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This artiele examines the naval building programs hetween 1910 and 19106 and the
influence exerted upon them hy the Wilson and Taft administrations, the General
Board, and Congress. The problems, compromises, and overtones encountered by
these three groups are parallcled today by the reeent reduction of appropriations and
the eonlinuing debate over the role of the military,

THE INFLUENCES AFFECTING
NAVAL SHIPBUILDING LEGISLATION, 1910-1916

A research paper prepared by

Lieutenant Commander John W. Adams, U.S. Navy
School of Naval Command and Staff

I-THE LEGACY OF ROOSEVELT

Dear Will:

One closing legacy. Under no
eircumstanees divide thc battle-
ship fleet hetween the Atlantie
and Pacific Oceans prior to the
finishing of the Panama Ca-
nal. ... Kecp the battle flect
cither in one ocean or the other
and have the armed cruisers al-
ways in trim, as they are now, so0
that they can he sent to join the
battle Aeet if the need should
arise.

Faithfully yours,
/S/ Theodore Rooscvelt

In order to better understand what
naval legacy Presidents William Howard
Taft and, to a lesser degree, Woodrow
Wilson had received, it i necessary to

briefly review the accomplishments of

Theodore Roosevelt and state the status

of the 1).5. Navy in 1909.

Taft received a legacy of men and
material in the form of a Navy second
only to Great DBritain in order of
strength,) He reecived a revitalized
Navy fresh from the triumphant voyage
of the Great White Flect, a voyage
which represented the first exhibit of
massed American ships of the line on so
cxtensive a trip. The personnel were
well trained and confident in their
abilities to perform. Through a steady
building program, Congress bad reacted
to the ebullient Roosevelt in at least
building major ships at a fairly sutis-
factory rate. The Navy, measured in
capital ships, was five times as large in
1909 as it bad been in 1890, The 1909

composition is shown below.,
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TABLE 19-1809 U,5. NAVY COMPOSITION

-y

Unit Type

Dreadnought®
Predreadnought Battleshipd
Armored Cruiser, Invincible Type
Armored Crujser®

Light Cruiser

Destroyer

Torpedo Boat

Submarines

Coast Defense Vessels

No. Under

No. Built Construction
2
25
0
12
35
17
30
12
6

Y

[>]
cooPLooocoOo

8.5, Navy Dapt., Annual Reports of the Navy Dspartment, 1909
{Washington: U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1910), p. 21-22. {Hereaftar clted as

Annual Reports, year.}

BIncludes thosa building and authorized.

€ships having a main battery composed entirely of guns 11 inches or
more in caliber end a tonnage greater then 10,000,

dShips having a displacement of 10,000 tons or more and a main
battery of both 11-inch guns end 8- or 10-inch guns.

8armored cruisers heving guns 8 inches or more in caliber In the
main battery and capable of taking their place in the line of battle with
the battleships. Their displacerment was usually less than 10,000 tons.

fincludes all unarmoered cruising vessels above 1,000 tons dis-

placement.

Taft had been Rooseyelt’s Secretary
of War from 1 [‘cbhruary 1904 to 30
June 1908 and certainly had a speaking
aequaintance with the Navy he in-
herited. [He had not been in office when
the General Board of the Navy was
formed but had watched the board’s
position become elcarer under Roose-
velt’s administration until it performed
eoordination, planning, and advisory
functions. Additionally, Talt had ob-
served Roosevelt’s attempts to crcate a
gencral staff with some measure of
authority. In his Annual Message to
Congress in 1903, Roosevelt appealed
for a naval general stafl similar to the
Army’s to replace the General Board
and bureaus as Rooscvelt {elt, “Though
under exeellent officers at their head,
these boards and burcaus do good work,
they have not the authority of a general

staff, and have not suffieient scope to
insure a proper readiness for emer-
gencies,””

Tait also obtaincd a new Seerctary of
the Navy, George von [.. Meyer, who
remained in office during the cntirc
administration of the new President.
Meyer had held enough governmental
positions to be cognizant ol the prac-
tices and praetiealities in and around
Washington. Additionally, the consis-
teney which resulted from the retention
of one man as Secretary of the Navy for
the entire 4 years proved to be a
weleome eontrast to the Roosevelt
administration which had six Seccretaries
ol the Navy, none of whom had served
much longer than 2 years.® Meyer’s
predcecssor, Truman H. Newberry, had
gpotlighted this [ault apdy in 1908
when he said, “I do not believe that
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anyone can understand the Navy De-
partment with legs than two years con-
tinuous application.”™

Theodore Roosevelt left one [inal
naval legacy, namely a double strategy
in his dealings with Congress. Unlor-
tunately, the first hall of this atrategy,
the policy of asking [or lour battleships
in order to obtain the two desired,
would mcet increasing resistance. The
other hall, sacrificing the fleet’s smaller
units and auxiliaries,® was to be con-
tinued, with increasing imbalance the
result. While this cntire policy was
probably the best practical compromise
under existing circumstances, the flect
which resulted was very deficient in
these smaller classes. Capital ships were
frequently used to perform tasks nor-
mally assigned the smaller units and
auxiliaries. Thus the practice ol saeri-
ficing the smaller units gained less in
overall naval posture than it would scem
from outward appearances.

II-THE BOARD STRUGGLES

The General Board of the Navy was
formed by Exccutive Order No. 544 of
13 March 1900, signed by Sceretary of
the Navy John Davis Long. The stated
purposc of the board was to “ensure the
clficient preparation of the fleet in case
of war and for the naval defense of the
coast.”! Tt was headed by the Admiral
of the Flect, George Dewey, and con-
tained nine memhers. The membership
was divided into two categorics: cx-
officio and individual. The ex-officio
members included: the Admiral of the
Navy, the Chicl of the Burcau of Navi-
gation, the Chief Intelligence Officer
end his principal assistant, and the
President of the Naval War College and
his prineipal assistant. There were three
individual memberships, all of or above
the rank of licutenant commander.
Mectings were to be held at least onec
each month, but two such monthly
meetings were to include daily mectings
of at lcast a week’s duration. A quorum

al

1
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existed when [live members were pres-
ent.?

Although board membership was to
be limited to ninc members, Sceretary
Long initially appointed 11 members,
including Capts. llenry C. Taylor, R.D.
Evans, C.E. Clark, I"E. Chadwick, and
Marine Col. G.C. Reid. Soon member-
ship provisions were changed to permit
the Scerctary the flexihility of ap-
pointing any number of members.?
Assignments to the board of stalf assis-
tants, who were nonvoling members,
did not commenee until 1902 after
Seerctary Long’s departure from office.

Although assignment to the hoard
was regarded as highly desirable, for
aspining olficers in the board’s early
ycars, many senior rear admirals were
assigned to the board in the few months
preeeding their retirement. Thus the
board contained talented junior officers,
Iresh from sca duty and cager to per-
form, as well as scnior officers in the
twilight of their carcers with no real
Turther ambition.

The loard had varied advisory,
planning, and coordination roles, but
the most significant rolc to be con-
sidered here was stated as follows:

It shall eonsider the number and
type of ships proper to constitute
the Fleet, the number and ranks
of officers, and the number and
ratings of ¢nlisted men required to
man them; and shall advise the
Secrctary of the Navy respeeting
the estimates therefore (including
such increasc as may be requisite)
to be submitted annually to Con-

gI’CSS.4

Appendix 1 depiets the requirements
of the Navy as scen by the General
Board, by the administration, and as
approved by the Congress. Inasmuch as
the board eventually heecame responsible
for making these first recommendations
for new ship construction, what kind of
program did it develop? The only

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1969



Naval War College Review, Vol. 22 [1969], No. 10, Art. 7
44 NAVAL WAL COLLECT REVIFW

long-range program of ship eonstruction
was developed by the board and sub-
mitted to Secretary of the Navy William
H. Moody in February of 1903, It ealled
for a force of 48 battleships with a
proportionate number of supporting
vessels to be eonstrueted by 1920.5 The
hourd’s program was not made publie
until 1914, hut enough of the gencral
eontent was known to be able to realize
that some systematic plan was in effeet.
In October 1903 the planned comple-
tion date was changed to 1919% and,
thus armed, the board was left to obtaiu
the neeessary construction by mcans of
a schedule which would meet with
approval at higher levels and satisfy the
basie requirements set forth.

This 1903 building program failed to
account for the problem of ship replace-
ment due to age or technological ohso-
lescence. Not until 1910 did the board
develop a praetice similar to that of
Germany  which  required  serapping
hattleships after 20 ycars of eommis-
sioned service.”

There is little cvidence that anyone
except Theodore Roosevelt, and pos-
sibly George Meyer, approved of the
General Boards longrange program,
What then, beyond obtaining 48 battle-
ships, was the iutent of the General
Board’s building recommendatious?

Obviously, the board was at lcast
attlempting to maintain a semblance of
balanee within the fleet. The board’s
policy of four destroycrs per battleship,
one repair ship per sgquadron of eight
battleships, onc tender per 16 de-
stroycrs was restated regularly in its
reports to the Seeretary of the Navy for
the years 1911.1916.®> Not content
merely to allow the figures and pre-
geribed ratios to speak for themselves,
Adm. George Dewey, prior to affixing
bis signature, made speeific reterence to
the lack of light cruisers and destroyers
hy pointing out:

That the basis of the matcrial side
of the flect is the battleship of the

first line, and that this basis for
life and aetion requires to be
supplemented by its military asais-
tants—destroyers, seouts, sub-
marines, . . . —in proper propor-
tionate numbers.’

Admiral Dewey realized the limita-
tions of the board’s advisory position,
knew the administration’s position, and
at least had a feeling for sentiment
within Congress. But in continuing to
champion all classes of veasels, the
Admiral of the Navy would do the flect
no ill and professionally could afford
any rebuffs thrown his way. The reports
showing the inercasing requirements for
“supplementary assistants” in the fleet
werc a legal protest against the con-
tinned imbalanec carried ou by the
actions of a Congress which apparently
wanted to maintain a fleet with “status”
instcad of balanee.

The dissenter will be quick to point
out that from 1907 until 1914 the
General Board was yearly uniform in
recommendiug the construetion of four
battleships. This sceming paradox—i.c.,
the apparent inconsistency of asking for
a balanced flect and four battleships
annually—was adequately answered in
1914 when the board attempted to clear
any misinterpretation of its position on
battleship construetion by stating:

[The General Board] . . . belicves
that these recommendations made
from year to ycar have been both
misunderstood and miseonstrued
in some quarters. The impression
prevails that the General Board
has always rcecommended an
annual continuing program of
four (4) battleships, with aeeom-
panying lesser units and auxili-
aries. A brief analysis of the
rccommendations . . . will  show
the recommendations made were
congistent and contemplated the
crcation of a battleship flect of 48
vessels by 1919 but did not

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwe-review/vol22/iss10/7
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involve a constant and fixcd pro-
gram of building four battleships a

ycar.l.o

This statcinent was reitcraled a year
later in cxactly the same form.'! The
board was nol inconsistent in policy,
only flexible cnough to attempt to gain
the objective it proclaimed in 1903 of
48 battleships and a properly propor-
tioned fleet of auxiliarics in being by
1919.'% Despite conlinuing changes in
the huilding programs by Congress, the
board was seriously atlempting to pur-
suc the correct steps to obtain a stated
naval goal. Although the program of
development as produced by the Gen-
cral Board in 1903 was never adopted
outside the Navy, it was the only
avowed naval building policy then in
cxistence.

When dirceted by the Sceretary of
the Navy in October 1915 o prepare a
S-year Navy bhuilding program which
would “make it as powerful and well
halanced as possible at the end of this
pcriod,”1 3 the board responded with an
ambitious program which would have
requircd the cxpenditure of necarly a
half billion dollars on ncw ship con-
atruction.!® This program, as shown iu
table 11, recalistically requested a total of

only 10 hattleships but did attempt to
reduce Lhe acute lack of cruisers, light
cruisers, and eseorts. Possibly becauac of
the war in progress, the Navy appears to
have Dbeen unable to overcome the
temptation of asking for most of the
program at the beginning, but elose
inspection will show that the money
was to be spent at a relatively even pace.

It will be shown later that the similar
legislation passed by Congress, known as
the Naval Appropriations Act of 1916,
was modeled after the board’s recom-
mendation. Nothing the board did re-
sulted in this abrupt change; rather a
combination of factors, including the
inereasing voice of preparedness groups
springing up throughout the country,
the very real threat of war, and a change
of heart within the administration were
the major factors. Yet, a measure of the
success and corrcctness of direction
stemmed from a group who continued
to poinl the proper course for the Navy
to move.

What real requirement did the board
see for this collection of ships they
contlinued to ask for? Aside from the
obvious faet that a professional likes to
have the best tools of his trade, some
cenemy must appear to be a threat to
defend against. What threat did the

TABLE 1°—FIVE-YEAR BUILDING PROGRAM PROPOSED BY THE GENERAL BOARD

Ship Type 1917 1918 1919 1920 191 Totsl Cost (Million}
Dreadnought 4 2 2 2 $188.0
Battle Cruiser 3 1 2 105.0
Light Cruisers 4 2 1 3 50.0
Destroyers 10 10 10 14 6 68.0
Fleat Submarines 2 2 2 2 1 136
Coast Submarines 20 10 10 10 8 37.7
Fuel Ship, Oil 1 2 a1
Repair Ship 1 21
Transport 1 2.0
Hospital Ship 1 25
Destroyer Tander 1 1 . 4.0
Fleet Submarine Tender 1 1.5
Ammunition Ship 1 1 3.0
River Gunboat 2 6
Cost Per Yaear (Million) $98.7 $99.7 $103.2 $100.1 $73.2

8Fjgures for table 11 extracted from Annual Reports, 1915, p. 8O, 83, B4,
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hoard see, and how did it plan to use
the fleet against this threat?

By 1909 the board had its position
defined well enough through Executive
orders to have the advisory responsi-
bility to, . . . prepare and submit to the
Seeretary of the Navy plans of eam-
paign, including cooperation with the
Army ...and shall coustantly revise
these plans in aecordance with the latest
information received.”® Ultimately,
the manner in which this responsibility
was discharged is excmplified by the
fact that when Congress declared war on
6 April 1917, the only offieial plan for
war with Germany dcalt with a cam-
paign against a battle fleet in the
western  Atlantic, probably in the
Carihbean, and no provisions were made
for either a campaign against submarines
or a major fleet action in conjunction
with  Great DBritain in  European
waters.!®

In exceuting the responsibility to
“prepare plans of campaign,” should the
board have prepared definite con-
tingency options as we know them
today? What kept the board from
preseribing the actual coursc of action
to be followed in the event of war? A
qnick glance into some ot the inherent
problems may help clear the muddy
walers.

To begin with, the board was em-
powered with advisory authority only.
Thereforc, any orders would have to be
routcd through the Seeretary’s office
and issued by him. No “by dircction”
powers existed nor did any of the
specific authorities of a general stafl,
sueh as those of the staffs of Great
Britain or Germany, exist within the
aungust body,

When asked by the Scerctary of the
Navy in 1910 as to the proper place [or
fleet eoucentration, Admiral Dewey
replied:

... regarding the besl loeation for
the eoncentration of the battle-
fleet; the General Board is of the

opinion thai, the fleet should be
based in the Atlantic for the
following reasonis... At present
we know of no nation with whom
war is probable. The two nations
which approximate this state most
closcly are Germany and Japau.
As betwcen the two, it is impos-
sible to say that cither is the morc
probable antagonist, hut it is sure
that Gcrman;r would be the more
formidable.!

The letter [urther econtained valid
reasons for retaining the battle fleet in
ithe Altlantie, including the higher proba-
hility of fleet aetion in the ease of a
conflict with Germany. Probably this
exereise was without intention, inas-
much as little real support could he
found to build up west coast logistics.
Consequently, the fleet had no ehoiee
but to remain close to the cast eoast
yard and basc eomplex. The exercise did
show capabhilities and therefore was not
totally worthless,

In 1912 the board again coneluded
that the battle fleet should be retained
in the Atlantic, ag “T'he Flect should be
concentrated in that oeean where there
is the greatest likelihood of its hcing
ohliged to mcet an enemy in war.”’
These early indieators show that
thought was heing given to “the threat,”
hut it will be scen that little aetion was
aetually taken.

Within the confines of the Genceral
Board, war plans, such as they were,
existed in three geographieally segre-
gated portfolios. Portfolio one eon-
temnplated an Atlantic war; portfolios
two and threc dealt with conflict in the
Paeifie, western and castern, respec-
tively. Fach portfolio contained doeu-
ments pertinent to the political, stra-
tegic, and tactical situations.!® Some
were fairly detailed, most eontained
only scant intelligence information, and
non¢ posscssed an “action” annex.

It must he emphasized that these
plans were studies only, not a directive
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to a flect eommander. Te plans did not
tnclude, indeed could - not hold, the
promise of provisicas for adequate
forces 1o ensurc eompliance. Further,
the plans were sent to the feet com-
mandcr for his review and criticism.
Every such plan forwarded to a flect
commander emphasized that no inten-
tion to cncroach upon command pre-
rogative or to limit him (the flect
commander) in any way was in-
tended.?? Thercfore, the plan embodicd
only an idea which could not be inter-
preted as a binding directive,

The basie reason that war plans were
of minimal value was due to the board’s
inability to implement them. The board
held no  positive countrol over the
burcaus; the bureaus controlled all the
war matcrials, men, and other asscts.
Without the ability to produce the
material called for in the war plans,
implementation was a lost cause uniess
coordinated and ordered by the Scerc-
tary of the Navy,

Although Seccretary Mcyer approved
a system which attempted to coordinate
and mamtain liaison between the
burcaus and the General Board with
regard to war plan requirements in
1911, it turned out to be a paperwork
excreise only. Meyer’s dircctives re-
quired no production of the actual
hardware reqnired, merely a statement
of the action which would, presumiably,
be taken should the need arise.

Capt. Bradley A. Fiske, when taking
charge of the war plans section of the
General Board in 1910, realized that the
plans were, . . so general in character
as hardly to be war plans at all, and to
consist mainly of information of all
kinds conccrning various countries,
accompanicd with suggestions lor the
commander-in-chief of the Mect.”?!
IMiske could find no real plans or even
the project for formulating any and
realized that the task had fallen upon
his shoulders, cven lhough he was
wholly unprepared for it.** He subse-
quently talked a little to the “experts™

he could find, speculated a little more,
but made no real progress toward de-
finitive plans or even a program to
obtain them hefore he was promoted to
rear admiral and dctached from the
Gencral Board for command at sea.
Iiske returncd to Washington as Aid
for Inspections in January of 1913 but
was soon shifted to the post of Aid for
(}perations, the senior post connected
with war plans. The only improvement
in the gencral area of planning that had
occurred during his absence was a firm
realization among senior naval profes-
sionals that the German Navy was the
object upon which to foeus. The most
impressive facet of the German naval
military machine was an cxcmplary
administrative organization; converscly,
the .S, Navy was still struggling with
much the same sctup that had been
present during the Civil War. Thercefore,
in April 1913, the General Board sub-
mitted a recommendation in the form
of an “Administrative Plan” to the
Secretary of the Navy. This was to be
the initial action in coordinatm% the
Lurcaus’ elforts to preparc for war,
Although the Sceretary of the Navy,
Josephus Daniels, procrastinated over
the “Administrative Plan,” work con-
tinucd with the emphasis on plans for
war with “Black” (Germany). On 13
March 1915, Seecrctary Daniels was
presented with a complete “Black™ war
plan which incorporated a new adminis-
trative scction, Until Danicls approved
the administrative section the plan was
alimost worthless, could not even he
disseminated, let alone be put into
foree. Again, as before, Danicls pro-
crastinated,?? Near the time of sclee-
lion of the first Chief of Naval Opera-
tions, I'iske resigned as Aid for Opera-
tions, and shortly after his relicf on 11
May 1915, the administrative seetion of
the war plan was approved and signed.
Thus, in nid-1915, the Navy posscssed
the cmbryo of a general staff in the
form of a CNO and his staff of 15

officers. It also possessed a start on the
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only [irm war plan against Germany the
Navy would bave prior to cntering the
war.

Despite the lack of evidence showing
good leadership at the scerctarial level—
indecd it will later be shown that some
poor scerclarial judgment abounded
during the Danicls prewar tenure—all
the blame cannot rest on the Scere-
turics. The General Board, the hurcaus,
and possibly the senior commanders
themselves were all guilty of extreme
complacency. They failed to abgsorb
Mahan’s concepls on preparcdness, for
peacclime planning was stated as once of
the most importanl facets of naval
slrul,c,f;y.25

[II-TAFT AND HIS SECRETARY

For the purpose of defeuding our
country against attacks [rom any
nation on carth we confidently
believe that our Navy is amply
sullicient and fuily adequate, and
for any other purpose we need no
Navy at all.

[louse Naval Commille

Minorily Report, 1913

President Talt and Seccretary Meyer
were probably closer, personally, than
the normal relationship which exists
traditionally between the President and
a member of his Cabinet. Meyer (re-
quently played golf, rode horscback,
and socialized with Taft. The two men
shared an affinity for lifc together and
scemed to be in aecord on most views
politically.

Meyer represented the President in
presenting administration naval views to
Congress; however, he presented views
not always consistent with those of his
advisers within the Navy Department.
Being o realist of long Government
sexvice, il is possible Lhat Meyer simply
bowed to the wind in ease, rather than
stand rightcously before the gale forecs.

The theory with which Talt and
Meyer worked precluded war involving

the United States. This theory did not
climinate: public pronouncements by the
administration on rising threats of war,
bul privately Taft appeared to discount
actual U.S. mvolyement in armed con-
flict. The hopes in which the administra-
tion cngaged included a lessening of the
depression it inherited, a slowdown in
the Anglo-German naval race, and an
improved situation with an insurgent
Congress. All these faclors combined to
play a part in the administration’s naval
programs,

Talt’s policics cschewed active in-
volvement in the international arcna ol
power diplomacy. [lowever, he was not
blind 1o realitics and hedged his hets by
continuing the naval programs ol Roosc-
velt. The growing Anglo-German race
for naval supremacy gave him a con-
venient justification for the attempt to
retain - sccond  place  among naval
powers.! He and Meyer alluded to a
belief that [ailure to maintain a suifi-
cicnt naval huilding program would cx-
pose the United States or its Caribbean
interests to attack from overscas.?

Although this idea had little basis in
fact, it was a popular rcason uscd to
marshal votes for shipbuilding programs.
The administration was not above ciling
recont troubles with Japan to push
legislation for the same ships, and here
the ease may have been more real.

Although Taft could not make a
great crusade for matching German
naval inercases, it is not automatically
truc that valid rcasons did not exist.
From the time of the Spanish-American
War and throughout most of Rooscvelt’s
tenure, Germany was the naval power
which was viewed as the “probable
cnemy.” German attempted encroach-
ment into the Caribbean and German
migration into South America (particu-
larly Brazil) were reasons cited for the
Kaiser’s inereasing flect. These factors,
combined with the impression made
public by the German Lleet Law of
1900, gave American naval advocates
ample opportunily to urge cxpansion.
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However, Talt privately seemed to be of
a different mind, and as carly as 1909
he apparently disinissed the thought of
attack by Germany. In a Cabinet mect-
ing Meyer recorded in his diary:

Knox read a letter from an
American [riend living in I'ngland
which describes the English hys.
teria over Germany at the present
time...he went on to sy that
we have only Germany to [lear,
and must keep up our Navy, as
she was liahle to come oul some-
time and  possihly  altack
us. .. All of which is absurd, and
Taflt fell the same way aboul it?

The problem of possible conflict
with Japan was slightly thornier, for the
naval rcalitics of life showed thal no
sueeessful action could he fought in the
western Pacific.’ ‘'he most fully de-
veloped war plan for conflict with Lhe
Japanese, the “Orange Plan,” showed
Hawaii was as far west as Lhe Armed
Forees could hope to hold initially. All
proposals to stalion a sizable naval [oree
in the Pacific were rejected. The reasons
for this rejection were publicly justified
because of the expense involved and the
inadequacy of shore facilitics in the
Pacific.® The real reason for this rejec-
tion may well have existed within Con-
gress, as Seerclary Meyer ohserved, by
stalioning the battleship [leet in the
Pacific “most of the navy yards on the
castern coast will automatically close
themselyes.””  Without decimation of
the Atlantic defenses, plus a huildup in
Pacilic support facilities, the United
States could not hope to he cven
moderately sueccssful in any engage-
ment with Japan. Yel, Taft and his
Scerctary of State, Philander C. Knox,
continucd an Asiatic poliey full of
confliet possibilitics without the truc
power to back up this policy. Talt cven
proclaimed the intention of maintaining
U.S. inlerests intact in the Orient. fle
further stated that America could not
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do so “il il is understood that she never
intends to back up her assertion of right
and her defense of her interest by
anything but mere verbal protest and
diplomnatic note.” The Navy’s leader-
ship was conlinually [rustrated in its
elforts to formulate an Asiatic naval
policy by domeslic polities and diplo-
matic consideralions.

‘I'aft had, in reality, tlwo rcasons for
wanting Lo maintain the naval pace, and
neither was politically expedient. First,
by maintaining a sullicient naval power
relalive lo Turopean navies, the United
States would be a [oree to be reckoned
with as a nculral or in influencing a
fulure Anglo-Gerinan struggle. Second,
any [uture determinalion Lo enter more
[ully into the political and commercial
activilies of the Orienl would require
tangible military force, ic., a more
powerful navy. Capt. AT. Mahan in
writing The [Interest of Ameriea in
International Conditions devoled many
relerenecs Lo each reason Tafl espoused,
ecrtainly arguing from logic, bul prob-
ably doing very little to improve the
political palatability of cither premise.”

If the Navy under Taft was to be a
political muscleman, what harm was
done hy conlinuing to create a battle-
ship-heavy foree? Certainly the index of
naval strength rested upon the number
and class of hattleships and battle
cruisers a navy possessed.!® In  his
annual reports for 1911 and 1912,
Meyer hinled at the administration’s
reasoning in allowing the deliciency in
auxiliary vessels such as cruisers, light
cruisers, destroyers, et cetera to con-
tinue. lie openly stated that the mea-
sure of naval strength respected by
forcign powers was the quantity of
drcadnoughts and battle eruiscrs avail-
able for duty.'! He alluded to the hope
that the European naval race would
slow down or thal the congressional
situation would improve sulficiently to
allow appropriations for the huildup of
a better rounded fleet.'? On the other
hand, a factor which helped to justify
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this imbalancce in shipbuilding was the
time required to complete ships of
various classes. Fstimates ol time re-
quired [rom keel laying to launching [or
a batteship were roughly 3 ycars,
smaller classes required proportionately
less time.!?

An intercsting aspect, which is ap-
parent in retrogpect but which was not
congidered al the time, was the use of
the destroyer to combal submarines.
Even though fleet-Lype suhmarines were
introdueed into the German Navy alter,
and only after, a true scagoing boat was
constructed,'® and thercfore the need
for a form of defense should have been
apparent, no action Lo comhat the
suhmarine was taken. Duc to a lack of
any cllicicnl sound detection apparatus
or cven depth charges until well into the
course of the Great War, the destroyer
wounld have been relatively ineffective
vis-a-vis the submarine threat.!®

Seeretary Meyer soon realized that
troubled limes lay ahead for the Navy
and the administration in many ficlds.
lie had an organizalional problem of
fractional spheres of control within each
independent hureau which had been
dealt with unsatistaclorily for at lcast
20 years. There was a shipyard prohlem,
for he conld sce “...that sooner or
later 1 shall have Lo struggle with Sena-
tor Ilale on Lhis whole subject....”'8
And a4 moncy prohlem was evidenl
beeanse in 1911 “Mr. ‘TI'aft had com-
mitted himsclf to a reduction of ten
millions in the Navy .. ..”!7

llis organizational problem had been
studied during Rooscvelt’s last year in
office by the Moody Commission;!®
hewever, Meyer studicd the reports [or
the preceding 20 years and then formed
what was known as the Swift Board.
Allthongh the board officers were given
free rein to find the problems and comnc
up with recommendations lo solve
them, their conclusions were really
nothing new. They determined that a
ucw syslem to mauage the flect and
coordinate the bureaus was needed, the

General Board was obsolele and should
be replaced by a war planning office
with broad pow.cy and coordinating
powers, and that the General Board
should be relegated to a role suhservieni
to the war planning olfice with no
power lo iniliate recommendations of
its own volition."® The resulting action
by Meyer was an nnusual measure, not
exaelly satistactory lo Congress, how-
ever, nol unsavory cnough Lo cause
legislation forbidding il. The Secretary
cstablished [our scetions: Military
Operations of the Ileet, Personnel,
Material, and Tnspection. Fach seelion
was headed hy an aid and cxisting
bureaus were grouped within a seclion,
according to the kind of service per-
formed. Individually, cach aid was the
prime adviser Lo Lhe Secrclary on all
lechnieal queslions within his scclion.
Collectively, the aids formed an ad-
visory council on administration and
departmental policy. Two of the aids,
Material and Operations, became ex-
officio members ol  the General
Board.2® Although legislative approval
of this action conld nol be oblained
from Congress, the aid syslem worked
rcasonably well throughout Meyer’s
Lennre.

"The shipyard problem ereated a more
direct confronlation with Congress and
generaled conflicl between the line and
stall olficers within the Navy. Althongh
Meyer closed the yards at Pensacola and
New Orleans and recormmended some
much needed consolidation, he ulli-
malely bowed Lo the pressure of such
men as Senator Fugene Hale (Republi-
can, Mainc), when it came Lo oulright
conflict on Lhe Mloor of the Senate. I'be
naval split over control ol functions
within the yards was more casily
patched over by compromise together
with some long overdue reforms in the
management and accounling liclds.??

The money problem which never
was, 18, or wil be new was related
directly 1o the shipbuilding program.
llere Meyer had very minimal success,
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Congressional pressure against increased
money outlays for ships stiffened be-
causc of hard timcs;"'igltcrscctional dis-
agreement, and  political insurgency
directed against the administration. The
adwministration had its hands full with a
Congress controlled by Republicans,
one that grudgingly allowed only two
battleships per year. The elections of
1910 gave the House Lo the Democrats
with the immediate result that 1911,
1912, and 1913 were years of reduced
naval appropriations.“ ‘I'he: administra-
tion had to fight to obtain authorization
for one hattleship annually and made no
headway in balancing the fleet. Meyer
pared down the General Board’s reeom-
mendalions with an extra sharp knife,
and the relative status of flect strength
continued to deeline.

‘The result of the struggles with Con-
gress was the development of a Navy
that was even morc top-hcavy with
battleships. Taft and Meyer were not
blind to this fact, far from it. In his
annual reports for 1911, Meyer stated
that:

The Navy is very deficient in
certain classes of vessels required
for thc maintenance and protee-

tion of the battleflecet. These
vessels  are  battleship  cruisers,
secouls, destroyers, submarines,

repair, supply, fuel, ammunition,
and hospital shi[;s and tenders to
torpedo vessels.?

After reviewing the fleet at New York in
1911, Taft stated:

The cquipment of the fleet is
cxeellent, cxeept as to the numher
of destroyers and ecruisers and
collicrs in proportion to the whole
number. We had in the flect today
22 destroyers, and to meet the
full requirement there should have
heen  approximately 100 de-
stroyers, or an average of 4 Lo
cach hattleship.??

Although the administration was cog-
nizant of this fleet defieiency, it was
still of the opinion that “until more of
the old hattleships are replaeed, it is
wiser to provide for the bhattleships than
to sacrifiee battleship strcngth for ves-
sels of less military value.”” It also felt
that even though more auxiliarics were
needed before entering a war of large
proportions, it is satisfaetory to know
that the time in which suel auxiliary
vessels eould he prepared is not pro-
hibitive, and mueh less than would he
needed to add hattleships.’?®

This praetice of sacrifiee fitted Taft’s
policics well. In capital ships the United
States appeared formidahle enough, par-
tieularly in her home waters, and eould
causc coneern to any aggressor. Taft did
not wish to decrease the relative status
of the flect and stated that the Navy
nceded to he kept ahreast of other
growing navies to maintain it “as an
insurance of peace.”? He deplored
reduced naval strength for, “T'he world’s
history hus shown the importanee of sea
power both for adequate defense and
for support of important and definite
policies.”® Hut since Taft forcsaw no
immediate involvement in armed con-
flict, he felt no urgent nced to round
out the flect. In his mind the gencral
tranquility of the era denied any real
need to obtain the halanced naval
strength required. Hiz main ambition
appeared to he one of moderatc pre-
paredness and sufficient naval power, at
lcast on paper, to add some threat of
foree to administration foreign policics.

IV—WILSON AND HIS SECRETARY

It is not hclicved it is dealing
honestly with Congress to make
large cstimates in the expeetation
that the national legislators will
use the pruning knife. 1 have
reduced the building program
proposed by the General Board
not becausc of opposition to the
progressive plans of that able
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body of naval statesmen, hut be-
cause it is deemed wise to suggest
a budget that will be within the
resourees of our government.
Josephus Daniels

In dealing with the Wilson adminis-
tration, and speeifieally with the facet
of preparedness, an obvious awareness
that a eonversion takes place is evident;
however, who or what is the conversion
agent is rather vague. The transforma-
tion to preparedness is evident in the
Naval Appropriations Act of 1916, and
many events whieh helped ehange the
administration from a stand of neu-
trality to one of preparedness are ap-
parent. Rather than take one cvent and
point Lo it as an absolute turning point,
the chain of events as a whole must have
eontributed to the transformation of
the administration’s attitude.

Although the Demoerats tradi-
tionally stood for a moderate naval
poliey, Wilson at the Baltimore Demo-
eratiec Convention of 1912 endorsed a
plank in the Demoeratie national plat-
form calling for eontinuing to maintain
a strong Navy.! For his Seerctary of the
Navy he ehose Josephus Daniels, a man
who had a past history of actively
supporting the naval poliey of the Taft
administration while dictating editorials
to his own newspaper, The Raleigh
News and Observer.

Daniels in 1913 was aware of the
advantage the United States derived
from its geographical position. He
realized that, at least for the time heing,
the major European navies were tied to
their home waters and he felt mod-
erately secure that no conflict would
crupt in the near future.® The Secrctary
gtarted a practice of publishing the
General Board’s recommendations for
new construetion.* Although he did not
wholehcartedly  endorse  its  recom-
mendations, he stated that he was at-
tempting to find a “golden mean,” a
policy consistent with the needs and
economic eapacity of the country. In

his first building program recommended
to Congress, Danicls asked for three
hattleships, eight destroyers, and three
submarines. Thege reeommendations
eontained no mention of eruisers, and
four more destroyers would be needed
if the program were to be truly balanced
in light of the initial publication of the
General Board’s reeommendations on
proportions for the fleet.”

Following the outbreak of World War
1, the administration told the eountry it
“must be neutral in faet as well as in
name . . . impartial in thought as well as
in aetion,”® and Wilson sought to keep
the United States from beeoming in-
volved in the eonflict. Even though
demands for preparedness began as soon
as the war reports from Europe arrived,
and people such as Admiral Fiske
pointed out to the Seerctary of the
Navy the aetual inability of the Navy to
wage war,” the Seeretary in 1914 sealed
down the General Board’s reeommenda-
tion for new construetion Lo two battle-
ships, six destroyers, and a few other
lesser craft. His annual report dealt not
on requirements to prepare for trouhle,
but upon the hope for an “international
understanding to put an end to the
feverish competitions in the building of
costly engines of destruction.” 1n addi-
tion, Daniels “conscientiously avoided
any reference to a possibility of war in
his plans and recommendations for the
guidanec of the Navy Department™
and avoided the use of the words “war™
or “preparedness for war” in attempls
to justify flect expansion.!® His greatest
eoncern at this time was not in pro-
viding for the necds of the fleel, but in
cxpending funds with the overly pre-
dominant thought of eeonomy on his
mind. This attitude was in perfect har-
mony with administration policy, for
late in 1914 Wilson confirmed his inten-
tion to “continue the orderly, unhurried
development of onr power on the
seas . .. which we will pursuc at all
seasons, without haste and after a
fashion perfectly eonsistent with the
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peace of the world.”™ ! Wilson not only
overlooked the cxistence of conditions
which might necessitate preparing the
Navy for action, but he also muzzled
some of the better champions of pre-
paredness by prevenling all  Armed
I"orces officers, active or retired, from
making “public comment of any kind
upon the military or political situation
ou the other side of the water.”'?

Between the rccommendations by
the Seerctary of the Navy of 1914 and
those of 1915, a change in heart toward
naval preparedness had taken place.
Danicls went on record asking for a
3-year building program of 168 ships of
all elasses, including six battle cruiscrs,
10 light cruisers, and 50 destroyers,
along with 10 battleships.'® Clearly
here was a direet challenge to the
historie naval supremacy of Great Bri-
tain, a total dcparture from the tradi-
tional role of neutrality, and a naval
program  attempting lo  balance the
flcet! What were the forees that prod-
ded Danicls to depart so radically from
his former position?

The most obvious sign Daniels had
was Wilson’s modification on his strict
stand against preparcdness.  Wilson
began leaning toward preparedness by
the summer of 1915, The Lusitenia
tragedy obviously prompted the move
toward preparedness, and in July the
President instructed Daniels to draw up
plans for the full development of a
fighting Navy.!'®  Additionally, in
August, Wilson told Col. .M. llousc
that “hec had never been sure that we
ought not to take part in the conflict
and if it secmned cvident that Germany
and her militaristic idcas were Lo win,
the obligation upon us was greater than
ever.” ' Then in November in a specch
before the Manhattan Club, the Presi-
dent binted al a ncw long-range naval
program. lle suggested the need to
gpeced up onr naval building program
and to bring the fleet “to a point of
extraordinary force and cfficicncy as
compared with the other navics of the

world.” ¢ The President presented this

naval building program to Congress, and
it exactly duplicated that which Danicls
had submitted 6 days carlicr in Deeer-
ber 191517 At the conelusion of a
nine-stop  speaking tour in February
1916, the President told a St. Louis
audicnee that the country needed “the
greatest navy in the world.™ 8

T'his change in Presidential viewpoint
altered the balance of power in Con-
geess. 11 brought a nanber of Democrats
into partnership with the big Navy
Republicans and insured sueccess to the
greatest, most far-reaching Naval Appro-
priations Act scen in the country’s
history. The motivating forces behind
the President’s drastie change of policy
arc a subjeel of study in themselves but
certainly include the long-run failure of
the Lusitania ncgotiations and the
general  submarine  crisis.)® Wilson’s
mosl inlimale adviser, Colonel llouse,
urged preparation repeatedly, telling his
lcader that “the United States was
taking a Lletrific gamble trusting its
sceurily Lo Allied success.”® Domeslic
politiecs were also a deeisive factor;
Republican association with the inereas-
ingly popular preparcdness groups posed
a testy challenge in the fortheoming
clections.

The important objeel lesson here is
that with Wilson’s conversion to pre-
paredness, he pushed a program whieh
established a standard of naval power
ultimately equal to that maintained by
the most powerful navy in the world.
This onc act then merged naval policy
with the foreign policy in existence
since the days of Theodore Rooscvell
and promiscd naval planncrs the neces-
sary tools to carry through the adminis-
tration’s avowed foreign policies.

The administration’s fears of a con-
flict with Germany were quite minimal
during 1913 and 1914, but they grew
largely as a result of the many face-lo-
face confrontations the United States
had with Germany in 1915 and 1916.
The naval bills of 1914 and 1915
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reflected the general mood that we
wonld not enter into a shooting fray
with any European power; however, the
cfforts of Wilson and Honse to solve the
differcnces between Great Britain and
Germany hest point out how a German
threat was vicwed., Noble sentiment,
moral persuasion, and conciliation were
thc weapons (o use in dealing with
German problems. Even after the war
commenced in Furope, no action by the
United States against Germany was de-
sired or felt imminent for quite a while,
Some fearcd that a German victory
would result, and the possibility of the
Germans controlling the British Uleet
gave Amecrican naval planners night-
mares. Yet it was not until mid or late
1915 that an apprehension of German
naval might gave an impctus to the
construction of a Navy “sccond to
none.” IDven pronouncements abont
German naval might by Admiral Mahan
and Colonel Rooscvelt were used only
as a crutch to support shipbuilding
requirements.?'  Only after Wilson’s
conversion to prepareduess was Ger-
many realistically viewed.

Views about a Japanese threal are
not so simply gencralized during this
period. First, the Japanese were inter-
woven in the Luropean situation he-
canse of the Anglo-Japanese treaty of
allianee. Sceondly, the prescnce of even
minimal European military might in
Asia would, of necessity, be removed
upon the commencement of a conti-
nental eonflict. The DBritish, as well as
the Germans, certainly would be unable
to maintain an Asiatie fleet if any naval
confrontation were cven remolely pos
gible in Atlantie waters. Thus, Ameriea
might well be alone in attempting to
stem the imperialistic expansion of
Japan, freed from the restraints of
British or German power in the Far
Kast.

Japanesc-American  relations  had
suffered in the prewar years because of
legislation in our Western States whieh
was  openly discriminatory against

Japancse immigrants, In order to give no
further canse £t Japanese apprehension
at this time, Wilton and Daniels décided
that no Navy ship movements'in the
Pacifiec would bhe allowed, and this was
ordercd even though the Joint Board of
the Army and Navy had recommended
withdrawal.22 The Joint Bouard felt so
strongly about this that another meeting
was held, after the President had made
his decision. Again the recommendation
to move some ships was presented to
the President, but this time the story
was leaked to the press. Wilson was
greatly upset and threatened to abolish
the Joint Board.?® The relations were
to suffcr cven more after Japan entered
the war against Germany, took the
gouthern Shantung Peninsula, and even-
tually presented China with the “Twen-
ty-one Demands.”

The United States rcaeted diplomati-
cally to these demands, appealing to
London as well as Tokyo for compro-
mise. After a scries of notes and econ-
ferences during the period from January
1915 to May 1915, the United States
succeeded in averting a clash between
China and Japan. Additionally, cvery
endeavor to find a peaceful solution
which would not further the possibility
of a Japanesc-Ameriean conlfliet was
made.2? Rather than adding impetus to
flect construction, this eonfrontation
probably helped stifle any drastic flect
inercase*® and possibly the thought of
antagonizing Japan led to the eancella-
tion of plans to send the Atlantic Flect
to the 1915 San I'raneisco Fx-
position.2 ¢

The confrontations with Japan dur-
ing this cra have prompted some writers
to conclude that the United States was
in reality building a Navy to facc the
probable encmy of the futurc and that
the enemy was Japan. One main support
for this thesis, by 0.]. Clinard, contends
that “the differences between the
United States and Japan were fun-
damental and permanent; those with
Germany  were  temporary ... "2
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Temporary or permanent, the conflicts
which absorbed the wttention of the
publi: and Congress ssere those which
evenfually caused ship construction
appropriations. Dr. Clinard states that
the developinent of the Navy resulted
from the failure of all other means of
resolution to scttle conflicts with Japan.
He says that there can be little doubt
“that the Naval Construction Act of
1916 was directed against ]apan.”” It
will be shown later that Congress did
not endorse this view and that the
Congress preferred to find reason for
naval expangion in the German problem.
'The point Dr. Clinard amply illustrates
is that problems existed in the Yar Kast
because of the open-door policy, Ameri-
can territorial possessions, and a host of
other difficulties. Equally well drama-
tized is the fact that the United States
posscssed no Pacific forces capable of
backing administration policy in the Far
East with power.

Besides mirroring  the  administra-
tion’s vicws on naval construclion,
Sceretary Danicls made a numher of
changes internal to the Navy Depart-
ment which aficcted its capabilities.
Speeifically, Danicls gradually abolished
the aid system and established the office
of the Chief of Nayal Operations who
“...shall, under the dircction of the
Scerctary of the Navy, be charged with
the operations of the fleet, and with
preparation and readincss of plans for
its usc in war.”?? Although Danicls now
had a tool to insurc flect readiness, he
was totally indiffercnt to strengthening
the Navy. The first CNO, Rear Adm.
William S. Benson, was delegated little
authority and uscd it sparingly .*°

Daniels’ coneern prior to the massive
1915 proposals for flect incrcase served
the Navy ill. Instcad ol using his posi-
tion to gain material preparalion, proper
training, and rcadiness throughoul the
service, he squandered resources, time,
and energy on relatively trivial matters.
As stated carlicr, be gave little thought
to hattle planning. lle attempted to
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develop a “‘great university” within the
Navy. Although the elassroom excreises
were, in theory, required only during
off-duty hours, in practice the school
sessions took place anytime and utilized
man-bours better devoted to shipboard
training.>' Daniels championed plans
for rcopcning and cxpanding all the
Government navy yards®? and called
for the complete utilization of all exist-
ing public facilitiesa, e would have
cxcludedsprivatc industry from building
warships.®? His equally ambitious plans
for cstablishing public facilities to pro-
vide the Navy with armorplate, fucl, and
ordnance detracted from the tasks at
hand which needed to be accom-
plished.*

No doubt the Seeretary’s initial pro-
grams were well meant. When prodded
hy Wilson to expand the Navy, Danicls
responded. However, more vigorous
leadership by the Secretary could have
given the Navy a firmer base from which
to grow. Daniels’ apathy regarding the
securily of the nation and complacency
vis-a-vis the true state of the Navy’s
existing power arc difficult to justify.

V—THE NAVY
AS CONGRESS VIEWED IT

Exactly who did and will continuc to
formulate the broad guidelines directing
U.S. naval shipbuilding programs is
really an incontestable point. Congress
is empowcred by the Constitution to
determine the need for a Navy, its
strength, and its composition. Only in
the light of all of the policics of the
country e¢an the Congress determine
America’s naval needs.

From the period 1910 o 1916,
Scnators and Congressmen probably re-
fleeted the national poliey and spint of
their conslitucney even more eloscly
than today. While this statement is
admittedly onc of conjecture, a very
real awarcncss of the desires of the
“people back home” is referred to often
in congressional debate and appears to
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he a vital consideration. Congressman
W.A. Thomas (Republican, Ohio) proh-
ably used a elassic phrase, . . . derelict
in my duty to my country and consti-
tuent . .. ,"! in 1910 while debating the
Naval Appropriation Act of the year.
Other legislators frequently used similar
phrases, took opinion polls, cited letters
written by the voters, placed petilions
in the Congressional Record, ct eclera;
and they did so more often than one
would suppose when viewing only that
portion of debate concerning Naval
Appropriation Acts.

The predominant spirit in this ecra
was isolationism fostered by the curly
history of the countiry and aided by
many soeiological eauses and cthnic
backgrounds.>  Therefore, the sup-
porters of a large Navy within Congress,
or the big Navy group, were probably
further from the Irue desires of the
counlry than thosc members who [a-
vored a Navy for coastal defense and
commeree raiding. Within the big Navy
group, several prominent leaders
emerge, most notably Congressman
Richmond P. Ilobson of Alabama in the
House and Senator Henry Cabot Lodge
of Massachusetts in the Senate. These
two vigorous champions of the Navy
had little in common, save perspeetive
on naval affairs. Hobson was a former
naval officcr, had pained some fame
during the Spanish-American War, and
was & Southern Demoerat. l.odge was an
affluent friend of Theodore Roosevelt, a
nationalist, and a Northern Republican.
Hobson probably had more apprehen-
gion of Japan as a naval threat and was
certainly voeal aboul any threat which
allceted the U.S. Navy. Lodge was, “in
the eycs of the German Ambassador, ‘an
outspoken encmy of Germany,™ and
in truth did not like the Germans or
Germany.* Both men were well ac-
quainted with Mahan’s preceplts and
utilized his maxims as well us his name
frequently during tloor debates.

Other big Navy advocates rallied
around the ideas professed by Mahan
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and Theodore Roosevelt, and these two
men dominated naval ideology until the
outhreak of World War 1.* The eaptain
and the ex-President provided a nueleus
to hold the big Navy group together
during lean years. Included in this group
were such men as C.A. Boutelle (Repub-
lican, Mainc), I.A. Britten (Republiean,
Minois), T.S. Butler (Repuhlican, Pen-
nsylvania), Fugene Hale (Republican,
Maine), I'redric Hale (Repuhlican,
Mainc), B.W. Harris (Republiean, Massa-
chusetts), R.P. Hohson (Democrat,
Alabama), J.T. Morgan {Democrat,
Alabama), C.A. Swanson (Demoerat,
Virginia), Carl Vinson (Democrat,
Georgia), D.1. Walsh (Democrat, Missis-
sippi), and W.C. Whitthorne (Demoerat,
Kentucky).®

Although  Republicans  controlled
Congress until 1911, battleships were
authorized grudgingly in these years;
however, Congress was overly generous
when  authorizations for suhmarines
were passed out. In faet, as seen in
appendix 1, the aets of 1910 and 1911
authorized eighl more submarines than
the General Board desired and six more
than Scerctary Meyer asked for. The
reason for this generosity was the con-
gressional thought that here was a mar-
velous defense weapon and eheap to
build. The first hint of a nondefensive
use of the submarine was the testimony
of Comdr. E.W. Fberle (a future CNO),
which wag introduced during debate
over the 1912 Naval Appropriations Act
and stated: “Submarines may well be
termed pirates of the gca, lor they arc
peculiarly offensive weapons.””  The
proposition Lhat submarines were a
great delense is further strengthened by
noting the high numbers of submarines
authorized in the aets of 19012, 1913,
1914 and, in particular, noting the
wording of the 1914 aet. The aet
authorized “Ilight or more submarines,
one o be of scagoing lype, to have a
surface speed ol not less than twenly
knots, seven or more 1o be of coast and
harbor delense type . . .."* None of the
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earlicr hills had directed that the sub-
marines authorized werz to be used as
coasl and harbor defense vessels, While
it is true that the 1913 vintage subma-
rinc was almosl exclusively considered a
defensive weapon, the specifie attempl
hy Congress to revive the theory of
passive delense is unique. The spirit of
isolationisin called for a delensive Navy,
and the subhmarine construction of the
era exemplified this. Of the 46 subma-
rincs authorized [rom 1910 to 1915,
only three were of the “scagoing type,”
and 31 were created specilically for
coast or harhor defense.’

If Congress was so delensively
oricnled, how could they e prompted
to authorize nny offensive weapons,
such as hattleships, and why did Lhey
create such an unbalanced flect despite
the warnings previously mentioned?

In addition to the natural pride in
the flect, one partial answer appears to
he that hattleships could he accepted no
matter which side you were on. True,
the battleship could not he classed as a
commerce raider, but it most certainly
could be viewed as a tremendous deicn-
sive platform for the coastal arcas.'®
The big Navy people and the Navy
Department were perfectly willing to
see a different viewpoint as long as the
resultant  appropriations  served  the
proper nced. The commerce raiding
aspeet soon fell hy the wayside, and
until 1915, two eonecepts became fixed
in congressional naval thinking. First
was Lo huild the heavicst first-line ships
which could outfight opposing ships of
their class, and the other was a navy of
sccond rank.! The theory that the
Navy had heen designated the Ffirst line
of defense had heen presented to the
lngislutors,” now the Llacticians only
needed to choose the arca where this
line would be formed.

Traditionally, the Republicans were
assoctated with hig Navy views, while
the Demaocrats lought to rcstrain the
cxpensive building ol capital ships, Al-
though this gencrality is basically

correct, an equally true gencrality is
that geographic area dictated interest in
the Navy as much as party loyaltics.
Quite natorally the legislators from
Coastal States, particularly those with
naval [facilitics within their districts,
favored larger naval appropriations than
their Central States colleagucs. Sectional
attitudes appearcd to he a canse of
parly disunity when the floor votes on
naval appropriations were taken.!?
While watching the Naval Appropria-
tions Acts of 1910 through 1915 wend
their ways through Congress, scctional
as well as parly groups are scen. The act
of 1916 cut through most lines, sce-
tional or party, and heeame one of the
hottest dehates the Congress had seen
for some time.

Spirited debate is prohably a cuphe-
mism when deseribing congressional dis-
cussion over battleships. Bul the face-
to-lace verhal conflict between “hawks™
and “doves” (Lo be a bit anachronistic)
certainly raged. While the debates cov-
cred the whole speetrum of naval hard-
ware, the majority of the time was spent
on the topic of the need for battleships.
Admittedly, more dctailed discussion
about light cruiscrs, destroyers, and
other auxiliaries was held in committec
mectings. But on the floor of Congress,
once the ultimate compromise over the
mamber ol battleships had been reached,
little time was devoted to the remainder
of the flect. A typical example of the
amount of time spent on the auxiliaries
during floor dehate is the three pages of
the Congressional Record lor the Sixty-
first Congress, Sccond Session, which
contain all relerence of substance con-
cerning destroyers, repair ships, and
colliers.!* When contrasted to the more
than 300 pages of dchate for this same
Congress on the Naval Appropriations
Act, it would scem that awxiliaries
weren't too carciully considered.

The acts of 1910 and 1911 produced
two battleships cach, but not without a
sttuggle. The lean yecars of 1912 and
1913 resulted in one battleship per ycar,
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and not until the war years did the acts
of 1914 and 1915 put more emphasis
upon the fleet, producing five more
first-line dreadnoughts. None of these
gix appropriations produced any
cruisers, and none made a signilicant
improvement in  halancing the fleet.
Congressional “doves” oflten pointed to
the lack of sulfiecient auxiliaries as a
reason for not huilding any more hattle-
ships.”® The “hawks” showed less in-
clination to point to this lacct, possibly
for fcar that the battleship easc would
be weakened,

In 1910 and 1911 prohably the
greatest threat stated was that of Japan.
Hobson was in a class by himsell in
pointing out the Japanese threat and the
lack of proper American ileet strength
in the Pacific. Hobson was not nearly as
good with regard to the specter of
Germany. Many others chimed in, but
on the subject of Germany it was more
often the fact that Germany was re-
placing the United States as the numher
two naval power that predominated
rather than Germany as the threat. The
“doves” liked to view the threat of
Japan as only a pretext. Representative
Richard Barthold (Republican, Mis-
souri) and Scnator M.IW. Clapp (Republi-
cun, Minnesota) both claimed to be able
to predict when the annnal Japancse
war scarc was dne merely by knowing
when the Naval Appropriations Bill
would come hefore the House.'®
Others, including Congressmen 1.P.
Padgett (Democrat, T'ennessce), J.I.
Slayden (Democrat, Texas), Julius Kahn
{Republican, California), J.A. Tawney
(Republican, Minnesota), A.W. Gregg
(Democrat, Tecxas), and Senator A.J.
Gronna {Republican, North Dakola),
could see no thrcat from cither Ger-
many or Japan.'” Congressman Gregg
even stated that the German attempts Lo
obtain coaling stations in Colombia and
the Japanese attempt to lease Magdalena
Bay were hoth ruscs to help gain more
ships.!®

Significantly, the

“doves”  spent
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more time repudiating the Japanesc
threat than cve:  ine elee did presenting
onc. A fceling 112t Japan was a signifi-
canl consideration, particularly among
the “doves,” predominated until at leasl
1913,  Although it was repeatedly
pointed out that Germany had displaced
us as sccond ranking naval power, Ger-
many could not he considered the prime
worry ou the hill until just hefore the
war. The inercasingly loud hue raised
about Germany’s naval strength always
stated how many units were necded to
stay abrecast of Germany. Appendix 11
shows that even Lhough the reported
naval expenditnres for the years 1910 to
1915 were in excess ol that amount
spent hy the Germans, the United States
did not come close to having an cqual
amonnt of battleship or crniser con-
strnetion on  lhe ways during  this
period.

Given that the Germans eonld hnild
ships in their government yards more
cheaply than the Americans'® and that
some¢ crror may appear in the dollar
cslimale, onc fact and one question
cmerge from appendix 1. The faet is
that nntil the war hroke out and Ger-
many began to lose tonnage through
ginkings, the United States remained in
third position among naval powers,
Unless I'ranee displaced her (and this
was a contention on the floor of Con-
gress)® she would remain in third place
for at least 4 years despite any elforts
the country could make.

Onc place where moncy was heing
liherally expended was on the main-
tenanee of navy yards. This brand of
“pork-harrel legislation™ was nothing
new; indeed Lhe scramble for spoils had
heen part of naval l(:lgishlion since
before the Civil War.2' Althongh it
would take a skilled accountanl Lo stack
the money in the correct piles over
these years and then a shrewd manager
to note the absolute extlent ol waste, a
glanee at table Il shows a simple
comparison ol the reported cxpendi-
tures tor “cquipment of vessels™ and the
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TABLE I19-EXPENDITURES FOR EQUIPMENT OF VESSELS
AND NAVY YARD MAINTENANCE

Year 1909 1910 1911 1912 1913 1914 1916
Equipment
of Vessalst 3,755 3,981 3,863 3,843 3,843 4,550
Yard
Maintenanceb 4840 5,377 5,882 5949 4,093 4,214 4,183

AFjgures for table 111 extracted from Navy Yearbook, 1917-1918, p. 662-668.

bE»:penditunas expressed in thousands of dollars,

mainltenance expenditures spent by the
Burcaus of Yards and Docks and Con-
struction and Repair for mainlenance,
repair, and public works in the nine
cxisting shipyards. No cxpenses for
naval stations or purchases for ma-
chinery at the shipyards are included,
merely operating expenses. Nole that
until 1914 it cost more to keep Lhe
yards open than it did to purchase the
equipment the yards were to install.

It is not only eyc opening, bul very
unnerving lo realize in some small way
the amount of money being distribuled
to play local politics. By 1909, cight of
the 10 Senators on the Senate Naval
Committee had navy yards in their
home states. The chairman was Senator
Lugene llale (Republiean, Maine),
known as the “Owner of the Nayy,” and
he also held the number two spol on the
Senute  Appropriations Committee.??
later, Scnator DBenjamin  Tillman
(Democrat, South Carolina), Chairman
of the Senale Naval Aflairs Commitlee
from 1913 to 1910, stated, “If there is
any pork to be distributed, South Caro-
lina must have its share,” and then
proceeded to hold up the appropriations
act until the Charleston navy yard had
heen given adequate work.”®  This
pork-barrel trend was nol new Luat was
high on the frequeney eurve during the
1910 to 19106 era. In faet, partieularly
during the 'T'aflt adininistration, as ship-
building deelined and  appropriations
stayed {airly high, one gets the fecling
that Congress felt the shipyards were
more. important than the flect.2*

‘ven though the fcar of Germany did
not predominate until the dehate over
the naval bill of 1914, a setf-admitted
“dove of peace,” Congressman W.S.
Goodwin (IDemocrat, Arkansas), stated
that he thought there was not the
remotest clhance of a war with Ger-
many.2® Ile, significantly, did not con-
sider Japan bul spent his time repu-
diating what he considered to be the
“naval threat of the year.” Atlention
was divided in 1913 between Germany
and Japan, and one must conclude that
both powers reeeived about equal con-
gsideration. Fven the “annual war scare
prediction,” which the “doves” elaimed
always came in time to promote the
building of battleships, was stated this
time by Senator C.5. Thomas (Demo-
crat, Colorado) with refercnec to either
Germany or Japan.?¢

The debate in 1913 also showed a
general aceeptance of the fact that the
United States was no longer the scecond
runking naval power. Jane’s placed the
year as 1910 and Brassey’s as 1911 that
the U.S, Navy was displaced by Ger-
many. Iowever, the “doves™ still beld
that we were maintaining the strongest
Navy in the world, apart from England,
until 1913.27 One cantankerous legis-
lutor, Congressman S.A. Witherspoon
{(Democrat, Mississippi), continued to
hold that we had the seccond-best Navy
afloat, or possibly the best, but bis
reasoning was a little absurd. More and
more indicators appeared to set the
stage for u total shift toward a potential
foe, and for the modest increases of
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1914 and 1915, with the finale to come
in 1916,

This year 1913, then, can be stated
as the year in which primary cmphasis
shiftcd from Japan as thc most serious
naval threat to an cqual emphasis on
Germany in the cyes of American legis-
lators. The proecss was gradual and
coincided with an incrcase in good
fortune for the Navy. The hreakthrough
had not yet been made, but the vote on
hattleships, 174 Representatives in {avor
of one and 156 in favor of two, was
considerahly eloser than in 1912 where
Demoeratic caucus had determined the
answer to the battleship question.

The aet of 1914 produced three
battleships, 14 lesscr vessels, and an
amount of surprising dcbate. Senator
Thomas made the only lcngl;hX speech
dealing with Japan as a threat.>® He was
more than offset by the volume of
words produced on the subject of the
direct threat of the German Navy. In
addition to many other speakers, cven
Congressman Hobson slighted Japan to
deliver lcngthg addresses about the
German threat.?®

Other favorite topies which emerged
during this debate over naval affairs
were the conflict with Mexico, the
Panarma Canal, and the Monroe Doe-
trine. Curiously, these subjects scemed
to follow a pattern and always led back
to a threat from Germany. It was
natural, because of the circumstances of
the day, to involve Mexico in the debate
over the Naval Appropriations Acl.
Then, by staying in the same general
geographic arca, the speaker could lead
into the nced for a Navy because of the
newly completed Panama Canal, or he
could take a similar path and discuss the
Monroe Doclrine and the naval power
required o cnforce it. In most in-
gtances, Germany was ciled as the
power who would beeome the hogey-
man in any of the above discussions,
Actually, morc controversy raged over
types of projectiles and navy yards than
over who was the most likely foe or the

neeessary nnmber of battleships. No
apparent thought was given at all to an
attempt to balance the flect.

The naval bill of 1915 was fairly
nondescript, produced two battleships
and 19 smaller vesscls. The dehate was
fairly sedate, and although an attempt
was madc to amend the bill to include
battle cruisers and/or lisght cruisers, this
attempt was defeated.”® This attempt
produced some awarencss that the fleet
was seriously out of halance, and more
of the legidlators than cver hefore
appeared to he aware of the scrious
deficiencies eansed by the lack of
sercening and other auxiliary vessels.
Submarines also received a big play, in
appropriations as well as in words.

A large amount of time was spent in
discussing more mundane topics such as
the officcrs “plucking board” and per-
sonnel for the Navy. Onc speaker, Con-
gressman  W.I.. Iensley (Democrat,
Missouri), even interjected the thought
that we should sit tight, let Germany
and England mulually decimate cach
other, and wind up the ranking naval
power without appropriating another
cent.’

Although diplomatic trouhle with
Japan was a rcality of the day, little
reference was made to this sore spot on
the floor of Congress. The occasional
referenee tied to the Naval Appropria-
tions Act was almost always apologetic
and is typified by Congrcssman P11,
Gillett (Republican, Massachusctts) who
stated: “There is onc possible antago-
nist—Japan. And [ would like to say
here that I appreciate how impolite and
unwige it is to thus publiely air our
relations with other nations and to treat
them as prohlematical enemies,’?

So, with the Great War well under-
way, preparedness movements on the
upswing, and Lrouble around the corner,
the Congress still left the Navy waiting.

The 29 August 1916 signing of the
Naval Appropriations Act marked a new
era in American naval history. 1t pro-
vided for a continuous program of
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construction to include 156 ships of all
classes to be laid down before 1 July
1919.22 It created a dircet challenge to
the historic naval supremacy of Great
Britain and committed the nation to a
policy not in keeping with the role of
neutrality.

The eongressional debate over the
naval hill of 1916 was long, charac-
terized by (raditional party line and
nonparlisan polilics {particularly in the
later stages), and quile biling upon
oceasion. T'he length of debate to which
this bill was subjected is suggested by
the fact that 35 major speeehes were
appended to the Congressional Record
hy lcgislators speaking on naval appro-
priations. This morc than doubles the
number of major addresses scen in the
Record for naval bills of any preceding
year ol Lhis era.

The preponderant term used in de-
bate was “preparcdness.” While the
deterrent cffect of a strong Navy was
used in the preparedness contexl, gen-
cral preparedness withoul openly stating
that it was preparedness for impending
war was the mosl fr(:qucnl argument.
Although Congress probably  viewed
American war clonds on the horizon,
political expediency deemed it neces-
sary Lo rcfrain from actually suggesting
that the United States was preparing for
war!

Az stated carlicr, 'resident Wilson
had by now hecome a devotee of
preparcdness  and  certainly  helped
obtain a few needed voles in gaining
acecptance of this hill. When the final
vole on the Naval Appropriations Ael of
1916 took place in the Senale, 47
Democrats joined the Republicans in
casting “‘ycas.” How many of these 47
were loyal Wilsonians rellecling  the
President’s views can only be conjec-
tured, but Wilson’s support was ob-
viously a deeided [sctor,

Another [actor which was decisive in
this bill was the Battle of Jutland. The
battle transpired just when the bill was
being voted upon in the Tlouse, and it
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oceupicd the [ront pages of major news-
papers for at leust 4 days** The New
York Times even asked the question of
how the apparent beating the battle
cruisers took would alfect the structure
of the Nayal Aggropriations Ael then
hefore Congress.”” Inasmuch as Jutland
really gave no assurances about the
future of the North Sca, post-Julland
debtle  dropped away [rom talk of
regaining  second place among  naval
powers, and a spiril of providing a Navy
cqual Lo the most power(ul in the world
was instilled into Congress. The post-
Jutland debate also successlully com-
pleted a drive Lo compress the original
S-year program inlo a 3-year package.
Jutland helped the battleship program,
willioul sacrificing any other class ship’s
construction, in Lhat the ability of the
dreadnought to absorh punishment was
observed as well as the necessily Lo have
available proper scouling and sercening
vessels.

In dralting the act, the Congress
provided adequate balance in all elasses
of ships, enlarged and strengthened the
Officc of Operations, ercated a naval
(lying corps, inercased both officer and
enlisted personnel ccilings, and set up a
Reserve organization.®® This was the
most comprehensive piece of naval legis-
lation thus lar passed and provided the
naval power nceessary Lo merge naval
policy and the lorcign policy of the
United States. The new construclion
authorized 15 portrayed below in table
[V and indicates the magnitude of this
bill. When contrasted with table I, onc
can imagine the eclation [elt by naval
planners.

VI-CONCLUSIONS—
WEIGHING THE EFFECTS

These notes show that the Ameri-
can Nuvy is in a state of active
development  in  eorrespondence
with a larger and wider policy.
The personnel is Lo expand with
the material side of the Fleet, aud
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TABLE IV3-CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED
BY NAVAL APPROPRIATION ACT OF 1916

Appropriations

Ship Type No. Authorized for first year
Battleship 10 4
Battle Cruiser 6 4
Light Cruiser 10 4
Destroyers 50 20
Fleet Submarines 9 -
Coast Submarines 59 30
Fuel Ships 3 1
Repair Ships 1 =
Transport 1 -
Hospital Ship 1 1
Destroyer Tender 1 -
Submarine Tender 1 -
Ammunition Ships 2 1
Gunboats 2 1

3Figures for table 1V extracted from Navy Yearbook, 1916,

p. 480-481.

within a few years the United

States will have assumed a much

higher place in the naval scale of
nations.

~John Leyland

Brassey’s Naval Annual 1916

Now that 7 years of naval history
have been surveyed, what can be deter-
mined by the insights gained? Other
than the drama of a Navy really starting
to grow, what has been viewed?

First, it is evident that the General
Board of the Navy did not meet its
obligations in the area of planning.
Though its authority to act was limited,
the board did not use its residual powers
to perform its function of “providing
plans of campaign” during the prewar
years, the very years when such plan-
ning must be accomplished. On the
other hand, the General Board can be
congratulated for holding to the only
avowed naval building policy possessed
by the United States during this era.
The constant spotlighting by the board
of existing fleet deficiencies helped in
gaining the proper goals when the mas-
sive fleet building program was created.

The board was probably the first group
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to appreciate Germany as the potential
encmy and correctly recommended the
retention of the entire battle fleet in the
Atlantic.

The Taft administration dealt with
the naval problem posed by Germany to
the best of its ability. By building a
battleship-heavy fleet, the United States
appeared much more formidable than it
truly was and certainly commanded
much more respect than if capital ship
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units had been sacrificed to obtain the
needed auxiliarics. However, when con-
sidering this policy vis-a-vis Japan, the
Taft administration was playing with
fire. The President and his Secretary of
the Navy were quite fortunate that no
Japanese ineident escalated beyond eon-
trol, for they had neither the means to
eope with such a situation nor the plans
for gaining the necessary means. The
naval poliey they followed, although
dangerous, was still prohably the best
possible ehoice for the times. The “in-
house” policies of Seerctary Meyer were
commendable and in eonsonance with
the political realities of life. The Seere-
tary altempted needed reform and re-
organization at a lime when it was
required. Unfortunately, neither he nor
the President possessed the political
following or leadership necessary to
institute the reforms that were desired.

The Wilson administration seemingly
had all the political musele it nceded
during this era. The only thing President
Wilson needed to do was make up his
mind with regard to dircetion of move-
ment. Onee preparedness was deeided
upon, the wheels started turning, and
when oiled by the President, the ma-
chinery really moved. Sceretary Daniels,
colorful as he was, lelt something to be
desired as the leader of the Nayy. He did
not properly appreciate the relative
importance of the tasks at hand nor did
he utilize cxisting asscts to the fullest
extent. f the preparedness movement
had not risen, it is quite conceivable
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iPBUTLDING

ILD LEGISLATION 63

that the U.S. Navy would have eon-
tinued to deeline in relative statua.

Finally there is the Congress, what-
ever its shorteomings. The legislators on
the surface appear to have been slow in
recognizing the facts of life. The decline
of the U.S. Navy into third position
among world powers was not recognized
until 2 or 3 years after it actually
happened. Germany, as the most
pressing threat, was not appreeiated
until a year or two after naval planncrs
had replaced Japan with Germany in the
priority of naval threats. Although the
fleet was scriously short of light
eruisers, destroyers, and other auxili-
arics, Congress would worry only about
the number of battleships to be au-
thorized.

Yet, despite all the surface short-
eomings, the Congress represented the
wishcs of the people. Eeonomic eon-
siderations are seen throughout the
naval legislation from 1910 to 1915,
The spirit of isolationism and the ener-
vating drag of a depression were mani-
fest openly in the preachments uttered
in the debates on the hill. Only after the
eountry became aroused and it had
become clear that the constituencies
desired a truly powerful first line of
defense was appropriate legislation en-
aeted. The reflection of the desires of
the people ean be seen by viewing naval
legislation of the day, and this iz a
desirable and correct eondition in any
era,
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APPENDIX I-NAVAL VESSELS RECOMMENDED AND AUTHORIZED

Recommaended by the

General Board

Recommended by the
Secretary of tha Navy

Authorlzed by Congress

1909

4 battleships
1 repair ship

10 destroyers
4 scout cruisers
1 emmunition ship
1 fuel ship (oil tank)

(Secrotary Mevyer)

2 bettlaships
1 repair ship

{Act of 1810)
2 battleshlps
2 fuel ships

4 submarines
6 destroyers

1810

4 hettleships
1 gunboat
2 river gunboats

4 fuel ships

2 tugs

3 submarine tenders
16 destroyers

1 repair ship

4 scout cruisers

2 destroyer tenders

1 mine tayer

2 transports

1 hospital ship

{Secretary Mayar)

2 battleships

1 gunboet

1 river gunboat

2 submarinas

1 fuel ship

2 tugs

1 submarine tender

{Act of 1811)

2 bettleships

1 gunboat

1 river gunboat

4 submarines

2 fuel ships

2 tugs

1 submarine tender
B destroyers

1211

4 battleships
4 fuel ships
16 destroyoers
2 dastroyer tenders
B submarines
2 submarine tenders
1 repair ship
4 scout cruisers
1 ammunition ship
1 mine layer
2 transports

{Secratary Movyer)

2 battleships
2 fuel ships

{Act of 1912)

1 battieshlp

2 fuel ships

6 destroyers

1 destroyer tender
8 submarines

1 submarine tender
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APPENDIX I-NAVAL VESSELS RECOMMENDED AND AUTHORIZED {cont’d)

Recommiended by the
General Board

Recommeandead by the
Sacratary of the Navy

Authorized by Congress

1912

4 battlaships
2 battle cruisers
2 gunboets
16 destroyars
6 submarines

1 ammunition ship
2 transports

2 tugs

1 submarine tender
1 daestroyer tender

{Sacratery Mayer)

3 battleships
2 battle cruisers
2 gunboats
16 destroyars
6 submarinas
1 tuel ship {conditionally)
1 ammunition ship
2 transports
2 tugs
1 submarine tender
1 destroyer tender

{Act of 1913)
1 battleship

6 destroyers
4 submarines

1 transport

1 supply ship 1 supply ship 1 supply ship
1 submarine testing dock 1 submarine testing dock
1913 {Sacretary Danials) {Act of 1914)
4 battlsships 3 battleships 3 hattlaships
16 destroyers 8 destroyers 6 destroyers

8 submarinas

1 destroyer tender
1 submarine tender
2 fuel ships {oilers}
2 gunboats

1 transport

1 supply ship

1 hospital ship

3 submarines

8 or more submarines
1 submarina testing dock

1914
4 battleships

16 dastroyaers
3 fleet submarines

4 scouts

4 gunboats

2 oil fuel ships

1 destroyar tender
1 submarine tender
1 Navy transport

1 hospital ship

1 supply ship

{Sacretary Daniels)

2 battleships
6 dastroyers

8 submarines or mora, 1 to be of

seagoing type and 7 or mora
of coast-defense type

1 gunboat
1 oiler

{Act of 1915}
2 hattlaships
6 destroyers

2 ssagoing submarines
16 coast-defense submarines

1 oil fusl ship

Figuras axtracted from Annual Reparts, 1915, p. 86-87,
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APPENDIX I1-NAVAL EXPENDITURE AND BUILDING PROGRAMS?

GREAT BRITAIN

UNITED STATES

Year  Expenditure?  Now Construction® Year  Expenditure®  New Construction®
1910-11 202.1 16-261.9 1910-11 133.2 6 - 189.1
191112 2116 13 - 362.3 1911-12 127.8 4-109.0
191213 224.4 15 - 396.0 191213 1297 5.1448
1913-14 237.6 17 -421.0 1913-14 142.7 5-161.0
191415 260.7 17 - 4496 191416 148.3 5-160.0

GERMANY FRANCE

Year  Expenditure®  New Construction® Year Expenditure®  New Construction®
1910-11 103.3 12 - 267.0 1910-11 741 4-125.7
1911-12 107.2 10-2473 191112 804 7-161.6
191213 110.0 9-246.3 191213 81.7 9-2141
1913-14 112.0 9-285.0 1913-14 90.2 9-215.0
1914-156 114.0 11-297.2 1914-16 123.8 9-216.8

JAPAN

Year Expoenditure®  New Construction®
1910-11 36.9 3- 7118
1911-12 43.0 b-140.0
1912-13 46.5 4-120.0
1913-14 48.1 7-144.0
1914-15 69.1 6-177.0

8Figures extracted from: Navy Yearbook, 1911, p. 749-754; 1912, p. 748; 1913, p. 830;

Jana’s Fighting Ships, 1914, p. 32s; Navy Yesrbook, 1916, p. 657.

l‘)E:-(panditures shown In millions of doilars.

ENew construction consists only of battleship and cruiser construction in units being built

and displacemsnt tons being built,
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