hsiang in battle. On April 16, 1926 he

57, Samuel Sokobin to the Secretary of State, 
December 15, 1925, DS/NA 893,00/6992,

58, "Military Intelligence Report, 1925-1926,"
Entry 10933, December 11, 1925, Hornbeck MSS; Charles 
MacVeagh to the Secretary of State, December 16, 19 25, DS/NA 
.893,00/6902; Ibid., December 17, 1925, DS/NA 893.00/6858;
News Bulletin, December 25, 1925,
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December 19, 1925, DS/NA 893,00/6995; Falconeri, "Reactions 
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drove Feng from Peking and controlled the capital. The 
Japanese reportedly preferred to have Chang back in 
Manchuria as a stabilizing force for both economic prosperity
and a deterrent to communism. When he resided in Peking,

■ 60 Tokyo exerted less influence, over Chang,
Another threat to Japanese power in Manchuria

appeared by 1926, Independent Chinese bankers began to • '
supply capital to construct Chinese owned railway lines in
that region of China, Material used to build the lines was
purchased from America with United States Steel supplying
most of the rails. Tokyo's protests that the lines
violated their treaty rights went unheeded.

Lack of Japanese cooperation in supporting the
American policy for China caused the United States Navy

60, J . V. A. MacMurray to the Secretary of State> 
December 26, 1925, DS/NA 893.00/6882; "Naval Intelligence 
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East, 1921^1931 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 19*65) , 
113,
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(Worcester, Mass,: Carnegie Endowment for International 
Peace, 1931), 263-267; Henry Woodhead, The China Year Book, 
.1928 (Tientsin, China: The Tientsin Press, 1928) , 266^-269. 
Neither Young nor Woodhead noted if foreign nations supplied 
the capital to the Chinese bankers. State Department 
sources reflect no American loans to Chinese bankers during 
the period.
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grave concern. Reports of Japanese ambitions to dominate 
China economically and the broadening of its areas of trade 
in Asia led Naval officials to hold the Washington Con
ference in disdain. Unable to further fortify their bases 
west of Hawaii, they concluded, no doubt correctly, that 
Japan had begun to take advantage of America's agreement not 
to strengthen its naval bases in Asia. They believed that • 
Tokyo had not changed its pre^-conference desire to dominate 
the Far East,^ As a deterrent the Navy advocated a strong 
Pacific fleet, a view which did not escape Japanese atten^ 
tion. When Secretary of the Navy Curtis Wilbur, in a 
speaking tour of California in September 1924, envisioned 
the next war being fought in the Pacific, Japanese news
papers printed M s  remarks. In making his point for a 
larger navy in the Pacific, he stated that such a fleet 
would be a deterrent to conflict because "there's nothing so 
cooling as a piece of cold steel,"^  These statements did 
little to assuage the Japanese anger aroused several months 
previously by the passage of the Immigration Act of 1924,

Japanese^American racial tension continued after the • 
Washington Conference not only in consequence of measures

62. Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones to William H. 
Gardiner, April 2, 1924, Jones MSS? Series VI, Item 1,
General Board Reports and Studies Relating to the Geneva 
Three Power Conference, .March 1927^-July 1927 (Naval His- 
torical Division, Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D, C .), ' 
107, (Hereafter cited as General Board Reports),

63. New York Times, September 18, 19, 20, 1924.
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taken by West Coast states, but also of federal government
actions. On November 13, 1922 the Supreme Court in two
decisions ruled that Japanese could not become citizens of
the United States because they did not belong to the white 

64race. While the ruling brought protest in Japan, a survey 
of dozens of American newspapers by The Literary Digest 
found support for the Supreme Court action across the entire 
country, The implied racial inferiority prompted the Los , 
Angeles Daily News, a Japanese language paper, to state that 
Japan had "a long and brilliant civilization that comes 
second to none" which it wished to contribute to the 
w o r l d . L e a d e r s  of the protests in Japan evidently also 
saw America attempting to relegate their civilization to 
an inferior status in an effort to promote the adoption of 
the Anglo-Saxon civilization in Asia,^  Encouraged by the 
Supreme Court finding, the California legislature introduced 
a proposed constitutional amendment on January 24, 1923 
which would deny citizenship to Japanese children born in 
the United States,̂  In Japan this measure brought more

64. The Literary Digest, December 2, 1922.
65. Ibid. •
66. Akira Iriye, Pacific Estrangement: Japanese and 

American Expansion, 1879-1911 (Cambridge: Harvard University 
•Press, 1972) cited a number of Japanese having this idea in 
the period 1907-1911.

67. New York Times, January 25, 1923.
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editorials decrying the persecution of Japanese in
America.^  Although nothing developed from this proposal,
the Supreme Court soon again moved center stage. In
November 1923 in four decisions it upheld the laws of
California and Washington restricting the rights of alien
ownership and lease of land for agricultural purposes„ In
protesting the ruling the Japanese government termed them to
be "obnoxious discrimination" against a country which had' a

69pride of having a recognized position among nations„
Soon Ambassador Masanao Hanihara had occasion to

deliver another memorandum of protest„ On December 5, 1923
Representative Albert Johnson of Washington introduced an
immigration bill which included a clause denying immigration
to those not eligible for citizenship, The following day
Henry Cabot Lodge placed a similar bill before the Senate„
In a note delivered to the State Department by Hanihara,
Tokyo requested that Japan be given the respect granted to 

7 0other nations. Congress showed its lack of respect by
71refusing to remove the clause from the bill. This action 

brought another note of protest from Japan, Ambassador

68, Hugh R. Wilson to the Secretary of State, April 
11, 1923, DS/NA 711.94/447,

69, Foreign Relations, 1923, II, 458-463.
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)Hanihara included a section in which he said that passage of

the bill with Japanese restriction would caus§ "grave
consequences." Although Tokyo shortly explained that
11 grave consequences" meant only damage to Japanese^-American
relations, the phrase frightened congressional chauvinists

72into keeping the restriction. Congressional action, 
however, may not have been as severe had not newspaper 
opinion in support of anti'-Japanese measures been growing
as evidenced in more and more editorials across the

. 73country.
After passage of the Immigration Act of 19 24 Tokyo

74protested a third time, in Japan the Act produced mass 
demonstrations against America while the press did its 
utmost to make it appear as an unforgettable national 
insult, Since the Japanese government had the power to 
stop publication of such material, but did not, Freddie 
LeClercq, of the American Embassy staff in Tokyo, supposed 
that the abuse of America streaming from the press met the 
government's approval, He felt, only by removing this cause

72, Congressional Record, 68th Cong,, 1st Sess,, 
60.73^6074; Foreign Relations, 1924, II, 373; New York 
Times , April' 16 , 17 , 1924.

73, The Literary Digest, December 2, 1922,
74, Foreign Relations, 1924, II, 398-401,
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75of friction could sincere friendship with Japan develop.

The Immigration Act obviously continued to bother the 
Japanese for several years. In a speech before the Diet in 
January 1927 Foreign Minister Kijuro Shidehara still

7 6regretted that the Immigration Act remained unadjusted„
The term "unadjusted" -described Japanese-American 

relations* Washington seemed unwilling to want to promote ' 
a better relationship or recognize that Japan held the 
predominant position in Asia. Americans apparently viewed 
the recognition of this position as tantamount to ending 
equal economic opportunity in Asia, especially since 
potential Far Eastern markets held great importance, It 
could also imply a recognition of Japanese influence and 
friendship as pre-eminent in Chinese affairs,

?

75. "The Present State of Feeling in Japan Toward 
the United States," by Freddie LeClercq, Edgar Bancroft to 
the Secretary of State, January 5, 1924 [sic--1925], DS/NA 
711, 94/534; Cyrus E W o o d s  to the Secretary of State,
April 15, 1924, DS/NA 711.94/486.

76. Charles MacVeagh to the Secretary of State, 
January 18, 1927, DS/NA 794.00/37.



CHAPTER III

THE UNITED.STATES AND FAR EASTERN TRADE

Emerging from World War I as the dominant economic 
and industrial power of the world, the United States 
directed its commercial attention to such economically 
underdeveloped areas as the Far East, Many Americans, 
especially those in government, still dreamt of the poten-- 
tial market offered by 400,000,000 Chinese, and thought, 
too, of other areas of the western Pacific containing raw 
materials of which the United States had a deficiency, 
Pressing for increased Asian trade appeared to contain 
elements of the same fervor which led people to participate 
in the stock market. To promote easier access to Chinese 
and other Far Eastern markets, as well as to maintain 
American interests in that area of the world, Republican 
leadership in both the legislative and executive branches 
looked to the Philippine Islands, Hoping to make these 
islands the center of Asian commerce and production of raw 
materials precluded granting of independence, The American 
Navy, which listed upholding the Open Door in China as one 
of its prime duties, wanted to retain those islands for this 
purpose. Realizing its powerlessness to prevent incursions - 
on the Open Door there, the Navy felt American presence in

61
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the Philippines offered the next best means to retain 
influence in Chinese affairs.

As economic competition increased and Japan expanded 
its markets throughout the western Pacific, the American 
Navy became alarmed. Dedicated to the views of Admiral 
Alfred T, Mahan, naval leaders projected that island 
empire's increased commerce into a Mahanist context,
Japan's expanded trade to obtain raw materials would 
undermine American commerce and provide the source of wealth 
by which the island empire would dominate Asia. Its con
tinued construction of lesser naval vessels and merchant 
marine subsidies would help secure and ensure foreign 
commerce, As a counter the Navy sought more vessels not 
restricted by the Washington treaties as well as an 
increased American merchant marine. This program would, 
the Navy claimed, protect America's equal opportunity for 
trade and sources of raw materials. Since the Navy's 
General Board, considered Japan's national policy as 
"political, commercial and military domination of the 
Western Pacific,"^ many naval personnel spoke or wrote of 
a need for a strong navy to protect America '’s Asian 
possessions and expand its trade. Commerce especially 
concerned these navy men since the nation relied upon 
importation of many Asian raw materials’ not found in the

1, Series VI, Item 1, General Board Reports, 
National Policies of Japan,
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United States.  ̂ Even during the July 4 recess' in the 
Tripartite Conference Rear Admiral Hilary P , Jones 
delivered an oration to a group in Geneva on the necessity 
to protect foreign trade. Ignoring the purpose of that 
conference, he stated, "today we claim the right to trade 
commensurate with our production, our needs, and our 
abilities, We believe that that trade and its security
and our obvious destiny demand a Navy equal to that of the

3 •greatest," Secretary of Commerce Herbert Hoover also
advocated naval protection of trade. In a letter to the
Secretary of the Navy supporting the Navy League’s move to
proclaim October 27 as Navy Day he considered safeguarding
commerce as the Navy’s duty, To maintain their standard of
living Americans depended upon the importation of goods
not found in the United States, therefore, he thought, the
Navy had to protect this vital trade during peace and war 

4time. As a result of this concern to protect commerce

2, "Our Present Naval Situation," by Commander R,
A, Koch, February 1923, Hornbeck MSS; New York Times,
-August 21, 1923, March 7, 1924, May 8, 1925, October 28,
192 6? "Some of the Unusual Peacetime Activities of the 
United States Navy," by Capt, (Navy) Adolphus Stanton, 
November 16, 1924, Stanton MSS; Armistice Day Speech, by 
Rear Admiral Andrew T. Long, November 11, 1925, Andrew T, 
Long MSS (Southern Historical Collection, University of 
North Carolina Library, Chapel Hill)? Navy Day Speech by 
Rear Admiral Hilary P, Jones, October 27, 1927, Jones MSS,

3, Independence Day Address, by Rear Admiral Hilary 
P, Jones, July 4, 1927, Jones MSS',

4, New York Times, October 4, 1923,
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tension remained between the two nations as Japan also 
sought more naval vessels to protect its increased trade.

A majority of Congressmen considered the United 
States' presence in the Philippines as sufficient to protect 
American interests in Asia. The way to reduce tensions, 
they felt, lay in another naval limitation conference which 
could complete the work left unfinished by the Washington 
Conference, Members of the Navy sought larger cruisers 
which had a greater radius of movement as the means to 
protect American interests and overcome the agreement not . 
to further fortify bases west of Hawaii,

Desire for increased trade with China after World 
War I formed part of the reason the United States continued 
its promotion of equal economic opportunity through the Nine 
Power Treaty of the Washington Conference, Equal oppor^ 
tunity meant the prevention of any nation from dominating a 
part of China to the exclusion of others, The ability to 
send its products to all areas of China allowed a natural 
increase in American trade, Washington felt. Senator 
Albert B, Cummins of Iowa observed that the Washington 
treaties had made possible almost complete "emancipation of• 
China from interference on the part of other nations of the 
world , , V  with the resultant benefit of increased
business for the United States, He welcomed this opportunity 
for increased trade because he felt that China more than 
any other country in the world offered an area for enlarged
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5commercial activity. Despite optimistic predictions,

American business had timidly approached the Chinese market,
and few companies had succeeded there. Most Americans did
not have the slightest knowledge of trade demands,
practices, or conditions in China. Companies entering
China often made costly mistakes, and many left never to
return.^ Additional disadvantages accrued from the fact
that American businesses were incorporated by states. Since
few Chinese had heard of Delaware or Indiana, they were

7suspicious of trading with American companies.
Concerned about American difficulties in Chinese 

trade, Congress began hearings in 1921 to determine how 
best to overcome the problems„ When asked why only China 
should prompt such attention, Secretary of Commerce Herbert 
Hoover replied that it was a point of acute trade competj:^ 
tion in which America was at a disadvantage, Agreeing,, 
former Minister to China Paul S. Reinsch advocated a law 
by which United States businesses gained competitive 
advantages. To him China presented an ideal market, for it 
was not a poor country. In his estimation about 100,000,000 .

5, Congressional Record, 67th Cong,, 2nd Sess,, 413,
6, Edwin S. Cunningham to the Secretary of State, 

July 26, 1922, DS/NA 711,93/66,
7, Senate, Hearings before a Subcommittee of the 

Committee on the Judiciary, Promotion of' Trade in China,
67th Cong,, 1st Sess, (Washington, D , C ,t Government Prints 
ing Office, 1921)., 5^6,
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Ipeople had the means immediately to purchase American

products while 350,000,000 others could buy certain items.
Adding his testimony, Frank R. Eldridge of the Commerce
Department wished to develop the opportunity for a balanced
trade since the United States imported more than it exported 

8to China, From the hearings came the China Trade Act of
1922 which allowed the Federal government to grant licenses
to special corporations for trade with China, A registrar
appointed by the Secretary of Commerce and living in China
brought business directly under government supervision,^

While some in the government saw Chinese markets
aiding America, others envisioned trade and investments as
a panacea for China, too. For example, Senator William King
of Utah, seeing the indebtedness of Europe handicapping
American trade with that area, espoused increased Oriental

10■ commerce as a market for surplus products, Frank R, . 
Eldridge wanted not only greater trade, but investments, 
Initial investments, he thought, should be directed toward 
southeastern China, for the people of that region knew the 
United States best. He believed that they were in a 
position to know that American capital provided the best

8, Ibid., 15, 19-20, 49.
9, Congressional Record, 67th Cong., 4th Sess,, 

5219; Henry Woodhead, The China Year Book, 19 23 (Tientsin, 
China: The Tientsin Press, 1923J, 979^987; New York Times, 
September 14, 1922,

10, Congressional Record, 67th Cong,, 2nd Sess,,
12435,
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safeguard against political encroachments of ottier powers. 
Economic ties, Eldridge maintained, also furnished China 
with an opportunity to end its problems under "benevolent 
supervision."

As a remedy to the problems, the Trade Act appar
ently failed, for American business remained apprehensive 
toward further involvement in China, Representative Andrew 
Volstead of Minnesota maintained that insufficient encourage
ment had been given to promote trade with that vast, under
developed country of immense resources, He and his 
colleagues by 1923 wanted to facilitate further trade 
through amendments to the China Act. Those corporations
which did business with China were exempted from paying

12 'income tax in February 1925, Although Sino-American 
trade did increase, it never developed commensurate to 
expectations or desires.

Seemingly undaunted, the Commerce Department 
campaigned to develop Chinese markets. It not only used 
government channels to promote trade by publishing reports 
and answering business inquiries, but Chinese bankers were 
invited to the United States as a means to better explain

11. Commerce Department, Commerce Reports, 19 22- 
1927 (Washington, D, C .: Government Printing Office, 1922- 
1927), January 16, 1922,

12, Congressional Record, 67th Cong,, 4th Sess,, 
5222-5230? Ibid., 68th Cong., 2nd Sess., 4327; New York 
Times, February 15, 1925.
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their n e e d s . I n  its quest to direct business toward China
the Commerce Department reported in early 19 23 that trade
with that nation had set a record in 1922, It optimistically
predicted a great future for China *s potential trade. In
its foreign trade report for 1923, which appeared in 1924,
a special, separate section summarized business conditions

14in the Far East. Chinese banditry and civil war, which
probably caused concern on the part of most exporters, did
not disturb Commerce officials who reported it had no effect
on trade. Nothing appeared to disturb the flow of products
even when trade between other foreign nations and China 

15declined, Success seemed in hand when reports showed 
that exports to Asia for the period 1925*-2 6 represented a 
gain of 344 per cent over the prewar average, while those 
to China had increased 400 per cent during a twenty year 
period ending in 1926,"^

13„ "Invitation to Chinese Bankers" (undated), 
Secretary of Commerce, Official File, Hoover MSS.

14. Commerce Department, Commerce Reports, January 
22, 1923; February 18, 1924,

15. Ibid., July 7, 1924; July 5, 19 26; New York 
Times, March 27, 1927,

16. "Foreign Trade: General Progress and Ten^ 
dencies," by Julius Klein, 1926, Secretary of Commerce, 
Official file, Hoover MSS; Commerce Department, Annual 
Report of the Director of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic 
Commerce to the Secretary of Commerce for the Fiscal Year 
Ending June 30, 19 26 (Washington, D. C .: Government Printing- 
Office, 1926), 7; "Activities of the Department and Its 
Personnel in Connection with Far Eastern Affairs During the 
Past Year," by Nelson T. Johnson, November 10, 1927, Johnson 
MSS,
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Outside the government others, caught up by the 

Commerce Department's exuberance, labored to stimulate 
Asian trade. The New York Times extolled the increasing 
exports' as evidence that the Orient remained the greatest 
unexploited market of the world. Simultaneously, Robert 
Dollar, head of the Dollar Steamship Company, portrayed

17China to New York businessmen as a land of milk and honey.
Speaking before the National Foreign Trade Convention in
Seattle, Thomas Kehoe of the American Oriental Mail Line
roused many delegates to plan a tour of the Far East when
he predicted that the world's trade would shift to the
Orient in the coming generation,"*"^ While the Literary
Digest predicted even greater demands for American products
in the Far East, the New York Times disclosed that the
Commerce Department accounts for 1925 showed Asia had

19become the leader for United States exports, Despite the
glowing reports and emphasis on Asian trade, reality showed
that United States^Japanese trade averaged only 7,4 per cent
of the total American trade during the period 1921-30 while

20that with China was a mere 3,5 per cent, If stated in

17. New York Times, May 3, 6, 11, 1924,
18. Ibid., April 5, 1925.
19, Literary Digest, February 6, 1926; New York

Times, February 2, 19 26.
20, Miriam S, Farley, "America's Stake in the Far

East, I< Trade," Far Eastern Survey, V (July 29, 1936), 168,
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percentage of increase over the prewar period as the
Commerce Department did, impressive figures resulted
because total American trade increased about 125 per cent
with Japan and 10 0 per cent with China,

The United States directed its main efforts to
encourage trade, not with the more developed areas, but with
the underdeveloped areas of the Far East, Though Japan was
America's largest customer in Asia, the United States gave
it no special attention. Perhaps this lack of interest
could be partly explained by Tokyo's hostility toward eco-

21 ■nomic penetration by foreign money. Japan also sought to
protect its industry with a high tariff while Chinese
customs duties, under the control of western nations,
remained low, China's immensely larger population seemed
to give it far greater potential than Japan, Americans also
viewed Japan as a competitor, The National Bank of Commerce.
in New York expected Tokyo to use its geographic proximity
to exploit its neighbors' resources. In turn this bank
foresaw Japanese trading most of their manufactured products

- 22for raw materials with less developed Asian countries, 
Competition with Japan for the trade of the underdeveloped 
areas of the Far East led Commerce officials to advocate 
the location of more firms in Manchuria since it felt many

21, "Japan; Economic Estimate," May 15, 1928, DS/NA
894,5Q-M,I,D, Reports/I,

22, Commerce Monthly, V (August 1923), 2 5*-2 7 ,
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American products were in demand there„ In this region of
China the United States ranked third in trade behind Japan
and the rest of China, Korea, a Japanese possession, also
came under scrutiny because many of its imports from Japan
originated in America, Direct exports to Korea were,

23therefore, advocated.
Need for raw materials intensified the United

States' desire to maintain equal economic opportunity in
the Far East. Intelligence reports indicated that Japanese
looked to economic domination in the Far East to promote
their industrialization, heightened American concern,
Strategic raw materials, like antimony and tungsten, needed
by the United States and produced in China might fall under

24 - 'Japanese control. Lack of self-sufficiency troubled the 
Navy, especially as the Japanese expanded trade into the 
western Pacific where other areas of strategic materials 
were located. Foreign sources of oil were important to the 
Navy which was forbidden to expand naval bases west of 
Hawaii, Consequently, ,it could not store enough fuel in 
the Philippines or Guam to fight a war in the Far East, In 
such a war America would have to rely upon the Dutch East 
Indies for part of its oil, but Japan had increasingly moved

23. Commerce Department, Commerce Reports, June 11, 
July 30, 1923,

24. "Japan: Economic Estimate," May 15, 1928, DS/NA 
894,50^M,I,D, Reports/1,
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into this area, receiving about forty per cent o'f its oil
from there. Tin and rubber, two other materials found in
the western Pacific, were also deemed to be of strategic
necessity, To insure equal access to these raw materials
as well as to commerce in all of Asia, the Navy considered

25a strong fleet necessary.
The Philippine islands were central in plans to 

expand American commerce and interests in Asia. American 
presence in those islands had the potential to serve a 
twofold purpose, for it could act as a deterrent to per^ 
ceived Japanese expansion and, as the center for Asian 
commerce, provide the solution to the Japanese geographic 
advantage, One difficulty had to be overcome before this 
goal could be reached. The Jones Act of 1916 had promised 
Philippine independence when a stable native government had 
been achieved„ In testimony during hearings on independence 
in 1919, Governor General Frances Harrison recommended 
severance of the Philippines from American control, for he 
felt this governmental dependency had reached stability,

25, Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones to Rear Admiral 
C, M. Chester, May 23, 192 5; Navy Day Speech, by Rear 
Admiral Hilary P. Jones, October 27, 1927, Jones MSS; 11 The 
Dutch East Indies," 1919; "Estimate on Important Military 
Raw Material; Oil," by Stanley K, Hornbeck, 1923; "The 
Struggle for Petroleum," by Stanley K, Hornbeck, August 7, 
1923; "Strategic Estimate; Orangey-Blue," January 15, 1927, 
Hornbeck MSS; "Japan: Economic Estimate," May 15, 1928, 
DS/NA 89 4,5 0-M,I,D» Reports/1; Senate, Hearings Before the 
Committee on Naval Affairs, London Naval Treaty of 193 0, 
71st Cong, , 2nd Sess. (.Washington, D , C. : Government Print? 
ing Office, 193 0), 110.
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Since some members of the joint hearings showbd1 concern that
the Japanese would seek to dominate those islands if
America granted independence, nothing came of the matter,^
Foreign trade became an increased factor in Philippine
independence when the Republican administration took office
in 1921, Shortly after Warren G, Harding became President,
the Commerce Department developed plans to encourage
businessmen to locate in Manila, Lying within a 17 00 mile
radius of all the large trade centers of the Orient, Frank
R. Eldridge of the Commerce Department saw the Philippines
as the "keystone" to American commercial policy in the Far • 

27East, Simultaneously, a special commission composed o f • 
General Leonard Wood and W. Cameron Forbes studied the 
situation in those islands to determine their suitability 
for independence. The conclusions of these two men held no 
surprise considering the attitude of the Republican adminis
tration to press for increased trade in Asia, In their 
report they felt that the Philippines were not ready for 
independence and recommended that the Jones Act be repealed

26. House of Representatives and Senate, Joint 
Hearings Before the Committee on the Philippines (Senate) 
and the Committee on Insular Affairs (House), Philippine 
Independence, 66th Cong., 3rd Sess, (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1919), 14-16, 110.

27. Memorandum by Frank R. Eldridge, August 22,
1921, Secretary of Commerce, Official File, Hoover MSS.
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since it limited and divided the authority of the Governor 

28General.
Trade formed only one element in the decision not to

grant freedom to the Philippines. Both Wood and Forbes saw
independence rendering the islands prey to a powerful
nation. To General Wood a powerful nation meant Japan.
Even under American control the Japanese presented a threat
to the Philippines, Wood thought,, because they lay across
the trade routes from Japan to Australia, India, and
Europe. The Chinese, Dutch, and English, Wood reported,
believed that American withdrawal from the Philippines would

29greatly strengthen Japan, Since the Washington treaties 
prevented buttressing the naval bases in the Philippines 
and Guam, Wood desired adequate bases on the west coast of 
the United States and in Hawaii, as well as an equipped and 
trained Filipino reserve force. Writing from Manila he 
remarked that they made as good soldiers "as our friends to 
the north," Since Wood concluded that "our Far Eastern 
neighbor will be as good as we are strong," a strong navy

28, House of Representatives, Report of the Special 
Mission to the Philippine.Islands to the Secretary of War: 
Conditions in the Philippine Islands, House Doc. 325, 6 7th 
Cong., 2nd Sess, (Washington, D, C,: Government Printing 
Office, 1922) , 45̂ -46; (also found in Hornbeck MSS) ; The 
Congressional Digest, 111 (1923-1924), 250; New York Times,
•November 30,1921.

29, Leonard Wood to the Secretary of War, November- 
3, 1921, DS/NA 711.94/552; John W, Weeks to the Secretary of 
State, November 12, 1921, DS/NA 711.94/435,
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had to protect American interests of the Open Door, free

3 0trade, and fair competition in the Pacific.
Other considerations entered Wood's desire to retain

those islands. He believed that the Philippines' natural
resources were largely coextensive with those of which
Japan had a shortage. The unlimited iron, timber,
fisheries, vegetable oils, hemp, sugar, and potential for •
cotton and tobacco produced a natural attraction for the
Japanese, not to mention the fact that those islands could
easily support a population of forty to fifty million, more
people. America, he thought, also needed the Philippines
to provide necessary raw materials as well as serving as an

31ideal commercial base for trade with China.
Accepting the Wood-Forbes report, President Harding, 

Secretary of War John Weeks, and Secretary of the Navy Edwin 
Denby agreed that the Philippine Islands should not be 
granted immediate independence. The Tokyo Yorodzu claimed 
that this decision indicated the United States wished to 
use the islands as a center for its aggressive designs in

30, Leonard Wood to Captain (Navy) J. M, Scammell, 
February 4, 1922, Leonard Wood MSS (Library of Congress, 
Washington, D , C .); Louis Morton, "War Plan 'Orange': 
Evolution of a Strategy," World Politics, II (January 1959), 
229.

31. Leonard Wood to Secretary of War, March 31,
1922, Wood MSS; New York Times, January 2, 1923.
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3 2the Far East. Representative L. C, Dyer of Mi'ssouri

assigned responsibility to the Army and Navy for misleading
the administration in the importance of keeping the
Philippines. President Coolidge, however, maintained the
view of his predecessor, adding that the world situation

33made it necessary to continue protecting the islands.
Despite the Executive branch1s position, Congress

again conducted hearings in February and March 19 24 on
Philippine independence. On numerous occasions during
these sessions the specter of Japanese seizure of a free
Philippine nation worried Congressmen, Those on the
committees who wished to grant independence believed that
the Japanese posed no threat because they did not care to

34live in a tropical zone, Manuel Quezon had first pre^ 
sented this illogical reasoning in the 1919 hearings when, 
as spokesman for the Philippine Independence mission, he 
had pressed for freedom. .Quezon's counterpart in the 1924

32, Congressional Record, 67th Cong., 2nd Sess,, 
9336^-9337; New'York Times, May 21, June 23, 1922; The 
Literary Digest, October 28, 1922.

33, L, C. Dyer to President Coolidge, October 25, 
1923; L. C, Dyer to the Secretary of the Navy, October 25, 
1923, Coolidge MSS; The Congressional Digest, III .(1923^24) , 
231; New York Times, March 6, 1924; Manila Official Gazette, 
April 1, 1924, Stanton MSS.

34, ’ House of Representatives, Hearings Before the 
Committee on Insular Affairs, Philippine Independence,
68th Cong,, 1st Sess. (Washington, D , C,{ Government Prints 
ing Office, 1924),15^16,
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i 35hearing's, Manuel Roxas, also tendered these conclusions. 

Secretary Weeks, however, saw a threat of external aggres
sion against an independent Philippines, but then he had 
been told by Leonard Wood in 19 22 that the climate was 
agreeable to the Japanese.Representative James
MacLafferty of California and Heartsill Ragon of Arkansas

37agreed with Weeks„
Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones testified before the 

Senate Committee on Territories and Insular Possessions 
about the naval aspects of the Philippine question. He 
reinforced the trepidations of those Senators who feared 
Japanese intentions in Asia. Although Jones did not 
mention the Japanese in public session, he maintained that 
the American policy of the Open Door for China would 
eventually result in conflict. As a consequence Jones said 
the Navy considered it absolutely necessary to retain the 
Philippines as a base for American operations in the 
western Pacific. To abandon those islands meant to

35, Senate, Hearings Before the Committee on 
Territories and Insular Possessions, A Bill Providing for 
the Withdrawal of the United States from the Philippine 
Islands, 68th Cong., 1st Sess. (Washington, D. C.: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1924), 9, 116-118.

36, House of Representatives, Hearings Before the 
Committee on Insular Affairs, Philippine Independence, 61; 
The Congressional Digest, III (1923^24), 232; Leonard Wood 
to the Secretary of War, March 31, 1922, Wood MSS,

37„ House of Representatives, Hearings Before the 
Committee on Insular Affairs, Philippine Independence, 48, 
51,
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relinquish the protection of all interests in trie Far East
and forsake the only outlying possession of commercial 

3 8importance. In almost the same words Rear Admiral E. W.
Eberle communicated these ideas to the Secretary of the
Navy shortly after the hearings ended. One addition called
for the retention of a naval base in the Philippines if

39independence were granted, •
To the Navy the Philippine hearings offered a

further opportunity to point to the need for strengthened
defenses in the Pacific, Coinciding with House Appropria^-
tions Committee hearings on a bill to increase the cruiser
force by eight, the Navy spared no effort in placing its
views before Congress as witnessed by Representative John
Evans of Montana, He stated, "We have been told, perhaps
in whispers, that a war with Japan is inevitable and that we

40needed a strong navy to protect the Philippine Islands,H
Since the Tokyo government had displayed an aggress 

siv'e attitude prior to the Washington Conference, the Navy

38, Senate, Hearings Before the Committee on 
Territories and Insular Possessions, A Bill Providing for 
the Withdrawal of the United States from the Philippine 
Islands, 97-100.

39. Rear Admiral E. W. Eberle to the Secretary of 
the Navy, March 14, 1934; Rear Admiral E . W. Eberle to the 
Secretary of the Navy, April 5, 19 24, Records of the Joint 
Army-Navy Board, 1919-1938, 304 Series 581 to 317 (National 
Archives, Washington, D. C ,). (Hereafter cited as JANB/NA,)

. 40, Congressional Record, 68th Cong., 1st Sess,,
10348,



logically concluded that Japan's expansion of ilzs base of 
trade meant an attempt to exclude America from equal trade 
opportunity„ It therefore saw the Philippines as a commer
cial base from which equal trade opportunity could be 
maintained. Fearing that the Japanese sought to dominate 
the sources of strategic raw materials necessary for 
American national security, the Navy also desired a strong 
fleet to protect this base and access to equal trade. In 
debate on the House floor f members who backed Philippine 
independence did not share the military's view. They 
professed that equal trade opportunity would not be harmed 
by a free Philippines despite the statements made by the .

' 4 iNavy and businessmen who had interests there„ Behind 
the independence statements of Congressmen from sugar pro-r 
ducing states, however, was a desire to increase the income 
of sugar growers and refiners by freeing them from the 
competition of free trade in Philippine sugar,

Philippine independence again became an issue in
late 1925. Leonard Wood informed the President that America
still needed the islands to remain strong in the Far East,

42Wood warned that to withdraw would endanger world peace.

41, Congressional Record, 68th Cong,, 1st Seas,, 
4284, 10402, '

42, Leonard Wood to President Coolidge, September 
16, 19 25, Coolidge MSS,
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In 192 6 the tempo of debate increased. 'John 

Switzer, former President of the Pacific Commercial 
Company, told a weekly luncheon of the National Republican 
Club that America needed the Philippines as a source of raw 
material. The American Chamber of Commerce in Manila 
published his address for distribution in the United 
S t a t e s , I n  Congress those who wanted to retain the 
Philippines thought that independence presented an invita
tion for war, not only for the United States, but most of . 
the world. Therefore, American presence in those islands 
guaranteed peace.

Others in Congress reversed the same argument to try 
to show Philippine independence guaranteed peace. By 
contrast Representative Marvin Jones of Texas viewed those 
islands as the weakest link in America's defense and con
cluded that an Oriental nation, wishing to attack the United 
States, would initiate war in these islands. Since they 
were a liability and not worth a battle, he felt, inde^ 
pendence should be granted. Once free, the Japanese would 
not acquire them, for Jones conceived that they could not 
adapt to the climate of the islands. Representative Edward 
King of Illinois took another perspective. He damned big 
business as the force behind keeping the Philippines. To 
his "Sir" Herbert Hoover and business planned to choke to

43. New York Times, February 28, 1926; The Literary 
Digest, March 27, 1926. '
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death the independence of 10,000,000 people with' crude 

44rubber„
The prolonged debate prompted President Coolidge to

appoint another investigator, Colonel Carmi Thompson, to
travel to the Philippines, Thompson's selection, however,
virtually precluded a recommendation against independence
because he shared the military viewpoint. Pleased, Vice
President William H. Gardiner of the Navy League wrote

45Coolidge that he had made a good choice, American 
officials in the Philippines told Thompson that the 
Japanese controlled the hemp production on Davao, the major 
hemp growing area of the islands. They also produced 
statistics which showed that world trade had shifted from 
the Atlantic to the Pacific, These officials not only told 
Thompson that the Philippines were needed for commercial 
purposes, but also as a military base to preserve inter?- 
national peace in the Far East,^ While these reports 
circulated in the newspapers, Alexander Gibson of the 
Commerce Department sent a memorandum to all Congressmen 
which informed them that Japan desired the Philippines for 
an outlet for its excess population. He also noted that

44, Congressional Record, 69th Cong,, 1st Sess,, 
5088-5091, 5362-5363, 5919, '

45, Press Notice, April 1926; William H, Gardiner 
to President Coolidge, April 4, 1926, Coolidge MSS,

46, New York Times, September 3, 1926; The Literary 
Digest, October 23, 1926,
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retention of the islands served as an obstacle to Japanese

47expansion southward toward Australia.
In his report on the Philippines, Carmi Thompson

recommended that independence not be granted for a long
time. Among his reasons, he cited the need of a commercial
base for expanding trade and the complications in inters
national affairs which independence would bring to the Far
East. He contended that the status quo had to be maintained
to insure a source of material not available in the United
States. Of those commodities mentioned Philippine rubber
received the greatest attention, taking four long paragraphs 

4 8in his report. With the acceptance of the report by 
Coolidge, discussion of freedom for the Philippines receded 
except in the islands* legislature which passed a bill 
allowing a plebiscite on independence. Coolidge, however, 
vetoed the act stating that they were not ready for

47. Memorandum to Senators and Representatives by 
Alexander Gibson, October 26, 1926, Secretary of Commerce, 
Official File, Hoover MSS,

48, "Report on Conditions in the Philippine 
Islands," December 4, 1926, Carmi Thompson to President 
Coolidge, Coolidge MSS; Message from the President of the 
United States transmitting a Report by Colonel Carmi A. 
Thompson on the Conditions in the Philippine Islands 
Together with Suggestions with Reference to the Administra~ 
tton and Economic Development of the Islands: Conditions in 
the Philippine Islands, Senate Doc, 180, 69th Cong., 2nd 
.Sess. (Washington, D , C , : Government Printing Office, 1926).; 
The Literary Digest, January 8, 1927; New York Times, 
December 23, 1926; Carmi A. Thompson, "Are the Filipinos 
Ready for Independence?," The. Annals of the American Academy 
of Political and Social Science, CXXXI (Supplement, 1927), 
5-7.
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political or economic independence and "the best: security
to the Philippine Islands is the protection of and by the
United States.

While those who wished to retain the Philippines to
promote equal economic opportunity in Far Eastern trade
battled for their cause, Frank Eldridge of the Commerce
Department desired to go one step further to promote
American opportunity in China over Japan. He looked to the
Chinese Customs Conference as an instrument. Final settle^
ment of the Sino-French Boxer Indemnity dispute in 19,25
allowed the Chinese to call the Customs Conference for

50October of that year. At this meeting all participants 
agreed to allow Chinese tariff autonomy by January 1929. 
Although the Japanese reluctantly accepted the agreement 
because high tariffs could reduce their trade with China, 
Eldridge welcomed autonomy, Forecasting that it would 
injure Japanese textile trade since China had similar 
manufactures, he predicted only benefits for America„ These 
benefits would accrue because China would not place high 
impbrt duties on items it needed, Basically, the United 
State's supplied these items while Japanese products competed

49. New York Times, April 7, 1927»
50. Foreign Relations, 1925, I, 839^841; New York 

Times, July 12, 192 5; Commerce Department, Commerce Reports, 
May 18, 1925,



with Chinese domestic manufactures."^ As the Customs
Conference proceeded, Japan stalled on tariff autonomy and
became the last country to accept it. The Tokyo government
felt, as Foreign Minister Kijuro Shidehara stated before
the Diet, that high Chinese tariff duties would cripple 

52Japan's trade. To promote industrialization as a means of. 
employing its excess population, japan needed trade expan^ 
sion. The quest for increased commercial relations to 
further modernization served to maintain American suspi^ 
cions. Prevailing nativistic attitudes in the United .States 
promoted an America first foreign policy, This policy 
prevented an understanding of Japan's needs. Instead, it 
served to cultivate an image of the island empire .as a rival 
who intended to dominate Asian commerce.

51. Commerce Department, Commerce Reports, November 
10, 1925; The Literary Digest, January 9, 1926; News 
Bulletin, November 13, 1925; Ellis, Frank B. Kellogg and 
American Foreign Relations, 1925^1929, 112„

52, Masamichi Royama, Foreign Policy of Japan, 
1914^-193 9 (Tokyo: The Japanese Council Institute of Pacific 
Relations, 1941), 39; New York Times, February 2, 1927,



CHAPTER IV

' ' JAPAN: A GROWING ASIAN POWER •

In the 19 20's determination to expand its economy 
and industry played a major role in Japan's foreign 
policy. Its search for raw .materials in Asia and the 
western Pacific entailed increased competition with the 
United States. Washington feared that Japan sought to 
dominate Far Eastern trade to America's exclusion, Japan's 
fate of economic growth, which had attracted the world's 
attention by 1911, rested upon neither a large industrial 
foundation nor the spontaneous growth of existing companies„ 
The Japanese government imposed growth by directing business 
and by frequently supplying part of the capital. It often 
held considerable stock in big companies penetrating 
foreign markets. Consequently, economic and political 
ends often coincided as government policy.

Two factors, a large population and too few natural
resources, determined the Japanese government to stimulate
economic growth. It felt the private sector unaided could

1not.overcome these problems, Initially, the government 
looked to emigration as a solution, but many Japanese did

1, Commerce Monthly, VIII (December 1926), 20-24;
M, Matsuo, "The Japanese State as Industrialist and 
Financier,." Far Eastern Survey, V (May 25, 1936), 107^108.

:



86
not wish, to leave their homeland and those who did received 
less than a cordial welcome.

World War I temporarily accelerated industrializa^
tion. Demands for war materiel resulted in an increase of

2Japanese factories from 17,000 to 50,000. Exports far 
exceeded imports as war production and profits grew. 
Nevertheless, an unhealthy economic situation developed as 
Japanese raced to pour money into war industries and 
speculated wildly in their stock market„ They also made 
unwise foreign loans during World War 1. Of the approxi^ 
mately one billion yen invested outside Japan about half 
were unsecured loans to the Chinese central and provincial 
governments made for political reasons« Tokyo failed to 
recover these debts. The other half, invested in short term 
securities of the Allied governments, did not produce 
permanent foreign income. When peace halted war production, 
thousands of factories operating under artificial wartime 
conditions began to close or to limit production, A post
war panic commenced in April 1920 as Japan became the first 
nation to feel the force of what became a world, wide 
depression. Stock prices plummeted, and banks accumulated 
many frozen assets in the closed factories, Once again 
Japan came to rely upon its two basic export products, raw 
silk and coarse cotton cloth, as a source of foreign

2, Commerce Monthly, VJXI (December 1926), 25,
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iexchange, but failed to achieve a favorable balance of 

trade.^
Japan needed more industrialization with increased..

foreign markets. Of this problem the Japanese Ambassador
to the United States, Kijuro Shidehara, wrote, "We have
reached the stage of development where we must industrialize.
in order to preserve our existence." A number of Japanese
economists also considered the development of factory 

■ 4industry essential. Japan's geographic position in the 
Far East lent itself to exploiting the needed natural, 
resources of the area. The American Navy feared that Japan 
intended to use any means possible to dominate the sources 
of raw materials in the Far East. Rear Admiral Hilary P« 
Jones worried about accessibility to foreign resources, 
especially-Dutch East Indies oil. Believing America had a 
limited oil supply, he wished to control as much of the 
world's supply as possible for national defense. So 
important were the Dutch East Indies as a source of oil that 
the United States, by mid'-19 23, approached the Dutch

3, "Japan's Economic Development, 1914^1920,"
DS/NA 894.50/18; Commerce Department, Commerce Reports,
March 6, July 17, 1922; G. C. Allen, A Short Economic 
History of Modern Japan, 1867-1937 (London: Unwin University 
Books, 1946), 98; One yen equaled fifty cents during this 
period'.

4. Kijuro Shidehara, "A Frank Official Statement 
for Japan," Current History, XV (December 1921), 395; Cyrus 
Woods to the Secretary of State, April 24, 1924, DS/NA 
894.50/36,
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i -5government requesting an open door for petroleuni there.

The Japanese, especially their navy, also deemed oil to be
extremely necessary for national security.  ̂ Continued
construction by Japan of vessels not limited by the
Washington treaties, confirmed the American Navy's
suspicions of the island empire's intention to dominate
Pacific and Asian resources.

Japan's aim in the post-Washington Conference
period, Viscount Shimpei Goto stated, revolved around
becoming the dominant force in the western Pacific,
especially in relations with China, Only in this way, he
thought, could peace be preserved in the Pacific. The
United States, however, had increased its activity in China
as shown by the capital it invested in north Manchuria and

7central China, he wrote. To become dominant Japan must 
develop its economy through industrialization.

Two problems plagued the Japanese i s l a n d s ^ ^ o v e r ^  

population and lack of natural•resources. Some Japanese

5, Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones to William H. 
Gardiner, April 2, 192 4; Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones to 
Rear Admiral C , M. Chester, May 23, 19,25, Jones MSS; "The 
Struggle, for Petroleum," by Stanley K„ Hornbeck, August 7,
1923, Hornbeck MSS, . '

6, "New National Defense Policy: Can Japan and 
America Fight?" by Captain (Navy) Hironori Mizuho, Hugh R, 
Wilson to the Secretary of State, June 20, 1923, DS/NA 
711,94/455,

7, "Basic Pacific Policy," by Viscount Shimpei 
Goto, Jefferson Caffery to the Secretary of State, June 27,
1924, DS/NA 794,00/29,
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still regarded emigration as the answer. For example, the '
Tokyo Diplomatic Review urged settling people in nearby
areas which could be exploited for the homeland's 

8advantage. Nevertheless, the government placed little
emphasis on emigration in 1923-24, allocating only 10,000

9dollars to encourage people to leave the country. Instead,
Tokyo increasingly looked to industrialization as the
solution. Yet this expansion entailed greater need for
foreign raw materials, loans, and.exports, Japan gave the
greatest priority to nearby countries, particularly
Manchuria, as a source of raw material, In the mid-19201s
Shidehara declared, "China's markets and materials mean to
other nations only more trade; to Japan they are vital 

10necessities," As Foreign Minister he strived to protect 
Japan's special interests in China and to expand trade and
investments there by fostering a co-prosperity relations

11 . ship. Both Prime Ministers Takaakira Kato and Peijiro
Wakatsuki recognized the need for greater development of

8, C. Porter Kuykendall to the Secretary of State, 
October 28, 1924, DS/NA 894.50/40.

9, "Japan," Current History, XVIII (May 19 23), 344.
10, Shidehara, "A Frank Official Statement for 

Japan," 395; Falconer!, "Reactions to Revolution," 55.
11, William FMorton, "The Tanaka Cabinet's China 

Policy, 1927-1929" (Unpublished dissertation, Columbia 
University, 1969), 87,
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industry. Baron K . Okura, Director of the South' Manchuria
Railway Company, expressed both Prime Ministers' ideas best.
He stated that Japan had to keep most of its industry at
home while using Manchuria and Inner Mongolia as a source
of raw material. Further industrialization in Japan, not
emigration, held the answer to overpopulation. He surmised
that people forced to migrate lacked the pioneering spirit

12necessary to promote the interests of their homeland.
Japan, therefore, expected to use Manchuria to solve much

13of its serious economic problems,
China did not contain all the raw materials neceST

sary to Japan, Consequently, by 1924 the Japanese govern?- '
ment directed its trade to include significant increases

14with India and the Dutch East Indies, It gave exemptions 
from income and business taxes to those businesses engaged 
in foreign trade. The government also encouraged mergers .

12, Edgar Bancroft to the Secretary of State, June 
11, 1925, DS/NA 894.50/41; Charles MacVeagh to the Secretary 
of State, June 28, 1926, DS/NA 894,30/52; Ibid,, August 14, 
1926, DS/NA 793,94/1603.

13, Masamichi Royama, Japan's Position in Manchuria 
(Kyoto, Japan: The Japanese Council Institute of Pacific 
Relations, 1929), 79; Grover Clark, Economic Rivalries in 
China (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1932),, 52.

14, Paul P, Steintorf, "The Changing Nature of 
Japan's Foreign Trade," Commerce Reports (September 21, 
.1925); Commerce Department, Commerce Reports, July 16, 1923,
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and industrial consolidation.Japan imported about.
seventy-five per cent of its raw cotton from India and
China„ Much of its raw sugar and oil came from the Dutch
East Indies and its crude rubber from British Malaysia.
Of all the countries trading with the Dutch East Indies
Japan did the largest business through direct representa^
tion, having forty-four branch offices there. The Dutch,

17in second place, had thirty-six offices. Japan also
18captured the textile market in those islands, This growth

alarmed the Dutch government. The Dutch Minister of Finance
told the American Ambassador that he feared the Japanese
planned war, He said, "they have pursued in our Indies a
policy of obtaining, whenever the occasion has arisen, bases
for oil and mineral supplies, as well as positions of
tactical value." The alarmed Dutch spent large sums on

19their East Indies fleet, In so doing they cooperated with 
the British, While London developed a capital ship base at

,— r' — ■■ v  g"-' wf— "i—

15, Ibid., March 2, 1925; Edgar Bancroft to the 
Secretary of State, June 11, 1925, DS/NA 894.50/41.

16, Paul P. Steintorf, "Japan's Position in Oriental.; 
Markets," Commerce Reports (March 2, 1925); Commerce Monthly, 
V (October 1923), 27-29,

17, Commerce Department, Commerce Reports, December 
22, 1924.

18, Ibid,, June 14, 1926,
19, Richard M, Tobin to the Secretary of State, - 

February 19, 1925, DS/NA 711,94/545,
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Singapore, the Dutch built a submarine base at Rio opposite 

20Singapore.
Japan suffered a severe shortage of oil. As demand

for oil increased, the output of its two major oil fields
had declined since 1916, Not only industry required oil,
but, with the conversion of ships to diesel motors, the navy
and merchant marine needed increased amounts„ In 1927 Japan
imported six million barrels of crude oil, two^thirds of
which sent for the navy's use„ Besides sources in the Dutch
East Indies and the United States., the Japanese began
experiments to extract oil from shale at the Fushun
collieries in Manchuria. The American Consul in Mukden
reported, "It cannot be stressed too much that the Japanese
Navy regards the development of the shale oil industry at

) •Fushun as a serious problem," When the officials at the
collieries pronounced their shale "oil experiments a success, 
the navy immediately moved to obtain its share. Oil also 
figured prominently in Soviet-Japanese recognition negotia
tions. In the treaty which established diplomatic relations 
Japan received a concession of fifty per cent of the oil

21fields in the Soviet owned northern half of Sakhalin Island,

20, Raymond Davis to the Secretary of State,
November 20, 1923, DS/NA 894.30/31,

21, Samuel Sokobin to the Secretary of State,
January 29, 1925, DS/NA 894,3472/3; Hugh R, Wilson to the - 
Secretary of State,' June 20, 19 23, DS/NA 711.9 4/455;
Commerce Department, Commerce Reports, February 7, July 25,
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To protect the sources of supply and the1 trade

routes the Japanese navy sought continued construction of
vessels not limited at the Washington Conference. Aiming a
New Year's speech at America, Vice Admiral Kanji Kato
declared that since Japan lacked many necessities and also
faced the United States, "the.preservation of naval strength
is of paramount importance. " He thought, 11 under the
circumstances protection of commerce east of India is of
vital importance for the existence of Japan , , , ." Not
only sea lanes, but vital economic interests on the Asian
mainland had to be safeguarded, Japan, he stated, could not
bear to be restrained from its policy of securing raw
materials. At a launching of a new 10,000 ton cruiser
Admiral Takeshi Takarabe, Minister of" the Navy, called upon
the Japanese people to bear the expense of nayal construct
tion. He asked, "If the Navy is not properly equipped,

2 2what will become of Japan's foreign trade?"

1927; C. Walter Young, "Economic Factors in Manchurian 
Diplomacy," The Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science, CXLII (193 0), 3 00^3 01; New York Times, 
January 21, 23, 1925,

22, Jacob G. Schurman to the Secretary of State, 
January 19, 1923, DS/NA 793.94/1453; Charles MacVeagh to the 
Secretary of State, October 27, 1926, DS/NA 89 4.34/76,
Kanji Kato led a faction in the Japanese navy which 
advocated naval expansion to protect Asian interests. This 
group played an increasing role in naval decisions after 
the death of the moderate Admiral Tomosaburo Kato in mid 
1923, Kanji Kato headed the naval committee which produced • 
the plan for the Geneva Conference in 1927,
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The Japanese did not rely solely on petroleum as a " 

source of power for increased industrialization. To 
develop hydroelectric power Japanese power companies sought 
loans from American banks„ On these occasions the. United 
States government gave its approval. In a two-year period 
from mid-1924 to mid'-1926 three American financial institu
tions loaned approximately 90,000,000 dollars to four 
Japanese electric companies. Other than these loans, the 
State Department recorded no other Japanese borrowing.

While the Japanese struggled to promote increased 
commerce and industrialization, the economic situation in 
the island empire turned from bad to worse. After twenty 
months of unfavorable trade balances the economy began to 
revive slowly by late 1922, Then in September 1923 an 
earthquake destroyed much of Tokyo and Yokohama, As a 
direct result, Japan's industry suffered material losses 
of about two billion yen, Frozen credits held by banks

23. Leland Harrison to Harold P. Stokes, July 17,
1924, July 2, 1926, Secretary of Commerce, Official File, 
Hoover MSS; The Secretary of State to Edgar Bancroft, 
November 29, 1924, DS/NA 894„51T57/-; Edgar Bancroft to the
Secretary of State, December 3, 1924, DS/NA 894„51T57/1; The 
Secretary of State to Lee, Higginson and Company, December
4, 1924, DS/NA 894,51Uj 2/^; Eliot Wadsworth to the Secretary 
of State, December 9, 1924, DS/NA 894.51T57/2; Edgar 
Bancroft to the Secretary of State, May 21, 1925, DS/NA
894,51T571/1; Joseph C. Grew to Garrard Winston, July 18,
1925, DS/NA 894,51T571/2; Leland Harrison to the Guaranty 
Company of New York, July 2, 1926, DS/NA 894,51T57/6;
"Comment on Current Events in Japan During the Month of 
February, 1925," WDGS/NA 2063-324(3); New York Times, July
8, 1925.



95
Iincreased„ Trade deficits rose to an all time record in 

1924 because most of the reconstruction material had to be 
imported. Reviving in 1925, foreign trade again slumped in 
1926. In early 1927 Japan witnessed a financial.crisis of 
the first magnitude. The Suzuki Company, one of the fore
most import-export firms, failed in April„ As that 
company's heaviest creditor, the Bank of Formosa suspended
operations, Thirty additional banks in Japan followed suit

24after a run on financial institutions began.
Changing technological innovations caused Japan to 

fear for its raw silk trade, Ninety per cent of its raw 
silk (.thirty-seven per cent of its total export trade), went 
to the United States. Production of artificial silk .
(rayon) in America, however, began to expand at a rapid 
rate. Priced about one-third the cost of real silk, it had

24. Commerce Department■, Commerce Reports, September 
25, 1922, February 19, September 24, 1923, February 18,
1924, January 26, 1925, May 2, 9, 1927; Ray Atherton to the 
Secretary of State, March 1, 1929, DS/NA 894,50/47; The 
Literary Digest, May 7, 1927,

Japanese Foreign Trade (in yen)
Imports Exports Net

1919 2,173,460,000 2,098,873,000 -74,587,000
1920 2,336,175,000 1,948,395,000 -387,780,000
1921 1,614,155,000 1,252,838,000 -361,317,000
1922 1,890,308,000 1.637.452.000

1.444.751.000
-252,856,000

1923 1,982,231,000 -534,480,000
192 4 2,453,402,000 1,807,035,000 -646,367,000
1925 2,570,616,000 2,304,787,000 -265,829,000
1926 2,345,000,000 2,016,000,000 -329,000,000
Deficit for .the first five months, of 1927 ran 276,000,000, 
Invisible exports averaged 250,000,000 per year. Commerce 
Monthly, VIII (June 1926), 15; Commerce Department, Commerce 
Reports, February 14, June 20, 1927; "Japan: Economic 
Estimate,u May 15, 1928, DS/NA 894e50vM.1$B , Reports/I,
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a great appeal to American hosiery and clothing 'manufac
turers who had fostered the rayon industry for protection 
from a centralized control of real silk,

Although not nearly as important as silk, Tokyo 
could use its experience with camphor as an indicator for 
its silk trade, For a number of years Japan had a monopoly 
on camphor, with the United States as its best customer,
In 1923 a new process for making synthetic camphor was dis
covered. Since it sold well below the cost of natural 
camphor, Japan lost nearly its entire market within two 
years, Tokyo desperately began to give camphor trees to 
anyone willing to plant them in an ill fated effort to
increase camphor production as a means to lower its price

25and thereby recapture part of the market, Little wonder
the Japanese sought foreign raw materials and emphasized
increased industrialization as it faced a threat to its
silk export,

Japan also faded difficulties with its coarse
cotton cloth exports to China, Beginning in 1923 the
Chinese market for Japanese cotton cloth proved erratic

26because of boycotts and civil war, Moreover, China’s

25, Commerce Department, Commerce Reports, February 
11, 1924, February 14, 1927, May 9, 1927; Commerce Monthly,
.V (July 1923), 21, 26-27; VII (May 1925), 28; VIII (December 
1926),6,

26, Commerce Department, Commerce Reports, May 14, 
1923, March 3, 1924, May 2, 1927; The Literary Digest,
June 23, 1923,
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- i • . . ■co.tton textile industry grew providing new competition with

imports from Japan.' Reflecting the view of Japan's leading
industrialists, Dr. Mitsugu Tanaka, Professor of Economics.
at Meiji University, felt that increasing competition from
the crude Chinese cloth could be met by turning to produce.
tion of high quality cotton cloth. Believing the important
trade with Europe and America to be diminishing, he
advocated expanded cotton textile trade with other areas of

27the Asian continent and the South Seas,
Not only the Japanese home islands suffered economic

problems, but so did Manchuria, Financial difficulties of
the Japanese companies in that area of China stemmed from
the depression and their heavy borrowing during World. War 1,
Forced to retrench, the Japanese merchants saw Chinese
moving into areas they had formerly occupied, In meeting
after meeting Manchurian Japanese condemned their home
government''s apparent lack of interest in their troubles,
At Mukden in November 1925 a speaker called upon the Tokyo
government to reform its Manchurian policy. He said, "The
most important thing is to establish Japanese economic bases •
in Manchuria and we regret to find the Japanese authorities

28are indifferent to the Japanese rights already acquired,u

27, "Japan's Fundamental Economic Policy," by Dr. 
Mitsugu Tanaka, Jefferson Caffery to the Secretary of 
State, June .20, 1924, DS/NA 894,50/37,

28, Samuel Sokobin to the Secretary of State, 
November 11, 1925, DS/NA 793,94/1586,
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Two months later in Dairen a merchant, Mr. S. Ohicita,
recommended that Japan extend its sway beyond the South
Manchuria Railway and leased territory to protect its
interests. Another merchant added that it was a matter of

29life and death to protect Japanese"interests,
Part of the worsening business situation stemmed 

from the actions of the Manchurian war lord, Chang Tso^lin. 
He printed excessive amounts of paper money to promote his 
military ambitions, By mid-1926 the money had inflated 
tremendously, Chang tried to prohibit Chinese merchants 
from possessing Japanese yen in an effort to prevent infla
tion of his own currency. He did not succeed, As a result 
Chinese people could scarcely buy anything. To deal with
the situation one Japanese-owned newspaper in Mukden called

30. upon the Tokyo government to take over all Manchuria,
As the Manchurian Japanese retrenched they con?' 

eluded that foreign nations were capturing their lost trade.

29, W, F, Nason to the Secretary of State, January 
21, 1926, DS/NA 893,00/7119,

30, "South Manchuria and Japan," by Retsu Kiyosawa, 
Jefferson Caffery to the Secretary of State, August 10,
1924, DS/NA 8 94.50/3 8; William R. Langdon to Ferdinand 
Mayer, May 20, 1925, DS/NA 893,00/6368; Samuel Sokobin to 
the Secretary of State, November 11, 1925, DS/NA 793,94/ 
1586; W. F, Nason to the Secretary of State, January 21, 
1926, DS/NA 8 93,00/7119; Samuel Sokobin to the Secretary of 
State, February 4, 1926, DS/NA 893.0 0/7150; Ibid,, August 
25, 1926, DS/NA 793.94/1606; Leo D. Sturgeon to the 
Secretary of State, September 8, 1926, DS/NA 893.00/7732; 
Commerce Department, Commerce Reports, July 24, 1922, March 
3, 1924, June 14, 1926,
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In 19 24 one Japanese writer stated that American trade in
Manchuria had increased much more rapidly than that of
Japan. He thought economic warfare had become so acute that

31real war could start any time in the Far East, Shortly 
thereafter, civil war began between Chang Tso-lin and the war 
lord in control of the Chinese central government, Wu Pei^fu, 
During this war, much anti*-American propaganda appeared in 
Japanese-owned newspapers located in Mukden and Dairen,
They accused the United States of giving open aid to Wu 
Pei-fu in the hope that he would defeat Chang Tso-lin and 
capture Manchuria, By encouraging Wu, the newspaper 
articles stated, the United States sought to oust the

32Japanese from that area of China in favor of America, 
Jefferson Caffery reported from Tokyo that many Japanese 
in the government believed the United States had intervened 
in the civil war to send arms to Wu Pei-fu, He felt in the 
entire Cabinet only Foreign Minister Kijuro Shidehara 
accepted his word that America had not become involved,
Even Prime Minister Takaakira Kato did not belieye him,
Alone, he wrote, Shidehara could not overcome the prejudice 
of the other Cabinet members, Every time the Foreign 
Minister made a statement favorable to America the press,

31. "South Manchuria and Japan," by Retsu Kiyosawa, 
Jefferson Caffery to the Secretary of State, August 10,
1924, DS/NA 894.50/38.

32. R, P, Tenney to the Secretary of State, 
September 27, 1924, DS/NA 893.00/5629.
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public, and especially the Army and Navy criticized him for

33allowing the United States to lead him by the nose.
While the Japanese military accused America of 

supporting Wu Pei-fu, it moved to aid Chang Tso-lin in the 
civil war„ In a battle at Shanhaikuan Chang came close to 
defeat. Frightened by the incident, he appealed for 
Japanese aid. At this point the Japanese military arranged 
to contact Feng Yu-hsiang, the leader of one of Wu’s 
supporting armies, offering him money to desert Wu.
Following instructions, Feng quietly entered Peking on the 
night of October 22, 1924 and captured the central govern
ment. Although he did not complete the bargain by attacking 
Wu, the loss of control of the Peking government forced Wu
to retire from the war. Thus the Japanese military saved

3 4Chang and prevented disruption of Manchuria. Undoubtedly 
it received the gratitude of the Japanese merchants,

33. Jefferson Caffery to the Secretary of State, 
November 10, 1924, DS/NA 893,00/5741,

34. General William Connor to the Adjutant General, 
September 22, 1924, DS/NA 893.00/5601; C, E, Gauss to the 
Secretary of State, October 23, 1924, DS/NA 893,00/5671; E , 
Bell to the Secretary of State, October 23, 1924, DS/NA
893,00/5672; Ferdinand Mayer to the Secretary of State, 
October 29, 1924, DS/NA 893,00/5690; Jefferson Caffery to 
the Secretary of State, October 31, 1924, DS/NA 893,00/5698; 
G, C, Hanson to the Secretary of State, December 8, 1924, 
DS/NA 893,00/5904„ Japanese merchants and industrialists in 
China did not rely on the Foreign Office for aid, but had 
closest contact with the navy not the army. During periods 
of disruption, however, they would also seek the armyfs 
help. Suspecting the possibility of acts of violence against 
the large Japanese community in Antung, Manchuria in mid- 
1925, the navy sent four destroyers up the Yalu River to that
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1Traditional interpretations of Japanese history

have maintained that the military lost influence during
much of the 1920's until Prime Minister Giiehi Tanaka took
office in April 1927.^^ Although‘the military did not play
a conspicuous role, it nevertheless maintained power behind
the scenes, Its position in the Cabinet had not diminished,,
Admirals and Generals still held the Secretary of Navy and
War posts. They continued to have the privilege of direct
access to the Emperor, Should a Secretary of the Navy or
War resign, the Cabinet still automatically dissolved.if no
Admiral or General could be found as a replacement. From
their position of authority they not only aided Chang
Tso-lin in 1924, but came to his rescue in 1925, Assistance .
on the second occasion stemmed partly from an effort to
prevent a spread of Soviet influence, An article from the
Peking and Tientsin Times stated that although the Japanese
were perennially suspicious of American designs on Manchuria,

3 6they also feared Soviet influence,

city. Playing their searchlights over the city.for hours at 
night, these vessels left no doubt in the Chinese minds about 
what would happen in case of trouble. William R. Langdon to 
Ferdinand Mayer, June 25, 1925, DS/NA 893.00/6454; Falconeri, 
"Reactions to Revolution," 131. - •

35. A typical example of this interpretation is 
Foster Rhea Dulles, Forty Years of American-Japanese Rela- 
tions (New York: D. Appleton-Century Co., 19 37),

36, . J , V, A, MacMurray to the Secretary of State, 
December 16, 1925, DS/NA 793.94/1587,
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Viewing the Japanese connection to Manchuria as a

matter of life and death, the Army had no intention of
allowing a disruption to prevent the spreading of interests
there, ' In 1925 the Minister of War, General Kazunari
Ugaki, even went so far as overriding Foreign Minister
Shidehara's wishes by sending more soldiers to protect

37Japanese interests in that area of China, Shidehara had
never ruled against the use of force to protect Japan's
holdings, but in his scheme of co-prosperity with Chinaf he
preferred to project an image of cooperation outside of the 

38treaty areas. i
Considering Japan’s economic problems, the need to 

industrialize and secure sources of raw materials, little 
wonder the military would not countenance a disruption in 
areas of Japanese interest. With, its undiminished influx 
ence in the government no one should have been surprised 
that it exerted influence during times of stress. Nor 
should anyone have been surprised that after the Washington 
Conference the navy continued to build and enlarge vessels 
not limited at that conference as a means to protect sea 
routes to raw materials. While some American Congressmen

37, "Military Intelligence Report, 1925-1926,"
Entry 10933, December 11, 1925, Hornbeck MSS; Charles 
MacVeagh to the Secretary of State, December 16, 1925,
DS/NA 893,00/6902; Ibid,, December 17, 1925, DS/NA 893,00/ 
6858; News Bulletin, December 25, 1925,

38, Morton, "The Tanaka Cabinet's China Policy, 
1927-1929," 65-66,
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. ! appeared amazed at continued naval construction, the Navy

did not. - '



CHAPTER V

NAVIES OF SMALLER VESSELS

Although the Washington Conference succeeded in
limiting capital ships, its failure to restrict lesser war

%vessels insured continued naval competition. It also 
encouraged building of larger cruisers by limiting them to 
a maximum size of 10,000 tons. Navies abandoned the former 
largest size of 7,500 tons in favor of the new limit. 
Destroyers and submarines enjoyed similar growth.

In its attempt to get more cruisers, the American 
Navy met stubborn resistance from Congress, Many members 
of that body wished to keep America as a symbol of limit ac
tion by building no ships, The cherished dreams of these 
arms limitation supporters, however, cracked as naval 
construction elsewhere continued and stories of war endured.

Immediately after the Washington Conference, naval 
leaders in Japan, Great Britain, and the United States 
updated their projected naval needs. Of the three countries 
Japan announced a new defense policy first in an April 
1922 edition of the Tokyo Yomiuri, Deeming America as the

1, Lesser war vessels refers to cruisers, 
destroyers, and submarines, Hereafter the use of the term ■ 
auxiliary vessels also applies to these three types of 
ships.
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hypothetical enemy, it planned a stronger- defense by pro
viding for changes in those auxiliary vessels still to be 
constructed under the 1920 eight-eight fleet. Japan 
reduced the nine cruisers remaining to be built to eight, 
but increased the total tonnage from 57,595 to 68,400 tons. 
Four of these vessels, originally planned for .8,0 00 tons 
each, were increased to 10,000 tons. The other four were 
increased from about 5,000 tons to approximately 7,100 tons 
each. Japan eliminated thirteen destroyers from the 
projected twenty-eight leaving fifteen to be built. Each 
destroyer, however, grew by fifty per cent or from 1,0 00 
to 1,500 tons, Japan canceled plans to build twenty-two of 
forty-six projected submarines, Tokyo planned, however, to
build vessels of 2,000 tons instead of the former maximum

2size of 900 tons. These post-Washington modifications in 
Japan's auxiliary vessels gave them both greater cruising 
radius and fire power, The Tokyo Jiji correctly expected 
foreign criticism for construction of the unprecedented
10,000 ton cruiser, but justified it because the Washington 
Five. Power Treaty allowed that size and because Japan needed 
such ships for national defense.̂  William E, Borah of Idaho 
told the Senate on June 19, 1922 that in Japan "naval

2, "Military Intelligence Report, 1922-1924," 
January 1923, Entry 9599, Hornbeck MSS; Congressional 
Record, 67th Cong., 4th Sess., 482; Takenbbu, Japan Year 
Book, 1924-25, 156-157; New York Times, April 28, 1925.

3, The Literary Digest, August 26, 1922.
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armaments, aside from battleships, are being built as
rapidly and as effectively as prior to the meeting of the
disarmament parley." He termed this continued construction
as "bad faith" in view of the limitation agreement at
Washington, Speaking in December 1922, Representative James
Byrnes of South Carolina told the House that Japan had
modified its vessels to better operate against the United

4States and Great Britain,
The Japanese navy, however, encountered obstacles 

in its,guest for a larger fleet. The depression affected . 
the naval budget. Moreover, after the-September 192.3 
earthquake the navy agreed not to begin construction in 
the fiscal year 1924-25 on new vessels authorized by the 
revised eight-eight program. In October 1924 some Cabinet 
members wished to abandon part of the revised' post^Washington 
construction to alleviate the budget, When Navy Minister 
Takeshi Takarabe, backed by senior admirals, refused on the 
grounds that national security required maintaining the 
full program, opposition ended. Only one change occurred. 
Finance Minister Yuko Hamaguchi spread the appropriations 
more evenly over the remaining four year period, Hamaguchi 
had opposed the navy's demand to. continue the full program, 
but changed his mind when Takarabe refused to allow a 
program reduction, The Navy Minister had threatened to

4. Congressional Record, 67th Cong., 2nd Sess.,
8939; Ibid,, 67th Cong,, 4th Sess., 482,
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resign if he did not have his way, This incident showed
that naval,power in the government had not decreased. Had
Takarabe resigned and no admiral found to take his place,
as would have been the case since the senior admirals backed
him, the Cabinet would have fallen, In his defense of the
full construction program Takarabe had attacked Hamaguchi
as the leader of the opposition. He said that Hamaguchi
acted as if no war would occur in the near future, However,
this was an incorrect supposition, he. added, for Japan

5might be forced to start a war.
To the Japanese 1924 became a memorable year for 

heightened tensions in relations with the United States,
The American Immigration Act of that year angered the 
Japanese, All of the Cabinet, except Foreign Minister 
Shidehara, believed that Washington had intervened in the 
Chinese civil war to support Wu Pei^fu against the 
Manchurian war lord Chang Tso^lin, Newspapers used these 
events to assail the United States,

5. Jefferson Caffery to the Secretary of State, 
October 24, 1924, DS/NA 894.30/45;.Ibid., DS/NA 894,30/46; '
New York Times, October 9, 1924, A. Morgan Young, editor 
of the English language Japan Chronicle of Kobe, wrote that 
the Japanese military were not discredited and impotent as 
had often been stated„ He thought "it would be more correct 
to say that it (the military) is strong enough to be 
moderate and wise enough to be cautious." A, Morgan Young, 
"Japan’s Preparation for War," Contemporary Review, CXXX 
(September 1926), 3 26; A. Morgan Young, "Japan's Preparation 
for War,” The American Review of Reviews, LXXIV (November 
1926), 53 8,
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Added irritants to relations occurred in October 

when the American Navy announced its plans for 1925 
maneuvers, Combining the Atlantic and Pacific fleets, the 
Navy intended to test its defense capabilities while 
sailing in the mid Pacific between Hawaii and Samoa, After 
reaching Pago-Pago part of the fleet would steam to 
Australia for joint exercises with that country. The 
announcement drove the Japanese press to increased frenzy.
In an article in mid October entitled "Destruction of 
Japan: Theoretical Objective" the Tokyo Yomiuri described 
the maneuver as an attack on a hypothetical enemy which was 
"obviously Japan," Retired Captain (navy) Mizuno Hironori 
thought America asked for trouble by conducting a maneuver 
using nearly every ship and covering vast distances. It not 
only offended the Japanese people, but gave the military 
an excuse to inculcate extreme anti'-American sentiment in 
their men, In turn these men carried their feelings to the 
people many of whom still retained the military spirit of 
the bushido. One of the island’s largest newspapers, the 
Osaka Mainichi, predicted the American Navy's action made 
war inevitable,^

6, Jefferson Caffery to the Secretary of State, 
October 15, 1924, DS/NA 711,94/513; Mizuno Hironori, 
."America's Pacific Manoeuvres," The Living Age, CCCXV 
(April 11, 1925), 87-91; New York Times, October 19,
December 13, 21, 1924, May 3, 1925; The Literary Digest, 
December 27, 1924.
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By contrast one Japanese government leader labored 

to calm the situation. On December 29 Foreign Minister 
Shidehara declared he did not think America intended to 
practice for an attack on Japan. He pleaded for under
standing by saying, "the Japanese have the peculiar charac
teristic of suspecting other nations and it will take a 
considerable time before this characteristic will disappear ■ 
from the Japanese mind," Events in America had caused the 
Japanese people to see the United States as an enemy, 
Shidehara felt, In turn anti-Japanese feelings increased 
in America, These occurrences, if repeated over and over, 
he thought, could lead to an "unfortunate incident," His 
statement carried little weight in Japan, for one month 
later when he told the lower house of the Diet that the
American maneuvers were none of Japan’s business, pande-

7monium followed.
Outside the government in April 1925 Count MicMmasa 

Soyeshima used the Japanese Diplomatic Review to ask how 
could the United States profess to be a peaceful nation 
and appear as a leader for arms limitation while mounting 
a naval maneuver of unprecedented size, As a cause of 
concern the maneuvers issue continued to be found in 
Japanese papers through May 1925, On May 8 Representative

7, Edgar Bancroft to the Secretary of State,
January 5, 1925, DS/NA 711,94/533; New York- Times, January 
24, 1925.
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IThomas Butler of Pennsylvania did nothing to ease Japanese

apprehension by announcing his intention to introduce
legislation to make Hawaii the strongest fortified military

8 1outpost in the world.
Having already overcome opposition to resumption of

the full revised eight-eight program for the 1925^26 fiscal .
year, the Japanese navy began by mid-1925 to prepare an
additional building program. It provided for replacement
of aged vessels over.a five year period. By the plan four
10,000 ton cruisers would replace three 4,950 and one. 3,500
ton vessels. In addition twenty destroyers of 1,700 t°bs
each supplanted a like number of smaller ones, and five
submarines had increased tonnages-^one to 2,000 and four to
1,700 tons. As justification the Navy Minister, Takarabe,

gcited increases in the American and British, navies,
Financial considerations again entered the picture 

because the proposed replacement program cost an estimated 
320,000,000 yen. Before the battle in the Cabinet began, a 
new finance minister replaced Yuko Hamaguchi in mid-1926. 
Although Ambassador Charles MacVeagh questioned the ability 
of the new man to withstand naval pressure, he appeared 
more determined than Hamaguchi to limit expenditures.

8. Ibid,, April 7, 1925, DS/NA 794,00/34? New York 
Times, May 9, 16, 1925.

9. "Comments on Current Events in Japan During the 
Month of October 19 25," October 31, 1925, WDGS/NA 
2063-324(9).



Refusing to allow the navy more than 170 f 000,006 yen for 
construction, he requested that new vessels be of the same 
tonnage as those they supplanted, The navy, of course, 
declined to replace ton for ton, but did modify its request 
by five less destroyers. It refused to reduce its demand 
for cruisers and submarines, These two types of vessels 
had greater potential to protect trade routes. The Finance ' 
Minister, however, remained firm causing Prime Minister 
Reijiro Wakatsuki to mediate a compromise in November 1926. 
Intervening with some sympathy for the navy, Wakatsuki 
achieved an agreement for a cost of 258,000,000 yen with 
an additional cut of one destroyer and one submarine, In 
defending the replacement program before the Budget 
Committee of the DietIs lower house Takarabe said it was 
necessary for defense to have larger ships which had bigger 
guns, Wakatsuki explained to the committee that Japan’s 
naval strength, had decreased making it necessary to approve 
the navy's program. He did not consider this construction 
would cause alarm in other countries, One member of the 
committee took exception feeling that Wakatsuki had played 
down naval expansion. At this juncture Takarabe came to the 
Prime Minister's aid to proclaim the need for a strong navy 
in view of the fact that America and Britain were 
strengthening their navies, The navy got its way. Passing 
the Budget Committee, the replacement program received the 
approval of the full Diet on February 1, 1927, nine days
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before President Calvin Coolidge issued invitations for a

10second naval limitation conference,
Britain too turned to 10,000 ton cruisers following

the Washington Conference. Through 1927 it measured its
11naval power in relation to Japanese strength. Spurred 

by the Japanese announcement in 1922 that it planned four.
10,000 ton cruisers, the British Admiralty Board began the 
development of a ten-year program. It hoped at the end of 
ten years to have a force of seventy cruisers a number'of 
which would be 10,000 tons. As the Admiralty was about to 
present its program to Parliament in January 1924 the Labor 
government of Ramsey MacDonald replaced Stanley Baldwin’s 
Conservative administration, MacDonald's lack of interest 
in armaments did not discourage the British navy. On the 
day MacDonald took office the First Lord of the Admiralty

10. Charles MacVeagh to . the Secretary of State,
June 8, 1926, Records of the Department of State relating 
to the League of Nations Preparatory Commission, 1926, 
decimal file 500.A15/— - (National Archives, Washington,
D , C .), (Hereafter referred to as DS/NA followed by file 
number.); House of Representatives, Hearings Before a 
Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, Navy 
Department and Naval Service Appropriation Bill, Fiscal .
Year 192 8, 69th Cong,, 2nd Sess, (Washington, D , C . Govern
ment Printing Office, 1926), 61; "Proceeding of the Budget 
Committee of the Lower House" (Japanese), January 26, 29, 
1927, Charles MacVeagh to the Secretary of State, February 3, 
1927, DS/NA 894,30/54; New York Times, October 2, November 2, 
1926? Arnold J, Toynbee, Survey of International Affairs, 
•1927 (London; Humphrey Milford, 1929),30,

11, Stephen Roskill in Naval Policy Between the 
Wars stated that Britain used the Japanese navy as a yard
stick only in the early 1920's, but evidence showed at the 
Geneva Tripartite Conference it still used that navy as a 
measurement.
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presented the ten-year construction program to Parliament. 
Stating that since Britain faced heavy expenses after 1931 ■ 
replacing capital ships in accordance with the Washington 
Treaty, the First Lord recommended immediate construction 
of cruisers as the means to ease later monetary burdens.
He foresaw a need to build fifty^two new and replacement 
cruisers to have the seventy required at the end of ten 
years. He, therefore, requested the House of Commons 
begin by appropriating money to build immediately eight
10,000 ton cruisers, MacDonald, authorized five of the 
vessels. In power again by 1925 the Conservatives added 
nine more of the largest cruisers and seven of 8,000 tons, 
Three more, one of the 10,000 ton size, received approval

I O. •in the naval estimate for 1927,
As quickly as the Japanese the American. Navy-s 

General Board began to redefine its post-Washington naval 
policy. Requiring only one month longer than the Japanese, 
it completed its recommendations on May 16, 1922. To 
compensate for the agreement not to further fortify its 
bases west of Hawaii the General Board wanted only. 10,000 
ton cruisers because of their greater radius of action, Its

12. Theodore Roosevelt Jr. to President Coo.lidge, 
January 23, 1924, Coolidge MSS; Roskill, Naval Policy 
Between the Wars, 416; Toynbee, Survey of International 
Affairs, 1927, 30; New York Times, February 22, 1924, March 
11, 1927.
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report stressed a need for sixteen of these vessels,
Although the Navy emphasized 10,000 ton cruisers in its 
plans., its major concern in 1922 involved winning appro-r- 
priations necessary to complete the ten 7,500 ton cruisers 
authorized by the 1916 program. It, therefore, did not 
request additional cruisers in the 1924 budget on Which 
hearings were conducted in November 1922, By early 1923 
the General Board decided it needed twenty of the largest 
cruisers to achieve a tonnage in line with the Washington 
Treaty ratio established for capital ships. Lack of . 
cruiser strength compared to Japan and Britain left the 
United States at a serious disadvantage in any major 
operation. As a result plans called for asking Congress 
to authorize and approve funds for eight of these vessels 
in 19 23., Provisions for use over vast distances in the 

• Pacific could be seen in the design which called for
 ^ ,v   .. /'"fr-ir -T .T":-----

13. General Board Report 420-2, Series 1130, May 
31, 1922 (Naval Historical' Division, Washington Navy Yard, 
Washington, D , C .), Entry 19-21; Senate, Hearings Before the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, Treaty on the Limitation of 
Naval Armaments, 71st Cong,, 2nd Sess, (Washington, D. C ,: 
Government Printing Office, 1930) , 103; Senate, Hearings 
Before the Committee on Naval Affairs, London Naval Treaty 
of 1.930, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess., 212-213, 240-241,

14. House of Representatives,Hearings Before a 
Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, Navy 
Department and Naval Service Appropriation Bill, Fiscal' 
■Year 1924, 67th Cong., 4th Sess. (Washington, D , C ,: 
Government Printing Office, 19 22). , 741,
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regular fuel tanks to allow a 10,000 mile radius' with
additional tanks for an emergency.

Getting eight new cruisers proved difficult, for
both the Bureau of the Budget and Congress resisted. In
fact.the Navy found itself trying to preserve some
semblance of its regular budget for the 1924-25 fiscal
year, On August 15, 1923 Herbert Lord, the Chief of the
newly created Budget Bureau, notified each government
department of a maximum figure he had set for their
expenditures, For the Navy this meant a cut of 70,000,000

16dollars from its 1923-24 appropriations, To counteract 
the proposed cut the National Security League undertook a

17campaign to win public support for generous naval funding, 
Providentially for the Navy, Calvin Coolidge, now 

President, disagreed with the Director of the Budget. In 
his 1923 State of the Union address he asked that the 
country not be weakened by neglecting its national defense. 
Twelve days later on December 18, Secretary of the Navy

15. General Board Report 420-8, Series 1149, May 
15, 1923 (Naval Historical Division, Washington Navy Yard, 
Washington, D, C ,), Light Cruisers; Senate, Hearings Before 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, Treaty on the Limitation 
of Naval Armaments, 71st Cong,, 2nd Sess., 106-107; Navy 
Department, Annual Report of the Navy Department, 1923, 
77-78,

16. Bureau of the Budget, Statement for the Press, 
August 15, 1923, Coolidge MSS; .New York Times, August 24, 
1923, ' ' •

17. New York Times, December 10, 1923.
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Edwin Denby tested Coolidge's sincerity by sending the
Budget Bureau a request to approve alterations in two
battleships and construct eight 10,00 0 ton cruisers„
Herbert' Lord forwarded the proposal to the President who
approved it, saying it did not conflict with his financial 

18program, With this endorsement Denby wrote the Speaker of 
the House on February 2, 1924 asking for Congressional 
sanction of the construction and alteration program.
Instead of directing the legislation to the Committee on 
Appropriations for authorization and funding, the Naval 
Affairs Committee took the bill under advisement6 This 
action undoubtedly saved the bill because eight days later 
the House Appropriation Subcommittee announced, as it 
reported the Naval Appropriation bill for 1924^25, that it

18. "Message of the President of the United States 
to Congress, December 6, 1923," Foreign Relations, 1923, 
vol. I, xvi; House of Representatives, Report to Accompany 
H.R, 8687,- A Bill to Authorize Alterations to Certain Naval 
Vessels and^to Provide for the Construction of Additional 
Vessels, No, 53 5, 68th Cong,, 1st Sess, (Washington, D . C .: 
Government Printing Office, 1924), 9. Ellis in Republican . 
Foreign Policy, 1921-1933, 140, ignored this approval by 
Coolidge to construct vessels. He stated that both the 
President and Congress did not wish to spend money on 
building cruisers. Only in late 1924, Ellis wrote, did. 
Navy and some public opinion force the passage of a bill 
to construct eight 10,000 ton cruisers. In reality only . 
Congress lagged in appropriations. Wheeler in Prelude to 
Pearl Harbor wrote that Coolidge opposed the bill to 
construct eight cruisers. Wheeler, however, never looked 
at Coolidge's letter approving it which is found in the 
Report to Accompany H.R, 8687 or a later letter printed in 
the New York Times, May 9, 1924, again approving it.
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opposed building any ships not limited by treaty. It did

19not wish to propel the United States into a naval race„
In the report accompanying the bill for building

and alterations (H.R. 8687) to the House floor on April 19,
1924, Naval Affairs portrayed the Navy as desperately
deficient in cruisers. It informed the House that the
United States needed at least sixteen 10,000 ton cruisers -
for replacement of old, slow vessels built at the turn of 

20the century, This bill sparked a sporadic floor debate 
from the end of April to the end of May, Then it passed,

Spokesmen for H.R, 8 687 pointed to the construction 
programs of Japan and Great Britain to show America's 
deficiency, Carl Vinson of Georgia told of the revised 
Japanese program which he said had increased the tonnage 
of cruisers as well as destroyers and submarines„ Although 
he favored another arms limitation conference, he felt the 
United States could not forget about construction while 
other nations gained a tremendous naval lead. In fact 
Patrick Drewry of Virginia wanted a strong navy to protect

19, House of Representatives, Report to Accompany 
H.R. 8687, A Bill to Authorize Alterations to Certain Naval 
Vessels and to Provide for the Construction of Additional 
Vessels^ No, 535, 68th Cong., 1st Sess. , 9~; Congressional 
Record, 68th Cong,, 1st Sess,, 1907, 1908; New York Times, 
February 3, 10, 1924,

20. House of Representatives, Report to Accompany 
H.R, 8687, A Bill to Authorize Alterations to Certain Naval 
Vessels and to Provide for the Construction of Additional . "
Vessels, No. 535, 6 8th Cong,, 1st Sess,, 3,
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against the "grave consequences" threat by Japan for the
Immigration Act. Secretary of the Navy Curtis Wilbur,
replacing Edwin Denby, attempted to aid the supporters by
notifying the Naval Affairs Committee on May 21 that Japan
had a three to one lead in cruisers. Opponents held the
view of Eugene Black of Texas and Edward Po.u of North
Carolina, Black wanted more limitation not more building,
while Pou did not think the United States had an obligation
to construct auxiliary vessels to meet the Washington Treaty

21capital ship ratio,
' Although the House passed the bill on May 28, the.

supporters of another arms limitation conference did not
suffer a complete defeat, Representative Andrew Montague
of Virginia succeeded in attaching an amendment which stated
"that in the event of an international conference for the
limitation of naval armament the President is hereby
empowered in his decretion to suspend in all or in part any

22or all alterations or construction authorized in this act." 
The added measure of President Coolidge1s support for the • 
bill probably helped to provide the margin for its acceptance 
in the House,

21, Congressional Record, 68th Cong,, 1st Sess,,
97 46-9783; New York Times, May 23, 1924,

22, Congressional Record, 68th Cong., 1st Sess., 
9782-9783,
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Outside the House many worked to gain public

support to overcome naval deficiencies, President Coolidge
aided the National Security League's cause with a letter in

23which he supported H,R, 8687. The majority of newspaper
editorials carried in the Literary Digest appeared appalled.

2 4 'with the disclosure of cruiser deficiency. William B.
Shearer supported an enlarged navy. In a newspaper article
he claimed the real naval ratio as 5-3-1 with the United

25States trailing.
In the Senate H,R. 8687 suffered delay. Feeling 

the need for vessels with an increased radius of action.

23, New York Times, May 9, 1924,
24, The Literary Digest, May 17,.1924.
25, New York Times, April 27, 1924. Shearer 

appeared in Geneva during the Tripartite Conference in the 
employ of several American ship building companies. His 
activities at the conference prompted a Senate investigation 
of him in 1929. The investigation focused on his connection 
with the shipbuilders and did not look closely for any 
connection with the Navy. Evidence showed, however, that 
the Navy made use of him after he arrived in Geneva. In 
1926 Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones received a letter from 
Shearer in which he appealed to naval officers to maintain 
the Navy's strength. Unfamiliar with Shearer, Jones sought 
more information on him from Naval Intelligence. Rear 
Admiral Hilary P. Jones to the Chief of Naval Operations, 
August 16, 1926, Jones MSS. Captain A, J. Hepburn, Director 
of Naval Intelligence, replied that they had a large 
dossier on Shearer. He wrote that several naval officers 
who knew him felt "his interest in the Navy partakes some
what of the nature of a mania . , . Hepburn thought
this "might possibly be turned to some account if the 
circumstances ever permitted of employment of such an 
erratic and unusual type of character," Captain A, J « 
Hepburn to Rear Admiral Jones, September 15, 1926, Jones 
MSS, Several Naval officers had a close contact with 
Shearer at Geneva, -
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the Senate Naval Affairs Committee approved the measure 
after only one day of hearings, and the Senate passed it 
after a short debate on June 5, At this juncture Senator 
William King of Utah, a supporter of arms limitation, moved 
to reconsider the bill. Since Congress adjourned on June 
7 before a vote on the motion, King succeeded in delaying 
the bill until December 1924 at which time his reconsider ac
tion failed. The Act, signed on December 18, did not
include the necessary appropriations to construct the 

26cruisers.
During Senate debate on the bill in June and the 

interim period before December, several newspapers 
advocated the cruiser program, They often cited Japan as 
giving rise to the need for vessels with a wide cruising 
radius. The New York Times on June 4 printed a letter sent 
by Rear Admiral Bradley A. Piske to Secretary of the Navy, 
Curtis Wilbur, In it Fiske detailed his fear of Japan, He

26, Senate, Hearings Before the Committee on Naval 
Affairs, An Act to Authorize Alterations to Certain Naval - 
Vessels and to Provide for the Construction of Additional 
Vessels, 68th Cong,, 1st Sess, (Washington, D. C ,: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1924), 15-16; Senate, Report to 
Accompany H.R, 8 687, An Act to Authorize Alterations to 
Certain Naval Vessels and to Provide for the Construction 
of Additional Vessels, No. 664, 68th Cong,, 1st Sess, 
(Washington, D. C .: Government Printing Office, 1924); 
Congressional Record, 68th Cong., 2nd Sess., 441-445; 
■Statutes of the United States of America, Part I, 68th 
Cong,, 2nd Sess, (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1923-1927), 719; The Congressional Digest, IV 
(1924-25) , 124,
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believed that only America by occupying the Philippines
prevented Japan from dominating the Far East, If Japan ever
captured those islands, he felt, America would be in a
deplorable position, for it was entirely unprepared for war.
It had neither naval bases west of Hawaii nor many vessels
capable of action in the western Pacific, Numerous papers
called for more construction to maintain a 5-5-3 ratio in .

27all vessels. In other articles Rear Admiral W, L.
Rogers feared trouble with Japan oyer the new American
immigration policy. In a speech in Des Moines, Iowa
Secretary Wilbur advocated a strong navy as a deterrent to
another war, To maintain an overall 5-5-3 ratio the Navy

2 8League wanted twenty-two more 10,000 ton cruisers„ News
paper stories supplemented by aid from the Navy and 
President Coolidgeus approval helped pave the way for 
passage of the eight cruiser program.

Appropriations to construct the new cruisers 
provided the Navy with another hurdle, On December 8, 1924, 
three days before the Senate overrode William King's motion 
to reconsider H.R, 8687, Secretary of the Navy Wilbur 
appeared before the House Appropriation Subcommittee to 
discuss funds for the 1926 fiscal year. Confident of the 
Senate's final passage of H,R, 8687, Wilbur asked the

27, The Literary Digest, June 21, 1924,
28, New York Times, August 11, 24, December 8,

1924, -



122
Subcommittee to approve the money to begin all eight
vessels. In addition he wanted another four large cruisers
authorized for 1927. Divulging what he considered to be a
statement of fact, Wilbur told the group of the General
Board's estimate of costs for building and replacement over
the next twenty years„ To keep the Navy at a 5-5-3 ratio in
all war vessels required an outlay of 110,00 0,000 dollars

29per year during that period. The Subcommittee-, which the 
previous February had disapproved further naval construc
tion, betrayed little sympathy. It recommended that no 
money be appropriated for H.R, 8687 in advance of Budget 
estimates and committee hearings. The report to the House
floor ignored the General Board's twenty year estimate,

30Even Coolidge did not support this vast program.
Congress was clearly reluctant to appropriate funds 

to implement the cruiser program. Secretary Wilbur’s 
appraisal for a twenty year schedule of spending persuaded 
several Congressmen to stretch out the program. Repre
sentative Ralph Lozier of Missouri told an applauding House 
that Wilbur had shocked a "war weary and tax ridden people"

■ 29. House of Representatives, Hearings Before a
Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, Navy 
Department and Naval Service Appropriation Bill, Fiscal Year 
1926, 68th Cong,, 2nd Sess, (Washington, D, C ,: Government 
Printing Office, 1924), 624,

30, House of Representatives, Report to Accompany 
H.R. 10724, Navy Department and Naval Services Appropriation 
Bill, Fiscal Year 1926, No! 1044, 68th Cong,, 2nd Sess, 
(Washington, D, C ,; Government Printing Office, 1925), 2-3; 
New York Times, January 10, 1925.
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by suggesting such vast spending. Damning the Secretary of
the Navy for going "hog wild" on naval construction, Lozier

31thought too much had already been spent. When Budget
Director Herbert Lord recommended allocating only 2,000,000
dollars to begin just two of the cruisers in the 1926
fiscal year, Congress approved„ In a special deficiencies
appropriation, signed March 4, 1925, Congress awarded
9,000,000 dollars for alterations and the beginning of two 

32cruisers, Ignoring constant pleas by naval personnel
33that a large navy kept world peace, Congress approved

funds for only three more of the cruisers in the 1926-27 
34fiscal budget. Resting low in the water the style of the

31, Congressional Record, 68th Cong,, 2nd Sess,, •
801-802,

32. Memorandum by Herbert Lord, February 6, 1925, 
Coolidge MSSf Statutes of the United States of America, I, 
68th Cong,, 2nd Sess,, 1335; Navy Department, Annual Report ■ 
of the Navy Department, 1925, 85, Each cruiser carried a 
total cost of approximately 16,000,000 dollars.

33. Rear Admiral William Phelps in a speech 
"National Defense as Peace Insurance" on February 24, 1925 
told a Women's Conference in Washington, D , C, that the 
United States required a large navy to prevent a war over 
commercial rivalry, News Bulletin, March 6, 1925; Secretary 
Wilbur told a luncheon conference of the First Congregational 
Church that a large navy maintained peace, New York Times, 
March 31, 1925; Rear Admiral Andrew T. Long addressing a 
1925 Armistice Day gathering said the same thing, Long MSS,

34, House of Representatives, Hearings Before a 
Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, Navy 
Department and Naval Service Appropriation Bill, Fiscal Year 
1927, 69th Cong., 1st Sess, (Washington, D. C .: Government r 
Printing Office, 1926), 8 06; House of Representatives,
Report to Accompany H.R, 7554, Navy Department and Naval 
Service Appropriation Bill, Fiscal Year 1927, No, 84, 6 9th.
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first two large cruisers gave them the appearance of large 
destroyers. Changing the design of the other 10,000 ton 
cruisers to sit higher in the water, the Navy made them 
resemble small or pocket battleships.

The Navy sought to include the remaining three 
cruisers in the fiscal 192 8 appropriation only to encounter 
fresh difficulties. During 1926, the United States 
participated in the League of Nations Preparatory Conference 
to a World Disarmament Conference9 As a result President 
Coolidge, in his December 1926 Budget Message, made no pro
vision for funds in the 1928 budget to build the last three 
cruisers. To Congress he explained, "This country is now 
engaged in negotiations to broaden our existing treaties
with the great powers which deal with, the elimination of

35competition in naval armament."
In Congress the naval bloc thought funds for the 

three cruisers must be appropriated, During a meeting with 
the President, the Chairman of the House Naval Affairs 
Committee, Thomas Butler of Pennsylvania, appealed to 
Coolidge to reverse his position. Showing figures which

Cong,, 1st Sess. (Washington, D . C,; Government Printing 
Office, 1926), 16; Navy Department, Annual Report of the 
Navy Department, 1926, 230; Statutes of the United States of
America, I, 69th Cong., 1st Sess., 613.

35. Congressional Record, 69th Cong., 2nd Sess.,
2527, 2532„ The 1924 Act authorizing the eight vessels gave
the President the prerogative to suspend all or part of the 
program during limitation talks,
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placed the United States far behind Britain and Japan in 
cruiser construction, Butler gained Coolidge's support for 
a bill authorizing ten additional 10,000 ton cruisers,

3 7Butler introduced this bill (H.R. 15415) on December 18.
Although the President approved H.R, 15415, he did

not endorse funds for the bill, In a Press Notice Coolidge
thought the Navy needed the ten cruisers to be "rounded out"

3 8and make it an efficient fighting force„ Two days earlier
and again on December 28 he, however, reported that he only
authorized the new cruiser bill, but he did not favor

3 9appropriations at that time. In a speech on December 29 
he stated that while he did not intend to enter into arms 
competition, he felt the United States needed an adequate 
Army and Navy» America, Coolidge maintained, wanted peace, 
but could not at times escape the sacrifices of providing 
for national defense and at other times needed to limit its

36, New York Times,. December 16, 19, 1926.
37, Congressional Record, 69th Cong,, 2nd Sess,, 

732, 793; House of Representatives, Report to Accompany 
H , r , 15415, A Bill to Authorize the Construction of Addi-*- 
tional Vessels, No, 1635, 6 9th Cong, , 2nd Sess, ( W a s h i n g t o n ,  
D . C „: Government Printing Office, 1927), 1; New York Times, 
December 19, 19 26,

38, Press Notice, December 24, 1926, Coolidge MSS; 
New York Times, December 25, 1926.

39, New York Times, December 22, 28, 1926,
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arms by treaty„^  Obviously, Coolidge wished to await the 
outcome of League talks before proceeding with the building 
of more cruisers. The time to provide for national defense 
would come if League deliberations failed. In a letter to 
Burton L, French of Idaho on January 5, 1927 the President• 
reiterated his support of the ten cruiser bill and his 
disapproval of appropriations for these vessels and for the 
final three cruisers under the 1924 Act.^

President Coolidge1s support for authorizing ten
additional cruisers while refusing to approve appropriations
for that bill and the remaining three cruisers of the 1924
Act has never been fully explained. Most historians have
not bothered to mention the December 1926 period. Instead,
they have portrayed Coolidge as an economy minded man who
did not want to spend money for navy vessels. Two, however,
have remarked on the period, Ellis wrote that Coolidge
supported the ten cruiser bill in December 1926, but he

42never explained the reason. Michael Erode also stated 
that the President approved the cruiser bill, but did not 
want appropriations for them. Erode took the view that

40, Congressional Record, 69th Cong., 2nd. Sess., 
999; New York Times, December 30, 1926; The Literary Digest, 
January 15, 1927,

41, President Coolidge to Burton L, French, January 
5, 1927, Congressional Record, 69th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1125,

42, Ellis,. Frank B , Kellogg and American Foreign 
Relations, 1925-1929.



while Coolidge did support the bill, he did not favor
expanding the navy for reasons of economy and peace. In
arguing his case Erode miscited the President's December 29
speech. He wrote that Coolidge told the "country that a
policy of competitive armaments would not advance the cause
of peace and that in order to advance this cause the United

43States must be prepared to make sacrifices," The 
President actually said America wanted peace, but could not 
at times escape the sacrifices of providing for national 
defense and at other times needed to limit its arms by 
treaty,

Coolidge's action fell into a consistent pattern. 
While he favored economy and did not support Secretary 
Curtis Wilbur's desire to spend the vast sum of 110,000., 000 
per year for twenty years to strengthen the navy, Coolidge 
did not wish to completely sacrifice the navy for fiscal 
savings? Since the navy represented America's.means of 
national defense, he approved the Act of 1924 for eight 
cruisers and stated that it did not go against .his fiscal 
policy. At the same time the President did have an interest 
in arms limitation. If other nations limited their navies, 
America would not need as large a naval force to protect its 
national security, In his December 1926 Budget Message 
Coolidge did not include funding the final three cruisers

43. Erode, "Anglo-American Relations and the Geneva 
Naval Disarmament Conference of 1927," 51.
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of the 1924 Act as a gesture to the League's work on limita-
a -tion. The President in turn supported the ten cruiser bill 
in December 1926 because he realized the United States may 
need more of these vessels for future national security. 
However, he did not wish to have appropriations at that 
time, as he explained in his December 29 speech, because 
there was a time for building and a time for limitation, 
Since the League was involved in work toward limitation, it 
was no time for further naval construction. The time for 
building came after the Geneva Tripartite Conference failed, 
In a press conference six days after that conference 
collapsed Coolidge told reporters that he intended to push 
for the program which had been mentioned before the invita
tion to the Geneva naval limitation talks. He considered .
this "moderate" cruiser building program necessary to round 

4 4out the fleet*
Taking the President at his word that he did not 

favor funding the final three cruisers of the eight cruiser 
act, the Budget Chief, Herbert Lord, had dropped the provi^ 
sion from the Navy’s budget estimate. This action by Lord 
irritated the House Naval Affairs Committee. Members of
the Committee blamed Lord not the President after Edward

. 1  v
Warner, Assistant Secretary of the Navy, testified that 
Lord was responsible for the cut. Twenty of the twenty-one

44. New York Times, August 10, 1927.
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members on the Committee protested without avail1 to Coolidge

45asking him to again include the funds.
Although the ten cruiser bill died before coming to 

the House floor, the naval bloc in that body fought 
unsuccessfully to include funds in the 1928 appropriation 
bill for the three remaining cruisers,4  ̂ The Senate, how~ 
ever, added the money for the cruisers. After a compromise •
on the amount of funding, both chambers approved the measure,
s ' 47President Coolidge signed the Act on March 2, 1927,

Congressional reluctance to build new vessels
frustrated the Navy's leaders. Their plans for increased
strength to protect American interests, especially in the
Pacific, failed to. move Congressmen who sought further arms
limitation. Congress' indifference to a strong fleet
determined the Navy -s attitude at the Geneva Tripartite
Conference. By gaining control of the American delegation
the naval leaders hoped to use limitation to prevent further
weakness.

While the naval race in smaller vessels proceeded, 
propagandists, as before the Washington Conference,

x

45, Ibid., December 25, 26, 28, 1926,
46, The Congressional^Digest, VI (1927), 26; New 

York Times, January 8, 1927; The Literary Digest, January 
22, 1927, ' ~~

47, Statutes of the United States of America, I, 
,69th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1295; Navy Department, Annual Report 
of the Navy Department, 1927, 239; New York Times, February 
2, March 3, 1927,.
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• bombarded the American people with predictions of a Pacific 

48war. Foremost among the pronosticators were the Navy
League's Vice President William H. Gardiner and Hector C.

. . 1Bywater. Gardiner, reflecting the Navy's view, saw an
aggressive Japan pressing to spread its hegemony over the
Far East. The Japanese post-Washington Conference naval
construction plans offered proof to him of the island
empire's intent. Formulating a domino theory, Gardiner.
told of Japan's determination to extend its control down
the insular chain of the western Pacific to its terminal and
around to the Indian Ocean. Under American control the
Philippines formed an obstacle to that plan. Deprived of
its power to protect those islands by the Washington
Conference, the United States needed naval vessels of ■
increased fire-power and cruising radius to meet the
Japanese threat. To allow the Philippines to fall into the
hands of the Tokyo government would open the door for it to
dominate southern Asia and the Pacific, From this position
:Gardiner foresaw the Japanese closing the Open Door to Asia
as well as access to the oil of the Dutch East Indies and

49other necessary trade with Australasia. . In a book

48. Buckley incorrectly stated in The United States 
and the Washington Conference, 1921-1922 that talk of war 
ended after the Washington Conference,

49, William H, Gardiner, "The Philippines and Sea 
Power," The North American Review, CCXVI (August 1922), 
165-173; William H. Gardiner, "Atlantic and Pacific Sea 
Power," Current History, XVII (October 1922), 11-19;
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published in 1926 Nicholas Roosevelt, a prominent. New York
Times correspondent, reproduced Gardiner's ideas almost

50word for word in a chapter entitled "Dogs of War,"
)

Like Gardiner, Hector C , Bywater assessed the 
growing strength of the Japanese navy as cause for appre- . 
hension about the future of the Far East„ Increasing 
Japanese superiority in auxiliary combatant vessels led 
Bywater to foresee a possible Japanese^American war. In 
the first weeks of such a war Japan would capture the 
Philippines and Guam, Bywater reported. America, then could 
not begin a major operation in the Far East, for its fleet 
would have no bases nor could it carry enough fuel to that 
area. Japan would turn its cruisers and submarines on 
American commerce and sweep it from the Pacific, forcing 
the United States to submit. Bywater's articles, however,

William H. Gardiner, "Present Naval Programs," The American 
Review of Reviews, LXVII (January 1923), 45-48; William H. 
Gardiner, "Some American Naval Views," The Fortnightly 
Review, CXIX (March 1923) , 353^-373; William H, Gardiner, 
"America Must Decide: A Study in International Detachment," 
The Atlantic Monthly, CXXXI (May 1923), 700-710; William H, 
Gardiner, "Realities in the Far East," The Atlantic 
Monthly, CXXXIII (May 1924), 54-0-=-551; William H, Gardiner, 
"'America's Responsibility in the Far East," Harper' s 
Magazine, CXLIX (June 1924), 88-98; William H, Gardiner, 
"America and Britain in the Far East," The Fortnightly 
Review, CXXII (November 1924), 598-610; William H „ Gardiner, 
"Insular America," The Yale Review, XIV (April 1925), 509?- 
52 4; William H, Gardiner, "The Reduction of Armaments,"
The North American Review, CCXXIII (June 1926), 216^233,

50. Nicholas Roosevelt, The Philippines: A Treasure 
and a Problem (New York: J . H . Sears and Co., 1926), 100-
UT.
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did not contain the total pessimism of Gardiner, He felt
war need not develop if an effort were made for a mutual

51understanding of each other,' s domestic problems.
' Retired naval personnel also worried in print. 

Retired Rear Admiral Bradley A, Fiske condemned the Washing
ton treaties, To him the Philippines, rendered defenseless 
by those agreements, presented a great temptation to Japan. 
Fiske foresaw a war to control this archeplago, a war 
America would forfeit because it lacked a strong fleet,
A companion in retirement, Rear Admiral Albert P. Niblack,. 
saw Japan's "feverish" naval construction as an effort to 
meet its needs as the dominant Asian power„ Already 
possessing a fleet capable of fighting a war of "the first 

' magnitude," Japan presented a threat to the United States.
For this reason he termed the 1925 maneuvers between Hawaii

52and Samoa as a "fire drill,"

51, Hector C, Bywater, "Japan; A Sequel to the 
Washington Conference," The Atlantic Monthly, CXXXI (February
1923), 240-248; Hector C , Bywater, "The Dismal Prospects for 
Limiting Armaments," The Atlantic Monthly, CXXXIV (November
1924), 672-680; Hector C „ Bywater, "Japanese Naval Policy," 
The Nineteenth Century and After, XCVIII (November 1925), 
689-700; Hector C , Bywater, "The Singapore Naval Base," The . 
Forum, LXXV (May 1926), 700-707; Hector C, Bywater, "Is a 
War With Japan Possible?; The Russo-Japanese Precedent," The 
Forum, LXXV (June 1926), 816-819; Hector C, Bywater, "The 
Treaty Cruiser— Is It Worth While?," Scientific American, 
CXXXV (November 1926), 326-328,

52. Bradley A, Fiske, "The Limitation of Armaments," 
Harper's Magazine, CLI (July 1925), 12 9-138; Bradley A,
Fiske, "How We Shall Lose the Next War," W o r l d ' s  Work, L I U  
(April 1927), 626-635; Albert P. Niblack, "New Naval Fronts 
of the World Powers," Current History, XXIII (November
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With continued naval construction in vessels not 

limited by the Washington Conference and talk of war 
emanating from both sides of the Pacific proponents of

J  - 'naval limitation sought another conference to complete the 
work of the Washington discussions, To them further naval 
limitation appeared as the only answer to end tensions and 
prevent war,

1925), 234-237. Wheeler in Prelude to Pearl Harbor wrote 
that Japan was rarely mentioned as an enemy because of the' 
tenuous relations with that nation. Evidence shows a great 
amount of material spoken or written on Japanese ambitions 
and the potential for war.



CHAPTER VI

CONFLICTS REGARDING FURTHER NAVAL LIMITATION

Proponents of naval limitation enjoyed.their • 
accomplishments at the Washington Conference only briefly. 
Then they realized that it had merely changed the emphasis 
of naval construction from largo to small vessels when the 
Japanese announced continued naval building in 1922,
Despite the unlikelihood that another five power conference 
could limit auxiliary war ships, a majority in Congress 
requested one,^

The executive branch opposed additional limitation 
talks. First, Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes and 
then President Calvin Coolidge stalled, Both men feared 
that an intransigent France would prevent a successful 
second conference. Nevertheless, Hughes' successor, Frank 
B, Kellogg, agreed with Congress because he saw no obstacles 
in the way of achieving further naval restrictions. When 
President Coolidge accepted a League invitation to join its 
Preparatory Conference for a World Disarmament Conference< 
Kellogg predicted failure. He thought that land and sea

1, Feeling cheated on its capital ship allotment at 
the Washington Conference, France had refused to allow a 
limitation of its auxiliary war vessels. It deemed a 
large number of the smaller ships as necessary for national 
security.

134



135
armament talks should be held in separate conferences to 
make limiting of one less dependent on the other. Kellogg 
believed Washington to be the best location for naval dis-i
cussions.

In the autumn of 1922 the House Appropriation Sub
committee, declaring naval competition had begun again, 
agreed on the necessity of another limitation conference. 
Chairman Patrick Kelley of Michigan included a six line 
provision in the 1923^24 Naval Appropriation bill requesting 
President'Warren G , Harding to enter negotiations with Great 
Britain, Japan, France, and Italy for the purpose of
limiting all surface and subsurface vessels of 10,0 00 tons 

2or less, On December 14, the day after the bill reached 
the House floor, James Byrnes of South Carolina spoke in 
favor of another conference. Seeing the continued Japanese 
construction aimed at both the United States and Britain, 
he wished to end additional competition. Nevertheless, if 
no nation agreed to further talks, Byrnes favored more

3American building, especially of cruisers,
When the Naval Appropriation bill reached the 

Senate, William E , Borah submitted an amendment calling for

2, House of Representatives, Report to Accompany 
H,R, 13374, Navy Department and Naval Service Appropriation 
Bill, Fiscal Year 1924, No, 1271, 67th Cong., 4th Sess. 
(Washington, D . C ,: Government Printing Office, 1923),• New 
York Times, December 14, 1922.

3, Congressional Record, 67th Cong,, 4th Sess,, 482
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a conference to discuss economic problems as well, as land 
and sea armaments. Borah later withdrew the amendment, and
the Appropriation bill passed with the original House

4 1Subcommittee request intact. Still seeking to force
solutions to world economic problems, Borah unsuccessfully
introduced his amendment on January 30, 1923 as a Senate

5Resolution. Anxious for a second naval conference,
Congress did not want to associate it with economics which, 
considering the American demand of war debt repayment, 
could produce nothing but acrimony» 15

President Harding never called a second naval 
conference, Moreover, Harding's successor Calvin Coolidge 
procrastinated, Evidently he came under the influence of 
Secretary Hughes who believed, probably correctly, that 
further discussions held little prospect for success,
Hughes reasoned that because feelings [French feelings), 
about limiting lesser naval vessels had not changed since

4, Congressional Record, 67th Cong,, 4th Sess.,
810, 1060; Statutes of the United States of America, 67th 
Cong., 4th Sess., 1154,

5, Congressional Record, 67th Cong., 4th Sess., 
2681; New York Times, January 31, 1923. Robert J. Maddox in 
William E, Borah and American Foreign Policy [Baton Rouge: . 
Louisiana State University Press, 1969) stated that Borah 
realized a conference covering a wide variety of subjects 
had little chance of success, but he had a genuine concern 
about the European economic situation and chose this method 
to try to force the administration to do something about it. 
Piqued at having not been given due recognition for his part 
in calling the Washington Conference, Borah also proposed 
another conference so he would appear as a leader in solving 
world problems,
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the Washington Conference, further discussion would prove 
futile. Coolidge agreed. In fact in his State of the Union 
Message Coolidge requested a stronger navy explaining that

I
' he wanted no weakness to jeopardize national security. The

President reiterated his position on limitation at the
annual Lincoln Day dinner in February 1924 and again in 

6March.
Many Congressmen ignored the President's wishes.

On December 10', 1923 William King of Utah placed a joint 
resolution before the Senate authorizing a disarmament 
conference among governments with which the United States 
had diplomatic relations» It died in the Foreign Relations

7Committee. On the House floor in March 1924 James Byrnes
proposed an amendment to the Naval Appropriation bill.again
requesting the President to assemble the signatories of the
Five Power Treaty for supplemental naval deliberations, It -

8passed the House with unanimous approval, One week later 
William E , Borah, not to be outdone, again entered a Senate 
Resolution which combined economic matters with arms 
limitation. Once more the Senate tabled the measure.
Perhaps in collusion with Borah, Representative J, N,

6, "Message of the President of the United States 
to Congress, December 6, 1923," Foreign Relations, 1923, I, 
xvi; New York Times, December 7, 23, 1923, February 13, 19, 
March 26, 1924,

7, Congressional Record, 68th Cong,, 1st Sess,,150,
8, New York Times., March 16 , 22, 26, 1924,
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Tincher of Kansas introduced a House Resolution on April 3 
to include "economic adjustments" in a second conference
agenda. It died in the Foreign Affairs Committee.  ̂ Despite

)
the resolutions and Hughes and Coolidge's position, the
Byrnes amendment survived intact on the 1924^-25 Naval

10Appropriation bill,
In the face of Congressional resistance Coolidge, in

April 19 24, abandoned the position that the time was not
right to seek additional limitation. Speaking before the
annual luncheon of the Associated Press, he conceded a
possibility of another naval conference after settling the
German reparations problem, Coolidge reiterated this
position in his acceptance speech for the Republican •
nomination and the State of the Union Message in December 

111924. He undoubtedly temporarily reduced Congressional 
pressure by maintaining hope of a not too distant conference-. 
Nevertheless, limitation discussions which included France

9. Congressional Record, 6 8th Cong,, 1st Sess„,
5056, 5548; News Bulletin, April 4, 1924; The Literary 
Digest, April 12, 1924; New York Times, March. 28, 1924,

10. Statutes of the United States of America, I,
68 th Cong., 1st Sess. , 204. ” ~ "" r—

11. New York Times, April 23, August 23, December 
4, 1924; "Message of the President of the United States to 
Congress, December 3, 1924," Foreign Relations, 1924, I, 
xxi; The Congressional Digest, III (1923-24) , 349; Ibid.,
IV (1924-25) , 102; The Literary Digest, December 27, 1924,
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were foredoomed by that country’s insistence on security

12before disarmament.
In early 1925 Congress again reminded Coolidge of 

its desire for more limitation by adding an amendment to 
still another Naval Appropriation bill, The product of 
Senator William King's efforts it broadened the scope of 
talks, The amendment asked that all governments with which 
the United States had relations be invited to discuss both

13land and sea armaments, Since the Dawes settlement on 
German reparations had been concluded, Coolidge now stalled.. 
by pleading to await the outcome of a League proposed

14preparatory armament conference.
In the meantime hopes for a second arms limitation 

conference enjoyed a revival, Misconstruing a conversation 
between British Foreign Minister Austen Chamberlain and 
Frank B, Kellogg, newspapers began to report in early 
February 1925 that the administration had started pre-r 
liminary limitation discussions with the other four nations 
of the Five Power Treaty, In reality Chamberlain approached 
Ambassador Kellogg as he prepared to leave England to 
replace the retiring hughes and intimated that he would

12, New York Times, January 29, 1925,
13, Statutes of the United States of America, I, 

68th Cong,, 2nd Sess,, 881; The Congressional Digest, IV 
(1924-25), 125; New York Times, January 22, February 4,
1925.

14, New York Times, January 7, 17 , 19.25,
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welcome another American sponsored naval limitation confer
ence, The Foreign Minister also thought that future battle
ships needed a further reduction in size from 35,000 to 

1525,000 tons, Kellogg took a noncommittal position, but 
wired Hughes for advice after Chamberlain returned two days 
later to report that the Cabinet approved his idea. 
Chamberlain believed that France and Japan would welcome 
another conference, Surprised at the Foreign Minister's 
feelings, Hughes told Kellogg to ask him why he thought the 
situation had so changed that France would accept an invi
tation to discuss naval limitation, Chamberlain could give
no reason other than he felt France would attend another 

16conference. The flurry of newspaper reports on pre- ; 
liminary negotiations brought the Japanese Charge, Isaburo 
Yoshida, to inquire of Hughes about them, Hughes told him 
the newspaper reports were false, Chamberlain, he said, had

15. Memorandum of a Conversation Between the 
British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs and the 
American Ambassador, February 11, 1925, Records of the 
Department' of State relating to Proposals for the Calling 
by the President of the.United States of a Disarmament 
Conference, 1925, decimal file 500.A12/38 (National 
Archives, Washington, D , C ,) (Hereafter cited as DS/NA 
followed by file number,)

16, Frank B . Kellogg to the. Secretary of State, 
February 14, 1925, DS/NA 500.Al4/54; The Secretary of State 
to Frank B, Kellogg, February 14, 1925, DS/NA 500.A14/54; 
Frank B , Kellogg to the Secretary of State, February 17, 
1925, DS/NA 500,Al4/55,



merely approached Kellogg to express a willingness by
17Britain to attend a second naval conference-„

Although by February 21, 1925 the New York Times
)reported that earlier stories about a second conference

were untrue, the Navy began to form an agenda for further
discussions on February 24, Evidently, Secretary Wilbur

18decided the Navy needed to be prepared, Taking until 
September to finish its agenda, the General Board determined 
that the United States should not participate in further 
limitation at that time„ Under existing conditions America' 
wealth and world interests demanded protection, Neverthe^ 
less, the General Board concluded, if another conference met 
the security of vital American interests must dominate, 
Later, at the Tripartite Conference in 1927, the Navy,' 
laboring under the concept of protecting vital American 
interests, sought to contain the Japanese navy.

In his inauguration speech President Cpolidge 
nurtured the hopes of limitation supporters by declaring

17, Memorandum of Interview with the Charge
D'Affaires of Japan, February 17, 1925, Charles Evans Hughes 
MSS (Library of Congress, Washington, D„ C .),

18, The Secretary of the Navy to the General Board, 
February 24, 1925, Series IV, Item 1, Notes on the General 
Board's Preparation for a Second International Conference 
for the Limitation of Naval Armaments, 1925 (Naval His^ 
torical Division, Washington Navy Yard, Washington, JD, C.l* 
(Hereafter cited as General Board's Notes,)

19, Series IV, Item 1, General Board's Notes, 
Disarmament, Security, ■
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that America must keep its leadership in arms limitation.
At the same time, however, he thought the United States

"• needed "a military force as comports with the dignity and
)

security of a great people, It ought to be a balanced
force, intensely modern, capable of defense by sea and land,

20beneath the surface and in the air." As a politician 
Coolidge apparently sought to satisfy limitation forces at 
the same moment he approved naval construction. Less than 
three months previously he had signed a bill authorizing 
construction of eight 10,000 ton cruisers. These vessels 
would greatly help to modernize the Navy, Actively support
ing that bill, he obviously did not identify himself in the 
same category with Congressmen who defined "holding the lead 
in arms limitation" as meaning no naval construction,.

In 1925 President Coolidge again postponed calling 
a second limitation conference after the League's initial 
attempt to hold a preparatory commission for world dis^ 
armament failed. As a precondition to exploring arms 
limitation the League tried to provide France with security 
through the Geneva Protocol, In March, when Britain refused
to sign that security device, hope for a preparatory

21 ■ •conference dimmed.

20, The Congressional Digest, IV (1924-25), 185,
21, New York Times, March 16, 1925,
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Succeeding Hughes as Secretary of State in March 

1925, Frank B . Kellogg differed with Coolidge on the
possibility of arms limitation, Kellogg, like many Gon-

>gressmen, enthusiastically advocated a second conference,
On March 25 the New York Times reported that the Secretary 
of State intended to begin a study of the possibility of 
further naval limitation discussions„ By April 30 Kellogg 
told President Coolidge that he considered another dis
armament conference possible. Kellogg felt that Britain,-

22Japan, France, and Italy would participate, His letter to
Coolidge indicated singular ignorance of world affairs«
Unprepared to provide a guarantee of French security,
Kellogg would never wring from Paris consent to join •
limitation discussions„ Even if Kellogg had not noted the
French desire for security behind the League's initial
preparatory disarmament attempts, it should not have escaped
his attention when the French ambassador told him that

23France would not further limit its arms. Coolidge, aware 
of the French situation, ignored Kellogg1s advice to call 
another conference.

After succeeding in late 1925 in promoting French 
security with the Locarno Pact, the League Began to organize

22, Frank B„ Kellogg to President Coolidge, April 
30, 1925, Kellogg MSS,

23. Memorandum of a Conversation Between the 
Secretary of State and the French Ambassador, March 26,
1925, DS/NA 500.A12/53-1/2,
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a preparatory commission for a world disarmament conference.
Subsequently, President Coolidge told Congress in his State
of the Union Message that reduction of armies, not navies,
held first importance. As a result he intended to await the
outcome of League talks before developing plans for another

24naval conference. Five days later, though, when the
League invited the United States to attend its Preparatory

25Conference, the President accepted. Coolidge1s decision
undoubtedly relieved the Japanese who would not have agreed 
to any limitation without American participation. At the 
same time the Tokyo government did not want Americans

26assuming a position of leadership at the League talks,
While President Coolidge prepared to cooperate with 

the League, Secretary Kellogg thought that the League's 
intention of holding nayal and land armament talks together 
portended failure for both. He wished land arms discus^ 
sions conducted on a regional basis with a separate naval

24, "Message of the President of the United States 
to Congress, December 8, 1925," Foreign Relations, 1925, I, 
xiii; The Congressional Digest, IV (1924^25), 328,.

25, Alan F , Winslow to the Secretary of State, 
December 13, 1925, DS/NA 500.A15/21.

26, Kijuro Shidehara to Matsuda, November 27, 1925, 
Japanese Vice Minister of Foreign Affairs, Disarmament Con
ference Documents 1923-1931, T1223, Reel 132 [Library of 
Congress, Washington, D, C, Indexed in John Young, Check
list of Microfilm Reproductions of Selected Archives•of the 
Japanese Army, Navy, and Other Government Agencies, 1868- 
1945. Washington,D, C ,: Georgetown University Press,
1959), (Hereafter cited as Disarmament Conference Docu
ments, 1923-1931,)
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conference in Washington among the signatories of the Five
Power Treaty, Kellogg told the Secretary of War that he

27intended to suggest this idea to Coolidge, If Kellogg did
)inform Coolidge of his feelings in January 19 26, the

President ignored him. The Secretary of State by March
evidently enlisted Alanson B, Houghton and Hugh Gibson in
his cause. When they returned from Europe in mid-March,
both men reported to the President of the gloomy prospect.
for League success, Houghton even advised Coolidge not to

28send any delegates„ Kellogg perhaps hoped that Coolidge 
would pirefer a second naval conference in Washington after 
hearing the report of these two men. The President, how^ 
ever, chose to work with the League and picked Hugh Gibson 
as the American delegate,

On April 23 Secretary Kellogg notified Gibson of 
the American plan for the Preparatory Conference scheduled 
to open May 18, Kellogg saw the main American objective in 
attending League discussions as a means by which the work 
of the Washington Conference could be completed, He desired 
to focus on methods to limit auxiliary naval war vessels. •
To make it possible for the American delegates to concentrate

27, Frank B , Kellogg to Alanson B. Houghton,
December 19, 1925, Kellogg MSS; Frank B , Kellogg to Dwight 
Davis, January 4, 1926, Jones MSS; Frank B . Kellogg to 
Alanson B„ Houghton, February 11, 1926, Fletcher MSS,

28. Congressional Record, 69th Cong,, 1st Sess,,
597 8; The Literary Digest, April 3, 1926,
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on naval talks Kellogg wanted separate committees, named for
sea, land, and air armaments. In naval conversations he
told Gibson to basically work for a limitation of British,

29 1Japanese, and American auxiliary war vessels. Others than 
the big five nations could limit their navies by regional 
agreement, he thought, Above all else Kellogg felt .the 
5^5-3 ratio "should be firmly maintained,”"^

The Japanese plan for League discussions opposed 
regional arms limitation, Foreign Minister Shidehara, 
however, had no objection to talks on land, sea,,and air

31armaments conducted in separate sessions at the same time.
At the time the League initially moved to establish a 
preparatory commission, before the Geneva Protocol failed, 
Shidehara told Kikujiro Ishii never to agree on the

32Washington Conference ratio for lesser naval vessels.
By March 1926 Shidehara instructed the delegation to give 
the appearance that Japan wished to extend limitations to

29, He obviously wanted to approach naval restrict 
tions in the same manner that Hughes had at the Washington 
Conference, At that meeting those three nations reached an 
agreement and then included Italy and France later.

30, The Secretary of State to Hugh Gibson, April 
23, 1926, DS/NA 500,A15/242a. .

31, Kijuro Shidehara to the Prime Minister, March. 
29, 1926, Disarmament Conference Documents, 1923-1931,

32, Kijuro Shidehara to Kikujiro Ishii, December 
17, 1924, Disarmament Conference Documents, 1923-1931,
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other categories of ships„ Secretly, however, he preferred

33no agreement limiting auxiliary war vessels.
Two days after the opening of the League Preparatory

i
sessions, the Japanese delegation told an Associated Press
reporter that they felt land and naval arms talks could be
held in separate conferences,^ Perhaps Hugh Gibson's
opening statement on May 18 gave them an opportunity to
follow Shidehara's March instructions, Gibson told the.
Preparatory Conference delegates that America was anxious
to complete the work of the Washington Conference, To
facilitate progress on limitation he asked that armament

3 5categories be separated. Either the Japanese delegates 
wanted to give the appearance of enthusiasm for further 
naval restriction or they wished to disrupt League talks 
by inducing the United States to ask that naval sessions 
be held in Washington, Although Rear Admiral Hilary P , 
Jones, Gibson's advisor, did not ascribe any motive for 
the Japanese move, he thought it dangerous, Jones felt 
any attempt, even informally, to hold a separate conference 
would result in claims that America was trying to fracture

33, Kijuro Shidehara to Sugimura, March 4,. 1926; 
Kijuro Shidehara to Kikujiro Tshii, March 8, 1926, Dis-r 
armament Conference Documents, 1923^-1931,

34, New York Times, May 21, 1926*
35, Ibid., May 19, 1926.
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36a move toward world peace, President Coolidge also

37opposed separate conferences. The Secretary of State
cabled Gibson's confirmation of the Associated Press report

3 8 )to Charles MacVeagh in Tokyo, Foreign Minister Shidehara,
however, refused to authenticate his delegation's state- 

39men to
If the Japanese delegation hoped to disrupt the 

League Preparatory Commission by offering to attend separate 
conferences, it need not have bothered. Disagreement over 
methods of arms limitation erupted almost from the first 
day of discussions. As the first step toward smoothing 
the path for a world armament conference the League Council 
requested that the attending nations answer a seven part, 
questionnaire, Each of the parts asked for the best means 
of limiting various areas of armaments-^both technical and 
economic, To provide the solutions the delegations formed 
two subcommittees. Work on technical facets fell to Sub
commission A while Subcommission B dwelled on economic 
questions, American attention focused on Subcommission A 
which was divided into three committees for land, sea, and

3.6, Rear Admiral Hilary P , Jones to Curtis Wilbur, 
July 13, 1926, Jones MSS.

37, New York Times, May 22, 1926,
38, The Secretary of State to Charles MacVeagh,

May 21, 1926, DS/NA 500.A15/271.
39, Charles MacVeagh to the Secretary of State,

May 25, 1926, DS/NA 500 „A15./280,



air armaments. In the naval committee, as in the. others, 
two blocs of nations immediately formed. One bloc, led by 
France and composed of continental European nations whose

Jstrength resided with armies, opposed the nations with
strong navies. Each bloc approved methods to preserve some
semblance of their power while restricting the other bloc's
armament strength. Subcommission A worked until November 4
1926 before completing the questionnaire. Unable to
resolve its differences, its report carried two answers to
each of the seven parts— the responses of each of the two

40blocs of nations.
Seeing his premonition of failure coming true, 

Secretary of State Kellogg determined to ease the acrimony 
between the two blocs by holding.separate limitation talks 
among the five major naval powers. His decision led to 
the Geneva Tripartite Conference,

40. League of Nations, Report of Sub-Commission A 
(Military, Naval, and Air), C.793.M.278.1926.IX.(C.P.D.28.) 
Found in DS/NA 500,A15A/264.



CHAPTER VII

THE ROAD TO GENEVA

Having predicted failure of the League Preparatory
Commission in December 1925, Secretary of State Kellogg
thought only separate land and naval conferences offered any
hope for arms limitation. Lack of progress in Preparatory
deliberations in 1926 only confirmed his belief. Speaking
at Plattsburgh, New York on August 18, 1926, Kellogg
advocated using every means to simplify arms limitation
problems. Primarily, he desired the naval powers to form

1limitation agreements using the Washington Treaty ratio.
Since the press construed Kellogg’s statements to mean that
the administration planned a separate naval conference,
Ambassador Henry P . Fletcher warned him that France and

2Italy would not limit their auxiliary war vessels.
This warning moved Kellogg to consider an alternate 

tripartite meeting if he could not achieve five power 
talks. On November 10, 1926, in his first overture for 
another conference, he instructed Rear Admiral Hilary P, 
Jones to question the British about their feelings on three

1, New York Times, August 19, 1926; The Literary 
Digest, September 4, 1926,

2, Henry P, Fletcher to Frank B, Kellogg, August 
27, 1926, Fletcher MSS.

150 .
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power discussions. The First Sea Lord of the Admiralty told 
Jones that it would be difficult to hold a conference 
without France and Italy, Nevertheless, the British

J

agreed to attend further naval limitation discussions,
Jones must have left the meeting with the British Admiralty
in a state, of euphoria„ Not only did he extract a promise
of American parity in all naval vessels, but he also gained
the impression of British cooperation against Japan, The
First Sea Lord told Jones that England would uphold the
5-3 ratio for destroyers and submarines, However, in the
cruiser class, the British wanted less than a three ratio 

3for Japan. Since Jones considered a 5-3 ratio between the 
United States and Japan as parity, he hoped to use Anglo-
American accord as a lever to force Tokyo to maintain that

4ratio for auxiliary vessels„ Japanese refusal, under 
Anglo-American pressure, to accept a three or less cruiser 
ratio at another conference meant injury to their image in 
world opinion, Jones' impressions gained from the meeting 
may explain why Kellogg never sought Japanese opinion before 
tendering invitations for further deliberations.\ X. X :
T - V -n - V  --------------- -----------

3. Memorandum by Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones, 
November 10, 1926, Jones MSS.

4, Rear Admiral Hilary P, Jones to Captain Adolphus 
Andrews, April 19, 1927, Jones MSS; Senate, Hearings Before 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, Treaty on the Limitation• 
of Naval Armaments, 71st Cong,, 2nd Sess,, 94,
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After winning British consent to attend another

conference, Kellogg still had to convince President Coolidge
to call a further meeting. The President in December 1926,
as indicated in a previous chapter, appeared unwilling to

5complicate League talks. Unable to persuade Coolidge of 
a need for separate naval talks while the League Preparatory 
Conference continued, Kellogg recalled Hugh Gibson, the

5. Historians have not noted a difference in • 
President Coolidge and Secretary Kellogg's views on a 
second naval limitation conference. They have ignored 
Coolidge1s support of both the eight cruiser act of 1924 
and the ten cruiser bill of December 1926. Most give 
President Coolidge credit for initiating the conference in 
1927. As the first American Historian to mention the 
Tripartite Conference, Williams in The'United States and 
Disarmament saw Coolidge as an economy minded President. 
Coolidge, he wrote, called the conference to stop the•naval 
race because the League Preparatory Commission moved too 
slowly.. Davis in A Navy Second to None adopted the same 
view. • To Davis President Coolidge always opposed the 
demands for an increased navy and actively sought disarma
ment. Those two as well as Tate in The United States and 
Armament undoubtedly read the press comment which held this • 
view. Tate wrote that Coolidge called the second con
ference to "thwart" the big navy pressure groups. Ellis 
produced two books covering the period. In his first -Frank 
B. Kellogg and American Foreign Relations, 1925-1929 he 
gave the credit to Kellogg for initiating the conference.
In his second book Republican Foreign Policy, 1921-1933, a 
synthesis of secondary works, Ellis gave Coolidge and 
Kellogg equal credit for planning the 1927 conference as 
an economy move. Wheeler-in Prelude to Pearl Harbor gave 
much of the credit for the conference to the steady pressure 
on Coolidge by Congress and public opinion. Coolidge, 
however, Wheeler felt, wanted a conference and only waited 
for the appropriate time to call it.



153
American delegate to the League sessions, for assistance.^
The Secretary of State evidently intended to use Gibson, who 
arrived in Washington on January 4, 1927, to impress upon 
Coolidge the lack of progress in League Preparatory talks 
and the necessity of American help in the form of a separate 
naval conference. Kellogg1s plan worked, since Gibson 
claimed that he convinced the President to support a second

7meeting. Coolidge, however, refused to allow a meeting
completely separate from the League Preparatory delibera--
tions. ,

On February 10, 1927 President Coolidge issued
invitations to the other four signatories of ,the Washington
naval treaty to discuss further limitation in private
during the next League Commission session. The notes ,
teamed such subsidiary meetings among the nations' commission .
delegations as helpful in formulating the League Conference -
agenda for world disarmament. At the same time Coolidge

8informed Congress of the notes’ substance.

6. Dorsey Richardson to Hugh Gibson, December 6, 
1926; Ted Marriner to Hugh Gibson, December 7, 1926; Frank 
B, Kellogg to Hugh Gibson, December 7, 1926, Hugh Gibson MSS 
(Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, and Peace, Stanford 
University, Palo Alto, California)»

7. Hugh Gibson to his mother, February 11,1927, 
Gibson MSS.

8. The Secretary of State to the Four Ambassadors, 
February 3, 1927, Records of the Department of State relat
ing to the Geneva Naval Limitation Conference, decimal file 
50 0„Al5Al/a (National Archives, Washington, D , C „) (Here
after referred to as DS/NA .followed by file number);



154
France declined abruptly. Warrington Dawson, of the 

Paris Embassy, thought the French did so because they
believed England, Japan, and Italy would follow suit.

)

Officially, however, Paris in refusing to attend announced
9it feared to undermine the League. The French undoubtedly 

enjoyed their League role as leader of a bloc of nations.
At a naval meeting of five nations France would have little 
control of a situation which would focus mainly on Britain, 
Japan, and the United States, Subsequently, the Italians 
declined on the basis that an unfavorable geographical 
position endangered their national security, The Italian 
Foreign Minister, however, later told Ambassador Fletcher 
that since Italy based its armaments on those of the •

10French, it decided not to attend when the French declined, 
Japan agreed to attend, but placed an obstacle in 

the path of discussions in conjunction with the next 
Preparatory session scheduled to begin March 21 by proposing 
to meet about June 1, Deeming the naval problems to be 
highly important, Tokyo wished to send additional higher

Congressional Record, 69th Cong., 2nd Sess., 3.401, 3478; The 
Literary Digest, February 26, 1927,

9, Hugh Gibson to his mother, February 11, 1927, 
Gibson MSS; Myron T, Herrick to the Secretary of State, 
February 15, 1927, DS/NA 500,A15A1/22; Warrington Dawson to 
William Castle, February 26, 1927, William Castle MSS 
(Herbert Hoover Presidential Library, West Branch, Iowa),•

10, Henry P, Fletcher to the Secretary of State, 
February 21, 1927, DS/NA 500,A15A1/43; Henry P , Fletcher to 
Frank B, Kellogg, February.25, 1927, Fletcher MSS,
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ranking delegates, requiring additional time for preparation 

11and travel. In all likelihood the League session would
have recessed by June, consequently the naval discussion

)would meet independently of the League, The Japanese may
have requested the June date as a disruptive tactic. They
had no intention of reducing their navy or accepting the 5^3
ratio. Both Prime Minister Reijiro Wakatsuki and Navy
Minister Takarabe considered the island empire's naval.

12strength to be at a minimum.-
Britain, by delaying its reply until it had polled

its Dominions, worried the State Department. Since France
and Italy declined, Ambassador Alanson B , Houghton thought

13London would"give only a qualified approval, When England 
finally accepted, it stipulated that its distinctive . 
geographic position and long lines of communication must 
receive special consideration in limitation discussions,̂  
This statement continually served as a British justifica
tion at the conference for a large number of cruisers,

11, The Japanese Embassy to the Department of 
State, February 19, 1927, DS/NA 500,A15A1/54„

12, New York Times, February 17, 1927; The Literary 
Digest, February 26, 1927,

13. Alanson B , Houghton to Henry P. Fletcher, : 
February 16, 1927, Fletcher MSS,

14. Alanson B , Houghton to the Secretary of State, 
February 25, 1927, DS/NA 500,A15A1/52.
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With only two of the four nations agreeing to

attend, the State Department faced a decision on holding
tripartite meetings„ Britain appeared very eager to press
forward„ First Lord of the Admiralty, W, C. Bridgeman, told
Houghton that if the United States had not suggested a
conference, the British would have. Ambassador Houghton,
having heard that England would ask for a large number of
cruisers limited to 7,500 tons with six-inch guns, saw .
little chance for a successful conference if Britain did, not

15reduce its cruiser demands. Representative Carl Vinson
of Georgia also worried about the success of a conference„
He foresaw a tripartite agreement as an instrument by which
the United States would have to build a number of cruisers,
Britain, Vinson felt, would never agree to reduce to the
American cruiser level, but would insist that its strength
be used as the ratio measurement, Using England’s power as •
the yardstick would entitle Japan to four additional 10,000

16ton cruisers, he stated,
On March 5, in the absence of Kellogg, Under

secretary Joseph C . Grew handled the matter of asking the 
British and Japanese to join the United States in Geneva on

15, Alanson B , Houghton to William Castle, February 
28, March 3, 10, 1927, Castle MSS; Rear Admiral Hilary P , 
Jones to Rear Admiral E , W, Eberle,. March 17, 1927, Jones 
MSS,

16, Congressional Record, 6 9th Cong,, 2nd Sess,, 
4683-4684.
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17June 1 for tripartite naval discussions. Both nations

, , 18 accepted,
Upon Kellogg1s return the State Department seemingly

]
drifted into confusion. For several weeks the Secretary 
sent no communications to Britain or Japan about the coming 
conference* He apparently assumed each nation would appear 
at Geneva on June 1 prepared to discuss naval limitation.
By April 5 the British still did not perceive exactly what 
America planned, Knowing at that time that meetings ' 
beginning June 1 made it impossible to hold them.in con
junction with the League Preparatory deliberations, the 
British Ambassador told Kellogg that his government assumed

17, President Cdolidge forced Kellogg, tired from 
trying to run the State Department by himself, to take a two 
week vacation at the end of February, William Castle com
plained that Kellogg seemed "to be quite convinced that none 
of us have intelligence enough to take independent action," 
William Castle to Henry P, Fletcher, April 13, 1927,
Fletcher MSS; Memorandum by Joseph C, Grew, March 5, 1927, 
DS/NA 500.A15A1/85; Joseph C. Grew, Turbulent Era: A Diplo
matic Record of Forty Years, .1904-1945 (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Company, 1952), 694-695.

.18. Memorandum by Joseph C, Grew, March 10, 1927, 
DS/NA 500.A15A1/86; The Japanese Embassy to the Department 
of State, March 11, 1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/94. When Grew 
reported to the President that he had issued the invitations 
Coolidge did not remember giving approval. Instead,
Coolidge thought he had consented to have Grew see .the 
French and Italian Ambassadors and inquire if their govern
ments still heid the same view. Since Grew had given the 
invitations for a Tripartite Conference, the President told 
him to go ahead with it and see what happened. As a result 
one could say the three power conference developed through 
accident. Grew, Turbulent Era, 696-697,
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19a formal conference would be held, Kellogg promised a 

formal conference and postponed the opening date until 
June 20,

, IEven in choosing a delegation Kellogg encountered
problems, Initially, he intended to retain the same group
which attended the League sessions. Notified, that Britain
and Japan had chosen high ranking officials, he asked
Charles Evans Hughes to lead the American delegation, .If
Hughes declined, Kellogg told Gibson, he could think of no
other man of distinction to ask, Hughes did refu.se and
urged Kellogg not to send anyone of high rank lest a con-

20ference failure be blamed on the administration. This 
statement By Hughes undoubtedly persuaded the President to 
keep the League Commission representatives as the core of 
the American delegation. When Kellogg requested that 
Coolidge appoint him, the President refused, Irritated, 
Kellogg felt he should be allowed to escape the hot 
Washington summer just as Coolidge did. In the end the 
Secretary abided by the President’s wishes. Nevertheless, 
he raised Rear Admiral Hilary P, Jones from adviser to

19. Esme Howard to the Secretary of State, April 6, 
1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/169; Medlicott et al,, Documents on 
British Foreign Policy, IA, III, 588-589,

20, Frank B, Kellogg to Alanson B , Houghton, May 2, 
1927, Kellogg MSS; Wilber J, Carr Diary, May 14, 1927,
Wilber J, Carr MSS (Library of Congress, Washington, D, C.); 
The Secretary of State to Hugh Gibson, April 13, 1927,
DS/NA 500.Al5A1/18 2b.
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21 'codelegate status with Hugh Gibson. Jones, in this posi

tion, helped the Navy acquire control of the American
delegation, , '

" . ■ )

The Secretary of State not only aided the Navy's
control of the delegation, but also allowed it to produce
the sole plan for the conference, Shortly after Kellogg
returned to his post in March, he wrote to Secretary of the
Navy Curtis Wilbur telling him "there is no agenda for.the
proposed Conference on the Limitation of Armaments to be
held in Geneva about June first," He invited Wilbur's 

22suggestions, Wilbur, having already ordered the General
Board to make plans, used this opportunity to project the
Navy into the forefront of conference preparation. Although
he consequently asked Kellogg for suggestionswhen the
Secretary of State made four recommendations, the Navy
completely ignored them. It did so because they represented

23a totally opposite view from the plan it desired. Kellogg

21, Frank B, Kellogg to President Coolidge, May 27, 
1927, Coolidge MSS;.Frank B, Kellogg to his wife, June 2, 
1927, Kellogg MSS,

22, Frank B Kellogg to the Secretary of the Navy, 
March 18, 1927, Series VI, Item 1, General Board Reports.

23, The Secretary of the Navy to the General Board, 
March 11, 1927; Frank B , Kellogg to the Secretary of the 
Navy, April 6, 1927, Series VI, Item 6, General Board 
Reports, Three Power Conference for Further' Limitation of 
Naval Armaments, Miscellaneous Papers, March-August 1927 
(Naval Historical Division, Washington Navy Yard, Washington, 
D , C.) (Hereafter cited as General Board Reports.). Kellogg 
thought capital ship tonnage' and, gun caliber should be 
reduced, cruisers divided into two categories of 10,000 and
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did not even realize his advice had been ignored., . for he did 
not communicate with the Navy to ascertain the content of 
its plan.

iThe core of the Navy General Board’s proposal 
related to containment of perceived Japanese ambitions,
To the Navy Japan's national policy was "political, commer^ 
dial, and military domination of the Western Pacific," 
Specifically, the island empire wished to "exploit China" 
and gain political control over other areas that were 
"essential or desirable to supplement Japanese deficiencies 
in raw materials." To accomplish these ends Tokyo main
tained a strong navy while trying to weaken all other

24powers' military position in the Pacific. The Board 
o p i n e d "the desire of Japan for security to her sea lines 
of communication is in conflict with the American desire for 
security of her sea lines of communication to China and 
the Philippines, and the protection of the Philippines," 
Moreover, "to weaken our position, either by change in 
ratios unfavorable to us, or by further limitation of
bases, would not conduce to peace but would have the ̂ . _ *
5,000 tons, and a limitation on the cruising range.of sub
marines , The Secretary of State's advice to have two 
categories of cruisers came close to the proposal prepared 
by the British Admiralty staff. It, too, called for two 
classes of cruisers, one with a restricted.number of 10,000 
ton vessels and a second’limited to 7,500 tons per ship. 
Roskill, Naval Policy Between the Wars, I, 500.

24. Series VI, Item 1, General Board Reports, 
National Policies of Japan,
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opposite effect by giving greater security to Japan in the
furthering of her policies and plans adversely affecting the

2 5United States,".
To promote American interests the General Board took

into account that Congress had not, nor was likely to
approve funds for increased cruiser construction. As a
result the Navy, having few of those vessels, considered
it essential to keep the maximum total tonnage limitation

26for cruisers low. To reach agreement for low tonnage 
meant convincing the British, If London insisted on a 
high total cruiser tonnage, Japan would receive a higher 
tonnage on a 5-3 ratio, American cruiser strength would 
then fall further behind Japan because Congress would never 
approve appropriations to build a significantly greater 
number of those vessels, Feeling it needed vessels with 
maximum cruising radius, the General Board also rejected
the idea of restricting the number of 10,000 ten cruisers( . ' '
within a total tonnage. It felt, Mour strategic situation 
and our absence of outlying bases do not enable us to use
profitably small cruisers or cruisers of restricted radius

27 ",of action, In contrast the British Admiralty Naval Staff

25. Ibid., Entry 13.
26. Series VI, Item 1, General Board Reports,

Report on Cruisers,
27. Ibid,
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28proposal called for most cruisers not to exceed 7,500 tons. 

Speaking in London, British Admiral Earl Jellicoe publicly 
stated that he favored size limitation for cruisers since

J
those of 10,000 tons made England ̂ s predominantly small

29cruisers obsolete. If the American Navy based the success
of its cruiser plan on the British.pledge of parity made to
Rear Admiral Jones, it must have discounted public states
ments as mere rhetoric, .

Because it had been unable to get the funds for
cruiser construction from Congress, the Navy relied upon
submarines for the main defense of the Philippines and the
Panama Canal against a Japanese attack, As a result the
General Board did not favor the abolition of these sub^
surface vessels. Initially, it advocated two classes of
submarines, one of 1,600 ton maximum size and a lesser group
of 900 tons„ This proposal roughly paralleled the 

31British, plan. In its final plan, however, the General 
Board desired one class for the undersea vessels., =

The General Board anticipated British and Japanese 
proposals for the conference. It foresaw the Japanese

28, Roskill, Naval Policy Between the Wars, 1, 500,
29, New York Times, May 2, 1927,
30, Series VI, Item 6, General Board Reports, 

miscellaneous papers, Report on Submarines,
31, Roskill, Naval Policy Between the Wars, I, 500,
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wanting to maintain the status-quo for auxiliary war 
vessels. The Board also expected Tokyo to ask for a 5-4
ratio, but thought it would accept one of 5-3.5 for all

32 1vessels. Not prepared to go beyond the 5-3 ratio, the
Navy obviously counted heavily on British aid to force the
Japanese to accept that ratio. Probably on the basis of
what the British had told.Rear Admiral Jones in November
1926, the General Board contemplated an English desire.of
less than a three ratio for Japan on cruisers. As a result
it anticipated an Anglo-Japanese conflict on a cruiser ratio

33and also on Britain's Singapore base,
The President and members of the State and Navy 

Departments met on June 1 to complete plans for the con
ference, Kellogg recalled Hugh Gibson from Europe to attend. 
In letters to his mother Gibson expressed reluctance at 
having to leave Belgium for Washington, He wished that 
Coolidge had appointed a prominent political figure to lead 
the American delegation because that would have lessened 
his burden of responsibility, Besides, he confided, "I 
have not had time to read up a mass of material I have been 
putting off on naval armaments and allied questions, It is

32, Series VI, Item 6, General Board Reports, 
miscellaneous papers, Entry 10.

33. Series VI, Item 1, General Board Reports, Entry 
12, American naval impotence in the western Pacific under- " 
lay the British strategy to develop Singapore into the 
center of naval strength, in the Pacific,
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all so complicated I feel the need of months of work and

3 4consultation in order to do justice to the problem." This 
attitude undoubtedly allowed Gibson's codelegate, Rear

J
Admiral Hilary P. Jones, greater ease in dominating the
American group.

President Coolidge did not fully comprehend the
Navy's plan for the Geneva Conference partly because the
memorandum which contained the Navy's proposal did not.
indicate its intent, The Navy memorandum proposed four
categories for auxiliary vessels, three of which, cruisers,
destroyers, and submarines, would be subject to limitation*
It merely classified surface war vessels between 3,000 and

3 510,00.0 tons as cruisers, Herein lay deception, for ■ it
did not state its preference for the largest size vessels
within that category, The President desired a reduced size

36of cruiser if necessary to achieve a successful conference, 
During the conference, however, he backed the Navy's desire 
for the largest cruisers, With respect to submarines 
Coolidge. thought the American delegation "could Initiate or
 'I -

34, Hugh Gibson to his mother, May 14, 20, 25,
1927, Gibson MSS,

35, Memorandum Prepared by Direction of Senior 
Member Present, General Board, Study No. 1, Proposal for the 
Geneva Conference, June 1, 1927, Records of the Department 
of the Navy, Office of the Secretary of the Navy: Cor
respondence, 1919^1926 (National Archives, Washington,
D, C,), 226^103:33/1,

36, Memorandum by Theodore Marriner, June 1, 1927, 
DS/NA 500.A15A1/255.
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support any resolution indicating our willingness to

• 3 7abolish the submarine when it was universally abolished.
The President had previously taken this position in a press

3  8  1conference in 1925. Again, Coolidge did not know that the
Navy's position precluded abolition of those undersea
vessels,

Into May Secretary Kellogg continued to assume that 
the size adopted for most cruisers would be of a lesser 
tonnage. But in conversation with Hugh Gibson and the Navy 
at the end of May, Kellogg adopted the General Board's 
desire for 10,000 ton cruisers„ He deferred to the Navy 
because he did not feel technically qualified to oppose its 
view.^ As a result during the conference the Navy con
trolled both the delegation and the State Department..

As the American delegation sailed for Geneva,
Kellogg wrote to Gibson that he depended upon him to

40conduct the negotiations and make the necessary decisions.X
■. V  .. 'V ■"■'■V  -» 'V'"* ‘

37, Ibid,
38, Howard Quint and Robert Farrell (eds.), The 

Talkative President: The Off-the-Record Press Conferences of 
Calvin Coolidge (Amherst: The University of Massachusetts 
Press, 196 4)., 162.

39, Frank B , Kellogg to Alanson B. Houghton, May 
2, 1927, Kellogg MSS; The Secretary of State to Hugh 
Gibson, July 20, 1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/460.

40, The Secretary of State to Hugh Gibson, June 2, 
1927, DS/NA 50 0,Al5A1/262a,
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Neither Gibson nor Kellogg, however, would make the 
decisions-



CHAPTER VIII

THE CONFERENCE: PARTIAL AGREEMENT

Delegate selection had great impact on the con
ference, Since each nation sent large numbers of naval 
advisers, national security held an exaggerated place in 
many discussions making possible a tentative accord only 
on the vessels'which occupied a lesser position on a 
security scale. Both the United States and Japan had 
designated two of their representatives as delegates while 
the whole of the British group carried that distinction. 
Only two, however, dominated the British contingency— -First 
Lord of the Admiralty W, C„ Bridgeman and Viscount Robert 
Cecil, In an assessment of the two Japanese delegates the 
American Navy considered Admiral Makoto Saito as a fair-' 
minded man, somewhat pro-American, but desirous of a large 
navy, On the other hand they pictured Viscount Kikujiro 
Ishii as bitterly anti-American,

1, Series VI, Item 6, General Board Reports, Report 
on Japanese Delegation, Two days after the Emperor approved 
the Japanese plan for the Geneva Conference in April 1927 ■ 
the government of Prime Minister Reijiro Wakatsuki fell. 
Replacing Wakatsuki, General Giichi Tanaka stated for public • 
consumption that he favored a greater limitation than his 
predecessor, It is doubtful that he made any changes in a 
plan already approved by the Emperor, ,

By May 1927 France and Italy consented to send 
observers to the conference,

167
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In the first session of the conference on June 20 

the delegations chose to divide the work between an Executive 
and a Technical Committee, Because the chief civilian 
delegate from each country sat only on the Executive 
Committee, control of the Technical Comrnittee fell to the 
naval delegates and advisers. The latter committee carried 
the responsibility of reconciling the plans of the three 
nations, Due to. disagreement, the Technical Committee held 
only nine meetings with the last session on July 8, As a 
result civilian and naval personnel conducted the major 
portion of the conference work in informal and private 
meetings,

Opening the conference each nation presented only
a summary of its plans, submitting the technical, details
later in written form, Hugh Gibson proposed to apply the
5-5-3 ratio of the Washington Treaty to the lesser war
ships. Additionally, he suggested that any agreement be
made coterminous with the Washington Treaty date of December
31, 1936, To ease the path to limitation Gibson thought
a treaty should include an escalator clause in case a non-

2signatory power began an extensive building program. First

2, Record of the Conference for the Limitation of 
Naval Armament’, Senate Doc, 55, 70th Cong. , 1st Sess. 
(Washington, D , C .: Government Printing Office, 1928), 26. 
Also found in Records of the Department of State relating to 
United States Participation in International Conferences, 
Commissions, and Expositions: General Records of the Geneva 
Naval Limitation Conference (National Archives, Washington, 
D, C ,), Entry 140, (Hereafter cited as Records of the
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Lord of the Admiralty W. C , Bridgeman agreed with.this
recommendation. Because England's insular position required"
the maintenance of long communication lines to assure an
adequate supply of food and raw material, the British plan
represented its minimum naval requirements. Moreover, the
welfare of the outlying parts of the Empire entered into 

3consideration. The Japanese proposal called for using the 
status quo on vessels built, building or approved as the 
basis for limitation.^

Each nation entered the conference with specifically 
conceived plans for maintaining national security, Since 
destroyers and submarines played a lesser naval role, they 
reached a tentative agreement on these two types of vessels 
with little difficulty, Cruisers, having a more versatile 
usage, proved elusive to settlement, America wished to 
keep the total tonnage low on a 5-5^3 ratio while retaining • 
the freedom to build the largest size vessels within that 
tonnage. In this way the Navy hoped to reduce Japanese

Conference.) The General Board placed the latter statement 
in its plan to smooth the path for British agreement. It 
recognized that Britain held not only a concern for Japan, 
but "Great Britain is concerned also with the French Navy 
and the Italian Navy, Since these powers are not to 
participate in any treaty that may be negotiated, it will 
be necessary to incorporate into that treaty some provision 
that will permit a revision of the treaty to meet extra
ordinary naval development on the part of either France or 
Italy," Series VI, Item 1, General Board Reports, Entry 11,

3. Records of the Conference, 29. :
4, Ibid., 33-34.
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superiority in the western Pacific. Diminishing Japanese 
power combined with America's large, wide ranging cruisers
would afford the United States greater ease in protecting

)

equal economic opportunity in the Far East. It would also 
protect the lines of communication over which essential raw 
materials passed, To Rear Admiral.Hilary P. Jones these 
objectives formed the main duty of the Navy at the con
ference, Hugh R„ Wilson, a member of the American delega
tion, added that the Navy wished to attain the capability of

5retaking the Philippines in the event they were .captured.
To achieve its objective the Navy faced several 

hurdles, First, Japan had twenty-nine modern cruisers of 
approximately 187,000 total tons built, under construction 
or approved.  ̂ America had eighteen of 155,000 total tons,
If Japan maintained its tonnage on a status quo basis, then 
America had to double its total tonnage to achieve a 5-3 
ratio e In a press conference Rear Admiral Jones hoped the

7United States would construct cruisers to meet that ratio, 
Evidently, the Navy thought it would be easier to convince 
Congress to build toward the objective of a 5-5-3 ratio on
a low total tonnage than previously when open competition
■     , ' .

5, Senate, Hearings Before the Committee on Naval 
Affairs, London Naval Treaty of 193 0, 71st Cong., 2nd Sess,, 
110, 118; Hugh R. Wilson, Diplomat Between Two Wars (New 
York: Longmans, Green and Co,, 1941),.247,

6, Records of the Conference, 191„
7, New York Times, June 25, 1927,
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had prevailed. To get a low total tonnage for a 5-5-3 ratio 
meant convincing Britain to hold its request down. If the 
Navy accommodated the English with a high cruiser tonnage,

i
Japan, in turn, would probably want to use the British
tonnage for the ratio measurement. Under that circumstance
America would not gain ground on the Japanese, When Rear
Admiral Jones obtained a pledge of parity from the British
in November 1926, the Navy obviously thought it signified
that London meant to keep any tonnage requests low.

Neither London nor Tokyo devised cruiser.plans which
allowed easy adjustment with the United States, The
Japanese realized that America feared their superiority in
the western Pacific, but at the same time Tokyo thought its

8national security required a. larger ratio than 5'-3,
Viscount Ishii told Hugh Gibson at the beginning of the 
conference that the Washington ratio had placed Japan in 
an inferior position. He wanted the ratio extended to 
5-3.5, Gibson sent Rear Admiral Jones to explain the 
American position about the 5-3 ratio to Ishii, The Rear

8. Report of the Japanese Plenipotentary Attending 
the Conference on the Limitation of Naval Armaments in 
Geneva, SP48, Reel SP10 (Library of Congress, Washington,
D . C, Indexed in Cecil Uyehara, Checklist of Archives in 
the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Washington, D . C.: 
Library of Congress, 1954) , Foreign Ministry Report 14, 
(Hereafter cited as Foreign Ministry'Report,) This reel 
contained two reports, The first was a short, factual 
account of the conference sent by Admiral Makoto Saito to 
the Emperor. The second, a Foreign Ministry Report, 
paralleled the American Records of the Conference with few 
Japanese opinions included.
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Admiral flatly told Ishii that he considered the 5-3 ratio 
as parity between the United States and Japan when one
considered America could not fortify its bases in the

)

western Pacific,  ̂ This argument irritated the Japanese.
At the conference they held to a ratio higher than 5-3.
Britain at the same time argued for a cruiser tonnage far 
in excess of American projections to protect the vast sea 
routes of its empire„ -

The British surprised the American Navy in the 
opening plenary session. They wished to grant America 
cruiser parity only in the 10,000 ton size and also included 
a suggestion to further limit the size of battleships and

v
their armament, These ships had been limited at the '
Washington Conference to 35,000 tons with 16^inch guns,
London wanted future ones reduced below 30,000 tons having
guns of 13,5 inches, A decrease in size, the British
explained, meant a future saving in money since both
Britain and the United States had to replace fifteen of

11the hulks in the decade after 1931, Although the

9, Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, June 22,
1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/314; Senate, Hearings Before the
Committee on Foreign Relations, Treaty on the Limitation of 
Naval Armaments, 71st Cong,, 2nd Sess., 94; Senate, Hearings 
Before the Committee on Naval Affairs, London Naval Treaty 
of 1930, 71st Cong,, 2nd Sess,, 115,

10, Foreign Ministry Report, 14,
11, Records of the Conference, 30; Documents on

British Foreign Policy, IA, III, 606-607,
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American delegation had not expected to discuss battleships 
at the conference, it should not have surprised them that
the subject arose. Foreign Minister Austen Chamberlain had

}talked of reducing the size of battleships when he spoke to 
Kellogg in 1925 of a second conference.

Britain's recommendation regarding battleships 
produced the first controversy of the conference, Secretary 
of State Kellogg, who personally favored smaller marine 
craft deferred to the Navy in refusing to discuss the matter. 
Reduction in size or armament worried the Navy because it

12entailed a lesser cruising radius and war making capacity, 
Hugh Gibson and Allen Dulles, the delegation's legal 
adviser, hastened to inquire about the Japanese view,■ 
Viscount Ishii told them the financial saving offered by 
the proposal appealed to him. Undoubtedly, any increase in 
Japanese superiority in the western Pacific gained by the 
diminished warvmaking capacity of American battleships had 
a strong appeal to Ishii, However, he awaited instruct 
tions from his government before making any official pro
nouncements , Gibson told him that the United States opposed

13the British plan,

12, Frank B. Kellogg to President Coolidge, June 
28, 1927, DS/NA 500,A15A1/336.

13, Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, June 22, 
1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/313; . Documents on British Foreign 
Policy, IA, III, 630-631.
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Dissuading the British from pursuing their plan for

battleships required American effort, especially since the
Japanese delegation supported limitation on the size of
vessels„ Gibson wrote Kellogg that he intended to urge that
the naval meeting in 1931 was .the proper place to discuss
battleships, Then all five of the signatories of the
Washington Naval Treaty would be present, Viscount Cecil
and W, C, Bridgeman did not accept the American stand. They
insisted that reduction before the 1931 meeting would force
France and Italy to comply , When the British attempted
to discuss the subject at the June 24 Executive Committee

15meeting, Gibson refused, Three days later Ishii reported
that his government gave consent to enter battleship
deliberations, but only after an agreement on auxiliary
vessels. Apparently, this statement cooled British zeal,
for Gibson cabled on June 30 that they had stopped trying

16to revise battleship tonnage. The American Navy could 
take small comfort from this victory because greater trials 
lay ahead, .

14, Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, June 23, 
1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/316; Ibid., DS/NA 500.A15A1/317; The 
Washington Conference Treaty called for a 1931 meeting to 
discuss treaty adjustments,

15, Records of the Conference, 82; Hugh Gibson to 
the Secretary of State, June 24, 1927, DS/NA 500,Al5A1/324,

16, Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, June 27,- 
1927, DS/NA 506,A15A1/332; Ibid,, June 30, 1927, DS/NA
500,A15A1/354,
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Naval information exchanged at the first Technical 

Committee meeting on June 22 provided the basis to begin 
limitation discussions on June 27. Failure to exchange 
limitation proposals or material on naval composition prior 
to the conference caused this delay„ The initial delibera
tions for naval restriction produced a tentative agreement 
on vessels exempt from limitation. Almost immediately all 
three countries decided to exclude surface vessels under 
500 tons, Additional discussion'brought consensus not to 
restrict surface ships from 600 to 2,000 tons with a speed 
under eighteen knots. However, they placed two stipulations 
on this second category. For armament each vessel could 
carry one gun of six inches and only four of three inches, 
while none could carry torpedo launchers. A third type 
covered service and supply ships of the same speed and 
armament specifications, but without reference to torpedoes,. 
In addition each vessel could launch or receive one airplane 
at a time, This last provision enabled these vessels to 
provide their own air reconnaissance or, in the case of 
airplane depot ships r unload their planes with greater ease,

After an unsuccessful discussion about cruisers by 
the Technical. Committee that group considered destroyers 
with some degree of success, In their initial proposal at 
the June 20 plenary session the Japanese requested a single

17, Records of the Conference, 110^115,.
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category for destroyers and cruisers, Nevertheless, they

18agreed to separate consideration for discussion purposes.
Having achieved this Japanese concession on destroyers, the
three delegations moved to.reconcile their plans, Rear
Admiral Jones restated the opening American proposal which
classified vessels between 600 to 3,000 tons as destroyers.
On a 5-5-3 ratio the plan set the British and American total
tonnage between 200,000 and 250,000 tons, while Japan .

19received 120,000 to 150,000 tons, Britain wanted two 
types of destroyers, destroyer leaders of 1,750 tons and 
destroyers limited to 1,500 tons, both with five inch guns. 
Japan wished destroyer strength gauged on the status quo of 
existing vessels, those in construction, and building 
programs approved through the spring of 1927. If an agree
ment were reached to approve no further building proposals 
and the resulting treaty called for a coterminous end with
the Washington Treaty, then Tokyo envisioned possessing

20eighty^-two destroyers with 104,805 total tons. . On this

18. Ibid., 33-34, 118,
19. Ibid., 27. Since the Allies lacked destroyers 

during World War I, America had concentrated on building 
this type of vessel to hunt submarines. As a result in 
1927 the Navy listed 270 destroyers with a total of 243,392 
tons. Only about a hundred were used on active duty. The 
Navy claimed most were hastily constructed and had little 
value.

20. Ibid., 132-133, 191„ Destroyer leaders were a ' 
slightly larger vessel to allow room for the headquarters of 
a destroyer fleet commander, Only Britain had built such a 
ship.
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basis the United States had a far superior, destroyer ratio 
above 5-3„ Japan, however, based its plan on a single total 
tonnage category for cruisers and destroyers, Adding total 
cruiser tonnage to that of destroyers on a status quo basis 
changed the ratio to place the Japanese greater than 5-3, 
Keeping their advantage in mind, the island bmpire agreed 
only to discuss the two categories of vessels separately.

Exploring the destroyer proposals in greater detail 
the three nations reached tentative agreement (except for 
total tonnage) after, two days. As the first poirjt.of 
discussion Rear Admiral Jones wished to fix total tonnage 
before determining the characteristics of the class. By 
beginning in this manner Jones obviously hoped to force the 
Japanese to recognize destroyer tonnage as a distinct ■ 
category from cruisers, The Tokyo delegation, however, 
refused on the basis that it. ultimately planned total 
tonnage for cruisers and destroyers,^ Japan's single-
minded pursuit of total tonnage classification for 
auxiliary surface war vessels irritated Jones, He later 
wrote, "I am strongly of the opinion that the Japanese 
advocated the combination of cruisers and destroyers in 
the same general category because of the possibility of 
offsetting our claim for cruiser tonnage by our large

21, Ibid,, 134,
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22destroyer tonnage." To make matters worse the British

gave the Americans no aid in establishing a distinct
tonnage for destroyers. Since the Japanese did not want
to talk of total destroyer tonnage, the British felt it

23best to abide by their desire.
Instead of discussing total tonnage the British 

wished to turn to destroyer characteristics. In this 
context the three reached agreement after minor adjustments. 
The British desire for a destroyer leader category caused 
the biggest problem. Since neither the United States nor 
Japan possessed such vessels, they had no initial plan for... 
characteristics* Although the United States proposed a 
maximum size of 3,000 tons for individual destroyers, Rear 
Admiral Jones lowered the figure to 2,000 tons. By 
applying that weight to destroyer leaders he recognized the 
existence of such a vessel. As for regular destroyers he 
wished to limit individual size to 1,500 tons with 5-inch 
guns and a replacement age of sixteen or seventeen years, 
preferably sixteen* Japan, presenting no destroyer leader 
proposal, also wished a maximum size of 1,500 tons with 5^ 
inch guns. Captain Teijiro Toyoda said Japan preferred a 
twelve year replacement age, but would agree to sixteen.
Vice Admiral F , L. Field stated that since Britain had

22, Memorandum by Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones, 
November 22, 1927, Jones MSS.

23, Records of the Conference, 134 * .
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discovered a process to extend destroyer life to twenty

2 4years, Britain wished that age for replacement. Each 
country agreed only on a limit- of 5-inch guns for all 
destroyers at the end of the first discussion on these 
vessels,

At the beginning of the second session, Rear Admiral 
Jones wished to return to a simple 3,000 ton limit for 
individual destroyers. He pointed out that nations un
represented at the conference planned vessels of this 
weight. When Britain insisted on a real limitation in 
size for both destroyers and leaders, Jones returned to
2,000 tons for destroyer leaders, Captain Toyoda, however, 
wanted a destroyer leader weight, placed at the British 
level of 1,75,0 tons. As a compromise Vice Admiral Field 
proposed to raise the British maximum limit for destroyers 
from 1,400 to meet the American and Japanese figure of
1,500 tons if the United States agreed to reduce its tonnage

25for destroyer leaders to 1,850 tons as a cruiser„
Reaching accord for maximum replacement age of all 

destroyers required little discussion. Japan and Britain 
accepted the American proposal of sixteen years since it

24, Ibid. The largest American destroyers weighed 
1,051 tons, but the General Board planned for a 1,500 ton 
size, Japan had plans to construct 1,500 ton destroyers. 
Britain had destroyer leaders of 1,53 0 tons and destroyers 
up to 1,14 0 tons,

25, Ibid., 139-144,
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marked the median point between their proposals, Total 
tonnage remained as the final question. Vice Admiral Field 
presented the British figure of 221,600 tons for both 
destroyer and destroyer leaders. Of that total weight he 
requested sixteen per cent or 29,600 tons for destroyer 
leaders. Rear Admiral Jones agreed to allow that per
centage, Both men acceded to a Japanese wish that a nation 
could use all of its tonnage for destroyers if it did not 
build destroyer leaders. The American group continued to

i
advocate the lowest total tonnage possible within a range : 
of 200,000 to 250,000 tons. Again, the Japanese declined 
to name a total destroyer tonnage. Under the circumstances 
the Technical Committee decided to move to the next item on 
the agenda.

As in the case of destroyers, discussion of sub*- _ 
marines led to compromise except in total tonnage. During 
the opening plenary session of the conference, Hugh Gibson 
briefly mentioned that the United States favored any move to 
abolish submarines completely,. The Navy had included this 
statement in its plan in deference to President Coolidge’s 
wish, Britain, too, expressed a similar desire in its 
initial plan, but the subject never arose in committee or 
private talks. In its opening proposal for undersea craft 
the United States listed only a total tonnage recommendation,

' 26. Ibid. , 144*7147,
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Based upon a 5-5-3 ratio, it limited America and Britain
between 60,000 to 90,000 tons with Japan allotted 36,000
to 54,000 tons„ The United Kingdom also did not present
a complete plan. It wanted to limit by number with two
types of submarines— a larger type limited to 1,600 tons
and a smaller type under 600 tons both with 5-inch guns,
Japan asked for 70,000 total tons. It also called for
exclusion of subsurface vessels under 7 00 tons from limita-

27tion and fixed an age of twelve years for replacement.
Barring submarines under 700 tons from limitation 

became a minor point of contention between Japan and the 
United States. In the June 27 Technical Committee meeting 
Captain Toyoda claimed that vessels of such small size 
menaced no one because of the great distance among the 
three nations, Rear Admiral Jones quickly pointed out 
that the Dutch had sent an unescorted 80 0 ton submarine 
from Holland to the Dutch.East Indies via the Panama Canal,
A 700 ton craft could journey almost as far with a lightened 
torpedo load, he felt* Jones obviously had in mind the 
damage small Japanese undersea vessels could do to the 
American fleet during a war in the western Pacific, This 
time the British supported Jones in urging limitation on 
submarines of all tonnages, "In response to united opposi
tion Vice Admiral Seize Kobayashi referred the matter to

27* Ibid,, 27, 30, 33-3 4, 149.
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Tokyo which, consented to drop the exclusion of these'

2 8smaller submarines.
In the first Technical Committee meeting on sub

marines the three nations reached only one accord on indi
vidual characteristics, All agreed to limit armament to 
5-inch guns, Other recommendations served to clarify 
earlier, general proposals, In the matter of maximum 
individual weight Rear Admiral Andrew T, Long presented 
the American figure of 1,7 00 tons. The Japanese considered 
it a national requirement to have vessels of 2,000 tons.
Sea temperatures around the island empire demanded spacious 
vessels to allow comfort for the man, Captain Toyoda argued, 
In the second meeting on submarines the Japanese lowered 
their calculation to 1,850 tons to which the Americans 
agreed, Britain, however, considered that weight still 
too high, It offered to split the difference between their • 
proposal of 1,600 tons and the original Japanese request of
2,000 tons. All agreed to accept 1,8 00 tons as the maximum

29limit for underwater craft.
Submarine restriction by vessel number or total 

tonnage brought disagreement, Britain insisted on two 
classes for submarines with limitation by number, Having 
one type with a total tonnage restriction, as Japan and the

28. Ibid., 116-117.
29, Ibid., 151, 156-157.
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United States urged, only encouraged building all. submarines 
of maximum size, the British felt. They asked for a minimum 
limit of 1,000 tons on the largest size with a smaller class 
under 600 tons» Although this plan left a gap between 600 
and 1,000 tons in which no vessels could be built, the 
British offered no explanation. Since America wanted a 
single total tonnage, Rear Admiral Long asked the British . 
to give the number of vessels they proposed for each 
submarine class. Behind this request Long sought to deter^ 
mine the total tonnage of the British proposal. , Vice 
Admiral Field placed his country's requirement between 
forty to forty-five undersea vessels for the largest type 
and fifteen to twenty in the smaller class. Added together 
the figures produced a total tonnage from 76,000 to 81,000 
tons, Unconvinced of a need for two types of submarines 
Long thought it better to set a total tonnage figure and 
allow each nation to construct vessels to meet its particu
lar needs. The Navy undoubtedly felt it needed mostly 
larger submarines because part of its defense for the 
Philippines rested on these undersea craft. It had little 
use for a class of lesser size, Ultimately, Britain agreed 
to accept one category. Upon Japan's insistence the group 
left total tonnage to a resolution by the Executive Com
mittee,^^ Because of the heat generated by the cruiser

30. Ibid,, 151-153, 159-160,
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controversy that committee never resolved submarine 
tonnage.

As a final measure the delegates achieved a com
promise on submarine replacement age with ease. Britain 
proposed fifteen years, America thirteen, and Japan twelve. 
Rear Admiral Long concurred with the British compromise of 
fourteen years, but returned to thirteen when Captain 
Toyoda raised the Japanese limit to that age. Vice Admiral
Field agreed to thirteen upon condition that a nation could

31-keep submarines over thirteen years without replacing them. 
Achieving basic agreement on destroyers and sub

marines, the conference turned to cruisers. Deliberations 
on this class of vessel provoked a prolonged, heated ■

• dispute. Having succeeded in designing the larger of these 
versatile craft as pocket battleships, the guardians of' 
the sea refused to compromise their sense of national 
security requirements. As a result the conference headed 
toward failure, '

31, Ibid., 153, 157-158.
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THE CONFERENCE: NATIONAL SECURITY•AND CRUISERS

The negotiators hopelessly disagreed about the size 
and armament of cruisers since each nation, in considering 
its national security, emphasized those vessels„ Aspiring 
to prevent Japanese aggression, both the United States and 
Britain offered contradictory plans, Tokyo sought a treaty 
enshrining its de facto naval superiority over the United 
States in the Far East,

The American Navy envisioned low total tonnage 
within which each nation could build cruisers of sizes 
suited to its needs. For itself the United States meant to 
build mostly 10,000 ton vessels with Scinch guns. Because 
the Washington Nayal Treaty precluded further fortification 
of naval bases west of Hawaii, the radius of action and 
armament provided by the heavier cruiser offered greater 
protection for American trade and possessions in the Far 
East, Britain, however, opposed a scheme based upon 
relative needs. Allowing an agreement which condoned 
construction of a large number of 10,000 ton ships placed 
the British at a disadvantage. Since most of their cruisers 
ranged in tonnage between 5,000 to 6,000, 10,000 ton vessels

. 185
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made their smaller type obsolete,"*" Japan sought to increase
its national security through the use of the status quo„
Tokyo's plan somewhat complemented that of the British, for
it entailed a strict limit on the larger cruiser, Ini^
tially, Japan's proposal restricted America to the eight
10,000 ton vessels of the 1924 Act, If implemented, this
provision and the existing American agreement not to further
fortify its western Pacific naval bases meant even greater
Japanese naval superiority in the Far East. When at long
last each nation refused to compromise its conceived needs
for national security, the conference failed,

A portent of the cruiser dispute appeared during
the opening session of the conference, Hugh Gibson proposed
limiting cruisers between 250,000 and 300,000 total tons
for America and Britain while allotting 150,000 to 180,000

2total tons to Japan. In contrast the British wished a
limit by number of ships with two types of cruisers.
Providing for. only a few 10,000 ton cruisers with 8-inch
guns on a 5-5-3 ratio, London requested the remaining
vessels be restricted to 7,500 tons bearing 6**inch guns. It

3did not want to limit the number of lesser cruisers. First 
Lord of the Admiralty, W. C, Bridgeman, disputed America's

1, Documents on British Foreign Policy, IA, III, 
719, 724, 7287 730. " ,

2, Records of the Conference, 26-27,
3, Ibid,, 28^30,
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need for parity in the smaller vessels.4 The New York Times
reported the divergent British plan as having "exploded like

5a keg of gunpowder," Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones felt
"entirely outraged" by the British proposal.6

In a private meeting between civilian members of
the Anglo-American delegations the British contended that
genuine limitation lay in reducing the size of cruisers not

7the total tonnage of this class of ships, Naval members 
of the British delegation championed this position in the 
first Technical Committee meeting devoted to cruisers.
Here for the first time they revealed their projected 
numbers. Vice Admiral F, L-, Field requested fifty-five, 
to sixty cruisers limited to 7,500 tons with 6-inch guns.
He considered fifteen of the 10,000 ton size bearing 8-inch 
guns as sufficient for the largest ship category, Rear 
Admiral Jones could not accept the British figures as 
effective limitation. Adding the tonnage of the sixty 
smaller vessels to the fifteen larger ships,.he derived a 
total tonnage of 600,000 tons, twice the amount of America's

4. . Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, June 23, 
1927, DS/NA 500,A15A1/322,

5, New York Times, June 21, 1927.
6, Rear Admiral Hilary P, Jones to Curtis Wilbur, 

July 21, 1927, Jones MSS,
7. Conference for the Limitation of Naval Armaments, 

1927, Records of the Conference, Entry 140, Memoranda of 
Conversations, June 23, 1927, National Archives. Hereafter 
cited as Memoranda of Conversations.
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maximum figure. Jones reiterated the American proposal of
one total cruiser tonnage with, nations allowed to construct
vessels within that tonnage to fit individual needs. When
the British insisted their figures represented minimum
needs, Jones reminded them that they had agreed to 450,000
total tons for all surface auxiliary vessels at the
Washington Conference, Vice Admiral Field retorted that the
largest individual sized cruisers had increased from 5,000
tons at that time making it necessary to have a higher total 

8tonnage. ,
Unable to derive a point of agreement, Vice Admiral

Field turned to the Japanese for their opinion. Captain
Teijiro Toyoda agreed to split the cruiser category and
asked that most of the ships be limited to 7,500 or 8,000
tons, but equipped with 8-inch guns. In this way he hoped
to lower the cost of cruisers„ Ultimately, the Japanese
wanted to eliminate the largest cruisers, replacing them

9with a lesser size, Smaller vessels worked to the island 
empire's advantage, for their reduced radius of action gave
    r-,    I— * r~—

8, Records of the Conference, 121-124; Rear Admiral 
Frank H„ Schofield noted in"his diary after the meeting that ■ 
America could never accept the British proposal because it 
needed to have all large cruisers with 8-inch guns for pro
tection in the Pacific, America, he said, had no use for 
smaller cruisers with 6-inch guns, Series VI, Item 3,
General Board Reports, Diary of Rear Admiral Frank H. 
Schofield, USN, June 28-, 1927. Hereafter cited as Diary of 
Rear Admiral Frank H, Schofield,

9, Records of the Conference, 125, 128, 130,
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greater protection to Japan from American cruisers, At the 
same time by mounting Scinch guns the lesser cruisers 
retained the firempower of the larger. Britain, however, 
objected to the larger guns because the majority of their 
cruisers were too small to carry more than 6^inch weapons,

Since the Japanese proposal added nothing to achieve 
an agreement with America, discussions shifted momentarily 
to private talks in which the British threatened to increase 
the tonnage of their previous proposal, Meeting with ■ 
Viscount Robert Cecil, Hugh Gibson pointed out that Britain 
did not need a large number of cruisers in peace time. In 
this manner he hoped to persuade the British to reduce their 
cruiser demand to allow American parity, Cecil did not 
bend from his government's plan. In fact he threatened 
to increase the British cruiser needs to 70 0,000 total tons 
if America did not reduce its insistence for the largest 
v e s s el s .G i bs o n 's  demand for parity, however, brought

10, Memoranda of Conversations, June 29, 1927, 
Privately, Viscount Cecil held a differing opinion. Be 
could see no reason why.the United States could not have 
mostly maximum sized cruisers, However, he noted that the 
Admiralty wanted to hold down the number of large cruisers 
to keep pace with America, Documents on British Foreign . 
Policy, IA, III, 634; Cecil also recognized that America 
wanted a low tonnage parity with Britain as a means of 
keeping the Japanese tonnage as low as possible, Ibid., fn, 
614; R, H , Campbell, a member of the British delegation, 
also understood the reason for the American proposal, A 
low tonnage parity with Britain offered the only hope for 
America to restrict Japanese tonnage on a 5-3 ratio. The 
United States attached the greatest importance to its 
position, he wrote, since it had the possibility of war with
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11a British pledge to grant the American claim the next day, 

Confusion still remained in defining parity because the 
British merely granted the United States the right to build 
an equal number of cruisers based upon their proposal. 
Succeeding discussions showed the American Navy's misunder^ 
standing of the British concession, for it thought the 
London delegation had adopted the American plan of a low 
tonnage parity.

Much to the American delegation's annoyance the 
British continued to ignore low tonnage parity and again 
raised the specter of vastly enlarged building, British 
Captain W, A, Egerton told Rear Admiral Frank. H, Schofield 
privately that Britain needed seventy^five cruisers, most 
of them 7,500 tons, Egerton threatened that if the United 
States did not accept cruisers of lesser tonnage, Britain 
would undertake to build all seventy-five cruisers of
10,000 tons. This figure represented an increase of 50,000 
tons over that presented by Viscount Cecil. Schofield 
refused to yield to Egerton's insistence. Later in the day 
Egerton returned with a new proposal developed by First 
Lord of the Admiralty W, C. Bridgeman. He told Schofield

Japan in mind, Ibid., 692-693, Britain, of course, could 
not submit to the American cruiser proposal without making 
its own cruisers obsolete and thereby increasing a supposed 
danger to national security from Japan,

11* Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, June 30, 
1927, DS/NA 5Q0.A15A1/354*
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that Britain would not build more than 462,000 total tons
of cruisers in the period to 1936 if the United States
agreed to four stipulations: a high age limit, all new
cruisers of 7,500 tons with 6-inch guns, arid a strict limit
on large cruisers with 8-inch guns, After 1936 the British
intended to increase their tonnage by an additional 100,000
total tons, Egerton said. Since this scheme retained not
only high total tonnage, but limited the number of larger

12 "vessels, the Americans demurred,
By July 5 Rear Admiral Hilary P „ Jones produced a 

slightly changed, strongly worded American cruiser counter 
proposal, He told the Technical Committee that the United 
States would not discuss cruisers in excess of 400,000 
total tons for the period ending December 31, 1936, If 
that tonnage became the agreed figure, America would require
250.000 of the tons in 10,000 ton vessels, The United 
States, he asserted, would lower its demand for 10,000 ton 
vessels if an agreement placed the total tonnage below
400.000 tons. In addition Jones told the Committee that
America intended to arm its future 7,500 ton cruisers with 

138-inch guns, When Hugh Gibson informed Secretary Kellogg 
of Jones1 action, Kellogg neither protested this independent

12. Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, July 2, 
1927, DS/NA 500.Al5A1/362.

13. Records of the Conference, 161; Documents on 
British Foreign Policy, IA, III, 635-636, 643-644, 668, 684,
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move nor complained of not receiving advanced notice.
Kellogg allowed the Navy to do whatever it wished. As he
told President Coolidge he did not feel qualified to answer

14technical questions„ Hugh R, Wilson, a civilian on the , '
American delegation, thought Jones' proposal would disrupt

15the conference„
Apparently not considering their tactics in the

same vein, the British viewed Jones' revised plan as
blackmail. First Lord of the Admiralty W, C. Bridgeman
wrote Prime Minister Stanley Baldwin that Jones',"obstinate
and intolerable attitude" precluded agreement,Seeking
to circumvent the intractable Jones, the British Ambassador
in Washington, Esme Howard, asked Kellogg if he supported

17Jones' proposal for twenty’-five, 10, 000 ton cruisers, .
Reporting to Gibson, Kellogg said he told Howard that the

18United States would not accept small cruisers,
Jones' new proposal evidently frightened the 

Japanese, Previously, in the probable belief some

14, Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, July 5, 
1927, DS/NA 500,A15A1/371; Frank B, Kellogg to President 
Coolidge, July 22, 1927, DS/NA 500,Al5Al/486a,

15, Diary of Hugh R, Wilson, July 7, 1927, Hugh . 
Gibson MSS,

16, Documents on British Foreign Policy, IA, 111,
67 0.

17, Ibid,, 680,
18, Frank B, Kellogg to Hugh Gibson, July 21, 1927, 

DS/NA 500,Al5Al/4 67c,



arrangement would ultimately yield an agreement whereby
Britain would reduce its cruiser demands in return 'for an
American pledge to restrict 10,000 ton vessels, they had
contributed little to cruiser discussions. The upward
cruiser revisal by Jones quickly brought Sadao Suburi to
speak with Gibson, He said that Japan did not want cruiser
tonnage placed as high as 400,000 total tons. If America
reduced its requirement, he pledged Japanese aid in inducing

19the British to lower their demand. As a result the 
Japanese delegation invited the British and Americans to an 
informal meeting the following day. Admiral Makpto Saito 
presented a detailed Japanese plan for the first time. It 
cut the Anglo-American tonnage allotment while retaining an 
increased Japanese ratio. As its basis he used the original 
Tokyo proposal for the status quo and one tonnage category 
for surface war ships. Specifically, Saito combined the 
American proposal for destroyer and cruiser tonnage which 
fell between 450,000 to 550,000 total tons. Since the 
United States wished to keep the tonnage low as possible, 
he proposed that the British and Americans accept 450,000 
total tons as their allotment, Britain, possessing
472,000 total tons of surface ships at the time, needed to 
reduce its tonnage by 22,000, Viscount Ishii also invited 
America to agree on a restriction of ten 10,000 ton cruisers

19. Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, July 5, 
1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/372.
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For themselves, Saito requested a figure somewhat above
300.000 total tons. This plan represented a 5-5-3.5 ratio.
As a package proposal Saito requested 70,000 tons of 

20submarines.
Neither Britain nor the United States accepted 

Tokyo's plan which would increase Japanese superiority in 
the Far East, The greater ratio, limit on the largest 
cruisers, and one category for surface vessels all countered 
American plans, Only the British, however, attacked the 
Tokyo proposal at the informal meeting. They did not want 
one category for surface ships, for in their view the 
United States and Britain had tentatively agreed to 220,000 
total tons for destroyers. Subtracting that figure from
450.000 tons left only 230,000 tons for cruisers, a tonnage
far too low for the British, Instead, the London delegates
offered to limit cruiser construction until 1936, if those

21vessels over twenty years were exempt.
Pessimism enveloped the American delegation as it. 

appeared that an agreement based on its proposal could not 
be achieved, Gibson cabled Washington that the conference 
might break up. Secretary of State Kellogg, however, 
advised Gibson to seek a week's adjournment. The President

20. Records of the Conference, 165, 167; Hugh 
Gibson to the Secretary of State, July 6, 1927, DS/NA 
500,A15A1/377.

21. Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, July 6, 
1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/379.
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differed„ Writing from.his summer retreat in the Black
Hills, Coolidge insisted on maintaining the American posi-

22tion despite the.consequences„ He obviously had come to 
feel that an agreement limiting 10,000 ton cruisers compro
mised America's national security.

Japan joined Britain in applying pressure on the 
Americans during a second informal meeting on July 9. 
Viscount Robert Cecil offered to limit cruisers to 400,000 
total tons and halt further construction on 10,000 ton 
cruisers beyond the twelve already built if the treaty 
terminated in 1931. This total tonnage figure met the 
American proposition, but the United States wanted 1936 
as the termination date and no limit on 10,000 ton vessels. 
Viscount Ishii stated that his country would drop one of 
its eight 10,000 ton ships if the United States accepted 
parity of ten with Britain, Hugh Gibson remained adamant
in insisting upon limitation by total tonnage with freedom

23to build any size cruisers.
In another futile attempt members of each, delegation 

held three private conversations on July 11 and 12, Britain 
began by insisting on Anglo-American parity of no more than

22. Ibid,, July 7, 1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/384; The 
Secretary of State to Hugh Gibson, July 8, 1927, DS/NA 
500.A15A1/384; President Coolidge to the Secretary of 
State, July 9, 1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/394,

23. Records of the Conference, 16 8; Hugh Gibson to 
the Secretary of State, July 9, 1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/400.



twelve 10,000 ton cruisers„ Again America refused to 
accept. On the second day the Japanese offered to stabilize 
their total tonnage in surface vessels at 315,181 by 1931 
using the age limit of sixteen for cruisers and twelve for 
destroyers. Immediately, the British accepted. Captain 
W. A. Egerton noted that on a 5-5-3 ratio the Japanese 
tonnage meant 525,0.00 total tons in a single surface vessel 
category for Britain and the United States. He tentatively 
accepted this figure with three provisions; an Anglo- 
American parity of twelve 10,000 ton cruisers with Japan 
receiving eight, an unspecified percentage of cruisers and 
destroyers retained over the age of sixteen and twelve years 
respectively, and a smaller division of cruisers reduced 
from 7,500 to 6,000 tons armed with 6-inch guns. In the 
third conversation Egerton asked that the total tonnage be 
revised to 550,000 with an additional twenty per cent in 
oyeraged ships retained, By reducing the smaller cruisers 
to 6,000 tons each, he reported, Britain's needs would drop 
from seventy-five to sixty-six vessels, - The Japanese, 
differing with several facets of the British plan, protested 
that they would not accept over 450,000 tons for an Anglo- 
American total tonnage. They also wanted to enlarge the 
size of smaller cruisers to facilitate mounting 8-inch
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24guns. Except for their'proposal to limit 10,000 ton 

cruisers, the Japanese supported the Americans,
The new British proposal angered the Americans.

Rear Admiral Hilary -p, Jones wrote the Secretary of the.
Navy that the proposition to retain overaged vessels was an 
attempt to disguise an enormous total tonnage. It especially 
galled him because the United States had no overaged vesselsI '
to match the British and Japanese. Additionally, he decried

25the limit of 12-12-8 on 10,000 ton cruisers. Secretary
Kellogg moved to support the American position. He wrote
to Ambassador Alanson B , Houghton in London requesting that
Houghton tell Foreign Minister Austen Chamberlain America
absolutely needed mostly 10,000 ton cruisers because of

2 ̂their cruising radius,
At the same time the American naval delegates must 

have worried lest Hugh Gibson be tempted to grant some 
concession for the sake of a treaty, In a memorandum for

24, Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, July 12, 
1927, DS/NA 500,A15A1/415, 417; Memoranda of Conversations, 
July 12, 1927, Britain obviously reduced the size of 
smaller crusers because there was a possibility of mounting 
8-inch guns on the 7,500 size, but not on the 6,000 ton 
size which were too small to support an 8-inch gun.

25, Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones to Curtis D, 
Wilbur, July 21, 1927, Jones MSS.

26, The Secretary of State to Alanson B. Houghton, 
July 12, 1927, DS/NA 500,A15A1/414„ Privately, Kellogg had 
tired of the conference, Writing to a friend, Kellogg 
expressed a hope to get out of Washington "as soon as I 
can unload the Geneva Conference , . . ," Frank B., Kellogg
to Joseph Frelinghuysen, July 11, 1927, Kellogg MSS,
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Gibson Rear Admiral Frank H. Schofield reminded him that
America's fundamental position to limit cruisers by total
tonnage with freedom to build any size within that tonnage
had not changed. He also asked Gibson to point out at the
next public session Britain's attempt to hide added tonnage

27by keeping overaged vessels.
Nevertheless, Gibson began an effort to induce the 

British and Japanese to reconcile their differences„ He 
told the July 14 plenary (public) session that he con
sidered America and Japan close to agreement on cruisers. 
Gibson reflected that "if some basis can be found which is 
mutually acceptable to the British and Japanese delegations,
I feel sure that it will be possible for the American dele-

28gation to make the agreement complete." Why he thought 
Anglo-Japanese concurrence would aid agreement Gibson never

27 e Conference for the Limitation of Naval 
Armaments, 1927, Entry 139, Memorandum for Hugh Gibson by 
Rear Admiral Frank H. Schofield, July 13, 1927, National 
Archives„ Schofield probably wrote the memorandum because 
he feared Gibson, under pressure from Allen Dulles, might 
make a conciliatory move to prevent a conference failure, 
Schofield wrote in his diary, "we, of the Navy, have felt 
throughout that Mr, Dulles was too much interested in 
getting a treaty regardless of what he sacrifices in order 
to get it, and that by his own decisions and by his advice 
to Mr. Gibson, had tended to break down the soundness of 
bur naval position, and even the soundness of a possible 
treaty which we might enter into," Diary of Rear Admiral 
Frank H, Schofield, USN (Naval Historical Division, 
Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D. C.), August 2, 1927,

28. Records of the Conference, 51; Documents on 
British Foreign Policy, IA, III, 681.
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explained since both wanted strict limitation on 10,000 ton 
.cruisers.

After the July 14 plenary session Admirals F , L , 
Field and Seizo Kobayashi met to reconcile the Anglo- 
Japanese proposals, By July 18 they presented the product 
of their discussions at an informal meeting of the dele
gates. Tentatively, they agreed to 500,000 total tons of 
surface vessels for Britain with 325,000 tons for Japan,
This tonnage included twelve 10,000 ton vessels for Britain 
and eight for Japan. All new cruisers over this number were 
to weigh 6,000 tons. These figures represented a 5^3,25 
ratio, Additionally, twenty-five per cent of the total
tonnage could be kept in overaged vessels. On submarines

29Britain granted Tokyo parity at 6 0 f 0 0 0 total tons,
Gibson had inadvertently assisted Britain and Japan 

in maneuvering the United States into a difficult position. 
If the Americans refused to accept the Anglor-.Japanese agree
ment, the burden for conference failure would appear to fall 
upon the United Statds, To accept would give both Britain 
and Japan the advantage, Britain would protect its smaller 
cruisers from obsolescence while retaining a large number 
of them, The Japanese would gain greater superiority in 
the Far East over America by a closer ratio and the United

29, Records of the Conference, 170-171; Hugh Gibson 
to the Secretary of State, July 18, 1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/ 
445; Documents on British Foreign Policy, IA, III, 686-687, 
690-691.
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States1 inability to build a large number of 10,000 ton 
cruisersi

Trying to make the best of the situation, Gibson
drafted a telegram to Kellogg in which he outlined a number
of American concessions to meet the Anglo^Japanese accord,
He took this cable to Rear Admiral Schofield for advice.
Shocked by what he read, Schofield immediately redrafted

30the communique removing all concessions. Upon receipt
of the Anglo^-Japanese compromise Kellogg consulted the Navy
Department„ Following its wishes, he directed the nego^
tiators not to depart from the 5-5-3 ratio or relinquish
the right to build whatever number of 10,000 ton cruisers

31deemed necessary. Several days later President Coolidge
reiterated that America must build as many large cruisers
as it needed, He also refused to commit himself to small

32cruisers which carried 6-r-inch guns „
Gibson delivered the American refusal as well as a 

threat at an informal meeting of the delegates on July 19. 
After telling the group that the United States would not 
accept a treaty based upon the AnglosJapanese accord, he

30, Diary of Rear Admiral Frank H, Schofield, USN, 
July 18, 1927.

31, The Secretary of State to Hugh Gibson, July 
19, 1927, DS/NA 500,A15A1/446; Diary of Hugh R. Wilson,
July 20, 1927, Gibson MSS.

32, President Coolidge to the Secretary of State, 
July 25, 1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/487,•
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predicted that if America's needs were ignored, it would 
make no limitation agreements. Instead, it would launch a 
large building program. His warning failed to move the 
British. Backing down somewhat, Gibson suggested that if 
America could build the 10,000 ton. Scinch gun cruisers it 
needed and arm lesser cruisers with 8-inch guns, it would 
agree to a revisal clause in the treaty. The clause, 
developed by Allen Dulles, stated that if the large cruisers 
alarmed a signatory, it could request a meeting to re
examine the cruiser tonnage. To escape the deadlock all
agreed to review the possibility of such a clause at a

33future meeting.
Unexpectedly the British shifted when the Cabinet

began to reconsider the Anglo-Japanese arrangement, First
Lord of the Admiralty W. C. Bridgeman surprised Hugh Gibson
with information that he and Viscount Cecil had been
recalled to London for consultation. Bridgeman expected to
return in a week. Chancellor of the Exchequer Winston
Churchill and First Sea Lord Earl Beatty felt the Anglo-

35Japanese agreement had granted the Japanese too much< .. 
Viscount Cecil told the Cabinet the conference would fail

33. Records of the Conference, 172-174; Hugh 
Gibson to the Secretary of State, July 19, 1927, DS/NA 
500,A15A1/458,

34. Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, July 19,. 
1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/457,

35. Roskill, Naval Policy Between the Wars, I, 509,
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unless America received some concessions. He and.Bridgeman
worked to convince the London government to allow 7-inch
guns on the smaller cruisers as a compromise„ The Cabinet,

3 6however, rejected any adjustment on cruiser armament.
Returning to Geneva Cecil and Bridgeman presented

a slightly changed proposal from that with which the
Japanese had agreed. The new plan placed all vessels, both
surface and subsurface, in one total tonnage category..•
Britain and America received a parity of 590,000 tons with
Japan allotted 385,000, Additionally, the British revived
the two divisions of submarines contained in their original
plan. It granted Britain and the United States 90,000 tons
and Japan 60,000 of undersea vessels. Annoyed at losing
submarine parity, the Japanese raised their estimated.needs
back to 70,000 total tons, The remainder of the Anglo-

37Japanese proposal did not change.
The new British offer failed to move the Americans. 

Hugh R, Wilson noted "the net result of their (Bridgeman 
and Cecil) week'.s absence in London has been to bring back 
something more unacceptable [sic] than what they went away 
w i t h , S i n c e  the new proposal still restricted the •

36, Viscount Robert Cecil, A Great Experiment (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1941), 186, 361-3 62,

37, Records of the Conference, 177^178, *
38, Diary of Hugh R. Wilson, July 28, 1927,

. Gibson MSS,
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United States' freedom to construct vessels large enough 
to carry 8-inch guns, Gibson saw no reason to discuss the 
British plan further„ In turn he distributed a copy of 
his previously suggested revisal clause, It provided that 
upon six months pirior notice the treaty signatories could 
convoke a meeting to adjust cruiser tonnage. If no satis
factory agreement were reached, termination of the treaty 
could be obtained by one year's notice, Viscount Cecil
correctly predicted that London would not consent to the 

3 9clause. Britain's refusal destroyed America's,hope for 
a treaty.

One final plan emerged before the delegates held a
concluding, plenary session on August 4, On the morning of
August .1 W. C , Bridgeman visited the Japanese leading .them
to believe that he wanted them to develop a compromise
proposal, Gibson, however, told the Tokyo delegation that

• 4 0America would make no concessions.
Still, the Japanese offered a compromise. It 

contained only minor changes on the points important to the 
Americans, The plan called for no additional naval

39, Conference for the Limitation of Naval Arma
ments, 1927, Entry 139, Meeting of the Delegates at Monsieur 
Sggimura's House, July 28, 1927, National Archives; Records 
of' the Conference, 175, 178; Hugh Gibson to the Secretary 
of State, July 28, 1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/499; Ibid., July 
31, 19 27, DS/NA 500.A15A1/512,

40, Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, August 
1, 1927, DS/NA 500,A15A1/526.
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construction by Britain and Japan before December 31, 1931 
except for those vessels already authorized and replace
ments. It assigned twelve 10,000 ton cruisers for England 
and the United States with eight for Japan, The Japanese 
plan did raise the maximum size of smaller cruisers to 8,000 
tons each, but made no mention of armament caliber. It 
mattered little, for the American Navy refused to have most 
of its cruisers limited to even 8, 000 tons. The Tokyo. 
delegation asked the United States not to exceed the pro
jected British tonnage of 458,000 in cruisers during the 
p e r i o d . E v e n  on a 5^5-3 ratio Japan would benefit from 
tonnage so high because the American Navy could not meet 
British parity in that short period, As a result the' 
Japanese would maintain naval superiority in the western 
Pacific,

Meeting in a final Informal session on August 3, the
Americans commended the Japanese effort, but felt their
proposal did not offer a satisfactory basis for further 

42discussion. The next day the conference concluded with 
each delegation's final remarks in a plenary session. Under 
naval control each nation’s refusal to compromise on 
cruisers, because of specifically conceived needs for

41, Records of the Conference, 180^181; Hugh Gibson 
to the Secretary of State, August 1, 1927, DS/NA 500-.A15A1/ 
528,

42, Records of the Conference, 179^180,
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national security, resulted in the conference failure.
Since the United States had no assurance of British aid in
case of a war with Japan, to allow them a high total
tonnage only served to increase Japanese tonnage to

43America's detriment. In addition to national security 
against Japan the American Navy had secondary objectives 
for its position. It obviously wished to have parity with 
Britain to prevent a similar situation as occurred before 
the United States entered World War I, Keeping British 
tonnage low meant allowing the Navy to protect trade in the 
event America chose to remain neutral in another European 
war. Naval pride also obviously accounted for part of the 
desire for parity with. Britain, No one considered a war 
with Great Britain possible,

Although unspoken, Japan’s merchant marine tonnage 
obviously heightened the Anglo-American dispute over 8-inch . 
gun cruisers, All three nations subsidized their merchant 
fleets, American support proved ill fated while the island 
empire's showed remarkable success. Japan especially 
encouraged construction of vessels above 3,000 tons with 
speeds over twenty knots. These ships, mounted with 6-inch 
guns, could be used as small cruisers during a war. This 
ability to augment its navy meant American strategic needs

43, The American military, however, concluded that • 
Britain would not join Japan in a Japanese-American war, 
"Strategic Estimate: Orange-Blue," January 15, 1927,
Hornbeck MSS,
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in the Pacific required larger vessels with Scinch guns, 
British requirements once again did not dovetail with the 
United States, for it, too, had a large merchant fleet 
suitable to mount 6-inch guns, Allowing America a pre
ponderance of large 8-inch gun cruisers within its ratio 
meant giving the same right to Japan, Thus the larger guns 
increased the vulnerability of Britain's merchant ships if 
attacked by Japan, .

The American Navy even attempted to use the press 
to produce a favorable treaty, that is to get a reduction 
in the high British cruiser d e m a n d s I n  their desire to , 
achieve an agreement based upon low total tonnage as the 
means to increased naval strength, particularly in relation 
to Japan, the Navy portrayed the British wanting naval 
increases not limitation, To accomplish their ends these 
naval members used the big navy advocate William B * Shearer,

Writing in 1926, one American delegation member, 
Director of Naval Intelligence Captain A, J. Hepburn, had 
foreseen a time when Shearer might be of use to the Navy,^4 
Shearer was in Geneva during the Tripartite Conference and 
several of the naval representatives leaked Technical 
Committee discussions to Shearer for him to give to the 
press, Rear Admiral Frank H. Schofield frequently mentioned 
in his diary of meetings with Shearer, Later, during-

44, Captain A, J, Hepburn to Rear Admiral Hilary P, 
Jones, September 15, 192 6, Jones MSS.



207
Senate hearings on Shearer's activities at Geneva, Drew 
Pearson testified that he saw Schofield along with Captain 
J. M. Reeves and Lieu tenant'-Commanders Harold Train and 
H. H, Frost in frequent conversation with Shearer„^  During 
his testimony, Shearer introduced a letter dated August 30, 
1927 from Wythe Williams, a New York Times correspondent, 
thanking him for accurate information he had supplied 
during the conference. Every morning before a session 
began, Drew Pearson said, Shearer passed information of the 
previous day's session to reporters. Under ordinary 
circumstances most of the information would have been hard 
for newsmen to obtain, Pearson thought. Although the stories 
contained accurate facts, the accompanying commentary had 
anti-British overtones. ̂

Unfavorable newspaper stories understandably irked
the British, First Lord of the Admiralty W, C, Bridgeman
told Hugh Gibson that the stories portrayed Britain as
deliberately trying to place the United States in an

47inferior naval position. Captain W, A, Egerton accused 
American members of the Technical Committee of leaking

45, Senate, Hearings Before a Subcommittee, of the 
Committee on Naval Affairs, Alleged Activities at the 
Geneva Conference, 71st Cong,, 1st Sess, (Washington, D . C .: 
Government Printing Office, 1930), 393.

46, Ibid., 3 96, 543,
47, Memorandum of Conversations, June 29, 1927.



208
48information to the press. British Ambassador Esme Howard,

in protesting to Kellogg about slanted articles appearing
in American newspapers, assigned responsibility to someone

49on the American delegation, Gibson, however, assured
Kellogg that no representative had revealed conference

50proceedings to the press, Nevertheless, the British felt
their position so maligned by American reporters that they•
requested a plenary (public) session to clarify their mis^
represented proposal, At the session W. C , Bridgeman
implied that part of the trouble had come from steel or

51big navy interests. Gibson informed Kellogg that no one
in the delegation knew of such interests present in 

52Geneva. . At least four naval representatives, however, 
undoubtedly lied or said nothing, for they had frequently 
met with Shearer.

American naval efforts to use public opinion as a 
tool to force Britain to lower its cruiser demands failed„ 
Perhaps in some small measure it stiffened the British 
against lowering, their tonnage proposal,

48. Ibid., July 10, 1927,
49. The Secretary of State to Hugh Gibson, July 11, 

1927, DS/NA 500.A15A1/412S.
50. Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, July 12, 

1927, DS/NA 500,A15A1/418.
51. Records of the Conference, 37,
52. Hugh Gibson to the Secretary of State, July 14, 

1927, DS/NA 500,Al5A1/430,
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Later, in 1929, public revelation that steel and 

shipbuilding interests supported William B. Shearer at the 
Geneva Conference led to allegations that American business 
worked to prevent naval limitation for economic purposes. 
This disclosure led a Senate subcommittee to examine his 
activities, Foreshadowing the Nye Committee hearings of 
the 19301s, the Shortridge subcommittee uncovered no 
evidence to support a theory that steel or shipbuilding 
companies sought to sabotage the conference, Joan Hoff 
Wilson noted that American business neither stood in the 
forefront nor opposed naval limitation. It supported the 
Washington Conference after its inevitability, for it felt 
federal money saved by naval limitation meant tax relief.
The business community divided not only sectionally, but 
also on the basis of enterprise after 1922 resulting in more 
enthusiasm about preparedness than arms limitation. Since 
the military segment of the government strongly supported 
industrial preparedness (in lieu of government outlays) and . 
a strong navy for•commerce protection, related business 
supported this position. A sectional split affected the 
banking and financial world. Those in the Midwest tended 
to be more pessimistic on limitation than Eastern and 
Southern concerns while Western establishments called for
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preparedness„ Most business interests were indifferent

53toward the Geneva Conference.
The conference appeared foredoomed despite each 

nation's optimism at the start. By not exchanging informa
tion on limitation plans, the Americans misinterpreted

54British intentions on parity„ Preconference communication
would have shown that Britain would grant parity only on a
high total tonnage basis with America required'to match its
individual size of ships, When Rear Admiral Hilary P , Jones
extracted the parity pledge from the British in November
1926, he never asked them to define parity. Instead, Jones
chose to believe that they had conceded parity based upon
low total tonnage, For this reason he told Kellogg after
the conference that the British had reneged on everything

55they had told him in London,

53, Joan Hoff Wilson, American Business and Foreign' 
Policy, 1920-1933 (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 
1971), 32-33, 36, 52-53, 64,.

54, One can point to Secretary of State Charles 
Evans Hughes' precedent of keeping the American plan secret 
before the Washington Conference. The potential American 
naval superiority in capital ships., however, allowed Hughes 
to present a proposal that other nations could hardly 
resist, Kellogg did not have the luxury of being able to 
deal from that advantage, Prudence, therefore, should have 
led Kellogg into extensive Anglo-American communications. 
Obviously, Kellogg accepted Rear Admiral Jones' assessment 
that no Anglo-American differences existed,

55, Frank B, Kellogg to President Coolidge, August 
10, 1927, Kellogg MSS.
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Secretary Kellogg also failed by not overseeing the 

Navy's conference proposal„ If he had insisted on using 
his ideas as the basis for the plan, both Britain and 
America would have begun the conference with many mutual 
points. Since Kellogg initially thought size of vessels 
should be reduced, following hie ideas would have left 
only a total tonnage adjustment. His thoughts contained a 
fundamentally different concept of naval limitation from 
that of the Navy, To Kellogg any limitation agreement, even 
one which reduced the size of the majority of cruisers, 
would bring reduced tensions, end imperial designs, and 
allow equal economic opportunity, for excessive arms 
resulted in suspicions and war. The Navy, however, sought 
to use the conference to improve its strategic position with 
Japan for national security. As a result Kellogg again 
failed when he lacked'the will to oppose the Navy and was 
so unsure of his abilities that he even deferred to its plan 
during the conference,

After the conference Kellogg wrote the President 
that America should have proposed a 1931 treaty termination 
date with the provisions that Britain would not build any 
more ships than those already under construction, the United 
States would not build more 10,000 ton cruisers than the 
British, and any additional cruisers to be of a smaller
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type„~^ His idea reflected a common assumption that
reduction in arms prevented war. However, America would not
have been able to construct enough vessels within that short
period to achieve parity. In turn, using British tonnage
for the ratio measurement meant maintaining Japan's de facto
superiority over the American navy. Since the Navy controlled
Kellogg, it would not have allowed this proposal to be
presented. Even had Britain and America agreed, trouble
would have arisen with the Japanese since the United States

57refused to yield to a greater ratio than 5-5^3, .
Allowing naval personnel to dominate hampered any 

attempt to develop better Japanese-American relations.
One cannot blame Hugh Gibson for not controlling the Navy,
If Gibson had dominated the naval personnel in the delega
tion, the situation would, not have changed since his 
superior, Kellogg, deferred to naval opinion and even 
President Coolidge came to support the Navy's cruiser 
demands, Yet, Gibson erred by placing America in a diffi
cult position relative to the Anglo-Japanese compromise plan 
of July 18,

56, Frank B, Kellogg to President Coolidge, August
10, 1927, Kellogg MSS,

57, The Japanese were very irritated with the 
American contention thet a 5-3 ratio represented parity,
They considered a ratio closer to 5-3,5 a necessity to meet 
their national security needs. Foreign Ministry Keport, 14;' 
Kikujiro Ishii, Diplomatic Commentaries, William K, Langdon, 
translator (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1936), 196.
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After the conference failure Secretary Kellogg 

correctly ascertained that Congress would feel pressure to 
extend naval building. The post conference emphasis on 
naval construction in the United States undoubtedly resulted 
in a greater cause for concern in Japan,.for it appeared as 
if the naval- viewpoint displayed at the conference had won 
support in the American government.

Naval limitation alone, however, would not have 
promoted better Far Eastern relations between the United 
States and Japan. Neither country expended energy to 
promote mutual understanding of the other's domestic 
problems, America, rightly in some cases, interpreted the 
Japanese search for raw materials to further their 
industrialization as an effort to economically dominate 
neighboring areas, American efforts to maintain equal 
economic opportunity in the Far East often had the 
appearance of pushing Japan aside. Attempts by American' 
business with support from the Commerce Department to break 
national monopolies on products as silk did not offer any 
comfort to the island empire. Insensitive racist acts in 
the United States on immigrationr citizenship, and land 
ownership prompted bad feelings with Japan, Keeping the 
balance of the fleet in the Pacific and the 1925 naval 
maneuver only served to heighten tension, These latter

58, Frank B, Kellogg to President Coolidge, August
10, 1927, Kellogg MSS.
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actions furthered unnecessary hostility, especially since 
the United States neither had nor did most people want a 
military powerful enough to constrain.Japan, Having 
extracted themselves from the western powers' unequal 
treaties by 1911, the Japanese people had a natural sensi
tivity to other nations' actions and a desire to be accepted 
as an equal, One cannot excuse some of their activities by 
which they attempted to dominate neighboring areas, but 
America did not contribute to smooth relations.

If the conference had any value, it acted as a 
preliminary meeting to uncover areas of difficulty to be 
adjusted before a future conference and revealed the
futility of permitting naval officers to control limita- 

59tion. In these ways it greatly aided the 1930 London 
Conference preparatory work,

59, After the Tripartite Conference Allen Dulles 
tried to warn Secretary of State Kellogg that it had been a 
mistake to have high ranking military officers on the 
American delegation and that it should not be allowed to 
happen again. Allen Dulles to Hugh Gibson, September 9,
1927, Gibson MSS and Wilson MSS, Despite the fact that the . 
Navy had overridden Kellogg, he oddly remained unmoved by 
Dulles' argument. He thought it had been "very wise" to 
have Rear Admiral Jones as Gibson's codelegate, Frank B , 
Kellogg to Hugh Gibson, August 18, 1927, Gibson MSS, It 
remained for Herbert Hoover to reinstate civilian leadership 
at the London Conference in 1930,
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