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INTRODUCTION

Japan, Great Britain, and the United SBtates scrapped
vast amounts of naval tonnage following the Washington Con-
ference of 1921-1922. They halted their competition in naval
building which was requiring ever increasing sums and in the
minds of many Japanese posed the threat of war, particularly
war between Japan and the United States. 8Strategists of the
Plans Diviaion of the American navy thought of Japan as the
principal potential enemy of the United States, while Japa-
nese naval strategists oonsidered America to be their piin-
cipal potential enemy. The agreement between Japan and the
United States to limit capital ships enfed a building race in
a typre of vessel considered to be "offensive” and channeled
that race into other areas, such as cruisers. One must
remember that people considered one of the lessons of the
First World War to be that arms races, particularly naval
races lead to war. Therefore, the Five Power Treaty on Naval
Arms Limitation, which was signed on February 6, 1922, seemed
to most contemporary obsarvers to bode well for the future
of the Pacific region and the avoidance of future conflicts.
The Pact of Paris, which outlawed war as an instrument of
national policy, was also signed by numerous nations during
the decade of the 19208, including Japan, Great Britain, and
the United States.




During the course of the amms reduction sagotistic
held at Washington in late 1921 and early 1922, the Japa-
nese presented their perception of the defensive hcoda of
the empire to justify their positions., These defensive
needs were in large measure a reflection of their perception
of the offensive capabilities of the United States. This
peroeption was integrally related to Japanese fear of the
power of the U.8., and desire to be treated as an equal
among the major world powers. These fears of and attitudes
toward American naval programs wers very similar to the fesr
of encirclement which engulfed the leaders of the Japanese
nation in 1941 and made them feel it necessary to strids out .
before it was too late. These same fears and the desire for
squality were regularly expressed in the press.

In this paper I am asking and hope to provide an
answer to the following questions. What were Japanese press
images of American naval policies immediately preceding,
during, and with the conclusion of the Washington Conference?
How did these images relate to the changes in American policy,
that is were the editors well-informed? What were their
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views on Japanese naval expansion? Does their often repeated
desire for disarmament seem to be more rslated to fear of

the U.B8., or to the desire to cut naval expenditures and
decrease the intragovernmental power of the military in gen-
eral, and the navy in particular? What were the attitudes of
the opposition and thes parties in power, toward these same




1stuOl? In the statements of qav-rulcntdl figuroa ﬁﬁ'fff_ﬁ
evidence of a relationship betwean images of anorleln pnlicy
and positions taken? What type of ptoplcanda battls was
waged to defend the navy's positions? I will attempt to
ascertain these opinions through statements published in the
English language dailies, the interpellations and responses

to interpellations in the Diet published in those same
papers, and the records of the Washington Conferenca.

I argue that there was a very fine line between those
American naval policies which wers not deemed too frightening g
by the press, the political msmbers of the government, and .f?
the navy, and those which were sesn as a challenge to Japan's g
ability to defend herself, and thereby inoited fear in th.;.;
hearts of these pecple. When American naval policies crossed
that line »nd were implemented in tandem with diplomatic

opposition to Japanese programs and policies in the Far East, i
Japanese felt that their sovereignty and their rights in

Asia, specifically in China, were being attacked. These

same type of fears engulfed persons in 1940 and 1941 and d4id
not allow them to make what we in the West would call rational
decisions, particularly the decision to attack Pearl Harbor.

Hara Kei, tho Prime Minister of Japan wrote in a

1920 issue of the Outlook:

We are told to "do unto others as we would they
should do unto us.” But unless we first lesarn how
"others" wish to be trsated before we tnenid to | t
the golden rule into practice I am atxqtd

to be even a source of trouble and ailundnt
There is a dintinct polnibility of £inding thlt ot




are not like mulm m uttmg out to ltnow m
othars wish to be treated, let us fix in mind that
just as one man is different from his nsighbor, so
one nation is different fr Tu another in wants, views,
and outlook on life. . . .

Thare is an underlying principle of human behavior which
makes me feel a study which emphasises images and impres-
sions is a valuable one. Decisions are based in large part
on accumvlated cultural baggage which shapes one's method of
thinking, first hand experiences, knowledge obtained vicari-
ously, and impressions of the policies of othars. These
impressions are treated as truth by the psrson concerned.
The Japanese press often savw naval bogeymen where noms existed)
this can in part at least be attridbuted to the propaganda
campaign waged by the navy, which was designed to instill

a fear of American naval policies in the hearts and minds of
the editors and the people. To examine ths images and
impressions which the press and public figures had of
Anmerican naval policies is to try and understand why some
people were afraid of the United States, why others were
more trusting, and the way in which they wanted to protect
their rights.

Both during World War II, and in retrospect as well,
most Americans have viewed America's part in the Japanese-
Anerican conflict as a just one. But it would be a strange
thing for the victors in a war to claim it was wmjust, Nwven
if there were some abstract, cbjective standard by which one
could easily discern the "just" side in a conflict, it would
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still be necessary to axamine impressions of the events which
were the main areas of contention in order to undorceaa4 thd'
decisions which led to conflict and later were loocked back
upon with a suspicious eye. It is often suggested that ons
reason why the leaders of the Soviet Union feel it necessary
to maintain powerful military forces is their fear of being
attacked that is based on their remembrancs of the massive
loss of physical property and hunan lives of wWorld War II.

In a very real sense the Soviet leaders are probably afraid
of the United States. By looking at the images held by the
Japanese who were afraid of the United States, it may be
possible to learn some of the principles by which nations
translate imagery into bshavior.




CHAPTER 1

PRE-WASHINGTON CONPFERENCE: NAVAL IMAGES AMD
THE STRATEGIC SITUATION

The Japanese-American Naval Problem 189%98-1914:
An Overview
For 50 years before the arrival of Perry's "black

ships" there was a debate carried on in Japan concerning the
resumption of foreign contact, a debate which usually took
the form of a disocussion of maritime oocurity.’ After the
defeat of the Russian Navy, in 1907 Japaness generals,
admirals, and politicians met to determine the military
resources necessary to ensure the defense of the empirs.
They agreed these would be 25 army divisions and 16 capital
ships. The capital ships were to be eight battleships and
eight battlecruisers all under eight years of age the "§-8"
plun.3 The 8~8 plan remained the official goal of the Japa-
nese navy until the stirrings for disarmament began in late
1920 and spread through the three major naval powers of the
world, the United States, Great Britain, and Japan, during
1921, Admiral Baron Katd Tomosaburd, the Minister of the
Navy, explained the 8-8 plan in an interview with an AP ocor-
raspondent in April 1921.

In formulating the 8 unit fleet, the rial Japanese

Navy had no imaginary enemy in view. scheme was

laid down onlznon the conviction that it was the ainimum
capable of being constructed and maintained by this




Bmpire, adequate for the effective defeanse of this
aation against all possible future complications in
the Par gast.{

Japan adopted the 8-8 plan after America had
acquired Western Pacific possassions. The Spanish-American
War of 1898 resulted in an altered naval balance of power in
the Western Pacific. The United States annexed the Philip-
pines and Guam, and during the same year annexed Hawaii. The
goal of American naval men and their supporters in Congress
became to maintain a "fleet second toc none but that of Great
Britain."s Since from 1904 to 1914 Germany had the second
most powerful navy in the world, the standard for the desired
strangth of the American navy was that of the German navy.
According to Akira Iriye the Japanase were relatively pleased
with the annexation of the Philippines by the United States
as it was considered a friendly pouer.6 Nonetheless the
American acquisition of the Philippines and Guam formed the
basis for a later American naval challenge to Japan and con-
sequently a Japanese naval challenge to the United States,
The Philippines, lying a great distance from the continental
United States and Hawaii, were very difficult to defend with-
out a powerful fleet. A fleet powerful enough to defend the
Philippines was also powerful enough to defeat the Imperial
Japanese Navy in the waters of the Northwest Pacific whose
defense had been determined vital to the integrity of the
empire. A relatively weakly-fortified Philippines would be
easy for Japan to conquer, but if fortified would be highly




defensible and thus could be used as a base for an attack on
the Japanese Empire. Theodore Roosevaelt realized the vul-
nerability of these islands and the problems which that vul-
nerability posed. He wrote in 1904: "If we are not prepared
to establish a strong and suitable base for our navy in the
Philippines then we had far better give up the Philippine
Islands antirely."7
Great Britain and Germany engaged in intense naval
competition from 1904 to 1914. The introduction of the
Dreadnought class of battleship by Great Britain not only
rendered the predreadnoughts of Germany obsolete, it rendered
the predreadnoughts of England obsolete, placing Great Britain
and Germany at an approximately equal starting point in dread-
nought construction.a Germany's intensive naval construction
program, with its avowed aim of smashing British power,
forced Great Britain to concentrate the bulk of its fleet
in the North Sea in order to be ready at any time to meet
the German fleet with overwhelming force, By August 1914 the
British Grand Fleet had 20 dreadnoughts compared to the 13

9 Britain was by

dreadnoughts of Germany's High Seas Fleet.
far the supreme naval power in the world and intended to
remain that way using Germany as one power in its two power
standard of naval strength. This two power standard pro-
vided that Great Britain would maintain naval strength
greater than that of the next two naval powers.

In Asia the Anglo-Japanese Alliance was in place to

protect British and Japanese interests. It had originally




been negotiated to localize conflicts and defend against
Russian aggression. Japan fought under its protectism in
the Russo-Japanese War of 1905 in which the Japanese navy
destroyed the Russian fleet at Tsushima in ons of the must
decisive battles in military history. Great Britain and
Japan renewed the pact during the Russo-Japanese War. Ths
terms of the new agreement provided that the powers werse
obliged to assist each other in case of an attack by a
single third power. Adding this renewal to the destruction
of the Russian fleet gave Japan naval security in ths North-
west Pacific. American naval security decreased Mscause
there were no Russian ships in the Pacific cmpable of seri-
ously diverting the Imperial Japanese Navy. At that point
it would have required a fleet at least three times the sise

10 The alliance was renewed again

of Japan's to defeat her.
in 1911 with Germany as the potential enemy in mind. It
provided for the maintenance of peace in East Asia and
India, tha preservation of the territorial integrity of and
equal opportunity in China, and the maintenance of the ter-
ritorial rights and special interests of the contracting
povers in Eastern Asia and India. Both powers were obligated
to assist each other in case of an unprovoked attack or
aggressive actioms. Article 4 of the alliance stated:
traa:;‘ro gidq:mi Hiﬁ;o:ﬁ::ett:g :az&{rgogg:.u:o :t
is aqrood that nothing this Agreesent shal cnéail

such coptrasting pnr‘y an obligation to go to war
R the {!ﬂhr with ueh treaty of arbitration is
in force.
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The United States in August of 1911 signed a treaty of gen-
eral arbitration with Great Britain but the Senate refused to
ratify it. Obviously, even though Britain was bound literally
by the Anglo-Japanese Alliance to assist Japan in case of
conflict with the United Statesz, the original intention of

the agreement was that she would not be, and as I will

explain later this was the interprstation made by the British
and Japanese governments in the years immediately following

world War I.lz

World War I and the Deterioration of Japanese-Amerioan
Relations
With the conclusion of the First World War there was

a major shift in the naval balance of power. German naval
power was destroyed and a large part of the German fleet was
sunk by its own men at Scapa Flow.13 The navy of Great
Britain was no longer faced with a major naval challenge in
the North Sea and could a“ford to deploy its ships in other
areas as it saw fit. In 1918 in actual fighting ships
Britain's 42 dreadnoughts, 109 cruisers, 13 aircraft car-
riers, 527 destroyers and torpedo boats, and 137 submarines
comprised a fleet which was greater than those of the other
Allied and Associated Powers combinod.l‘ The trident remained
in the hands of the British, subject to the completion of the
American 1916 building plan. France ceased to be a major
naval power as its shipyards engaged in the manufacture of

munitions for the armies of the Allies all during the war,
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15 The two other

to the neglect of naval construction.
nations whose naval power was enhanced by the conflict were
the United States and Japan.

American naval expansion plans were embodied in the
1916 building program which authorixed the construction of
10 battleships, 6 battlecruisers, 10 scout oruisers, 50 tor-
pedo boat destroyers, 9 ocean submarines, 58 coastal sub-
marines, 3 fuel ships, 1 repair ship, 1 transport, 1 hospital
ship, 2 destroyer tenders, 1 submarine tender, 2 ammunition
ships and 2 gunhoatl.16 However, the American government
suspended work on the capital ships during the war so that
resources could be concentrated on the construction of
destroyers, which were necessary to combat the German sub~
marines that were inflicting huge losses on the Allied mer-
chant fleets. By the conclusion of the war the American
fleet had added a large number of destroyers and a few
battleships but the 1916 building program was far from ful-
fillment.

The Imperial Japanese Navy also saw action and was
expanded during the war. It transported 300,000 troops from
Australia to Europe, and Japanese naval squadrons worked in
the anti-submarine warfare in the Mediterranean, took over
patrol duties in Australian waters, and seized German islandg
north of the equator in the Pacific.l” 1In 1915 Admiral Xat3
Tomosaburo became Minister of the Navy and Admiral Shimamura

Hayao became Chief of the Naval General Staff. They worked

P
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together for naval expansion. Prime Minister Okuma was oon-
vinced to complete the funding of three battleships which
were under construction, and agreed to fund four more capital
ships in the winter of 1915-~1916 as the first step toward
attaining the long desired 6-8 fleet. Hara Xei, who led the
opposition Seiyikai Party to victory in the Diet elections
in the spring of 1917, worked out a plan to raise new taxes
s0 that work could be started on additional battlecruisers
for the 8-8 flaet. Yet in 1918 Admirals Shimamura and Xatd
both concluded that it was necassary to examine Jhe results
of the war more carefully befure cunsrking on further naval
expansion., The implications of the “attla of Jutland were
not yet completely clear, the United States was not yst
implementing its huge 1916 building plan, and the effective-
ness of submarines and aircraft needed to be lxlminod.le

In the fall of 1918 Hara Xei hecame Japan's first
party Prime Minister. The financial state of the empire
was poor; during September riots «ver increasing rice prices
had sprung up all over the home islandis. Hara, hoping to
alleviate financial conditions and placate the services at
the same time, reached a compromisa over expansicn with the
service ministers and general staff chiefs. Hara had his
Finance Minister Takahashi compose a stopgap budget without
major increases for arms expansion. In exchange Hara pledged
to find funds for completing the 8-8 plan beginning in fiscal
1920. The expansion of the army was to occur during the

1
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later years of the 8-8 plan when the funds necessary for
naval expansion would be smaller, thus freeing up funds for army
expansion., He also pledged to increase government revenues
if necessary to fund these expansion plans.19 Hara made
a strong commitment for the expansion of the Japanese
navy regardless of the fate of the American 1916 building
plan,

vesides the proposed expansion of the Japanese and
American fleets a number of other factors contributed to the
changed naval situation of the post-war Pacific, These
included the Adestruction of Russian and German power. with
the Russian Revolution, Russia no longer loomed as an imme-
diate naval threat to Japanese interests from the North.
German power was totally removed from the Facifie. Japan

selzed German iacific islands north of the equator during

. SRl . s — s e

the war an” acquire” German rights in the Chinuse province
of Chantung. Great pritain acquired the German islands
south »1" the liguator. Iuring the war oritain and the United
States removes nearly all of their naval forces from the
.acific allowing Japan to become the dominant naval power in
the liorthwest {acific. However, with the Festruction of
German power the United states and Great pritain were free
to reraploy their fleets and the threat which hac¢ motivatec
the second renewal of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance ceasec to

axist.

The improvement of certain weapons, such as the sub-

marine an” the airplane, left naval policy in many nations
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in an unsettled state and was a major factor in the changed
balance of naval powsr. Ths development of the submarine in
particular improved the position of those nations which most
likely would be engaged in defensive battles. The value of
these weapons to many was proven by thes vast amounts of
merchant tonnage lost by the Allies to German submarines.

At the Washington Confarence, Frenéch naval representatives
argued the most vehemently that the value of submarines lay
in their use as coastal defenders and their ability to
increase the efficiency of the communications of a nation at

war; but the French position was in large part supported by

Italy, Japan, and the United Btlt.l.zo

the use of submarines to sink unarmed merchant shipping with-

Since many considered

out warning as one of the horrors of the war, their value as
commerce destroyers was not touted in the arguments for
their retention. It would however be foolish to beslieve that
this value was not part of the reason for the desire to retain
submarines. The development of the airplane also improved the
strategic position of the defender in naval warfare. Planss
based on land could be used to defend against an atesckiag
fleet, as could shore guns, but were mobile amd had rapidly
imp:ioving technical capabilities. In the opiaioca of one
aaval strategist submarines and aircraft improved the capa-
bility of shore defense ltamatically.zz

The development of defensive wesponas sontributed e
the controversy which aross in Brisish naval circles ovar the




efficacy of the huge battleship in light of the oxporionboa
of the war. Some naval men argued against the construction
of battleshipa. They claimed that since the British Grand
Fleet had spent most of the war at Soapa Plow and in its
only major battle with the German fleet at Jutland was
damaged by much smaller battleships, the maintenance of
huge battleships was a waste of mnnoy.zz Yet it came to be
the standard opinion of the naval general staffa of great
Britain, Japan, and the United States that the battleship
was stil) the main strength of a naval forcc.23 Admiral
Kato spoke to the Japanese Diet on December 21, 1919: "The
more we study ths lessons of the war, the stronger does our
conviction grow that the last word in naval warfare rests
with the big ship and the big qun.'z‘ T™e lessons to which
Xato referred were embodied in the dnsign of a new type of
battleship, the superdreadnought. Par from denying the
principle of big ships and big guns it emphasized it. The
superdreadnought had
guns of heavier calibre: massive armour protection to
protect vital parts--inclmding thick steel decks to
resist projectiles fired at long range, and therefore
descending at a steep angle; and 3 more complete system
of bulkheading to localise the effect of underwater
explosian; this method of minute subdivision being
::;:o&gud in some ships with extarnal bulge protec-
The most convincing ewidemce which exists for the belief
that the genexal staffs of the powers were convinced of the
usefulness of the battleslkip was that their naval building

programs ail had the cepital ship as ‘heir backbone.
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Post War Diplomatic Disputes

Between the end of the Great War in Novembar 184§ snd
the invitations issued by the government of the Unitef Stgted
in the summer of 1921 by which the powers were invited to the
Washington Conference, many diplomatic disputes arose betvwesh
the United States and Japan. These diasputes followed and in
some cases were directly related to disputes which ocourred
during the war. The United States strongly opposed the impo-
sition of Japan's 21 Demands on China even though Japan
witidrew the most offensive group. The United States refused
to recognize the legitimacy of the acquisition by the Japa-
nese of German rights in Bhantung. The U.8, also became
opposed to the retention of Japansse troops in Siberia after
the withdrawal of American forces, However the United States
and Japan did oonclude a bilateral agresment in 1917, the
Lansing~Ishii Agreement, in which the governments recognised
that "territorial propinquity creates special relations
between countries and, consequently, the Government of the
United States recognizes that Japan has special interests in
China, particularly in the part to which her possessions are
contiguous (Nanchuria].“ze But the United States and Japan
interpreted these special rights differently. 1In August of
199 Becretary of State Robert Lansing claimed that the
<pecial interests tha: the U.S. had recognized were not
; litical but economic. Japanese argued that the United
States had recognized Japan's special political rights in
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China. In fact, Ishii Kijurc claimed that if the interests

which the U.8. had recognized were economic, this would con-

tradict the remainder of the agreement which set forth the

principles of the Open Door and equal opportunity.27
There were alsc serious racial issues. When 1Ishii

visited the United States he had another purpose besides

attempting to have the United States recognise Japan's special

interests in China. He also was to achieve an agreement on

the status of Japanese nationals in the United States. This

was to be a five point agreement as follows: 1) Japan and the ‘2

United States were to accord the othar most-favored nation

s ra W = K GG e N e

B s A A By mABAEA M AL 1 e At K At

treatment as regarded the acquisition, enjoyment, exercise,
and inheritance of rights; 2) the principle of most-favored
nation treatment was to govern employment rights; 3) come
panies and organizations composed either wholly or in part
of Japanese or U.S. nationals in regards to matters of ]
acquisition, enjoyment, and expressing of rights pertaining ‘
to real estate were to enjoy most-favored nation treatment;
4) the agreement was not to affect existing legislation;

and 5) the Japanese government was to reserve its position
28

in regard to the California lLand Law. The U.8. did not
agree to these provisions.

The Japanese attempted to have a provision concerning
racial equality inserted in the Covenant of the League
of Nations. Their original proposal, which did not get pas+

Colonel Nouse of the American delegation, stated that “the
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High Contracting Parties agree that concerning the treatment
and rights to be accorded to aliens in their territories,
they will not discriminate, either in law or in fact,
against any person on account of his or their race or
nationality." Colonel House did approve Japan's proposal B
by which the powers were to agree to accnrd equal treatmeant
to aliens without making any distinction on account of their
race or nationality. Japan failed to achieve the insertion
of this clause in the Charter of the League of Nations
largely due to the intransigence of Australian Prime Minister
Hughes. The United States continued to block the flow of
Japanese immigrants under the terms of the Immigration Law
of 1907; the Japanese had also agreed to restrict the flow
of immigrants by the Gentlemen's Agreement of the same year,
To add insult to injury, Californians strengthened the Alien
Land Law in 1920 by forbidding those persons who had no
possibllity of becoming citizens from purchasing land in the
names of their children who often were American citizens,
The Japanese government protested these acts in a memorandum
to the State De11rtment.3°
Another post-war controversy was over the island of
Yap, a major Pacific cable station which was mandated to Japan
by the Treaty of Versailles along with the other formerly
German islands north of the equator in the Pacific. The
American Senate did not approve the treaty; the American

government maintained that, at the Paris Peace Conference,
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President Wilson had not agreed that these islands were to
be held in mandate by Japan and reserved the right of
unlimited access to the use of Yap as a cable relaying sta-
tion. The American press also questioned the motives for
the existence of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance and by the time
it was set to expire if not renewed, in the summer of 192i1,
it had become a controversial issue. Moreover the American
Senate's failure to ratify the Treaty of Versailles, which
allowed the American government to oppose post-war Japanese
policies which othex powers had already recognized, was
viewed as a lack of sincerity by America in honoring her

international commitments.

Disputes and the Possibility of War

With the expansion of the American and Japanese
flsets, the controversies over Yap, Shantung, the Anglo-
Japanese Alliance, the Siberian Expedition, and immigration
disputes, the possibility of an American-Japanese war vas
bandied about in many quarters in both Japan and the United
States. In 1917 the Imperial Japanese Navy formally adopted
the policy of viewing the United States as its most likely
enemy. In the view of Admiral Kato war might be possible
because of 1) the Monroe Doctrine, 2) restrictive immigration
policy, 3) the Open Door policy in China, 4) opposition to
Japanese possessions in the South Seas, and 5) continued
naval axpansion.31 The U.S. Navy in the immediate post-war
period considered adopting Japan as its most likely enemy and



the advocates of a big navy in Congress did not hesitate to
paint a dire picture of the result of a clash betwsen the
two nations. There was a conflict within the American navy
over which nation, Great Britain or Japan, loocmed larger as
a potential enemy. The General Board feared the dominance
of the navy of Great Britain. Chief of Naval Operations
Benson agreed that even though strength equal to that of
Great Britain would overwhelm Japan, since Britain was his-
torically more aggressive in trade and naval competition
than Japan, the strength of Britain had to be matched. The
Plans Division of the U.8. Navy determined by autumn of 1919
that Japan was the most likely enemy of the United States and
worked out a three-stage battle plan of seising and strength-
ening islands in the Eastern Pacific, moving on the Philip-
pines through the mandated islands, and then strangling Japan.
Many officers of the Gensral Board disagreed with this plan
as they thought it a threat to their authority.32
In his book Sea Power in the Pacific published in

1921 before the Washington Conferance, Hector C. Bywater, an
associate of the Institute of Naval Architecture, compared
the strengths of the American and Japanese fleets and the
possible atrategies and results in the event of a conflict,
Bywater maintained that Japan could sasily seige the Philip-
pines and Guam in two weeks, long before the American
Pacific fleet could be brought across the ocean., The perma~

nent Aslatic Fleet of the U.S. in February of 1921 consisted
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of three cruisers of obsclete design, eight patrol vessels,
13 destroyers, an? 10 auxiliaries. Eighteen destroysrs were
on the way there. This fleet could easily have been
destroyed by the Japanese Navy.33 However, the U.,8. Fleet,
which included 19 dreadnoughts ' had much greater firepower
than that of Japan. The main battle line of the Japanese
fleet consisted of six dreadnought battleships and four
battle cruisers. Two of these battleships were of pcst~

4 70 American naval strategists the Philip-

Jutland deaign.3
pines would bhe relatively easy to seize due to the inadequacy
of their fortification. Fortifications had been improved
significantly around Manila Bay and in 1920 some twenty
destroyers, twenty submarines, and four kite balloons were
based there. Yet Congress refused to appropriate the funds
necessary to move the dry dock Dewey and in the view of an
Ame. ican naval offjicer:

The Philippines are there for Japan whenever she likes

to take them, and nothing can prevent har from ssising

then whon she feels to do s0., As at present circum~

::ag:;:.ogow:gu%d.d?agothinq whatsoever to protect them

The U.8. 4id not appear to have the capability to

defeat Japan in a short war in the Western Pacific. The
actual empire defenses were virtually unassailable. Japan
was invulnerable from the Sea of Japan side; the straits of
Shimonoseki and the northern entrance to the Sea of Japan
could be easily blocked, The only part of the empire which

was vulnerable to an American attack was Formosa, where




-22=

Japan obtained a large rice corop, coal, and copper. The
Japanese plan was to engage the U.S. battle fleet after it
crossed the Pacific. But the American fleet would not have
sufficient auxiliary craft to serve the needs of the fleet
operating at such a long distance from its bases. The
Japanese navy would hold four distinct advantages in such a
conflict: 1) it would fight at no great distance from its
bases with its ships at their maximum fighting efficiency,
that is, their hulls would be free of fouling so as ¢o
maximize their speed and the supply iLines would be short and
secure; 2) it could use all of its serviceable heavy ships,
cruisers, and destroyers while the U.8. could only bring a
portion of its destroyers; 3) its four battlecruisers of the
Kongo class would be at least 6 knots faster than ¢the Amexican
battleships, as the U.8. 4id not expect to camplete any
battlecruisers before 1923 and 4) it would have a large mm=~
ber of submarines available for use. Though the United Etates
could bring much greater firepower to bear than Japan, the
Japanese could use their speed to avoid a fight to the fin-
ish and a materially indecisive battle would confirm the
Japanese fleet's mastery of the Western Pacific.36
The United States could, by fortifying Guam, make
itself capable of defeating Japan in a fairly short war. If
Guam were properly fortified and dredged it would be impos-
sible to attack and a fleet sent across the Pacific could be
based there. From Guam the recapture of the Philippines
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would be relatively easy, and from bases in the Philippines
the United States could make sporadic attacks on the Japa-
nese coast, blockade Japan, and effectively force its sur-

rcnder.37

Of course in a prrnlonged war there was no gquestion
of the ability of the United States tO0 create such an over-
whelming preponderance of naval strength as to be able to
defeat Japan. lThia idea was the basis of the strategy
adopted by the Plans Division of the U.8. Navy. In light
of the tradeoffs made at the Washington Coriference, Bywater's
view of the strategic importance of the fortifications of
bases in the Western Pacific is most interesting. Bywatexr's
opinion on the outcome of war between America and Japan was
shared by Admiral KatO and Captain Mizuno, a naval propas
gandist, who stated in an article in the Chygal Shogye in
late 1921, that war with America would be futile even though
Japan could possibly win in the short run. He stated that
since America could not be really defeated, such a war would
continue for a long time, and Japan would not improve her
position. Almo, if Japan were to lose she would probably lose
possession of Taiwan and have her communications with the rest
of the world out.38
Between the conclusion of the armistice in November
of 1918 and the issue of invitations to the Washington Con-
ference the United States engaged in a number of naval
actions which affected Japansse imagery., In 1919 the United

States split its fleet into two of squadrons of equal
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strength, one in the Atlantic and one in the pacific.?? 1n
1921 four of the most powerful new oil~burning ships of the
American navy were placed in the Pacific Fleet, which was
stationed on the West Coast of the United States. The
govermment examined and spent money on bases on the Pacific
Coast to enable them to serve as bases for the American
fleet. Yot from 1919 to 1921 the Congress voted no funds
for building beyond the completion of previously authorized
programs, except for funds provided in 1919 for naval avia-
tion. It authorised no new combat ships betwsen November of
1918 and the Washington Conference, and the ships which had
been authorized were being completed only very slowly due to
the lack of funding by the Congress.
R R A L K
three wers as much a3 $9 % along: eix were

than 20 percent. The battlecruissrs were still lou 4
advanced, ranging fram 1 to 11 percent of oompletion.

Nonetheless the money apent on construction was still sub-
stantial. In 1920 the navy spent $170,000,000, including
$49,000,000 for battleships, battlecruisers, and scout
cruisers, and in 1921, the Congress appropriated a total of
$155,896,585.96, including $100,471,869.99 for the above
mentioned oatnqorio..‘l
The navy was quite interested in fortifying Guam, the
Philippines, and Pearl Harbor. A navy board of inspection
went to Pearl Harbor in 1919 and voncluded that its dock,

repair, and magazines were totally insufficient for the
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needs of the Pacific Pleet in tims of peace “and, of vourse,
totally inadequate to take care of the whole Fleet in any
movement, offensive or defensive, across the Pacific,” 1t
could provide anchorage for only three capital ships, eight
scout cruisers, and thirty-one destroyera. The board pro-
posed the following to be completed within 5 years: the
construction of two oconcrete piers, one 1800 and one 1000
feet long, the erection of large foundries, machine and
boiler shops, magazines, oil fuel depots, and harbor rail-
ways, the creation of complete air and submarine bases, ané
the dredging of an area to provide anchorage for eight
battleships. 2 1In 1921 $890,000 was appropriated for work
on Pearl Harbor. During the same year, the navy requested
$1,499,000 for the fortification of Guam., Yet Congress
appropriated no money for this fortification, as they did
svery time that the navy requested money for Guam from
November 1918 through the Washington cOnfo:onco.‘3

Tha American navy in 1921 was quite powerful., It
included 17 battleships of the first line, 6 of the second
line, 8 armored cruisers, 4 first class cruisers, ¢ second
class cruisers, 14 third class cruisers, 298 destroyers, and
87 submarines, but it was undermanned. Its authorized
strength was 160,000 men but the actual total was 20,000 to
30,000 less tI n this, partially due to the relatively low
wagos.“

In Japan, Hara made good on his pledge to expand the
fleet. The Diet passed his 1920 budget in July:; the budget
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insluded ¥396,811,530, approximately $280,000,000 in 1921
dollars, for naval expansion to get the 8$-8 program underwvay.
One hundred lnd‘threo ships were to be comstructed including
4 battleships, & hattlecruisers, 12 sruisers, 5 gunhoats, 32
destroyers, 28 submarines, 2 airoraft carriers, and 6 fuel
tanketl.‘s In 1921 Hara's budget once again included vast
sums for the expansion of the navy. In its original form
the total budget was ¥1l,562,000,000 and was approved by a
vote of 266 to 152 on February 12, 1921 by the Lower House of
the Diet. On March 5 the government presented a seocond
additional budget regquest of ¥60,000,000 of which the army
and navy were to receive ¥49,178,890 the navy requesting
¥7,066,705 for extraordinary expenses and ¥2,819,075 for
ordinary expenses. The goversment sxplained that ¢the need
for more money was due to the rising oost of mamufecturing

- . .o ]
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war vessels. The Lower House approved this request on the
eighth. Tsuhara Takeshi of the Xenseikai, the main opposi-
tion party, expressed fear at the increasing needs of the

navy. He felt that the requests for naval expenditures |
indicated that the navy would take up an increasing share of i
the budget in the future. The House of Peers approved the
budget in its final form on March 23; a total of ¥762,000,000
was appropriated to the military, ¥273,000,000 of which was
to go to the continuation of the 8~8 p:og:am.“

The government expressed both its fear of naval

expansion and desire for disarmament from the very beginning
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of 192)1. Baron Hayashi, the Japanese ambassador to Great
Britain, said in an interview in January 1921 that Japan
hoped to stop the threatened naval race in the Pacitic,
explained Japanese fears of the United States, and spoke of
Japan's own harmless motives.
How could we (sic] a fleet only half the size of the
American fleet cherish aggressive designs against the
United States? The United States has no aggressive
designs any more than we have, but they are building a
fleet so powerful that it will relegate all others to
the position of mere ciphers, enabling America to dio-
tate her conception of justice. Political exigencies
and national dignity alike demand that as a naval power
we shall not consent to place ourselves at the total
mercy of another fleet.
8ince Japan this year will spend £70,000,000 on her navy and
the U.8. proposes to spend around £200,000,000 *. . . the
ratio of superiority of the American fleet over ths Japanese
fleet is . . . incomparably higher than that of the British
over tha German fleet in 1914."47 other politicians outside
of the government also feared the American plans. Marquis
Okxuma Shigenobu, Prime Minister of Japan from 1914 to 1916,
characterized the American naval buildup as aggressive and
thought it was necessary for the U,8. and Great Britain to
reach an agreement on disarmament first and then only would
Japan be able to follow the other powers' lead in disarmae-
ment, since her weapons were dofonnivo.‘e
Japanese naval views of American expansionism in the
immediate post-war years were tempsred by a desirs to know
the facts of American plans. In the spring of 1919 both the

General Staff and the Navy Ministry agreed that Japan's
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position had deteriorated as a result of the war. Both

Grext Britain and the United States had expanded their fleets

and if their ongoing expansion plans were completed the
relative position of the Japanese Fleet would only deterior-
ate further. The Navy Ministry received reports of the
improvement of American Pacific coast bases but Admiral Katd
was not completely sure of American intentions, except he
did believe that the U.8. would complete its 1916 building
program.49 Throughout the year of 1921 when the cory for
disarmament reached a fever pitch, and while there was the
inauguration of a new president in the U.8., the Japanese
navy tried to make its position known through articles and
interviews in the press. Concerning the naval buildup of
the United States, certain officers pointed out that it most
assuredly was being undertaken with Japan as a possible
enemy and that as long as this buildup went on Japan would
continue to build vessels in defense. According to Captain
Mizuno,
The situation between Japan and America today is like
that which existed hetween England and Germany before
the World War. Not contenting herself with her power-
realisation of which would siace her in s posdition
i:ginitoly superior to Japan in naval power.
To another officer the completion of the American naval pro-
gran would result in war.so
Many members of the press and the navy viewed the
American naval buildup as a justification for the completion

of the 8~8 fleet; the navy alsoc presented a different
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justification for the completion of the plan, In order for
the former justification to exist, in the view of the Japan
Advertiser, the American daily in Japan, the superiority of

the American fleet in future years had to be proven. The

Japan Advertiser challenged the position that the American

fleet would be superio:r in the future in a series of articles
in March of 1921. It presented and refuted the arguments
which Japanes- government officials and naval officers made
for the completion of the 8-8 plan. The ideas of Japan's
leaders were presented quite succinctly at least as those
stood prior to Baron Kat8's March 24 statement that the 8-8
plan was negotiable.

Whatever agreement for the limitation of armaments
is entered into, Japan must be allowed to complete her
eight-eight program.

This eight-eight program is an old scheme of naval
expansion, for defens¢ ogox denanded by the necessity
of protecting the ocesn tis commesce b! Japan spd
the coasts of the Pumg 1:0.

The completiog 1l program will still leave
Japan far behind the Unit g states . . . g naval powe
even though the Uni:a‘ tates completes only the cxpdh~
sion program of 191i§,3}

The Advertiser challenged all the points of the

Japanese arguments. First it refuted the contention that
the American navy would be materially superior to the Japa-
nese navy upon the completion of the 8-8 plan in 1928. It
argued in the following way. The Nagato was the only bat-
tleship completed by 1921 considered a part of the 8~8 plan.
The Mutsu was almost complete and due to be commissioned in

1921. 1In 1928 Japan would have 16 post-Jutland capital
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ships eight of which would have been designed after 1922
when the last ships of the American 1916 building plan were
to have been designed. The United States would have 18
post-Jutland capital shipa, in 1928, but eight of the
Japanese ships, since they were to be designed later, would
probably be more powerful than any ships in the United States
Fleet.

The Advertiser refuted the argument that Japan needed

the fleet to protect her trade. Since America's national
income was approximately eight times that of Japan, if she
were to spend the same proportion of that income on her

naval forces as Japan 4id on its naval forces she would build
a 64-64 fleet. American foreign trade was six times greater
than that of Japan so America would need a 48-48 fleet on
that basis. The Advertiser stated that in real terms Japan
was spending twice as much on it: navy as Germany spent in
1914-1915, the years of its greatest war preparations. The
paper pointed that in real terms Japan in 1921-1922 was to
spend ¥310,000,000 on naval building, the United States i
¥180,000,000 and Great Britain ¥126,000,000. Japsn was to |
spend 73% more an construction than the United States., (Of
course this ignored the fact that the Amarican appropria-
tions were not near enough to complete its authorised build-
ing plan.) The Advertiser maintained that in ships already
authorized in 1921, by 1928 the actual first line fighting

strength of the two navies would be as follows, assuming
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that the length of service of a ship in the first line was

eight years.52

America Japan
Battleships 12 ' 8
Battlecruisers 6 8
Light Cruisers 10 20
Destroyers 120 85
Submar ines 60 80

The Japanese navy responded to these charges of the

Advertiser through an article written in refutation by

Captain Hidaka Kinji, a naval publicist, and published

originally in the Tokyo Asahi and the Tokyo Jiii and in
translation in the Japan Advertiser. Captain Hidaka

explained the purpose of writing this refutation,

These articles [the Japan Advertiser articles] were
clearly written as propaganda. ntelligent Japanese
readers, I firmly trust, will not be misled by such
propaganda and begin to doubt the defense plan on
which our country has decided. But even rain drops,
dropping from the saves may wear a hole in a stone.
Unable to remain silent because of my patriotism, I
have decided to write this article in order to point
out the mistakes of that paper !nd at the same time
to ask for reader's criticism.S

The Captain did not choose to refute the author of the Japan
Advertiser articles point by point. He explained the way in
which the plan to construct the 8-8 fleet had been determined,
why its construction was still necessary, and the misunder-

standing of naval strategy by the Advertiser. Once he

proved that the 8-8 fleet was necessary for the defense of
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the empire, he believed that Japanese would support the
program whatever the cost.

The eight-eight program was planned by our navy
immediately after the Russo-Japanese War, but the
underlying ideas of it had been conceived long before
that. When the Sino-~Japanese War was over, Russia,
joined by Germany and France menaced our country by
means of her powerful fleet, theredby depriving our
country of the fruits of victory. . . . Then Russia
seized the Liaotung Peninsula, overran Manchuria and
her evil hand threatened to stretch out to Korea.

Our northern frontiers were seriously menaced. There-
upon, our naval authorities . . . decided upon a modest
plan sufficient . . . to repulse an enamy in the
neighboring seas, assisted by our geographical advan-
tage, not intent upon taking the offensive, because

we had no such power at our command. PFor that purpose
it was deemed sufficient only if the newest and beat
unit from the strategical point of view was completed.
The six-six unit plan which we had at the time of the
Russian war was then decided on. The eight-eight plan
of today was born of the same ideas that produced the
six-six plan.

He wrote that the lessons of the Russo-~Japansse War and the
development of naval technology provided that a unit of
eight capital ships was the most efficient fighting unit.s‘
To him the 8~8 fleet was necessary to defend the
trade of Japan. The argument that America's fleet should be
larger than the Japanese fleet in the same ratio as the
volume of American trade to Japanese trade was without merit.
There have been examples without number in history of
attaching war vessels to a merchant flaet of a certain
number as a convoy in order to protect o rce. But
that plan invairiably has been a failure.
Admiral Mahan, whose doctrines dominated the strategic think-
ing of the American navy, taught that the best method of
protecting commerce either was to destroy the other flest

or bottle it up and obtain command of the seas. Convoys



protected by cruisers were used effectively in the Great
War but only as protection from submarines, against capital
ships they would be useless. Japan was import-dependent
especially in foodatuffs. "The greater portion of food-
gstuffis imported is rice and other grains, the staple foods

56  paw materials such as cotton, rubber,

of the people.
petroleum, and iron were also imported. Since Japan
imported these goods from Annam, Burma, China, the Dutch
East Indies, Formosa, Ilndia, Korea, and the United States
it was necessary that the sea power in the area sast of
the Indian Ocean, the Western Pacific, and the South Seas é
be controlled. 5
The area of these seas is very extensive and the routes
of trade cross each another (sic]. Consequently, one
unit of eight~eight is not sufficient to control these
e e e a1 Tyan el € be atteckive it
!
To this naval publicist the 8~8 plan was indispens-
able to the very existence of the Japanese Empire. He :
learned the lessons of international existence from the
Triple Intervention: if Japan were to claim her rights in
East Asia merely being in the just position was insufficient,
it was necessary to safeguard those rights with military
power to which the nations of the West would yield and which
was a legitimate means of furthering the natiunal interest.

He was convinced of the support of the Japanese public as

long as it could be proven that the 8-8 plan was necessary

to safeguard the security of the empire.
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Japanese government officials 4id support the oomple-~
tion of the 8-8 fleet just as the Japan Mvertiser asserted.

Baron Hayashi declared on December 29, 1920 that Japan hait

to complete her 8-8 plan and that even then she would only
have half of the naval strength of Aa.rica.S' Hars Kei ia an
interview whici was in complete agreement with the later
statements made by the naval publicist stated that the 8$-8
plan was an old program and that its purpose ", . . is to
defend our coasts and commerce nothing more. Our experts
have decided that our present sea force is insufficient for
this, Hence we must keep huildinq.'sg Viscount Xat3 Takaaki,
the leader of the opposition Kokuminto, said he was in favor
of disarmament but "Japan's program of eight and eight,

which is purely defensive should be exempted if Great Bri-
tain, the United States and Japan agree to limit naval arma-

w60

ments. Baron Sakamoto Toshiatsu, a member of the House of

Peers, compared the 8~-8 plan to the two swords of the samurai:

« + » the plan of the eight and eight fleet ocught to
have been procesded with long ago; it is an indis-
sable attribute of the national existence of Japan
ust like the two sworde of samurail. England and the
United States have more than one pair of the indis-
pensable swords of samurai !nd yet they want Japan to
part with the necessaries.®

One more oft-axpressed justification for the comple-
tion of the 8-8 fleet was the detrimental effect which a
stoppage in shipbuilding would have on the naval yards and
the capacity for Japan to build in the future. Admiral Sato
Testutaro, the commandant of the Maidzuru Naval Stationm,
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followed Ozaki Yukio, the disarmanent advocates, in speaking
to 1000 people at a rally in Kobe. He explained the need
for building ships:

. . v JAPR og turning out
v%k Mn 30 and America

l.i. . Y h keels for
) 15‘ fOr 160

30 big waxships at tWh time and Ay

uhttl J inoxeares MNerx anvnl lt1=p;._aing

extent t she can h’ pace with eisN &heutwo
ing at normal times.S

Japan must m on buil

Images and Pesitions

the Jap- mese press was both very interested in and
afraid of Americem naval policies from 1919 to 1921.* The
ory for disarmament in the Japanese press finally grew to a
fever pitch after the introduetion of the Borah resolution
in the U.S. Senate in late 1920. %This called for a reduc~
tioa of 50% in the naval building programs of the major
powers and requested the President to call a disarmament
con!oronco.“ The press reported the movements of the
American fleet. Attitudes toward the armaments race were
colored by fear, fear of the powsr of the U.8. stemming from
a lack of confidence in the bensvolence of America, fear of
the expenditures necessary to maintain the Japanese fleet at
a level capable of iefending the empire in light of the huge
projected buildup of the American fleet under the 191€¢ plan,
fear of the resulting tax increases, and of neglect of other

*The articles and editorials from Japanese language
newspapers and periocdicals were translated in the nnﬁ sh
language Japanese dailies. Each day the main editorials from
the major Japanese dailies ware ished in translation.
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areas of need such as education, which would be caused by the
buildup, and fear of being shut into the home islands of
Japan with neither an outlet for a burgeoning population nor
markets for exports. The motivation for disarmament wvas
thus twofold. The first motivation was the fear of war
resulting from an armaments race-~-t0 most people this was
the lesson to be learned from the unaval race of Great Britain
and Germany. They remembered the carnage and destruction of
the war, at lesast as they expsrienced it vicariously, and
were determined to avoid it. Seocondly there was a desixe to
cut expesditures. The two services by 1921 were absorbing
half of all govermment spending and the completion of the
$~-8 fleet along with the subsequent army expansion were to
keep defense spending very high for a long time to come.

American naval programs were considered unjustifi-
able, particularly in light of the lessons of the war.
According to the Hoohi the American building plans placed
America in the same place as Germany before the war. Tha
Yorodsu compared President Wilson to Kaimser Wilhelm, "who was
generally regarded as the incarnation of militarism, and yet
spoke of Pacifism for nearly thirty years after his acces-
sion, thus concealing his real anb:l.tionl.“ There was a
tendency among some papers to listen to what Americans, par-
ticularly Secretary of the Navy Daniels, were saying. They
tended to believe the espoused plans of American naval offi-
cers rather than the actual appropriations made by the
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Congress. The editors of these papers did not trust the
United States and believed the worst. They did not dig deep
enough to find out that the Congress was not appropriating
funds for any new naval construction.

In November of 1920 Marding was elected President.
During the period when Wilson was a lame du _.resident
Daniels presented to Congress a $390,000,000 plan to con~
struct a total of 69 vessels whioh would include two battle-
ships, one battlecruiser, and 46 oruisers. Daniels stated
during this session that America needed the largest navy in
the world hecause she had the longest coastline in the world.
This has been interpreted as a ploy to influence the Senate
to vote for the entry of the United SBtates into the league of
Nations but it was not perceived s0 benignly by some members
of the Japanese p@..l.ss The Kokusai Associated Press
reported the expansionist statements of people such as Admiral
Sims who declared that the United States must have the most ;
powerful navy in the world before disarmament begins. The :
Porodsu, the Nokuain, the Tokyo Nighi Nichi, the Chyo, and |
the Yomiuri all wrote editorials guestioning the naval ;
enpension programs of the United states. ¢ e Yorodgy wrote
that America was ". ., . dragging other countries into arma-
ment competition® and that though the United States espoused
a desire for digarmament there was an American need to "have

a navy large enough to break up an allied navy and this

alliance must not be anything else than the Anglo-~Japanese
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Alliance."®” The Yorodsu chose to ignore the fact that néval
axpansion was not faring well in the Congress in the spring
of 1921. The House passed an appropriations bill to which
the Naval Committee of the Senate added $100,000,000 in

68 The

additional funds including money for a base on Guam,
Yorodsu predicted that the amended plan was likely to be
passed by the Senate thus proving that the advocates of dis-
armament in America were in a small minority and that "America
has no qualification to propose disarmament.*5? The Yorodsu
ignored the fact that these increasud estimates were later
rejected by the House and the fact that any spending bill
amended by the Senate had to be approved by the House.

The Yemiuri claimed that America ". . . is the way-
ward child of the world. While she defends the Western
Hemisphere uamder the banner of Moaroceism she assaults the
rest of the world with her capitalism and a navy which she
clajims is the world's groatost."o Even beafore the 1919 and |
later building plans of Secretary Daniels, Japanese feared
the 1916 building rian, which had been designed to give the
United States a navy second to none. The Kokumin felt that
Ansrica was hypocritical in proposing disarmament, that is,

et

she had no right to present the Borah resolution while at
the same time continuing her 1916 building plan.’l while
the Nichi Michi felt that the United States would destroy by
its naval policies and restrictive immigration program the

goodwill which Japanese had felt for America for fifty ytarn.’z
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The Chuo, which was the government organ, had one of the most
warped perceptions of American plans. It editorialized that
America had no right to call Japan militaristic for spending
508 of her budget om the military bessuss Mmerica was "devot-
ing 90 percent of her revemue to military exponditurol.'73
The Japanese press image of American naval policies
improved during the course of 1921. This coincided with the
invitation to the disarmament conference issued during the
sumer of that year. The attitudes expressed early in 1921
by the Jiji and the Tokyo Agehi foreshadowed the line whioh
the majority took later in the year.'d fThe gjii and the
Tokyo Asjhi took a more detailed look at the actual programs
enacted by the hmerican government. This attitude can best
be paraphrased as follows. The American building program is
reactionary and ignores the lessons of the Great War. The
influence of axpansionists can be seven in the appropriations
added by the Senate Naval Committee to the House naval appro-
priation bill., Yet there is still hope for disarmament,
Th: Senate did pass the Borah rescolution. The American people
are peace-loving as is shown in their newspapers. It is
necessary to ignore the voices of expansionists such as
Secretary Daniels and use the pro-disarmament feelings to
facilitate peace between Japan und the United States. If
America agrees to limit ita building program, a disarmanent
agreement can be reached. The Hochli even recognized that
the House curtailed the naval expenditures approved by the
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Senate and stated that "Americans seemingly have wakened
from the folly of indiscriminately maintaining their policy
of militant offensiveneas which has characteriszed their
national attitude in recent ynaru.“75
The press followed the movements of the American
fleet and American strategic programs. It was rumored in
January of 1921 that the United States and Canada were dis~
cussing the joint patrol of the Pacific. Although Daniels
on January 5 denied the report, the damage had already been

76 Once again the press perceived the United States to

done.
be pursuing an aggressive policy in the Pacific. During
March it was reported that the United States had decided to
concentrate its fleet in the Pacific. Although the report
was not yet substantiated by March 20, the Kokumin had no
doubt that the report was true as it believed that American
ambitions lay in the PFar East, and all naval officers sub-
scribed to the theories of Admiral Mahan. To the Xokumin
the concentration would show American aggressiveness and
seriously wound the feelings of the Japanese people. The
Yomiuri also warned that Japan should pay serious attention
to the concentration of the fleet in the Paoitic.77
The most threatening of all American naval actions
were the fortification and expansion of bases on the Pacific
Coast of the United States, at Pearl Harbor, at Guam, and in
the Philippines. To nearly all members of tha press the only

possible reason for such fortification was preparation for a




war with Japan. The United States did expend funds on West
Coast beses and Pearl Harbor but money was not spant on Guam
nor on the Philippines. There were only 173 Marines sta-
tionod.on Guam but the Marine Corps had through the reallo-
cation of material slightly improved Guam's defenses, Still
it could not serve as a base for the Pacific !100t.7‘ The
Japanese press reacted to ths fact that money was besing spent
on the West Coast and Hawaili and reacted as if money were
being spent to fortify Guam and the Philippines into naval
bases. 7To the Osaka Mainichi, the Osaka Asah!, the Tokyo
Nichi Nichi, the Jiji, and the Yomiuri, the United States was
hastening to completion great naval bases in the Philippines
and Guam. The editorial contained in the May 23 Tokyo Michi
Nichi is most representative of this attitude. The paper
stated that

as a matter of fact, America is hastening the completion

of fortifications at Hawaii, the Philippines, and Guam

and is enlarging her fleet. What does all this mean?

the day of & bohcrete menace T3 " % peser it s now
The "concrete menace” of fortifications in Guam and the
Philippines wdas a figment of the imagination of the pr.ll.ao

After the proposal of the Washington Conference the

Jiji ShimpS, the Japan Times, and a Kokusai Associated press
staff reporter agreed that the removal of fortifications in
the Pacific on both the Japanese and American sides was a
prerequisite for the achisvement of a disarmament agreement.

The Kokusai staff reporter proposed that the United States



grant the Philippines independence, thus obviating the nesed
for the fortification of Guam and removing the threat to
Jipan.al The Jiji doubted that an agresment with such an
aggressive oountry even if it were concluded would oniura..z
Even the editorial staff at the Japan Times, which had been
owned by an American named J. Russell Kennedy until being
sold to a Japanese group on August 16, 1921, feared the
establishment of an American naval base at Guam, The Japan
Times recognized however that there was no strategically sig-
nificant base on Guam already. "A naval base at Guam . . .
would offer a substantial menace to this country and call
for counter-measures of dof.naa.'sa
The fate of ths Anglo-Japansse Alliance meant a grcat
deal to the security of the Japanese Empire and the measures
necessary to enable Japan to defend its rights and interests
in Asia. In December of 1920 the British government pub-
licly assured the United States that since it had concluded
the Peace Commission Treaty with the United States in 1914,
although such a treaty was generally not considered to be a
general arbitration agreement, the British government con-
sidered it to fulfill the terms of Article 4 of the Anglo-
Japanese Alliance and thus the U.8. was not a target of the
alliance. The Ambassador to Great Britain Hayashi explained .
in the January 4, 1921 Times of London that the
United States has never been thought of by the con- f

tracting parties as a coun‘ry which would sver take 1
or contemplata taking any action likely to threaten
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their territorial rights or specizl interests in the
Far Bast.
It was, theresfore never in the of the Japanese

government to fight the United 3tates. 4
Japanese PForeign Minister Uchida Yasuya reiterated this posi-
tion in his address to the opening session of the Diet in
February of 1921 anéd the Japanese Ambassador to the United
States, Shidehara Xijurd, quoted the Diet statement of

Uchida in a statement in the New York Times of July 4., The

government consistently maintained this position throughout
1921. The government, which desired to renew the alliance,
sought to calm the fears of Americans in order to have the
alliance renewed. They realised the increasing harmony of
Anglo-American relations and did not wish to have their
interests in East Asia jeopardized because of it.as
The Anglo-Japanese Alliance was due to expire during
the summer of 13921 and was discussed in July in lLondon at
the Imparial Conference at which all the Dominions of the
British Empire were represented. The Japanese press reaction
to the pending expiration of the alliance and the revelation
that America was not and had not been a target of the alli~
ance for several years was quite mixed. The Yomiuri urged
that the Diet seek information on the Anglo-Japanese Alli-
ance. It believed that it was not justifiable that neither
the British nor the Japanese governments had announced the
fact that the Britisn had given notification in 1914 that
they would not fight Anerica.%® There were three basic
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positions taken in the press. The most accommodating toward
the American point of view was that taken by the Osaka Asahi
which urged the abrogation of the alliance in order to alle-
viate American suspicion. It stated that since Britain
would not help Japan anyway in a war and "it is perceived by
Americans that she could be attacked under it [the Anglo-
Japanese Alliance] it's best to abrogate and negotiate
openly for naval arms :odnction.”°7 The Tokyo Nichi Nichi,
the Yorodsu, the Tokyo Asahi, the Kokumin, and the Hochi all
urged renewal of the alliance even if the United States were
not a target. In general they felt that the alliance had
served its purpose in maintaining the peace of Eazt Asia,
was not in conflict with the spirit of the League because it
preserved peace, and would not only strengthen Buropean-
Japanese friendship but as the Yamato asserted could amd
should become the pivot for American-Japanese !ri.ndlhip."
The third position taken concerning the alliance was that it
should be replaced with an entente among Japan, Britain, and
the United States. This position was subscribed to by the
Chuo, the Osaka Mainichi, and the Chugal Shogyo. The

Chugai Shogyo maintained that an entente among the three powers
taking the Pacific problems as its objective would success-
fully solve the problem of the Anglo=Japanese Allianco.eg
The controversy over the alliance fissled out during the year
of 1921 particularly as the prospects for the successful start

of a disarmament confersnos becama brighter and brighter.
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The Tokyo Nichi Nichi, the Tokyo Asahi, the Yorodsu,
the Hochi, the Yomiuri, and the Jiji all urged during the

first half of 192)1 that Japan participate in a disarmament
conference and that she accept disarmament in principle.
They supported “he idea that since the naval strength of a
nation was relative, if the United States were willing to
decrease its naval building it would ba possible for Japan
to decrease its naval program. The 8-8 plan was not
immutable in their eyes. The Yomiuri recognized the prin-
ciple of disarmament but found it difficult to believe an
agresment could be concluded. It felt that if Senator
Borah's proposal were undertaken and all the powers limited
their building plans by 508, the relative strength of the
navies would remain unchanged and for Japan to do this when
she had yet to complete one single fighting unit of the 8-8
plan would be very painful. The only way for disarmament to
be a success was for the powers to “diplomatically solve all
disputes which may possibly cause war and . ., . establish
the foundation of international ponco."go
The belief that naval strength was relative, which
made the acceptance of a disarmament conference possible,
als0 implied that so long as the United States expanded its
fleet it was neceasary for Japan to do so as well. The
Chugai Shogyo was willing to accept a proposal whereby the
United States would cease construction after completing her
18316 program and Japan would cease construction after 1
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completing her 8-8 plan. The positions taken by the Gsaka
Asahi and the Jiji neatly outline the reverse sides of the
same thinking., The Asahi stated that Japan was feeling
menaced at sea and therefore it needed t0 ooncentrate on
its naval armaments. But it had two doubts about the naval
program: 1) it doudbted whether the funds appropriated by
the Diet would be enough to complete the 8-8 program and
2) it doubted that the navy program was not behind the times
when compared to the programs of the other powers. The Jiii
on the other hand looked favorably upon the success of the
Borah resolution and maintained that the 8-8 program could
be altered if a suitable agreement were reached with America
and Britain,?!

Such a suitable agreement would allow naval expendi-
tures to be decreased. These in 1921 were to consume 32%
of total national expenditures while over 50% of the budget
was earmarked for the military in general. The desire for
disarmament, particularly because of a desire to decrease
expenditures on non-productive goods, was embodied in the
resolution which Ozaki Yukio introduced into the Diet in
February of 192]1. He called for Japan to take the lead by
proposing a disarmament conference. Czaki, who was a former
Minister of Justice and former member of the Kenseikai, from
which he was expelled, saw two reasons vhy Japan should
either initiate a disarmament proposal or accept one if it
were received. FPFirst, Japan spent too much money on the
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military, which resulted in the neglect of other areas. PYor
exanple, "even by adopting a system of double shift, the
public schools cannot accommodate the children of school
age." Also, since Anmerica was spending only 148 of her
budget on the navy while Japan was spending 32% of hers, and
in absolute terms America was still spending more than Japan,
the strateaic position of Japan could only detoriorato.’z
The resolution was defeated by a vote of 225 to 38 in the

93

Lower House of the Diet on February ll. To the Japan

Advertiser this defeat was not a deofeat for disarmament but

a personal defeat for Ozaki. The Advertiser believed that
the Seiyukai voted against him because he was their enemy

and the Kenseikai voted against him because they had recently
expelled him. Worst of all to the Advertiser, the vote would
be misinterpreted abroad as a rejection of any desire for

dilarmamont.g4

The interpretation of the Advertiser neg-
lected the statement by Viscount Kato, the leader of the
Kenseikai that ", . . if Mr Ozaki means that Japan should
take the lead his proposal loses its greatest value, for
Japan is not in a position to take the initiative in this
matter."’> Xatd was in agreement with the position of the
government. Baron Hayashi stated that Japan was waiting for
America or Great Britain to take the lead in proposing dis-

armament. 96

The Jiji, the Yomiuri, the Osaka Asahi, and the Osaka
Mainichi, all basically supported the position of Osaki. 1In
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January the Jiji had proposed that Japan take the lead in
proposing and promoting a plan for disarmament in order to
decrease the risk of war and lessen the tax burdens of the
peopl..97 Therefore when Oszaki proposed his resolution the
Jiji welcomed 1.9 The Osaki Asahi once again came out
with the most radical position advocating unilateral dis-
armament since no one knsw how much the coapletion and main-
tenance of the 8-8 fleet would cost.)® The Yomiuri, the
Japan Times, and the Osaka Mainichi all believed that Japan
needed to disarm because armaments were too expensive. The
Yoniuri and the Japan Times were the most emphatic in
describing the choices which Japan had to face. The Yomiuri
felt that the burden of taxes might cause the Japanese people
to become Bolshevized and Japan to become another Rullia.loo
The Japan Times clearly stated that Japan had a choice of

101 There were some nevs-

more schools or more battleships.
papers which were in support of the guns side of the argu-

ment. The Tokyo Nichi Nichi believed that at times when the

nation was threatened its defense was more important than any-

thing even if it involved national bankruptcy, It was neces-
sary that Japan complete the nrojects already bogun.lo2 The
Kokumin and the Chuo also felt that it was useless for Japan
to take the lead in disarmament when other nations were aug-
menting their armaments at a rapid pace.1°3
The business community supported the cause of dis~

armament on the basis that it would help the growth of the
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economy. They recognized the close and complementary
economic relationship which Japan had with the United States
and did not want anything to jeopardize it. In June of 1321
the Chambers of Commerce of Tokyo, Yokohama, Osaka, Kyoto,
Kobe, Nagoya, Okayama, and Moji-S8himonoseki, the major
industrial cities, held a confereace in Tokyo. They passed
a resolution which in part read:
+ + « it is the urgent business of Japan, which has
always stood for the upholding of justice and humanity
and the maintenance of psace throughout the world, to
conclude a proper agreement with the powers regarding
disarmament so that international peace may be guaran-
teed and that more entﬁiv may be devoted to the devel-
opment of industries.
Even Asano Soichiro, president of the Toyo Kisen Kaisha and
owner of the Asanc Shipbuilding Company, who recognized the
loss of business which would accompany a naval disarmament

agreemant, came out in favor of such disarmamont.los

Reactions to the Washington Conference Proposal

The desire for disarmament also existed in America,
During the summer of 1921 the American government put out
feelers to Japan and Great Britain concerning a conference
on arms limitation and Pacific and Far Eastern questions.
On Monday evening July 11, 1921 the Japansse government
responded affirmatively in regard to the proposed disarmament
conference but wished to know the nature and scope of the
questions to be discussed under the Pacific and Far Eastern
problems section of the conference. The government desired

that faits accompli and subjects that were of sole concern to
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particular powers not be discussed at the conference, i,e.,
Yap, Shantung, and Japan's special position in Manchuria and
inner Mongolia. The United States replied to the Japanese
inquiry that it was impossible for America to define the
gquestions to be considered at the meeting becauss she was
only a participant and that she felt the topics to be dise-
cussed should be determined by the representatives of the
powers at the conference, Bell, the American Chargé
d'Affaires ad interim in Tokyo, asked Foreign Minister
Uchida not to press the inquiry into the scope of the ques-
tions to ba considered but to accept the invitation uncon-~
ditionally; opinions would be exchanged before the con-
ference. Under these terms the Japanese government accepted
the invitation on July 26,106 According to the Tokyo Asahi
the lack of definition of the scope of the confersnce was in
the opinion of some Japanese authorities forcing Japan either
to reject the invitation when she really wanted to accept it
or to make a leap in the diplomatic dark.l°7
Before the beginning of the conference the Japanese
government attempted to solve those diplomatic issues which
it did not wish considered at the conference. It made a
proposal to China in an attempt to settle the S8hantung issue
and during the course of the summer made positive advances
in negotiations to settle the Yap dispute. The Japanese
government acceded on a number of points in order to reach a
settlement., It agreed to the transfer of the ownership of
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the Yap to Guam cable to the United States, that the United
States would have frce access to the cables to Guam, that |
American treaties with Japan would apply to Yap, and that
American missionaries were free to go there. In exchange
the American government agreed to recognise that Japan held
the mandate for Yap and the other islands it held as Class C
Mandates under the terms of the League of Nationl.los
The balance of Japanese naval opinion came to be in
favor of arms limitation. The Committee for the Study of
League of Nations Affairs maintained that Japan should make
its own disarmament proposals in order to head off the pos~
sibility of having a plan forced on them by the Anglo-~Saxon
powers., 1n July 1921 the committee reported that since
Japan's relative position would only deteriorate if the i
powers continued on their expansion plans, Japan could
accept a disarmament plan which would stop building after
the completion of ships under construction, that is, the
Mutsu, the Amagi, and the Akagi. The only way this was
possible was if there were a restriction on fortifications
in the Pacific. The committee pointed out that
the fact that the Imperial Navy today is readily able to
maintain the national defense against the United States
Navy depends principally upon the fact that the United
States has insufficient advanced bases in the Pacific
and the Far East. If . ., . th~ [Americans] wexa to
complete the necessary military facilities . . , our
strategic relationship would take on a completely new
aspect. The diaadvantage! ;forl the Empire would most
certainly be unendurable. 0
Thus, the navy went im0 the conference with no i

fined position on ratios. With Admiral Kato as the chief
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delegate and Hara as Prime Minipter t ey assumed that what-
sver position was taken could probably be enforced. However
on NMovember 4 Hara was struck down by an assassin and
Takahashi Korekiyc became the new Prime Minister. His con-
trol over political power was nowhere near as secure as that
of Hara. The navy went in to the conference intending to
uphold the principle of the freedom of the seas and to limit
or veduce Pacific fortifications. On November 11, the day
before the first plenary session of the conference, the
Japanese delegation gave its official statcoment to the press.
+ « » All the nations of the world with their war
wounds still sore are clamoring for peace and . . .
Japan, in commonplace with all other count-ies, is
demanding relief from the armament burden that threatens
to strangle her industrial development. Our delegation,
therefore, is here prepared . . . to join the other
nations in any just poliocy that may remove misunder-
utandingoand any prog:!T of arms limitation that assures
our national security.*i0
Even the navy was willing to disarm as long as Japan was not
threatened by the United States.

The reaction to the American invitation to the con-
ference both in the press and political circles was somewhat
ambivalent. The reaction to the proposal to discuss dis-
armament was generally positive but the reaction to including
Pacific and Far Eastern problems within the framework of the
conference wau negative. The Jiji welcomed the proposal as
most timely and useful as it believed nothing was more detri-
mental to the maintenance of peace than armament competition,
The Xokumin, the Yomiuri, and the Yamato expressed doubts
over American sincerity and the ability to reach a settlement
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of and justification for discussing Par Eastern problems at
the conference. The Xokumin was particularly distrustful of
American intentions since it believed: "The gruater portion
of the existing international complication is due to America's
dubious attitudes on the decisions made by the Suprem Council
[at the Paris Peace Conference] in which America herself d4id
partic:l.pate.u1
In political circles the reaction had the same sort
of distinctions. Ozaki Yukio welcomed the conference as
vindicating his position that disarmament was a worldwide
movement and Baron Sakatani felt that Japan was "destined to
gain considerable benefit from any international agreement
designed for the limitation of armament construction.”
Viscount Kato of the Kenseikai was quoted as welocming the
conference but was doubtful of any agreement as it involved
s0 many complicated quutionl.n2 The business community,
being s0 desirous of disarmament, of course welcomed the
proposed conference. Fujiyama Raita, President of the Tokyo
Chamber of Commerce, stated that although American naval
expansion had made th: people nervous if the American pro-
posal were backed up with sincerity it would become unneces-
sary for Japan to keep up such a large array of un:shipc.lla
Immediately before the Washington Conference a group of
businessmen traveled to the United States on a good will
visit. Viscount Shibusawa, a leadex of this group, expressed

the belief that Japan desired disarmament because its people

)
-4
~a
h
-
»i
T
=
A
L




-5‘-

were oconvinced that the "future of their mational develop-
ment lies entirely along commercial and industrial lines.
Much of the press, politicians, and government offi-
cials believed that Japan was a nation that was misunder-
stood abroad and that if only she were allowed to explain
her position people everywhere would recognize its justness.
The Rokumin stated in an editorial that the Pacific Confer~
ence would furnish Japan "with an excellent opportunity to
explain fully her position to the world and disabuse the
pecple of the erroneous nrtions they entertain about Japan
and the Japanole.”lls While the Yamato wrote that tne
powers must regard Japan as a "'Germany of the East' deeply
wedded to Machiavellism in her diplomacy and in her inter-
national policy . . . the Con’'«rence will be an excellent
opportunity for her to disabuse the world of its errors,*l!S
The government also weloomed the Conference in the same way.
Foreign Minister Uchida issued a statament on August 20:

". « + The Imperial Government is only too glad that it finds

in the proposed convention an opportunity of giving expres~
sion to its cherished aia and policy, so as to contribute
towards the promotion of the cause of peace and hunlniey.'117
Inukai Ki, President of the Xokuminto, and Prince Xonoe, who
later was the Prime Minister three times, welocomed the ocon~
ference in the same vein. The conference was a ", . , golden
opportunity . . . for removing all foreign misunderstandings

and nisimpressions about Japan. . o118
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In line with the position that the conference was a

great opportunity to explain was the desire that Japan be %
treated as an aqual at the conference. Some were afraid :
that Japan would not be treated equally and that her ipecial
rights in BEast Asia would not be recognised. Marquis Skuma
stated:

« + « Japan should reject any proposal that may impair

rights legitimately secured in the Far East, with a

rasolution to secede from the Conference if the situ-

ation requires it . . . The most probable fact is

that having failed to put as much restriction on the

Japanese position in the Far East as she desired at

the Versailles Conference the United States has sought

a diff"!f& opportunity in the form of a Pacific Con-

ference.
The leaders of the Kenseikai also expressed their fears at
the possible results of the conference and the subservience |
shown by the government. Taketomi felt that it was very E
regrettable that ", . . our Government, like one who con-
sults his superior's pleasure, has Qqueried America as to the »
nature of the proposed conference, its scope and the like |
because this is beneath the dignity of the ENpiro.“lzo
Viscount Katd stated that Japan must inesist on justice and
fairness even at the price of isolation since “. , . isola-
tion, because of the cause of upholding justice and humanity
is at once glorious and noblo.”lzl These leaders were afraid
of the United States particularly afraid that it would use
its vast resources to take away those rights for which Japan
had worked s8¢ hard and spilled the blood of a hundred thousand

soldiers to secures.
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The government sought to calm the fears concerning
the conference with statements such as the one issued by
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Hayashi Kiroku, a counsellor of the Poreign Ministry, who
stated that "Japan's special position in the Far East is

clearly recognized by all the powers and it is hardly con-
ceivable that they will approve of a policy that will run

w122 o Japanese approached

counter to Japan's interest.
the Washington Conference with distinct hope for a dis-
armament agreement to lessen th: threat of war, particularly
one which would limit Pacific fortifications, with a desire
to be treated as an equal by the two predominent powers of
the world, and with a hope to use the conference as a venue
for explaining tha justness of the Japanese position, but
with a fear that Japan might be pressured to rescind what

they considered her legitimately acquired rights,




Chapter 2
THE WASHINGTON CONFPERENCE

The Washington Conference on the Limitation of Armament
began on November 12, Belgium, the British Empire, China,
France, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Portugal and the
United States sent representatives. Since the British
Empire, France, Italy, Japan, and the United States were the
only major naval powers in the world, they agreed to exclude
Belgium, China,the Netherlands, and Portugal from the dis-
cussions on the limitation and reduction of naval forces.

A. J. Balfour, Lord President of the Council, represented
Britain in the bulk of the negotiations, The Japanese
plenipotentiaries were the Minister of the Navy Admiral

Baron Kato Tomosaburo, the Ambassader to the United States
Baron Shidehara Kijuro, and the President of the House of
Pesers Prince Tokugawa Iesato. The Vice Minister for PForeign
Affairs Hanihara Masanao was also a delegate. Secretary of
State Charles Evans Hughes conducted the brunt of the nego-
tiations for the United States.t

The American government began the first plenary session
of the conference at 10:30 a.m. on November 12 in Memorial

Continental Hall.2

Although at subsequent plenary sessions
the delegates generally presented the official agreements
reached during the course of the negotiations and the view-
points of the various governments, this first plenary session
of the conference differed from that of most; the delegates
did not mereiy exchange diplomatic niceties as was expected,
Hughes used the meeting as a worldwide fctum to present a

concrete and detailed American plan for the limitation and
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reduction of naval forces. Hughes read his proposal to the
delegations and members of the press. He proposed a ten
year naval holiday and presented fou: basic principles :for
naval disarmament: 1) capital ship building was to be
halted 2) naval forces were to be reduced by the scrapping
of ships 3) reductions were to be made with regard to the
existing naval strength of the powers and 4) capital ship
tonnage was to be used as a measure of naval strength, with
a proportionate tonnage of auxiliary craft allotted. These
auxiliary craft included cruisers, destroyers, and submar-

inea.3

Hughes proposed that the ratio of naval strength
between the United States, Great Britain, and Japan be
frozen at the existing level. He included in the strength
of a navy those ships whose keels had already been laid
down, allotting them strength proportionate to the extent
to which they had been completed, i.s., a navy, which pos-
sessed a 60% completed 35,000 ton battleship, was given
21,000 tons of capital ship strength. He proposed that
the powers halt construction on all capital ships and
abandon future expansion plans. Furthermore, they were to
scrap all predreadnoughts and capital ships of the second
line, and predreadnoughts were not to be considered in
measuring the existing strength of a fleet.

Japan was to abandon her 8-8 plan. The Kii, Owara,
No. 7, and No. 8 battleships and the Nos. 5, 6, 7, and 8
battlecruisers, none of which had as of yet been laid




down, were to be scrapped. Japan was to scrap three battle-
ships, the Mutsu which had already been launched but which
the U.S. claimed was only 98% complete, and the Tosa and
Kaga which were unde:r construction. She was to scrap four
battlecruisers, the Amagi and Akagi, which were being built,
and the Atago and Takao, for which some materials had been
assembled. If Japan accepted the American plan she would
reduce her navy by 289,110 tons of new capital ships, Also
she would scrap all predreadnoughts and capital ships of the
second line, up to but not including the Settsu, for a total
reduction of 10 older ships of 159,828 tons. 1In total,

she would reduce her capital ship strength by 448,920 tons,
the U.8. would reduca its str ngth by 835,740 tons, and
Great Britain would reduce its strength by 583,375 tons.
Japan would retain 10 capital ships, the Nagato, Huigsa, Ise,
Yamashiro, Fu-80, Settsu, Kirishima, Haruna, Hi~Yeli, and
Kongo, a total of 299,000 tons. The U.8. would retain 18
capital ships of 500,650 tons and Great Britain would retain
22 capital ships of 600,540 tons. As capital ships reached
their age limits, Great Britain and the United States would
be able to replace theirs with a total of 500,000 tons,
while Japan was allotted replacement tonnage of 300,000
tons. The American proposal limited the displacement of
individual capital ships to 35,000 tons. The proposal
allotted Great Britain and the United States auxiliary
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surface combatant craft of 450,000 tons each and Japan
auxiliaries of 270,000 tons. Great Britain and the U.S8.
were to maintain 90,000 tons of submarines while Japan would
maintain 54,000 tons. The proposal limited Japan to 48,000
tons of aircraft carriers and Great Britain and the United
States to 80,000 tons.‘
Yamato Ichihashi, who acted as interpreter for Admiral
Kato wrote that Prince Tokugawa, Admiral Kato, and Baron
Shidehara:were surprised at the bcldness of the American

propoaal.s American press members wrote that their faces

gave away their surprise.6 However K. X. Kawakami, who often

acted as a propogandist for the Japanese viewpoint in his
dispatches to the Boston Glcha, wrote that a Japanese knowle
edgeable in naval affairs said: “The American suggestion
goes a little further than we had expected, but the dis-
crepance between it and our idea though material, iis not
graat."7 The proposal, although it did not mention Pacific
fortifications, did not differ drastically from the posi-
tion which the Japanese navy had adopted in the summer.
Tokugawa was nominally the senior Japanese delegate
but Shidehara and Katc were intended by the Japanese govern-
ment to conduct the negotiations. Prime Minieter Hara chose
Kato as a delegate as he felt that Kato's influence and
prestige would help in countering ultranationalistic criti~

cism of an agreement and that he was the most likely to be
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able to unite the navy behind new policiu.8 Barly in the
conference Shidehara became ill and the principal burde’: of
negotiations fell upon KatG. On November 15, Kato accepted
the U.S. proposal in principle at the second plenary session
of the conference. However, he stated:
It will be universally admitted that a nation
must be provided with such armaments as are

essential to its security. . . . A few modifi-

cations will be proposed with regard to the

tonnage basis for replacement of the various

classes of vessels. . . . I know that the

American and other delegations will consider

them witn the same deaige to meet our ideas as

we have to meet theirs.

Kato expressed no fear that the American plan was an
attack on the security of the Japanese Empire but was not
willing, as were none of the other delegations, to accept
the American proporal in toto. The delegates negotiated for
nearly three months before formally concluding the Five Power
Treaty on Naval Disarmament, the Nine Power Treaty on China,
the Treaty on the Use of Noxious Gases and Submarines, and
the Chinese Tariff Treaty. The Four Power Treaty, the agree-
ments reached between China and Japan conxxcerning the relin-
quishment of rights by Japan in Sshantung, and the agreement
to settle the Yap island cable dispute were all concluded dur-
ing the same time period as the conference, but were not
discussed formally within the scope of the conference.

In addition to meeting at the plenary sessions the

delegates and representatives met in subcommittees. The
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minutes of the meetings of these committees and subcommittees
were not recorded verbatim and the speakers edited the pub-

10 Outside >f these committees and

lished text themselves.
subcommittees, the delegates met at the State Department and
the private residence of the Secretary of State., On Novem~
ber 16 the Japanese delegation presented its "few modlfica-
tions" to the American proposals. The modifications were

as follows: 1) Japan's ratio was to be changed to at least
70%, 2) the Mutsu and the Aki were to be retained and 3)

11 On the

Japan was to have parity in aircraft carriers.
nineteenth Kato met with Balfour and Hughes. He requested

that Japan be allowed to maintain 70% of American strength.
He emphasized that the ratio had been determined after long
study, that it was supported by the public and all pawts of
the government, not only the navy, and that the government

had responded to interpellations in the Diet on the basis

that Japan 1eeded 70%.1?

Kato's negotiating style was
typical of pre-World War II Japanese diplomats. His options
were limited as the proposals which he made were "the end
product, in a sense the lowest common denominator, of pro-
tracted domestic haggling and debate." His inatructions
contained "for one or more of the parties to the original
decision, something quite close to its minimum or £final
position." His use of the intransigence of Japanese public
opinion was an example of "perhaps the most common argument

raised by Japanese negotiators against concetlionl.”13

P
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The Subcommittee of Naval Experts examined the Ameri-
can proposal. The American and Japanese delegations dis-
agreed over the method of defining existing naval strength
and thus over the existing strength of the Japanese fleet,

The Americans maintained that the status quo in the ratios

of naval strength was to be fixed while absolute tonnage was

to be reduced. To these naval experts, naval strength is-

cluded not only ships completed but those under construction

in proportion to the degree to which they were finished,

The Japanese naval experts asserted that the only real measure

of naval strength was the number of ships afloat. They main-

tained that in case of an emergency ships which were not yet

completed could not be considered as part of a nation's

strength. The Japanese naval experts led by Vice~-Admiral

Kato Kanji presented the following table which summarised

the difference of opinionz14

American strength Japanese strangth

Japanese American
method of method of

classifization classification

(1) Pre-Dreadnoughts 100% 76% 93
Dreadnoughts
Supardreadnoughts

{(2) Dreadnoughts 100% 708 67%
Superdreadnoughts

(3) Superdreadnoughts 100% B6% 86%
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The Japanese naval experts asserted that no matter how
capital ships were grouped, even excluding predréhnoughts

in the measure of strength as was done by the American
experts, Japan had at least a 70% ratio of the existing
strength of the American fleet. The negotiations of the
Subcommittee of Naval Experts reached an impasse over these
problems. It was not a technical dispute for both sides
agreed on the calculations; it was a policy dispute for they
did not agree on the basis for those calculations.

While the naval experts were in the process of agreeing
to disagree, Admiral Xatd, on November 23, cabled four pos-
sible plans to his government. These ware as follows:

1) to stick to Japan's original proposal 2) to push for a
65% ratio and the inclusion of the Mutsu 3) to accept a 60%
ratio and includ'e the Nutsu or 4) to accept the American
proposal. The government responded on November 28, It

urged Kato to achieve plan 1, or if that were not possible

to achieve plan 2, or if plan 2 proved to be unattainable to
accept a 60% ratio and the Mutsu only'if there were an agres-
ment to reduce or freeze Pacific fortifications. The govern-

ment urged Katd not to accept the American prOposal.ls

On
December 1, Kato met privately with Balfour in an attempt
to find an area of agreement. He did not present Plan 2.

He went straight to Plan 3 suggesting that Japan might be
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willing to accept the 608 ratio, in exchange for the U.S.
agreeing to relirquish its rights of further strengthening
of the fortifications in the Phillipines, Guam, and Hmwaii.ls
From Kato's point of view, his plan was much better stra-
tegically for Japan and was in agreement with the opinion
of a number of naval strategists but not all. His naval
experts could not agree} . Rato trusted his own judgment.
At a meeting on the subsequent day with Balfour and
Kato, Hughes, who recognized that the naval experts had
reached an impasse, proposed that the chief delegates attempt
to reach a solution amongst themselves. Balfour mentioned
thd proposal which Kato had made on December 1 concerning
the sxchange of the acceptance of the 60% ratio for a non-
fortification agreement. KatO expressed perplexity at
achieving an agreement and maintaining the 70% ratio. He
explained that the 70% ratio had been decided upon a long
time ago and yet the Japanese desire for disarmament was

17 To the American government Kato's explana-

also very real.
tion seemad to coincide with the real situation in Japan.
Ambassador Warren reported a campaign in the press which he
felt was orchestrated by the navy to build support for the

708 ratio.l®

Warren later reported that in meetings with
Foreign Minister Uchida on December 3 and 7 Uchida agreed
that the delegates had not been instxucted to hold firmly
to the 70% ratio, and that in a meeting of the Diplomatic

Advisory Council Uchida did not actually mention the ratio.
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He had merely reported that the government was considering
ratios zs part of an overall settlement. This implied to
Warren that the government was willing to accept the 60%

ratio in exchange for a nonfortification agreomont.lg

Reaction in Japan to the American Proposal

Japanese press reaction to the American proposal was
approximately the same as Kato had explained to Hughes and
Balfour. The opiniona split along fairly predictable lines,
The newspapers which had been early disarmament advocates gen-
erally supported acceptance of the American proposals. 8Some,
which held ambivalent attitudes toward America, were pleased
with the proposals and advocated acceptance. Those which
were the most nationalistic, although expressing gratitude
at American sincerity, became instantly suspicious again
when it became apparent that Japan might not achieve all
her demands. There were certain anti-military and anti-
naval newspapars that urged acceptance of the American pro-

posals. The Japan Times commented:

The plan is drastic but the situation to ba met
requires drastic remedies, not mers palliatives.
If there has to be an operation on the Big Navy
plans of the Powers let it be a major operation,
with the gnife driven deep to the seat of the
trouble.?

The Jiii declared that Japan should readily accept the
American plan, while the Tokyo Asahi was impressed by the

American attitude. The Yamato saw no reason for Japan to

hesitate over the American proposition and declared that
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there could be no justifiable objection from anywhere., The

Hochi and Kokumin were more circumspect in their reactions.

The Hochi, although it felt that American sincerity multi-
plied the possibility of armament restriction, advised that
there be cautious investigation before Japan concluted an
agreement, The Kokumin, while lauding the American proposal,
was anxious that there be more of a balance of naval strength
in the Pacific than that outlined by Huqhos.zl

Although the majority of the navy supported an arms limi-
tation agreement, they still attempted to protect their service
and the empire in the way they thought best. Some officers
took action to counteract the effect of the American proposal
on public opinion and were effsctive in changing the editor-

ial position of some newspapers. The Tokyo Nichi Nichi

guoted the reaction of an unnamed naval source to the Ameri-
can plan. Since the navy had decided to agree to a plan
which would allow ships under construction to be completed,
the officer characterized the proposal to limit the navies
to warships only floating as absurd and stated that it was
*absolutely impossible for Japan to consent to such a
ridiculous proposal." He did admit that America was making
a large sacrifice in battleships and battlecruisers under
construction, but if these sacrifices were to be compared
to those of Japan:

where two battleships [the Tosa and the Xagal

are on the point of being launched and one
half of two battlecruisers have already been
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built, tae figures will readily show that the

proposal will be far more advantageous to the

United States., . . . Judging from the main

principle of naval defenre whereby a power

must possess at least seven-tenths of the naval

strength of its supposed enemy, the proposal of

the United States affixing Japan's total tonnage

to not more than six-tenths of her tonnage. . .

constitutes nothing less than a case of a

disregard of the fundamental princii%os of naval

strategy, and to which it is impossible for

Japan to give any form of consent whatever 42

These officers played on the sympathy which would arise
for those thrown out of work by the plan., Vice-Admiral
Punakoshi, Chief of the Yokosuka Naval Arsenal, generally
welcomed the American proposal and the huge sacrifices which
the U.5. was willing to make, but expresssd doubt as to
whether an agreement could be reached under the American
terms. He stated that three battleships, all nearly com-
plete, would have to be scrapped, the Mutsu which was
almost complete [(italics mine}, the Kaga which was to be
launched on November 17, and the Tosa which was scheduled
to be launched on Dacember 20. He stated:

+ « o it would be a2 most serious problem if they

have to be scrapped. . . . a ten year naval

holiday would be a disastrous blow not onl{ to

the Naval arsenals but al,g, to the Xawasaki

and Mitsubishi Dockyards.
A Xokusai staff reporter wrote of the overtly negative
reaction in the naval ports and dockyards to the American
plan. He reported that in Maidszuru, the principal naval
port on the Sea of Japan, “seven thousand artisans are

faced with a coritical situation and the prosperous ports
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will be thrown back at least ten years." People in Kure and
Osaka were shocked at the American proposal. The question
was: how will the Osaka Iron Works, the Kujinagata Ship-
yard, the Osaka Chain Factory, and the Sumitomo Steel
Foundry carry on without navy businoln?z‘
The Japanese navy kept up its push for a 708 ratio.
On November 18 Admiral Baron Yashiro advocated that Japan
maintain 70% of the strength of the American navy and declared
that Japan was justified in her desire to maintain the Mutsu.
He also pointed out that disarmament would not be complete

S Vice~

until all advanced naval bases were aholithod.2
Admiral Xato Kanji, who was the chief Japansse naval expert
at the conference, on November 29 told an interviewer that
the naval ratio question was one of the utmost concern for
the security of nations. "I hope therefore,” he continued,
"that the United Btates will accept the seventy percent
ratio for Japan, as it is the minimum strength demanded to
secure her safcty.”zs Although Prince Tokugawa publicly
announced that XatG's statements were his own opinions
and did not represent the decisions of the delegation,
Kato and the others ware effective in garnering domestic

support for the /70% ratio.27

Vice~Admiral Kato Kanji was
only repeating an earlier statement of Admiral Xato

Tomosaburo that:
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Japan is unable to accept the ratio of 60 per-

cent because she considers it imposuible to

provide for her security and defense with any

force less than 70 percent. She desires to

have the proposed ratio modified so that the

relative !trength of the three navies will be

10-10-7.2

The effect of naval propaganda on press opinions was
quite strong. The Jiji, which had advocated accepting the
American proposal, later expressed hope that an agreement
would be reached after a free exchange of opinion. 1It
believed that America was well aware of the importance of a
fair distribution of naval strength and would not take such
an absolute opinion that the original proposal was unalter-
able.??

Tomosaburo remain firm on the 70% d.mand.ao The Kichi Richi

On December 1 it expressed a desire that Xato

reported that the Maryland was not really complete and since
the Mutsu would have been complete two weeks before the opan-
ing of the Washington Conference if the dockyard workers had
not struck, the scrapping of the Mutsu while allowing America
to maintain the Maryland was unfair.3?
There were some papers which maintained their positive
attitudes even in the face of the initial onslaught of
naval propaganda. The Yomiuri wrote that 708 of Xato's
brain was military and 30% was that of a statesman, It
expressed appreciation of his firm stand@ on the 70% ratio but
hoped that he would not push his contention to the breaking
point.32 The Japan Times and Mail consistently editorialized

in favor of accepting the American plan., In fact its editors




felt that the ratio problem was settled before the Tokyo
agitation, which forced the delegates to hold out for
70%, began. This agitation was based on an attempt to
*inculcate the idea in the minds of the Japanese pecple
At in some way, Mmerica was dictatiag to Japan and was
arbitrarily attempting to force undue sacrifices wpen the
people of Juie oountry.'33 T™he Tokyo ASAll wantad an agres-
ment t© be reached due to finanecial ennuldtratianl.a‘ The
Chuo, which was the government orxgan, broached the posasi-
bility of accepting Kato's Plam 3. It stated that if the
Pacific wers neutralized throwgh the abolition of all
insslar naval bases and fortifiesationa, Japan would be
willing to accept the 60% ratio,’®

The business community's reaction to the Mericam pro-
pos=l was generally positive. Ideda Kenme, President of the
Tokyo Banker's Association, was quosed by the jigshi. "I do
net know if Hughes' proposal is fair or met as I'm not a
naval empert but if it is I would greatly welcoms the idsa
of a amutual agreammat being concluded without delay." 1If
Hughes' propesal materialises, "excepting for a temporary
blow to part of the shipbuilding and stesl industry, move-
ment of capital would become greatly facilitated, thereby
creating a general [improvement] in industrial and commer-
cial conditions and adding to the general welfare of the
Mation."3® The Japaa Tiges reported that numerous organisa-

tions and societies adopted resolutions extremely favorable

.
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to disarmament, e.g., the Alumni Club of Nichiren University
and the Tokyo Association for the Reduction of Armaments,
which included among its members, Ozaki Yukio and Shimada
Saburo, both prominent wembers of the Diet.37 Labor also
supported disarmament. Represeatatives of 18 labor organi-
zations met on December 13 in Tokyo and adopted resolutions
approving Japan's acceptance of naval limitation and urging
the abolition of capital ships. They also urged the reduc-
tion of the army by 30%, a shorter term of military service,
government responsibkility for unemployment resulting from
the naval holiday, and proper relief for the unouployod.sa

The opposition political purties seemed to be less con-
cerned with the substance of the srms reduction negotiations
than with the opportunity which the conference gave them to
attack the government. Viscount Kato at a party meeting
on December 7 expressed a lack of understanding of the whole
ratio guestion. "As the United States and Japan are both
independent Powers it seems more reasonable to have their
strength evenly balanced.”™ 8ince the U.B. proposes removing
the threat of offensive actions, he asked, why are any
defensive weapons needed?

why doesn't Japan propose the total destruction

of all battleships that are capable of travelling

a long distance across the sea to attack other

powers? This would then prove that Japan is

fully sincere in her wish for peace.

The overtly political nature of his motives are illuminated

A
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by the following remarks. He expressed the desire that more
money be spent on education.

The Government Party lays special importance on

hicher education but education of the people is

far more important. The government should

provide at least one-half of the salary of pri-

mary school teachers which are said tc amount

to ¥100,000,000, out of the national treasury

funds. . . . The Opposition Party will spare

no effort at the coming session of the Diet in

pushing the Universal Suffrage bill through, 8o

as to give the smaller taxpayers chances of vot%gg

equal with those of the middle class and above,

The Original Four Power Pact

While the controversy over the ratio raged in Japan, the
negotiators at Washington turned to the replacement of the
Anglo~-Japanese Alliance with a Pacific entente., The four
power consultative pact, that was concluded among Great
Britain, France, Japan, and the United States, was designed
to replace the Anglo-Japanese Alliance. It was originally
proposed by the Japanese as a tri-partite pact which obligated
tha adhering parties to consult in case of disputes arising
in relatiorn to their insular possessions and insular domin-
ions in the Pacific. The Japanese government had decided in
May 1920 to renew the Anglo-Japanese Alliance and continued
to favor its renewal at the beginning of the Washington

Conference.‘o

They desired its renewal for four basic
reasons:

1) In the post~-war era of Anglo-Saxon domination the alli-
ance would enable Japan to avail herself of the use of

Britain's help in a dispute with a third country.
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2) Abrogation would lead to Britain stationing a powerful
naval force in the Far Bast.
3) Since Japan alone among the powers was of a different
race, without the alliance other nations might manifest
snti-Japanese sentiments more plainly.
4) Britain's major interests in the Far East were economic
and not political and she wanted to uphold the economic
status quo.
The government wanted to continue the alliance, with the
cooperation of the U.S,, in order to prevent Japan from
becoming internationally isolated and to consolidate her
international status. They decided that if it became dAiffi-
cult to achieve these aims because of the situation at che
conrerence, or if continuing the alliance would not accom-
plish the government's goals, they would not insist on its
renewal; instead they would try to establish a new agree-
ment to reflect an understanding among Japan, Britain,
and the United States.4l
In a meeting of December 2 Kato agreed with Hughes and
Balfour to include France in the negotiations for a Pacific
agreement.‘z In these negotiations Kato expressed no regret
at the abrogation of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance. The Four
Power Pact fulfilled the Japanese desires for an entente to

replace the alliance. There were. however, a number of

points of disagreement which arose during the negotiations

-
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for the conclusion of the peet. One of these points was
discussed on December 6 at a meeting of Kato, Hughes, and
Balfour. Kato proposed that the delegates insert a stipula-
tion into the body of the pact concething the free and
peaceful development of commerce in the Pacific., He pro-
posed this in order to make clear the harmoniocu¥ relation~
ship between Japan and the United Etates and to let the docuy-
ment embody the principles of the Open Door and equal oppor-
tunity in the Pacific. Otherwise it was thought difficult
to succeed in garnering domestic support for the treaty at
that time. Huqghes suggested that they place the stipulation
in the preamble but Balfour refused to accept its insertion
anywhere in the body or the preamble, so Katdo withdrew his
proposal.

On December 8 Hughes, Viviani and Jusserand for France,
Balfour, Malkin, and Hankey for Great Britain, and Shidehars,
Kato and Saburi Sadac for Japan met at the home of the
Secretary of State to discuss the proposed consultative
pact. 1In discussing the term "insular possessions,"

Baron Shidehara asked whether these terms would be inter-
preted to include the main islands of Japan. Hughes responded
that he thought the terms would have to be interpreted in

that manner. Shidehara then said he wished the main islands
of Japan to be excluded from the terms of the pact, as the

mainlands of none of the other parties were included.

"
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Balfour retorted that Australia and New Sealand were subject
to the terms of the pact and that if Japan were excluded
these dominions had to be excluded also. During the course
of this rather lengthy conversation Shidehara repeatedly
emphasized that as long as the Pacific shores of the United
States and Canada were not included, it would not be fair
to include the main islands of Japan. He wanted Japan to
be treated on an equal footing with Canada and the United
States. He also made the point that Japanese public senti-
ment might take umbrage if Japan proper were includod.‘3
On the next day at the outset of a meeting of the same per-
sons, Shidehara declared that he was willing to relinguish
his claim for excluding the main islands of Japan. On
December 10 the powers announced the conclusion of the Four
Power Pact and on the thirteenth they signed it. At that
time they exchanged no notes concerning the scope of the
applicability of the term “insular possoloionl.““
The Japanese press rcaction to the proposal of a
four power agreement was generally positive. The pact
had leaked out in the Jiji Shimpo because Prince Tokugawa,
not realizing the importance of the document, had left it
in his dﬂlk.45 The Yomiuri, the Jiji, the Nichi Nichi, the
Hochi and the Yamato all expressed approval of the proposed
Jntente. The Yomiuri wrote that it had repeatedly emphasized

the necessity of an entente to replace and embody all the
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principles of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance, the Lansing-Ishii
Agreement, the Franco-Japan Convention, and all the other
agreements and declarations for the maintenance of China's
territorial integrity, the Open Door, and equal opportunity.
To the Jiji the conclusion of the entente relieved the naval

conflict of its gravity.‘7 The Nichi Nichi also welcomed

the entente as it would prove the strongest guarantee of

peace in the Pacific.48

The Yamato expressed its approval
but stated that the main guestion was the sincerity of the
powers. It believed that if they were sincere in working
out the treaty then all Pacific problems would find their

own ool.ut:ioru.‘9

The Yorodzu disssented from the majority
position, It vehemently disapproved of the proposed entente,
To it the entente could never take the place of the Anglo-
Japanese Alliance and it would be better to abandon the
alliance than replace it with a make-believe agrocnont.’o
The government after approving the pact attempted to
present it in the best light possible. Premier Takahashi
issued a statement on December 13. “The conclusion of the
Quadruple Entente creates an absoluta bulwark against war.®
President Harding "must be congratulated upon the grandest
contribution toward peace that has ever been recorded in
human history." This profuse praise of the pact can only
be interpreted as an attempt to drown out expected criti-
cism. Yet, this criticism was not forthcoming from the

leaders of the Kenseikai who expressed their approval.51

46
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The Conclusion of an Agreement to Limit Capital Ships
The day after the conclusion of the Four Power Pact
Japan and the United States announced a final agresment
concerning the Yap problem. The United States agreed to
recognize the mandate rights of Japan over the formerly
German islands in the North Pacific, in exchange for cer-
tain concessions relating to the operation of Trans<Pacific

32 Subsequent to this the

cables many of which landed at Yap.
subject ¢f conversations between Hughes, Xato, and Balfour
returned to thes ratio disagreement. Hughes, due to the
information he had received from Ambassador Warren, believed
that Kato if he were to hold out for a 70% ratio in capital
ships would not have the support of the political side of
the government, Warren had reported of a meeting with
Foreign Minister Uchida, in which Uchida had said that Japan
was much more concerned with fortifications in the Philli-
pines and Guam than one battlaship more or less. Hhtrln
then secured the Foreign Minister's agreement that he was
correct in assuming that the political side of the govern-
ment was willing to.:exchange the acceptance of a 60%
ratio in capital ships, for the maintenance u° the status
quo in fortifications on Guam and in the Phillipinou.53
After the December 2 meeting, in which the Qelegates
had discussed exchanging the 60% ratio for a nonfortifica-
tion agreement, Kato had cabled his government informing

them of the progress of these conversations and asking for
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new instructions. He received these instructions on the
10th. He was to propose that the U.8., and Japan, and other
powers if necessary, agree to maintain their existing de-
fense positions in Pacific islands lying a distance from
their homelands, Japan proper was not to be included. The
exclusion of Hawaii was acceptable only if the U.S. strongly
opposed its inclusion. He was told that the government
wanted the non-fortification principle stipulated as far as
possible in the body of either the Four Power Pact or the

54

naval treaty. In a meeting with Hughes and Balfour on

December 10, Xato, following instructions, accepted the 608
ratio in exchange for non-fortification and insisted

on the retention of the Mutsu, the newest addition to the
Japanese fleet, which had been commissioned on NDecember 1
and was one of the most powerful warships afloat. The Ameri-
cans listed the Mutsu as 98% complete but Katd claimed that
at the opening of the Conference the Mutsu was 100% com-
plete, and by December 10 had already steamed 2500 miles

on its own power.* Therefore, it was not a candidate for
scrapping but should be used in estimating the existing
strength of the Japanese fleet and thereby the ratio between

*Thoro is confusion as to whether this ship was com-
plete or not. Admiral Coontz of the U.8. Navy told Hughes
that they had mistakenly listed the ship as incomplete but
Vice-Admiral Punakoshi, Chief of the Yokosuka Naval Arssenal,
among other Japanese stated that the ship had not yet been
completed (Dingman, Power in the Pacific, p. 2C4; above,

p. 68 .)
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it and that of the American fleet. Kato proposed scrapping
the Settsu, the oldest ship which Japan was to retain, in
lieu of scrapping the Mutsu. Xato also agreed with Hughes
that in such a case the United States and Great Britain
should be allowed to iicrease their strength proportionately,
in order to keep the ratios of 5:5:3 always allowing for the
age factor. To solve this problem required meetings on three
more days. If Japan retained the Mutsu, she would have two
post-Jutland ships in that and the Nagato. Therefore, the
delegates agreed in later discusaions that the United States
would be allowed to finish two of its Maryland class ships,
giving it three post-Jutland ships, and in exchange would
scrap the North Dakota and the Delaware. Great Britain agreed
to build two new ships and scrap four of her ships of the
King George V typo.ss
The most interesting aspect of this controversy is the
way in which Kato did in effuct yield to the American posi-
tion, both on ratios and on the calculation of existing
strength in order to achieve a nonfortification agreement.
Kato, who had agreed to accept the American principles for
arms control which included the maintenance of the relative
status quo, by accepting the 60% ratio accepted the premise
that the strength of the Japanese fleet was 60% of that of
the United 'States., Also, by agreeing that the retention of

the Nutsu necessitated a correspondi g increase in the
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strengths of the British and American fleets, he accepted the
60% ratio. This is in sharp contrast to the position, taken
at later conferences by Japanese delegates, that Japan had
never accepted the 60% ratio as such.ss
On December 15 the agreament was announced to the press.
The United States was to have 18 capital ships, Great Britain
20, and Japan 10. The powers were to maintain the status quo
of the fortifications on their islands:in the Pacific, in-
cluding Hong Kong, and excluding Japan proper, Australia,
New Zealand, the coasts of the U.8. and Canada, and Hawaii.
The maximum replacement tonnage was 525,000 tons each for
the United States and Great Britain, and 315,000 tons for
Japan. The Japanese press throughout 1921 had decried the
construction of bases in the Pacific by the United States.
In November both the Jiji and the Chuo had proposed that
the powers reach an agreement to restrict Pacific fortifica-
tions. The Chuo proposed that Japan dismantle its fortifi-
cations on the Bonin Islands and the Ryukyus in exchange for

57 Before

which the U.S. would dismantle its Hawaiian bases.
the tentative capital ship limitation agreement was announced
on December 15, all the papers, except the Hochi, reported
that Japan would unconditionally accept the 60% ratio.ss
The Hochl reported correctly that Japan would accept tha
608 ratio in exchange for a nonfortification agreement in
the Pacific. It attacked the government for accepting

such a plan. The paper declared that the two issues of the
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naval ratioc and Facific fortifications were separate and that
it was necessary for Japan to insist on a 70% ratio. 1t
wrote that if Japan failed to secure such an agreement, non-

fortification would never mitigate the menace to which Japan

59

would be exposed in the future. The press reaction to the

agreement was generelly positive with a few exceptions. The
Kokumin wrote that the government gave in because it feared

that insistence on a 70% ratio might lead to the Washington

Conference reaching an abortive end, and that Japan would

be shouldered with the blame. It stated that this would be

the height of absurdity indeed.

Theoretically speaking the sovereignty and the
right of independence of sach gountry must be
equal in value, and consequently the strength
of armament to defend them should be on an equal
footing. . . . Our authorities are lurprllgaqu
cowardly in dealing with foreign countries.

The Yorodzu wrote that:

Japan had better have made no amendment at all,
if she is to follow America's dictation after
all. . . . The oppression of the ¥Western
countries will hersafter be centered upon

Japan and other Far Eastern countries, it

must be remembered. . . . America has, in-
deed, made fools of the Japanese delegates. .

. . ths world will in future (sic] be dominated
by the Anglo-Saxon races, and no other race will
have a right tc meddle with world gffairl, either
politically or economically. . . .

The business community was generally happy at the
conclusion of an agreement between the nations. They
desired that taxes be reduced. Fujiyama Raita, president of

tlie Tokyo Chamber of Commerce, expressed his views on where
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the saved money could he used. He said that if the army
were reduced in the same proportion as the navy ¥400,000,000
could be saved, He suggested that nearly half be used to
abolish taxes, which were considered to retard industrial
progress or to interfere with the national well-being, The
balance could be used for the development of industry and

the improvement of the standard of culturo.62

The political
parties and government leaders waited until formalized agree-
ments had been reached and the opening of the Diet before
they expressed their opinions on the results of the Washing-
ton Conference,

The reaction of the Japanese navy to the conclusion of
a capital ship limitation agreement was generally positive.
Admiral Kato, who realized that a war with the U.S, had to
be avoided, reacted positively to the conclusion of the agree-
ment, According to Kato's interpreter, Xatc felt that tha
agreement removed the basis for distrust among the powers,
relieved the burdens of taxation, and that after ten years
of freedom from mistrust due to the -naval holiday, people
might decide to stop the construction of naval armaments
completely.63 Kat5's reaction was fairly typical;
the balance of opinion in the navy was that bases were
the key to the maintanance of the defense of the empire.

However, some members of the navy did not react favorably

to an agreement which they felt might decrease the size,
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power, influence and prestige of the organization. Lt.
Commander Ishimaru's opirion is representative of this

view. He thought that the treaty hurt Japan. He thought
that it gave the United States and Great Britain navies cap-
able of offensive actions but did not give Japan a navy cap-
able of defensive action. He had three basic objections:

1) the ratio made Japan insecure in the Pacific 2) since
American ships were better than Japanese ships, the agreement
gave Japan a disadvantageous fleet organizatiocn and 3) Japan
had sacrificed the Anglo-Japanese Alliance and under the
terms of the Four Power Pact was made a copartner in guaran-
teeing the security of Guam and the Phillipines. Officers
realized that they would be faced with a decrease in the
number of naval personnel. An officer stated in December:
"We have no illusion as to what is ahead of us. A new era
has dawned upon the Pacific and the world. We must ourselves

be ready and willing to scrap ourselves."64

Controversies: Fortifications and Semantics
Two more controversial issues showed the extent to which

the Japanese delegates desir:d equality of treatment. One

was a continuation of a previously settled problem, while

the other was a new one. After the conclusion of the tenta-
tive three power agreement on capital ship reduction, the
powers moved the negotiations for naval reduction to the
Subcommittee of Fifteen on Naval Limitation. Here France

and Italy presented their positions. When it became apparent




that progress might betteir be facilitated by having more of
the delegates present at the meetings, the powers agreed to
move the negotiations to the Committee on the Limitation of
Armament. Here they reached a tentative agreement, subject
to final drafting of a treaty, in which both France and Italy
accepted ratios of 35% of the British and American fleets.
Britain in early January had pushed for the inclusion of the
Bonin and Amami-Oshima Islands in the islands which Japan
agreed not to fortify. The British delegates proposed to de-
fine the area of nonforfication by a map to a limited portion
of the Pacific. In effect the area, which it proposed to
include, excluded all the British mandate islands south of
the equator, including New Guinea, and Singapore. On Jan~
uvary 10 the heads of the delegations met to discuss the draft
of the treaty., Both Hughes and Balfour wished to define

the area of nonfortification in Article XIX of the agree~
ment but Kato refused. He stated that he was willing to

make a declaration indicating that the Bonin 1lslands, the
Amami Oshima Islands, the Pescadores, and Formosa were not

to be fortified. However since the Bonin and Amami Oshima
Islands were administered as part of Japan proper, and as

it had already been announced in the press that Japan proper
was to be excluded from the terms of the agreement, he cauld
not agree to change it. Hughes and Balfour both urged that
the area be defined within the treaty. Xatd said he would

have to consult his government in order to change the body
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of the agreemant.ss
In Japan there was a controversy over the British

proposal. In December the navy's desire to maintain and
improve fortifications in the Bonins and in the Ryukyus had
been reported. An unnamed high-ranking naval officer stated
that since these islands were a part of Japan proper the
improvement of thair bases would still be permissible under

the terms of the agr-eement.66

The army expressed concern at
the British proposal for it would halt future southern expan-
sion. It also feared the ongoing shift in the domestic poli-
tical power balance. "In November the Taiyo, a leading
journal of opinion, published a long article which demanded
the abolition of separate service ministries and the estab-

67 In fact Prime

lishment of a single ministry of defense.
Minister Takahashi had also called for the abolition of the
general staffs before he became head of the government and
the slogan of the Kokuminto was "army retrenchment.™ Also,
they planned to introduce a resolution into the Diet in
February calling for a 50% reduction in the strength of the

7 Foreign Minister Uchida succumbed to army pressure

68

army.®
and accepted its position ah fortifications. A
Xato received instructions from his government in a i
series of telegrams. In a telegraw uf Januavy 14, the |
government expresasd shock ab & plan whlch welld have Jupan
net omly maintain thw sbatus quo IR the dyfenses of the Benin
and Amawi-Oshina {alahde, but also in islands which ranged
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from almost immediately south of Kyushu to the equator. Yet

at the same time, the U.S5. and Great Britain were trying to

exempt their islands

Midway and the Aleutian Islands in the case of
the United States, and New Guinea and all other
islands south of the equator in the case of
Britain, from the region agreed upon. Anybody
can see how unfair this is. Especially in the
Britivh case, it will be utterly impossible to
convince our people as to the grounds on which
such an arbitrary delimitation of area can be
based. . . . this problem is now turning out
to be a grave matter bearing upon the auaceg;i«
bilities and morale of the Japanese people.

The government expressed fear at the result of acceptance of

the plan in view of the sacrificer which Japan had already

made in including Japan proper in the body of the Four Power

Pact and in accepting the 60% ratio. 1If it accepted the

plan,

the Government would lose support and eventually
find it difficeult to maintain their position.

Of course, in view of the seriousness of the sit~-
uation, what happens to a government may not
matter. But to accept the British plan would
surely result in inciting public opinion and
intenaifying our natio?'. anti-American and
anti-British feelings.’0

Kato then presented a direct challenge to the government:

*if Tokyo could not agree guickly on a compromise on island

fortification limits, he 2nd the entire delegation would have

no choice but to resign.,"

N1 The government, which was faced

with domestic political pressure, had to maintain a hard

line to shore up its political power, but Kato in the style

of most pre-World War 11 Japanese negotiators was much more
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72

accommodative to foreign powers. Xato convinced the

army leaders to change their minds on the issues and subse-
quently Tnkahashi and Uchida gave way.73
On December 20 the government sent new instructions.
These stated that it might be possible to stipulate that the
Amami-Oshima Islands and the Bonins were not to be fortified
in the body of the treaty, as long as the delegates made it

4 witn

c¢lear that these islands were a part of Japan proper.
these new instructions it became possible for the powers to
reach an agreément concerning Article XIX. 1In its final form
this article named the islands which Japan agreed not to
fortify any further, and specified areas for those of Great
Britain and the U.8. The United States agresed not to further
fortify its Pacific possessions inciuding the Aluutians and
excluding Hawaii. Great Britain agreed not to fortify its
Pacific possessions, east of the meridian of 110° east longi-
tude, except those islands adjacent to the coast of Canada,
Australia and its territories including New Guinea, and New
Zealand. Japan agreed not to fortify the Kuriles, the
Bonins, the Amami Oshima Islands, the Ryukyus, Formosa,
and the Pelcadoros.7‘
All the papers reported that the Cabinet had decided on
January 16 that the Bonins 2nd the Ryukyus were not to be
included in the scope of the nonfortification agreemsent un-
less the United BStates agreed to maintain the atatui quo

in Hnwaii.’s In fact Kato had mentioned this problem to
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33
Hughes when he first proposed the inclusion of the Ryukyul.'
Kato stated it would upset domestic public opinjon. They
did reach a compromise when the U.8. agreed to include the
Aleutians. The Kokumin reported correctly on January 23
that Admiral Kato had threatened to resign if the government
did not accede on the fortification 1ssuo.7s There was a
negative reaction to thesa reports. The Tokyo Asahi declared
that the proposed restriction of Pacific fortifications was
nothing less than a restriction of Japanese insteid of Pacific
fortifications, and that no localized restriction of Pacific
fortresses could prove an effective assurance of a lasting
peace in the Pacific.’! While the Hochi after it lesarned
of the decision to agree to the restriction of fortifica-
tions attacked it as a "humiliating concession” and a "gross
diplomatic blundcr.'7a -
When the Japanese delegates accepted the inclusion of
Japan under the term "insular possessions® of the Four Power
Pact, they succumbed to British pressure and ignored the
instructions of their government. They cabled for ex-post
facto approval but the Japanese government refused in
instructions of December 17. The instructions stated that
Japan could not consent to being treated dAifferently than
the other three powers. They ¢ited an example of a potential
problem; if Japan were involved with difficulties in relation

to har mainland with a third power, she would be bound ¢to
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discuss it with the other three powers, but if one of the
other three countries were in a similar situation in regard
to their mainlands, they could act without consulting Japan
or the other signatories of the pact. The government in-
structed its delegates to remove Japan from the scope of
the treaty, even if this necessitated removing Australia
and New Zealand as the British and Americans contended it
wl::n.l.'b:l.?9

On January 14 shidehara met with Hughes to discuss the
inclusion of Japan under the terms of the Four Power Pact.
Once again he brought up the previously made proposal for an
axchange of notes to say that, as far as Japan was concerned,
the term “insular possessions” applied to Rarafuto, i.e.,
the southern half of Sakhalin, Formosa, the Pescadores and
the mandated islands. Many Japanese considered it insulting
that others even make a moral commitment to safegquard the
territorial integrity of Japan. To them Japan could defend
herself. The Bonin and Amami-Oshima Islands were excluded
as they were definitely considered a part of Japan proper
and therefore need be defended only by Japanese. Hughes,
recojnizing that the Senate might frown upon an agresment
which might necessitate the U.8. to come to the defense of

Japan, agreed to exclude Japan proper. The powers exchanged

notes which defined the islands to be included under the

term “"insular posaoanionc.'°°
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Auxiliaries: A Vexing Problem

Although the original American proposal included a plan
to limit the overall tonnage of submarines and auxiliary
crafts, the powers were unable to reach an agreement. The
irreconcilable differences of Great Britain and Prance were
largely the cause of this failure. The Main Committee on
the Limitation of Armament conducted the negotiations for
the limitation of auxiliary crafts. At the December 22 meat-
ing of this committee Lord Lee of the British Empire urged
the abolition of the submarine. He argusd that submarines
were a menace to the merchant marine and were not effective
in defending a coastline, Furthermore, he helieved the use

of submarines against the merchant marine to be unlawful and

immoral and that they were not good for communication. Framnce,

Italy, and Japan all disagreed with the British position on
the usefulness of submarines; but Japan and Italy were will-
ing to agree to a limit on their overall tonnage acceptable
to the U.S8. and Great Britain, France however was not, The
Japanese position on submarines illuminates their views on
the weapons which they considered necessary for defense.
Hanihara Masanao smphasized that Japan considered submarines
legitimate weapons of self-defense which were no more atroci-
ous than poisonous gas or air bombs. For an insular nation
like Japan they were an sffective deterrent because thsy could
ba used as movable mines for coastal defense and were rela-

tively inexponlive.al
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The Japanese argument for the retention of submarines
was representative of the post-war controversy over the chang-
ing relative value of naval wezpons. 65ince many strateyists
felt that wartime developments gave advantages tc the
nation in the defensive position and since the only poten~
tial naval enemy of Japan was the United States, it was
necessary for Japan to maintain her defensive fighting power
as much as possible. Admiral de Bon of the French delegation
pointed out that France lost three battleships, five cruisers,
and other ships, in all 130,000 tons of warships during
World War I to submarines, and that submarines had been used
defensively both to protect thd coast of Germany and in the
Dardan.llcs.‘a

Prench and British disagreement over auxiliaries pre-
cledad an agreemant on their limitatiom. Sarraut argued
that simce France was limited to five capital ships of
35,000 tons each, it was shsolutaly nsceseary for the defense
of the country am? its ecolonies thet ghe maintain 330,000
tons of auxiliaries and 90,000 tons of sdbmmrines. Balfowr
branded the French proposals as unreseonsiie. s sshal:
if such a large tonnage of amiliaries were necessary Sor
a fleet with capital ship tonmege of 175,000 tone, what
would be necessary for a fleet with 560,900 toms of capital
ships? The Japanese accepted the American prepoesl in gen-
eral concerning auxiliary craft tommage. In effect Japan

accepted a 60% ratio in awxiliary tmaqe.”
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Although the powers concluded no general agreements to
limit the tonnage of submarines and auxiliary crafts, they
did reach agreement on a number of points, The delegations
agreed that no ship, except a capital ship or an aircraft
carrier, was to displace more than 10,000 tons and that these
ships were not to be armed with guns with a caliber larger

than 8 1nches.84

They agreed to restrict the use of submar-
ines, It was stated that subma:ines had to obey the prevail-
ing international rules in regard to attacking a merchant
vessel. They had to ascertain the character of a vessel
and provide safety to its passengers and crew before sinking
the ship. 1In view of the practical impossibility of using
submarines as commerce destroyers in ligitt of the previous
stipulations, the powers agreed that tie prohibition of the
use of submarin-- as commerce destroyers was binding among
them.as
On December 30 Nughes again presested the originagl
American proposal concerning siecraft camwiess. The sub~
stance of which was that total ¢onnage was to be §6,000 for
the United States and Great Britain, and 48,008 for Jagpen.
No power was reqguired to scrap excess tonnage umtil zeglace-
ment began. All carriers whose keels had been laid down
before November ll were allowed to be completed. A power
could build up to its limit and an aircraft carrier was not

to carry guns with a caliber larger than 8 inchos." Xato
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believed that Japan required three aircraft carriers. He
called the attention of the committee to:
the insular character of his country, the exten-
sive character of her coast, the location of her
harbors and the susceptibility of her cities,
built of frame houses, to easy destruction by
fire if attacked by bombs. All these necessitated
Japan's having a certain number of airplanes and
"portable airplanes”, that is to say, a means of
distributing airplanes in such a manner as ade~
quately to meet her local needs. Japan could
not have an enormous number of airpl .aes to be
stationed in all places where they uoro"nedod
because she was economically incapable.
During this meeting Great Britain demanded 135,000 tons,
Italy 54,000 tons, and France 60,000 tons of aircraft car-
riers. iughes, recognizing that the relative demands of the
respective powers were in keeping with the 5:5:3:1.75:1.75%
formula, proposed that Britain and the U.8. be allowed to
mmimtain 135,000 tons, Jepan 81,000 tons, and France and Italy
65,000 tons of aircraft carriers each. All the delegations
agreed to this propossl. Once again Japan accepted a 60t

zatio of American ltvonqth.&e

Shant ung

The problem which regquired the longest time to be solved
was the Shantung isswe. China hed refueed to sign ‘he Treaty
of Versailles, insisting upom the direct zeturn of Shamtung
by Japan. The conclusion of an agreement betwees China
and Japan required thres momths of segotiations inm
Washington and the good offices of Eughes and Bulfowr.
T™he natioas signed an agreement on PFebsuary 4 wboreby Japan
agreed to transfer the Shantung railwey vo Chims and China
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agreed to pay for the railway in her own treasury notes
within fifteen years. They agreed that the two extensions
of the railway should be offered to the Four Power Consortium
as a common undertaking, that the mineg along the railway
were to become the property of a company formed under a
special charter of the Chinese and Japanese governments,
and that the area of the former German leased territory of
Kianch. .w would be opened to foreign trade.89
Details of these negotiations are outside of the scope
of this paper, but attitudes toward China were highly relat~d
to attitudes which Japanese held toward the West. The
Japanese were extremely sensitive to any interference in their
bilateral relations with China, Statements of Prince Tokugawa
and Hanihara Masanao were indicative of this sensitivity to
interference. On the way to the Washington Confcrence while
in British Columbia, Tokugawa emphasized the d: :irability
of cocoperation with the U.S. However, he count nued, “"gen=
erally speaking, I hope that the questions at ' sue between
China and Japan will be kept out of the Confe:enc: becauvse
it is better to solve these questions between thc¢ nations

90 Hanihara in late Decewbor 1921

involved, directly."
reiterated the position that the Sino-Japanese {i1eaty of
1915 could only be considered by Japan and Ch;n with no

outside interference.
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The twenty one demands of the treaty must not
interfere with the treaty rights of the United
States or other nations. 1If there is any ques-
tion concerning the treaty it is one to be dealt
with directlx between the Chinese and Japanese
Governments,?1

The Japanese felt that they were being treated unfairly

in China. The Japan Times, which was decidedly liberal and

pro-Western, agreed. It also expressed general approval of the

Open Door Policy. All in all:

it is apparent that everything that may truthfully
be charged against Japan in China today may, with
equal truth, be charged against almost every other
Power, and that, everything considered, the Powers
have only done in China what was necessary if any
trade with that country were to be carried on. .

. Japan . . . which has the most of any Power
to gain from the strict application of the prin-
ciple of the Open Door, readily agrees to that
principle and the princ;gle of territorial inte-
grity for China proper.

Matsuoka Yosuke, future Foreign Minister of Japan, wrote an

article in the Manchurian Daily News in which he discussed

American-Japanese-Chinese relations, He criticized America
for singling out Japan's actions in China. He pointed out
that America's hands were dirty too. While she accused
Japan of militarism she had

annexed Arizona, New Mexico, Cuba, and the
Phillipines. . . . There can be no comparison
between Japan's position in the Far East and
that of the United States to the same. The
American interests do not qo beyond the com~
mercial and industrial limits, whilst those

of Japan are closely bound up with her very
existence. . . . 1In this age of strenuous
life, power and strength count, and those equipped
with the highest shares of these attitudes are
entitled to She foremost places in the congress
of natinns,?
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The press reaction to~ the negotiations over and the
conclusion of an agreement concerning Shanctung, and to the
general agreement relating to principles to be followed in
dealing with China was mixed., 1In November it had been
reported that the Japanese delegates were willing to agree to
Japanese withdrawal from Shanturg and Kiaochow, if Great Bri-
tain withdrew from Weihaiwei and if the powers recognized
the principle that Japan had special interests in Manchuria

owing to her nearness and railway investments.94

The Yomiuri
expressed opposition to the return of the Liaotung Peninsula
arguing that Japan's lease there was entirely different from
Great Britain's lease of Weihaiwei. The paper emphasized that
22% of all Japanese residents abroad lived in Shantung, and
that Japan had growing interests in southern Manchuria in-

cluding railways, mining rights, and trade.95

The Yamato
felt that the Chinese people would receive strcng moral
stimulus, to say nothing of material benefits, from the
abolition of consular jurisdiction and foreign post offices,
as well as from the retrocession of leasecholds. It stated
that it was the sincere desire of the Japanese people that
China become a perfectly independent state but that it
depended on the will and a&ction of the Chinese themulves.95
The reaction to the actual conclusion of an agreement was
also mixed. The Tokyo press generally welcomed its con~
clusion and expressed the belief that it would enable the

Chinese authorities to devote mbre attention to the improvement
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of China's domestic conditions.’’ The Nichi Nichi welcomed

the agreement although it wondered why the Chinese did not
appear to recognize the sacrifices that Japan had made. The
Yamato, the Yorodzu, and the Hochi attacked the agreement.
The Yamato, changing from its earlier position, sajd that
Japan had been humiliated and treated like a defendant in

a lawsuit, while the Yorodzu felt that Japan was now obliged
93

to make huge sacrifices for the sake of America.

Reactions to the Conclusion of the Washington Conference
After the conclusion of the Sino-Japanese agreement

the Washington Conference officially closed. Naval competi-
tion in capital ships was halted. An agreement was in place
to safeguard the peace of the Pacific in the instrument of
the Four Power Pact. The United States and Japan had settled
all the outstanding diplomatic disputes between them and the
powers had, nominally at least, agreed on a jeint policy and
set of principles to be followed .n regard to China. The
conference was not as successful as some had hoped but
largely accomplished its purpose; it stopped the huge capi-
tal ship buildup which was creating such a large drain on
the finances of Great Britain, Japan, and the United States.
Vast amounts of money were freed for new uses. The U.S.
and Japan operied a period of calmness in their bilaterial
relations; in the minds of the Japanese there could be no
justifiable excuse for any Westerners to hold an imcje of

Japan as a militaristic power. She had proven her good faith.
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The Japanese Diet began its work in January of 1922,
The opposition used the Diet as a forum to attack the poli-
cies of the government. Viscount Kato attacked Admiral
Kato's acceptance of the 60% ratio claiming that the admiral
either accepted a ratio below th¢ minimum required for
defense or that he was insincere when he argued that Japan
required a 70% ratio. Viscount Kato stated: "If America,
as Mr, Hughes declares, has no . itention of taking an offen-
sive attitude, what necessity has she for insisting on her
naval strength, at the rate of 10 to 6 instead of 10 to

77999

At a January 24 session of the Diet, Mochizuki Kotaro
of the Kenseikai attacked the foreign policy of the govern-
ment. He characterized the Washington Conference, the
Dairen Conference, and the Siberian Expedition as complete
failures. He said that Japan played a poor second at Wash-
ington and lost an opportunity in not insisting on the
wholesale destruction of Pacific fortreaaeu.loo
The government had to secure Privy Council approval of
the agreements signed in Washington. Such being the case
the Seiyukai and government officials touted the results of
the Washington Conference. Three members of the Seiyukai,
who had returned home from Washington, expressed their
approval of the conferenne. Hayashi Kiroku, a counselor

of the Foreign Ministry stated: "As Japan's future diplo-

macy will probably have to rest to a great extent upon a
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mutual understanding with the United States, it is indeed
gratifying to feel that a peaceful relationship has been

consolidated at the Washington Conference between the United

w101

States and Japan, The gover' ment responded to Diet

interpellations concerning the agreements., Foreign Minister
Uchida defended the replacement of the Anglo-Japanese Alli-
ance by the Four Power Pact. He stated that the "Quadruple
Entente is in line with world advancement and enlarges the

scope of international friendly relations. The Japanese

102

Government feels greatly satisfied." Premier Takahashi

even denied in the House of Peers that the Government had
ever insisted on the 70% ratio, or that the ratio had been
determined as the minimum necessary to the nation's defense.
He stated:

The Japanese naval experts after finishing their
investigations, came to the conclusion that Japan
should be allowed a seventy percent ratio; and
even though the Government now regards that ratio
as more adequate to the nation'a needs, it hag all
along been cognizant of the fact that an abhsolute
stand on this proportion would be ill-advised, if
the different Powers concerned were to reach an
agreement. And still more ill-advised would it
be, in view of the fact that a naval ratioc alone
could not be regarded as an absolute guarantee of
safety and that the desired adjustment might be
required in other directions, for example by
lightening the national tax burdens through putting
a check on the race for unproductive armaments.l103

Baron Shidehara in a statement to the final plenary session

of the conference exprersed his opinions on its results.
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Competition in naval armament, ruinous to national
welfare and harmful to international peace, is now
a matter of the past. The relief from tension is
provided by the agreements reached by the Conference
for the limitation of naval armament, for the sup-
pression of the brutal practices of warfare, and
for the definition of a policy on matters relating
to China. . . . Freed from suspicion by frankness,
assured of peace by good will, we may devoutly
give thanks for the opportunity given by the
Washington Conference, which, we believe, ushers
into a troubled world a new spirit 8‘ international
friendship and good understanding.l

The naval arms agreement was a success., It improved
the strategic situation of Japan by saving the Mutsu, limiting
Pacific island fortifications, "“and leaving the navy free to
build submarines, airplane:, and aircraft carriers.'los
Kato, "showered with praise upon his return to Japan,
scarcely three months later . . . becane the logical choice

106 The Finance

of the elder statesmen as Prime Minister,
Ministry proposed huge cuts for the navy in its fiscal 1922
budget. They announced these figqures on December 20, 1921.
The navy was slat.d to receive ¥258,492,349 a decrease of
¥92,746,715 from the previous year. This constituted only
16% of total revenue as compared to 32% the previous year.
The army was also due for retrenchment, It was to receive
¥56,042,645 a Jecrease of ¥23,828,546 from the previous v
year.lo7 Kato made statements in meetings with Balfour in
Washington that although before the navy could get almost
anything for which it asked, the situation had changed.
Labor organizations, the opposition parties, newspapers, the

government party the public, and business organizations
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all had plans for the use of :saved funds. Spending on
battleships was considered a waste of money unless there
were a distinct threat to the empire; this threat was largely

removed by the arms reduction agreement. The Nichi Nichi

suggested four ways to use the saved funds: 1) national
resources should be fostered 2) the labor problem should be
attended to 3) industries should be developed, particularly
those which engaged in foreign trade and 4) railway rates

should be reduced.m8




CONCLUSION

The images which Japanese held of American policies
were varied; these images depended on American actions, the
words of American government officials, the Japanese percep-
tions of their own role in the world, and the position of an
individual within Japanese society. These images changed
during the year of 1921 in relation to changing American
actions and in relation to the changing Japanese domestic
situation. The images generally improved during the course
of the year and by the end of the Washington Conference were
quite positive,

Japanese naval officers felt that they had a duty to
ensure the security of the empire. To many this necessitiated
that the 8~8 plan be completed. After all, the plan had been
determined to be necessary to the security of the empire in
light of the lessons of the Russo-Japanese War, a war which
catapulted Japan to the status of an international power. It
also had been determined that a 70% ratio of the strength
of an attacking fleet was necessary to ensure victory. The
completion of the 8-8 fleet would not only improve strategic
security, but provide domestic power and prestige for the
navy. American naval policies after 1916 improved the pos-
sibility of the completion of the 8-8 fleet. Japanese naval
men believed that, as the United States completed its 1916
building plan, the strategic situation of Japan would only

deteriorate. Therefore as long as Japanese believed that the

=106~
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United States was continuing its 1916 program and fortifying
Pacific bases the 8-~8 fleet was necessary.

The press feared American naval construction., Much of
the press, since it did not trust the United States, believed
the worst. It treated unauthorized plans for naval construc-
tion and fortifications as if the fortifications were opera-
tional and as if the battleships were afloat. These news-
papers represented a segment of opinion which did not under-
stand why the United States neecded a navy equal to the world's
greatest. Japan was allied with the power which had held
the trident and this alliance had served Japanese interests
well. Japanese also felt that Japan had served British
interests by participating in the Great War and thereby
deserved its share of the spoils, i.e., Shantung and the
South Seas islands. The papers felt that tha U.S. was un-
warranted in attempting to change the balance of power. It
had no right to desire abrogation of thc¢ Anglo-Japanese
Alliance and no need to build such a huge navy. Moreover,

a people, who had conquered an entire continent and then
were pushing across the Pacific Ocean, had no right to
place restrictions on the expansion of a densely populated
country by refusing to allow immigration, by interfering in
Japan's bilateral relations with China, or by opposing the
abolishment of racial discrimination in international rela-
tions.

The early disarmament advocates did not approve of the

domestic effects of naval competition, a competition which
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was due to American belligereace. Omaki Yukio felt that Japan
needed primary schools wmuch more than she needed battleships.
When he advocated the convening of a disarmament conference

ile had the support of such newspapers as the Jiji, the
Yomiuri, the Osakq Asahi, and the Qsaka Mainichi. Though

other papers did not support Ozaki'’s Diet resolution they,
along with labor organizations and the business community,
cried out for an agreement which would reduce naval spending.
Thus, before the proposal of the Washington Conference,
Admiral Xato, realizing the deteriorating strategic and
domestic political situation, had stated that the 8-8 plan
was negotiable, American proposals at the disarmament con-
terence were viewed in a positive manner by the government
and the business community in particular. Prime Minister
Takahashi, Ambassador Hayashi, Ambassador Shidehara, and
Admiral Kato all expressed positive views on American propo-
sals for and the conclusion of an arms limitation agreement.
These government leaders knew that the future peaceful
economic development of Japan rested on a sound relation-
ship with the ﬁnitad States. They were, of course, the
ones who had to deal with the increased post-war power of
the United States on a practical level; they could not merely
attack  he policies of America as affronts to Japan, as
nationalistic press organs such as the Yorodzu and the
Kokumin did. They felt that they could pursue their own
policies in Asia as long as they settled outstanding differ-

ences with the United States, especially the naval problem,
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difficulties over the island of Yap, and policies toward
China. Hara Kei, particularly, viewed the American 'ropo-
sal for an arms limitation conference as a boon for him.

He would be able to curb defense spending without decreasing
security and this would allow him to spend more money or
pork-barrel projects, such as education, and silence his
critics.

These critics included the business community, which
like most business communii fes, wanted lower taxes. They
more than any other group realized the vital importance
of the Japan.-se-American ceconomic relationship and wished
for taxes to be reduced so that Japanese products would be
more competitive both in China and in the West. Belleving
this, they worked for the improvement of Japanese~American
and Anglo-Japanese relations and interpreted American actions
in a positive light, They pushed for disarmament and wel-~-
comed it when it came. ‘‘iscount Shibusawa's group of leading
businessmen, who went to America during bhe same period as
the conference, expressed in as many places ag posasible,
Japanese friendship for the United States and their pure
motives of ecHnomic expansion which necessitated disarmament,

The majority of the navy war in favor of a disarmament
agreement which would ensure the security of the empire.

This security depended on the strength of the United States.
Therefore officers advocated that Japan maintain naval
strength at a 70% ratio of the strength of the American

fleet. Some members of the navy did not wish to see the
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rize of their organization decrease and others were truly
worried about the detrimental effect of a naval holiday on
shipbuilding capacity. Admiral Kato determined that his
plan would guarantee naval security and with his towering
prestige due to his actions at the Battle of Tsushima was
able to override naval dissension and win approval for his
actions., Still, these actions did preserve the option of
the construction nf submarines, aircraft carriers, and
auxiliary crafts.

The opposition political parties « ,.ressed suspicion
of the United States erspecially when it served their o
purposes. The statements made by Viscount Xato are repre-
centative of this. He expressed dismay at the agreement
to accept a 60% ratio but also expressed a desire to decrease
naval spending, even proposing that the powers agree to aban-
don offensive capital ships. The government party opposed
the passage of the universal suffrage bill but the Kenseikai
supported it. The Kenseikai, hoping to garner public
support, took positions which both defended Japanese sov-
ereignty and equality with the West and promised to lower
the tax burdens of the people.

Japanese sovereignty and equality with the West formed
the basic framework from which Japanese viewed the world.
From the time they undertook to remove external control of
their tariff system in the late 19th century, Japanese

strove to define their own position in the world. The
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controversies over the fortification issue, the Pour Power
Pact, the Shantung agreement, and immigration all illuminate
the Japanese desire for equality. Admiral Kato, even though
he agreed to the inclusion of islands which were part of
Japan proper in the Pacific area of nonfortification, found
it very difficult to acknowledge that he had within the

body of the agreement., He wanted Japan to be, in appearance
at least, treated equally by the world powers. The Japanese
government would not agree to include Japan proper under the
terms of the Four Power Pact., Japanese could not allow the
perception to exist that they were being treated differently
than the other Pacific powers. This feeling of being
treated unequally was prevalent in perceptions of Western,
particularly American views of Japanese policies toward
China, Japanese felt that they needed a place from which

to obtain raw materials and a place to expand. They did not
deny the American right to expand in the Western Hemisphere.
They only asked for what they believed to be equal considera-
tion. Japan too needed an area where it had special rights,
Western opposition to Japan's policies was particularly
distasteful in view of immigration barriers against Asians,
which existed in Australia and the United States.

Japanese had an image of America which Americans had
difficulty understanding. This can be attributed to the
fact that this image was based, in part, on factors other
than American actions. Domestic Japanese issues in the early

20th century were probably even more of a mystery to the
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average American of that period than domestic Japanease
issues are to Americans today. Hopefully I have provided
if only in a simple form, the way in which images can be
formed and chanyed rapidly due to foreign actions. Yet one
cannot forget that these actions do not and cannot form the
entire basis for images of the nation which performed those
actions. Therefore,to understand the relations between
nations and the effects of actions on others,it is necessary
to try and understand how others perceive those actions.
Improvement of international relations requires much more
than explaining ona's position as many Japanese believed,

it requires listening.




ENDNOTES
CHAPTER 1

lﬂara Takashi, "Through Nationalism to Internationalism,"
The Outlook (June 16, 1920), pp. 316-17,

zhkira Iriye, Across the Pacific: An Inner History of
American-East Asian Relations (New York: Harcourt, Brace and
World, inc., ; Do .

3Rogar Dingman, Power in the Pacific: The Origins of Naval
Arms Limitation, 1911-;922 {Chicago: The Unlversity of Chicago
Press, 1976), p. 15.

4

Japan Advertiser (Tokyo), 6 April 1921.

5Georga T. Davis, A Na Second to None: The Develcpaent of
Modern American Naval Pollcy (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Co.,
13407, p. 150,
6Iriyo. Across the Pacific, p. 107.

7Davin. A _Navy Second to None, p. 243.

8Hector cC. Bywater, Navies and Nations: A Review of Naval
Developments since the Great War (London: Constable and

Company L ¢+ PP.
9Ibid.. p. 6; Admiral Viscount 8ir John Jellicoe, The Grand

Fleet 1914-1916: 1Its Creation, Development, and Work (London:
Cassell and Co., LTD, 1921), p. 31.

1owilliam Reynolds Braisted, The United States Na in the
Pacific, 1909-1922 (Austin: University ol Texas Press, 1971),
pp. 343-44; G. A. Ballard, The Influence of the Sea on the
Political History of Japan {London: John Murray, 1921),
pp. 251-296.
11
U.8., Congress, Senate, Anglo-Japanese Alliance and Franco-
Japanese Alliance, S. Doc. 117, €7th Bonq.. 2nd sess., 1922,
pp. 3-4.
12x. K. Kawakami, Japan's Pacific Policy: Especially in
Relation to China, the Ear East, and the Washin Eon Eomiorcnco
B. P. Dutton and Company, » Po } Japan 1]
and Mail (Tokyo), 5 July 1921,

13Davis, A Navy Second to None, p. 243.

.?

-112-




~113-

I‘Bywater. Navies and Nations, pp. 20-21.

150.8., Conference on the Limitation of Armament: Sub-
committees (Washington: G,P.O., 1322), p. 12.

16pector c. Bywater, Sea Power in the Pacific: A Stud
of the hmerican-Japunese Naval Problem (Boston and New Yorﬁs
M1

fioughton n company, 1°21), pp. 74-75.

17kajima Morinosuke, The Diplomacy of Japan 1894-1922,
Vol., IIY (Tokyo: The Kajima Institutu of IngernaEIonaI Peace,
1980), pp. 181-186.

laningman, Power in the Pacific, pp. 50-58,

lgIbido ’ pp. 61-620

ZOU.S.. Congress, Senate, Conference on the Limitation of
Armament, S. Doc. 126, 67th Congress, 2nd Sess,, 1922, pp. 264-

218ywator, Navies and Nations, p. 9.

22p1mas (London), 3, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14 December 1920.
23

24
25

Bywater, Navies and Nations, p. 30.

Bywater, Sea Power in the Pacific, p., 236.

Bywatar, Navies and Nations, p. 42,

26
U.S., Dept. of State, Papers relating to the Foreign
Relations of the United States 1917 (Washington: G.P.O., 1926),
pPp. 264-265, (Herealter cited as FRUS)

27Kajima, The Diplomacy of Japan, pp. 333-35.

28ypid., pp. 298-306.
291hid., p. 391.

30prus, 1921, Vvol. 1, pp. 319-348.
31

Iriye, Across the Pacific, p. 131,

32Dingman, Power in the Pacific, pp. 97-99,

333ywat¢r. S8ea Power in the Pacific, pp. 287-288, p. 22)
U.S. Congress, Senate, Committes on Naval Affairs, Naval Appro-
rietions Bill, 1922, Hearings before the Committee On ﬂavaf

ong.., sSess. , ¢+ PP >




-114-

3‘Bywater, Sea Power in the Pacific, pp. 192-2185,

351bid., p. 256; Braisted, The U.S. Navy in the Prcific,
pp. 517-521,

361p1d., pp. 276-78, p. 128, p. 290,

371pid., pp. 262-65.
38

3

Japan Advertiser, 28 November, 1921,

9Bywater. Sea Power in the Pacific, pp. 244-46,

408prout. Toward a New Order of Sea Power, p. 139,

4ly,s., Congress, Senate, Navy Yearbook 1920-1921, 66th
Cong., 3rd sess., March 4, 192T, Vol. 14, pp. 840-41.
42

Bywater, Sea Power in the Pacific, pp. 29-30; Braisted,
The United States Navy in the Paclific, pp. 510-514.

‘30.5., Congress, Senate, Navy Yearbook 1920-1921,
pp. 810-13.

44pywater, Sea Power in the Pacific, pp. 95-100; U.S.,
Congress, Senate, Naval Appropriations Bill, 1922, p. 5.

‘sbinqman, Power in the Pacific, pp. 122-24.

463& an Advertiser, 13 February, 6 March, 10 March, and
24 Marc 21.

471b1d., 9 January 1921.
48

49

Ibid.
Dingman, Power in the Pacific, pp. 124-26.
5°Jaggn Advertiser, 26 January 1921, 5 May 1921,
Slrpid., 11 March 1921,

>21p44., 11, 12, and 13 March 1921.

>31bid., 22 March 1921,

S41pia.

531bid.

561pia.




-115-

371bid,

581bid., 1 January 1921,
591pid., 23 January 1921.
60rpid., 21 January 1921.
6l1hid., 22 January 1921.
621pia., 26 May 1921.

63New York Times, 26 January 1921, p. 4.

64 ]
Yorodsu, editorial of 4 April 1921 trans, in Japan
Advertiser, April 1921,

65

Japan Advertiser, 16 February 1921; Bywater, Sea Power
in the Pacific, pp. 153-54.
86yorodsu, Kokumin, Tokyo Nichi Nichi, Chuo, Yomiuri
shimbun, editorlals, trans. in Japan Advertiser, I March 1921.

67Yorodsu, editorial, trans. in Japan Advertiser,
1 January 1921.

saU.s., Congress, Senate, Naval Appropriations Bill, 1922;
Braisted, The United States Navy in tEo Pacific, pp. 35’-553.

69Yorodzu. editorial of 19 May 1921, trans. in Japan
Advertiser, 20 May 1921.

"0vomiuri Shimbun, editorial, trans. in Japan Advertiser,
19 February 1921.

7lxokumin, editorial of 11 January 1921, trans. in Japan
Advertiser, 12 January 1921.

7zrqug Nichi Nichi, editorial of 11 February 1921,
trans. in Japan Advertiser, 12 February 1921,

73chuo, editorial of 3 May 1921, trans. in Japan Advertiser,
4 May I9%21.

743141 Shimpd, editorial of 7 January 1921, trans. in
Japan Advertiser, 7 January 1921 Ibid,, editorial of 1l

anuary 1921, trans. in Japan Advertiser, 12 January 1921;
Ibid., editorial of 1 June t!!:j-gianl. in Ja Advertiser,
inauno 19:3: Osaka Asahi, oaitorial of 1% Januah I:g{, Ei&?l.

Japan Advertiser, 18 January 1921; Tokvo Asa toria
of !"gisruafi“Iyrtj'tranl. in Japan Adv.:E!sor; 'robruary 1921.




-116-

75
Hochi, editorial of 2 July 1921, trans. in Japan
Advertiser.

76ggpan Advertiser, 6 January and 8 January, 1921,

77Kokum1n, editorial of 20 March 1921, trans, in Japan
Advertiser, 22 March 1921; Yomiuri Shimbun, editorial of 223
March 1921, trans. in Japan Advertiser, 24 March 1921,

7aBraistad, The United States Navy in the Pacific,
pp. 510-5140

Tpokyo Nichi Nichi, editorial of 23 May 1921, trans. in
Japan Advertiser, 24 May 1921; Osaka Mainichi, editorial of
{ May 1921, trans. in Japan Advertiser, ¢ May 1921; Osaka
Asahi, 14 June 1921, trans,., in Japan Advertiser, 14 June
1921 Yomiuri Shimbun, editorial, trans. In Japan Times and
Mail (Tokyo), 7 October, 1921,

90praisted, The United States Navy in the Pacific,
pp. 510-514.

aldagen Times, 29 August and 12 September 1921,
szaiai shimg§, editorial, trans. in Japan Advertiser,

7 June

837apan_Times, 28 October 1921,

8423&25 (London), 4 January 1921,

85 7apan Advertiser, 22 January 1921; FRUS 1921, Vol. 1,
pp. 316-18; New York Times, 4 July 1921; Kajima, The Diplomacy
of Japan, pp. 440-441,

86yomiuri Shimbun, editorial of 18 January 1921, trans.
in Japan Advertiser, a1 January 1921.

87Olaka Asahi, editorial of 4 January 1921, trans. in

Japan Advertiser, 6 January 1921.
eaTok Nichi Nichi, editorial of 9 January 1921, trans.

in Japan Advertiser, 10 January 1921; Ibid., 27 February
1921, trans. in Japan Advertiser, 1 March 1921; Ibid,, edi-

torial of 21 June , trans, 1n Japan Advertiser, 21 June
1921; Hochi, editorial of 15 June I§EI, trans. in Japan
AdvertIser, 16 June 1921; Xokumin, editorial, trans, in
Japan Advertiser, 16 June IJZl, Yamato, editorial, trans, in
Japan Times, 5 July 1921; Jiji Shimpl, editorial, trans, in

apan Times, 5 July 1921,




-117-

a9Chuo. editorial of 28 January 1921, trans. in Japan
Advertiser, 29 January 1921; Osaka Mairichi, editorial o

une 1921, trans. in Japan Advertiser, 30 June 1921,
Chugai Shogyo, editorial, Erans. in JQQQn Advertiser, 9
July 1.

9°Yomiuri Shimbun, editorial of 17 January 1921, trans,
in Japan Advertiser, 18 January 1921; Tokyo Nichi Nichi,
editorial, trans. in Japan Advertiser, 7 *anuary 1921;
Hochi, editorial of 7 January 1921, trans. in Japan
Advertiser, 8 January 1921; Ibid., 21 January '
editorial, trans. in Japan Advertiser, 22 January 1521,
Tokyo Asahi, editorial o January 1921, trans. in Japan
Advertiser, 13 January 1921; Yorodzu, editorial of 14
January 1921, trans. in Japan Rdvertiser, 15 January 1921;
Ibid., 22 J:nuaiyilszi, grans. in Japan Advertiser, 29
January 1921; J Shiunp8, editorial, trans. in Bagan
Advertiser, 4 H:%"Igif?e-

910hu ai Shogyo, editorial of 7 January 1921, trans. in

Japan Advertisor, 8 January 1921; Osaka Asahi, editorial of
I0 February 1921, trans. in Jagan Advertiser, 12 rebruar{
1921; J 8h , editorial o ebruary 1921, trans. in
Japan Advertiser, 3 February 1921.

92

Japan Advertiser, 1 February 1921,
931pia., 11 February 1921.

941pid., 12 February 1921,

9 1bid.

961pid., 22 January 1521.

97giji Shimpo, editorial of 8 January 192., trans, in
Japan aAdvertiser, 9 January 1921.

9rbid., editorial of 10 Pebruary 1921, trans. in Japan
Advertiser, 11 February 1921.

Posaka Asahi, editorial of 30 April 1921, trans. in
Japan Advertiser, 5 May 1921,

l°°Yomiuri Shimbun, editorial of 10 February 1921, trans,
in JnEan Advertiser, 11 February 1921; Ibid,, editorial of

21 February » trans. in Japan Advertiser, 22 Pebruary 1921,

IOIJagnn Times, 25 October 1921l.
102

Tok*ﬁ Nichi Nichi, editorial of 30 January 1921, trans.
in Japan Advertiser, February 1921,



-118-

103gokumin, editorial of 10 February 1921, trans. in
JaEgn Advertiser, 11 February 1921; Chuo, editorial of 11

February , trans. in Japan Advertiser, 12 February 1921,

1045apan Advertiser, 28 June 1921.
1051144., 6 April 1921.

106ppus 1921, vol. 1, pp. 18-145S,

107 apan Times, 26 July 1921.
108ppus 1921, vol. 1, pp. 287-313.

109yokusai renmei kankei jik0 kenkyu kai, NichiBeiEi
Kaigun seigen mondai 21 kansugu kenk¥ﬂ, July 17, 1921 In
GuﬁgI Seigen talsaku ken ' Enamoto Juji papers, Japan
Defense Agency, Office of War History archives, quoted in
and translated by Dingman, Power in the Pacific, pp. 187-188,

llouow York Times, 12 November 1921,

Ulgoxyo Asahi, editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 16 July
1921, J!i; §§!§§g. editorial, trans. in Ja 8, 14 July

ama Ti& 14

1921, ' torial, trans. in Japan e, July 1921.

11254pan Times, 13 July 1921.
1131pia.
114yew York Times, 6 and 8 November 1921.

115xokumin, editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 26 July
1921.

116Ynmato. editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 3 August
1921.

1173& an Times, 22 August 19521.

118711d4., 9 August and 13 September 1921.
1197pia., 16 July 1921.

1207)34., 19 July 1921.

12l1pnid., 21 July 1921.

1227pia., 22 July 1921.




ENDNOTES
CHAPTER 2

ly.s. Congress, Senate, Conference on the Limitation of
Armament, S. Doc., 126, 67th Congress, 2nd Sess,, 1922,

PP. 21-36.
21pid., p. 37.

31bid., pp. 46-48.

Y1bid., pp. 57-63.

5Yamato Ichihashi, The Washington Conference and After
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1928), pp. 38-39.

6
7

Sprout, Toward a New Order of Sea Power, p. 152.

Kawakami, Japan's Pacific Policy, p 27.

8pingman, Power in the Pacific, pp. 190-191.

9U.s. Congress, Conference on the Limitation ovf Armament:
Subcommittees, 2nd page.

10

Ichihashi, The Washington Conference, p. 32,

11Kajima Morinosuke, ed., The Diplomacy of Japan, 1894-
1922 Volume III: First World War, Paris Peace Conference,

washington Conference (Tokyo: The Kajima Institute of
International Peace, 1980), p. 471,

121pi4.

13yichael Blaker, Japanese International Negotiating Style

(New York: Columbia University Press, 1377), p. 87.

14ppus 1922, vol. I, pp. 61-73.

lsxajima, The Diplomacy of Japan, pp. 472-473.

16ppus 1922, vol. I, p. 76.

17¢ajima, The Diplomacy of Japan, p. 475.

18

FRUS 1922, Vol. I, pp. 68-69.

‘971pid., pp. 88-89.

-119-

L alihe




-120-

20Japan Times and Mail, 14 November 1921.

213441, editorial, Tokyo Asahi, editorial, 1921, Yamato,
editorial, Hochi, editorial, Kokumin, editorlal, all trans. in
Japan Times, 15 November 1921

22

Japan Times, 14 November 1921.

23Ibid., 15 November 1921.

24Ibid., 21 November 1921.
251pid., 18 November 1921.

263apan Times, 20 November 1921,

271pid., 1 December 1921,

zsIchihashi, The Washington Conference and After, p. 48.

29

Jiji, editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 23 November
1921.

Jiii, editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 1 December
1921.

Nichi Nichi, editorial, trans. in Japan Times,
1 December 1921.
32
1921.

Yomiuri, editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 1 December

333apan Times, editorials of 2 December and 24 November
1921,

3470k 0 Asahi. editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 23
November

35

Chuo, editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 2 December 1921.
363apan Times. 15 November 1921.

371bid., 3 December 1921.

381pid., 14 December 1921.

391pid., 8 December 1921.

40xaiima, The Diplomacy of Japan, p. 423.
“1pia., pp. 441-442.




-121-

12
4

FRUS 1922, Vol. I, p. 5.

1bid., pp. 13-23.

44Ibid.' ppl 33-370

4salaker, Japanese International Negotiating Style,
p. 101.

4

6Yom:l.uri. editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 5 December
1921.

473141, editorial, Hochi, editorial, Yomiuri, editorial,
all trans. in Japan Times, 7 December 1921

48Nich;_N:Lchi, editorial, trans. in Japan Times,
14 December 1921,

‘9Yamato, editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 14 December
1921.

50

Yorodzu, editorial, tranas. in Japan Times, l4 December
1921,

SIJaEan Times, 13 December 1921.
52ppus 1921, Vol. I, pp. 31-33.
>3ppus 1921, Vol. I, pp. 89-90.

5‘xajima, The Diplomacy of Japan, p. 479,
55

FRUS 1921, pp. 90-127,

560.8., Records of the Confersnce for the Limitation of
Naval Armament, Held at Geneva.

57
Chuo, editorial, Jiji, editorial, all trans. in Japan
Times, 18 ﬁovcmbo: 1951. ' '

8 Japan Times, 2 December 1921.

59Hochi, editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 14 December
1921.

6ol(okumin, editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 2 December
1921.

61
1921.

627apan Times, 23 December 1921.

Yorodsu, editorial, trans. in Ja Times, 2 December

[ T PR




~122-

63Ichihaahi, The Washington Conference and After,
pp. 144-145,

64Kawakami. Japan's Pacifi¢c Policy, p. 16,

65Kajima, The Diplomacy of Japan, pp. 482~487;
FRUS 1922' VOI. I; PP - .

66 japan Times, 20 December 1921.

5781aker, Japanese International Negotiating Style, p. 87;
Japan Times, 28 January .

68Dingman, Power in the Pacific, p. 210,

sgkajima, The Diplomacy of Japan, pp. 487-489.
M01pia,
9

lningman, Power in the Pacific, p. 211,

7231akor, Japanese International Negotiating Style,
Ppo 113-111n

73Dingman, Power in the Pacific, p. 211.
74

757apan Times, 16 January 1922.
76

77Tok 0 Asahi, editcrial, trans. in Japan Times,
18 Januaxry 1942.

78
1922,

79Kajima, The Diplomacy of Japan, pp. 582-583,

80pus 1922, Vol. I, pp. 42-46; Ichihashi, The Washington
Conference and After, pp. 123-124,

8ly.s. Congress, Conference on the Limitation of Armament,
pp. 265-269.

82spia., p. 729.
831pia., pp. 310-314.
84ypia., p. 338,

Xajima, The Diplomacy of Japan, pp. 489-501,

Japan Times, 23 January 1922.

Hochi, editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 28 January




«123~

831bid., pp. 363-375.
861pid, pp. 356-357.
871pid., pp. 359-360.
881pid., pp. 360-361.
agxajima, ~he Diplomacy of Japan, p. 591.

goaagan Times, 2 November 1921.
l1pid., 25 January 1922.
921pida., 22 November 1921.

93Mnnchurian Daily News, article published in Japan Times,
6 January 1922.

9‘Jagan Times, 18 November 1921.

95Yomiuri. editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 6 December
1921.

9yamato, editorial, trans. in Japan Times, 10 December
1921.

97Jagan Times, 1 Faebruary 1922.
98¥orodzu, editorial, Hochi, editorial, Yamato, editorial,

Tokyo Nichi Nichi, editorial, all trans. in Japan Times,
6 ?o%?uary 1322,

993apan Times, 20 January 1922,

1007p54., 24 January 1922,
1OIIbid.. 18 January 1922.
1021p44,, 21 January 1922,
1037114, , 1 February 1922.

10‘0.8. Congress, Conference on the Limitation of Armament,
pPp. 222-224.

1055  ngmun, Power in the Pacific, p. 213.

106rp14.
1°7Jaggn Times, 20 December 1921,
1°°Ibid.. 1 December 1921,




BIBLIOGRAPHY
PRIMARY BOURCES

Hara Takashi. "Through Nationalism to Internationalism,”
Outlook (June 16, 1920): pp. 316-17.

Kajima, Morinosuke. The Diplomagy of Ja 1894-1922, Volume
III. T7Tokyo: Kamima fnltItugo o? inEanlEIonaI Fcao..

1980,
Jellicoe, Viscount. The Grand Fleet 1914-1916: Its Creati
Development and Work, O, s

Japan Advertiser, 1%21-1922.

Japan Times and Mail, 1921-1922,

Japan Year Book, 1930~-1922,
New York Times

Schornstheimer, Graser. "Japan's Naval Mastery in Asia.”
Currenic History 16 (August 1922): pp. 744-32,

Shideshara, XKijuroe. "Japanese-American Relations.” Outlook
(June 1920): pp. 317-18.

Times (London), 1920.

U.8. Congress. Senate.

Comnittcc on Naval A!tairn.

. Confergnce on itatd
Armament, B. DocC. , Ong ., se88,, .

Conference on the Limitation of
Xemanent: Bubvonmittees. %52!

ganoso AIIiggg ouq.. aoos..

Comaittee on Naval Qttairn. Y




«125-

. Navy Yearbook 1920-1921, 66th Cong.,

3d sess., 1921.

U.S. Dept., of State. PForeign Relations of the United States
1917, 1921, 1922. Walﬁingtona G.P.0., 1926, 1336, 1938,

U.8. Navy. Office of Records Administration. American Naval
Occupation and Government of Guam, 1898~-190Z, by Dr.

enry P. Beers. Administrative Reference Service Report
No. 9. Washington: G.P.0O., 1944.
SECONDARY SOURCES
Asada, Sadao. "Japan's 'Special Interests' and the Washington
Conference." American Historical Review, §7
(October 1962)T 642-70,

Ballard, G. A. The Influence of the Sea on the Political
History of Japan. London: Urray,

Blaker, Michael, Ja se International 8tyle., Ne¢w York:
Columbia Univorsf%y Press, 1357.

Braisted, The United States Navy in the Pacific JQ?;-%’:!.
Austin and London: UnIvorn*Ey of Texas Press, .

Buckley, Thomas H. The Uni

COnforonoo! 1921~ niversity o

ennessee Press, .

Bywater, Hector C. Sea Poggr in the Pacific; A Jtudy of
Amnerican-Japanese Nav 'Tobiem, Bostoni Houg

n Co., i

Davis, George T. A Navy Second to Nonoi The DovolggEgnt of
Modern American Naval P . ew York: ocourt, Brace
& Company, Iglﬁ.
Dingman, Roger. Power i% i%! Pagéﬁ%c!_ The Origins of Naval
Arms g;aitag;og’ I% - . cago: University o
(<)

ags Press, .
Iyenaga, T. and Sato, Xenoske, J t 4 ia
Ichihashi, Yamato. The Wash £ [ .

Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, .



~126=

Stevens, Sylvester K.

%!2!. Pennsylvania: A ishing Corveny
sansylvania, Inc., 1965; roptint od. New York:
Ruseel]l and Ruspsell, 1968.




