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THE MISAPPLICATION OF A WEAPONS SYSTEM:
THE BATTLE CRUISER AS A WARSHIP TYPE

In the carly years of the 20th century, Sir John Fisher of the Royal Navy
concluded a remarkable series of reforms which produced the dreadnought and the
battle cruiser. These reforms resulted in a wholesale discarding of the obsolete vessels
of the fleet and produced the prototypes for a new ere in naval construction. One of
these new ship types, the battle cruiser, was often misemployed during its career and,
as a result, gained an undescrved reputation as a poor warship design. [ts misuse was
the result of a failure of eommuaication between Sir John Visher and the officers
who decided where and how the battle cruiser would be used.

An article prepared by
Ensign Donald G. White, U.S. Naval Reserve

Correspondence School

The Development of the Battle Cruis-
er and Dreadnought. From the emer-
gence ol the lirst ironclad warships in
the 1850° Lo the devclopment of a
relatively  standardized capital  ship
design in the 1890%, there occurred a
period of great flux in naval architce-
ture. During this time there was a
prodigious varicly of ship designs, both
within cach respective national fleet and
on a comparative basis helwecn fleets.
This was largely caused by two factors.
1t wag during this era that hoth metal-
lurgy and ordnance were making very
rapid advanecs, and it was not unusual
for ships to be obsolete before they
werc launched. Naval artillery pro-
gressed from the 15-inch Dahlgren
aboard the second-gencration Civil War
monilors to the relatively advanced 12-
inch gun of the 1890%. The latter
cmployed smokeless powder, and ils
harrels possessed greater tensile
strength, both of which added signili-
cani range to naval gunfire. Adding to

gunfire development was an improve-
ment in protective armor. The wrought
iron plates of the Virginia were replaced
hy nickel alloy, and this revolution in
metallurgy made itsell felt in propulsion
in the form of gaining greater specds
and elficiency lhrough increased boiler
pressures. This rapid advanee in technol-
ogy placed naval engincers and taeti-
cians in a dilemma of how best to adapt
the new revolutionary technology to
ship design and fleel taclics.

A second lactor which contribuled
to the problem ol design and tactical
coherence was the presenee of a school
ol naval thought which regarded all
capital ships as ohsolete. In I'rance this
took the form ol the Jeunc Leole, in
which Adm. Theophile Aube was a
major voice. As Marine Minister in
1880, Aube canceled Lbe construclion
ol all heavy warships, lavoring instead
the fast corsair cruiser and the seagoing
“aulonomous” torpedo boat. He hoped
to usc the cruiscrs in a manner similar to
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the employment of the Confederate
ship Alabama which rcduced shipping
under Union eontrol hy frightening
shipowners into changing the registry of
their vesscls. He saw the torpedo boat
cquipped with the new scll-propelled
Whitchead torpedo as the answer to the
capital ship. A group of such boats, he
reasonced, could destroy any capital or
merchant ship within their radius of
action at small cost Lo themselves.! The
result was a relaxation of eapital ship
construclion which was felt not only in
Franee, hut throughout Europe.

By 1890, however, Lhe situation had
erystallized sufficiently so that scveral
distinet sbip types were recognizahle.
Alarmed by the imminent prospeel of a
Franco-llussian alliance, Sir William
White, the British Dircetor of Naval
Construction  (1885-1902), produced
the Royal Sovereign haltleship design,
which served as the prolotype for Lhe
predreadnought battleships of the major
naval powers. No sooner was il com-
pleted than Adm. Sir Frederick
Richards called for a sizable building
program to create a flect of such vessels
larger than that of both France and
Russia.? By 1905 Britain possessed
approximately 40 of these pre-
dreadnought battleships. lach of these
ships had good armor protection, a
speed on the order of LB knots, an
armament of four 12-inch guns and
cight 8-inch guns, plus an assortment of
smaller weapons Lo he used against
torpedo boats at close range. Their
tonnage was approximatcly 10,000, and
the cost ol each ship of this class was
approximately of 1,200,000 pounds.’
Other powers duplicated this design in
its cssential characteristies with minor
modifications in armament and con-
struction. The primary purpose of such
ships was to Lake their plaec in the line
of hatlle and to participate in a gunnery
duel with Lheir opposing numbers. As
effcetive gunnery during this period was
restricted to about 4,000 yards, hoth
the 12-inch and 8-inch would be within

range, and the designers expected the
heavier but slower firing big guns to
inflict about the same damage as their
lighter companions.

IFrom a practical viewpoint, such
armament was illogical, and it is strange
that this was not notieed soconer. 'I'he
presenee of lwo gun sizes to be used
over Lhe same range produced an unnce-
cssary  diversificalion of ammunition
sizec which yielded no corresponding
advanlages. As gunnery was restricted Lo
this relatively short range, it would have
been tar better Lo have built ships with
only one pun size. The choice of gun
caliber cound be determined by examin-
ing relalive performance over the effce-
tive range.

The sccond type of vessel generally
accepled as an element of the (lecl at
this time was the armored cruiser. The
armored cruiser was in tonnage (14,000)
almost the cqual of the predrcadnought
{16,000), but its design and lunetion
were different. [L was protecled with
arinor on Lhe sides, deek, and turrets,
though this armor was usually nol as
thick as the predreadnought’s. The
speed of Lhese vessels was 20-22 knots,
4 knots faster than the predreadnought.
Armamenl varied widcly, although the
most frequent ehoice was lour 8-inch
guns. Several American vessels of this
class were armed with {our 10-inch
guus, and others in Furope had only 6
inch.* This vessel had a dual function. 1t
could cillier Lake its place in the line of
battle with the predreadnought, utiliz-
ing Lhere its urmor und B-inch guns, or it
could use its supcrior speed to avoid
battle with predreadnoughts and engage
in commerce raiding or other indcpen-
dent inissions, Its speed gave it immun-
ily to the predreadnought, when proper-
ly handled, and its armor and guns made
it morc than a match for any lighter
ship.

The next ship in type was the pro-
tected cruiser, so called DLecause s
delensive armor was limited to Lhe deck
and turrets.® Closely following this was
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the light cruiser, whose light guns and
lack of armor made possible inercased
speed. Both of these were designed for
reconnaissance and independent
missions.

Following the advent of the torpedo
boal, a need was (cle for a light vessel
with quick-liring guns which conld
counler attacks by such ships. The
resull was the torpedo hoal destroyer,
later shorlened Lo destroyer. Torpedoes
laler hecame standard on Lhesc vessels,
and the destroyer nsnrped the funclions
ol the vessel it was originally designed
to connter. [l also retained its original
mission ol preventing enemy torpedo
carriers [rom rcaehing the eapital ships
of the fleet. To this picture was added,
in 1900, a relatively effective submarine
whose technological limitation at first
relegated it Lo eoast defense.

For approximalely 10 yecars
(1890-1900) naval technology remained
stabilized along these lines. Beginning
aboul the turn ol the century, howeyer,
improvemenls in oplical range linders
and increased gunnery praelice altered
the situation in lavor of the big gnn.

The man who stimunlaled the next
phase of Lechnological advaneement was
Sir John Fisher, the commanding olficer
ol the Brilish Mediterrancan ¥leet [rom
1899 o 1902, Visher was concerned
over the poor gunnery of his command,
and he altempted to remedy it by
instituting long-range gunncry praclice
as u slandard {leet activity. This policy
began in 1899, when the Caesar engaged
a G6-knot towed larget at 6,000 yards.
Eventually Iisher offered a Challenge
Cup for the vessel displaying the most
aceurate gunnery. Meaninglul advances
in this arca were made possible by the
development ol optical range finders at
the Fleet Gunnery Sehool at Whale
lsland by Sir Perey Scolt.® Because of
these new instroments plus continued
practice, the range of cfleetive gunnery
was raised from 4,000 yards to 15,000
yards, the maximum range of the 12-
inch gun.

It was during this era that the British
fought a frustrating Boer War with
questionable  effeetiveness and little
imagination. This confliet coupled with
the German naval laws of 1898 and
1900, which provided lor the eonstruc-
tion of a fleet of predreadnoughts rival-
ing that of Great Britain, motivated a
group of Linglish naval olficers to seck
reforms in their fleet. One of these was
Sir John Fisher. Fisher served as Sceond
Sea lord [rom June 1902 to August
1903, and on 21 Oclober 1904 he
became First Sea Lord, responsible only
to the government for the administra-
tion and operation of the Royal Navy.

It was also at this time that Parlia-
ment became restless over the fact that
British naval cxpenditures had risen 40
pereent in the last 15 years, faster than
those of other naval powers. They were
therclore anxious lor eeonomics, and
Fisher was willing to oblige them il he
could also inerease or maintain the
efficiency of the fleet in the process. His
first step was to deactivate 154 older
battleships and eruisers, most of which
dated from before 1887, He lollowed
this up by disearding a large number of
small coastal palrol boats stationed in
the colonies, which were incapable of
combat and had been preserved only to
show the flag to the natives. With the
personnel thus displaced, he inercased
the readiness ol the remaining reserve
vessels laid up in the docks. The man-
ning of these vessels was increased from
a small maintenance party to two-fifths
of the wartime complement, including
all essential personnel. The resulting
economics in repairs alone amounled to
850,000 pounds.”

In examining the possibilities of new
battleship construction, [isher was in-
Mucneed by an article in the 1903 issue
ol Jane’s Fighting Ships thal suggested a
warship which mounted ten 12-inch
guns.® Sueh a ship would be able to
open fire upon a predreadnought at a
range beyond the predreadnought’s 8-
inch guns—the older ship could only
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reply with its four 12-inch gune. If the
new ship also posscescd a speed advan-
tage which allowed it to choose the
range, the predreadnought’s lighter 8-
inch guns would be virtually useless.
Thus, one capital ship monnting ten
12-inch guns would be as valuable as
two or three of the older predread-
noughts and wonld cost only slightly
more.

Acting on this reasoning, Visher
ordered the preparation of plans for the
H.M.S. Dreadnought, the keel of which
was laid in (betoher 1905, Within a year
this new ship joined the fleet, complete
with the first torbine drive. This new
propnlsion system reduced  overhaul
lime and gave the Dreadnought a speed
ol 21 knots, 3 knots [aster than the now
obsolete predrednoughts. The tonnage
of the new ship was increased [rom
16,000 tons to 17,900 in comparison
with the predreadnonghts, while the
cost rose from 1.2 million pounds to 1.5
million pounds.® Scarcely had the
Dreadnought completed her Lrials when
Fisher laid down the keels for six more
of the same type—the Bellerophon, Su-
perh, Temeraire, St. Vincent, Colling-
wood, and Vanguard. ln the first 6
months ol 1909 still another Lhree were
luid down, and by August of 1911 Great
Britain possessed 10 dreadnoughts, cach
armed with Len 12-inch guns.

laving completely altered the line of
battle, Fisher next turned his attention
to the other components of the fleet,
one of which was the commeree raider.
With a spced of 22 knots or more, Lhe
armored cruiser could still make good
its escape from a dreadnought, and as a
commerece raider it could only be cn-
gaged, with any reasonable hope of
success, Dby other armored cnrisers.
Light cruisers or destroyers could cateh
the armored cruiser, but they could not
outfight her. While an armed merchant
ship might reasonahly expect to resist
an unarmored light cruiser, it was at a
hopeless disadvantage vis-a-vis the ar-
mored cruiser with its 8-inch guns and

subslantial armor protection. IFisher was
also concerned over the fact that the
newest Gorman passenger liners, which
hoasted a speed of 23 knots, also had
mounts for O-ineh guns and could be
litted oul as ecommerce raiders in time
of war.

To this donble dilemma VFisher pro-
dnced an intelligent solntion. As the
[2-inch gun was now reliable al long
ranges, why nol prodnee a
dreadnonght-class  vessel whieh  sacri-
ficed armor protection for greater
specds. Such a vessel could eatch the
armnored erniser or the passenger liner,
choose a range outside that ol the
8-inch bul within its own 12-inch, and
destroy the raider. Destroying corsairs
wonld then hecome only a problem of
localing them.

Thns the concepl of the hattle cruis-
er originaled. [t is importanl lo note
that snch a ship was primarily designed
Lo combal corsairs, a mission (or which
it wonld need no armor protection. It
was never inlended to take a place in
the line ol bhatle or to combat dread-
nonghts.

In Febroary 1906 Fisher laid down
three vessels of the battle cruiser type,
the Invineible, Indomitable, and Inflex-
ible. These ships were designed for a
speed of 25 knots bnt made 28 knols on
their trials. They were armed with cight
12-inch guns and had a displacement of
17,250 tons. Visher declined at this time
to follow his idea to its logical cxtreme
by wholly climinating proteclive armor
and gave the battle eruisers armorplating
eqnal to most of the armored crnisers
ther in existenee {6 inches on the helt
and 7 inches on the turrcts). [n Febru-
ary of 1909 TFisher laid down three
more battle cruisces—the Indefatigable,
Australia, and New Zealand, the latter
two of which were [linanced by their
namesakes in the face of the developing
naval race with Germany—ol the same
type, and these were completed by the
middle of 1913.7° These six ships made
armored eruisers obsolcle.
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British Armoured Cruiser HMS /ndomitable (1306) (Jane’s- Fighting Ships, 1909)

The reaction of Germany to this
revolution of seapower was immediate
and threatening, and Fisher’s crities did
not hesitate to condemn him for in-
troducing a weapon which shattered,
without an enemy blow, Britain’s long
lead in predreadnought capital ships. In
July of 1906, while the Dreadnought
was still unlaunched, Fisher’s opposite
number, Alfred von Tirpitz, laid down
four dreadnoughts. These were the
Westfalen, Nassau, Posen, and Rhein-
land. In accordance with Germany’s
usual procedure, the four were designed
primarily for operations in the North
Sea. Their living quarters were cramped
as the crew would spend most of their
nights in barracks ashore. Range was
limited, and the weight thus conserved
was invested in heavy armor protection
and increased compartmentation. These
four ships were armed with twelve
11-inch guns, which almost equaled the
British 12-inch in range and penetrating
power. They used reciprocating steam
engines, however, which limited their
top speed to 19% knots. These ships
were not completed until May of 1910,
almost 4 years after the Dreadnought
joined the fleet.

The German Government also in-
duced the Krupp works to expand its
metallurgical capabilities to the point
where it could produce heavy turrets for
eight dreadnoughts a year, a capacity
equaled only by Great Britain.’ ! Orders
for this new equipment were not long in
coming. The German naval law of 1908
provided for the construction of four

dreadnoughts a year in 1908 and 1909,
and two a year thereafter. Nine addi-
tional dreadnoughts, making a total of
13, were completed by the outhreak of
the war. These last nine were fitted with
turbine engines, which provided a speed
of 20 knots. Their armament was in-
creased to twelve 12-inch guns for the
first four and ten 12-inch guns for the
last five. Four more were completed in
early 1915. (See appendix.) All of these
vessels were well protected and had
effective damage control procedures.

The German designers did not imi-
tate their British competitors in battle
cruiser design. By using 1l-inch guns
instead of 12-inch, reducing range and
berthing space, and increasing tonnage
slightly the Germans gave their battle
cruisers a speed of 26 knots or better
while retaining an armor protection
equal to that of British dreadnoughts.
Such ships were designed to fight with
the dreadnoughts, contrary to Fisher’s
concept. Yet they still had the speed
necessary to outrange them. The design
was thus truly versatile, and the six such
ships which participated in the war gave
excellent service.

Surprisingly enough, the U.S. Nayy
Board was apparently not impressed
with the battle cruiser design during the
first 5 years of that design’s existence.
No mention of it was made in the
annual reports until 1911, but in the
following years the construction of such
ships was recommended with increasing
emphasis.’> Not until the battle of the
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Falkland lslands had demonstrated the
soundness ol the battle cruiser concept
did the administration and Congress stir
themselves sufliciently to allocate funds
for the construction of sueh vessels.!?

The same tardiness was nol cvident,
however, in  their evaluation ol the
dreadnought. While l'isher was develop-
ing the plans lor the Dreadnought,
American designers were designing the
South Carolina and the Michigan, which
hoasted eight 12-inch guns and a speed
with reciprocating engines of 18%
knots, These were hegun in Novemher
ol 1906 and eompleted in Decemher ol
1909.** By that time (our others, with
turhines and ten 12-inch guns, were in
the docks. By August of 1914, 10
dreadnoughts composed the battle {leet
of the United States.

While a total of nine other stalcs
huilt ships of the dreadnought type
belore 1914, only Japan [ollowed the
British and the Germans in produeing
battle cruisers. ln January of 1911 she
laid the keels of the Kongo, Hi-ei,
Haruna, and Kirishima. These were com-
pleted in 1915, survived the First World
War and the Washington Conlercnce,
and participated in World War IL Two
ol them hunted unsuccesstully for the
Repulse and Prince of Wales in 1941,
shortly helore those ships were sunk hy
air attack. The four were designed hy
Sir George Thurston of Great Britain as
slightly modified versions of the British
Lion class of hattle cruisers, and onc ol
them, the Kongo, was built in a British
yard. The remaining three were built in
Japanese yards, and their construction
there marked the end ol Japan’s depen-
denee upon lorcign yards [or her naval
eonstruction.!’

The Dritish responded to the barge
German naval program of 1908 by
designing a larger dreadnought (22,500
tons) designed to carry 13.5-inch guns
in its main battery. Twelve ol thesc
were in the line or almost completed by
the oulbreak of the war.

The battle cruiser also shared in this
inerease in gun size. Four ships of the
Lion class were eompleted before the
outhreak of the war, boasting eight
13.5-ineh guns, a speed of from 26 to
29 knots and a tonnage of 20,350 to
28,500, depending on the individual
ship (sce appendix). The armor protce-
tion of thesc vessels was slightly in-
creased over that of the earlier Invinci-
ble class, but as evenls were to show, it
was [olly to deploy these ships against
heavily armored drecadnoughts.

Thus, when war came in August of
1914, the British had available 18 dread-
noughts, plus two seized from Turkey
which were heing built in British yards,
and ninc hattle cruiscrs. The Germans
had ready 13 dreadnoughts and six
well-armored hattle cruisers.

One other significant prewar develop-
ment deserves mention. In 1909 the
British ‘“raised the ante™ in regards to
gun size by ahandoning the 12-ineh gun
lor the 13.5-inch, In 1912 they repcaled
the process, this lime with the 15-ineh
gun, This was nol tremendously signifi-
cant in itself, but the new ship design
whieh accompanicd it was. T'he tonnage
of these ships, the Queen Elizabeth
class, was raised to 27,500, and they
were equipped with oil-fired boilers for
the lirst time. But the significant leature
was the specd—25 knots, This speed was
only 3 knots short of the first genera-
tion of hattle eruisers, and it was aceom-
plished without any reduetion of armor,
range, of hahitahility. The lesson was
plain: as the sizc of capital ships in-
creased, the point would soon be
reached where the dreadnought’s large
tonnage would allow both heavy armor
prolection and engines capalle of the
same speed as the battle eruisers. Thus
the battle eruiser’s originat funetion, the
destruetion of fast commerce raiders,
could be aecomplished by the fast bat-
tleship. At that point the battle cruiser
would become obsolete, and that obso-
lescenec was already visible on the
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horizon as the First World War,

commecnced.

The Batle Cruiser in the First World
War. A major portion ot the hlame for
the lack of suecess of the hattle cruiser
in the lirst World War musl be laid at
the door of Sir John Fisher himsell,
Fisher [ailed to convey to the British
nayal officer eorps a firm and accurale
conception of the funetion of the hattle
eruiser. In 1914 many otfiecrs had no
conecption of what a battle eruiser was
supposed Lo accomplish or, worse, har-
bored a misconeeption. Adm. David
Beally, the offlicer in charge of the
battle cruiser squadron of the lome
I'leet at the beginning of the war,
thought his mission was Lo push aside
the enemy’s light scoul lorees and to
“form a fast divisiou of the Battle
Tleet.””'® Had such a lack of
understandiug been remedied prior Lo
the war, the hattle eruiser would never
have been placed in battle opposite the
dreadnought.

The first significanl action involving
battle eruisers took place on 28 August
1914. On that day the Dritish senl a
squadron of light eruiscrs to roid the
German destroyers patrolling the waters
around Heligoland—a small island off
the German coast whieh had been ob-
tained by the Germans from the Brilish
in 1890 in a eolonial trade and was
thercafter made into one of the strong-
est naval fortresses in Lhe world. L'hese
light cruiscrs were intercepted hy a
superior force of German light cruisers
and retired seaward. Beatty, waiting
offshore in a support role, came to the
assistanee of the British Force, surprised
the Germans, and sank three light
cruisers and Lhree destroyers with his
heavy guns hefore the remainder of the
German foree escaped.

An even more successful operalion
foltowed. At the time war was deelared,
Lhe ships of the German China squad-
ron, composed ol Lhe armored cruisers
Seharnhorst and Greisenau and the light

cruisers Leipzig, Niirnberg, and Dresden,
were operating in the Far East. These
ships were commanded by Admiral
Counl von Spee, were manned by regu-
lars, and in annual gunnery practice had
displayed some ol the lLest marksman-
ship in the German flect. PFearing a
rendezvous with the eapital ships of the
Japanese flect, Spee took his squadron
Lo South Ameriean waters.

The British officer in eommand of
the South American Station was Rear-
Admiral Sir  Christopher Craddoek.
Craddock had under his eommand the
old predreadnought hattleship Canopus,
the armored cruiser Good ope, and the
light eruisers Monmouth, Glasgow, and
Otranto. All of these vessels were part
of Lhe rescrve fleet and had recently
been mobilized and manned by reserv-
ista. The squadron’s speed was inferior
to that of the Germans, even without
the Canopus. Craddoek had requested
the dispateh of a hattle eruiser to
reinforee his squadron. The Admiralty,
however, refused and suggested instcad
thal he hold his sqnadron within range
ol the 12-inch guns of the Canopus in
order Lo assure the salcly of his ships,'”

Aller receiving word of the where-
abouts of the German squadron,
Craddock eoneluded that he would have
no hope of overhauling it if he were
burdened with the slow Canopus. e
therefore left the Canopus to eseort the
squadron’s colliers and proceed with
only his cruisers. He intercepted the
German foree at Coronel, and in the
ensuing battle Craddock was killed and
his squadron destroyed as an effective
fighting force. The Germans, whose
excellent gunnery carried the day, re-
ceived six hils and suflfered only two
easualtics. “The vietory ought to have
been Kit’s |Craddock’s] if they had
only done what they ought, and sent
the Invincible and Inflexible oul Lo him
long ago.'®

Humiliated by this deleal, the British
now procceded to use their battle cruis-
ars, three of which were dispatched to
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destroy Spee. The Princess Royal was
sent to the Panama Canal to hlock that
entrance to the Atlantic, while the
Invineible and Inflexible were ordered
to the Falkland lslands, o which the
Canopus had retreated. So quickly did
these ships arrive that Spee was not
aware of their presence in the orea.
Trying to reach Germany, Spee decided
to stop long enough to raid the
Fulklands, having heard that there was a
weak cruiser squadron there. Much to
his surprise he discovered the Invincible
and the Inflexible, which were in the
process of raising steam for a sortie.
Realizing the odds, Spee’s squadron
turned and fled.

In the ensuing battle the battle cruis-
ers were used in exactly the manner
IFisher had forescen. They remained oul
of range of Spee’s 8-inch guns and used
their own 12-inch guns Lo destroy his
ships. Al onc point in the batile, how-
ever, Spee was able Lo gel within range
by making a sudden turn while the
vision of the British ships wus obscured
by smoke. This allowed Spee’s armored
cruigers to gain a few hits on the hattle
cruisers, These hits were nol serious,
however, and the range was soon
opened again. The battle cruisers thus
proved themselves eapable of complel-
ing the type of mission lor which they
were designed.'®

The outstanding success of the battle
eruiser type at the Falkland lslands and
at Heligoland convinced the British
Admiralty that more ships of such type
were necded, Fisber, now back in the
Admiralty after resigning under pressure
several years before, took the lead in
demanding new ships of this type. Two
battle eruisers werc on the point of
heing laid down when Lhe war began,
but their construetion had been halted
in the belief that the war would be
short. lisher now was determined to
carry the eoncept of the hattle cruiser
to its logical extreme, and he ordered
the Direcetor of Naval Construetion to
revise Lhe plans for these two battle

cruisers. The new design was ready on
29 Decemher 1914, The new ships were
to have a tonnage of 26,500, a speed of
32 knots, and six 15-nch guns. The
armor on the helt and deck of these
vessels was rcdueed still further, while
substantial armor was left on the tur-
rets. The result was a ship wilth greater
speed, less armor, and fewer guns. These
iwo vessels were laid down in January
of 1915 and were completed in Septem-
her of 1910 as the Renown and the
Repulse.

[(This design} was conceived as
a direct result of the Falkland
Islands Battle and also on account
of the cxperience gained during
the action fought on the 28th of
August 1914, which showed the
immense value of very high speed
with longrange powerful gunfire
and large radius of aetion, which
qualities, in association, enable a
ship to run down those of the
enemy under any eireumstanees,
with the power of cnloreing or
declining action, as may be con-
sidered desirable. [eatures of such
magnitude could only he ohtained
if the armour proleetion were
comparatively light, unless very
great  size ol ship were ac-
cepled.?®

Winston Churchill, who was also in
the Admiralty at this time, opposed the
construclion of these shipa.

T'o put the value of a first-class
battleship into a vessel whieh can-
not stand the pounding of a heavy
action is a false policy. Lt is far
better to spend the extra money
and have what you really want.
The battle cruiser, in other words,
should be superseded hy the fast
batteship...in spite of her
cost.??

Fisher obtained the support of Adiniral
Jellicoe, the commander of the Battle
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Fleet, and in the end the Cabinet
overruled Churehill and authorized the
two new battle eruisers.

Fisher was not satisfied with the
Renown and the Repulse, but no funds
were available [or further capital ship
eonstruction, He therefore supervised
the designing of two “large light eruis-
ers” of 18,600 tons. These ships made
33 knots, earried four 15-ineh guns, and
had virtually no armor protection. They
were laid down in May of 1915 and
completed in Januvary of 1917, A third
ship of this elass had two 18-inch guns
instcad of four 15-ineh. These ships
were named the Courageous, Glorious,
and Iurious, but they were known
universally in the [leet as the Out-
rugeous, Uproarious, und the
Spurious.’? They were the ultimate
development of the battle cruiser idea, a
light and cceonomical ship that conld
catch and destroy cnemy cruisers with
ils great speed and long-range fire. From
a technological pomnt of view, however,
the idca was ecarried too iar, for the
gpolting devices ol the time needed at
least six hecavy guns of the same ealiber
to obsetve a firc pattern properly. After
the war these ships were converted into
aireraft carricrs.

While the British were usiug their
hattle eruisers to destroy Admiral von
Spee’s squadron in the South Atlantie,
the High Seas Fleet in Wilhelmshaven
under Adm. Frederick von Ingenohl
were using theirs for shore bombard-
ment. On 3 November 1941, four Ger-
man battle cruisers plus the armored
cruiser Blucher sorticd from their base
to bombard the British coastal town of
Yarmouth. The success of the raid was
so encouraging that the Germans at-
tempted a similar bombardment on 15
December accompanied by a scouting
force of light cruiscrs and destroyers.
The British, who had obtained a copy of
the German code books, deciphered the
wircless orders and set a irap for the
German hattle cruisers, commanded by
Adm. Franz von Hipper.?? Four battle

2

eruisers eommanded by Admiral David
Beatty, supported by six dreadnoughts,
were waitling for Iipper when on the
morning of 16 December he eompleted
his homhardment of Harwich and
[Humber and torned again towards
Wilhelmshaven. “We went on tenter-
hooks to hreakfast. To have this tremen-
dous prize—the German hattle eruiser
squadron whose loss would fatally muti-
late the whole German navy and eould
never he regaired—aetually within our
claws...”?* Unknown to the Admi-
ralty, it was the Dritish foree which was
in danger, for Ingenohl had brought the
High Seas Fleet out to support Hipper
and was then only 10 miles from
Beatty’s foree.

Here at last were the conditions
for whieh the Germans bad been
striving sinec the outbreak ol the
war. A few miles away on the port
bow of the High Seas I'leet, iso-
lated, and several hours stcaming
from home, was the most power-
ful homogeneous hattle squadron
of the Grand Fleet, the destrue-
tion of which would at onc blow
have completed the proecss of
attrition and placed the British
and German fleets on a precisely
cven footing as regards numerical
strength.?’

This situation, whieh had such great
possihilities, ended barmlessly,
Ingenohl, being incorreetly imformed by
his scouting forces that the entire Grand
Fleet lay ahead, rcturned to base.
Hipper, being similarly warned, ehanged
course and escaped northward through
heavy rain squalls.

In January of 1915 the Germans
made a third attempt to use their battle
cruisers for shore bombardment. Once
again the British overheard their wireless
and planned an interception  with
Beatty’s hattle cruisers. Beatty success-
fully made the interception and sank
the slower armored cruiser Blicher, but
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due to a signaling error the three Ger-
man hattle croisers made good their
cscape. The Germans learned during this
engagement the importanee of installing
antiflash proteetion on their ships to
prevent a hit in the turret from follow-
ing the ammunition train down to the
magazine. This lesson the British were
later 1o discover more painfully.

Until 1916 the British public and
naval establishment fonnd little [ault
with the hattle erniser. The vielories at
Heligoland and the Falklands appeared
to justify the type, and few eriticisms
were heard. 11 was the Battle of Jutland
that first brought the charge that the
battle cruiser was poorly designed, vul-
nerable in eombat, and a poor invest-
menl.,

ly May of 1916 the British Grand
Ileet included 26 dreadnoughts and 9
battle eruisers plus the light cruiser and
destroyer forees for scouling and tor-
pedo work. The Iligh Seas I'lect, now
eommanded by Adm. Reinhard Scheer,
included 10 dreadnoughts, 5 batile
ctuisers, and 0 slow predreadnoughts
foolishly ineluded in the main force for
sentimental reasons. Despite the excel-
lent example of effeclive battle cruiser
action which they had observed at the
Iralklands, the British still envisioned
the hattle cruiser as an integral part of
the battle fleet rather than a special-
purpose vesscl. Their battle orders
indicated no reluctanee to use battle
cruisers against enemy dreadnoughts,?®
The British battle eruisers were eom-
manded still by Earl David Beatty, while
the Third Battle Cruiger Squadron, a
subdivision of his eommand, was com-
manded by the Hear Adm. Horace
Hood. Adm. llugh Evan-Thomas eom-
manded the PFifth Battle Squadron
which ineluded all of the new L5-inch
gunned superdreadnoughts of the Queen
Elizabeth class.

In late May of 19160 Schecr made a
sortic with the High Seas Flect, hoping
to draw the Grand I'lect out of its base
at Seapa Flow, where there were sub-

marines waiting, or to catch a single
squadron alone. Unknown to him the
Grand Fleet was already at sea, and its
hattle eruisers and fast superdread-
noughts were separated from the rest of
the fleet by a distance of 69 miles.
Contaet was made hetween the British
and German battle cruisers, and the
firing began at 15,000 yards,

A series of scvere disasters now
ensued. The Lion, Beatty’s flagship,
took the first serious hit in one of its
turrets. A fire began which a few
minutes later flashed downward through
the ammunition hoist untl it reached
the magazine. The ship was only saved
hy the prompt and timely orders of Maj.
F.J.W. llarvey of the Royal Marines,
who, with hoth legs blown off, ordered
the flooding of the magazines. Major
Harvey received a posthumous Vietoria
Cross for this effort.?” Searcely had tbis
oceurred whn two volleys hit the fn-
defatigable. 'The big ship cxploded
almost immediately, leaving only Lwo
survivors. In all probability it suffered
the fate which was narrowly averted in
the Lion.

Beally was now reinforeed by the
fast battleships of the I'ifth Squadron.
They entered the fray and quickly
seored hits with their 15-inch guns.
I'ortunately for the Germans a great
many of these hits exploded on the
deeks and sides of the ships rather than
penctrating into the intetior.

Up until this time the German ships
had received no important hits. As
Hipper later atated: *“The fire of the
English Dbattle eruisers resulted in no
serious damage to our battle eruis-
¢rs. . . . In contrast 1o this, the fire of
the ships of the Malaye class and later of
ships of the main fleet created an
excellent  impression.”®  lincouraged,
Beatty used his advantage in speed to
closc further. The (Queen Mary now
suffercd the same fate as the Indefatiga-
ble, leaving only 20 survivors and hring-
ing forth from the Beally the immortal
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comment, “There scems o be some-
thing wrong with our bloody ships
today.”?®

The main body of the High Scas
Fleet now appeared, and the chase
turned in the other direction as Beatty
attempted to draw Scheer into the Arms
of the Grand Flect. During this stage the
fast battleships bore the brunt of the
engagement, with the Malaya receiving a
severe pounding and the Barkam losing
its wircless apparatus,

The Third Battle Cruiser Squadron,
commanded by llorace llood, now
joined the engagement, having pro-
cceded to the hattle ahead of Jellicoe’s
main hody. Scarcely had they arrived
when Lhe third hattle cruiser disaster
oceurred. The Invineible, with llood
aboard, was struck by long-range plung-
ing fire and exploded, apparently having
received a hit in the magazine. Only six
of the crew survived.

Jellicoc now came up with the main
body of the British flect, ineluding all of
the {irst pgeneration dreadnoughts.
Scheer, realizing the odds, turned his
hattle line away. Jnst when it appeared
that he had eseaped, he for ohseure
reasons turncd his flect again and pro-
eccded toward the Dritish once more.
Again a hail of gunfire convineed him
the odds were too great, and again he
turncd away.

In order to cover this move, Scheer
ordered both his destroyers and his
batde eruisers Lo attack the British line.
The battle cruisers, already sericusly
damaged, reached a position within
7,000 yards of the British dreadnoughts
hefore receiving a signal to relire.
Miraculously, none of them were sunk
or disabled. The German destroyers,
however, cauced Jellieoe to turn away,
much to the chagrin of the more
aggressive officers of the Britisb fleet.
Darkness then intervened, and during
the night Scheer Dbroke through
Jellicoc™s destroyer screen and made

good his cscape, losing the predread-
nought Pommern in the proccss.

Although the Germans failed to alter
the strategic situation by this engage-
ment, they inflieted greater losses on
the British than they themselves suf-
fered. The British public, longing for a
Trafalgar, was crilical of the Grand
Ieet, and the brunt of their eriticism
fell upon the ballle eruiser. Three
British Dbattle cruisers were losl under
circumstances which suggested inade-
quatc protection, while the German
battle cruisers received a tremendous
beating but still lost only one of their
number, the Lutzow, which had to be
seuttled on the return voyage, The
postmortems and evaluations which fol-
lowed this battle generally conetuded
that the battle ecruiser was poorly
protected and yulnerable.

Jellicoe provided fuel lor much ol
this eriticism when he made the fol-
lowing statement in his official report of
the battle. “'he [acts which contribuled
to the British losses were, lirst, the
indifferent armour proteclion of our
battle cruisers, particularly as regards
turrent armour and deck plating, and,
sceond, the disadvantage under which
our vessels labored in regard to the
light.3©

These crilicisms, however, did nol
take into aceount several miligaling
factors. Two of the three battle eruiscrs
lost cxploded duec to the [ailure to
install  antiltash proteetion on the
ammunition hoists between the turrets
and the magazine. ‘I'he Germans, having
had a narrow escape with the Seydlitz
carly in 1915, had installed such protce-
tion and did not have a similar diffi-
cull;y.Ell Presumably, if the British bad
installed antiflash protection these two
disasters would not have oeccurred so
rcadily.

On a larger scale, however, Lhe basic
problem was the cmploymenl of a
weapons system in a mission for which
it was not designed. The battle eruiser
was nol designed to fight it out with
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ships that were more heavily armored
than itself. It was designed to overhaul
its opponents and outrange them, thus
staying clear of enemy fire. In this type
of action it would have no need of
armor protection. It was a tactical error,
therefore, to expose a battle cruiser to
the fire of a heavily armored vessel, and
as the German battle cruisers had sacri-
fied radius of action for additional
armor protection, it was a mistake to
match them with ships of the Invincible
or Queen Mary class. The Invincible
class had only one mission, and that
mission had been elfectively illustrated
at the Falkland Islands. Their proper
deployment was not opposite the High
Seas I'leet, but in the cruising squadrons
which protected the British shipping
lanes. The German “battle-cruisers™
were, in fact, fast dreadnoughts of
limited range, and the only type of
vessel the British had which could
counter them were the superdread-
noughts of the Queen Elizabeth class. It
was these ships that should have met
Hipper, not Beatty’s Invincibles.

These arguments were not appre-
ciated at the time, however. It was
concluded that the battle cruiser needed
more armor, and additional deck armor
was added to the Repulse and Renown,
still under coustruction. As a result
these two ships were reduced in speed,
making them less capable of catching

commerce raiders and yet still incapable
of fighting in the line. The officers of
the battle cruiser fleet, chagrined at the
unfavorable publicity their ships were
receiving, felt that they had been used
as the bait for a trap which had not
been sprung due to Jellicoe’s timidity.

The results of Jutland doomed, in
the minds of the Admiralty, Fisher’s
designs for the Courageous, Glorious,
and Furious. The admiralty judged that
these ships, almost totally unprotected,
would be even morc likely to suffer the
fate of the Invincible. That was quite
true, provided anyone was so stupid as
to commit them to the line of battle. As
corsair hunters, however, they possessed
all the virtues of the Invincible class,
plus 5 knots additional speed and bigger
guns. Despite these increments they
weighed and cost no more, due to an
almost total lack of armor. If the
spotting problem could have been
solved, they could have given excellent
service in British shipping lanes against
armored cruisers, light cruisers, and con-
verted merchant vessuls,

The British did not abandon, how-
ever, all construction of battle cruisers.
In addition to the Renown and Repulse
they now laid down the Hood, which
was destined to suffer the same fate as
its Hlustrious namesake. The tonnage of
the Hood was increased dramatically in
order to allow great range, more armor,

HMS Hood (1920) (Brassey’s, 1923)
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a speed of 31 knots, and cight 15-inch
guns, Completed in March of 1920, the
Hood was the largest ship in the Royal
Navy for 20 years, a status abruptly
terminaled hy the Bismarck. Although
given greater armor prolection than any
other British batde eruiser, the Hood
was still at a tremendous disadvantage
when placed against the heavily armored
35,000 and 45,000 ton battleships ol
the 1940, as events were Lo show,

The Battle Cruiser in the Interwar
Period. The scuttling of the German
High Scas Tlect at Scapa Flow in 1919
temporarily climinated one conteslant
from the naval race, but it did not ahate
in the least the persistence of the other
three. 'I'he United Siates in the Naval
Acl of 1916 authorized the constroce-
tion of 10 dreadnoughts and six battle
cruisers within 3 years, and, although
foreed to postpone this program tem-
porarily to counter the German sub-
marine menace, 1t resumed this con-
struction after the war ended.*? The
Japanese in 1917 launched their “8-87
program, which envisaged the construe-
tion of cight battle cruisers and eight
hattleships, the last four of which were
to displace 47,000 tons and mounl eight
18-inch guns.®? The British, whose war
dehts limited their capahilities in this
arca, nevertheless laid the keels for four
new battle cruiscrs and eompleted the
plans for a new class of battleship.??

The domestic pressure for euts in
military expenditures was great chough,
however, to motivate an agreement on
arms limitation. At the Washington Con-
ference in Deeembher of 1921, the major
naval powers agreed to freeze eapital
ship strength for 15 years and define the
tonnage and armament of hattleships,
cruiscrs, and the new airerall carricrs.
There was also a mutual serapping of
older ships, including all of the first
generation dreadnoughts armed with
12-inch and 13.5-ineh guns. This [reczc
resulted in the British having only 12
old hattleships and three battle eruigers

(the Renown, Repulse, and the Hood)
at the commencement of World War 11,
while the United States was left with 14
hattleships and no battle eruisers (the
hattle cruisers of the 1916 program
whose keels had already heen laid were
converted into the earriers Lexington
and Saratoga), and the Japancse with six
battleships plus the four Kongo class
hattle eruisers. France and ltaly, ex-
hausted by the war, were not required
to scrap any ohsolete vessels, [or their
entire capital fleet consisted of such
vessels, No signilicant new development
in capilal ship construction oceurred for
the next 7 years.

In 1928 the naval designers of the
Weimar Repuhlic modified the baltle
cruiser idea in order to ercate a lighter
ship which was designed [or commeree
raiding. This ship, the Deutschiand, dis-
placed 12,100 Lons and had a speed of
26 knols, greater than any baltleship
hut not greater than the three British
battle cruisers. By reduoeing its armor
protection and using diescl engines lor
propulsion, the designers extended the
range to 10,000 miles. Six | l-inch guns,
capablc of high-angle [fire, were
mounted in two turrets, and weight and
water tesistance were reduced hy elce-
tric welding.®® This ship was capable of
outrunning any hattleship then in exis
tence, while it could outflight any cruis-
er with its 1l-inch guns. Thus ouly a
hattle cruiser or a squadron of B-inch
cruisers could hope to successlully en-
gage her. This ship was closcly lollowed
by two sister ships, the Graf Spee and
the Admiral Scheer. While thesc ships
were known us “pocketl battleships,”
they might better have heen labeled
“pocket battle cruisers.” They bhrought
to light the fact that the hattle cruiser
ideca eould be cmployed Ly corsairs
themselves as well as by ships secking to
destroy corsairs.

In 1934 the Hitler government laid
the keels of the fiest full-sieed battle
eruiscr Germany had designed sinec
1918. These ships were the Scharrhors!
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and Gneisenau, armed with nine 11-inch
guns and boasting a speed of 32 knots,
sufficient to outrun the Hood. Thesc
two ships displaced 31,000 tons, yet
their speed and armament made them
dangerous to British convoys through-
out the Seeond World War.

In 1935 the German Government
adopted the Z-plan of naval construe-
tion, which provided for the eonstrue-
tion by 1945 of a fleet of baltleships
and battle cruiscrs which would play a
major role in destroying British com-
meree. The fivst two ships constructed
under this program were the hattleships
Bismarck and T'irpitz, which cqualed the
Hood in gunpower, had much greater
protection, and were only onc knot
slower. Thesc were followed in 1940 hy
six other battleships which were never
named. These ships were Lo displaee
56,000 tons, mount cight 10-inch guns,
and utilizc dicsel engines to gain a speed
of 29 knots and an extremely long
range. 'hey were abandoned in 1940
because of the great demand for steel in
olher weapons.

The final big ships planned by the
Germans were thrce unnamed batlle
cruisets, armed with six 15-inch guns
and displacing 32,000 tons. They werc
powered hy cruising diesels up to a
speed of 25 knots, after which an
auxiliary turbine raised the Lop speed to
33% knots. Construction on thesc never
hegan.?®

Throughout Lhe interwar period the
French displayed a marked reluctanee
to rcly on British seapower to contain
Germany at sea, and on several occa-
sions their parliamentarians (irmly in-
sisted that lrance must be able to
control her vital shipping lanes without
aid from the British. As a result they
participated in capital ship construction
also, spending resourees which might
better have becn invested in airerafl or
land armored vehicles. Following the
completion of the German pocket bat-
tleship, the French laid the keel for
their first battle cruiser, designed spe-

cifically 1o ealeh the Deutschland and
her sister ships. This ship was the
Dunkerque, which was followed closely
hy the Strasbourg. These ships were
hegun in Decemher of 1932 and eom-
pleted in 1938, They displaced 26,500
tons and had a top speed of 2972 knots.
They mounted eight 13-inch guns,
which only slightly outranged the
11-inch guns of the Deutschland, The
Dunkerque and the Strasbourg werc
designed to accomplish the battle eruis-
er’s true mission, the destruction of
eommercee raiders, but they fought their
only major naval action at Oran against
British hattleships and ecarrier aircraft.

Thus, when the Second World War
hegan, Britain had the same three hattle
eruisers allotted to her by the Washing-
ton Confercnee, the Germans had two
hattle eruisers plus their three pocket
hattleships, and the LFrench had two
battle eruisers designed Lo counter the
German pocket battleships. The United
States still had none.

The Demnise of the Battle Cruiser. By
the time the Sccond World War began,
the hattle cruiser was already obsolcte
as a ship type. It had been made so by
two technical developments—the [ast
battleship and the aircraft earrier. In
June of 1940 the United States laid the
keel for the first ship of the Towa class,
which had a displacement of 45,000
tons and was armed with nine 16-inch
guns. Even more important, the fowa
managed to comhine in one ship, due to
her great size, the spced of the baule
cruiser and the armor of the dread-
nought. ller top speed was 33 knots,
two knots [aster than the Hood. Yct the
armor proteelion on her belt totaled 19
inehes, compared to the Hood’s 12 and
the Invincible’s 6. This one ship, there-
fore, could perform the missions of
hoth battleship and battle eruiser. It
could catch a raiding cruiser as well as
gtand in the line of battle. The battle
eruiscr was no longer necessary.

AL the same time, the interwar years
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had seen the rapid development of
carrier aviation. The disaster at Pearl
Harbor, the sinking of the Repulse and
Prince of Wales oftf Malaya, and the
sinking of the Japanese 68,000 ton
battleships Yamato and Musashi at
Leyte Gulf and Okinawa by means of
carrier airpower all revealed that a new
element of naval power had come of
age. The fast aircraft carrier, which
could stand off further than any gun-
ship and deliver an attack, could outper-
form the battle cruiser at its own
mission. It could reasonably expect not
only to outdistance and sink raiding
cruisers, but it could do the same to the
battleships themselves. Just when it
appeared that the proximity fuse might
once more restore the balance between
the battleship and aircraft carrier, the
nuclear bomb appeared and decisively
ended the argument.

loss, and the days of the battle cruiser
were over.

The United States, ironically, built
its only two battle cruisers after the
type was already obsolete. In December
1941, several months after the sinking
of the Hood, the United States laid the
keels of the Alaska and Guam, the only
battle cruisers ever completed in this
country. The two ships were launched
in September of 1944, and their speed
of 33 knots was no greater than the
Iowa. They each mounted nine 12-inch
guns and were highly compartmental-
ized to offset the lack of armor protec-
tion. These ships were the last battle
cruisers ever built. The future belonged
to the carrier and the submarine.

Despite its eventual demise, the bat-
tle cruiser was an effective and economi-
cal weapon for its time. In 1905 the
battle cruiser made the armored cruiser

i

e i T S
A e AT mocas
b

U.S. Battle Cruiser USS Alaska (1944} (U.S. Navy photo)

The time of the battle cruiser’s
passing can be readily identified by the
destruction of the Hood. This
31,000-ton ship, the last and greatest of
the British battle cruisers, was sent by
the Admiralty to counterbalance the
new German battleship Bismarck. When
the Bismarck made its sortie and was
intercepted, Jutland repeated itself. The
Bismarck’s sixth heavy salvo struck the
Hood at a high angle and apparently
penetrated its magazine. Within 2
minutes the big ship sank with heavy

obsolete and was a potent weapon for
destroying commerce raiders. This
efficiency at its specific mission was
llustrated at the battle of the Falkland
Islands. This potency was obtained
without the heavy financial sacrifice
which would have been required at that
time to construct a fast battleship. The
battle cruiser’s difficulty came not from
its design, but from its utilization. The
officers in charge of hattle cruisers never
fully realized the fallacy of exposing
their weak armor to the fire of capital
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ships. On the contrary, they persisted in
regarding the battle cruiser as itself a
capital ship rather than a specialized
vessel designed for a particular purpose.
This was due to a failure on the part of
its creator to communicate his inten-
tions to his subordinates,

" To be used in accordance with its
design capabilities, the British battle
cruisers should have been deployed on
the shipping lanes which were subject to
raids by armored cruisers or converted
fast merchantmen. It is in this environ-
ment that their speed and longrange
cannon would have quickly cleared the
seas of such vessels which dared to
attack. No battle cruisers should have
deployed with the Grand Fleet, for they
would invite destruction by the fast
German dreadnoughts, Such scouting
capability as the battle cruiser had could
readily have been performed by cheaper
light cruisers and destroyers.

It is also obvious, in retrospect, that
the British did not need the large
numbers of battle cruisers which they
constructed before and during the First
World War. Three or {our such vessels
would have been quite adequate, as they
were at the Falklands, to provide
protection for the areas threatened by
raiders. The remainder of the funds
allocated for battle cruiser construction
could better have been utilized in the
construction of dreadnoughts or other
vessels.

By the end of the First World War, it
should have been obvious that the rapid-

ly rising tonnage of capital ships would
soon reach the point where such ships
would be fast enough to usurp the
battle cruiser’s function. The construe-
tion of such ships as the Hood and the
Amagi class of battle cruisers in Japan
was shortsighted. It would have been far
better to have used the resources for
these vessels to make the next quantum
jump in battleship tonnage which would
retire the battle cruiser altogether.

In the last analysis, the history of the
battle cruiser provided a classic example
of the misuse of a weapons system. It is
not enough to construct a weapons
system with phenomenal capabilities.
The personnel who man that weapon
must be taught its function as well as its
operation.
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APPENDIX I-DREADNOUGHT AND BATTLE CRUISER CONSTRUCTION 1905-1946

Great Britein—Dreadnoughts

Name Tonnage Spead (kts.} Guns
Dreadnought 17,900 21 10-12"

Bellerophon

Superb

Temqralrﬁ 18,600 21 10-12"
St. Vincent

Collingwood

Vanguard

Neptune
Colossus 19,900 21 10-12"
Hercules

Qrion

Thunderer 22,500 21 10-13.5"
Monarch

Conqueror
King George V

Audacious 23,000 21 10-13.5”
Centurion
Ajax
Erin {Reshadieh) 23,000 21 10-13.6"
Agincourt

{Sultan Osman I} 27,500 22 14-12"

Belt Armor
1"

107

11

19+

12"

12

9

{latter two vessals built in British yards, seized from Turkay in 1914.)

Iron Duke

Marlborough 25,000 21 10-13.5"
Benbow

Emperor of India

Queen Elizabeth

Warspite

Valiant 27,500 25 8-15"
Barham

Malaya

Royal Sovaraign

Royal Qak

Rasolution 27,500 25 8-15"
Ramillies

Revanga

Nelzon 33,900 23 216"
Rodney

King George V
Duke of York

Prince of Wales 35,000 28 10-14"
Anson
Howe
Vanguard 44,6500 30 8-15"

12"

137

13"

14"

15"

14"

Date
Completed
Oct 1906
Apr 1910
Aug 1911
Nov 1912
Qct 1913
Jul 1914
Jul 1914
Nov 1914
Feb 1916
Sep 1917
Aug 1927
Aug 1942
Apr 1946
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APP I-DREADNOUGHT AND BATTLE CRUISER CONSTRUCTION 1905-1946 {cont'd)

Great Britain—Battle Cruisers

Date
Name Tonnage Speed (kts.) Guns Balt Armor Completed

Invincible
Indamitable 17,250 25 8-12" 6" Oct 1908
Inflexible
Indefatigable
Australia 18,000 27 812" 6" Jun 1913
New Zealand
Lion
Princess Rayal 26,360 28 8-13.5" g" Sep 1913
Queen Mary
Tiger 28,500 29 8-13.5" 9" Oct 1914
Renown 26,500 32 6-15" 6" Sep 1916
Repulse
Courageous 4-15"
Glarious 18,600 33 4-15" 3" Jan 1917
Furious 2-18"
Hood 41,200 31 8-16" 10" Mar 1920

Germany —Dreadnoughts
Westfalen
Nassau 18,900 19% 12117 127 May 1910
Posen
Rheinland
Thuringen
Hefigaland 22,800 20 12-12" 127 Ju 1912
Ostfriesland
Oldenburg
Kaiser
Friadrich der Grosse
Kaiserin 24,700 200 10-12" 14" Nov 1913
Prinzregent Luitpold
Koanig Albert
Konig )
Grosser Kurfurst 25,390 21 10-12* 12" Jul 1915
Markgraf
Kronprinz Wilhelm
Baden 28,000 22 816" 14" Mar 1917

Bayern

Deutschland (Lutzow}
Admiral Graf Spee 12,100 26 6-11" 4" Nov 1934
Admiral Scheer

Bismarck 41,700 30 8-15" 15" Mar 1941
Tirpitz
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APP I-DREADNOUGHT AND BATTLE CRUISER CONSTRUCTION 1905-1946 {cant’'d)

Germany—Battle Cruisars

Date

Name Tennaga Speed (kts.) Guns Belt Armor Completed
Von der Tann 19,100 26 8-11" 10% Apr 1910
Moltke " "
Gosben 22,640 27 10-11 1 May 1913
Saydlitz 25,000 29 10-11" 11" May 1913
Derfflinger Jul 1914
Lutzow 27,500 29 8-12" 127 Oct 1915
Hindenburg Oct 1917
Gneisenau v "
Scharnhorst 31,300 32 9-11 13 Jan 1939

United States—Dreadnoughts

Sc!uﬂ.\ Carolina 18,500 18% 812" 11" Dec 1909
Michigan
Delaware o o
North Dakota 20,000 21 10-12 1 Apr 1910
Utah 21,800 21 10-12" 11" Sep 1911
Florida :
Arkansas 26,000 21 12-12" 1" Sep 1912
Wyoming
New York 27,000 21 10-14" 12 Apr 1914
Toxas
Oklahoma 27,500 21 12-14" 14" May 1916
Nevada
Pennsylvania 31,400 21 12-14” 14" Oct 1916
Arizona
New Mexico
|dahgo 32,000 21 12-14" 14" Mar 1919
Mississippi
California 32,600 21 12-14" 18+ Sep 1921
Tennessen
Colorado
Maryland 32,600 21 8-16" 16" Dec 1923
West Virginia
North Carolina 35,000 28 9-16" 16" Mar 1942
Washington
Alabama
Massachusetts 35,000 28 9-16" 18~ Nov 1942
Indiana
South Dakota
lowa
NE.!w JeI:SBY 45,000 33 9-16" 19" Jun 1944
Missouri
Wisconsin
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APP I-DREADNOUGHT AND BATTLE CRUISER CONSTRUCTION 1906-1946 {cont'd)

United States—Battle Cruisers

Date
Nema Tonnage Speaad (kts.) Guns Belt Armar Completed
Alaska 32,000 33 9.12" 9" Sep 1944
Guam
Japan—Dreadnoughts
Settsu 21,400 20% 12-12" 12" Jan 1912
Kawachi
Fuso 29,300 22% 1214 12¢ Apr 1917
Yamashiro
IS? 29,900 23% 12-14" 12 Apr 1918
Hivga
Nagato 32,700 23 8-16" 13" Oct 1921
Mutsu
Yamato Aug 1942
Musashi 68,200 27 9.18" 8" Aug 1942
Shinanc {converted
to carrier)
Japan—Battle Cruisars
Kongo
Hisi i "
Haruna 27,500 28 8-14 8 Apr 1916
Kirishima
France-Drsadnoughts
Courbet
Jean Bart 23,400 20 1212 12" Aug 1914
Paris
France
Bretagne
Lorraine 23,200 20% 10-13.4" 11" Jul 1916
Provence
Richalieu 38,500 30 815" 16" Jun 1940
Jean Bart i
. ]
France—Battle Cruisers '
Dunkerqus 26,500 29% 813" 11" Dec 1938
Strashourg
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