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ABSTRACT

aval history,like military history,has until recently
concerned itself largely with battles,or at least with wars.
The implicit assumption was presumably that the key 1o history
was to be found in these turning-pointe,rather than in the piping
times of peace. A fighting service was only really of interest
when fighting. In recent years this approach has been largely
abandoned,and it is now recognized that warfare ir an extension;
not only of politics,but of most other activities of man; that it
is in itself one of his most characteristic activities,and may
be studied to reveal most of his characteristics. The present
study falls into this pattern. In that it {traces the vrogress
of warship design,it may be taken as a traditional technical
study. In that it covers the formation of grand strategy and
naval policy it may be thought of as an essay in the moulding of
government decisions. As a survey of the administrative development
of the Admiralty,it falls into another possible categoxy.
Finally,in charting the rise of professional studies and the
intellectual growth of the Victorian naval officer it touches
directly on social history. It is the writer's belief that a
fighting service,especially one with so distinct and independent
a character as the Navy,may be studied as a society in itself,
or as a microcosm of society in general.

It was with these considerations in mind that the years
1865 to 1890 were chosen. Paradoxically enough from the viewpoint
of the o0ld anproach to naval histori;they were years of general
peace; it is contended that they were not the less interesling
for that,but rather the more. One may almost say that the absence
of major naval battles or campaigns allowed naval development
to proceed along a steady course,undisturbed by adventitious

factors. The influences at work upon the Navy and its policy



ABSTRACT

are the more easily discerned without the distractions of actual
operational experience. It is this which lends peculiar interest
to the period;'in no other age of British history were naval

of ficers more remote from the experience of naval war. Of the
thirty or so officers who sat at the Board of Admiralty between
1866 and 1890,none had ever fought in a naval battle of any
importance. They had been present at numerous bombardments,they
had led landing parties and boat actions,stormed cities and
stockades,fought in river,swamp and jungle,against pirates,
savages,and slavers; but they had no experience of naval warfare
on the high seas. This gives a unique quality to the age; to
borrow a metaphor from medicine,it was sterile,uncontaminated with
reality.

In any circumstances this must have sternly tested the XJavy's
grasp of its proper functions,but this was 2 confusing time in
other respects. These'twenty-five years cover the crucial change
in the design of cruisers from sail to steam,and wood to iron
and steel. In 1865 they were still vessels differing in no
fundamental respect from those of Nelsonj in 1890 they differed
in no fundamental Tespect from ships still in service to-day.

The men of the time had to cope with changes more repid and
radical than any the Navy had known since Tudor times. Their
efforts to meet this unexpected challenge present an illuminating
story.

This development of cruiser design was nol a subsidiary
matter. Contemporary battleships have received a lot of attention,
and rightly so,but to dismiss cruisers as unimpoftant is to
perpetuate one of the most characteristic errors of the period.
Cruisers were the warships which protected the trade and possessions
of the Empire,which exercised the command of the sea preserved

by the battlefleets in European waters. The cruiser represented
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the practical expression and practical exponent of grand
strotegy. The cruiser was,or should have been,decisned to fulfil
a specific strategy. The gradual realization of this; or rather,
the gradual realization that the proper ciraitesy,cnl consequenily
the proper designs,should be aimed at war rztiher than peace,lorms
one of the themes of the study.

The tale of this quarter-century is on the whole one of
remarkable success. By 1865 the Navy had drifted very far from
a proper appreciation of its real functions,and it was peculiarly
ill-placed to weather the reefs of change. ilevertheless it did so,
and in the process rediscovered much of the understanding of
naval warfare which generations of naval warfare had formerly
taught it. It seems to have done so through the efforts of naval
men unassisted by efficient administration or far-sighted political
leadership. It was individuals,collectively and severally,who
brought the Navy back to itself,and this study devoiles proportional
attention to them. The machinery of the Admiralty was ill-designed
to help them,and few of the Navy!s political masters understood
the real nature of the changes that were taking place. So often
it takes an external stimulus such as a disastrous war to generate
reform in a fightiné service - as the Crimean and Boer Wars
brousht about changes in the Army. The Navy achieved reform
without any such disaster,and the most important motor of that
change was a growing confidence and professional knowledge among
ordinary naval officers. There were men of vision at the Admiralty
who attempted to transform the system from within,but it was noil
their efforts which were finally successful,but something very
like a popular movement among naval officers in the middle and
junior ranks.

This account of an aspect of naval development is in many

ways approached as social history. Its theme is less the development
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of a particular type of warship,a particular syctem of

administration,or a particular body of opinion,than the evolution
of a society of which they were constituent parts. It is through
these parts,however,that the subject is approached. The study
traces the progress of cruiser design and the simultaneous,though
seldom parallel,growth of a school of professional studies and
the grand strategy it nurtured. It draws a distinction between
the official thinking of the Admiralty,which varied with the
members of the Board; the developing thinking of the Colonial
Office and the Army,which was founded on a sounder appreciation
of the bases of sea power than the Admiralty's; and lastly,and
most importantly,the burgeoning school of professional studies
among naval officers outside the Admiralty which came to centre
round the Royal United Service Institution. The rise of this
school of thought to be the accepted orthodoxy of the new era
constitutes one of the Navy's best claims to have reformed itself
from within.

Running beside these bodies of opinion,in a relationship
with them which the thesis attempts to analyse,were the designs
of cruisers. They should have reflected the contemporary
understanding of strategy; for many years they only reflected
the contemporary lack of understanding of it. Instead it was
the personal interaction of the men at the Admiraliy which
dictated their designs. The history of administration tends to
show bodies of increasing complexity trying to compensate for
individual human wealkness by evolving a machinery able to run
equally well under good or bad leadership; to compound the virtues
of the one,and compensate for the faults of the other. The
Admiralty had a long way to go on this road. Even by 1890,it

was only beginning to evolve an administration able to redress

to some extent the weaknesses and strengths of its officers.
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luch attention has therefore been devoted to the personalities
who had so large an influence.

The study traces a number of important thomezs running through
the twenty-five years it covers,but it was felt that the period
was too long and too diverse for a purely thematic treatiment,
and moreover it falls naturally into a series of shorter periods,
distinguished from one another by easily discernible characterictics.
The thesis has therefore been divided into broad chronological
chapters,and subdivided thematically. It is hoped that this
scheme adequately reflects the nature of the subject.

The first resource of the historian dealing with such a
subject must always be the official records. Those of the
Admiralty,like those of other government depariments of the
period,have been heavily and indiscriminately 'weeded',and they
no longer furnish sufficient materials in themselves. The most
valuable papers are in the series Adm.l in the Public Zecord
Office,covering the internal and external correspondence of the
Board and its immediate servants. o less impoxrtant for the
technical side,though equally frasmentary,are the Constructors!

Branch records of individual ships; formerly kepit at the P.R.O.,

but now at the National Maritime luceum. Kany of these 'Ships’
Covers' have not survived,and those that do remain contain a
very variable quantity and quality of material,loosely arranged.
Nonethelegs this is an essential source,not only for the designs
themselves,but for the study of policy formation. In this as in
many cases the historian has cause to be grateful thet the inefficiency
of Admiralty record—keéping has so often preserved documents for
posterity by secreting them where they were never meant to be.

These official records may be suprlemented by the papers of

various senior officers of the period,especially those of Sir

Alexander Milns and Sir Geoffrey Phipps Hornby,both at the
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laritime Yuseum. Happily for the historian,Admiralty officers of
the time retained a thoroughly eighteenth-century attitude towards
the digtinction between official and private papers. These and
other men who held high office took with them on retirement copies
or originals of many important documents which have thus been
preserved. Their private correspondence with naval friends is
equally informative on the background to decisions,and especially
on the personal relations which were so important in the Admiralty
of this period.

A further source‘of great importance is to be found among the
Parliamentary Papers in the reports of various commissions and
committees of enquiry. There is a special value in reading the
replies of the decision-makers of those days to the sort of
awkward questions which they so seldom asked themselves. Many of
these reports also printed correspondence and other documents of
great importance. Special mention must also be made of two
unpublished sources of this class; the Reports of the Carnarvon
Commission,and the written evidence submitted to the Committee
on Designsj both of great importance,but not easy to find.

By contrast to all these,the papers of politicians of the
time are a great disappointment. 'Jithout exception the Prime
llinisters of the day,like almost all men in public life,paid
very little regard to the Navy. In the published and unpublished
papers of Russell,Derby,Gladstone and Disraeli there is very
little reference to the Wavy except insofar as it touched on

matters of politics,patronage,or relations at Court. Even Lord

Salisbury,who knew and cared more about the Navy than his predecessors,
has left very little evidence of the fact. Such papers as have

come down to us from the First Lords of that quarter-century

present a similar picture. Only Somerset seems to have sustained

a detailed interest in naval affairs,and that mostly in subjects



ABSTRACT

outside the scope of this study. ¥.I.Smith's papers have survived

best,and that competent and hard-working man seldom thought naval

affairs of sufficient interest to be mentioned to his correspondents.

To find a politician at the Board who has left concrete evidence

of a real interest in and knowledge of naval affairs one must

turn to that relatively obscure figure,A.B.Forwood,whose papers

in the Hampshire Record Office form a small but significant archive.
In general,there are no easy approaches to such a subject

as this,in this period. The historian must correlate fragmentary

evidence from a variety of sources,and he cannot expect to close

all the gaps. In spite of the warnings to the contrary which the

present writer received on beginning this study,however,there is

a more than sufficient quantity of material available to piece

together a coherent and fairly comprehensive nicture of tweniy—

five years of naval development. The methods used in preparing

this study,and the materials consulted,have largely been conventional

ones. It is hoped,however,that the results are less conventional.

It is the writer's belief that it approaches a little-known facet

of Victorian séciety from an unusual angle,and that in doing so it

affords some valuable insights.
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A T A e L L L R s R S s s e e e ——

A: Historical Develooment

This study commences in 1865 because that year marks the
beginning of a revolution in cruiser design as complete as that
introduced in battleship design five years earlier by the Gloire
and Warrior.l In less than a quarter of a cenitury the cruisers
of the Navy changed from being wooden sailing vessels armed
with smooth-bore muzzle-loaders,to steel steamships mounting
breech~loading quick-firers.It must not,however,be supposed
that the cruisers of 1860 were identical to those of 1800,still
less to those of earlier periods.Historians sometimes write as
though no real changes in warship design took place between
Queen Rlizabeth's time and Queen Victoria's,but the truth is that
almost every aspect of the naval world changed in all but
fundamentals during that period,and the process was moving most
swiftly during the first part of the nineteenth century.In'
particular,it is not often realized how little the frigates,
corvettes and sloops of 1860 corresponded to those of half a
century earlier.

lany people are familiar with the types of man-of-war of
the Napoleonic Wars.Almost all of any size weTre ship-rigged,
and these ships were officially classified into six Rates,
according to the number of guns they carried.The First and
Second. Rates were 'three-deckers',that is to say that they
mounted their batteries on three of their five complete decks.

Third Rates were 'two-deckers',and these three Rates were 'ships

1James Baxter,The Introduction of the Ironclad Warship (Harvard,1933),
ppo 92_160-

2For developments during the first half of the century see
C.J.Bartlett,Great Britain and Sea Power,1815-1853 (0xford,1953),
& Michael Lewis,The Navy in Transition,1614-1864 (London,1965).




of the line',capable of standing in the line of batile.Beneath
these the Fourth Rates were gmaller line—of-battle ships,of a
type outclassed by 1800,and no longer built.The Fifth and Sixth
Rates were frigates,which constituted the principal cruiser
type of the fleet.They had three complete decks,and carried
their main battery on only one of them.Similar to the frigates,
but smaller,were sloons,and some of the smallest sloops,which
fell outside the rating system,were brig-rigged.These armed brigs
were the smallest cruisers of the fleet.By 1800 the French term
'corvette',for the larger sloops,was in general use,though not
yet adopted in official terminology.Corvettes differed from
frigates in having one less deck,so that their main battery was
mounted on the open upper deck.Ship-sloops and brigs were also
'*corvette built!'.

Frigates,corvettes,and sloops fulfilled what would to-day
be called cruiser functions.They exercised the command of the sea
obtained by the battlefleets.For British cruisers this meant,
above all,the protection of trade,but they had other important
duties,including scouting and harrying the enemy's commerce.
These tasks were very well understood at the tims,but no words
existed to distinguish warship types by function in the modern
fashion.It was impossible to speak generically of 'cruisers!
while the species was divided up into frigates,corvettes,sloops,
and brigs,on a system based solely on rig and construction.The
word 'frigate',referring ﬂ%ﬁ the most numerous and important
cruiser type,was commonly used as a generic term,as in Nelson's
celebrated complaint of 'want of frigates' - indeed,the ships
whose untimely absence he was lamenting included a sloop as well
as frigates.The word 'cruiser',then spelled 'cruizer',referred

vaguely to any vessel,of whatever size or type,sent on detached

or independent service.A single ship of the line,convoying troovships



home from Canada; a lone Revenue lugger patrolling the Sussex
coast for smugglers; or a Concarneau privateer scouring the
Western Approaches for convoy stragglers,were all 'cruizers!
as the word was then used,and ceased to be such when they combined
with other vessels.This lack of any word to delineate by function
the cruiser species was to be a grave disadvantage when the
course of warship design divorced the constructional features
of frigate,corvette,sloop,and brig from the functions with which
they had been associated.Only the use of the word 'cruiser' in
its modern sense,first common in the 1880!'s,relieved the problem.
By the time the era of iron and ironclads was opened by the
Gloire and Warrior in 1860,the 0ld cruiser types had already
changed greatly.The most marked development in all classes was a
great increase in size.Frigates had grown so large that they had
become a sort of light battleship.Instead of being a numerous
cruiser type,they were scattered in one$ and twos as colornial
flagships,and in their distant commands assumed the local functions
of capital ships.Within iis sphere,the frigate was now the arbiter,
not the exerciser,of command of the sea.
As the frigate grew in size,the corvette grew likewise,
By 1860 the corvette had attained the size and status of the
old frigate.As the final absurdity,some corvettes were 'decked’,
that is,frigate built,but still called corvettes.Beneath the
corvettes the sloops also grew in size,but the armed brigs,
never a numerous class,were little built in peacetime.
The frigates new status as a 'capital ship' in distant
waters was further enhanced by the introduction of machinery.
The voracious coal consumption of early marine engines condemned
them to the status of auxiliaries,but such as they were,these
engines could obtain greater efficiency only at the cost of

greater size,so that larger ships were usually faster than smaller



under steam.Thus the frigate recaptured the advantage of speed
which it had left Tehind with its new size and rank;that is o
say that the advantage of speed passed from the cruiser (or old
frigate) to the capital ship (or new frigate).Thus the high
speed which has always been regarded as the cruiser's chief
requirement was lost,and the corvettes and sloops of the mid-
Victorian Navy degenerated into a subordinate species unable 1o
perform useful functions,or escape 2 superior enemy.

The increased size of the old cruiser types,and their
decreased ability to perform cruiser functions,coincided with
the development during the Crimean War of a new type of warship.
The naval operations of that war consisted chiefly of inshore
bombardment of coastal fortifications,and for this work there
was constructed a large fleet of tiny vessels of shallow draught,
mounting one or iwo heavy guns.These gunboats and gunvessels
were admirably adapted for their work,but they were extremely
slow under sail or steam,very short-winded,poor seaboats,and only
safely to be trusted in action against serious enemies which,like
forts,could neither outmanoeuvre nor pursue them.Nevertheless,
at the end of the war the Navy had an enormous fleet of them,
and it was decided to employ them.The rapid growth of the Empire,
and of British trade overseas,were held to have created an urgent
need for small warships for foreign service.The sloops and corvettes
were too large and too few to do what was wanted.Gunboats and
gunvessels were numerous and cheap,their heavy guns could deal
with savages and slavers,their shallow draught allowed them to
chase these and other such elusive enemies,and their deficiencies
were quite acceptable in time of peace.There was an immediate
call for such vessels to assist in suppressing the slave trade,
to preserve British interests,and to spread civilized value§in

every corner of the world.The gunboat was the nerfect exronent,



and has justly been remembered as the perfect epitome,of the
mid-Victorian attitude to the world beyond British shores.
Gunboats and gunvessels were incapable of undertaking a
cruiser's duties,and they were vulneratle to any enemy more
formidable than a dhow, junk or war canoe.Whatever their usefulnecc
in peacetime,it is inconceivable that a fighting cervice would
have allowed so large a proportion of its money and manpower
to be absorbed by these vessels,almost useless as they were
for warlike purposes,had they not already forgotten the true
cruiser type.By a gradual and almost imperceptible process,the
Navy had lost the real cruisers of a former age,and retained
only the names by which they had formerly been known.The ships
which a careless historian might assume to have been cruisers,
either from their disposition or their designation.were in fact
nothing of the kind.In a real sense,the years from 1865 to 1890
saw not merely a development,or even a transformation,but an

actual rediscovery of the cruiser.



B. Strategy

It is impossible to treat naval policy and warshio design
without detailed reference to the strategy which alone could give
purpose to them,and this study involves frecuent reference to
grand strategy.Certain assumptions about British strategy are
implicit throughout,and it is as well that they should be clearly
stated at the outset.l

From the seventeenth century,when an organized Royal Navy
first found itself defending substantial overseas interests,to
the world wars of modern times,Britain has been faced by essentially
unchanging strategic problems.It is a fundamental assumption of
this study that the Victorians faced the same problems,and that,
however little thay realized it,the solutions which experience
taught their ancestors and their posterity were valid for then
also.To argue in favour of the traditional understanding of sea
power and its uses,as exploited and expressed for so many
centuries,is not a radical or dangerous historical principal,
but it is one that should be made explicit.

The core of the problem for the Victorians,as for so long
before and after,was one of distance.Britain's major potential
enemies lay close at hand,within a few days' sailing of her
shores.For the most part they were military powers much stronger
than Britain,and presumably capable of defeating her armies on land,
so that the safety of the realm depended chiefly on the Navy's
ability to repel sea~borne invasion.Inevitably,therefore,the
most powerful warships were concentrated in home waters.long
before the separation of warship types and functions was
properly understood in theory,it already existed in practice.

lAdequate treatment of naval strategy is still far to seek;

the most systemmatic treatment of the matters itreated in this
section remains Julian S.Corbett,Some Principies of Maritime

Strategy (London,1911),pp.87-156.




From the early seventeenth century Britain had growing
overseas interests demanding protection.Floating trade,upon which
a large part of the nation's wealth and prosperity already depended,
had to be guarded in war and peace.llore and more territorial
possessions had to be defended both against local enemies,and
against expeditions which might be sent out by Iuropean powers.
Since the greatest concentration of force had always to be
maintained in home waters,all these overseas interests had to
be protected by subofdinate forces.

By the eighteenth century a basic answer to this problem
had been evolved which was never forgotten,even in the mid-
Victorian period.It was accepted that the superiority in home
waters which was necessary to ward off invasion ought also to
confer a general superioritiy in European waters by whiph any
major overseas expedition by an enemy could be frustrated at its
inception.In modern terms,the command of the sea in European
waters carried with it the command of the sea throughout the
world,provided that there were no substantial naval powers
outside Europe.This assumption could be safely made at almost
all times before this century.

By the late eighteenth century a strategic pattern had been
evolved which,with minor variations,lasted into our own times.

In European waters Britain maintained a battlefleet - in practice

more than one - and throughout the rest of the world a series of
lesser squadrons,each responsible for part of the oceans.It was
axiomatic that command of Furopean waters ought to protect

colonial squadrons against major irruptions by European enemies,

go that each had only to be able to deal with local enemies,and

the colonial squadrons of European powers,with whatever reinforcements
of single ships or small detachments might be got out to then.

This basic strategy was never forgotten by the Victorian Navy,



even in its darkest age.iWhat were forgoiten were the practical
mechanisms of working the strategy.Mid-Victorians knew the over-
riding importance of the battlefleet,but forgot that it needed
cruisers as scouts to be effective.They remembered that British
colonial squadrons had to be able to match their opponents,but
ceased to wonder how,or why.

Colonial squadrons were for practical purposes strategically
autonomous.The 'umbrella' of general command exercised from home
waters kept them in é sort of artificial isolation in which they
repeated in miniature the elements of global strategy.Each squadron
had a ‘capital ship' element,which strove with its opponents
for the local command of the sea,and each had its cruisers and
smaller fry which scouted,raided,protected trade,and generally
exercised command.In the eighteenth century the 'capital ship'
element was generally a ship of the line,sometimes several of them;
by the mid-nineteenth century it was usually one or two heavy
frigates.As a rule Britain's potentia{ enemies,that is to say
in most cases,France,had smaller squadrons of similar composition
and disposition.

Because this colonial warfare represented the principal
sphere of operations for British cruisers,it is worthwhile to
examine in some detail the potential strategies open to a British
colonial commander and his opponent.In one case,both parties
might desire to fight a squadronal action.Each would presumably
form up his forces,his 'capital ships' supported by whatever
other he cared to commit,and fight an action on the issue of which
would depend local command.The defeated squadron would probably
have its base blockaded,and perhaps capiured; its remaining ships
would be eliminated one by ome,and local command would be complele.
This is a simple,and quite plausible scenario, and it is one

very commonly assumed in mid-Victorian times,but it is far from



being the only possible one.

In most cases British colonial squadrons were stronger than
any others.Every French,or other enemy commander,would know this,
and it was unlikely that he would commit his ships to a decisive
action on unfavourable terms.It was far more probable that he
would refuse battle altogether.This possibility had occurred to
British officers,and they had an answer to it.In the eveni of war
each British squadron would proceed to blockade,and if possible
capture,its opponent's base.Without it the enemy would be helpless,
and his surviving ships mqst soon be taken.He could protect his
base only by accepting battle on his enemy's terms.This was the
general strategic understanding in the Navy in the 1860's,and
much later.It was cited to support colonial squadrons composed
of slow ships of short range.Since action could be forced on the
enemy,guns and armour were of decisive importance,and no amount
of speed and range would allow an emeny to escape for long the
inexorable British advance.

This strategy had serious flaws.It was in effect a repetition
on a small scale of the tested strategy of blockade by which
command of the sea in BEuropean waters had so long been maintained,
and it was open to Britain's enemies abroad ,as well as at home,

to undertake a guerre de course. To this the Victorians would

have replied,firstly,that such a campaign had never proved decisive,
and further,that with only a single base for each squadron,

the entire raiding force could be blockaded with an ease impossible
in home waters.There was truth in these points,but even in

European waters,under the direct command of the baitlefleetis,

trade had in the past been protected only by a large force of
cruisers.By the 1850's the amount and importance of the trade

to be protected had grown out of all recognition,but there were
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virtually no true cruisers left to protect it.l

rurthermore,the strategy ignored factors of time and
distance.British ships were habitually scattered over enormous
areas,in only occasional contact with one another.It was bound
to take a long time to assemble them,especially as most were
very slow,and carried insufficient coal to steam great distances.
Once concentrated,each squadron had to collect the neceszary
colliers and supnly ships,and proceed to an eneny's base which
might be far away.It was true that a nucleus of strength was
sometimes kept concentrated around the flagship,and true also
that some warning of war might be received; but the Victorians
themselves discounted this last,having a firm belief in surprise
attacks,and few British squadrons were incontestably superior
to their potential opponents unless fully concentrated.Even in
favourable circumstances this was bound to take weexs or months.
The French,or other enemies,perhaps forewarned of war,certainly
with smaller squadrons of swifter ships,could concentrate faster.
It was open Yo them to overwhelm isolated ships or divisions of
a British squadron not yet closed up,to attack the British bases

(few of which were well defended),or to undertake a guerre de course,

secure in the knowledge that,at the worst,a long time must elapse
before British sea power made itself felt.The Australian squadron,
for example,was unusually favoured in that its base at Sydney was
only a thousand miles from the French base at Nouméa in New
Caledonia,but even this squadron must have taken months to
concentrate for a blockade.The Pacific Squadron's base at

Zsquimault was over four thousand miles from Fapeete,and six

lThe tonnage of shipping registered in Great Britain rose from
1,669,000 tons in 1800 to 4,659,000 tons in 1860,and 7,979,000

tons in 1890.The value of overseas trade (imports,exports,and
re—exports) rose from £114,700,000 in 1800.%o £375,000,000 in
1860,and £744,500,000 in 1890.B.R.Mitchell & Phyllis Deane,Abstract
of British Historical Statistics (London,1962),pp.217 & 282.




thousand miles from the South American waters in which much of
the squadron was permanently stationed.iiost colonial squadrons
faced similar difficulties.Yet by the 1850's Britain already
depended on her shipping for the importc and exports on which
all national prosperity was based,and for a growing proportion
of her foodstuffs.It was exiremely questionable whether any
colonial commander could leave floating commerce undefended for
months while he slowly concentrated and moved on the enemy base.
If he were forced to disperse his ships for the defence of trade,
with the enemy still undefeated,his ships were too slow to catch
the enemy if he attacked merchantmen,or to escape him if he
concentrated to destroy portions of the scattered squadron in
detail.For lack of the cruiser qualities of speed and range,
British ships could not effectively employ their great strength,
and ran a grave risk of defeat in detail.The essential weakness
of the whole British strategic scheme was that it depended on
taking the initiative against an enemy who possessed all the
advantages which confer strategic flexibility.Only if he chose to
resign these decisive advantages did the British plan stand

a good chance of success,and plans which depended on the incompetence
or stupidity of the enemy were scarcely the best security for

an empire,

During the quarter—century covered by this study,the realization
grew that the vulnerability and importance of Britain's overseas
interests demanded better protection. The primacy of the battlefleet,
which so dominated naval thinking in the early ironclad era,
was modified by the admission of the vital significance of overseas
trade.With this new understanding came a new emphasis on the cruiser
qualities of speed and range,and the strategic flexibility they

conferred.This affected the 'capital ship' element of colonial

squadrons as much as the smaller ships,and throughout this period
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a trend is apparent towards the merger!of the cruiser wnd the
colonial 'capital ship' into a type combining the qualities of
both.This type I have called the 'cruiser capital ship'; a ship,
that is to say,intended to match any enemy warship on her
station,and thus to secure that local command on which the smaller
cruisers depended; yet alco possen~ire the cneed 2nd rente,

and cornsecuently the strategic flexibility,required of the true
cruiser.This trend reached its culmination about 1890,when the
'‘cruiser capital ship' was of basically identical design to all
smaller cruiser classes.

The Victorians faced a problem which troubled their ancestors,
and has not yet been solved by their posterity; the general
difficulty of reconciling size and numbers.When it presented
itself,as it did during much of this period,in the form of numerous
small gunboats versus a few swift cruisers,the problem was
relatively simple.The former could not,and the latter could,
verform the cruiser functions which were vital to Britain,and
once this fact was appreciated the choice was straightforward.

It was otherwise with large cruisers. There was no easy answer
to the question of whether the 'cruiser capital ship' element was
best represented by one large or several smaller ships. To put
the same problem from a different standpoint; the dividing line
could not easily be drawn between small battileships and large
cruisers.During the years to 1890 technical change tended to
produce two distinct types,cruiser and battleship,and thus
artificially to clarify the question,but the develorment in
later years of hyp;id types,occupying debatablle ground between
cruiser and battleship,shows that the late Victorians,though
they grew to appreciate more clearly the distinction between the
two,never found a complete answer to the oroblem of establishing

the proper type of 'cruiser capital ship'.In a sense,the apparently
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clear understanding of the nature of the true cruiser in 1890
was almost as much the product of technical factors as was the
apparent ignorance of 1865.

The strategic conceptions outiined in this section underlie
the whole of this study.It is assumed throughout that Britain was
potentially threatened by European enemies; it is suggested
that some of the threats could have been met only by an effective
cruiser force directed by a coherent strategy; and it is maintained
that inl865 neither existed. The subject of the study is the
reinvention of the cruiser,and the partial rediscovery of the

traditional strategy of its operation.



CHAPTER II: NEJ SHIPS ‘XND NEW NTI, 1865 - 1670

A. Alabama and Wampanoag

The American Civil War offered a tesling ground for many soris
of new weapons and new methods of waging war.In noval warfare
-lone it produced the first practical ironcl~dc,cubmarinec,and
mines. None of its developments,however,had more influence on the
succeeding half-century than one which was quite unoriginalj
the use of cruisers to attack merchant shipping.

The Confederate States possessed an extensive coastline
and many harbours,but as the greater part of America's shipping,
and all her warships,were held by their enemies,they were
rapidly enclosed by an extended blockade,which absorbed most of
the energies of the Union Navy.The naval fighting of the war was
chiefly coastal and riverine.Under shelter of the Federal Navy's
command. of the sea,the seaports of the north-eastern states
pursued the trade on which depended most of their prosperity,
and some part of the northern war-effori.There was an obvious
opportunity to strike at this target,and the Confederate Navy
determined to exploit it by commissioning raiding cruisers,and
issuing letters of marque.Circumstances were very much against
them. The blockade prevented privateers from bringing in the
few prizes they were able to take,and the Confederates possessed
no ships suitable to be made into raiding cruisers.levertheless,
a few ships were obtained abroad or improvized at home,and one
achieved extraordinary success.

The Alabama was a small barque-rigged wooden screw stieamer
of 1,575 tons,capable of eleven knots under steam.Her armament
was inadequate to engage any but the smallest regular warships,

and her coal supply was poor.1 Apart from the skill and daring

lCapt.Samuel Long,'Tactical Aspects of the Utilization of Ocean
Steamers for War Purposes',Journal of the Royal United Service
Institution (cited as JRUSI)(London,1856 et seg.)Vol.XXIV,p.4l5.
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of Captain Semmes,she had few natural advantages.Yet this ship,
almost uﬁaided,brought about the decline of the seaborne commerce
of the United States,which before the war stood second among the
maritime nations of the world,and after it was reduced to an
insignificance from which it has never fully recovered.The Alabama
took or destroyed fifty-seven merchant ships,all of them small,
and only one of them a steamer. These vessels and their cargoes
represented a direct loss of twenty-five million dollars,which was
a serious,but hardly a disasterous injury. The indirect effects

of the Alabama's operations,however,were out of all proportion

to the direct losses.War risks on American vessels rose %o
uneconomic levels; shippers refused to load,and seamen to sail
under the Federal flag.The vessels were laid up or sold abroad,
and the trade passed into neutral bottoms, mostly British.

In 1861 the United States' merchant marine had 2,500,000 tons

of shipping; by 1865 this had fallen to 1,100,000 tons.In the

same five years the proporiion of U.S.overseas trade carried in
American bottoms declined from 65% to 27%. 775,000 tons of'
American shipping were transferred to foreign flags during the
Civil War,348,000 tons of that during 1863 alone.l The effect on
the Federal war-effort was slight,since war materials continued

to be imported in neutral bottoms, but the Alabama's depredations
were ruinous to the northern seaports.By the 1880's 77% of Atlantic
trade was in British bottoms,and only 7% remained to American.2
During her short but dramatic career the Alabama established

herself as the universal type and model of the raiding cruiser

1Harold & Margaret Sprout,The Rise of American NavglﬁPower,l?76—1918
(Princeton,.J.,1939)p.162.J.Tramond & A.Reussner,slementc d'iictoire
Maritime et Coloniale Contemporaine (Paris,1924)p.138.

2Extracts from the Reports of the Royal Commission on the Defence
of British Possessions Abroad (Carnarvon Commission),Parliementar:
Papers (cited as PP,with twofold pagination,the first element
being the page of the printed papners or report, the second the

M page of the bound volume),1887 LVI p.307/911.




for the nexi fifty years.She was the terminus a cuo of every

discussioh of the attack and defence of trade.rer operations

were continu=lly cited,and her example everywhere invoked.Iv is
therefore worth examining her career. In the first place,the
general imprescion that she alone destroyed the United Staies!
merchant marine is probably incorrect,though she was by far the
most effective of the Confederate cruisers.The commercial strength
of the U.S. lay in the building and operating of wooden sailing
vessels,and they were rapidly being superseded by iron steamers.
In 1865 there was no yard in the United States accustomed to

build ocean-going iron steam ships.In all probability the Alabama

only hastened a decline which commercial forces had already
made inevi‘bable.1 It is important to remember,however,that she
was generally credited with the compiete destruction of U.S.
commerce.

The Alabama operated under a fairly free intervretation of
the laws of war as then understood.She was unable to send her
prizes to be condemned by Confederate prize courts,in the regular
fashion,so Semmes held prize courts on board,though his proceedings
were not more arbitrary than those of a friendly prize court,
and werhaps less so than those of some of the neutral courts
which released his prizes under Federal pressure.He allowed the
neutral flag to cover all goods but contraband of war,and this
was quite narrowly interpreted.2 Semmes was hampered by the
unsuitability of his vessel.The Alabama was neither fast nor of
long range.She was,however,a good sailer,and she was able to

make many of her captures without using steam.Here it was not

lA.w.hirkaldy,British Shiopinz,Its History,0Organisation and
Importance (London,1914)pp.25-6.

2For the Alabama's operations see Raphael Semmes,The Cruice of
the Alabam2 and the Sumter (London & New York,1864),ly Adventures
Afloat (London,1869),and Service Afloat (Baltimore,ld.,1887).The
last two are substantially the same book; the first is in fact

an account by George Carleton,with extensive quotation from Semmes'
diaries.




always remembered,when lessons were drawn from her cruise,that
the Alabama,though rightly described as the first steam commerce-
raider,operated mostly under sail,and almost exclusively against
sailing vessels.

It was sometimes claimed that the Alabama had practically
no opposition.It is true that Gideon Welles,Secretary of the
Federal Navy,refused to allow the bulk of his forces to be
diverted from the decisive work of blockade,but it is hardly
true that Semmes was unopposed.In the Caribbean alone,Commodore

Wilkes,commanding the Flying Squadron,had at various times sixteen

vessels under his orders,yet in nine months cruising,during

much of which both the Alabama and another Confederate cruiser,
the Ilorida,were successfully operating in the area,he entirely
failed to frustrate them.l Ships sent to catch Semmes could not
find him; ships sent to patrol particular spots were easily eluded.
Much of this can be attributed to Semmes's skill,but it serves

to emphasise the difficulty of making contact with a single

ship.

The Alabama's dramatic career came at a time when Britain's
relations with the U.S.Government,and also with Russia,were
particularly strained.It required no great intelligence to
appreciate the threat posed by extempore raiding cruisers to
the trade of Britain,which conirolled the bulk of all sea
commerce in the world,and alone of all nations depended upon it
for her liwihood.The danger to Britain's trade suddenly became
a commonplace of all strategic thinking.For this reason the
Alabama's cruise has been taken as the beginning of this thesis,
because she revived interest in what was,from the British point

al
of view,the principﬁw function of a cruiser; the attack and

lJames Russell Soley,®he Navy in the Civil War: The Blockade and
the Cruisers (London,1898)pp.201-204.




defence of trade.de have seen how true cruiser functions had
tended to be forgotten; the Alabama gave everybody a sharp
reminder.

The lesson was not lost on the Russian Admiralty,which in
1863 feared war with Britain,and desnatched all available seagoing
ships in two squadrons,one to the Atlantic and one to the Pacific,
in order to avoid being blockaded.These squadrons had orders to

undertake commerce-raiding on the outbreak of war.l

The lesson was also learned by some in the British Admiralty.
The Controller was alive to the threat presented by small,fast
cruisers,and proposed a special class of swift corvetties to
protect commerce from 'privateers and enemy's fast sailing wooden
cruisers'.These ships,the Amazon Class as they became,were o be
fast enough and sufficiently well—-armed to fight all but the
larger regular warships,and cheap enough to be built in quantity.
The Controller considered that 'The whole class of our sloops of
all kinds would be of no use either against an enemy's man-of-war
or against a privateer',and the entire fleet of thirty-five should
be replaced by the new design.2

Naturally enough,however,the lessons of the Alabama were
absorbed most completely by her victims. Relations between the
United States and Britain were extreﬁely strained,not least
because of the Alabama herself,and war was considered quite
possible. In his annual report for 1863,Secretary Welles
announced that 'We need and should have steamers of high speed,

constructed of wood,with which to sweep the ocean,and hunt down

lN Monasterev & Sergei Tereshchenko,Histoire de la liarine Russe
(Peric,?nd.ed.1932,tran~. Jean Perceau)p.204. Wﬂnwno-~$opnnk
(hoqu01 Sbornik) (St.Petersburg,1848 et seq.); sCapt. aelenyl,

June 1878; extracts trans.in Revue Maritime et Coloniale (Paris,

1859~ 1972)Vol LXI (1879),p.33.

2Nat10nal Maritime Museum (01ted as YJP) ,Phipps Hoxrnby Papers
(cited as FHI): PHI/110/4(A);iilne Papers (cited as ILi):
YL1i/P/B/3(D); 'General Remarks on the Clansification,Distribution
and Construction of Armour-Plated Ships',by Robinscn,13th December 1864.
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the ships of the enemy'.l In the same year contracts for four
ships were let. The designers were allowed considerable latitude
in the means they chose to adopt to obtain the fifteen knots

required.This was the famous,or perhaps notorious,Hampancag

Class,designed to scour the commerce of Britain from the seas.
They were long and fine-lined vessels,built of wood.and carrying
very large and heavy engines.In the best circumstances,it would
have been surprising if they had proved either good seaboats or

sturdy hulls. In fact only two,the Wampanoag (later renamed

Florida),and the Nadawaska (later renamed Tennessee),were built

of seasoned timber.The ladawaska had engines of John Ericson's

design,and failed to make her contract speed by two knots.

E.N.Dickerson's ship,the Chattanooga,barely made any speed at

all.Only the two ship§ designed by Benjamin Isherwood,Chief
Engineer of the U.S.Navy,were even initially successful.
Isherwood's career was beset by such extreme controversy during
his lifetime that it is even now difficult to get an impartial
view of his achievements. The best treatment of the subject2
favours Isherwood,and generally with justice,but it does not
answer all the charges brought against him. The Admirélty,on the
other hand,relied on their naval attache Captain Ward,who was
probably too much influenced by Isherwood's opponents.3 All

discussion of the Wampanoag must therefore be undertaken with

some caution. She was,for her day,extremely fast. In the open
sea she is said to have maintained 16.6 knots for thirty-eight
hours,17.25 knots for six hours,and 17.75 knots for one hour.

These figures,however,were not obtained by accurate measurement,

l'rlilliam Hovgaard,lodern iistory of iarshins (London,1920)p.165.

2Edward William Sloan,Benjamin Franklin Isherwood,laval Fngineer;
The Years as BEngineer in Chief,1361-1869 (.nnapolis,id.,1965).

3'Summary of Official Reports on the U.S.Navy',pp.l0-12.(Public
Record Office (cited as PRO): Adm.1/6272 Pt.2).



and the Admiralty considered them 20%.too high for the power
developed in such a hull. Moreover Isherwood had gone to
extraordinary lengths to obtain this speed.le had designed an
entirely new engine system,and forced on B.F.Delano,the nominal
designer of the hull,extensive changes to accomodate the
machinery.Isherwood's enemies contended that the ship carried
coal for only three days steaming,had virtually no berthing
space,and could not be stored for any long period at sea.

Her rig,they alleged,was too unbalanced to be used,because the
masts had been stepped only where the machinery permitted.

The first of these charges is certainly false,and the others

are suspect,but Isherwood's most scholarly partisanl does not
entirely refute them. The much-vaunted engines seem to have been
inferior fto contemporary British wofk. 1,260 tons of machinery
produced less than 5,000 Indicated Horse Power,or about five
cwt.per I.H.P.,compared with three cwt.per I.H.P. in the Raleigh.
There is something in Isherwood's claim that the extra weight
allowed high speed to be maintained for long periods,but not all
parts of the engines were especially durable,if it be true that

the wooden gear-wheels of the Wampanoag wore down five-eighths
2

of an inch on her trials between New York and Charleston.
In general it seems that in spite of their high speed,these

ships lacked many of the essential qualities of efficient sea~
going warships.Only two units of the class survived for more

than a few years,with most of their boilers removed,and re-rigged
as slow,but modera®ly efficient steam corvettes.It is
extraordinary that such designs should ever have been built.

lSloan,gg.cit.pp.l70-188.

2Other references for this section are: Sprout & Sprout,iise of
American l'aval Power,p.169.Eltinz Slmore liorison,l.en,liachines and
liodern Times (Cambridge,Mass.,1966),pp.99-117.Theodore xopv,

lhe Development of a Modern Navy; rrench wWaval Policy,l1871-1904
(Harvard MS Ph.D.thesis,1937),p.70.




They represented the last attempt by %he United Statest! liavy
to build modern warships until the late 1880's.Nevertheless
their influence on British naval thinking was very great.

The intentions and theoretical performance of the design were

known at the Admiralty by 1865.The lampanoag ran trials in

February 1868,and reports of her speed were soon current in
England.By the early 1870's the failure of the class was generally
admitted.During those five years,from 1865 to 1870, these ships
dominated Admiralty thinking on unarmoured cruisers. If the
Alabama with her speed of eleven knots had wrought such havoc,
what might not fourl heavily armed ships of fifteen knots or
more do to British commerce ? There was no warship in the world
capable of catching them. At this period it is hardly an
exaggeration to trace nearly all naval thought in Britain and
elsewhere on the nature and problems of the cruiser,to one of
these two ships,and especially to the Alabama. We have seen that
the Amazon Class,called forth in direct reply to her,were
essentially traditional steam sloops with a higher speed than

had previously been obtained.But the Alabama begot the Wampanoag,

and she présented a threat which demanded radical thinking.
Their influence on the Admiralty brought about a decisive
break with the design tradition which extended in an unbroken

line of ancestry from the pinnaces and shallops of the Tudor Navy.

lEventually seven ships were ordered,but only four ever entered
gservice for even a brief period.



B. The Admiralty Reacts

The Admiralty's reply to the .ampanoaz Class was the frigate

Y

Inconstant. This ship marked a sharp break with all precedins

cruisers,and she was the ancestor of all large unarmoured
cruisers after her, With the possible exception of the Amazon
Class,she was the first British cruiser of the Victorian era
whose functions and design were the subject of serious consideration.
Sufficient of the original documents have survived to give us a
clear understanding of how this epoch-making ship came to be
built.

It is not however certain by whom she was originally conceived.
On 24th April 1866 the completed design was submitted by Edward
Reed,Chief Constructor of the Navy,to his superior Admiral
Robinson,the Controller.These two men were the chief protagonists
of the design,and it is probable that one of them,most likely
Robinson,originally conceived the idea. In any case,these two
remarkable men dominated the Admiralty during a formative period,
and no study would be complete without a description of them.

Robinson,l as Surveyor,and later Controller,of the lavy,
was a subordinate officer of the Admiralty under the orders of
the Board,and the direct supervision of the First Sea Lord,to
whom he was responsible for all the matériel of the Navy. It was
a position whose influence depended greatly on the man who held
it. An officer of strong character and determined ideas could
dominate much of the Admiralty,and perhaps even the Board itself.
Robinson was all that. Probably no-one who had reached an

influential position in the Royal Iavy in Queen Victoria's <time

LRovert Spencer Robinson,1809-1889: 1821 entered lavy,1828 late,
1830 Lieutenant,1838 Commander,1840 Centain,186C Rear-idmiral of
the Blue (1861-71 Controller of the ilavy,& 1868-71 3rd.Sea Lord),

1862 Rear-iAdmiral of the White,1866 Vice-—Admiral (1868 KCB),187x
Admiral.
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had a more powerful or incisive brain than he. He believed that

the needs of a future war should govern the design of warshivs,rvet
1411 the time I was at the Admiralty,I never heard [planning for war]
referred to or examined in a large or comprehensive spirit -

it always appeared to be too vast and too difficult to be seriously

grapoled with'.t

We shall see how comprehensive Robinson's ideas
were,and how difficult he found it to convince his colleagues.

A man of the greatest discretion might have found it hard to do
s0,and Robinson possessed in the fullest measure the abrasive
personality so characteristic of the determined reformer. Though
a powerful writer and speaker,he had no idea of tact; he had but
to put a case to make every hearer his enemy.His colleagues and
superiors found him impossible to work with;2 his subordinates
were terrified of him.3 'T am aware',he wrote,'that my opinions
may be found far in advance of those of flag officers of much
eXperience'l: it was a view he seldom bothered to conceal. He was
a man of violent and intractable prejudice,he made enemies frequently,
and did not scruple to pursue them with every weapon at his
command. As Controller,he so harried Sir Cooper Key,Admiral
Superintendent of Portsmouth Dockyard,that that ambitious officer
was almost glad to escape to the backwater of ialta Dockya.rd.4
His vanity led him to wage war irreconcilable against those

members of the Board (as such his superiors) who were also his

juniors in rank.

l(bis)'Letter from Rear—Admiral Sir G.T.P.Hornby,commanding the
Channel Squadron,to the Right Hon.George Jard Hunt,li.P.,with remarks

by Admiral Sir Alexander lilne,G.C.B.,Vice-Admiral Sir J.W.Tarleton,
¥.C.B.,Captain the Rt.Hon.Lord Gilford,Admiral Sir S.C.Dacres,G.C.B.,
and Admiral Sir R.S.Robinson,K.C.B.' (printed papers),pp.1l8 & 23,
(NyM: MLN/P/B/1(C)).

2Dacres to Milne,'2lst! gg.l869],llth April ?l87é],& 5th August
1870 (NMM: MLN/P/A/1(A),sv.D2cTes).:

3Vaughan Miller to Milne,l4th November 1872 (Idem,gg.Miller).

4F.B.P.Seymour to Northbrook,S5th iiay 1870 (Idem,sv.Seymour).
Robinson to Milne,10th,llth & 14th January 1368 (Idem,sv.Robinson).



Robinson had some reluctant admirers in the Admiralty,but
no friends,except perhaps one. One man shared his combination of
brilliant mind and savage temper; Edward Reed} Chief Constructor
of the Navy,responsible to Robinson for the design and construction
of all the Queen's ships.Reed's character and career fulfil
many of the requirements of Greek tragedy.He was a brilliant man,
author of fundamental advances in the science of naval architecture
which remain basic practice to-day. In seven years as Chief
Constructor he carried out a complete revolution in warship
design. Such a man deserved and achieved greatness through his
talentis,but even more than Robinson,his character was fatally
flawed. Like his superior,he was a man of incisive mind and
persuasive tongue.In debate he was fluent,powerful,and utterly
unscrupulous., Reed was a man to whom enmity and argument were the
breath of life. Like Robinson,he could not present a case without
making an enemy; unlike the Controller,who was always pained to
find himself disliked,Reed revelled in this situation,and would
have been lost without it. His mind worked naturally in opposition.
Once engaged in coniroversy,all other considerations were abandoned
in the pursuit of conquest and the humiliation of his adversary.
Honesty,expediency,and consistency were forgotten,and his enormous
professional talents prostituted to provide polemical ammunition.
Reed never consciously advanced untruths,indeed his greatest
strength in argument lay in the sincerity with which he advocated
his positions,but he was a man with a limitless capacity for
self-deception. His innuendo might be irrelevant to his case,

discreditable to his opponents,and dishonourable to himself;

lidward James Reed,1830-1906: 1853-61 Editor of the Hechanic's
Magazine,1360 co-founder & first Secretarr of the T.1N,A.,1863-T0
Chief Constructor of the lavy,1871 Chairman of Earle's Shipbuilding
Co.& partner of ihitworth's,1874-80 Liberal I'’P for Pembroke

(1880 XCB),1880-95 & 1900-06 MP for Cardiff.lie married Sir X.
Barnaby's sister.



his evidence fictional,and his arguments inconsistent; but he
remained passionately convinced of them. So long as he was at
the Admiralty,with his energies channelled into professional
concerns,he was at his best. Once released to devoie his life

to unlicensed argumeni,he rapidly destroyed the great reputation
which his abilities had won. Thic was the trazedy of the man who,
in 1870,was hailed with justice as the greatest naval architect
England had produced since Phineas Fett,and who,by 1890,was a
bore to the general public and a by-word among his professional
peers.

Reed was at his best at the Admiralty,but he was never
anything but a difficult colleague.His technical education had
been irregular,and he had won his post by submitting unsolicited
designs to the Admiralty. He thus passed over ithe heads of the
dockyard shipwrights who traditionally controlled all the senior
vosts. He was an unconventional upstart,and unlikely to be popular.
He did nothing to remedy this handicap. If any man could be
vainer and less likable than Spencer Robinson,Reed was he.

He agitated for Whitworth guns,in which he had an interest,for
successive increases in his salary,for impossibly early promotion
for his brother,for various extraordinary payments to himself.

He constantly threatened resignation.l

Reed's strengths as a naval architect lay in his scientific
methods,and his unconventional engineering approach to difficult
problems.He sponsored the work of W.E.Froude,first head of the
Admiralty Experimental Works,inventor of ship-testing tanks,and
virtual founder of the science of hydrodynamics,whose work ensured

1

F.B.P.Seymour to Northbrook,5th May 1870 (Nim: MLN/P/A/1(4),sv.Seymour).



for the Admiralty an enormous scientific advantage over all

other navies throughout the later Victorian era. Reed's technical
weaknesses were the same as those of most naval architects of
his time; a lack of understanding of the problems of sea-keeping.
He had virtually no sea experience,and never thought it necessary
to obtain any.His ideas on warship function were exclusively
theoretical,angf:lways sound. He was at his best when tightly
supervised by a superior like Robinson,who knew exactly what he

wanted, and at his worst when free to build ships of his own

conception,as with the Favorite,Pallas,Penelope and Research.l

These two strong men were the servants,at the time the

Inconstant's design was prepared,of the Duke of Somerset's Board.

Somerset himself2 was a competent and successful First Loxd,
but.his naval colleagues were not remembered for their abilities.
The First Sea Lord,Sir Frederick Grey% seems 1o have been a
stupid and idle man,and his naval colleagues not much better.

The papers of the time give the impression that Robinson was
accustomed to persuade Somerset directly,and more or less ignore
his nominal superior.

Reed submitted his design of the Inconstant on 24th April

1866. She was to be 'a ship of war to carry a few heavy guns at
high speed without armour plating'. An armament of ten 12% ton

guns was suggested,and a speed of fifteen knots was hoped for.4

5

The following day Robinson presented the design to the Boaxd.

! pdmiral G.A.Ballard,'The Three British Armoured Corvettes',
Variner's lirror (London,1911 et seg.)Vol.XXI (1935)p.l2.
Oscar Parkes,British Battleships (London,2nd.ed.1966)pp.85-117.

%Edward Adolphus Seymour,l2th Duke of Somerset,1804-1885:
1859-66 1st.Lord.

3Rear—Admira1 the Hon.Sir Frederick Grey,lst.Sea Lord 1862-6.

4Reoort of the Committee to examine the Designs upon which Ships
of War have recently been constructed, with Analysis of Hvidence
(un-numbered Command paper,cited as Commitiee on Designs),
Appendix A,Sect.IV (PP: 1872 XIV p.291/889).

5Idem,p.290/888.PR0: Adm.1/5980,25th April 1866.NIDi: MLU/P/2/3(D)
(draft covy).




The new vessel was 'to meet the large and swift ships that may be
built by other powers,on equal terms as to speed and armament'.
In Robinson's draft copy the 'large and swift American ships of

the Pamganoosuo[ﬁampanoaélClass' are specifically referred to.

The final version is slightly more diplomatic on this point,

but makes no real secret of the Inconstani's projected opponents.

A detailed comparison of her armament with the American ships'
concludes in her favour,especially in that her rifled guns could
outrange the smooth-bore American weapons.

The design was approved by the Board the following day.l
The unusual speed with which the design passed through these
stages,and the relative brevity of the arguments presented,
suggest that the question had already been thoroughly discussed.

The problems faced by Reed in designing the Inconstant were

considerable.He had to combine a higher speed than any British
warship had ever attained,with good sailing cualities (seldom
achieved in warships of large size),heavy armament,and comfortable
berthing for a large crew. The strains imposed by large and
powerful engines,and the long,fine hull required to maintain

speed in a seaway,suggested,if they did not require,iron construction,
but this involved further problems. From the constructional

point of view,iron was ideal,but from the military point of

view it had serious disadvantages.2 The Simoom Trials at Portsmouth
in 1846 and 1850 had shown that iron offered a poor resistance

to shot. Hooden scantlings,struck by shot,either resisted the
blow,or sustained a clean hole,which could fairly easily be
plugged,and if below the waterliﬁe,would partly close itself.

Iron shattered when struck,leaving a jagged hole which could not

L Committee on Designs,loc.cit.p.292/890.

2Ghief Constructor's report to the Controller,l7th November 1866,
(PRO: Adm.1/5982).



be stopped,and sending clouds of langridge across the Tattery
decks. Furthermore,a shot which penetrated the enzgaged side
might pass across the ship and drive out the plating on the
disengaged side. Iron offered greater security against lire

when struck by shells,but shell guns formed only a part of the
armament of most warships. It was therefore held that only
armoured warships could safely be built of iron,and then only if
the armour were impenetrable,since armour shattered by shot
produced much worse effects even than simole shell plating.

It was out of the question for the Inconstant to carry armour,

yet it was virtually essential that she have an iron hull,which
alone could absorb the stresses involved. Reed's solution was

to sheathe the entire hull with a double skin of oak planking
nine inches thick. This,it was hoped,would allow the iron hull

to be penetrated cleanly,if at all. At the cost of increased
weight,and hence size and expense,it secured a measure of protection
to the hull,and,more important,the crew. It must always be
remembered that throughout the era of wooden warships,ships

were very seldom sunk in action,unless by fire. Almost all actions
were decided by casualties among the crew,and armour was
introduced into warships primarily to protect the crews from

shell-fire. The sheathing of the Inconstant,being watertight,

had the additional advantage of permitting her to be coppered.

che was thus the first iron warship able to operate for long
periods without docking,which was a significant gain,as a ship
of her size could dock in very few places outside Britain,and
iron hulls foul very rapidly.

Reed did not consider the sheathing more than a useful
expedient to improve protection.

tWhen the utmost has been done in this way,it

cannot be doubted that they will still remain unsuited

[ 4
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for close action,& should chiefly fight at long range....
they are not by any means well adapted for closing with
slow and stoutly built ships,and withstanding the blows
of shot and shell,but will best fulfil their legitimate

functions and find their greatest security in fighting

from a distance with their long range guns'.l

These long-range guns were crucial to the whole design of the

Inconstant,and they were to prove one of the principal points

of controversy in it. Very few cruisers,indeed,very few warships,
were armed with long-range guns as such. liost guns were of short
range and large calibre,and the accepted tactic was to close one's
enemy and pound him at close range. Superior speed enabled one

to force action,rather than choose one's range. Guns of the

period were generally divided into shell guns and armour-piercing
guns. Shell guns fired large common shell at short range.
Armour-piercing guns fired solid or hollow shot,and the larger

sizes had a longer range. There were no armour-piercing shell in

general use,although the large armour-piercing guns could fire
common shell. Naval men thought in terms of shell guns or armour-

piercing,not of long or short range. The Inconstant had to have

guns of long range,which meant large armour-piercing guns. These

were normally mounted only in ironclads,yet the Inconstant could

never engage a regular ironclad. Many critics of the design
asked why,if she could not fight ironclads,she were not given

a normal cruiser armament of a large number of shell guns,with a
high rate of fire,which would be much more effective against

the unarmoured wooden cruisers she was expected to oppose ?2

Somerset's Board,however,approved Robinson's conception,

and Sir John Pakington,who succeeded him in June,endorsed the

1pRo: Adm.1/5982,10c.cit..

2For a typical specimen of this view,see writien evidence of Capt.
Henry Boys of HMS Excellent to the Committee on Designs,dated
13th June 1871,unpublished printed paper No.104 (NMM: PHI/110).
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decision. The Inconstant mounted ten 9-inch,12} ton,armour-

piercing suns,and four 7-inch,6% ton. Only two ironclads in the
Navy were better armed. As completed in October 1869 she fulfilled
the best hopes of her designer. She proved to be able to steam

at the unexampled speed of sixteen knots,and was furthermore

very fast under sail. No warship in Europe could equal her speed

under steam,and only the steam frigate Immortalité,of all the

ships in the Navy,could match her on any point of sailing. She
once made thirteen and a half knots under plain sail,and was
extremely weatherly,though her great length made her slack in
stays.1 Reed achieved the very difficult feat of combining
sufficient stiffness to carry canvas (especially difficult since

the Inconstant was taunt-rigged in the old fashion) with sufficient

tenderness to make a steady gun-platform. Her sailing qualities
were important because her range,though good for her day,was
still very small. At her full speed of 16.2 knots she could
cover 1,170 miles,at ten knots 2,700 miles,and at her mosi
economical speed of 6.4 knots,3,020 miles.2 She was thus unable
to make a steam crossing of the Atlantic without coaling.

For her day the Inconstant was a superb specimen of cruiser

design. There is little doubt that she would have been able to

catch and sink her projected opponents of the Wampnanoag Class,

and a fortiori,any other cruiser afloat. Robinson considered

that a threat to trade would come from two sorts of vessel,the
'national war-ship',whose speed and armament would allow her to
drive off all opposition,and the 'armed privateer',which,'when the

road had been cleared for them by the national war-ship would

lFor a general description see Admiral G.A.Ba}lard,'British
Fricgates of 1875: The Inconstant and Raleisa'(llariner's Mirror
Vol.XXII (1936)p.42.

2Admiralty Library (cited as AL),Poreign Intelligence Conmittee
Report No.73 (May 1885)'The Protection of Commerce by Patrolling
the Ocean Highways and by Convoy',Appendix E,p.l7.




pick up everything that came in its way{éi{]'% The funciion of

the Inconstant was to encounter the former,to drive them off,

and thus to permit the smaller classes of cruiser to deal with

the 'privateers'. In other words,the Inconstant was to be the

'capital ship' of cruiser warfare,which should secure command
of the sea,and permit lesser cruisers to exercise that command
in the protection of trade. In order to combine the qualities
required of her,she was bound to be large and costly.

This was Robinson's conception of the design,and it was a
sound one,as far as it went. So long as the word of colonial

cruiser warfare was one of unarmoured warships,the Inconstant

could dominate it. When once armoured warships began to be found
in colonial squadrons,her absolute supremacy was gone,because

she could not safely engage them.Her high speed and heavy armament
would always have been of the greatest utility,but she would have
become a second-rank ship,when it became a question whether her
great size and cost could be justified. Robinson specifically

intended the Inconstant to counter American ships,and the U.S.

Navy had no sea-going ironclads,so one must approve the original
conception., By the time she was completed in October 1869,the
seven French second-class ironclads of the Alma Class were in

service,and the Russian armoured cruiser Kniaz Pozharskii was

afloat. It was in these circumstances that the continuation of

the type was discussed.

If one asks exactly how the Inconstant was to be operated,

it does not appear that any serious thought was given to the
question. She was to pursue and sink a certain type of American

ship; but whether she was to seek her enemy by patrol or convoy,

whether she might find him singly or in squadrons,were matters

lLiemorandum by Robinson; Committee on Designs,Appendix A,Sect.IV,
Paper B,April 1870 (PP: 1872 XIV p.918/934,& PRO: Adm.1/6177).
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scarcely considered. Strategy was an almost forgotien subject

in the 1860's,especially the strategy of cruicer operations.
Throughout the decade,only one paper on the cuestion was given

at the Royal United Service Institution. Captain W.Horton. presented
a studyl of unusual perception for its time,but even he,though
briefly noticing the difficulty of finding raiding cruisers,
offered no thoughts on how it was to be done. Robinson does not
seem to have worked out the strategy to be employed - though,
indeed,it was no part of his job to do so.

'The question is:',as he wrote,'How will this
country wage war with one or more maritime Powers ?
According as our ideas are clear and definite on this
point,so will be our proceedings in time of peace; for
the manner in which our naval force will be used in

time of war,must govern our decision jon ships to be

builﬁ],and how they should be used in time of peace'.2

There is no evidence that Robinson or anyone else ever interpreted
this as a requirement for a developed strategy of cruiser
employment. The evidence of witnesses before the Committee on
Designs clearly reveals the standard of contemporary opinion.
Staff-Commander Kiddle3 of the Minotaur knew of no purpose the

Inconstant could fulfil,as she was certainly too large for

commerce-protection. Captain Sherard Osborn4,(a well-known
partisan of Captain Coles) considered commerce—protection so
subsidiary and indecisive a form of warfare that such a large
ship could only be justified by her usefulness in peacetime,

Both witnesses appeared never to have thought of the problems
before,were very confused,and frequently contradicted themselves.

1'The Necessity for Building Unarmoured Ships of /ar',JRUSI X p.1l

2'Letter from Admiral Hornby...to the Rt.Hon.G.Ward Kunt,&c.',p.183
(nii: MLN/P/B/1(C)).

3Committee on Designs,Minutes of Evidence,(PP: 1872 XIV p.128/6¢92).
4Ibid.p.86/65o.




lr.Edward Reed defended the Inconstant's high speed,by wiich

'The moral power of the country would be best su.stained'.l
Reed often appeared to attach a high wvalue to the psychological
effect of a ship,and was apt to be carried away by his own

rhetoric. He once claimed that the Inconstant could 'dectroy

two-thirds of the ironclads of the world',and 'sweep down on them
with terrible and glorious effect'.2

The most revealing witness was Captain Charles Waddilove

of the Inconstant herself.3 Questioned on her function,he could

only suggest that she was 'built for speed',and to test the idea
of sheathing. The chairman having explained her vpurpose,’addilove
thought an ironclad would do the job better. The existence and

nature of the Wampanoag Class having been exvplained to him,he

agreed that his ship was a match for them,and that the smaller
cruiser Volage was not,yet still preferred the latter. laddilove's
evidence is throughout a tissue of confusion and contradiciion,
which throws an unfavourable light on the mental training of the
mid-Victorian naval officer. He had just been appointed to one

of the best commands in the Navy,and subsequently rose to flag-
rank,so he was presumably well thought-of. There is no evidence
that he was stupid or incompetent,and yet to the modern observer
he seems astonishingly innocent of professional knowledge or
intellectual capacity. Perhaps the most stariling revelation was
that he had apparently never heard that his ship was intended to
fight at long range,and proposed to engage at close range a slower
American ship with a much heavier armament of short-range guns,
even though he correctly judged that the American ship would

then have a great advantage.

1;3;g.p.152/716,g.3061.

2Frederick Manning,The Life of Sir William White (London,1923),p.164.

3Committee on Designs,loc.cit.pp.121/685—l25/689,especially
GQ.2308,2313-6,2324-6,2338-54,2387-9,2417-8,2421 & 2425.




It is against the background of such a level of comprehension
in the Service as a whole that Robinson's thinking must be judged.
He was not in a position to supply what he s2w as the principal
want in naval policy-making.

'I am confident that there ought to be,in the
Records of the Admiralty,a well-considered general
outline of how a maritime war should be carried on.

This would require a thorough study of the nature and
number of the ships we ought to have,and the disposition

of the fleet with reference to hostilities'.l
This was a want not to be supolied for many years. In the absence
of any plan of strategy,Robinson conceived his ship largely
in terms of matching potential opponents,and only partly in
terms of a projected strategic function. Ideally the latter
should be a primary,and the former a secondary influence on any

design. Robinson could not place the Inconstant in her proper

position in a strategic plan,because none such existed,but at
least her conception in reply to foreign building ensured her
a real,if limited role. In subsequent years even so relevant a
criterion as this was often ignored in favour of considerations
of cost,or similarity to former types.

The Inconstant's design marked a new epoch,not only in its

striking departure from previous types,but also in the new way

in which it was conceived. Just as the one can be traced to Reéd's
scientific rather than traditionalist approach to naval architecture,
so the other sprang from Robinson's logical approach to the

problems of design.Within his field,Reed was more successful in
imposing his interpretation,because he was supreme in his
department,whereas Robinson's influence on the central decisions

of warship design and strategy was slight in theory,and circumscribed

l'Letter from Admiral Hornby....to the Rt.Hon.G.ard Juni,&c.!,
p.18 (original italics)(imi: MLN/F/B/1(C)).



even in practice.

The Inconstant's design was proposed by these iwo stron’

men in alliance,and approved by a Board content to foilow their
advice. The progress of the idea under Boards more accustomed

to think for themselves was to be lecs easy.



C. The Progress of the Idea

On 13th July 1866 sir John Paxington and his new coard
of Admiralty officially took office. They were to bring to the

problems of cruiser design more attention and grenter intell:cence,

hoth individual and collective,than these had previously attracted.\

Perhaps in consequence,the new Board also found itself in
disagrecment more often than its predecessor.

Sir John Pakingtonl wag an old am experienced politician;
he had already been First Lord for two years,he knew the Adnmiralty
and he knew naval affairs. In all these cualities he was
uncommon among First Lords,and he was much lecs under the tutelage
of his civil servants and naval advisers on one hand,and his
Cabinet colleagues on the other,than some of his predecessors
and successors. |

such a man might have dominated Somerseti's Board to an
unhealthy extent,but his own was of higher calibre. The new
Pirst Sea Lord was Sir Alexander Milne,those authority was
unecualled in his generation. As an administrator,Milne had
won deserved praise for his organization of the Transport Service
during the Crimean War. As a diplomat,in his command of the Nortih
American Station during the American Civil War,he had greatly
contributed to avoiding British involvement,which had at times
seemed imminent,and had won the respect of both sides in Americea.
As a naval thinker,ﬁilne was a man whose influence,especially

through his later membership of the Carnarvon Commission,was

lionn Somerset Pakington (né Russell),1799-1880: Iton & Oriel;
1837-74 Conservative P for Droitwich (1852 sec.for War & Colonies,
1858-9 & 1866-7 lst.Lord of the Admiralty,1867-8 Sec.for War);
Bart.1846,GCB 1859,1st.Baron Hampton 1874,President of the INA

for 21 years.

231 exander 'ilne,1806-1896: 1817 entered Navy,1827 Lieutenant,
1830 Commander,1839 Captain (1847-59 4th,later 3rd Sea Lord,

1858 1CB),1858 rear—Admiral of the Blue (1860-4 C-in-C Jorih
America & West Indies),1861 Rear—Admiral of the White & local
Vice-Admiral 1865 Vice-Admiral (1866-8 lst. Sea Lord,1869-70
C-in-C Mediterranean),1870 Admiral (1871 GCB,1872-6 lst.Sea Lord),

18381 Admiral of the Fleet.
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unobirusive,but not unimportant.l As an officer,he was Lllzeq

and respected for his integrity,abilit;,and sirenzth coi chzractier.
liilne was a man of shrewd common-sense rather than profundity

or brilliance,whose mind ranged widely,but worked vest in the
synthesis of others' ideas,rather than in the creation of his own.
e was the most prominent of a numbver of officers who considered
that the ironclad revolution had concentrated overmuch attention
on battleships,to the detriment of other iypes of warsaip.2 His
essentially conservative nature reinforced his conviction of the

importance of cruisers,which were still ‘*real' w=arshins,rather

then mastleass turret ships like the Devastation. He was among the

first Victorian officers to devote serious attention to colonial

problems and the defence of trade. As early as 1858 he had writien

that four present force is....not adecuate to the wants of a great

maritime nation with colonies to protect.'3

Milne and some of his colleagues brought to the Admiralty

the first intelligent concept of cruiser warfare to oppose to

Robinson's,which had hitherto held the field unchallenged. They
scigned to armour a much higher value in cruiser warfare than

he did. In the early years of Somerset's Board,when the ironclad

era was in its infancy,it had seemed to many that armour would

be extended to all classes of fighting ships. In pursuance of this

idea Somerset's Board,with Robinson as Surveyor,had built the

ironclad corveties Favorite,Pallas,anc Penclope,and the ironclad

sloops fnterprise and Research,4 the design of which first brought

lB.HcL.Ranft,The Naval Defence of Pritish Sea-borne Trade,l1860-1905
(Oxford 15 D.Pnil.thesis,1967)pp.145-150.

23.M.Sohurman,Imnerial Defence,1868-87 (Cambridge IS Ph.D.thesis,
1955)pp.33=52. Schurman rother nales nilne the 'apostle' of coal.

which both exagcerates his concentration on that fuel,and belitiles
the scope of his thinking.

3Printcd Paper of 22nd iay 1858,'Renly to Questions subnitted by
ier Majesty thro!' the Prime Minister to each member of the Zoard
of Admiralty',p.9 (iik: HLN/141/2).

4 : . . - . et s e = :
Ballard,liariner's liirror XxI (1935)p.l2.7arkes,British Sottlechins,

pPp.o5=117.
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Reed to the Admiralty. The intended function of these chips
remains a matter of puzzlement.1 The sloops could not steam
more than ten knots,had derisory bunkerage,and the research,
especially,was not seaworthy.The Pallas was btuilt more as a fleex
ram than a cruising ironclad.2 The Penelope had very shallow
draught,presumably to fit her for the coastal operations of the
Crimean War. None of these ships were suitable for colonial
commissions,whether or not that had been the original intentions
of the designs. Only the Favorite was capable of this service,
though she was a poor sea-boat,and very slow under steaom and sail.
She was always regarded as a temporary expedient,and served only
one sea~going commission.

The Navy's first ecssay in colonial ironclads,if any of these
ships can be so regarded,had not been a great success,but by the

time the Inconstant was launched in November 1868 a new generation

of ironclads had reached colonial waters. These were all second-
class battleships. As a group they were slow and short-winded,
but superior in armament and protection to any other warship

beyond European waters. H.M.S.Zealous and Royal Alfred were

flagships respectively on the Pacific and lorth American stations,

and the French had completed the Belliqueuse,Armide,Thétis,and

Jeanne d'Arc,with four more sisters following. It was necessary

and sensible for Robinson and the Admiralty to provide ironclad

flagships on foreign stations to oppose,if necessary,these French

ships. When the Belliqueuse arrived in the East Indies early in

1867,the Royal Navy was still represented in those waters by the

Princess Royal,74,one of the last sea-going ships of the line to

lA reference in Colin Frank Baxter,Admiralty Problems during the
Second Palmerston Administration,1859-1365 (Georgia M3 Ph.D.thesis,
1965),p.27,implies they may have been built for Channel defence.

2Parkes,32.cit.p.100.



carry a flag. The French ship could have sunk her with impunity,
and this was a state of affairs which could hardly have been
allowed to last. In fact the French had no aggressive plans.
They did not distinguish,as British officers generally did,between
the battle-fleet in home waters,and colonial squadrons abroad.
Their second-class ironclads were intended to work with the
battlefleet in case of need,and their draught was calculatved to
permit them to operate in the Baltic against Prussia. Equally,
the first-class ironclads could be,and were,concentrated in
support of purely colonial objectives,as in lexico in 1866,

and Tunisia in 1880.

A ’
'*Chez nous,la premiere flotte cuirassee de Dupuy
~ ’ - ’ - -
de Lome etait veritablement congue en vue de se suffice

by ~ ’ \ R
a elle-meme et de repondre a tous les besoins; ses

’ ’r
corvettes cuirassees..... plus lentes cque les fregates

’
cuirasseesg,furent des batiments de combat de second

rang et non des croiseurs'.l

The French navy of the period aimed at a superiority obtained
more by technical advance than sirategical combination,2 and

they had no serious expectation of challenging Britain at sea.
Thus Jurien de la Graviere wrote to an English friend in 1860:

~ ”» . ’
tVous voulez etre les maitres incontestes des mers

et ne craindre personne ni aucune coalition maritime,

. \ 3 . . 3
jusqu'a un certain point nous nous inclinons devant
, . .
cette pretention; mais nous ne voulons pas que votre
, ’ - » 3 .
securite soit telle que vous vous imaginiez pouvolir

nous traiter comme bon vous semble'.
When France deployed her second-class ironclads of foreign stations,

which were by no means their only,or even primary destination,

L ouis—fmile Bertin,La Farine loderne (Paris,1910)p.98.

2Ropp,Developmen‘b of a liodern Navy,p.15.

3Pierre Le Masson,'La Politique Navale Frangaise de 1850 a 1914°',
Revue liaritime (Paris,1859-1972),1968,p.186.
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she intended them to fight local,rather than European enemies.
France was beginning to enter the phase of feverish colonial
expansion which reached its climax in the 1880's and 1890's.
The colonies were under naval control,not only at ministerial
level,but throughout the service. Many naval officers spent their
entire careers ashore as colonial administrators. A large part
of the naval estimates,and a larger part of naval attention,
were devoted to colonial affairs. By the late 1860's small powers
outside Europe were already beginning to acquire coastal ironclads.
Insofar as the French built their second-class ironclads with
any distinctily colonial enemy in mind,it was their rivals and
victims in the struggle for colonies,rather than Britain,whose
overseas squadrons were almost everywhere greatly superior,
and whom they did not seriously propose to fight.
Nevertheless,it was this French force of second-class
ironclads which caused Nilne and his colleagues to question
the utility of large unarmoured cruisers. Escentially they
were involved with a problem to which no complete answer has
ever been found,even in easier circumstances; the proper elements
of force to be employed in a subordinate theatre of war,and the
true distinction,if any,beiween cruisers and battleships. As we
have seen,it was technically difficult to endow any 'cruisers',
and impossible to endow all,with the qualities of sreed and
range which should have been their generic characteristics.
It was hard to assign the proper value to these gualities when
the most powerful vessels,indeed,almost all the vessels,in a
colonial squadron,were really too slow for cruiser duties.
Likewise it was hard to distinguish between colonial second-

class ironclads and their bigger sisters,when the former were

lﬁopp,gg.cit.p.67.
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only smaller,slower and weaker versions of the latter,with no
distinctive advantages.

Soon after taking office on 13th July 1865,7ir John
Paxinston recueste’ from the Controller his opinion of the
needs of the llavy,and the programme vhich should satisly ther.
On 23rd Auzust Robinson scubmitted his reply.l he envisnzed
threats from invasion,local attack on a colony or coaling station,
and general attack on trade. This last was most seriously posed

by the new American cruisers,against which the Inconstant was

intended to fight. 'Both in speed and arm~ment she will prove

a fair match for any unarmoured ship afloat!'. He proposed to
build five more of the type by 1870,with the aim of eventually
bringing the Navy's strength to twelve. In the same period,three

of the Juno type,zand twelve first and {twelve second-class

sloops were to be built. Robinson's provosals involved a total
expenditure on shipbuilding of £1,300,000 annually for three
years,and he produced fisures to show that,although this would

be above the most recent votes,it was less than had formerly been

3

considered necessary.

Even before Robinson sent in his proposals,Pakington had
already received,on 8th August,a memorandum from his department
explaining the programme of the previous Board.4 They had kept
many o0ld wooden cruisers in repair;

'The Board's object was to avoid coning to a cdecision

on the difficult question,as to what kind of ships were

Lo ¥LN/P/B/1(C).

2The Juno (launched November 1867) was a large screw corvette,
of a type intended to full the gap between old sloops and new
frigates.

30he votes had fallen from £1,662,892 in 1361-2,to0 £316,000 in
the previous year,1866-7,although the former year was acnittedly
that of the greatest expenditure on new ironclads.

'State of Work in the Yards in August 1866' (PRO: Adm.1/5981).




required for naval warfare,until a sufficient experience
had been obtained as to armour-plated ships,and heavy-

rifled artillery!.
The former Board had intended to decide this question,and had
the choice of replacing the old and slow cruisers of a former
age with ships of very similar type,or with a smaller number of
faster and more efficient cruisers. The paper is imbued with
Robinson's ideas,if not actually written by him,and leaves no
doubt of its opinion that the latter was the only sensible cgurse.
This decision was one of great importance for the Navy.
The two alternatives represented the two main schools of thought
on the employment of cruisers. Those who saw their function
largely in terms of peace-time colonial work,of what was often
called police work,naturally advocated large numbers of small,
cheap ships,which should normally be of shallow draught,full
rig,and heavy armament,but need not be fast or of long range.
Those who thought of cruisers primarily as warships insisted
that their military qualities should be paramount,and among these
counted speed and range as highly important. They were prevared

to accept that such ships must be larger,costlier,and less

g

numerous than existing ones,and that,in consecuence,the composition

and duties of colonial squadrons would have to be modified.
These two essentially divergent schools embraced most thinking
naval officers during the 1860's and 1870's. Few would have
accepted the opinions of either in this starkly simple form,
but nearly all compounded their opinions from one side or the
other,.

Robinson was of course an grdent apostle of the 'military’

school of thought,which strongly coloured his submission to

Paxington. The new Board,however,though not exactly immical <o
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it,held generally to a more moderate view. Ividenily they did
not accept Robinson's proposal;,because on 13th September he
again submitted a strong defence of them.l The thirty-three new
cruisers,though expensive,would be infinitely more valuable than
their predecessors. In the long run,they would prove an econonm;,
since they would replace old wooden ships whose maintenance was
extremely expensive. When the programme was complete in 1870 it

would be possible to cease repairing the older vessels.

'The expenditure upon them does not even ensure
the poscession of a force on which we could sotisfactorily
rely in the event of var with a maritime power. Our small
classes of ships must,sooner or later,be replaced by
ships that can meet the smaller ships of Irance,Amecrica

or Russia upon equal terms'.
On his own copy Sir Alexander liiine noted,'I don't think so'.

The objections of the new Board were partly or financial
grounds.Pakington was beings pres:red to een the Istimates down,
and the way in which the burden of Robinson's argument shifted
from naval grounds in August,to financial ones in September,is
probably indicative of the nature of the objections he was irying
t0 meet. The Board nonetheless took the view that,wh~tever the
financial stringency,the nurber of smaller cruisers could not
be reduced. When Robinson presented his report on the designs of
the new ships on 20th November,2 he had admitted defeat on most
of his previous proposals. In a 'sacrifice of the highest speed
obtainable in ships of unrestricted dimensions......it appeared
to me that I strictly fulfilled the wishes of their Lordships

as expresced to me in several discussions on these subjects.'

lpno: Adm.1/5981,& NMM: MLN/P/B/1(C) - the latter is Nilne's copy.

%pR0: Adm.1/5982.
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Only one Inconstant type had survived,but this 'I recommend for

adoption to meet the large class Anerican corveitiecs!'.

Financial stringency played some part in the Board's refusal
to accept Robinson's nrovosals.but there var cleczrlr 2 Tundament-l
difference of opinion on strategic policy. On 30th liovember
l’ilne circulated to his colleagues a paper 'On Shipbuilding
Policy‘.l In it he expressed his view,which lay somewhat between

the extremes of the two schools. Of the Inconstant he wrote:

'This ship is built especially for a 15 knot
speed. I doubt the policy of so large and expensive

a ship,I would prefer a limit of 14 knots and a smaller
ship,but the Controller urges that others should be

built,and I do not therefore object to another being

laid down'.
It is interesting to observe how liilne,who certainly knew his
own mind,and disliked Robinson,was forced by reluctant admiration
for the Controller's abilities to defer to his judgement. The rest
of the Board were more forthright. Sir Sydney Dacres,2 the Second
Sea Lord,was firmly in favour of Robinson's ideas:

'T do not hesitate to say that I should wishl%haﬁ]
the scheme,as introduced to the board by Admiral Robinson
in August & September should be carried out in its
integrity,as I consider the necessity for building the
number of ships proposed is of paramount necessity'ﬁgéﬂ
to meet the needs of the country,not only for a2 time of

war,but also as the best and cheapest means of preserving

the blessings of peace'.

Unlike Milne,he was in favour of building more Inconstant's:

'*We must not be neglectful of the fuiure,or forget,

with the Alabama's ravages before us,what would be the

Lo s MLN/P/B/1(C).

2Sydney Colpoys Dacres,1805-1884: 1817 entered Navy,1824 iiate,
1827 Lieutenant,1834 Commander,1840 Captain,ii58 Rear-Admiral of
the Blue,1862 Rear-Admiral of the wWhite,1863 Rear-Admiral of the
Red (1863-5 C-in-C Channel),1865 Vice—Admiral (1865 KCB,1866-8
2nd.Sea Lord,1868-71 1lst. Sea Lord),l1870 Admiral (1871 GCB,
1873~-34 Governor of Greenwich Hospital).
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effect on our own trade if war overtook us unprepared

to meet the destruction that would follow on the cruizing
of such powerful corvet{es as are now ccmpletins in
America and found England,qith nothing to overtake

them but one Inconstant Class.!

Dacres,however,was aloné in this opinion. At least two of
his colleapgues would have been happy to find ¥ngland with no

Inconstant's at all. Rear-Admiral Seymour,2 the Third Sea

Lord,disliked the class;

'...and would lay down no more ships of that
description. They are more expensive than the 2nd.
class Jron Clads of 3,082 tons3 and much less efficient
in action. Speed is <their best point,but the grealest

speed may fail when most required.'4
The Junior Naval Lord5 was of the same mind:

'Speed and seagoing qualities are there,- but I
cannot reconcile myself to a class of ship in which
the Captain is to be cautioned to fight at long range.

If it be true (and I do not doubt it) that a ship of

this class cannot be built without this enormous
disadvantage,l think there are moral as well as physical

reasons for abstaining from commencing then.!

Two more second-class ironclads would be preferable. Hay also

Yaa: 1mLN/P/B/1(C),1st.December 1866 (original italics).

2George Henry Seymour,1818-1869: 1831 entered Navy,1837 ilate,
1838 Lieutenant,1842 Commander,1844 Captain,1863 Rear-Admiral of
the Blue (1866-8 3rd.Sea Lord).

3Possibly he was referring to the Zealous or Penelope,both of
approximately this tonnage B.O.M..

Loc.cit.supra,undated.

5John Charles Dalrymple Hay,1821-1912: 1834 entered KHavy,1839
1st.Cl.Volunteer (served in Kaffir War),1840 ridshipman,1841 Hate
(at bombardment of Acre),1844 Lieutenant,1846 Commander,1850
Captain (1861 3rd.Bart.,1862~5 Conservative MP for Wakefield),
1866 Rear—Admiral (1866-8 4th Sea Lord,1866-80 MP for Stamford),
1870 Tetired,1873 Vice-Admiral,1878 Admiral (1880-5 MP for
Wigtown Burghs,1885 KCB,1902 GCB).

Loc.cit.,undated (original italics).
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propounded a remarkable theory of cruiser warfare,which is at

once percipient and fundamentally unsound. The fustest warships
afloat,he argued,were the hew first-class ironclads.l They were
the best ships to run down any raiding cruisers,and money would

be better spent on these powerful ships than on weak frigates.

In arguing thus Hay ignored,or forgot,the one sirategic doctrine
which the Victorian Navy generally preserved amidst the abandonment
of so many others; the distinction between the battleship,which
obtained general command of the seas,and the cruiser,which
exercised it. If the most powerful ironclads in the Navy were
scattered in pursuit of raiding cruisers,there was no battlefleet
to hold the general command of the sea upon which the couniry's
overall security depended. On the other hand,Hay was not the

last to notice the suitability of the early ironclads for service
as armoured cruisers (which,indeed,some of them became in later
life). The Warrior could steam fourteen knots: no British battleship

attained fifteen until the Alexandra (launched 1875),nor any

armoured cruiser before the Imperieuse (launched 1883). In the

early ironclad era the most powerful ships were also the fastest.
This posed a fundamental problem in the design of cruisers,

whose function requires them to be both numerous and relatively
fast. The only way of increasing the efficiencyof simple-
expansion engines was to increase their size,so that the only
really fast cruisers were very large and costly. In fact,cruisers
could be either fast,or numerous,but not both. Throughout the
first ten years of this study,it was generally impossitle for
technical rTeasons to design a satisfactory cruiser,and it was
especially difficult to evolve a satisfactory 'cruiser cavpital

ship' that was not merely an inferior battleship,too weak 1o

lThe Warrior and her early consorts were the fastest warships
afloat before the completion of the liampanoag and Inconsiant.




stand in the line of battle,and too slow properly to dominatle
colonial waters. Sir John Hay's suggestion rested on ignorance
of the most basic strategic principles,but it correctly -ointed
to the real difficulty of cruiser desisn in the neriod,that

ships designed for different functions couid still do cruiserst
work better than they. Rather than being a specialized type of
warship,unequalled in the performance of their own tasks,cruisers
had declined to the status of a generally inferior snecies,

whose only merit lay in cheapness end numbers, If the Inconstant

had really cost as much as a first-class ironclad,which she

did not,there would have been a dangerous logic in.Hay's proposals.
It isyworth examining the cquality of thought anong iilne's

Board. We have seen how Sir John Hay was able to ignore a basic

strategic doctrine. Hay was one of the l~3t of the old school

of political admiral,whose service in the House of Commons was

as important to them,and counted as much towcrds their advancement,

as their service afloat; perhaps he was not representative of

the best naval thinkers. All the other members of the Board

presented arguments that were justifiable. They appear to rest

on a coherent strategic doctrine; one in which the ironclad

flag of a slow colonial squadron was of more significance in

any form of war than fast unarmoured cruisers. Presumably they

adhered to the standard doctrine of squadronal engzgements and

blockades. We are left to presume this,however,because none of

them justified their position by specific reference to this,or

any other doctrine. Their memoranda consist solely of statements

of opinion,unsupnoried by argument or evidence. In this they

were entirely typical of their times. It is very difficult to

find a naval officer or naval thinker of the period who was

accustomed to advance any supvort for his opinions,other than

what his own experience might be presumed to afford. The only



form of reinforcement which any case usually received was the
support of other authorities,and their standing was norrmally
derived from long service and great age,rother than proven
ability.

In this case Pakington seems to have accepted Robinson's

arguments for at least one more Inconstant type to be built,

because on 31st January 1867 both Seymour and Hay,the chief
opoonents of the idea,entered renewed protests. They did so
at a time of stringency in the Estimates,but,it seems,without
result.

The Estimates had been a subject of disagreement throughout
Pakington's period of offide. His general attittude to the
question is well expressed in a letter to iMilne of 25th October 1866:

'Some statement should be drawn up for early

circulation to the Cabinet,stating,irrespective of money,

our actual position with respect to shios (iron & wood)
as compared;
l— With the navies of other powers,and

2— iith our own requirements at home and abroad'.
Derby had apparently suggested that the Estimates be kept the same,but,

'My impression is that it will be impossible to

keep down the Navy estimates to the amount of the
current year,without a dereliction of duty which would
give just offence to Parliament & the na‘tion.'2

From Robinson's revised programme of 20th November,3 it is
evident that Pakington failed to get much of what had been
requested,in spite of Dacres's support. Early in the new year

Derby proposed a further reduction in the Estimates,to which
'Sir S.Dacres,the Controller,and myself{hiln% most strongly
Ykay's memorandum NMM: MLN/P/B/1(D); Seymour's Niil: MLN/P/B/1(C).

STATE MLY/P/A/1(A) sv.Pakington (original italics.)
3An‘te p-43.
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objected,I may say,remonstrated,and urged reconsideration of this
vital question,but without avail.'l On 15th Jenuary Foxington
held a conference in his room on the matter,and o= the following
day lMilne,having consulted Robinson and Dacres,wrote to the First
Lord giving their considered opinion that the safety of the country
urgently required that the Estimates be reduced no further.2
This view was supported by cxtensive evidence and argument (itself
an eloquent testimony to the gravity of the subject).Pakington
forwarded this letter to Lord Derby. The protest was without
effect.

On 8th March 1867,however,Sir John Pakington was succeeded
as First Lord by Henry Corry> who left the Board intact. Like
his predecessor,Corry had experience at the Admiralty,bui his
political standing was slighter,and his letters suggest that he
had less of the strength of character required to secure Cabinei
approval against opposition. In view of Pakington's protests,
one may suspect that this quality had its attiractions for Loxd
Derby. Milne prepared for Corry a memorandum on his predecessor's
policy.4 In it he urged an increase in the ironclad fleet,which
was inferior to that of France,and the maintenance of the overseas
squadrons. He explained the difficulty the Board had already
experienced ,over expenditure. Pakington's programme for 1867-8

included a further ship of the Inconstant tyoe. In view of the

financial situation,however, Corry discussed with his Board whether

lUnsigned. & undated draft memorandum in iilne's hand,probably
intended for Corry [Harch-April 1867] (i 1LN/P/B/1L(C)).
2Llilne to Pakington,l6th January 1867 (holograph copy,noted
below in Milne's hand,'"his letter wacs sent to Lord Derbdyr by
sir J.Pakingtont') (11di: 1.11/P/A/1(4A),sv.Pakington).The proiest
is also referred to in hilne to Northbrook,9th October 1831
(holograph draft copy)(Ibid.,sv.Northbrook,.

3Henry Thomas Lowry Corry,1803-1873: Christ Church;1¢25-73
Conservative MP for Tyrone (1841-5 Civil lord,1845-6 & 1858-9
Parliamentary Secretary,1867-8 lst. Lord of the Admiraltw).

4Cited n.l cunra.
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to replace her with a smaller corvette,thus allowing another

. : 1 A :
second~-class ironclad to be built.” In this Zo»inson acruiesced,
for the sake of an increase in ironclad sirength. The corvetite
design,to which H.M.S.Active and Volage were built,was escentially

a reduced copy of the Inconstant,to be capable of Tourteen and a

half knots. Robinson and Reed envisaged her as filling the place

next below the Inconstant in the strategic vlan. The type was

generally approved of by all,but there was disagreement between
those who considered it complementary to,and those who considered
it a replacement for,that of the large frigate.

On 9th April 1867,when Reed sent Robinson an analysis of

the advantages and disadvantages of building one Inconstant or

two Volgge's,2 the question was evidently still undecided. By
22nd July,when Robinson submitted the Volage's design.3 it must

have been settled. There remained,however,the perennial argument

over armament,and the range at which she should fight. The Controller
recommended a broadside of six 61 ton guns (the smallest armour—
piercing size),but with the hostility of Seymour and Hay to

fighting at long range,and liilne's doubtful neutrality,the issue

was bound to be re-fought. lMilne himself wrote of the Inconstant,

'There is some doubt whether she should carry twelve-~ton guns,

or a somewhat larger number of nine-ton - I incline to the lattexr'.

5

The Director-General of Naval Ordnance,Admiral Key,” was stirongly

against mounting armour-piercing guns in an unarmoured ship.

lLlemorandum by Robinson,9th April 1870 (PRO: Adm.l/6l77).

2NI-H-I: 'Ships!' Covers'. This class of material,originally in the
PRO,still bear PRO numbers in the series Adm.138. They will be
cited thus: NMHM: Adm.138/16,Cover of Active & Volage,p.5.

3pRo: Adm.1/6018.
YUndated 'liemorandum for my successor' @aie 186€] (vumaraw/p/c/2(a)).

5Astley Cooper Key,1821-1888: 1833 entered Navy,1840 ilate,1842
Lieutenant,1845 Commander,1350 Captain (1858-60 member of Royal
Commission on National Defence),1866 Rear-idmiral (1867-9 DGNO),
1873 Vice-idmiral (1873 KCB,1875-7 C-in-C N.Aimerica & i.Indies),
1878 Admiral (1878 FO Particular service Squadron,l1879-85 lst.
Sea Lord,1882 GCB),1888 retired.




In October Reed was writing energetically to refute him.l

'I have taken pains to point out that this clace of ship has

not been designed for fighting at close cuarters; that *hey are

essentially ships for distant fighting and for chasing.! ilic

pains were wasted on Key,who still considered that against a

ship of equal force,her captain,'will certainly engage her at

close quarters partly,if not entirely'.2 On this occasion
Pakington's decision went against him,and the Active and Volage
were completed with their designed armament.

In the prevailing financial siringency Robinson's programme
of shipbuilding for 1868--93 concentrated on keeping up the llavy's
numerical strength. Over £2,000,000 a year for three years would
be required to build up to the Board's proposed establishment,
and as frigates were the only type whose numbers were adequate,

more Inconstant's naturally took a low priority. When the Board's

establishment was rejected as too expensive,iiobinson was too

busy fighting for the Navy as a whole to propose another Inconstant

with much wvigour.

Sir Spencer Robinson was naturally left at the Admiralty
when liilne's Board left office with the departing government,and
once more he found himself in the powerful position so often held
by the permament administrator over his new and inexperienced
superiors. Gladstone's Liberal government took office on 18th

December 1868,and Mr.Childers was appointed First Lord.5 On 14th

lSubmission for the Controller,24th October 1867 (original italics)
(v :12u/p/B/3(D) ) -
2Idem,original italics.

3Submission in reply to Board llemorandum of 3rd December 1867
(PRO: Adm.1/6020).

4Submis"ion on the Estimates 1868-9.6th January 1868 (PRO:Adm.1/6079).

Submission of 9th February 1868 (holovraph draft copy) (Uiic:iL/P/A/1(A),
sv.C orry{

5Hugh Culling Eardley Childers,1827-96: educated at Chez-m,l/adham &

PTrinity Camb.; 1852-5 Auditor-General of S.Australia,l360-85

Liberal MP for Pontefract (1864-5 Civil Lord of the Admiralty,

1865-6 lst.3ec.of the Treasury,1868-71 lst.Lord,1872-3 Cec.for iar,

1862-5 Chancellor of the lxchequer),lodo~9 kP for Edinburgh JSouth
(1886 Home cecretary).
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January 1869 a new Patent for the Board was issued,giving the
Controller a seat at the Board,and with it a practical power
enjoyed by no other naval lord. From this position of strength
Robinson fought his last battle against his professional
opponents and the forces of government parsimony.

On 11th January 1870 Robinson noted on a report from the
naval attaché in Washingtonl that Britain still needed six

Inconstant's and twelve Volage's to be safe in any war against

the United States. On 22nd he again emphasized the formidable

2

nature of the American threat.“ Evidently these arguments were

intended to buttress his application for another Inconstant and

Volage,rather than iwo of the intermediate Raleigh type. On 9th
February he submitted a large d.ossier3 in support of his protest

against the decision to build only reduced copies of the Incconstant.

She was incontestably superior to all other cruisers,but the

proposed Haleigh type was not powerful enough to sink the jampanoag,

yet too large and costly to fulfil a corvette's duties. For a
negligible saving in initial cost and manpower a ship was to be
built without any strategic purpose,which usurped the name of
frigate,but could not do a frigate's work.

In reply the new First Sea Lord,Sir Sydney Dacres,4 disputed
whether the Raleigh would be unable to engage the American ships.
Her proposed armament of light but numerous guns with a high rate
of fire would be just as formidable as her opponents',and an
extra knot of speed did not justify the greater cost of the larger

ship.The Navy's great want was numbers of ships,and more Inconstant's

lReport from Captain Ward,with various memoranda,lOth January
1870 (PRO: Adm.1/6168).

2'Remarks by lir Reed on the Report of the Secretary ol the United
States' Navy,with observations of ir R.nencer Robincon thercon!
(PRO: Adm.1/6177).

3'Submission of the Surveyor[@hi]concerning Unarmoured frigates,

with minutes thereon' (Idem).

4Ante,p.44,n.2.
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could not be afforded if it was to be supplied. It is interesiing
to see how Dacres had forgotten all the arsuments which had so
impressed him three years earlier.l nven more interestinsly,

Reed himself seems to have become less convinced of the necessity
of iron~hulled warships fighting at long range. His proposed
armament for the Raleigh,submitted on 14th February,included

only two 9-inch chasers,and sixteen 70 cwt.shell guns.2 It looks
as though he was led astray by his idea of actions fought entirely
as chases,but the proposal still represents a considerable,and

apparently inexplicable,volte face.

Childers decided on 11lth to build one Inconstant and one

Raleigh ’cype.3 The compromise was made without the Controller,
4
Chief Consiructor or Director of NHaval Ordnance being informed,

and was communicated to them in writing as a fait accomoli.

On 9th April Robinson again protested at the completed design

of the Raleigh,presenting the very long memorandum which has

often been cquoted above,and which may justly be regarded as his
professional testament.5 He was informed that the First Lord

'Did not consider it necessary that Sir Sydney Dacres and I should

be in his presence together to discuss the subject'.6 It was the

last shot in the long campaign over the design of unarmoured cruisers.
Within a few months Reed and Robinson had left the Admiralty,

and the subject was dead.

Linte,p.44.

2ood to Milne,25th October 1874 (Mlf: MLN/P/A/1(B)).

315ubmission of the Surveyor,&c.',9th February 1870 (PRO: Adm.1/6177).
4Report from the Select Committee of the House of Lords on <the

Board of Admiraliy,together with the Proceedings of the Commitxee,

Finutes of Lvidence,and Appendix,(Lords' Committee),liinutes of
ividence (¥P: 1871 VII p.50/64,Q.455).

5Committee on Designs,Appendix A,Sect.IV.(PP: 1872 XIV p.291/889);
(PxO: Adm.1/06177).

Lords' Committee,loc.cit.supra n.4. Robinson is a suspect source
of evidence,even so soon after the event,bul the fact is very
probable.




The story of the design of the Inconsticnt,and her derivatives

the Shah,l Raleigh,Active,Volage and Rover,2 distinctly reveals

the methods and thinking of the Admiralty in the late 1860's.

It makes clear how far the practical workins of the Admiralty
differed from its theoretical constitution. Robinson was supposed
to be an administrator, executing the decisions of the Board.

In fact,as we have seen,he initiated all the orogosals for cruiser
designs in this period. His position,though nominally subordinate,
gave him great power; his forceful personality was not averse to
exploiting it; and his potent mind was able to put it to good
use. He produced a limited but coherent strategic plan which at
least partly comvinced the more intelligent of his superiors,
Milne and Pakington,and had influence even on Childers. At times,
it is clear,Robinson,Milne and Pakington were alone involved in
important decisions,with the rest of the 3card profferring advice,
but having little real influence.

The progress of the Inconstant also reveals the strategic

concepts of the Boards of the period. She was proposed by Robinson,

and accepted,as a counter to the American ships of the Wampanoag

Class. She was therefore conceived in the limited sense of an
antidote to an anticipated threat. This at least ensured that
she had a real function,and it was a great advance on the method
obtaining with the smaller cruisers,which was indefinitely to
repeat former designs with minor improvements. Nevertheless,the

Inconstant was conceived in an essentially negative way,as a

response to a particular threat. We shall see that for some years
to come many,if not all cruisers,originated in similar thinking.

It is vain to look for a positive approach,for the building of

lThe second Inconstant type.

2in improved Volage,launched Eﬁ?ﬁ%—%8%3~
AT LB
d
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ships to fill places in a general sirategic scheme,or to do
more than merely to frustirate +the designs of the enzany. for most
decision-makers at the Admiralty,the question was simply whether

the Inconctant could cink the American cruisers,not whether she

occupied a necessary nposition in a balonced cruirer fleet,and

answered to needs which no other ship could meet. Robinson,

however,did evolve some idea of such a balanced cruicer fleet.
b

He thought of the Inconstant as filling the 'cruiser carital

ship's! Tole against swift enemies.l At the same time each
station required 'a second-class ironclad,which should take the

2

place of the old wooden screw frigates',” so that,'there should

be one ship on the spot,which would not be driven off,and could
maintain the honour of the Flag'.3 The one element would supply

a centre of power,the other the high speed associated with a large
armament required in cruicer work. This was a sophisticated

answeT to a problem poced by technical advance. Jje have seen

how the large frigates of earlier days had successfully combined
the greatest power and the highest speed in colonial waters.

They were therefore able satisfactorily to associate the elements
of power and speed required of the true 'cruiser capital ship?',
which should be the most powerful unit on a colonial station,

yet still possess the speed and range required of a true cruiser,
The technical advances of the 13860's made it impossible any longer
to reconcile these qualities in a single ship. The most powerful
ship on a colonial station had to be armoured,and the true cruiser
hed to be much faster than before. The qualities could no longer

be combined,except at the size and cost of a first-class ironclad.

lAn‘ce,p.3l.

2emorandum by Robinson to Committee on Designs,25th Januerv L1071
(uuii: PHI/110).

3Robinson's 'General Remarks on the Clarsification,)distribuiion,
and Construction of Armour Plated Ships',l13th December 1804
(wnr: MLN/P/B/3(D),& PHI/110/4(4)).
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It was therefore necessary 1o esplit the functions and produce

two typec; one fast,the other powerful,and both escentizlly
unsatisfactory. The large,fast,unarmoured cruiser could no longer
be the centre of power which frigates had formerly been,and

which ships of her size and cost might be expected to bte. The
second-class ironclad was too slow and short-winded for a true
cruiser,and fitted very ill into practical overations,imposing
severe constraints on the strategic flexibility of a squadron.

At the same time che was not the match of any first-class ironclad,
and. could not safely be used against them.

This dilemma lay at the heart of all strategic thinking on
cruisers. Any solution was bound to be unsatisfactory. Probably
Robinson's scheme of duplicating the major elements of a cruiser
force to provide both speed and power was the best available
solution. It had,however,the major disadvantage of being very
costly,and at a time of great financial stringency. It is hardly
surprising that it was never completed beyond a skeleton.

Between 1865 and 1870 the Admiralty was dominated by a small
group of men. Milne,Pakington,and above Robinson,gave to cruiser
design a direction which the confusion of the next decade failed
to supply. Of all the men of his age,Sir Spencer Robinson came
closest to an understanding of the fundamentals of cruiser work,
and made the most successful attempts to translate it into practice.
He did so at a difficult time,when vision and political courage
in high degree would have been required of the Board of Admiralty
and. Cabinet which should accept his ideas,and when both were
lacking. It is not surprising that his achievement was so limited,
indeed it is remarkable that he achieved so much. Succeeding
generations at the Admiralty found the intractable problems of
his period much eased by the progress of engineering,yet the

confusion and mistakes of Robinson's successors throw into even



clearer relief the fundamental soundness of his ideas,the

wisdom of what he strove for,and the value of what he achieved.
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CHAPTER III: CONFUSION WORSE CONFQUIDT), 1870-1877

A. Childers relorms the .\cniralty

The decade from 1860 to 1870 was the first of a new era in
the naval world,one in which iron and steam becan to surcersede
wood and sail. Ve have secn how some men of ability and foresight
had tried to meet the problems of the new order. However advanced
their views,however,they were all content to work within the
system they had inherited. Any organized society is inherently
conservative,and the Navy was more so than most. Even the radical
spirits of the Service (and there were few of them in the 1860's)
did not think in terms of remaking the administrative machinery
of the Navy.although they recognized some of its imperfections.
Men like Sir Spencer Robinson were doomed to frusiration,if not
to failure,because they wpglhied to apply novel ideas within a
traditional system which was inherently hostile to them. They
were swimming against a tide of conservatism,a tide which was
unlikely to turn until the Admiralty was forcibly shaken out of
its old ways. What was wanted was an iconoclast frcm outside the
naval world,not only to make specific reforms,but even more to
establish a general climate in which reform might flourish.

Such a man came to the Admiralty in December 1868,when
Mr Gladstone appointed H.C.E.Childers as First Lord,giving him
a mandate to remake the Admiralty,and reduce the Navy istimates.
On 7th January 1869 the new Board issued a circular letter to
all its subordinates,oﬁtlining its policy:

'The First Lord and the Board of Admiraliy,in
accepting the charge of this Great Department,have
undertaken that its expenditure shall be carefully
examined and anxiously watched and controlled,with a

view to a wise and well-ordercd reduction'.l

lpro: Adm.116/861.
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It was,of course,axiomatic in the Gladstonian view that a reduction,
if not wise and well-ordered eo ipso,was ot aonyr rave fully
compatible with wisdom and good oxrder.

Childers was entirely in sympathy with CZl2lsilone's economiccal
aims,but,unlilxe the Prime linister,he did not see %the Zervice
simply as a source of potential saving. Childers was convinced
of the need to reform the administration of the Admiralty and
the Liavy,to increase efficiency as well as to save money. ie came
determined to apply 'business principles' to an organication:
badly in need of them,but in doing so he was not uniformly
successful.

His first action was to reduce the overseas squadrons.In
the opinion of the Prime Minister,a system of cruisers spread
all over the world tended 'to multiply causes of guarrel and
dispute'.l It was thus undesirable in itself,as well as eipensive.
The ensﬁing reductions had much to recommend them on military
grounds. far too large a proportion of the Navy's money and
manvower were devoted to vesstsels on colonial stations,many of them
without potential value in wartime. Unfortunately,Childers's
measures did not fall principally on the ineffective units of
colonial squadrons; rather the reverse if any‘thing.2 They were
not designed to improve fishting efficiency,and the five thousand
men removed from colonial scuadrons were not released to more
useful duties; they represented an absolute saving on ithe Navy
Estimates,definitely not to be expended elsewhere. What might

£

have been a real increase in overall effectiveness turned out %o

be yet another reduction in the already inadequate numbers of

ships and men.

lBuckinghamshire Record Office,Ramsden Collection: Gladctone <o
somerset,l3th December 1864 (A.R.41/62 (L) 0.66;.

2For examples of the actual reductions,see undated instructions
by Dacres to the DWO,and to the C-in-C China (PRO: Adm.116/861);
& iansard,3rd. series,cxciv,d85.



Of greater immortance was Childerc's reform of the systems of
promotion and retirement. The flag-listis of the Iavy were overloaded
Wwith officers few of whom could hope for mors than very intermittent
employment,but who so clo7s;ed the lNavy List o to deny their
juniors much chance of promotion. The naturcl consecuence wac far
t0o many senior officers,and far too few junior ones. I ieutenants,
in particular,were in caronically short supnl:,end ware tound
to be so while their prornects remained so noor.

Childers resolved this situation with enersy and success.
ior every rank he instituted a retirement aite,and all officers
then above it were dicmigsed. The impact of this <ruactic meacsure
was softened by a great increase in vpensions.which for the first
time bore some rel~tion to the pay of a serving officer,and the
cost of living. This was an escential reform.of far-reaching
effect. It was an indispensable preliminary to any real change in
the Service. Its value was most clearly seen in the 1890's,when
a generation of able and intelligent officers whose early promotion
had been made possible by Childers's reforms,rose to hish rank.
Nonetheless,it earned him the undying hatred of a large number
of senior officers who had unavoidably suffered by the meacure.
Though its value was widely recognized,and the complaints against
it were not always as sincere as they seemed (Lord John Hay,for
example,while protesting bitterly in public,privately admitted
that he preferred his political careerl),Childers was henceforward
disliked by a large proportion of the senior officers of the
Navy,and it was this necessary and beneficial reform,as much as
his disasterous essays in other directions,which made him unpopular.

Childers came to the Admiralty,like many another first Lord

before and since,knowing little about navel affairs.In itself this

! hacres to liilne,dated ‘let'[ég.l86é] (s MLN/P/A/L(4),sv.Dacres).
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need not have been a serious disadvantage; it could even anve
been helpful. Childers,however,neither recognized his own ignorance,
nor attempted to remedy it. He regarded it as his prerogative
personally to interfere in naval matters,rather than leave to his
subordinates the jobs they had been appointed to do; but he never
acquired the knowledge which would have enabled him to intervene
successfully. In 1869 when the new Board went to sea with the
deserve Squadron,Childers took the unprecedented step of assuming
personal command of the fleet,ignoring the Commander-in-Chief and
issuing orders on his own authority; a proceeding of very dountful
legality,and obvious unwisdom.l He thought himself rerfectly
capable of designing warships,or,at any rate,of dictating the
main features of their designs,and he did so upon avowedly political
principles.2

This was the man who determined completely to reform the
antiquated machinery of the Admiralty,and he was not without
excuse,for the Admiralty in 1869 suffered from several chronic
administrative weaknesses. To explain these it is necessary to
go back to the beginning of the century.

During the Napoleonic Wars the Navy was controlled by an
Admiralty whose organization was divided into two tiers. The
Board of Admiralty was composed largly of naval officers,with a
civilian politician at its head who was normally a member of the
Cabinet,and was responsible to it. This Board was collectively
charged with the overall policy of the Navy,including grand
strategy and warship design. Its decisions were in part executed
by a subordinate but independent body,the Navy Board,composed of

the heads of the various administrative departmenis. In theory

lP.H.Colomb,I«iemoirs of Sir Astley Cooper ilevy (London,1898),p1385.
Parkes,British lattleships,p.l0d. Hansard,3rd series,cxciv,96O.

2Kemorandum of nHobinson to Committee on Designs,25th January
1871,p.2 (WIM: PHI/110).



this division of resvonsibility was a viable one,but in »ractice
it was productive of endless friction. The ilavy Board and its
subordinates were generally inefficient and often corrupt. The
efforts of the Admiralty Board to effect reforms were frustrated
not only by the usual difficulty of transient superiors itrying to
reform a permament civil service,but also by the independence of
the llavy Board,and relations between the two were often very poor.
It was to improve this notoriously unsatisfactory state of
affairs that Grey in 1832 appointed Sir James Graham First Lord.
Graham was an intelligent and capable man,and he had for his Senior
Naval Lord the finest sea officer of his day,and perhaps of the

ceniury,Sir Thomas lasterman Hardy.l

3y his reforms Graham improved
the practical efficiency of the Admiralty,but in doing so he
planted the seeds of future trouble. He abolished the Navy Ioard
altogether,and placed the five Principal Officers of his revised
scheme (Surveyor,Accountant~General,Storekeeper-General,Controller
of Victualling,and ledical Director-General) under the direct
supervicion of members of the Board. Fach Zoard member was thus
responsible to the first Lord for the affairs of the depariment he
represented.2

This arrangement greatly improved +*he practical woriiing of
the *’miralty,but it had serious latent disadvantages. Each Board
menber now had two potentially incompatible functions. As head of
a department,he was directly responsible to the rirst Lord,and

throush him to the Cabinet and the couniry. On his own authority

he administered his department,without the intervention of his

1 ST \ .
Bartlett,lGreat Sritain & Sea Yewer,p.8. A.N.Broadley & 2.G.
Bartelot,llelson's Hardy,iis Lifec,..ctiers cnc Friends (London,15C9).

2For Grzham's reforms and their consecuencac,see Lir Oswyn uarray,
'"Phe Admiralty; Pt.VII: ilaval Administration from 1332 onwardg',
sariner's Mirror XXIV (1938)p.458. EZarilett,on.cit.on.G-11.

arvel B.irickeon,Sir James Graham (0xford,1952).7p.95-109.
{/.C.B.Tunstall,Imperial Jefence,1815-1870,p».810-811,in Vol.II of
Cambridge History of the “Titish Smpire (Cambridge,1925-63).




colleagues. As a Board member,however,he met .is collencues every
day to take collective decicions on nutters of seneral -olicyr.
It was not necessary,either in theory or in practice,for all
members of the Board to be present and to acquiesce in a TCoard
decicion. Two members constituted a quorum,whose decisions could
receive the Board stamp,and be carried out in orders signed br <he
Secretary 'by Command of their Lordships'. Furthermore neither
theory nor practice drew any clear boundary between the individual
responsibility of the heads of departments,and the collective
responsibility of the Board. The Second or Permament Secretary
was the mouthpiece of the lords whether acting singly or together.
This had two ecqual and opposite dangers. In the first place
it was almost impossible to assign responsibility for anything
to any individual. Secondly,naval officers were involved in
administrative work for which they had neither time nor training.
There existed no naval staff in the Admiralty. Apart {rom the

members of the Board the only naval officers in Whitehalll were

such officials as the Surveyor,Director-General of iaval Crdnance,
and Hydrographer,together with the First Lord's Private Secretary,
who was generally a post-—captain. The Surveyor,D.G.N.O.,and
Hydrographer themselves had some naval assistance,the last-named
being especially favoured,with nine officers under him in 13865.
The D.G.N.O.was able to use the captain and officers of H.M.S.

mxcellent,gunnery training ship at Portsmouth,as an unofficial

staff. The naval lords,however,had no professional assistance
whatever,except such as might occasionally be obtained by employing
officers of the Hydrographer's department on unofficial staff-
work. The consequence was that each naval lord was the only

naval officer in his department,and to him came all matters,

lUntil 1869 the officers named actually worked in Somerset House,
and were thus physically as well as administratively cut off
from the naval lords.



however trivial,which were held to require professional knowledge
beyond the competence of a civilian clerik. Naiturally the naval
lords were engulfed in questions of detail which ieft them little
time to run their departments efficiently,let alone attend to the
matters of policy for which,as a Board,they were supvosed to be
responsible. One naval lord claimed that his Tirst nine months

in office were almost entirely occupied with the quesiion of
whether boy-seamen in training ships should be iscued with pewter
spoons in consequence of their Lordships' decision to allow them
a ration of treacle with their plum duff.

The result of this sort of thing was that by 1869,after thiriy-
seven years of substantial peace and gentle progress in ithe naval
world,in which general policy rarely thrust itself forward as a
topic of importance,the naval lords had become mere administrators,
almost entirely divorced from large considerations. The Board
mechanism now existed only as an engine for dissipating responsibility.
It did,however,still serve one useful purpose,in ensuring that
on matters of general concern each member was aware of the facts,
and of his colleagues! opinions on them. This was especially .
valuable to the First Lord,the only member of the Board with some
leisure to consider general questions,and the one who most commonly
took decisions on them. He alone represented the overall interests
of the Navy. His naval colleagues had grown accustomed to the
drudgery of detailed administration. By Childers's day it was a
commonplace in the Navy that the naval lords were grossly overworked,
and had ceased to be able to devote time or attention to questions
of policy. Sir James Graham had unintentionally abolished the
Havy's only mechanism for reviewing general policy,at a time

when the accelerating pace of technical advance made it nore

lMurray,loc.cit.p.46lff.
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necessary than ever.
As the practical importance of the naval lords declined,
so that of some of their subordinates rose accordingly. The
Surveyor of the Navy,later Controller,had a sialr. He controlled
the whole constructors' department,and with it most of what
professional assistance on questions of materiel was available.
He,unlike his superiors,had leisure to ponder the general policy
which it was theoretically their duty to consider. He,the
administrative subordinate,was alone free of the administrative
burdens which so completely crippled his superiors. We have
seen how an intelligent and forceful officer like Robinson could
use these advantages to evolve an understanding of policy which
was beyond the abilities.or the opportunities,of his seniors.
Another officer whose position was greatly strengthened
was the Private Secretary to the First Lord. He became the source
of professional adveice which the naval lords were not always
at leisure to give. As a private and confidential voice,unseen
and irresponsible,he operated outside the conventional chain of

command,and was capable of becoming a powerful influence,particularly

if the First Lord wished to circumvent some of the usual
obstructions of the system. It was usual for the post to go to
a young and promising post-captain,to whom any First Lord might
naturally turn if he were dissatisfied with the advice given by the
elderly admirals on the Board.l

The wealnesses of Graham's system of Admiralty administration
were publiscized by a series of unfortunate scandals,the most

. . 2 .
important of which was the loss of H.li.S.i.egaera. This aged

lSee complaints on this subject by Dacres (infra,p.74) and liilne
(iiilne to Tarleton,4th Sevntember 1573 (Brown Library,Liverpool.
liicrofilm Devartment; Tarleton rapers,No.l64,Reel 5/10)).

2Horman l.cCord, 'A Naval Scandal of 1871: The Loss of H.lM.S.liegaera'
j.ariner's Mirror LVII (1971) p.1ll5.




troopship was on passage to Australia with relief crews when che
was found to be literally falling apart. By great good foriune
her captain was able to run her ashore on the Isle of St.Pauls,
and no lives were lost,but public indignation was naturally
aroused,not only because the ship had been sent to sea in an
unseawvorthy condition,but becaunsa the resronsibiliiy for this was
lost in the byzantine intricacies of the Adniraliy,where even a
Royal Commission failed to locate it completely. The ilezaera was

lost in June 1371,and thus came in the public eye as a justification

ex post facio for Childers's reforms,which were larsl;r intended

to fix Just this question of responsibility.

Childers's scheme was embodied in the Order in Council of
14th January 1869,which altered the composition of the IJcard.
As before,the civilian members,apart from the First Lord himself,
were three; the Civil Lord and the First,or Parliamentary Secretary,
oth members of Parliament,and the Second or Permanent Secretary,
the head of the Admiralty civil service. In place of the four
sea lords there were now three; the First llaval Lord,the 'Third
Lord and Controller',and the Junior llaval Lord. The whole running
of the Navy rested on the first two. The First Sea Lord was
responsible to the First Lord for personnel,and the Controller

for matériel; the Junior Naval Lord being merely an assistant to

the First Sea Lord. Childers had established a rigid chain of
command. He gave his instructions to,and received his advice from,
his two principal naval advisers,and they in turn to and from
their subordinates. The Controller had under him the J.J.0.and
the Chief Constructor,and the latter in turn the constructors'
departm;nt and the Director of Dockyards. In such a systcm,

Childers considered,there could no longer be any doubt about
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vho was resnoncible for any decision.l
Under ‘he new régime,the Board as such almost ceased to

exist,e:icept as a collective name for the seniexr officers of

the Admiralty. As a Board,it was reduced,almost liter:zl.r,to a
'Tubber stamp'. It met briefly once a week to give formal a-»roval
to those orders which were legally required to receive ithe Bamrd
stamp. Zlo mechanism for collective discussion now existed,and

no incentive remained for any attiention to be paid to matters

of general policy. The First Lord decided all important matters,
upon what advice he chose,and he decided also what was to be
decided. If he took opinions,he would invite the First Sea Lord,
or the Controller,or whoever he chose,into his room,usually
singly,and having heard his adviser,would dismiss him and execute
the decision forthwith. He was neither obliged in theory nor
accustomed in practice to encourage any private discussion among
his subordinates,or to inform them of his actions and intentions.
He took whatever counsel was congenial to him,and naval lords
were often left in ignorance of his decisions until his oxrders
were already executed,and the practical consequences began to
affect their departments. Within their departments they worked
in vacuo,each unaware of his colleasues' opinions and actions.
All official discussion was by memoranda circulated in writing.
In practice this proved highly unsatisfactiory. The papers circulated
slowly and erratically,they were often mislaid,and the overworked
naval lords had little time to write or read them, Ill-educated

naval men expressed themselves poorly,and frequently misunderstood

lﬁeports of the Select Committiee on the Navy Estimates,with
liinutes of Bvidence and Appendices (FI': 1888 XII pp.491-707 &

1388 XIII ppo.l-756).kvidence of Evan liacGregor,especially QQ.11-13,
19-21,31-36,319-322,403-404,410-413 & 444-466 (PP: 13886 XIII
pp.2/502-32/532) .Lords' Committee Report (PP: 1871 VII po.vii/7-
%i/11l).hurray,loc.cit.pp.47/1-475.
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one another. The system was decigned to dircourage them from

looking beyond their departimental conceracz,and it did o very well.l

Although Childers had abolished the Board in all tut name,
one significant vestige of its formerly collective character
was allowed to remain. All important orders,from whomesoever they
came,were still actually executed by the Permanent Secretary
'by Command of their Lordships'. A public fiction of collective
responsibility was thus maintained,and it was not immediately
obvious to the outsider that most such orders now issued directly
from the First Lord or another individual Board member.

The consequence of Childers's adoption of 'businesc methods!
and. 'personal responsibility' were to be felt for the rest of
the century,and even later. He finally eliminated any nrospect
that the existing Admiralty would take a large and general view

iis worx ensured that all

[

of the rapidly changing naval world.
questions,however important,would be trected as administrative
details,generally in haste,and on individual judgement. By
senarating the naval lords he created a »oscibiliity of mutuel
misunderstanding which was to be realized frecuentily in the
following years,as harrassed naval men glanced ra»nidly through
each other's turbid and illegible memoranda.

ilevertheless,Childers's character and methods,rather than
his measures,are the key to many of the utroubles of the ilavy
during his stewardship.l Althoush his 1r2farms have hitherto beern
“oeceribed,and were publicly presented,as adrinistrative improvements,
ke himself saw them also in political termz. The quarrels of
feed and Robinson were understood by him not as personal or
professional,but political differences; the Controller and Chief

Constructor being Liberals serving a Deonrd,cnd a Service,iar gy

Jorman lcCord,loc.cit.,makes some uceful observationc on then.
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Conservative in opinion. le saw theve two,and ec eci:zll: lloltincon,
as votential allies in his economical sciomes. Ivan iaclregor,

a well-informed observer,and favourable to Childers,has explained

}_J

how the latter disliked denending for advice on 2 senior n=va
lord who naturally favoured the interests of the Ilavy over those
of the Treasury,and who,through the Controller,had a monopoly of
the technical information required to form judgement.and could
not easily be contradicted.2 By raising the Controller to the
Board,Childers neatly created a powerful rival to the iret Sea
Lord; one,indeed,who was praciically much more nowerful,because
he controlled all the mateériel of the Xavy,and,unlike his nominal
superior,had professional acsistence., There were now two senior
naval lords,whom the First Lord could ploy of zcainst eaoch
other,and as they need never meei in his presencé,this vas very
easy. It seems likely that Childers had pnreviously been in contact
with Robinson,whose long-standing ambition to get to <ihe Doard
was well known. Certainly the First Lord seems to have anticinated
finding a willing 2lly. In this he was crievously dicapnointed.
After an initial period of relative harmony,during which .lobinson
succecded in getting the Shah's design approved,3 relations rapidly
deteriorated,and Childers soon found that he could tolerate
neither the opinions nor the character of his intended ally.

All the tensions and contradictions of Childers's Board

came to a head over the loss of H.k.S.Captain. This battleship

lEvan lacGregor,1842-1926: 1860 entered Admiralty as Temporary
Clerk,1861-~9 Private Sec.to various naval lords,1830-4 Lead of

'14* Branch,1884-1907 Permament Secretary (1892 KCB,1902 GCB).

e was a withdrawn man; an efficient administrator,but no innovator.

2Preliminary and Purther Revorts (with Aovendices) of the 2oyal
Commiguion ~nnointed to encuire into th~ Civil ond rro.e-cional
Administration of the liaval and [.iiitary Je»2rimenis and wne
JAclations of these Jcpartmentis to erch other and to tae UWreasury.
[C.5979] (Lartington Commicsion),Appendix Id,p.l (PP: 1050 <I. p.l,

& ke BLU/P/B/1(B)).

3Ante,p.53.




had been laid down by the previous Board in response to political
pressure.1 She was a rigged,sea~goins turret ship,intended to
prove finally the principle of the Coles Turret. Captain Cowner
Coles,the inventor of the revolving gun turret,had camnaigned
long and hard for its adoption into the Havy. Lilte his friend

and supporter Captain Sherard Osborn,he had won fame by his
exploits in the Sea of Azov during the Crimean War,and he had
many supnorters in the Service. lore useful,however,were his
numerous partisans in political life,especially in the Liberal
party,and at Court,where Prince Albert had been,and consequently
the Queen was,an enthusiast. The turret had been successfully
fitted in unmasted coast-defence ships,but Coles,like most officers
of his day,would not accept mastless ships as truly sea-going,
and did not regard his turret as fully vindicated until it had
proved successful in a fully-rigged ship. Reed objected to this
idea,not only because the masts and rigging would mask the
turrets' arcs of fire,but because he thought it difficult,if

not impossible,to give a turret ship enough stiffness to stand

up to canvas. Accordingly he refused to be responsible feor such

a ship,and when the Admiralty bowed to political pressure and

ordered the Captain,Coles was given carte blanche to design the

ship himself in concert with whatever shipbuildexr he chose. The
Admiralty merely inspected the quality of the materials used,
and paid the bills. This unique arrangement was intended to give
Coles no chance to shuffle off responsibility onto the Admiralty
if the ship were to prove a failure.

Coles was no naval architect,but he sketched his design,

before falling ill and leaving liessrs.laird to build the ship.

]
lFor a general account see D.li.Schurman,"In Deference to Putlic
Opinion",the Loss of H.M.S.Captain',iiariner's kirror LIX (1273)p.57.




71

As completed she floated two feet deeper than her decigned draucht,
but Childers had no hesitation in cending her straight to sea.

At the same time he was in process of forcing further chions

of the tyoe on 2 reluctant Board,csnin on ex-iicitly political
grounds.l His admiration for the turret chi» !mew no bounis,

and on Reed's resignation in July,Childers tried unsuccecsfully

to persuade Laird to accept his post.2 The credentials of one

who was both the Captain's builder and a Liberal IK.P.were of

course impeccable.

This primacy of the political over the profescional outlook
might have gone on indefinitely,had not the Admiralty been rudely
shaken by a terrible disaster. On the night of 7th Sepiember 1870
the Captain capsized and foundered off Ushant,taking with her
nearly five hundred men,including Capiain Coles himself,and
Childers's son Leonard. Carelessness in design and construcsion
had allowed her to be sent to sea too crank to stand up to her
canvas. The immediate blame belonged to Lairds and Caoizin Coles,
but the ultimate cause was the employment by two Cabinetis,and
their Admiralties! acceptance,of political pressure. Some
contributory negligence only might be atiributed to Admiralty
officers. Reed had expressed general misgivings about the
stability of masted turret ships,but had failed to make specific
reference to the Capntain. His subordinates were in process of
calculating her stability ( a thing not then often done) tut had
scarcely finished,and Lairds had detected nothing amiss in the
same figures. Robinson thought her an unsatisfactory design,

but did not suppose her to be actually unsafe. Childers for his

lMemorandum by Robinson to Commitee on ves s,25th January 1871
(i1di: PHI/110). Dacres to lilne,5th August 1570 (inui: 1Z¥/P/a/1(4),
sv.Dacres) .

zParkes,British Battlechips,p.203.




part supprecsed Robinson's opinion,and published instead a
laudatory report from the Admiral commanding the Channel Scuadron.
Childers and his Board held varying opinions of her military

and political merits,but none suspected that sche was dangerous

at sea,and they were not primarily to blame thoat she was.

The cuestion of formal,public responsibility,however,was
clear. Childers had introduced a system of personal accountability,
with himself at the head,taking all important decisionc,including
that to send the Cantain to sea. There could be no doubt that
he alone was publicly answerable for the Admiralty's actions.

It was obviously incumbent on him to resign,or to justify a
refusal to do so.

He did neither. Instead,on 30th lovember,he wrote a minute,
which neither the First nor Second Sea Lords saw until it was
published in the papers 'by Command of their Lordshins' the
following day. This minute laid all the blame for the Captain's
loss on Reed and Robinson,and flatly exonerated Childers. The
paper offered no evidence to spPPort ite view,and gave no hint
that it was not the considered opinion of the whole Board.2

It is hardly necessary to comment on this remarkable episode.
Childers was ill,and distraught with the death of his sonj if the
minute were not so eminently characteristic of his methods it
micht be possible to overlook it. "Almost as soon as it came out
the Admiralty was embroiled in a fierce political Trow. In the
course of this Robinson wasg personally dismissed by'Gladstone,3

(he was replaced on 1l4th February 1871 by Captain Robert Hall4)

lHansard,}rd.series,cxiv,873.

2Lords‘ Committee Report (PP: 1871 VII p.1i%/9).Ibid.,liinutes of
Lvidence (F©:1371 VII p.8/22,QQ.65—6).Schurman,loo.cit..

3Sir John Briggs,Naval Administrations,1872-1892 (London.1897),
p.193.The correspondence is in Gladstone's papers,3ritish Huseun
(B17) AdG.MHSS Vol.44429,ff.125-285,Vol.44614,ff.95-113; partly
published in The Times (London,1768ff),16th February 1871,p.10;
7th March,p.l0; 9th March,p.6; & llth llarch,p.4.

4
See overleaf.
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and on 13th l.arch Childers followed him,broken in he-lth and

spirits,and unlamented by all who had worked with him.

* * * o ¢
The thankless task of restorinsg the Admiralty from itc
demoralized and disorganized state was entructed to one of iiae
leading financial experts of Gladctone's government,G.J.G6schen.1

0f the former Board and officials of the .dmiralty,only Sir
3

. 2 . . :
Sydney Dacres and Lord John Hay™ remained. 'i.3.Romaine,” for

many years Permament Secretary,had resigned in disgust at Childers
the previous year,4 and his successor5 had not yet been nine
months in office. Goschen's conduct of the Admiraltiy was most
unlike his predecessor's. 'You will find it so very different
from what it was',wrote one of the clerks to lilne,'and such

a pleasant change ~ I should think there never was a better

Board as regards matter or manner - from the First Lord downwaxrds
all the members and Captain Hall are so charming to have to deal

with -~ and Sir Spencer is now terrible only in the Times'.

4Rober‘h Hall,1817-1882: 1833 eniered Navy,1839 Kate,1843 Lieutenant,
1850 Acting Commander,1842 Commander,1855 Cantain (1864—6 Private
sec.to lst.Lord,1871-2 Controller),1872 retired (1872-82 Naval
Sec.),1873 Rear-Admiral,l878 Vice-Admiral (1882 Permament Sec.).

1George Joachim Gdschen,1831-1907: Rugby & Oriel; 1858 Director

of the Bank of England (1861 publiched 'The Theory of fcreigm Ixchrnzest!)
1863-80 Liberal MP for the City (1865-6 p1iG,1868-~70 President of

the Poor Law Board,1871-4 lct.Lord),1880-5 iF for Ripon,1885-6 P

for Edinburgh E.(1886 a moving spirit in Lib.Unionists),1587-19C0

i for St.George's,llanover Sc.(1887-92 Chancellor of the Exchequer,

1893 joined Conservatives,1895-190C lst.Lord),1900 lst.Viscount.

2Lord John Hay,1827-1916: 1639 entered iavy,1846 Lieutenant,1851
Commander,1854 Captain (1857-9 Liveral WP for Wicik),1861-3 Commodore
(1366-7 & 1368-71 MP for Ripon,1868-~71 3rd.Sea Lord),1872 Rear-
Admiral, 1877 Vice-Admiral (1877-80 C-in-C lMediterranean,1886 GCE,
1886 lst.sea Lord,1887-8 C-in-C vevonport),1888 Admiral of the
’leet,1897 retired.An eccentric but capable ofiicer.

3‘:.’illiam Govett Romaine,1815-1893: 1854-5 veputy -Judge-Advocate
General in Crimea,l1857-69 Perucment Sec.,i069-73 DJIAS of India,
1876-9 Controller-General of I*inances of Egypt.

4 omaine to Milne,undated[;ate 1869 or early l87é](ﬂ[ﬁ: RN YAVATGARE

>Vernon Lushington,C,1832-1912: 18649 DJAG,1865-77 Fermanent
vec.,1877-1900 County Court judge in Kiddlerex & Lurrey.

6 ,
Jaughan Miller to i.ilne,l4th November 1872 (NLli: LLH/E/A/l(A),
cv.liiller).



All was not entirely sweetness and light,howvever. In n~.riicular,
G3schen did not get on with Sir Sydney Dacres,who considered
that he was 'entirely in the hands of his Private Secretary wh
crams him with his opinions on all subjects',and comnlained

of the committees (scil.the Lords' Commitee and the Conmittee

on Desigms) which he regarded as political devices to obscure
real issues,and of the new naval college at Greenwich,of which
he disapproved.

In spite of this friction,the cautious Goschen nade no
major changes until March 1872,apart from replacing Childers's
Parliomentary and Private Secretariec,who had left with him,
and Lord John Hay,whose period of office ended that summer when

he was relieved by Rear-Admiral Tarleton.2 Having thorousghly
studied the Admiralty and nondered hovwr to imnTove it,fdschen
cbtained an Order in Council,deted 19th March,which re-organized
the Board.3 The Controller was deprived of his ceat,and the

Board made up to three naval members.There was no Fourth Tea
Lord,but in liay,when further changes were announced,a new nost

of llaval Secretary was created,and Cartailn Hall avprointed. He was
replaced as Controller Dby Rear-Admiral Stewart.4 The Controller's
former seat at the Board was apparently offered to Admiral ilornby,
but he refused,5 so Tarleton moved up and was succeeded by Rear-—

1 jacres to Milne,undatedtﬁovember l87é] Grai: 1L1/P/A/1(4),sv.Decres).

25onn Walter Tarleton,1811-1880: 1830 lMate,1835 Lieutenant, 1846
Commonder,1852 Captain,1866-3 Commodore,1868 Rear—idrniral (1871-2
3rd.sea Lord,1872-4 2nd.Sea Lord,1373 ¥$3),1873 Vice-Admiral,
1876 retired,1879 Admiral.

3Prin’ced in Appendix I of Committee on lavy Wstimetes (rp: 1888

II p.179/679).
4:Jillia,m Houston Stewart,1822-1901: 1835 entered lvavy (served in
Carlist War & at Acre),l84l liate,li4Z Linutenont, 1846 Comnaonder,
1854 Captain (promoted for recapturing a treasure—saip Trom
rebels at Sandy Point),1870 Jear-idmircl (1872-81 Controller),
1876 Vice—admiral (1877 1CB),1881 Admiral (l1odl-4 C-in=C
Devonport),1885 retired (1887 GCL).

JJohn Fisher to an unknown correspondent,3lst May[i87l oT lSTék
'I wns so sorry to henr that Adl.lornby had refused a seat at the

M

Admiralty!.This can only refer to Tarleton's seat in iy 1872.
(1l PHI/132)



Admiral Beauchamp Seymour.l At the same time Goschen instituted
'Daily lleetings',which were gpecifically not to be Zourd meetings,
but were to serve to improve communication among the members of
the Board.2 Finally,at the end of 1872,Dacres was succeeded by
Sir Alexander Milne. It is a tribute both to his own rer-utation
and to Goschen's unpartisan spirit that Ililne was invited to

serve again under a Liberal adminicstration. The llavy looked to

him to remedy the disasters of Childers's régime,and stand up to
Liberal parsimony.'The llavy has cause to rejoice at the return

of one who will,I am certain,not content himself with protesiing

against a Policy which should be injurious to the best interests
of the service.'3 His return to the Admiralty marized as greal an
improvement over Dacres's narrow mind and petulant spirit as

did Goschen over Childers.

Goschen's alterations in procedure,and even more his humane
and considerate character,greatly bettered the working of the
Admiralty,but it continued to suffer from radical weaknesses.

In spite of the 'Daily ileetings',the naval lords still had insufficient
contact to understand the views,collect the information,or check

the decisions of one another. In the absence of a naval staff

they were grossly overworked,and they had neither incentive nor
opportunity to discuss matters of general importance unconnected

with particular administrative decisions. As a body,the Board of

Admiralty ran the Navy from day to day,but it suprlied no overall
lprederick Beauchamp Paget Seymour,1821-1895: 1834 entered Navy,
1840 1ate,1842 Lieutenant,1847 Commonder (fouzht in Burmese !Iar &
in White Sea during Crimean War),l854 Captain (1860-1 CO Naval
Brigade in liaori War),1861-2 Commodore (Ausiralia)(1868-70 Private
Sec.to 1lst.Lord),1870 Rear—Admiral (1870-2 FO Detached Squadron,

1872-4 3rd.Sea Lord),1876 Vice-Admiral (1876-7 C-in-C Channel,l1877
KCB,1878-80 rresident of Torpedo Comnittee.l680-3 C-in-C hediterranean,
1881 GCB),1882 Admiral (1882 lst.Baron Alcester,1883-5 2nd.Sea

Lord ),1886 retired.'The Ocean Swell' was a wealthy and aristocratic
of ficer,but able and active.

%linute of 15th Nay 1872 (MM: VLY /P/B/L(B)).

3Lord Henry Lennox to liilne,l4th November[}87é](Nmm: ML /P/ASL(L),
sv.Lennox)(original italics). lilnec's decision was also aopproved
or encouraged by Corry,Fakington & Robinson,among others.
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direction,no unity of approach. The vacuum thus created was

filled partly by the personal decisions of political heads,

partly by the insidious influence of subordinate officials who

were neither respongsible for policy nor competent to decide ix,

I}Y 6

and. partly by the aimless accretion of numberless petty admininicirative

acts.

within a year of accepting office again. His views are important

nany of these deficiencies were clearly nointed out by llilne

enough to be quoted at length:

'""heere is no cohesion between the llaval Slement

in the Board. Admiral Tarleton and Seymour are nominally

ignorant of what is done by the Senior.ﬁ@vaﬂ Lord,
great questions may be decided without their :mowing
what is being done; unless the Senior Nﬁnnﬂl Lord goes

to them & tells them - I often go to their Rooms,I as

often do not go,so there is no meeting to consider matters,

no mutual accord,in fact it is the reverse..... )

The Senior lifaval] Lord is in his Room...... .with a
mass of papers of all descriptions to be read,considered,
and minuted. He takes one after another to get thro! them,
some paper of more importance than another turns up.

He makes a minute in the hurry'ﬁggﬂ cee.....and it goes
away — He has no one to consult with and the minute
which has left his room may be executed without any
check and unknown +to any other Naval member..&%ﬁir&q
Seymour also makes minutes in the same manner sometimes
very stiff ones; but he sends the papers to me....but
Ad@draﬂ Tarleton does not see them.

.e.o...he question really is how 1o work the present
arrangement,how to relieve the Senior:JEvaq Lord,and
how to get work done to prevent a mistales {g_;_q], also
whether Naval liembers of the Board should or should not
act in some manner together in naval matters that is
assist each other on the decision of purcly iHaval

questionsc,also how the Secretary,or Secretaries,are to

act in reference to the consideration of General Questions.'!

1
ilne to Gdschen,13th September 1873 (orisinal italics)
(saslizs MLN/P/A/1(A),sv.Goschen).



'You and I ought to be to a conciderable extent
relieved,or aided,by competent and qualified persons....
''his is not work,but it is incersant daily labour,vhich
cannot last,and everything thrown on ny head to think

of,and to keep in recollection.'
These papers accurately describe many of the gravest wealmesses
of Admiralty organization. iiilne,with his comron-sense and long
experience of administration,perceived its fundamental flaus
more clearly than any other naval officer. "here was 'an invisible
silken thread which is bound round and round you and at last
subdues your efforts in spite of struggles',z and l’ilne was the
first senior officer to try to free himself of its toils.
He was thus a pioneer of what was in time to become 2 regular
school of naval thinkers,in this study ~enerically referred to
as the 'reformers',one of whose pre—occupsiiong vas the reform
of the Wavy's central command as an essential part of any reform
of the Navy as a whole. We shall see iiilne's complaints echoed
and amplified with greater force and greater effect by subsecuent
generations of senior officers.

Many of the greatest faults of the Admiralty czbout which
lilne complained may be traced directly to Childers,without
whose misguided zeal they would not have existed. Yet,paradoxically,
it is hard 4o imagine the reformers' cause advocated,still less
accepted,as early as it was,without him. Disast@rous as his
immediate influence undoubtedly was,his very failures cleared
the way for much of vital importance. The comfortable system
of the former Admiralty was in some ways better adapted to its

purvoce,but it actively discouraged the idea of internal reform.

The theoretically collective organization of the Board involved

7

1I.;ilne to Tarleton,l0th April 1873 (Tarleton 13S: lo.1064,eel 5/10\.
%P .11. Colomb %o Phipps Hornby,26th October 1874 (Illi: PHI/120(4),

0a.1874) .
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all its members in the status quo,each with.the maximum incentive

to preserve the existing order,and the minimum opportunity to
take decisive action on his own responsibility. By sharnly
reducing the on—ortunity for collective discursion and decision,
Childers wrought abiding harm,but he also made it poccible for
the first time for a determined reformer to have an effective
influence without having first to persuade a committee of »robably
hostile,and certainly indifferent beneficiaries of the existing
system. Childers intended,like so many other would-be reformers,
to replace the existing order with another,better,but quite as
permament; and like them,he succeeded only in producing

'A godly-thorough-Reformation,

Which always must be carry'd on,

And still be doing,never done'.
In this he rendered his second,equally important,and equally
unintentional, service to the cause of reform. By subverting the
established order he demonstrated the possibility of reform;
by replacing it with one so manifestly unsatisfactory he
emphasized its necessity. It is a classic example of a revolution
of rising expectations. Childers ensured that,however much
Admiralty organization might be improved,there would always be
men able to peoint to its continuing failures,and willing to
attempt to remedy them. He provided the initial impetus required
to dislodge an intensely conservative institution from its
position of monolithic immobility. The period of the 1870's has
been called the 'Dark Ages of the Victorian Navy'l,and Childers
was responsible for much of the darkness,but by an irony of
history,in the very actions which so darkened the decade,may be
discerned the first glimmerings of subsequent enlightenment.

lparkes,British Battleships,p.230
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B. Strategic Theories

Strategic thouzht in the 1860's,incofar ag it existed 2t
all,was generatéd by isolated individucls,with Little contact
among themselves. Nost of it came from within the .dmiralty,
in response to the challenge of particular problems. Sir Spencer
Robinson was the most gifted thinker of the veriod,but even he
geldom thought in very general terms,and his strategic ideas
were firmly rooted in detail. In the 1870's two important
developments led to thinking of much greater power and effect.
Grand strategy and naval policy began to receive serié@ attention
from naval officers and other professionally interested men,
and. there grew up outside the Admiralty a regular school of naval
thinkers. The existence of an institution where they could meet
and discuss one another's views removed one of the main impediments
to the marriage of like minds,and permitted the formation of a
body of ovinion with coherent doctrines generally agreed. This
seminary of naval thinking was the Royal United Service Institution,
and its Journal gives a clear picture of the develonment of
professional studies.

The R.U.S.I.was not without its disadvantages. It wos a
service club as well as a forum for debate,and those members,
especially elderly retired flag-officers,who were attracted by
its former character,did not invariably improve it in its latter
capacity. Those who were able to attend at the presentation of
papers and their subsequent discuscion naturally tended to be
retired or on half-pay,and the liberty they had for intellectual
reflection did not always compensate for a lack of practical
experience. As in any service gathering,senior ofticers were
much deferred to (they were more numerouc then than now,becauce
of the habit of promoting 'yellow admirals' after retirement)

and the experience of an era of rapid change was as yet 5o novel



that it was not always realized to what extent the practical
wisdom of past ages had already been involidated.

In spite of all its drawbacks,nrowever,the 2.U.S.I.was
invaluable as a platform from which the best thinlkers of the
day could spread their opinions. .mon~ the first and most
important of these was John Colombl,who in 1869 read at the
R.U.S.I.a paper (the substance of which he had formerly -ubdlished
as an anonymous pamphletz) on 'The Distribution of Our ‘ar .s.«“orces.'3
Colomb was an officer in the Royal liarine Artillery.vhore e~rly
retiremont and rrivate meens left him freo te devote his life
to the study of grand strategy. Like so many reformers,'Fe is a
clever fellow. But he is also I think,pushinz: & I surnect
miccrnievous — I believe that he is pernetually striving on this
cuciect in mapgazines and newspapers.'4 In later life he entered
nolitics in the couse of imperial federation. Iis influence was
cserinal,and he may justly be regarded as the authecr of a rennissunce
in sirategic thinking. At a time when all known toctics and
strategy were comprised in the geometrical monoeuvreings of
battlefleets,Colomb treated the subject on the grand scale.
His early paper contains all the esczentials of his thinliing.
The Empire he conceived as an organic whole,to be defended T
Army and Navy acting in concert accordin~s to @ unified rlan.
The colonies and the mother-country were tied together by a
network of ocean 'roads' along which flowed the trade upon which

the whole system depended. The defence of these'great roads' was

lJohn Charles Ready Colomb,1838-1909: 1354 2nd.Lieutenant i,
1855 lst.lLieutenant,1867 Captain,l871 reiired.lit6-92 Conservative
MY for Bow & Bromley (18388 iCKG),1895-1906 I'I' for 4t.Yarmouih.

2. ) . X . - .
The Protection of Commerce and Dictridbution of our laval rorcecn
Concidered (London,l867).

3JRUSI XIII p.57.
4Hicks-Beach to Carnarvon,l2th September 1879 (PRO: FRO 30/6/52,

IS A Naaed
OVL i1l CLIG=0C0.CN) .
—
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of paramount importance,and it was to be done Tty fortilying
chains of bases around the world,from wnich the lavy uould
operate to patrol and protect floating trade.

Here at once all the sirengths and wealknesses of Colomb's
thinking are displayed. The unecualled sween of his grand
conception compelled acceptance. Jithin a decade it was almoct
the common coin of serious naval thinking. here cruiser functions
nad formerly been conceived in terms of the minutest detail or
the vaguest platitude ('the training of sezmen....exhibiting
the British flag in foreign ports,and especially in the harbourc
of semi-barbarous powers....,.the repression of piracy and slavery,
and....the punishment of savage tribes'l) Colomb provided as a
foundation for proper strategic understanding a clear statement
of the importance of the protection of trade.

At the same time his grand strategy contained,or rather,
implied,certain dangerous misconceptions whose influence was
to be at least as nervasive as any other parts of his thinking.
The stratety was expressed throughout in military metaphors.

1o doubt they came ewcsily to a Royal l.arine Officer,but they
represented more than simoly a form of exprescion. Colomb really
did think of the sea-lanes as roads,running from one defended
fortress to another.2 They came to have for him a tangible
existence almost as physical features,to be attaciked and defended
like roads on land. This was a very influential concept,and it

led generations of naval officers to think in military terms of
controlling,or even conquering the sea,rather than protecting -
merchant ships. His phrases,and his ways of thinking,are clearly

discernible not only among his contemporaries,but ameng subsequent

lT.Brassey,'Unarmourcd ships',Trancactions of the Institute of
llaval Archimtects (london,1860 et sec.) Vil (1876)p.13.
Lraseey,lhe British Navy (London,los2ff,6 vols.) II,203.

2Ranft,Nava1 Nefence of Trade,p.l0.
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generations at least until the Great liar.

Colomb's teaching was at first an isoloted example of
intelligent consideration of grand strategy. Indeed,almost all
contributions at the R.U.S.I.during the early 1870's may be
called isolated,because they represented,for the most part,
individual ideas,conforming to no widely received opinion.

The reports of debates during this period are eloquent of the
inability of naval officers to think in general terms. A typical
example of the time was awarded the Institution's Gold liedal in
1876. Commander Noell wrote 'On the best Types of War-Vessels for
the British IIavy',2 without discussing any general principles

whatever. The whole lengthy section on cruisers was a catalogue

raisonneé of the existing ships,which were approved in decided
terms. Apart from matters of trivial detail,Noel's conclusions
were no more than that the older cruisers were out of date.

By 1876,however,the rising quality and unanimity of opinion
at the R.U.S.I.already bespoke the beginnings of a school of
thought,in which a number of officers became prominent. None of
them had the seminal influence of John Colomb,but their collective
importance is at least as great as his,because they developed
his highly general and rather vague strategy into a comprehensive
doctrine of detailed application. There has been a tendency
among studies of the late Victorian period to speak of naval
thinking as solely the product of a few men,principally Sir

John Colomb and Sir Julian Corbett3,but this is a distortion.

Lierara Henry Uctred Noel,1845-1918: 1864 Acting Cub-Lieutenant,
1865 Sub-Lieutenant,1866 Lieutenant,1574 Commander (1875-31
Commander of the Victoria & Albert RY),1881 Captain (1893-7 4th.
Cea Lord),1896 Rear—Admiral (1896 KCMGS,1901 Vice-Admiral (1902
KCB,1904~6 C-in-C China),1905 Admiral (1907-8 C-in-C licre;,1908
Admiral of the Fleet (1913 GCB),1915 retired. He was a notorious
martinet and a famous seaman,the lact man ever to vacxk an ironclad.
As a young officer he was counted a reformer,but the latter port
of his professional life was largly devoted to a diehard advocacy
of masts and yards.

2JUST XX p.253
3_§.u.M.Schurman,The Education of a Navy (london,1965).
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The work of such men as Currie,R.i.3.Scoti,F.H.Colorb,lons,Bridge,
,Eéidley-wilmot,Custance,Fremantle,?itz@erald ard Crutchley,built
the general structure of a developed strate-y on the foundations
laid by J.C.R.Colomb. As one of them wrote,'He ic the spring from
which run numberless rivulets watering and irrigating all in

their path.'l

Until the end of the 1870's it is hard to find a clear
and explicit statement of this generally received opinion,
but there is ample evidence among the sometimes ill-organized
and obscure papers of the period that it was developing. In the
same yeaxr as Noel won his prize,Colomb's principle that t'the
immediate duty of fighting cruisers would be the protection of

. . 2 i
our commerce against the enemy's warships', was evidently so

3

wll understood that Captain Scoti” felt it tco obvious to

require much elaboration. In the same sentence,however,one of

the continuing weaknesses of naval thinking,its distance from
reality,was well exemplified: '[pruisers]would be spread out
along the lines of traffic,keeping up communication with one
another by means of eleciric lights at night,fog horns of great
power,and other pre-—arranged signals.'4 It is hard to realize that
the author of this fantasy had spent thirty years at sea.

Later in the same year lr Brassey delivered a paper on

'The Mercantile Marine considered as an Auxiliary to the Royal

5

Ilavy'.” Both the speaker and his subject were important,and

1Custance to Phipps Horndy,undated,but received 12th November
1836 (ix1i: PHI/120 B,52.1886).

2R.A.E.Scott,"l’he Maritime Defence of Zngland,including Defernsive
and Offensive 'iarfare; Part I,The Organisation of our :laritime
Forces',JAUSI XX p.455.

3Robert Anthony Edward Scott,ca.1818-1903: 1830 entered lavy,
1336 iiate,1842 Lieutenant,1845 Comacnder,106C Capiain {1867-70
Superintendant of Gun-Carriages),1870 retires,1085 Rear-Admiral.

4Scott,loc.cit..
2JRUSI XX p.493.



deserve atiention. Thomas Brasseyl was a Liberal !l.r.,one of those
noliticians who make it their business to comv~im for good
causes. Brassey's principal interests were the stirensgth of the
Royal and merchant navies,and the welfare of their sezmen. On
these subjects he was a tireless researcher and comnaigner.

He was accustomed to make himself an exvert by collecting every
available informed opinion,and he was one of the first tco -ublich
technical and statistical compendia on warships and navies.

But  Brassey's indefatigable encuiries supblied not only his
voluminous publications: his own opinionc also were formed on

the primiple that 'in the multitude of counsellors there is
safety'. At any period,his ideas were invariably a distillation
of the currently received expert oninion.not unaffected by
preconception,but quite unsullied by original thought. Brassey
owned a yacht called the Sunbeam in which he and his wife made
lengthy voyages to very remote parts of the world,and he held

the first Board of Trade Yacht-~kaster's certificate ever issued.

Among vpoliticians he was therefore unicue in possessing considerable

sea~going experience,and first-hand knowledge of colonial problems,
so that although he was in no way an original thinker,his opinion
always commanded respect.

Brassey had a receptive mind,but it was not without
prejudices,and amongZ them was one so prevalent among men of his
party that it might almost be called the 'Liberal' doctrine.

It must be emphasized that this was not a political idea,but a

professional docirine of interest only to those concerned in

lThomas Brassey,1836-1918: (son of the railwzy magnate)usioy &
Univ; 1865 1P for Devonport,1868-85 iP for Hastings (1881 13,
1880-4 Civil Lord & 1884-5 secretary of the Admiralty),1886 1lst.
Baron Brassey,1895-1900 Governor of Victoriaz (1906 GCB),1003-13
Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports (1911 lst.Earl Brascey).

ZBrassey,Britggh Wavy,& (ed.) The Noval Annual (Portsmouth,1886 et

SO”.
D
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naval affairs. It found no place in the corpus of . Jhic or Gladstonian
beliefs. Consideration of the Navy was generally cuite alien

to such men,l and it is among professionally-interested men of
Liberal leanings,rather than the leaders of iheir party,that

it was chiefly to be found. Nevertheless it had a strons political
flavour which justifies its name. It was the sort of ovinion to
which a Liberal in search of a ready-made arfument would naturally
turn.2 It was neither invented by Liberals nor peculiar to them,
but it was especially attractive to men of their priaci-les,

and it continued to find a home in their party long afier nmost
naval officers had abandoned it as untenable. In this view the
liavy could be considered as divided into two parts. The 'fightinc
ships' were the ironclad battleships,maintained in home uaters

for defence against invasion. The cruising fleet was sczitered
over the world for peace-time police work. The phrase 'ficrting
ship' could sometimes be no more than a synonvm for thz modern
'battleship',for which no satisfactory contemporary equivalent
existed,but very often it clearly implied the underlyin~ assumpiion
of the Liberal point of view; that there was no important form

of warfare apart from fleet action,and any warship unable to

lie in the line of battle was for purposes of real war virtually
worthlecs. In peace,however,small and cheap ships were admirably
adanted to find favour in Liberal eyes:

'Chastising pirates,slavers and savages,the Navy
vaged a relentlecs war on everyone who resisted the

sacred Liberal viriues of parliamentary government,

'3

scientific progress,and free trade.'

It is instructive to note that in the seventy double-column index
pagec of lorley's Life of Glcdstone,there is no eniry under
'Havy'! or 'Admiralty?.

2. . : : ; : .
IFor cxamples of 'Liberal' viecws exnrersed by Liberzls in 1coxrlicnenty,
see Hansard,3rd.serics ccxxxix.b53; cexxxviii,lO87-11CL x 1437
cclyxxv11 1/38 ccxciv,503-4; & ccexxiii.l346.

A rreston & J. IaJor,uond a Gunboat ! A Utudy of t“e Gunboat cnd
its .Ole in Lritich Policy,ldhd—r-C4 (London,l¢07) ». 2.
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These functions were very little comnatible with the ~urroses
of war.

By the lote 1870's this view,once comton emon? nnval oificers,
was becominz hard for even a laymzn to hoidl vnmedified. Colomb
and othershad co well emphasized the imvortance of trade
protection that,had the thesis not received unexpecied support
from a technical advance,even the most devoted economist could
hardly have claimed that;

'‘Unprotected vessels,therefore,are of subordinate
importance. They are required for the police of the
seas and the protection of commerce; but I should
consider it unwise on the part of the Admiralty to build
a greater number of vescels of this class than are

absolutely necessary in order to meet the demands of

the Foreign Office for protection to British interests

abroad......Costly as they are,we are told by nigh
authority that we may not reclkon upon our unarmoured

ships as forming any essential part of our armed strength

for war.'l

It was this technical advance which sucested the subject of
Brassey's paper. During the 1870's the surface-condensing

compound engine came into use in all large merchant steamers,

and dramatically increased their economic speed and range. By

the late 1870's new steamers could carry a full cargo to Australia
or China at a speed of twelve knots or more,without coaling‘on

the voyage. Some ships could steam at ten knots for over two
months on their bunkers alone,and by using their holds for
bunkerage could remain at sea almost indefinitely. In 1878

there were already ten British steamers with speeds of fourteen

knots or more,some of them faster than the Inconstant.

This naturally introduced a factor of some moment into

lT.Bra.ssey,'Unarmoured Ships' TINA XVII (1876)p.13 (my italics).
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strategic calculations. If large mexrchant cteamers were faster

and of greater range than warships,there was an obvious argument
for employing them in war-time. The debate over the proper use

of armed merchant cruicers continued throughout the rest of the
century,and it is an extremely complicated one,worthy of a study
in itself. Some thought they should be taken up,armed,and ured
exactly as regular cruiserc; some vismalized them as auxiliary
escorts on trade routes; some proposed to arm them for their own
defence and keep them in their regular trades,or use them as
colliers,troopships and transports; and some thought all trade
protection unnecessary,since such fast ships could never be

caught by an enemy. The Declaration of Paris,which had theoretically
abolished privateering among civilized nations (America was not

a signatory) led some sanguine spirits to predict that the guerre
de course would never again be employed. Others pointed out how
suitable the new merchantmen were to repeat the Alabama's exploits,
and how unsuitable British warships to prevent them. The detail

of the debate is beyond the scope of this study,but it hed a
direct bearing on the 'Liberal' school,who now modified their
views to admit the importance of seaborne trade (not a difficult
admission for a Liberal),and advocated the extensive use of

armed merchantmen to protect it. Their crews and armaments would
be turned over from decommissioned gunboats and small cruisers

at the outbreak of war,so that the same forces which preserved
order around the world in peacetime,would be magically transformed
into a useful war fleet. The idea that the benéficent self-interest
of the ship-owner,and the unseen machinery of free trade,would
create for itself an efficient defence at no cost to the taxpayer,
was one peculiarly delighiful to the Liberal mind,and it is not

hard to see how such a scheme,with all the virtues of efficiency,

economy,autonomy,and philanthropy - everything,in fact,except
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reality - so powerfuliy commended itself to itc supporters.

In fact,of course,the armed merchaniman was no pan-ccea.
Unprotected boiler crowns,cylinder heads and steering gecr,
with a bare minimum of watertight bulkheads,made most steamers
of the day very wvulnerable. Admiralty encouragement did in time
considerably improve their designs,by having the tiller-flats
built below the waterline,cgal bunkers in wake of the machinery
and sufficient bulkheads; and in time also arrangements were
devised to arm and commission merchantmen in time of war. In 1876,

however,all this was in the future. lerchant steamers could never
be more than valuable auxiliaries,there were never enoush of them,
and,above all,they posed a greater thret as enemy raiders th-n
they offered security as Dritish auxiliaries.

In the late 1870's the vrocecdings of the R.U.S.I.and the
Institute of Naval Architects show the rapnid growth of the school
of thought. The latter institution began 1o assume imvortance
during this period,after early years of doubtful standing. It was
primarily a professional body for naval architects and shirbuilders,
but naval officers and other interested men were admitied as
Associates. The papers were generally of more detailed range
than those at the R.U.5.I.,and often narrowly technical.but this
had a snecizl merit,since practical problems,scientilically
treated by acimowledged exverts.nrovided a welcome contrast to
the airy generalities and unsubstantiated assertions that so
often bedevilled discussion at the R.U.S5.I.. The same body of
naval officers was usually to be found at either place.and the
growing intellectual assurance of speakers at the R.U.S.I.
probably owed something to the scientific arsuments in which
they had participated at the other body.

Whatever the cause,a series of papers were delivered in

1877 and 1878 in which the practical working of ~rond strategy
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was analysed in detail. In 1377 Donald Currie,owner of the
orincipal line of mail steamers trading to ta= Car~e,diccucced
the bases and coaling stations needed to custain naval onerasions.
Next year the Prize Issay again returned to *the 'oav,and o

. . 2 . .
comprehensive subject was set,” on which come cutctondin.: ercrye

*
,
(I

were suovnitted. The winner was P.M.Colomb. fize all the otlier

finalists,he accepted hic brother's stroie~r oo = Toundoiion,

and. procecded to elaborate on its nractical worlzin~. Ye enmchazized
that the role of the flent was essentiz lly a Jdefensive cne,

and examined in detail the bases and routec to be proiecied.
Geographical conditions required,in hirs opinion,that Briiich
crulsers have a range under steam of 2% least 3,500 miles,

since Britain had something like a monoroly of c~~l sun-liec

in most varts of the world,it was in our in%erects to z2bandon
sail altorether,as it was hard to ime~ine stean cruisers beins
seriously threatened by raiders forced to rely lar~ely on s2il.
Colomb's vaper is of ~rent length,and throughout displaye coreful
and intelligent consideration. Other escays 'honourably mentioned!

by Lieutenant J.B.HayeS,Lieutenant S.I.Hardley—ﬂilmot,6 and
7

Commander loel,  were less outstanding,but 21l of them showed

1, ... , - -~

'"laritime Werlare; The Imvortance to the Lritich Imoire of a
complete System of Telegravnhs,Coaling Stations anid lraving Doclic!
JRUSI XXI p.228.

'Great Britain's l'aritime Power; how best develoned as regards:
l.righting Ships
2.Protection of Commerce
3.1iaval Volunteer or Supplemental force
4.Colonial and Home Defence;
The Classes,armament and Description of the Vescels needed:
and. the Organ Lutlon required to secure o Poweriul and Icononic
Imperial licval [orce’.

35UST XXIT p.1.

4Philip Howard Colomb.1831-1899: 1846 entered i l§52 Acting Uate,
1354 Late (promoted at capture of .langoon),1555 Licuten~nd.. 303
Commander (1865-7 introduced signallins by fluunlﬂf licht), =870
Captain (1870-4 edited Manual of Bvolutions,i878-0C Simmal Committce),
1886 retired,1837 Rear-Admiral (1887 chier begetter and organizer

of the Jdashington Laritime Conference),1392 Vice-~:dmiral.

5JE{USI &XII p.399 6Ibid.p.435 7Ibid.p.461
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how far naval thinking had progresced in the decade. Lozical
argument closely substantiated by empirical evidence was now a

commonplace where formerly it had hardly been known. 411 these

essays,and the discuscion on them,l were replete with practical
suggestions and intelligent comments. Colomb's attack on sail
was echoed by Haye,Eardley-Wilmot,and many other commentators.
Cne officer went so far as to deride the 'sentimental notion?
that sail evolutions alone produced good scamen:

'To my mind the seamanlike cualities are not
engendered so much by those wonderful extravagancies
which so many officers are so fond of.......vhich are
very pretiy and useful in their way,but which ar
better suited for the ship scene in the opera of
l'Africaine,or as accompaniments to the syrations

of Zazel at the Aquarium'.2

iiuch attention was also devoted to the number and disporition
of the bases required; the utility of gunboats and gunvessels,
and the ideal type of cruiser; and the relative merits of patrols
at focal areas,patrols along trade routes,and convoys. The Shah's
action with the Huascar was analysed,and various lessons
deduced from it.

Perhaps the most striking example of the sophistication of
naval thought outside the Admiralty was provided in the same
year,again by P.H.Colomb.4 By voluminous calculations of the
wind-resistance,coal consumvtion,and weights of various warships
he demonstrated that their full rig was an actual diseconony.

FPar from saving coal,as the conventional wisdom laid down,it took
more in wind resistance than it provided in prorulsion,so thatl
the weight of a full rig would be more effective if ermended on coal.

2

L rvid. ,p.765 Ibid..800

2
“Infra,p.l46.
4

'steam Power versus Sail Power for len-of-war',JRUSI «XII p.765.
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The reception of this paper indicates how far the Adnmiralty,
uncer Robinson in the forefront of serious thinizinz on cruisers,
had been left behind. Colomb's conclusions were of some relevance
to warchip design,to put it no more stronsly.but there is no
evidence that they ever had the slightest influence on the
Admiralty. They were neither accepied nor refuted,they were
simpnly ignored.

The crowth of an identifiable school of naval Thiniing,
indevendent of the Admiraliy,is one of the most strilzing and
important developments of the 1870'z. The intellectu>l prosreccs
made during the latter part of the decnde was astoniching. liaval
officers had almost all finished their re-ular cschooling at
twelve or thirteen. Thoce who devoted nice leosic and careful
calcula®tion to the problems of their profecvion ware no better
educated than nrevious genecrationn to viom such accomnliriments
were largely unknown,and it ic somnthing of 2 myotery iy tiinge
improved when they did.l Some fnctors,iovever,can ve ilcntilied.
The unsettling effect of Childers's rar~ime hog alresdy Harn noied,
The Te~carchan o€ tun committees into the fdmiralty's working
obviouslry nromnted reflection among thone who made the enquiriec,
those who offered the evidence,and those who read the re-orts.

The Royal aval College at Greenwich was founded in 1872,2nd
altheugh itc staff included nobody to tench taciics,ctratesy or
naval history,the example of professional studies officially
encouraged must have bezn stimulating. The R.U.S.I.alro enjoyec
a measure of snoncorship from the Admiralty,including an annuol
subsidy,and the winner of its Gold lledal was speciallir nenticned

in the Navy List. Among adventitious factorc.the ruccess of Iraceirn

1 . : : . PR .

On the cducation and cocinsl standing of noval of/icers,coe;
W.C.B.Tunntall,Imoerial DOfCQE?Lkﬁ}i“KQ’P'836; Dertleti,urnns
Britain & Sea I'over,p»n.319-200C;5 C.C.Lloyd,the jlation and i .. ovy

(London,1954),p.203; lichoel Lewis, nrland'c Sea Cfficerc (London,
1939),p.103; Lewis,avy in Tronsition,vn.¢9-112.




arms in 1870 concentrated attention on an efficiency uiiich
sointed unfavourable compariscons with the lavy's (2nd incidentally
encourazed the uce of military metaphor).-nd the rise of Jocial
Darwinism lent an urgency to effortis of reform which they mizht

otherwise have lacked.l

“matever the causes of this ronid growth in profecsional
thinking among naval officers,its effects were of the Tirct
importance. From this time forth there exicted in <he Ilavy whni
one might call a loyal ovpposition,outside the idmir=liy,independent
of,and often disagreeing with,it. Jhere formerly the adnmiralty
had had a near mononoly of serious considerations of navel
cuestione,there was now a permanent alternative school of thougcht.
The idnmiralty's decisions were henceforth constantly influenced,
modified,and critiscized by a body of profescional opinion with
at least as good an intellectual standing 2s its own. IT political
leaders were dissatisfied with the opinions of their novel advigers,
they had another source of counsel. The wealmesses of Acmiralty
thinking during the 1870's and 1880's constantly elevated the
status of the alternative body of thinking,the 'reformers''
school as it may be generically named,until at last,as we shall
see,it took over the Admiralty,and itself became the accepted

orthodoxy of a new era.

lSpea}:ers at the 2.U.S.I.frequently called for the 'rrucsianization'
of the Navy,and commonly used the metaphors and arguments of
Social Darwinism.
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C. The .'ice of the 3Belted Cruicer

(j,%wr
George Goschen was a very diffsmssis character from his

predecessor, and we have already scen with what care and caution
he set about remedying come of Childers's adninistrative errorc.

It was not until early 1373,ncarly two years after he had talken
office,that Goschen and his Board made any striking departures

from the shipbuilding policies of their predecessors. Sir Alexander
/illne was now First Sea Lord,with Tarleton and Beauchamp Seymour

on the Board,Hall Naval Secretary,and Houston Stewart Controller,

so that there was an entirely new body of men at the head of the

Besides these,one other important post had to be filled.
After Reced's resignation,and Laird'c refural to take his place,
his work was initially put in commission,with his former assistant
(and brother-in-law) Nathaniel Barnabyl as President of the
Council of Construction. In the summer of 1872 Barnaby became
officially,as he already was in fact,Chief Naval Architect (later
Director of lNaval Construotion). His influence on the shipbuildinz
policy of the Admiralty until his retirement in 1885 was probably
more powerful than any other,and his views require careful attention.

Barnaby was a competent naval architect,if hardly brilliant.
He held opinions,however,far beyond his professional concerns;
opinions both unique in themselves,and uniquely influential.

Like his predecessor,3arnaby had an overly theoretical concention
of naval warfare; but whereas Reed had been firmly superintended

b7 Robinson,a man of determined and practical ideas,Barnaby was

responsible to Houston Stewart,an‘ excellent administrator,but

lNathaniel Barnaby,1829-1915: of a family of Chatham shi-wriihis:
1843 shipwright apprentice,1848-52 XiC Portsmouth,1852-< droushicsnon
at Joolwich,1854-63 at Admiralty,1863-71 icsistant to Chied
Conctructor,1871-2 Precident of Council of Construction,1872-5

Chief Naval Architect,l875-85 DNC (1885 1C3).Co-founder of Illa & iCiC.



cautious and unassertive. Thus Barnaby's views hod full rein,
and even in an age of peace,wnen unrealistic notions ol wariare
vere frequently entertained,his were veculiariy fonciful. He was
\

an extreme partisan of the 'Liberal' school,vwho held that no
tyne of ship could be of any use in war,excent ircnclods and
nerchantmen. He contemplated with equanimity the vprospect that
the unarmoured ships of the lavy would infallibly be taxen in

. 1 : .
wartime,” and attributed to them no other virtue than cheartness
for peacetime service. At the came time he held an exasggerated
opinion of the value of merchant cruisers. As raiders they would

be so terrible that the protection of trade would be inncsesible:

'Iany naval officers have written and spoxen as if
convoy were as posrible under modern condivions as under

those of seventy years ago. I tiherefore repeci,zs o challen—e,

in the presence of thic distin-uirned “scenblr.the ~ccertiion

-~

that the successful convoy of sailing rfaips =nl slovw

.

cteam shivs in numberc,in the face of the oitnck of

'—b

ast armed steam ships.......is irposcicle....
And if succesrsful navication of railing shirs ond

slow ste-m ships under convoy is impoccible,still lecs

will it be poscible to navigate oneh shins cafely

without convoy.'!
In Barnaby's view,some trade might evade capture by high rcpeed,
but it w2s idle to hope to defend it. As one might expect from
this,he never recognized cruiser work as real warfare,and rated
all ironcleds,of whatever type,by their fitness to lie in the
line of battle,which was the only true fizhtinz. 'The line of
battle!,however,is a conveniional phrase notably inarvronriate

ol
D

to Barnaby's case,because he enviseced all actions as mol

PAN
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Ié

.

b

.1..; N . (o ryrop e o/ \
“arnaby to Controller,4th Anril 1874 (1T Adm.138/16,00ver
of Jild Swrm Class et al.,p.l4l).

20 . . ‘ . s s e
M. ooranby, 'On the Pighting Power of the erchon® [uin in iovral
Jarforet 0T AVIII (1877).p.6 (oTirinal italics).



nrincipally involving the ram. Since the tatile of Lisca in

L 86 1 ... \ : : .
1866, this weapon had dominated the minds of navel tacticians,
and Barnaby's more than most. All actions,even beiveen merch~nt
ships,would consist of a seriesg of chargec,each chin ~-nnro-ching

head-on,passing,turning,and charging acnin.like nichts in a

tilt-yard,until one or the other succeeded in r~nminc ner orponent.

Gung nmizht be useful which fired,and armour which orotected

from ahead,and to a lescer extent astern,but as for the broadside
Tanc, 'their importance in a ship with well-rloced bow and stern
cgunc does not appear to be COnsiderable'.2 IT the) were to be
mounted at all,Barnaby exnected them to be loaded at leisure,

the crews withdrawn behind armour,and the broadside fired
automatically as the enemy careered past a few feet away. In
ramming tactics speed was unimnortant,and handinesc all,so his
cships were usually bluff and slow. This was carried so far as %o
defeat even its own object,and some of his ironclads were so
full-buttocked that they could not steer proverly (the most
notorious example,the battleship Ajax,was so dangerous that she
was forbidden to steam in company with the fleet).lione of them
conld maintain speed in a seaway,and although no-one wac more
incistent than Barnaby on the imnortance of sail,few of his
designs could be safely handled under canvas alone,and none
derived much benefit from it. As befitted one who attached little
value to oceanic warfare,he usually gave his ships derisory
tunkerage. Dut becauce thece shirs were gener-lly 4eficient in

snzed and ranse,it must not be thousht taiat he wac unawoere of

thece cmalitier; rather he consciourly rejected thiom oo unirportond

l - ’ B ~ ~
In which confused molce an .usirian fleet under Tercthoff delented

an Itolian couwadron under lersano,wioce flagsniv,while Ly-ing
disabled,was rammecd and cunlt by Tegethofi's chiv.

2., : e, S0 - PN
sarnaby to D0, 2nd August 1877 (Iii: Adm.125/57,Cover of Iris &
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'"To Justify it [low Speed;] we have 1o agsume that -
lst.the noiish thirteen-~imot shipc ere more powerful
and better defended in an action than the Toreisn chiips
of the same size and complement,and in an ex a7emont the
more powerful broadside would tell at the longent zranze
The English ships ought therefore to win. 2nd.That,the
_nzlich ships of this size not being able to force aciion
upon the foreign ships unless the fuel supoly is better,
provicion will be made for attacliing the fast long

foreign cruisercs by still longer & faster merchont caip .'2

0

‘‘he »rincivle is here applied to unarmoured cruisers,but if

valid at all,it logically required to be extended to all cruiser
classes,and called for British merchantmen covable of enzazinc

all foreim warships,even armoured cruisers,vhicn were faster then
their Dritish opposite numberc. lo-one but Barnaby suprnoced

that any cuch vessels existed. This wan tynical of his entirely
theoretical,not to say fantastic concertion of naval warfare.

The era was bedevilled by unrealistic thinking,and Barnaby could
justly claim that almost all his beliefs were held by some,oftien
by meny,naval officers; but few of them contrived to touch the
real world so rarely as he. The micfortune of the llavy was not
that the Chief Maval Architect held unreliable ideas on matters
which it was not his business to decide,ut that the orzanizational
weaknesses of the Admiralty,and the personal failings of his
superiors,c=nc to give him a dominant influence on questions

which he was incomnetent to judge. i itnesses before successive
conmiceions and committees differed in dividing recponcibiiivy
within the Admiralty,but they were generazlly csreed that the

Chief Constructor's task was to execute,not to initicte desims.

1 : . :
In fact the fuel supply is nothing to the purvose; mutatis
mutandis,cnecd alone enablen one to force daction.

D e ———
r

l.enorandun of 3rd January 1880,cuoted by Breossey in paver of 1lodQ,
'Specd & ondurance of Unnraoured Jermsels',p.19 (FRO: Adm.l/ce2C,
1ot Jonunry 1882).




Cften though the principle wis ignored: in -»rictice, he wos

naval suveriors. It was their functions in this rec-2ct hich
sarnaby so frecuently acoumed.
wome of the developments which had becun to cagct doubt on
the value of large unarmoured cruisers by the eariry 137C's have
. 1
already beon mentioned.” Zarly in 1873,one in particular was

roucht to the attention of Gdschen's Board by the arrival in

-—— el

the Pacific of the fuoszisr iranel~d Imina Parlyarsicd s (KPﬂik_BhJ@PQSLﬂ)'
‘'his ship wag the only sea-;oing Tirst-ceneration ironcl-d tuily
by luscia,and she renrecsenied the first tentaltive realization
of a wolicy which the Russian Aidmiralty a2 deen maturing for
over <en years. Thoir cioeriences Zurins the Crimean “or had

nvinced them that the test their navy could hore to do ,in {zce
of a sunerior enemy,wns to defend their coarial waters. Ifhouwever,
ceagolin”s cruiserc could b ot to cea Lefors the inevitoble
blocrnde,they misiht be ~ble to emulate the exmloits of thc
Mlzvoma,. This nod been their object in 1563,2 but ot That time
taey had few shipc suitable for oceanic warfare.

The Ruscian novy's first ecssazy in decirmins r2iding cruisers

led to the type known to them as 'clippers'. the 2nzhoynix end

—— e —

liayezdnik,tynical exnmnles of the type ac Tully develovned,t

[©)
I3

of 1,300 tons,stcomed thirteen knots with cozl for 1,750 miles
) 3;—1 L.}
at full speed,and mounted three G-inch Jun ‘e could escane

st wnrehios,and catch most merchantmen.but ther irere vulnerable

to cucn fast cruiscers as the Inconstant and Volace,they could

o 4

not safely en7e even an armed merchantman,onc taelr range wan
inzdecunate for oceonic onerations.

1
3.
1z

‘nte,n.40. zgnte,p.lS.

————tp—— . — ———

“roscoy, 'speed & Cozl Indurance,&c.',p.l16 (¥20: 2am. 1/ 6626,
{.January 1882).Comﬂe“t: by Controlln™ on ne-corse o aobomils
% litynsdnil, 23rd December 1879 (R0: Adm.l/éu/?/x79l).
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lluch larcer dimensions were required to rcconcile the

5

conditions imnoced Ly the strotegic gcoesmaniy of urcria's

.

situation. #ussia hod only two harbours giving onto the open
ocean,Vladivostok and Archangel. Zoth vere remote 2achorazecs.
unable to refit,revzir,or even coal a major warship,and both
were icebound for much of the year. Any raiding cruiser would
have to leave either port at or before the outbreak of war,end
thenceforth rely entirely on her own resources. This dictated

a type with long range and full rir,consequently larze.costly,
and hardly to be built in numbers. Such a ship could not cimrly
flee any little gunboat she met,but must,if she were 1o achieve
worthwhile results,be able to engage mosi,if not all warchirs
on colonial stations. Since she had nowhere to repailr tattle
damage,che had to secure by armour a degree of invulnercdility,
even if she never meant to fight other ironclads. i'inally,if che
were to catch her victims and escane her pursuers,che had to be

fast. The ¥ninz Pozharskii revrecented the first experimental

embidoment of this concept. he displaced 4,506 tons,as designed,
carried eifht 9-inch guns behind five-inch armour,with a waterline
belt of slichtly less thicimess,could steom eleven and three-
cuarter knots,and with 600 tons of coal could cover 3,00C miles

2t economical speed.l che wos in appearance a conventional rigged
belt—and-battery ironclad.but she was evidentlr for from
conventional in function,and by imolication in concertion,because
ingtend of wearing the flars of the Russian battlefleet in the

Paltic — of which she would hove been much the most powerful

(l)

unit - she was sent to the distant Pacific,where she was clmost

the only Ruscisn warship. By comnarison with the Au‘acious ond

1. : : : , o -
C.C..rickt,'Cruisers of the Immerial Ruscian Nevyr,Poxt IY,
yarshin International (dadford,Virginia,later Toledo,linio,15C3
ol cec.) I (1972) p.28.




le~ulse,flagchips on the China and Pacific stntionc,the smaller
Auceian ship was slightly less well-armed ona armoured,ond three-
quarters of a knot slower,but of much greater ranse. Unlike her
Eritish opnosite numbers,she was a fine sen-boat,dry and steady,
and handled well under sail.

From the luscian noint of view,che was only a limited
success,her speed,especially,being inadecu~te,but voth Iritish
and Russian JAdmiralties were impresced by the votentiial of the
type. About the time the Captain was lost,the iusrions laid down
two more,the General Admiral (lctiipaaa Hatﬂﬂﬁb)vand the Gertseg

Bdinturgskii ([eppor FLnHEY D rexitf) . The General Admiral was
] ’

launched in Cctober 1873,and she is generally regarded as ihe

first true armourcd cruiser.l With a full-load displacement of
five thoucand “tons,che carried six 8-inch guns behird six-inch
armour at a designed gpeed of thirteen and a half mots. The

engines of both Russian ships proved notably unsuccecsful; the

General Admiral only made twelve and a guarter knots,and the

Gertsos wdinburgskii,which wos desismed for fifteen mots,never

made more than eleven and a half. Their range,however,was outstanding.

The General Admiral carried & thousand tons of coal,giving a

range of nearly six thousand miles at ten }:nots.2 She was fully-
rigsed,sheathed and coppered,and in general arrangement a
conventional beli-and-vatitery design.

Bven allowing for the poor performance of their engines,
these ships were extremely {ormidable raiders. In enrly 1373,
before either was lsunched,they may well have ceemed more

formidable than they recelly were. To the financial concirainics

1 N : . o
sloviaard,iiodern Hictory of orehing,n.203.

ol e

23§.Incons ant 2,700 miles at this speed.

3C.C.Jright,£gg.cit..



which had already dictated the abandonment of _obincon's forner
scheme of duplicating the elenents of power and range in cruicer
crozadronc,was now added a compelling motive once more 1o iry to
combine them in a single chio. Zovly ia the -~ Viine diverted
the J.11.0.%0 do some st-7f vorx for him. "he resui®t was a general
survey ol the strengths and weaknesrer of <the Yavr,and itc
orobable strategy in war. .mong other thzrouite, 00" noted thet:

'The two Russian fast iron corveiiec -~rotecteld
with armour at the waterline and over the ~un slides,
would be most destructive cruisers,-n’ ~very =f7ort

should be made to effect their capture oy fuct iron-clads,

[

as coon as possible after the Cecliriiion of war.!.
Tvidently this seed fell upon roceniive rr-un?,Ter on 1lih lLarch

2 decide?l on 2

GmSschen,stewart,Barnaby,2and »robably Yilne,
'2ezicn for an Iron Clod......to be copable of comreting with

the cecond class Iron Clods of Foreign Navies'.3 harnaby prepared
the design on the twin »nrinciovles waich guided most of nie woris;
namely that the shin chould conform to the financial limits
previously laicd down,and that she should,on paper at least,be

a match for her foreign opoonents. In this case he informed the

Controller on 24th lL.ozrch that the new ship was to cost hzlf as

much as the Superb,and at least match the Alma Class. lext day

stewart told Hood that 'This is a decign for a partially armoured
Corvette for protection of commerce and cruising duties'. 3arnaby's

decign was approved of by all the Board,Seymour noting tnat she

4 ..
should be a match for the General Adnirel. Goschen's consent

was no doubt encouraged by opposition pressure for such a ship.

l;olograph paner by Hood,5th February 1873 (ilii: 31ii/P/3/1(C))

2 o . . ca s .
Barnaby does not specifically mention liilne,buv it is nhoxdly
likely that he wns absent from so imrnoriront a diccussion.

s Adm.138/43,channon's Cover,p.l.

4Ibld.,pp 9,13 & 20.

Snanft,ﬁuval Defence of Trade,p.l03.




The decign of iH.ll.3.Shannon was approved on 27th iizy 1073,che
was launched on 1lth vecember 1875,and entered service in 1878,

Jer armament of two 1lO-inch and seven 9-inch guns behind =ix %o

nine-~inch armour m~de her nominally superior to all other ceconid-

class ironclads,though the superior performance of I'rench end
Russian breech-loaders should not be forsotten. Ail her bdaitery
armour,however,and her two heaviest guns,were concentirated
forward,with most of the battery unprotected. Ghe was short and
vluff,her maximum cpeed of twelve knots was seldon attained,

and never in a seawny,and her legend bunkerage of 280 tons would
have been hopelessly inadecuate,even if che had performed well
under sail,which was anything but the case.l A technicnl

: . . : . : : : 2
comparicon with her foreign rivals is highly insiructive:

Shannon Gennrnl 2l ma Victorieuce
Admiral
Displacement : 5,390 4,648 3,778 4,150 (tons)
¢ armament : 6. 5% 3.35% 4,35 750
‘3 armour: 21.2; 11. 3% 23.4, 17. 2/
% armament+armour: 27.7; 14,65 27.755 24,75
‘5 machinery: 13.09% 19. 7% 10,759 9.5
%5 coal: 5,155 21. 30} 6.2 6.0:%
‘% rachinery+coal: 18.1% 41.5,5 16.9 16,455
‘% hull: 43.1% 37.9% 51.9; 47.55
lensth:beon ratio: 4.8:1 6:1 5:1 5.2:1

: , . 3
The .tuzcien desicmer,Admiral Popov,

for cpeed and ra

sacrificed everything

ce,civing over 41% of displacemert to them,

whcreas Sarncby held them in very low esteem,and devoted only

1855 to them. It is impocsible to doubt which denisn was retter

adapted to its purpose. The Shonnon's speed and rangfe were

totally insufficient for a cruicer,and she served only one

1 . e : )
Prries,ritish Battleships,p.237.

2., . :
see pnendix for sourcec and notes.

.

3

ropov commanded the [I'2cilic

Scuadron in 1863 (ante,n.18).
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commicsion on a forei n ctation. .t the r-ne time her . uno ond

o
Y

armour were inadecuate for lirst-
digpocition,on the acsumption that the eneny would alimrs be

dead zhead,was sucpect,to nut it no more stron-ly.

The Shonnon so completely embodied Barnaby's ideas that

one must infer that the design was his in concertion as well as
execution. 'he absence of any clear understanding of the
recuirenents of gruiser work within the ‘?niraliy,or of anv
deternination to enforce it,allownd a cubordinzte to imnose
1ic view on matters which he was incomnetent to Jufd~e.ith *he
inevitohle roeulto,

Tn Tevrusry 1374 Disraeli formed his second adminigiratioi,
an’ eppointed as Mret Lord Georce ard ! .l lHlunt,like hic

: 2
nredececcor,tried to opersuade Fhinpoe Hornbty 1o take over

Lurletonts ceat,and after an initial refusal,net with better

cuccens,” Hornby tool: office at the end of 1874,and ot ihe

r

. . 4
sone time Seymour was renlaced by Lord Gilford. Uaoaxrd Hunt!

firet action was to review the needs ol the llavy as 2 wvhole,

1. . . . e
George \ord Hunt,1825=77: Lton & Christ Church; 1540~57 ““udent
of Ch.Ch.,1857~77 Conservative I'F for Vorthrmoitconelire,lo6d
Chancellor of the Ixchecuer,1874-7 lst.Lord.

23eoffrcy Thomaz Phipps Hornby,1825-1895: 1337 entered Tavy,

1341 iate (ot bombardment of Acre),1844 Lieuten-nt,i350 Jonr?nmer,
1852 Coptain,1865~7 Commodore (“.nfrlow) 1369 iecr-idniral
(1869-70 0 Partlculu cervice Srundren,ld71l~4 C—in-C Cionnel,

1874-7 2nd.Sea Lord),1875 Vice—idmizal (L1877=0 Cmin-0 ue¢*terranean,

1478 KCB),1879 Admiral (1681-2 Precident UIC CGreenvich,l1382-5
C=in-C Portcmouth,l885 C-in-C JGvolutionary Scuadron,l&l5 GC3),
1388 wdmiral of the Mleet.

2

“iirs red Srerton,.dmiral of the Wleet Sir Geoffrey lrionco licrnby,
. "'\"‘

7.C.B.,a Liosranhy (uodinbumzh,1896),7. 003,

/.

ichard Jomes Meade,Vircount Gilford,1832-1907: 1845 entered
Lavy,1852 Lieutenant,1858 Commander (severdy o;nde & proroted
Tor gallontry ot Cuaton) 185¢ Cantain (1¢ 74—80 3rd.Sea Lord),
1576 Rear-idmiral (1879 2+4h Lorl of Clanwilliiam,188C 2nd gea 1
LCCU=2 0 Detiched Seucdron),l 0l Vice—admiral (luu2 KCUG, LE35=0
C-in=-C M.aAmerica & i.Indies),l886 idmiral (1837 iCB. lb9l—f C=in-C

rortomouti), 1895 Admiruel of the rleet (1495 GCB).1G02 wotirecl,
A sewmen of lesendary exnloits.and o diehard dofonder of nnevs

snd yards
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s . . . 1 :
secsing tne oninions of the goard and otaerc.” sltihouwh the
documents have not survived to confirm the su»nnosition,it was

probably as a result of this review that two more armoured cruisers

were laid down late in the year. The “Jelcon and ‘orihampton were

launched in MNovember 1876,and entered service in 1882,having been
eight yecars in building. Sunerficially,ther mariied a great
improvement over the honnon. The lNelson was the first armoured
ship in the llavy with compound engines,whose econonical wor<ing
consicerably increased her range. Unlilze her cicier,moreover,

the llelson reached her desifmed speed of fourteen knots. She
stowed 2 maximun of 1,200 tons of coal - over twice the full
ounkerage of the Shannon - and with thics could stezm five thousond

. 2 N . . .
milec at ten knots. The lorthamption with her simple engines was

in every respect a much worce cteamer. After only five years in
service she was unable to reach nine lmots in c2lm water.

“ven the l'elcon,however,thouch her rpeed and range eniitle
her to be called a cruiser,mariced no real change of concention
from the Shannon. Her guns and. armour were disvnosed with an
enemy in mind astern as well as ahead,but the broadside wags still
loxrsely unnrotected. The new shins,like the old,were extrcmely
bluff,steered badly,trimmed by the head,and could not be sieamed
: . : 4
into a head sex or sailed in any circumstances. A further
technical comvarison with the Shannon shows how nearly identical

5

they were in concention:

‘enorandum by iJard Hunt,3rd April 1874 (P20:PR0 30/6/115).

Jote thot the Shannon's legend,not full load bunkerage is quoted
.10l cu-ra; see .pnendix.

W g -

Report on the llaval hanoeuvres of 1888,1.180 (AL: Maval Intelligence
ivision (I'In) Revorts,vol.XiV io.179 (Ociober 1336).

I

Fhipps Hornby to Noel,l9th iay L877 (liil: loel Papers (cited og
10L) uncatalogued; Box.lA).

Ut =

bee Appendix.



elnon Shannon

Jicplacement : 7,473 5,390 (tons)
L2 armounr 22.7 , 21.2,: ,

. ’ 29- L/‘) , 27.7(,3

¢, armament : 6.8 6.5,

<5 machinery: 14,8 y 13.90]

’ ! 21’91J . ’ lC'.l

‘v coals [edbo 2.1

1z 4 ¢

7> hull: 39.9. 43,15
lensth:beam ratio: 4.6:1 Z,0:1

1he whole improvenment derived from a2 oxtrn tvo thoucand fons

[WAGVIDN [

of disnlacement,and the intreoduction of comnourd en~inen,
Saraaby'!c lknown opinionc make it cleor that hic underctarin~

of the realities of nawval orerations hnd not chonsed cincn the

design of the {hannon. He was capable of the actonirhin~ ct-temaond

VERO
Ph

[N RNV

that an armoured cshin would zceo un her speed in a cenvzy betler
than an unarmoured one of the came coreed - for which idecz Iiere
is no technicel juctification whautocever,excent ingofar as a

1orse ship,mutatisc mutendis,’teeos up her svecd better thon o

csmall one. Lmployecd to Jjurtify the low sreed of the llelscon (which
lost cneed ronidly in any sea) this arsument is the reverse of

1

the truth.” Barnaby still thoughlof hic new shins simoly as

ironclads,and recognized no escential cdiflerence of function
beitween cruicers and canrital shins, ’

e desisn of the three British armoured cruisers of zhe
1870's revecls a confusion of ournose in the Admiralty. Unere was
no clear conception of the function of an ormouared cruiser,end
there was in practice no effective chain of commond in the
nreparation of desigms. e hove spoien of the 'cruiser capital

shio' which technical factors had prevented lotinson from achievins.

The introinction of the commound entine ond other advances in

DNryes

1. : . . :
Barnaby to Controller.l5th Janu~zr 1277,in 2nd..e nxi ol “ne
Carnarvon Commission,Apnandiz VI.».200 (0@ P 30/0/122;.

2Barnaby,'The jlelson Clasc!',TINA XXI (1880),p.60.

-
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: : o

noinecring of{ered the men of the noxt decade o much grexser
chance of building such a type,and the anprearance ol <the uscion

P

armouarcd cruisers offered them a much stronger incentive to try.

1

he haonnon.lielson and liorthompton were indeed intended for
cruicing dutueg,and not as diminutive battleships,l yet the
lo~ical conneruences of this were not realisced. Instead of trying
to build ironclnads with the dictinctive cualities of 'cruicer
carital chips',the Admiralty only produced inferior dbaitlechipns,
incapable of adecuately fulfilling any function. It ceems ‘here
was nobody with the clarity of perception to realize that zhe
distinction between the functions of battlechin and cruicer
implied a difference in design. Thene chings,as comnleted.were

in most recnects the products of Barn~by's mind in conception

as well as exccution,and he was evicdently uncble to judge the
qualities recuired of an armoured cruicer. 1'e is not to be held
blameworthr foxr thini he was neither trcined nor employed to
decide such cueciions. ‘"here was a vacuun where the ceniral
decirions on decirmn should have been made,and 3arnaby was
naturally drawvn into filling it. The underlying weakness was
once azain the Admiralty orgsanization which left no-one time or
incentive %o decide these things excent the First Lord,vho,as a
laymen,turned to his profeccional advisers,especially the Chief
Constructor. The faults of the organization ware not redressed
by strons men. lilne was more clear-—headed than most,but also more
overvorked,and he was temper~mentally ~ttracted to cruisers of

a different cort,and content to leave to the Chief Construcior

the building of belted cruisers. liilne wes succeeded in iae

1 . .
lans2rd,3rd series,cexxix, 252.

et e e e
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summexr of 1876 by Sir Hastings Yelvertonl,an amiable old

gentleman,but of torpid mind,and almost completely deaf.

Under his régime the quality of thought and orzanization in the
Admiralty did not improve.

The early history of the armoured cruiser in Z=ritish
service was not a happy one. Technical advances which offered
hope of realizing a type formerly thouesht imnossible were
squandered by confusion of purpose and wealness of organization,
and the attention which had been devoted to large cruisers was

turned to different objects.

lHastings Reginald Yelverton (né Henry),1808-1878: 1823 1st.Cl.
Volunteer,1830 Lieutenant,1838 Com~ander,1843 Captain,.859-62
Comnodore,1863 Rear-idmiral of the #lue (1863-5 2nd-in-C lMediterranean,
1865-6 2nd-in-C Channel,l866~7 C-in-C Channel),1860 Vice-~Admiral

(1869 KCB,1870-4 C~in-C kediterranean),1875 Admiral (1875 GCB,

1876-7 lst.Sea Lord),1877 retired.
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D. Unarmoured Cruicers

For many reasonc,the period between 1{7C

]

ni 1577 was one
in which Admiralty thinking on cruiser desi~n and oneration
tended to concentrate on the unarmoured classes. jie have seen
how the Chief Constructor was largly left to his own devices in
designing the belted cruisers of the period,and that for this
faults of organization were largely responsible; but in addition,
such attention as the naval members of the Board were able to
devote to general considerations of cruiser work,went chiefly to
unarmoured,and especially 1o small cruisers. To a Liberal
administration such ships were ideologically palatable,and to

any government cheap ships were attractive. It was an age when
the numerical strength of the Javy was usually established by
reference to the needs for reliefs to keep up existing numbers,
rather than to fulfil any abstract strategical scheme,and the
resulting concentration on sheer numbers again tended to favour
smaller and cheaper ships. Milne was a leading proronent of greater
cruiser strength,but his escentially old-fashioned mind still
thought in terms of the traditional types,and his conservative
spirit was naturally drawn to vessels which still carried mastis
and spars to some purpose. The Chief Construcior,whose views and
influence have already been noted,also thought well of small
cruisers. Finally,the technical advances of the period,especially
the introduction of compound engines and the armour deck,
naturally favoured smaller rather than larger warships.

In Construction,as in administration,Goschen initially

continued the policy of his predecessor. The furyalus,Boadicea

and Bacchante were reduced copies of the Raleigh,armed entirely

yith light guns. The design was begun in September 1871,but the
Boadicea,first of the class,was not laid down until January 1873,

and the Bacchante was not completed until July 1879.




During Goschen's period of office,the Tirst sisns znreared
of Admiralty thinking on cruiser funciions in termc of a grand
strategy of trade protection,and the nunaberc re-uired fo fulfil
it. nat had formerly been confined to indiivi“’unls lile Robinson
and liilne became current coin throughout the organization. The
develonment of a mature cirategic understanding,however,was
hampnered by Goschen's strict Liberal belief thnt the cize of th~
Mavy was not merely ultirately governed by the Cabinet,but was
a matter solely for them,and nod to be raised by the ‘idmiralty.
Thus when the new First Sea Lord urged the 'absolute necessity
for Frizates,Corvettes,Sloops,Gun Vesscels and Gun Boats',l to
nmaintain the ectablishment fixed by Chilcers,he wac told,

'As the the chips that we want.....that is a

matter of policy,and depends entirely upon the services

the government intends to exact.?
In other words,the size of the Navy was no concern of the Board.
iwilne complained that it was not,in practice,anyone elce's:

'It has often been asked,what should be the number
of ships of the various classec of the Havy - what
should be the Policy of the Admiralty. I am not aware
that the quegstion has ever been answered or the policy

decided.'l
Unfortunately,the Prime Kinister's attitudé-made it unlikely
that the Tavy's nolicy,although reserved to the Cabinet,would
be seriously consicered by it.

'"To lir Gladstone,it was always especially distasteful
to take expensive measures of precaution against events

vhich his sansuine nature led him to think in the last

3

degree improbablet.

l(gig) Unsigned & undated holograpf memor-nium by Miln&:@@?}]
(Wil : 1L /P/B/1(C) ) (original italics).

2G6schen to liilne,lst Illay 1873 (envelope enfeorced by lilne,
'Letter from lir Gocchen. A Row with him on NEvnﬂ] honey"')
(1 1La/p/A/1(2),sv.Goschen).

3Hon.Arthur Elliot,The Life of George Joachim Gocchen,First
/iscount Goschen,1631-1¢.7 (Loncon,lQll,2 vols.) I,122.
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Gladstone's position was well exemplified in correspondence with
Goschen. In September 1871 he wrote 'presuming that it would

not be difficult' to reduce the Estimates by 5:1,300,000.l In

reply the First Lord pointed out that the strength of the lavy
was a matter for Cabinet decision,and that if the services demanded

of it were to be carried out it could be reduced no further:

'The fact is,half our expenditure is not for war
service in the strict sence,but for keeping the police
of the seas and protecting commerce during times of
peace,and for carrying out our views as to protecting
semi-barbarous and barbarous men against various forms

of outrage. Philanthropy decidedly costs money.'

Gladstone's reply is a masterpiece of judicious confusion.
Carefully avoiding the issue of Cabinet resmonsibility,he wrote:

'0f the sufficiency of any given number of ships
for any particular service I should be no judge,and

I should accept your conclusions with full confidence’'.
llotwithstanding Goschen's clearly-exopressed conclusion that for
the particular services with which the Wavy was charged that
existing fleet was barely sufficient,the Prime liinister looked
to 'progressive though moderate reductions.'2

Under such a régime,it was difficult for the Board to get
attention for their views on the strength of the NWavy,but they
were not altogether prevented from thinking on the subject. By
diverting Hood from his proper duties as D.N.O.to staff worl,
Milne elicited the first serious consideration of cruiser
strategy to be produced in the Admiralty. In the event of war
with France:

lElliot,gg.cit.I,llS.
21bid.I,118—ll9 (my italics).



'Her Policy on the declaration of War,would
probably be to despatch at once fast vessels to cruise
in the positions where the greatest amount of damage

could be inflicted upon our trade afloat',

and to attack coaling stations and bases.

'0ur policy would probably be to strain every effort
for the protection of our trade,(this I look upon as

the point of first importance) it would be necessary

immediately to detach fast vessels to cruise in the

"position where our commerce is most open to attack.'

consequently,

'A considerable number of fast unarmoured cruisers for

the protection of our enormous trade afloat is indispensable.!
This study marked a considerable advance on previous Admiralty
thinking,but under Gdschen's résime it was still an unofficial
approach. His successor,however,took a very different attitude,
and one of his first actions was to ask for opinions on the
forbidden subject.2 He received,both then and later,numerous
pleas for more cruisers,3 but he was hardly more successful than
his predecessor in getting Cabinet approval. The importance of
Ward Hunt's attitude lies not in its slender effect on Disraelian
parsimony,but in its powerful encouragement to the development
of Admiralty thinking on cruiser strategy.

Soon after Ward Hunt took office,the Controller and Chief
Constructor were sent to France to encuire into thé policy of

Britain's most likely enemy.

lConfiden‘bial holograph paper by Hood,5th February 1873
(wpm: MLN/P/B/1(C)).

2Memorandum,3rd April 1874 (PRO: PRO 30/6/115).

3Ibid.comments of lilne (18th April) & Tarleton (15th April).
'Times of Service of Sir Alexander iilne' (printed bool),>.10
(uxiz mmi/p/3(B)).lilne to Ward Hunt,29th October 1874 (loose in
pages of idem).liemorandum by iard Hunt on the State ol H.lN.rleew,

llovember 1875 (PR0O: PRO 30/6/115,p.61)-

1
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'The object of the French Admiralty is clear and
definite in respect to the unarmoured ships. They
consider thot in a .aritime Jar they will not. have
to defend but to attack merchant vessels. They remember
that privateers are illegal as between ourselves and
other European Powers,and that to harrass an Enemy's
Commerce they must have in their Shios of War the
qualities which made privateers so formidable in former
years. They do not propose to engage other Ships of War,
unless the latter are decidedly inferior to them,and
perhaps not even then except at very long ranges,but by
means of great and commanding speed and a few long
range guns,they may commit much mischief and run but

little risk themselves.!
This threat prompted further study,and in December iilne

submitted two papers which mark another imnortant development

in Admiralty thinking. One outlined the first real war plans,®

in which he envisaged patrols at a series of named focal voints,
after Colomb's model. In the other,3 1iilne defended the usefulness
of small sloops and gunboats against the modernist school:

'It has been asserted that to build these small
classes of ships is a waste‘of public money,as they are
not well adapted for war service,or to cope with the
larzer ships of foreign nations,and that we should
only btuild efficient fighting ships,of great speed,
power,and armament. If these views were adopted we
must largely reduce the shins on our foreign stations,
as it would not be possible to replace our smaller
vessels,now so extensively employed abroad,by the
same number of veccels of the larger class,nor could

they perform the inshore and river duties of the smaller

l'Report of a visit to Brest,L'Orient and Toulon,by Sir H.
Stewart & Mr Barnaby',27th October 1874[vera by Stewarﬂ
(¥RO: Adm.1/6329).See p.l20 infra for evidence that Stewart
in foct misinterpreted contemporary IFrencn policy.

2'Position of Cruising Ships for the Protection of Trade',
vecenver 1874,p.3 (inni: i3.7/141/2).

''aper relative to Unarmoured Shipc and Froposals for an
Sotablishment?!,6th Decenber 1574 (Ibid.).
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ships. Under these circumstances it becomes a necercsity
to have two special classes of ships:
l.Cur ironclad fleet with tornedo vecselco,roanc,
fast frigates and corvettec,heavily crmed fox
general war purposes and the nrotection of comnmerce.
2.Corvetties of a cmaller class,cloops,gun-vessels,
gun-boats,for foreign and hom~ cervice,surveyinZg

duties,despatch vesselc,and coact-guard service.!
liilne went on to propose an establichment of cruisers,
which he suggested should be thirty frigates,thirty lzrge and
thirty small corvettec,forty-five sloons,and sixty each of gunboats
and gunvessels. To reach this strength it would be necessary
to build eighteenkrigates,nineteen large and six cmzll corvettes,
six sloops,twenty-two gunvessels,and thirty-four gunboats.

'It is not 2 comparicon with foreism nations in regard
to our relative number of ships comnared to theirs
that we have to concider,but it is the vast extent of

our commercial trade that we must protect.'l

These papers show all the strengths and weaknesses of liilne's
thinking. On the one hand his concention of cruiser function was
still a markedly 'Liberal' one,assigning hish importance to
peacetime duties. lie proposed what amounts to itwo fleets,for
war and peace. On the other hand,he here produced the first
embryonic stirategy of trade protection,and the first estimate
since his own of 18582 of the numbers recuired to realize such a
strategy. The question of numbers became a regular part of
Admiralty thinking,and was raised again in October 1875,MNilne,
Hornby and Gilford each proposing his own figure.3

ilne's second term of office,especially under iard Hunt,
was fertile of thinking on cruiser function. The characteristic

1 s . .
Idem,original italics.

2ﬂeply to 'Luestions submitted by iler lLajesty thro' the Prime
Linister to each member of the Board of Admiralty',22nd Lay 1858,
p.4 (iui: 1LN/141/2).

3Kilne's 'lemorandum on Unarmoured Ships',29th October 1875,with
comments by Hornby & Giltord (Pi0: PRO 30/€¢/115,2.67).
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outlook of him and his colleagues,compounded of conservetive

and radical elements,was refiected in their concentration on

the icsues of strategy and numbers,especially numbers,avoiding
a recongideration of the old designs to which they were so
attached. By attending to broad icsues,they made it more certain
that their general conclusions would in time be applied to the
particular problem of cruiser design,but in the short term their
influence was largly devoted to preserving the existing tyvpes,
however ill-suited small and slow cruicers were to exercise

the embryonic strategy of trade protection proposed. They were
quite happy to supvort completely novel types,intended to answer
new needs,rather than to replace older cruiser species in their
traditional work. Here again,iiilne and those who thought like
him did not fully appreciate that the success of the new designs
was bound to cast doubt on the old. Nowhere is this process more
obvious than in the design of the first really fast light
cruisers ever built.

The Report of the Committee on Designs in 1872 had
suggested that unarmoured cruisers should be divided into two
tyves,of which one would be fast and lightly sparred for service
in home waters. This is usually recarded as the origin of the
design of the Iris and lercury,but if so,the idea was long in
germination,because it was not until November 1874 that Barnaby
initiated work on a cletch design for a 'fast corvette'.l A more
likely immediate source of the concept is Fouston Stewart's
report on the .'rench Navy,zwhich diccusses the difficulty of

protecting trade from fast cruisers:

lBarnaby to Crossland & Junn,26th lovember 1874 (lNir.: 47m.138/57,
Cover of ITris & liercury,p.l).

°inte,p.110.
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'?his is the problem I propose to consider with
the Chief liavel Architect immediately,and I will revort

fully uwpon it.'
The origins of the Iris's design,first traceatle a month later,
probably lie here. 3arnaby was assisted in designing a very fast
warship by various technical advances. The success of the Rover's
engines on her trials in November 1874 established that compound
enzines could be fitted in large cruisers; experimentis at the
Landore steel works proved the suitability of the material for
naval construction;l and gunnery trials against a target of the
Shannon's armour were held to have established the efficiency
of 64 pdr.guns for cruiser armament.2

‘"he two ships were strikingly different,not only from any
that had gone.before,but from any contemporary chios of Barnaby's
design,and it is easy to credit Manning's asrertion that /hite

had a large part in the design.3

It was finally approved by the
Board in June 1876; the Iris was laid down in November,launched
in April 1877,and completed two years later. She was a lightly
armed and lightly sparred cruiser,and on trials made eighteen

knots. Althouzh she was without armout,her heavily subdivided

null,with bunkers in wake of the machinery from the turn of the
bilge to the uvnper deck,made her very much less vulnerable than
any armed merchantiman,or any other unarmoured cTuiser. she was

the fastest warship in the world,and the first to be able to catch
all merchant steamers. Although she was fierady attacked by the
'Liberal' school,especially Reed, (she being neither an armoured

'fighting ship' nor a fully-rigged tcruiser!) the validity of

the concept of a fast cruiser to protect trade acainst raiders

l]-lanning,Life of thite,p.64.

2Hovgaard,hodern History of Warshivs,p.168.

3Lanning,22.gii.,p.64.



seems obvious in retrospect. The Iris's

speed,range, and

armament were adequate for her intended role; but even more

important than her success in this was the demonsiration that

it was possible to build effective warshivs of high speed,and

consequently unnecessary to rely entirely on merchantmen.

The progress of the Iris's novel design provides an informative

insight into the Admiralty of the time. That she was original

in conception is shown by a comparison with two near

contemporaries of Barnaby's design:

Iris Euryalus Helson
Displacement: 3,624 tons 4,139 tons 7,473 tons
% armament : 3.6% 6.1 6.8%
% armour: 0% 0% 22.79%
% machinery: 29.7% 21.6% , 14.8%
g v LA PVRT: SN 31,35 [ »21.9%
% coal: 14. 4% 9.7 7.1
% hull: 43.95 52.0% 39.97%
length:beam ratio: 6.5:1 6.2:1 4.6:1
speed.: 18 knots 15 knots 14 knots

Maximum range at

10 knots:

4,200 miles

2,880 miles

5,000 miles

This remarkable ship was not,as might have been expected,
conceived either by collective judgement or by a single dominant
mind. On the contrary,it is plain that there were at least three
mutually contradictory ideas of her function simultaneously
entertained in the Admiralty,and it does not seem that those
involved realized how much they differed from one another. The
Controller,as we have noted,wanted fast cruisers to protect
trade in home waters;tarmed vessels of the highest speed and
smaller dimensions and at a lesser cost than such ships as the

shah & Inconstant.'2 The Chief Constructor,though sometimes

echoing his superior's view,generally considered that ‘'such a

Jee Appendix.

2Controller's submission to the PBoard,l16th January 1875
(o Adm.l38/57,Cover of Iris & Mercury,p.l5).
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vessel would be admirably suited for despatch service',l and
referred to her throughout as an 'Armed Desvatch Vessel'.2
liilne and Phipps Hornby adhered to the Controller's opinion,
though Ililne wanted her to have more coal,and Hornby a lighter
rig.3 A third opinion,differing both from Barnaby's,and from

the majority view of lilne,Stewart,and lornby,was Lord Gilford's.
The ships should be heavily rigged,because without canvas they

could not economize on coal,'which is to be their sole means of

chasing and destroying the enemies[%iélcommerce.'4 Gilford,it

seems,thought of her as a commerce raider,not an escort. Apart

from a lengthy debate on her rig,5 it does not appear that the
conflicting understandings within the Admiralty were ever recognized,
let alone reconciled. It was a good example of the practical
consequences of Childers's fixing of the naval lords in mutual
isolation.

The most important technical innovation in cruiser design
during the 1870's was the armour deck. The idea of horizontal
armour was not new; it was the essence of the design of the
lionitor,and claims to have 'invented' it were misplaced. Guns of
low muzzle velocity seldom penetrated below the waterline,and
being of short range,had a flat trajectory. An armour deck over
the vitals of the ship,on or about the waterline,offered nearly
complete protection to the underwater hull,and since shot and
shell could only strike the decx at an oblicue angle,it offered
the same resistance as a belt of several times the thickmess.
4t the cost of leaving the upper-works and hull above the waterline
entirely vulnerable,complete protection could be given the vitals
lbarnaby to Controller,6th January 1875 (Ibid.p.12).

4_. . - : :
2Ibid.pp.45 & 86. 3Ibid.p.lS. Ibid,p.16 (mv itclics)
51bid,pp.105 & 145-163 p roinm.



of the chin with verv little nocrifice of weisht. Unarmoured
cruiser types could by an armour decli accuire a conciderable
measure of the invulnerability which had hitherto been recserved
for ironclads. Such cruisers were always thought and snoken of
as 'protected' cruicers,a species of unormoured warship,distinct
from 'armoured' warshipc,with - complete (that is,vertical)
armour protection.

Throughout the subsecquent decade,a debate on the merits
of the 'protected cruiser' continued to range. It was ostensibly
technical,but heavy with political and personal overtones,ond the
attack was led by Sir Edward Reed. Basicly his thesis was that
armour existed only to keep a ship afloat; armour decizs contributed
nothing to buoyancy; therefore they were uceless. The cace nay Dde
seen as a new facet of the old 'Liberal' notion that only ironclads
were 'real' warships. Devending on the vposition of the armour
deck,it was theoretically possible in. some nrotected cruiser
designs,by entirely destroying the hull above the deck,to eliminate
sufficient buoyancy to sink the ship. This remote possibility
Reed considered probatle to the noint of certainty. In all his
discussion of belted and protected armour schemes,Reed regarded
the waterline with an almost mystic reverence. It was for him a
fixed and immovable line,and it was in vain that his critics
pointed out that in actual sea-going conditions,the whole hull
from upper-deck to keel might be alternately submerged and
exposed. Every Admiralty design with a2 protective deck was under

a constant attack from Reed and other Liberals,in and out of

Farliament.
Barnaby himself alweys preferred belt to deci,but was
prepared to admit the armour deck in cruiser desizn as a useful

expedient. In ironclad design he made the important trancition

to a 'central citadel' model with the Nelcon,vwhose battery and

11
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vitals amidships ﬁere protected by vertical armour,out bow and
stern only by a deck. This 'soft-ended! <yne wrs to become the
standerd battleshin design for tha rest of the century. I naturally
aroused the devoted opposition of 3ir Bdward Reed,who considered
that the 'soft! ends,like the unprotected freeboard of a protected
cruiser,would infallibly be blown to nieces,and without their
buoyancy the ship would capsize.

Given his early success with the armour deck in ironclads,
it was natural that Barnaby should considerT fitting it to smaller
cruisers. Barly in 1876 a new sloop design to succeed the Opal
Class was being prepared,and Barnaby ordered an armour deck to
be worked in over the vitals.l It is not certain who prompted
this idea,but Houston Stewart is the most likely candidate.

At various times during the preparation of the design the
nossibilities of a belt (always Bbarnaby's favourite),and a
complete deck were canvassed,2 but the weight available was
insufficient,and as comhleted the 'C!' Class had only a partial
deck amidships. It was flat,unlike the cambered or arched deck
which became standard in all later protected c?uisers.

The Comus,lead ship of a class of nine,3 was launched in
April 1878 and completed in october 1879. She was in all respects
but her deck (and her iron hull,never before given to a sloop)

a conventional small cruiser; slow,short-winded and heavily
rigged; yet for a sacrifice of less than six peT cent of her
displacement,she secured near—invulnerability for her machinery
and magazines. This greatly improved the fighting efficiency of

the ship,and thus the strategic options available to British

lBarnaby $o iorgan & Darley,24th rebruary 1876 (xiai: Adm.138/55,
Cover of Comus Class,p.5).

°Ibid.,pp.16 & 19.

3he Calliope & Calypso,nominally of this class,were built latex
to an improved desicn.
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naval comminders. The full potential of the armour decityhowever,
was nullified by the Comus's extremely conservative design.
A comparison of weights shows that she did not radically dilter

from the Melson in anything but size:

Comus Nelson
Displacement: 2,383 tons 7,473 tons
% armament : 6. 5% 6.8
% armour: 5. 8% 22. 7%
% machinery: 16.0% 14. 8%
¢ coal: 11.3% 7.1
liax.range at 10 knots: 3,600 miles 5,000 miles
Speed: 13 knots 14 knots.l

Although the Comus saved 17% of her displacement which the
ijronclad devoted to armour.she wac still slower and of shorter
range,because so much weight was wasted on a heavy Tij3 (the class
sailed poorly) and an unnecessarily heavy armament.

The burden of critiscism against the 'C' Class and all
other small cruisers of the day,both then and now,w&s that their
speed and range weIre hopelessly inadequate for wartime cruiser
work,especially the protection of trade. It was inherent in
this position that a real threatl from fast raiding cruilsers
existed. Such was in fact the universal assumption,both of the
authors of Admiralty designs,like Hood and Houston Stewart,and
their critics,like Colomb.3 The Admiralty under lilne developed
a good general grasp of the threat to trade,without drawing the
logical conclusion that traditional cruiser types,so useful for

peacetime service,were inadequate to meet it.

* x * * * ¥

See Appendix.

2For a general description see G.i.Osbon, 'Fassing of the Steam
and Sail Corvette: The Comus and Calliope Classes',.ariner's
lirror,XLIX (1963)p.193.

3ante,pp.110 & 113.




An appreciation of the imminent perils threatened by French

schemes for a guerre de course had become the common coin of

even the least informed naval thinkers in Britain in the late
1870's. It is therefore ironic to record that the French navy

had no such plans. Dupuy de Lome's original programme of 1857~70,
insofar as it was directed against Britain at all,envisaged

a superiority obtained by technical advance in battleship design.l
French thinking on tactics and strategy was if anything less
advanced than British. The defeat of 1870 turned the navy in on
itself,and for some time extinguished strategic thinking altogether.
In 1872 Pothuau,the Ninister of larine,summarized the duties of
the navy as being: préstige; the preservation of the Evolutionary
Squadron (France's only operational fleet) for training and
emergencies; ithe repair and relief of existing ships; and the
maintenance of the naval schools. The purpose of ithe navy,in
short,was to exist - and inde~d,this was by no means a foregone
conclusion,as it had nearly been absorbed by the army in 1871.
Buropean war,insofar as it was envisaged at all,was to be against

Germany and Italy,not Britain. The guerre de course,far from

being the preferred strategy of the French navy,was condermed by
most of its influential writers.2 French cruiser design was if

, : s 3
anything more conservative than British,” a weakness compounded
by the weight and short life of the wooden hulls which industrial
deficiencies forced on french designers,and the extfémely longz
construction periods enjcined by financiel siringency and
inefficient dockyards. The last wooden sailing corvette,the

Dubordieu,was commissioned in 1889,by which time even a

lAnte,p.39.

2R0pp,Develqpment of a llodern liavy,pp.51-67 & 18l1. Jurien de 1=
Graviere,L= lLavrine Aujourd'hui (Paris,1873); extracts trans.in
JRUSI XVIT ».250.

See Appendix,and compnre weights of Alma & Victoriecuse with
British contemporaries.
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conservative officer was forced to lament 'ce n'est cu'un beau
, Lo : .
logement'.  IFrench unarmoured cruisers were in general faster
and of longer range than their British oprosite numbers,and
thus better suited to commerce raiding,but this was not orimarily
vwhat they were intended for. The first fast cruisers,the Ducuesne
it ————

and Tourville,were laid down after the Franco-Frussian .ar in

conscious imitation of the Inconstant,which they closely resembled.2

The famous 'Jeune“école',with its advocacy of the guerre de

course,was as much or more a political and social movement as

a professional school of thought,and it had no significant
influence on naval policy until the Radicals came to power in

the late 188O's.3 The prevailing French atiitude is well typified
by the astonishment of Dislére,the influential Secretary of the
Conseil des Travaux,that St.Bon,Chief Constructor of the Italian
navy,should endow the 'mere avisos' Stafetta and Raoido4 with high
speed.5 The only influential French prononent of fast light
cruisers: was lmile Bertin,in 1875 appointed Chief Constructor

of Brest Dockyard,and his proposals of that year were rejected

by the Conseil des Travaux. Fifteen knots,they considered,was

an ample speed for a cruiser,and heavier armament and armour

vere more urgently needed.

By the latter part of the 1870's Britain was at a turning
noint in naval nnlic:r. Stirategic thinking inside,and even more
outside the Admiralty,was rapidly developing,and already had a
clear understanding of the potential threat to trade from a

Aopp,0p.cit.,n.191.

2Paper by Drassey,'Speed & Coal lLndurance of Unarmoured Vessels',
1880 (PRO: Adm.1/6626,1ct.January 1882).
Roon,op.cit.pp.259-2838.Raoul Castex,Leslggéories St}gjétggygg
(Paris,1929-35,6 vols.)I,5C~-51.

4. . . . ,
Small cruisers not unlike the Iric & lercury.

———

5Ropp,2£.cit.p.l79.
6 .
Ropp,op.cit.p.73.



cuerre de course. It was bound to be only o siuort time before

the logical imvlications of this stirategic concent boaran to
affect craicer design. At the came time the technicalities of
such design were complicated o the develo~ment of twe novel
types,the belted and protectcd cruiser. .11 thece curvenils of
professional thinking and technical progress met in an Admiralty
which suffered from criopnling wezknesses of organization. These
yealmesses in turn were emphasized during the yezxrs 1876 to 1879
by some of the worst leadership the Admiralty ever suffered. In the
summer of 1876 lilne left the Admiralty,2nd Phipps Lornby refused
to accept his post,l leaving as the best alternative Sir Hastings
Yelverton,whose chief merit was that he was very near retiring
are. In the spring of 1877 Rear-Admiral Hood became Second Sea
Lord,and on Yelverton's illness and retirement later in the year,
he was left in effective charge until December,when the new First

2 v0ld Hooden-Head! inherited

Lord appointed Admiral Wellesley.
few of the qualities of his uncle,the Duke of ‘Jellington. His
appointment was greeted with astonishment,and the most favourable
comment from his brother officers was that 'of course he having
possession of all his faculties makes him a great improvement

on poor dear Sir Hastings.' Otherwise,he was 'rather too idle’',

'had not an intimate knowledge of our service','gquite a cypher

at the Board',and 'one of the worst first Naval Lords we have had

since Sir IFrederick Grey.'3

The period of office of Yelverton,Hood and liellesley was

lEgerton,Sir G.P.Hornby,pp.197-8.

2George Greville iellesley,1814-1901: 1828 entered ilavy,1834 Late,
1838 Lieutenant,1842 Commander,1844 Captain,1863 Rear-idmiral of
the Blue,1869 Vice-Admiral (1869-70 C-in-C ll..merica & .Indies,
1870-1 C-in—-C Chonnel,1873-6 C-in-C l.A. & 4.I1.),1875 admiral,
(1877-9 1st.Sea Lord),1879 retired (1878 iCB,1887 GC3).

3Beauchamp Seymour to Phipps Hornby,lst November & 17th December
1877 (Mini: PHI/120(4d),sa.1876-7) ;& oth lovember 1879 (ibid.sn.1880).
Admiral George Villes to Phipps Hornby,22nd liovember 1373 (ibid.sa.
1878) & 26th October 1879 (ibid.sa.1880).George loodhouse to

Fhipps Hornby,20th October 1879 (icen).
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perhaps the darkest time of the ‘'dark ages' of the Victorian
avy,and it wac,as we have ceen,a time of uncertainty in cruicser
design and strategy. All these factors were reflected in the

career of a ship which was never built,the Hdighflyer. This

projected ship tied together all the tangled threads of cruiser
design. She was conceived ac a development of the Boadicea,herself

a lineal descendant of the Inconrtant,but she was to be either a

belted or a protected cruiser. In January 1877,a week before

the XZuryalus was launched,Barnaby's subordinates were calculating
for him how an armour deck might be worked into such a ship.l

It seems unlikely,however,that Barnaby himself initiated this
proposal,since a week earlier he had been strongly urging his
usual'Liberal' point of view,that all regular cruisers required
vertical armour,and all tasks requiring speed and range were
better left to merchantmen.2 On 24th he issued preliminary
instructions for two alternative versions of a fifteen-knot
frigate design,one with an armour deck of one and a half inches,
the other belted,with the belt roofed by a one-inch deck; 'The
question of difference of cost of the two plans to be first
considered.'3 During llarch and April the two designs proceeded,

and the two versions were worked out thus:

Belted Protected

Displacement: 6,160 tons 5,660 tone
Armament : 245 tons = 4.0% 245 tons = 4.,5%
Machinery: 1,040 tons = 16.9% 1,000 tons = 17.7%
Coal: 520 tons = 8.4% 500 tons = 8.8%
Armour: 795 tons = 12.9% 350 tons = 6. 26
Hull: 3,050 tons = 49.6% 2,910 tons = 51.4%
Cost: ca.£301,500 ca.£270,000

lJ.C.Smith to Chief Draughtsman,23rd Janucry 1877 (1liii: Adm.l38/44,
Cover of Boadicea (Class,p.150).

2 — . . s
Barnaby to Controller,l5th January 1877; Carnarvon Connission,
Second Report,Appendix Lo.6,99.199-201 (P:0: PLC 30/0/131).

3i0lio of 'Papers relating to Vesign of Highflyer',in cover of
Boadicea Clacs (iiki.: Adm.1338/44),%.1.

4Ibid.ff.2 & 8.
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On 29th liarch Barnaby presented thece designs to the Zoard;
'Both designs rejected. Board asked for a new Boadice2 with a
single 1ifting screw,more sail,and protection for engines and
boilers only by an underwater deck as in ggggg.'l Barnaby sev
about sketching this design,and at the same time another,
achieving the same verformance on smaller dimensions by cutting

down one deck. This smallér and cheaper version was approved by
Yelverton,Gilford and Hood on 7th liay,and on 15th Augusi the

completed design was ordered to be built,and named Highflyer.

On the same day W.H.Smith became First Lord,and shortly afterwards

Yelverton,already ill,retired. Although the documentary evidence
is lacking to prove the supposition,it was probably this change
which put a stop to what would have been the most antiquated
design of the decade. By December,with the new Estimates being
prepared,Barnaby was back to submitting his original two designs,
now further refined,but the new Board rejected both,and there the
matter rected for some time.2 In the new year Barnaby's mind was
running on a fast protected cruiser to employ his favourite
weapons,the ram and the torpedo. Only in. such a ship,without
crowded battéries,he considered,could unprotected upperworks

be tolerated.3 In November 1878 Barnaby for the last itime
submitted the various designs,noting that he disapproved of
protected cruisers,excepting only 'torpedo ships’ with few men
exposed. In spite of Houston stewart's support,the submission was
apparently without effect,and there the question was abandoned.

The fortunes of the Hishflyer's design at the hands of a

rapid succecsion of reactionary and unenergetic Boards,and its

technical metamorphosis from a derivative of the Inconstant,

Ibid.f.13a. 21p3d. 1. 16. 31vid.co.17-10.

“louston Stewart to Smith,28th December 1878 (”:Pb%eden L35,
Strand House; W.H.omith papers (cited ng 25): 5\/2 .

1
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through protected and belted versionc,back to the old cieam-and-
sail type,and finally looking forward f{o the new 'torpedo-cruisers!
of the next decade,is an apt epitome of the end of the era.
It revenal: 21l the confucion of thinking znd organizaiion so
characteristic of the Admirality of the day,but also the snrouting
seeds of the rapid progress of the next decade. On the whole,
the Admiralty during these eight years declined in efficiency
and capacity. The energies and abilities which Robinson and Reed
had devoted to overcoming the weaknesses of the system were
not replaced. Althoush indivicduals like ililne and Phirps lornby
devoted intelligent,ond ultimately influential consideration
to problems of general strategy and naval policy,they did not
carry these general studies into‘practical effect. Throughout
the decade the wealknesces of the Admiralty system vitiated the
efforts of reformers. 'Yith the Board virtually abolished,and the
naval lords heavily overworked,no effective suvervision was
exercised over their subordinates. In particular the Chief
Constructor,who all authorities agreed was supposed to be the
servant of the Board,putting into effect their requirements,seems
in practice to hage dictated to them the general character as
well as the detailed decigns of many of the ships he produced.
llany of the deficiencies of the Havy in the 'Dark Age' may be
blamed on the failure properly to suprerintend a subordinate in
so important a position ac Barnaby's.

At the same time many of the develooments of the period
gave hope of improvement. For the first time the Admiraliy wes
beginning to evolve something like the embryo of a grand sirategy.
As yet it was exclusively theoretical,but it was a moct imnortant
beginning. Even more significant was the growth of an incdenendeny

school of naval thinking outside the Admiralty,in a vosition to

consider what ought to be without being shackled by what was; anc
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in a position to publish and to publiscize i%ts views. Iy 1878
neither of these developmenis had seriously affected the progress
of cruiser design,but the time was fast approaching when the

proper tyves and numbers of cruisers to protect Britain's

colonies and trade could remain abstract cuestions no longer.
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CHAPTLR IV: THS BEGINNINGS O RIFOAL, 1878 — 1884

A. Changes at the Admiralty

In the early summer of 1877 Ward Hunt died,and Y.H.Smithl
was appointed in his place. Smith has been immortalized by ii.S.
Gilbert,not so much because he was incomnetent (which he was not),
nor because he had no previous naval experience (which was quite
normal among First Lords),but because he was,as a businessman and
a lMethodist,an unusual figure in a Conservative Cabinet,and
unlike the politicians of middle rank who usually occupied his
post. Smith's time in office saw the first important advances
out of the former 'dark age'. Like his predecessor,he was unable
to impress on his Cabinet colleagues the need of great changes,
so the apparent achievements of his régime were not great; but
behind the scenes the foundations were being laid which vermitted
rapid advances in later years,and Smith's upright character and
efficient mind contributed much to them.

The particular cross he had to bear was a succession of
very poor senior naval advisers. Naval lords were usually avpointed
for three years,unless they reached retirement age earlier,and
it was not considered possible to remove them. Only Childers had
ever actually dismissed any of his naval colleagues. Smith could
not therefore replace incompetent First Lords. His predecessor
had suffered from the same problem,hence perhaps the avpointment
of Yelverton,who had to retire shortly. Faced with the same
difficulty,Smith took a similar decision in appointing the elderly
Wellesley. The following summer,shortly before he was due to

retire,llellesley resigned. The details of the issue are obscure,

lwilliam Lenry Smith,1825-1891: a wholesale newsazent: 1868-85
Conservative IiP for Westminster (1877-30 lst Lord),1835-91 LP
for the Strand (1885 Chief Sec.for Ireland,1886 Sec.for War,
1886-91 lst.Lord of the Treasury & Leader of the House).



but it possibly revolved around the nomaination to n-ovel
cadetships,hitherto a piece of patronage of the rirst Ses Lord's,
which Smith wished to assume.l Once more Smith had to find a
Jirst Sea Lord,and once more his choice was complicated by a
special factor.

In spite of the enormous flag~-lists of Victorian times,there
was never a wide choice of officers qualified by age,rank,and
standing (to say nothing of politics) for the post of First Sea
Lord,and it was sometimes necessary to accept less than iceal
candidates. Nevertheless,neither Yelverton nor Jellesley had been
by any means the btest officers available for the job. There were
other candidates,and among them one was pre-eminent. In the
opinion of his contemporaries Sir Geoffrey Phipos Hornby2 was the
finest sea officer of the day. In an age when many admirals
had never hoisted their flags at sea,Hornby had commanded almos?:
every fleet and squadron in the Javy,and as a fleet commander he
had no equal. He was the leading authority on battle toctics,and

3

his work on the subject was a standard texi-book.” His calm

. . 4 . s . \ s
diplomacy had twice averted war. His stiriking figure,comman<ing
character,and stern discipline aroused respect,yet ‘'Uncle Geofr'
also earned the affection of his subordinates,and the easy terms
in which he conducted an extensive correspondence with officers
of every age and rank bespoke the qualities which won him his
avuncular nick-name. He was above all a practical sea commander,

who hated all office work,and when not at sea,devoted his time

to farming his lands in Sussex - a marked contirast to liilne,the

lAclmiral George VWilles to Phippne Fernby,20th Ausust & 26th October
1879 (N¥MM: PHI/120 (4),s2.1880).

See p.102,n.2; & Sir William Laird-Clowes 2t &l.,7he Roval XNavy
(London,1897-1903,7 vols.)VII,291.

3

Squadrons of Exercise (Portsmouth,1885),privately circulated.

4 .
In 1859 at San Juan,and in 1878 at Constantinople.
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experienced administrator,with whom he can in other reswecis be
compared. He never engaged in the serious intellectual studies
which typified so many intelligent reformers of those days, but
his thinking was perhaps deeper as well as more influential than
theirs. Hornby was a man of large experience and practical wisdom,
not subtle or brilliant,but with a clear and penetrating
understanding. It was he who best perceived and publiscized the
organizational weaknesses of the Admiralty.

'Under its present organization the Service is
not,& cannot be properly worked,......there is no
time or staff to enable fitting arrangements to be
made for war,and thus the outbreak of one will go far
to ruin our naval reputation......

The great fault is the absence of any qualified
naval -~ i.e.professional - agssistance to the naval
Lords, The clerks are unable to assist them in naval
matters,and keep them smothered in paper,so that they
shall have no time for re-orgenization.......

I shd.expect to obtain greater unity of plan in
professional matters,and to form at Whitehall a staff
wh.might have sufficient time to frame those orders
which are essential for the concentration of our squadrons
at the beginning of a war,for their provision during it,

\ . 1
- but wh.at present have no existence.?

Hornby had opportunities to urge these views possessed by no
other officer,and his efforts to exploit them are of great
importance. e have seen2 that in 1872 he probably refused the

post of Second Sea Lord,and again in 1874. On the letter

occasion his terms for acceptance were that he should have a naval
secretary,and that there should be an encuiry into the Admiralty's
administration. .Jard Hunt largly agreed with him,but evidently

thought the demands impossible to meet; Hornby was presced,

lPhipps Hornby to ilcy,12th October 1876 (iii: PHI/121 A(1)).
See also lLgerton,Sir G.P.lornby,pp.192-6.

%pnte,pp. 74 & 102.
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and yielded.l He detested his time at the Admiralty,but from it
he derived fresh support for his views,and fresh resolution to
uphold them. Hornby was uniquely placed to make terms. His standing
was such that he was almost certain to be offered the post of
First Sea Lord,and if he refused,could virtually take his choice
of the Navy's commends. He had no need of the préstige or the
salary of the office,and his personal inclination was strongly
against it. He calculated in 1876 that the First Sea Lordship
must in the near future be offered to one of three men; Beauchamp
Seymour,Cooper Key,or himself. Therefore he wrote to the other
two proposing that they form a compact,each undertaking to

refuse office unless they were granted a naval staff.2 On

Milne's retirement Hornby was indeed offered the post,refused,

3

and took the Mediterranean Fleet instead.” As neither Seymour

nor Key was available,the post passed to Yelverton and \ellesley,
and in the autumn of 1879 again fell vacant. Hornby was in the
Mediterranean,and Seymour was occupied as President of the
Torpedo Committee,and so it came to Key,who accepted.4 Thus the
best candidate for the post of First Sea Lord,acting from the
best of motives,contributed to the appointment of an officer
quite unecqual to the post.

Sir Astley Cooper Key5 became First Sea Lord at the cost,
in the llavy's eyes,of betraying its interests. He did so at a
time when the Navy's problems urgently required breadth of
uwnderstanding and strength of character,but Cooper Key was
peculiarly unfitted to supply either. His mind instinctively
recoiled from large and general questions to take refuge in

Lagerton,op.cit.pp.183-4 & 198.

Egerton,on.cit.p.195. Colomb,iiemoirs of Ley,»p.412-414.Phipps
Hornby to “Key,l2th October 1876 (lili.: PLI/121 A(1)).
3.

4

Egerton,op.cit.p.197.
Colomb,op.cit.p.414.
Sante,p.50,n.5.
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detail. He was never happier than when absorbed in administrative
work,completely encased in a comforting cocoon of trivia.

'‘He could not bear to be without a full supply of "current
business" to occupy his mind';'a desperate worker,and had a
dislike to trusting[glg]what he thought his own business to
others';'a man who had gradually become an administrator,
disinclined to trust his mind beyond the solution of the

1 far from tryinc to delegate his crushing burden

mediate &_1_3] '.
of overworii,Key revelled in it,and even tried to crrogate to
himself the work of his colleagues and subordinates. He was
unicue in actually enjoying the duties of his ofriice. He also
had other reasons for rejecting Hornby's pronosals. Key was a
notoriously weak character,susceptible to all sorts of influence,
especially from women. In 1879 he had recently married for a
second time., His bride was a liiss Bartolucci,the daughter of
an Italian dancing-master,and thirty-six years his junior.
His wife's imminent confinement,and his eldest daughter's
marriage,nlaced a desperate sirain on his always precarious
finances,and it was freely said that he could not afford to
refuse any employment on full pay,let alone the First Sea Lord's
salary. Lady Key was much attracted by the social consequence,
and the elegant house,attached to the office,and she made as
much use of the former as of the latter. It was notorious that
Key was improperly influenced by,and through,his wife - 'The Key
to promotion',as she was known.

J.H.Smith presumably felt that Key was his only possible
choice,but in 1882 his three-year term expired,and Horthbrook

lColomb,_E.Eii.pp.488,455 & 493.

2Colomb,g__p_.cit.ggssim. Beauchamp Seymour to Phipps Hornby,/th
October 1877 (Wlil: PHI/120(A),sa.1876-7),20th October & iLih
November 1879 (Ibid.sa.1880).
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was able to offer Key the Portsmouth command,a confortadble and
prestigious retirement post which was every First Sea Lord's due
reward for his labour. key,against all precedent,refused Portsmouth
and preferred to remain at the Admiralty.l Something of Smith's
opinion of Key may be judged by his urgent advice to Lord George
Hamilton in 1885,to take his chance to get rid of Key and his
whole Board.2

In January 1878,and for much of the rest of the year,war
with Russia had seemed likely. For the Navy this Tepresented
the first general emergency since the Crimean War,and it proved
a salutary experience. The organization required to mobilize the
reserves was almost totally lacking. There was no information
on Russian objectives and capabilities. The Russians fitted out
merchant cruisers,but the Admiralty had no idea how many,or of
what types. They sent a powerful squadron from the Baltic,but the:
Admiralty did not know of its existence until its arrival in Yew

3

York was reported in the newspapers.~ Sir Cooper Xey,appointed
to command the 'Particular Service Squadron'! hurriedly assembled
for the Baltic,was unable to obtain from the Admiralty any
information about his enemy.4 The Russians approached leading

British shipowners with lucrative offers for their fast steamers,

and only by their patriotism were the offers refused or the

5

Admiralty informed.” It was rapidly discovered that most colonies

and coaling stations were quite undefended. The subsequent history

1Egerton,Sir G.P.Hornby,p.338.

2Lord George Hamilton,Parliamentary Reminiscences and Reflections,

1868-1885 (London,1917)p.290.
3Carnarvon Comnission,Second Report,p.l.(PRO: PRO 30/6/131).
Undated memorandum by 1.;11ne[_g_:_a_..1879} (ii: 311/p/B/1(C)).

4Cooper Key to Phipos Hornby,4th February 1888 (MmM: PHI/120 C,
sa.1888).

5Carnarvon Commission,First Report; ilinutes of Evidence,p.?24,
Q.699 (NMil: iiilne papers,unnumbered).
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of the Colonial Defence Committee and the Carnarvon Commicsion
has been thoroughly studied,l and is not directly jermane to this

subject,but the 1878 war scare drew attention to two serious

wants in the Admiralty; and organization for mobilization,and
an intelligence department.

The organization of a plan of mobilization was not pressed
with great enthusiasm. Only when MacGregor2 circulated a strong

3

advocacy of it én 1880~ did the proposal get under way,even though

it was ' want which has been grievously felt....painfully impressed
upon the minds of the officers commanding stations in 1878',4
and not until November 1884 did the Committee on Naval iiatters,
formerly on Mobilisation,submit its report.5 JacGregor's report
from 'M' Branch is eloquent of the spirit of urgency pervading

the Admiralty secretariat:

'7t is to be feared that the following list cannot
be considered by any means complete,but attention having
been called to the subject,new items will be jotted down

from time to time as they occur to me!',

The report was still under leisurely discussion seven years after
the original crisis when the Pendjeh incident once more brought
the Wavy to the brink of war.

The jotting-down of items from time to time aptly describes
the execution of another of llacGregor's resnonsibilities,the
gathering of intelligence. The formation of a regular intelligence
department 1o do this work had long been advocated by the reformers

outside the ..dmiralty,end it was one of Hornby's main proposals,

but it seemgs to have owed its first official inception to Xey,

Ranft,avel Defence of Prade.Schurman,Imperial Defence.
Ante,p.69,n.1.

llacGregor,3lst December 1880 (PRO: Adm.1/6584 & Adm.116/3106).
liinute by Hockins,(PRO: Adm.1/6584,14%th Jonuary 1881).

Pii0: Adm.1/6681 Pt.1.
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whose ewnerience in 1878 prompted him to sugrest it 4o .H.Smith.~

In February 1879 a committee was acpointed,and recommended
creating an intelligence department,recalling the naval
attachés to form its nucleus. Shortly after it reported,however,
ey became First Sea Lord,and his zttitude soon changed. in
intelligence department would take over some of his beloved
administration; moreover it was very un-opular with the clerks,
and it would not be surprising if lacGregor had made his
influence felt on this matter. lle was glad to have such a
devartment,so long as it remained under his control,but an
independent body of naval officers was intolerable to him.2
Further suggestions,such as that of one of the Construciors

in 1881,3 were firmly vetoed by Key. In March 1882,however,the
second Teport of the Carnarvon Commission urged the creation

of an intelligence department as a matter of urgency,and so
another committee was set up,lezding to the establishment by
Board Order of 5th December 1882,0f the Foreign Intelligence
Committee (F.I.C.).

Considerinz that the proposal came only from tae Carnarvon

4
Commission,which was not in high favour with Gladstone's government,

and. that it was opposed by the First Sea Lord and Secretariat,
it is surprising that it was carried out. That it was was owing

in great measure to Captain George Tryon,5 who in 1882 bvecame

lCooper Key to Phipps Hornby,4th Iebruary 1888 (imidl: PHI/lZO C,
£a.1888) . Colomb,liemoirs of Xey,p.455. i.H.Snith %o Derby,27/th
February 1878 (WHS: P.56/36).

2

Vesey Hamilton to Hood,2lst December 1836 (1i0i: Vesey Hamilton
papers (cited as VHN),V/4).U.H.Hell to rhipps Hornby,7th
December 1886 (WMidi: PEI/120 B,s2.1886),& 9th January 1888
(Ibid.sa.1888).

3Paper by Dunn on lMercantile Auxiliories,prepared for Brassey,
2nd June 1881 (PRO: Adm.116/1224).
Schurman,op.cit.pp.150-5.

5George Tryon,1832-1893: 1848 entered, 1850 gidshipman,l854 late
& Lieutenant,1860 Commander,1866 Coptain (1866~7 in chorge of
Transnort Service for Abyscinian Expedition,1871-3 Private Sec.

to lst.Lord,1882-4 Permanent Sec.),1834 Rear-Adnmiral (1854=7 C~-in-C
Australia,1887 KCB),1889 Vice-Admiral (1891-3 ¢-in~C l.editerranean)
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Permament Secretary. Tryon is best remembered for his exiraordinary
death,l but he was a highly gifted and unusually well-educated
officer,a dedicated reformer,and a careful diplomat. It was this
last quality which stood him in most stead in his new job. Tryon
succeeded in enlisting Key's support for his new devartment by

persuading him that he had really been advocating it since 1878,

and had only been frustrated by the clerks.2 By making iey the

nominal President of the '.I.C.,Tryon gave it an official
patronage which secured its precarious existence,without in any
way affecting itc practical worhing.3 In fact,he incorporated
into Key's administrative empire one of the principal agents of
its subversion.

As an organizational reform,the creation of an embryonic
intelligence department was of the first importance. Jithoux
detailed information on a host of subjects,no effective war
organization was possible. Some idea of the scope of its
responsibilities may be gained from the duties assigned 1o a
young officer who joined it early in 1886:

'T had to know all about British defended harvours
at home and abroad,with their defences and their resources

that might be of wvalue to the llavy; about communications

(submarine cables) British and foreignj; z2bout all foreign
guns (at sea and in coast defences) gun-mountings,

submarine mines,and experimenis connected therewith'j
to which was soon added:
4
'British and foreign Commerce,Defence and Aftack!.

These important matters,however,did not exhaust the significance

Ee was drowned in 1893 when his flagship wac lost by collision
in circumstances which have never been fully explained.

2Cooper Key to Phipps Hornby,4th February 18L0
;137 : PHI/120 C,52.1838).

3Tryon 1o Phipps Hormby,22nd Jonuary 1888 (Irid.).

4 : -
“General Sir George Aston,Secret Service (London,1930),v.33.




136

of the new Foreign Intelligence Committee. It was the first

body of naval officers in Whitehall,indeed the only body of any
sort,without administrative responsibilities. Carefully as the
Committee's many enemies tried to restrain it from encroaching

on their prerogatives,they could not destroy its character as

the only part of the Admiralty which was essentially forward-
looking. It existed to collect information useful only in some
future situation,and it therefore had to formulate some hypotheses
about the future. By its nature,it was bound to assume planning
responsibilities,and become in some sense a naval staff.

It might be thought that Key would have joined his Liberal
masters in objecting to such an embryonic staff,but the circumstances
were more propitious for it than one might supnose. Lord Northbrook,l
Gladstone's Iirst Lord,did not intimately concern himself with
the Navy. He was an expert on India and the colonies,and his
advice on these matters was more sought-after by his Cabinet
colleagues than his work in a department which neither he nor
they valued highly. So long as the Estimates were kept dowm,
Northbrook was content to leave the running of the MNavy 1o those,
like Key,who enjoyed it,z and to this end he strengthened the
administrative capacity of the Board by appointing an additional
Civil Lord 'with specizl engineering knowledge'3 (gg facto an

assistant Controller),and by once more elevating the Controller

lThomas George Baring,1826-1904: 1857-66 Liberal MP for Penryn &
Palmouth (1857-9 Civil lord,1866 Sec.of Admiralty),l866 2nd Baron
lorthbrool,1876 lst Barl of Hlorthbrook (1876-80 Viceroy of India,

1880-5 lst Lord).

2Bernard l.allet,Thomas George,iuerl of ilorihtrooi (London,19038),
pp.l52-3.

3George Wrightwick Pendel,1833-1902: a civil en~ineer by traininc
1858=82 rartner of .umstrong's & Jirector of c¢rdnance lL.cris,lziier
of Warship Zuilding Yard; 1882-5 Civil Lord; 1837-1902 i.onnyiing
Director of Armstrong Pozzuoli Co.,liavles. :£e was a brilliant
inventor and engineer,but a roor administrator anc businecsnon.
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to the Board. Houston Stewart retired ot <he cnd of lool,end was
replaced by Rear-idmiral Brandreth,l no more forceful a versonality
then he,and a good deal less able. llorthbrook was not the man to
detect the implications of the #.I.C.,nor to object on any but
financial grounds,and most of his Board were made in his image.

Ilcy was the most dangerous enemy of the iden,and he,as we have
seen,was won over by Tryon. This was a ~nod example of the
ucefulness of Key's failings,which olayed a significant part in
the history of the Admiralty during his régime; a man who treated
everything as administrative details,he seldom detected the
implications of potentially revolutionary ideas such as this,

and his pliable nature allowed those more intelligent than he

to direct him into coursesto which he would certainly have objected
if he had realized what was being done. In spite of a certain
fondness for new inventions,Key was an essentially conservative
man,but his limited understanding and imprescionable spirit often
left him an unwitting tool in the hands of men more able and less
reactionary than he.

Among the more important of these was the new head of the
F.I.C.. N.HeHa.ll2 was well thought-of by his contemporaries,but
not often thought of,and in the minds of posterity he is almost
forgotten beside hic famous son and successor, '2linkers' Hall.
ile seemed a cuiet,colourless manjefficient,but in no way outstanding.
llo—one anpeared less lilkely to extend the work of his department
or usurp the functions of the cleris; but Hall had an unusually

deceptive personality. Behind his nondescript facade was a master

lThomas Brandreth,1825-1894: 1844 ilate.1845 Lieutenant,1858
Commander,1863 Captain,(1867-8 Privcote Sec.to lst Lord,lo74-6
Capt.of HiS Bxcellent),1878 Rear—Admiral (188l-5 Contiroller,&
1882-5 3rd Sex Lord),1884 Vice-Admiral (1885-8 President of .U
Greenwich,1887 KCB),1889 Admiral,l8SC retired.

2/i11iam lenty Hall,ca.1842-1895: 1862 Lieutenant,1875 Commander,
1882 Captain (1882-6 head of FIC,Li0¢=8 Director of inval Intelligence).



of the subtleties of Admiralty politics. Under his zuid-nce the
Committee grew quietly but rapidly in influence until,as we shall
see,in the wag scare of 1884-5,less than three years after its
creation,it had already become something like a naval staff.

Few men have wielded influence so effectively,yet so unobtrusively,
as W.H.Hall.

The work of Tryon and Hall behind the scenes at the Admiralty
is typical of the sort of progress that was being made throughout
the Javy between 1878 and 1884. Althouzh the Service continued
to suffer from the apathy of the publié,the neglect of politicians,
and the incompetence of its own senior officers,significant advances
were being made in many arceas,advances not the lecs important for
being piecemeal,and in most cases unobvious. llany contemporaries,
and many subsequent writers,have seen the period as a further
extension of the 'dark ages',not materially different from that
which had gone before,but this is to ignore the powerful

vundercurrent of reform which was gathering momentum.
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B. The Grovth of Strotepgic Comprehencion

During the seven yearc from 1378 to 1834,ztrciesic thought
in Britain could,like Gaul,have been divided into three parts.
In ascending order of sophistication these were; thought within
the Admiralty,official thought outside the Admiralty,and
unofficial thought within and without the Navy. The last continued
to develop in competence and scope from the advances of earlier
years; the second grew to prominence almost from nothing; and the
first underwent a fragmentation,and to some extent a decline.

In previous sections sufficient of the circumstances of
Admiralty organization and personalities during these years
has been explained to suggest in what ways the Admiralty's
strategic comprehension declined. jlilne and Phipos Hornby,with
the timorous supnort of i/ard Hunt.had devoted serious aitention
to these problems,but Cooper Key was not the man to imitate them,
and. the less than benisn neglect of Northbrook did not encourage
others to do so. Ttrategic thinking was not absent from the

Admiralty,but to some extent it was unofficial,even covert,and

%

energed-jonly® from deliberate obscurity only when time provided it
with a more favourable climate. Key himself never understood the
concept of sea power. The man who in 1859 had initiated the
Royal Commission on Hational Defence,in 1880 still emphasized
the importance of coast defences against ironclads,and saw little
real usefulnecs in cruisers.l Any proposal to study grand strategy
vas regarded by Key simply as a potential usurpation of his
administrative domain.

Another powerful influence at the Admiralty continued his

former beliefs. Barnaby still valued armed merchantmen far more

lColomb,Memoirs of Key,pp.482-3.Tunstall,Imperial Defence 1015-70,p.826.




highly than regular warshi~s for cruicer woriz. Wheir ccnz2bilitiec
were vague but extencive,and included conwvoy,coast defence,

blockade and'the prevention of blockade,and 'disablin~ or
destroyins the armed ships of the enemy'.l e foresaw no

serious difficulty in dealing with commerce raiders,2 and recognized
no real difference between the battleship and the cruise:c.3
He was firmly convinced of the advantages of building many
small ships,heavily rigged and noorly engined,and noted with
saticfaction the findings of a I'rench committee that the French

navy annually burnt coal worth 22fr.60c.for each ton of dispvlacement,
and the Royal liavy coal vorth only l4fr.lOc..4 (The cozal

conrurniion of the Tav:- for e~ch installed indicated horse-power

per annum,rose 38% between 1860 and 1870,but fell 24% during the
following decades). Barnnby adhered to the old 'Liberal! view of
cruiser design and function,undermined in the previous decade by
Hornby and Ililne,and now under lley returncd to its last period
of dominence as the orthodoxy of the Admiraliy. Key and Barnaby,
indeed,produced the classic statement of the doctrines of the
old school.6 It is unnecessary to rehearse in detail a position
which has so ofien been explained. Imvlicit throughout both
memoranda is one of the fundamental axioms of the whole 'Liberal!

school; that action was not only the final arbiter,but the only

element of naval warfare. Any conception of grand sirategy,of

lConfidential liemorandum on Cruising Shios of War,l12th Decenmber
1878,in Carnarvon Commission,2nd.Revort,Apnendix 6,p.187.

(r20: PRO 30/3/131).
2

Ibid.,lst.report,liinutes of Evidence,np.44-43 (Nlli: Ililne 1183,

unnumbered ! ..Jote the typical contradiction of his owm viewg,ante p.9<%.

3

'Battle-Chips, A Forecast',JRUSI XXVII p.l27.

(X Yl

4]lemora,nd_um of 2nd Jonuary 1884 (PRO: 1\611'.1..1./{4.)‘.-).

5Sir Henry Oram,'.ifty Years' Changes in Zritich Vorship llechinery!,
TINA LIII (1911)p.1C5.

Key's memorandum 'Cn the Best Tyce of Small narmoured vecoels

for the Navy',6th Larch 1882 (PRO: Aln.1/7254) . Barncby's memoriatn
of 2nd Janucry 13884,cited n.4 sunra.
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manoecuvreg,combinations,and strataesoms,of ccocuses or effecis,wes
entirely lacking. All wac well so long as british ships were
capable of meeting their foreign counterparts in batile. Sarnaby
made this assumpiion explicit in refuting the sugcestion that the

China Squadron was under any disadvantage because its flagship,

H..i..S.Azamemnon,could seldom zteam thirteen knots,and the French

flagship,the Tourville,could make ceventeen knois. The French

ship was not an ironclad,Barnaby wrote,consecuentily could not

face the Azomamnon in action,so offered no threat. It is worth

zoing in some detail into the contrast between this simple and
comfortable theory,and the actual situation in Chinese waters,

because the contrast exemplifies the limitations of the 'Liberal' school.

The Tourville was well armed,but could not face the Agamemnon

in close action because she was unarmoured. On the other hand
she was more than four knots faster,carried coal for five thousand
miles at ten knots,was sheathed and copnered to keep the sea

vithout docking,and capable of cruising under sail. The Agamemnon,

together with the sisters Audacious and Iron Duke which,apart

from the Agamemnon's two years (1885-6) alternated as fiagships

in China from 1872 to 1889,were easily capable of siniing the

Tourville,could they have brought her to action. All three shivs

were heavily rigged and very bluff,they could not be trusted under
sail alone,l and their sea speed never approached the trial speed
of thirteen knots with which they were credited. None was copoered,
and in order to preserve some mobility,they had to be decked
annually. There was only one dock on the station which could

take them,at Nazasaki. None of the three carried enough coal

lNor,in the Agamemnon's case,under steam. This sister of the
Ajax chared her twin's notoriously unreliable steerinz,and it
was said that she was sent to China as the only place where she
could not possibly run into another British ironclad.




to steam against the monsoon <from ingapore to ilong kLong,or
from Hong Kong to Japan,so they could only 2o north to dock with
the Spring lionsoon,and had then to remain in Japanese waters
until the liorth-East lloncoon in the autumn allowed them to return.
A large part of the squadron,being likewice unable to face the
monsoon,and too weak to be left unsupnorted in the event of any
emergency,accompanied the flagship,at her economical speed of
three or four knots. For twenty years the China Squadron rursued
a stately annual progrecs,as immutable as the changing round of
seasons which dictated it. In the event of war it would have been
physically impossible for the British commander to have altered
it.l It is hardly necescary to comment on the strategic limitations
thus imposed on him. Few more 6lassic instances could have been
found of the practical consecuences of misconceived designs.
Outside the Admiralty,however,official thinking was making
rapid progress. The work of the War Office Defence Committee,
the 1878 Colonial Defence Committee,the Carnarvon Commission,
and the 1885 Colonial Defence Committee,has been thoroughly
studied,2 and need not here be closely described. The great
influence of lilne's thinking on these bodies provides a link
with the Admiralty of the mid-1870's,and the growth of an
alternative official school of policy,in Whitehall,but quite
independent of the Admiralty,introduced. a new and potent element
into the balance of influences on naval policy. first Lords
and Cabinets were no longer forced to choose between iraditional

ideas supported by all the prestige of the official system,and

lVesey Hamilton to lood.22nd December 1885,20th & 29th October
1886 (Wiii: Viiii/3,Admiral's Irivate Out-Letter Booiz, Chinz,1065-6).
Vesey Hamilton to Lord Georze Hamilton,19th January 1336,& to
Lord John Hay,2lst February[;88§]& 9th Iiarch 1886 (Ibid.).

2Ranft,Naval Defence of Trade,& Schurman,Imperial Defence,passim,
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radical ideas proposed by young officers with no Termzl stancdin-,

The new 'official' school,lile so many other develonments durins
this period,found itself ignored or even rcunsressad unler Hli-dctone's
administration,only to burst forth with incre-sin~ vigour and

effect in 1885.

Of the three currentis of naval thinking,only the unofficial,
Service stream was unaffectied by the chilly attitude of the
Bstablishment. The R.U.S5.I. and I.H.A. continued to flourish,
to display ever—increasing sophistication and method,and ever—
growing influence and standing.

Two popers of 1880 amnly demonstrate the scientific approach
of the best thinkers of the day. Captain Longl gave a paper on
the use of merchant steamers in war.2 It was a paper replete
with practical information and statistics: statistics of trade
and steam tonnage,or cruiser numbers,of the weight and power of
all sorts of guns,of every detail of a wide variety of warships
and merchantmen. These were not merely quoted for effect,but
used. to deduce vpractical conclusions about the limitations and
capabilities of merchantmen in all sorts of situations,their
tactics and strategy,the effctiveness of convoy and patrol,and
many other points. ''hat this empirical approach was not confined
to Long was shown by the publication in the czzme volume of the

3

J.R.U.S.I. of tabular details of all import~-nt foreign warships.

&

Bvidently naval officers were feeling the need to inform themselves

on such matters. I.ong's paper had itself followed another outstanding

lSa.muel Long,1840-1893: 1859 liate,1860 Lieutenant,1868 Commander,
1876 Captaih,1891 Rear—-idmirol. He was a torpelo experi,hishly
recarded by cll,whose promising career was cui shori by a riding
nccident.

2. . ) s L , . .
tTactical Agpec:s of the Utilization of (Ccean Stearerc for ilar

Purposec',JRUSI XXIV p.415.
3'Lists of Armoured Ships,and of Unarmoured Thipc ol tie Iewer

Type,belonring to different Foreirn lfaview',JliJJT IV ».5Jd3.
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contribution on the came subject.l Itc a2uthor,Currie,d=alt
mainly with the strategy and orsonizotion of a merchont cruiser
force. somethning of the intoraztionnl ctrndiny of the X.J.05.I.,
as well as Huscia's interent in the cubjoct,was caown by Currie's

naper being at once iranslated in tie Jiorcicol Sbornili.

In 1881 J.C.R.Colomb again delivered an imnortant paper at
the H.U.S.I..2 His subject was ostencibly the importance of an
intelligence department. It was by now current coin of all
cerious naval thinkers that without detailed information of the
extent and nature of British trade,how and where it passed,as well
as the potential threats to it,it would be immossible to rrotect
it. At the same time Colomb unconsciously demonstrated the
implications of an intelligence department by extending his
subject into the field of grand strategy. The paper is important,
because it plainly states a strategic doctrine not,in itself,
original,but never before codified; a doctrine which was to becomne
the accepted orthodoxy of naval stratezy in later decades. This
was the plan of protecting trade by patroll;Qg,or even controlling,
what were later called 'focal areas',and patrolling the sea
lanes between them. Here is a case whoere Colomb's enormous
influence may justly be regretted. At this time,and for some time
after,a flat rejection of convoy was chiefly typnical of the older
1L,iberal'! school. Thinking officers of the younger school seldom
condemned convoy out of hand,and many were enthusiasts for it.

It was unfortunate that J.C.R.Colomb's great influence should
nave contributed to extinguish in later years the opinions,at

least partly in favour of convoy,of such men as Long,P.H.Colomb,

R.i.Harris,Crutchley,Houston Stewart,and even kKey.

lDonald Curriec, 'iaritime Warfarej The 4dcntation of Oceun JOteomers
to War Purposes',JAUSI XKIV p.Odl.

2 . - : w1
Javal Intelligence and Protection of Comrerce in War',JU:Zl
XxV p.553.
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The years from 1878 to 1884 were outwardly a iine of clignt
advance,even of regrecssion,in naval thinking and organization,
but the appearamce was to a large extent deceptive. Behind &
facade of official neglect the study of grand stirategy and naval
policy was developing rapidly. It was becomins more and more
difficult for Admiralty and Cabinet to adhere to the old 'Liberal!
view of the liavy. Behind the scenes a pressure of discontent
with the existing outlook was building up,not only among the
young officers who might have been expected to narbour radical
ideas,but also among exnerienced admirals,senior civil servants,
and. observant politicians. The apparently somnolent naval world
of the early 1680's wanted only a suitable incident o oproveke

it into activity. The Pendjeh crisis and the downfall of Gladstone's

government in 1885 provided it.
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C. 'the Decline of the Zelted Cruicer

Lord liorthbrook's five years in office caw the lncst classes
of belted cruicers ever built for the ifavy. /hen he ceme to
office the time wasg vropitious for such ships. The 'Liberal!
view itself,attachin: hi~h imnortance to ironclads,and very
little to such ships as the Iris,(completed a year earlier)
tended to favour the tiype. The pure 'Liberal' school,of course,
deprecated the wastage of armoured warshins on foreiszn ctations,
but once this position was abandoned,the armoured cruiser was
much more palatable to men of such beliefs than its new rivael,
the protected cruiser. The 1878 war scare had chown the wecalkness
of British squadrons against cuch adversariecs =5 the Gertsog

mdinburzskii (completed in 1877). In 1880 a new and more

powerful successor,the Urnitri Donskoi,was under construction.

At the same time the comnletion of the lLiorthzmnton,which ran her

trials in December 1878,had not encouraged faith in exiciing
designs. The need for armoured flagships on overseas stations
was further emphasized by an action off the Peruvian vort of Ylo
on 29th liay 1877,in which the Shah,Pacific flag,and the corvette
Amethyst,ensaged the old Peruvian turret-ram fuascar,which had
been seized by some failed rebels turned pirates. The resulting
indecicive action demonstrated,among other things,the extreme
inaccuracy of British gunnery,the great discrepancy between the
theoretical power of guns on a nroving raagc,and their actual
effectiveness in action,ond above all,the vulnerability of
unarmoured. warcships,however ppwerful,in action against ironclads,
however diminutive. The Shah might have done better had she teen
armed with heavy gunc of long range,as .eed had irtended,but she
had only lishter pieces,ond 4id not dare %o close the rn7e <o

n nnint at vhich they might have become effective. “ere aTain

vas a povorful arcument for building armeured cruicers Tor Toreign

coervice,



dith all these Tactors cusjestiing a new elioel ciulirer Jeci
it is not suronricing to finc one undci concideraotion a few nonin
after llorthbroolk had accumed office. In Ausust 1880 Zarnchy wac
engaged in working out two designsi an imnroved Shemnon/l cLron

» 3 , ’ . . [
tyoe,and a battleshin like the Ten~raire vith her armanent

. Smep——— - —

; 1 : : -
mounted en barkette.” In view of the enthusiasm of the toard,
end especiolly the Constiroller,for barbette mountings,(of which

’ 7
the Temeraire carried the only excwmnlec in Lritish cervice) os

wvell as the fact of the battleship's desicm being zncnt the
cruiser's papers,we may infer that they were connected,and they
were certainly submitted together on 6th ?Iovember,2 Barnaby
objecting to barbettes for armoured cruisers. The Controller,
Parliamentary Secroturj,3clv1l Lord, ¢ and First Lord,2 all

exprecssed th~ir approval of the idea of a fast armoured cruiser,

and. on 24th the bBecard instructed Barnaby to work out two alternative
versions,one a protected,the other a belted cruiser, preferably
with barbettes.SOn 29th Barnaby was given the sketches by .H..hite,
and next day he submitted them to the Controller,as52in objecting

to the Doardt's preference for barbettes.2 On lst December the

Board decided to have a sixteen-knot,7,000 tons ship with a ten-

inch belt. At the insistence of the D.I.0.,his assistaont,and the

5

Controller, oarbettes were to be fitted.” Thereafter the design

proceeded under the charge of W.H.Hhite.6 On 10th December the

lStztement of Dimensions,etc.,of 'New lenerﬁlrn',louh Ausust

A r——————— = o

1880 (:i11.: Adm.138/74,Cover of ilarspite & Imoerieuse,p.8).
2 (ter)P{L Adm.1/6608,1st. August 13u1.

3George John Shaw-Iefevre,1831-1928: Iton & TrinitJ,Camb.;l863—85
Liberal 1P for Winchester (1866 Civil Lord,1371-4 & 1380-~1 lst
Sec.of idmiralty,1883-5 »1(),1886-95 IP for Bradford Central
(1892-4 1ct.Commr. for ’orks,l894—5 Pres.Local Govt.Board),l906
lst.Baron sversley.A vain and unprepossescing man,bui an able and
devoted public servant. Although wedded to the °trlcte°t principles
of economy,he was respected by naval men becouse,alone z2mong

Purllamentary Secretaries,he was thoroughly knowlod seable of naval
J."4
o i,

prassey
5(bis)

N}MMN: Adm.138/74,Cover of larspite & % Imnérieure,pn.10-12,16,& 21-22.

S5¢en overleaf.
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Board ordered an armament of four 9.2-inch “munc,hend loaded,
in individual barbettes arranged lozenge-wise,although ihite
and. Rendel preferred twin mountings fore and aft,

. : 1 , r . X
with power loading.” The Jarsvite and Imoverieuse,as the new

cruicers were called,were launched at the end of 1883,and
completed in 1886. Like all British ships of the period,they
suffered from very long construction nreriods,so that instead

of being contrasted with the Nelson,over which théy were an
enormouc improvement,they were compared with later and better
ships. They carried a heavy armament at sixteen kmots,were well
armoured,and had a maximum range at ten knots of over seven
thousand miles. On the other hand,the dispozition of armament
on which the Board had insisted was not a success. It absorbed
too much weight,and the tumblehome introduced to give the beam
guns fine arcs of fire forward and aft reduced stability but not
blast effect. The brig rig which the Board had demanded was an
unmitigated failure,and indeej,the cause of all remaining rigged
ironclads beingz cut down. Variocus improvements ordered by the
Board during construction of the ships made them overweight

on completion,and to those,like Reed,vwho attached enormous
importance to the position of the waterline on the armour belt,

’ -
this was a serious matter. llevertheless,the llarspite and Imperieuse

must be counted a qualified success. In 1890,when the design

was already ten years old,they were still superior to the new

6william Henry White,1845-1913: son of a Devonport currier;

1859 shipwright apprentice,1864-7 <S¥A kKensington,1867-83
Constructors' Dept.(Reed's professional Sec.,then Sec.of Council
of Construction; 1870-81 Professor of liaval Architecture at

ASWA & RIC Greenwich),1883-5 Director of Zlswick Yard,1885-1902
DHC & Asst.Controller (1895 KCB).

lJMM: Adm.138/74,Cover of Warspite & Impérieuse,pp.368 & 373.
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Russian armoured cruiser Admiral Irakhimov.l .nite had produced

the first belted cruiser in which cruicer ¢ualities had »lzinly
bcen iven priority over 21l others.

Before these chips were completed,however,the Admiralty
had designed the last class of belted cruicers ever built for

the Royal Navy. The Orlando Class became celebrated,not for their

own qualities,but as a test case,which finally and publicly

exemplified the lack of any overriding direction of design policy.
In the early part of 1884 the Navy was viewed by the public

and by politicians with the usual placid complacency. In the

House of Lords on 10th July Lord llorthbrook incautiously

declared that,in the uncertain state of naval architecture,

'The great difficulty the Admiralty would have to contend with

if they were granted £3,000,000 or £4,000,000 to-morrow for the

purpose referred to[gggk.building battleshipé}would be to decide

how they should spend the money.'2 On 2nd August Northbrook,as

the Cabinet's expert on thece matters,was asrxed to go to =Zgypt

with his cousin Sir Evelyn Baring to suggest a cure for the

critical condition of Egyptian finances. lie was thus absent

from the country when,on 15th September,the Pall iiall Gazette

published the first of its famous articles 'ihat is the Truth

about the llavy ?'. It is beyond the scope of this study to examine

how and why public opinion was ripe for such an appeal;3 it is

sufficient to note that it was instently and fiercly aroused,

and the government,hard-pressed on several fronts,determined to

lgﬁi@.p.l96.

%iallet,Morthbrook,p. 200.

3A.H.Marder,3ritish ifaval Policy,1880-1905 (London,194C),pp.121-2.
1.C.5.Tunstall, Imnerial Jefence,lo u=C /,n.243 (in Conbridoe
History of the Jritich “moire,VollII).srederic whyle,rle Life of
.. utead (London,1925,2 volﬂ.)I,l45—l58-




vield. In liorthbrook's absence,and against his Juic-cment,an
energency oro_ramme of L3,000G,000 was decided on. This programme
I'orthbrook had to announce in Parliament on 4th December,and it
has ever afterwards borne hic name. By a cruel irony,he beceone
Jmown,and has since been remembered,a< the m2n who asked for
three million pounds less than six months after he had declared
thnat Le would not know how to spend such a sum.

In the autumn the Admiralty were thus f-ced with the task
of deciding what to build in the supplement~ry programme. They
had to do so in great haste,and in the abrence of the First Lord.
Cn 6th October Rendel proncsed a belted cruiser design,to be
based on the [‘ersey Class protected oruisers.2 The constructors
had already been thinking alont these lines,vhence no doubt
ilendel's proposal,and there curvive sketches for on enlarged
I‘lersey type with 9.2-inch gunsg,dated 15th June 1884.and for a
belted cruiser baced on the llercey's design,dated 19th August.3
Evidently the sugregtion was well received,because the surviving
papers chow intense activity thereafter. 3y 27/th October a
nreliminary decsign for the nevw belted cruiser was ready,sugcesting
an armement of two 9.2-inch and twelve six-inch gunes.On lst
llovember,the day before orthbrook returned,3arnaby precented it
to the Controller. During th~t month the cuestion of belt or
deck was canvassed,and Rendel's advocacy of the former carried
the day? The design received the Board stamp on 24th lovember,

. 2 :
but the following January woas reviced and enlarged, and it was
to this enlarged design that the seven ships of the Orlando
Class were built.
1. .
iiallet,op.cit.p.206.

2(ter)NNM: Adm.l38/77,Cover of Orlando Class,ff.1-3,9,12-16,& 32.

i Adm.138/80,Cover of llersey Class,ff.106 & 107.



The class was judged,and has been renembered,ratiher
unfavourably,but it was unfortuncte in the time and circumstonces
of its building. A cruiser of 5,600 tons,cirrying two . 2-inch
and ten 6-inch guns at ninetecn knots,with a ten—inch bel: and
coal for eight thousand niles at ten !mots was a for-idable
unit,a vast improvenent on those that had ~one before,and,nore
importantly,fully adequate for her duties. The clacs did combin
the functions required of an armoured cruiser, veing both a2 natch
for foreisn ironclads likely to be net overse~s,and genuine
cruisers with the necessary qualities of speed and range. The
Orlando's are remembered,rowever,os the clascic examnle of the
failings of the Admiralty nystem. Je have seen how there was no
formal division of responsibility in the prenaration of desicns,
but rather an informal process of influence.l The evils of this
system,or lack of system,were amply demonstrated by the Orlando.
Barnaby's initial calculations of weights were entimistic,and

included,as usual,only a 'legend' coal capacity.2 Lfter the

design had been approved.numerous extra weishis were zdded (notably

triple-expansion engines in place of the original compound),and
although the design was somewhat expanded,no full account of

the extra weigﬁts was taken. Barnaby and the Board each assumed
that the other bore responsibility. The result was that the ships

turned out,like the Impérieuse and Warspite,but to a greater

1 . . : : . L .
There is most illuminating material on this in the varying
opinions of witnesces before the Conitract Committee.See Revort

LY

of the Committee anpointed to encuire into the Conditiong under

wnich Uontrocts are invited for the cuilding or denairin~t of ohins,

including their Snoinec,for lier hiajesty's lavy,and into the lode
in which itepaire end iefits of Shinsg ere efrecied in ier iajesty's
Joc@yards.dith Linutes of wvidence and xnﬁendixlb.QZlS](kk: L254=5
XIV pp.lZS—}ga).enékciqlly the evidercn of Broopadhwr (~.42 7771 A0,
PEN=20T7) s Brindreih (pp.34/162,35/163 & 38/1€6,QQ.99-107 & 187-102)
Reed (pp.108/236,100/227,113/241,& 115/243,QQ.1527-1035,1334-1820,
% 1914),& Houston Stewart (p.139/267,0.2408).

2 ) .
Jee note on cozl stoware in the Apvendix.
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extent,much overweight. illy laden,their belts vera nenrly

submersed, In that -osition the belt nrotectel the vit:lc s

<O

vell or better than vien expoced,but it wvac gener:ily 24:itted
that a deck offered more economical protection to the vitzals,and

the advantage of the Pelt was the cecurity it gave to the waterline;

and hence to buoyancy and statility. These advantages were
negated if the belt were submerged. Probebly the effect on the
shipc! fighting canabilities in practical circumstznces was much
exaggerated by contemporariec,but the real icsue,as they rightly
saw,was the failure of the Admiralty which the enisode revealed:

'These papers are very unnleasant reading,and they
exhibit a want of co-operation and foresight =mongst <he
different officers and departments in 1885 which is
cuite inexcugable. Pive vessels of a new type cocting
necrly 21,500,0C0 are ordered on a design approved hastily
by the Board....no consultation takes place between the
designer and the off{icers responsible for gunnery,
complement or engines,the weight for each being either
arbitrarily assumed or insufficiently considered. Yet
with his own weights —~—————|word illegibtgle| favourably
calculated a design is put forward by the late DIIC and
passed,which with all her coal aboard immerses the
whole of the belt except 3 inches. No margin for additioneal
weights is allowed,triple expansion engines and electrical
lizhting are ignored. Lven assuming that no extra weights
during construction were added,an impossible contingency
to an experienced designer,the utility of the belt from
its deep immersion is largely reduced......

A Board of Admiralty is for naval purposes a
most effective system of administration,providing there
is thorouch cooperation between its different members,and
the departments they respectively supervise. If no such
co-operation with its attendant responsibility exists,
the Board in its corporate capacity ic simply & systen

for the avoidance of personal responcibility.f

lminute of Lord George Hanilton,llth Febrmoxry 1887 (1RO: Adm.1/6372,

5th pocamber 1007).
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The design of the Orlando Class thus cerved to eniionize
the faults of the old sysiem of which they were the last products.
They were the last belted cruicers ever constructed for the Lavy,
and. when armoured cruisers were again built‘at the end of the
century,it was to very different models. The belted cruiser type,
propelled before the winds of engineering advance,had evolved
from the unsatisfactory second-class ironclads of the 1860's
into a genuine 'cruiser capital ship'. During that tweniy &ears,
however,the general understanding of cruiser functions had growvm
further and faster. It was no longer sufficient that the Orlando's
were a great improvement on their predecessors; they were
compared with rival designs,existing and projected,and they
were found wanting. In particular,the protected cruiser seemed
to offer far better cruiser qualities for only a notional sacrifice
of fighting capacity. The Crlando Class were the last and finest
representatives of a gspecies which was already becoming obsolete.
In themselves they may be thought of as well-conceived and
reasonably successful,but built at an unfortunate time,when
the belted cruiser type was already suspect. They might never
have been built at all if the autumn of 1884 had offered more
time for reflection. In the circumstances of their conception
and creation they represented the last of a long line of warships,
chosen in haste,for political rather than military reasons,
evolved in a confuced and irresponsible system,to serve ends

never clearly identified,by means never fully discussed.



D. ilswick and Other Cruisers

In previous sections the original 'uLiberal' school of thought
has been described in decline during the early 188C's. This was
the last period during which it enjoyed any official status and,
indeed,Northbrook's and key's administration represented the
swan-song of the old 'Liberal' school,at a time when most
experts were rapidly abandoning it. That reliable barometer of
informed ovpinion,Thomas Brassey,who was Civil Lord in Northbrook's
Board,had thrown off his former allegiance by 1880,and was
advocating large cruisers of great speed and range,rather than
numerous small gunboats.l while the pure 'Liberal! school
declined,however,a related body of opinion was enjoying new
influence.

Ever since the introduction of ironclad battleships,if not
before,there had been naval officers and civilians ready to
advocate as 'giant-killers' some foIrm of small warship. Little
sunboats,cach armed with a single heavy gun,were the fashionable
type during the 1860's and 1870's,and a lar;e fleet of them
was built. Even in those days of limited stratecic understanding,
few naval men could be convinced that a swarm of miniscule
gunboats,incapable of operating on the high seas,could usurp
the Tunctionc of a battleshin,even if they could sink her in
favourahie cwrcumstances. rhe idea,however,remained highly attractive,
though the means to realize it were still wanting. Throughout
the history of naval design,there has been 2a tension between
thoce wanting few ships of surpaseing power,and those advocating
more ships,individually weakeT,but collectively stronger,and

strategically more flexible. To rerlace battleshins by small

lbrassey,British Naqz,lI,ZSE—}l}. 10bcervations on the
of Foreign oSquadrons,and the Ship-3uilding Policy ol
25th November 1881 (FPRO: Adm.1/6600/3.331).

o
-~
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boats might be thoursht an exireme exam-le ol +iie vrend, hat the
idea had desirable associations. {mall,chean and rimole warsaips,
perhavs even manned by reservists and voluntrerc,vere obvioucly
attractive to Liberal principles. zut it is not onl: a common
nolitical connection which links this school of %housat with the
'Liberal' school,so superficially oppocite with its :dvocacy of
battleships to the exclusion of cruicers. :oth denended on the
same limited view of the character of naval warfare,ceein: it as
the clash of battlefleets in narrow seas to promote or frusirate
schemes of invasion. Any idea of grand straiegy or comnand of ithe
sea would at once have exrosed the absurdity of eliminating
either the battleships which should secure it,or the cruisers
which should exercise it. In practice the -ure 'Lireral' school
and the 'David and Goliath' school were clocely linked.,usually
advocated by the same sort of people,and sometimes even combined.

One who managed to associate these apparently incomvatible
doctrines was Barnaby,who towards the end of his career was
much influenced by the Italian decigner 2enedetto Brin. He had
designed battleships of great speed and power,which entirely
discarded. vertical armour and relied on an armour deck and
complete subdivision,thus being in effect rigantic protected
cruisers. This was one agpect of the revulsion against armour
produced by the era of the monster gun. In his latfer years as
D.N.C.Barnaby added to the confusion which had always characterized
his view of naval warfare by rejecting protected cruisers '

without vertical armour at the same time as he advocated

battleships without vertical armour.

l'Battle-Ships,A Forecast',JRUSI .<VII ».1l27. Papers by Darnavy
with comments by the Board (PRO: Adm.1l/66G8,lst lusust 1G31);
in these Barnaby simulataneously cubmitted the draft design of
the Impérieuse,and suggested a fast unbelted battlesnip of the
Italian type.




At the end of the 18JC's technicol advances once more offered
hope of evolving small warshins capable of matchinz the ironclad
battleship. On the one hand the development of the imitehead
torpedo presented an obvious threat to the ironclad.and on the
other breech-loading guns and compound engines greatly improved
the capabilities of conventional warships.

The torpedo was most eagerly seized upon in France,where
the famous 'Jeune Lcole! may be regarded as the counterpart of
the 'David and Goliath' school in Britain. Like it,the 'Jeune
Bcole! was closely associated with political radicalism; indeed,
so intimately bound up was it with political and social
movements that there is some doubt whether they may be called
strictly professional doctrines,l which:

tétaient pronées per des écprits serieux,mais
ansci par un certain nombre de personnalités pittoresques
de notre métier,bohemes militaires en quéte d'inedit,
auxquelles stetaient joints cuelcques civils bien

intentionnés mais incompétents‘.
During the 1830's the principal exponents of the Jeune fcole
were Théophile Aube and Gabriel Charmes. Admiral Aube,who became
liinister of l.arine in the short-lived ladical governmeni of
1886,had spent almost all his career asc a colonial administrator,
and was rumoured never to have seen a torpedo-boat before he
took office. Charmes was a journalist with no knowledge of the sea.
If the Jeune fcole may be ragarded as the French counverpart
of the 'Javid and Goliath' school in Britain,it is certain that
the latter was led by very different men,and took a very diff{erent
1

Ante,p.121.

2 ‘. o
Castex,Theories Strategiques,I,5l.

Por succinct analyses of their beliefls cee P.li.Colemd's revicw
of the ¥nglish translation of Charmes'c orincipal work{JRUSI
LLXI p.767),and Le nasson,'Folitirue Wavale ifrangaise' (Revue
llaritime,1968,pp.189-196.)
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course. Itc chief proponent was Sir .Jillianm Armgtron—, w2 fne
progress of his ideas closely followed the progress of his firn.
Originally manufacturers of hydraulic machinery,..rmstrongs
branched into ordnance in the 1860's,and when the growing size
of their nieces caused the citizens of Wallecey to Torbid the
use of ihitley Bands for proving,Armstronzs built o sun-raft for
trials out to sea. This was their firct ship.and from her derived
the design of the 'flat-iron' coast-defence gunboats.most of which
Armstrongs built. Juring the 1870's they became more ambitious,
building small but powerful coast-defeice shins for China (the
'Greek Alphabet' Clasces). All thic woc in concert with the
develonine idens of Sir Jillinom himself,vhich may be discerned

in embryo as early as 1872,l

and were fully expounded in his
address cs President of the Institution of Civil Enginecers on
10th Januvary 1882.2 The essence of his thecic was that small
protected cruisers,of hizh speed and heaovy armament,would sink
and supersede battleships. liic vicws were fully developed at a
time when his firm was the only one able to build such vescels.,
srmstrong took the decision to undertake the building of najor
warships only in 1878. A new shipyard at Elswick-on-T:me was
begun,and in the meantime he rented slips at liitchell's Low
dalker Yard. In 1832 Armstrong bought litchells,2nd the 'Ilsowick!
cruisers continued to be built at Low Walker until the Hlswick
yard was opened in 1884. The new enterprise was run by Armstrong's
vartner Georgce Rendel,3 and the first ships ne produced were

three large gunboats or coast-defence shins lzid down for China

and. Japan in 1879 and 1880. On a displacement of less than 1,400

1 i ey Do
Letter to Lord Dulferin in Report of Conarittce on Jesio
(rr: 1872 XIV pp.xxiv/52:=mvif50¢),

2&inutes of Proceedinss of the Institution of Civil Inrineers
(London,1837 et sec.) L.VIII p.36.

3Ante,p.l36 n. 3.
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tons,these remarkable little vesrels carried %wo 1C-inch suns

at sixteen knots,with a range of five thousand niles at eight

knots,and a partial armour deck in wake of the machinery. These

were vessels of great vower for their size and funciion,although

vhey were poor seaboats,and their guns,albeit very heavy,had

restricted arcs of training and slow rates of fire.

These ships were the immediate ancestors of the famous

Esmeralda,laid down at Low :lalker for the Chilean i'avy in Arril

1381,t0 Rendel's design. This ship made the fortunes of the

Armstron? company,and establiched a type which in essence

remained unaltered until recent times.

She is usually regarded

cs the first true protected cruiser,althoush of course many

ships partly protected (with an incomplete deck) such as the

Comus Class,had already been built. i/hen the Esmeralda ran

trials in July 1884,she created an enormous sensation. She was

widely compared with the then just created Comus Class,a

comparison in itself unfair,because their design was four years

older and somewhat smaller,but one which brings out something

of the dissatisfaction with Admiralty designs that was engendered:

Displacement (tons):
%5 armament :

% armour:

! machinery:

‘o coal:

% hull:
Trial speed:
range at 10 knots:

Armament :

Armour:

see Appendix

Comus

2,383 (legend)
6.5
5. 8%
16.0%

11.3% (14.9% full
load)

55. 8

13 knots

3,600 miles (max.)
2 4% ton,7-in.RML
12 64 pdr..ulL

l—-in.flat deck
amidshivs

Ssmeralda

3,050 (full load)
7. 6%

3.5

20. 8¢5

19.7%

42, 6%

18.3 knots

6,000 miles
2 10~-in. 5L
6 6-in. 8L

l=in.crched cteel
. : 1
dec:: throusincut
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The Esmeralda,over five knots faster,could stand of? -nl sink

the Comus,and most othér British cruisers,at a range which their
muzzle-loaders could not hone to match. If she chose to close
the range,the superior ruate of fire and muzzle velocity of her
breech-loaders,and her own relative invulner-vility with a
complete armour deck,still gave her an enormous advantage.

In strategical terms,a sea speed and range nearly douvle that

of the Comus vastly improved on her potential. The i'smeralda's

trial speed was obtained under forced draught,but she could
maintain a speed of fif'teen or sixteen knots under naiural
draught for long periods. The Comus Class,with their he~vy rig
and full linec,had a sea speed of only atout eight 'mots.
Certain things muct be caid in faveur of the Admiralty
design. It was older,and it was smaller,itincusgh if a full-load

displacement be taken,comrarable with the Zsmeralda's,the difference

was not great. The Chileans,having an excellent graving dock,
did not consider it necessary to copper their ship,which saved

some weight. {.oreover the Esmeralda was not without her defects.

Her freeboard forward was only eleven feet,and with heavy guns
fore and aft and fine lines,she was always wet and lively,whereas
the Comus Class were excellent seaboats,dry and steady.

The real faults of the ssmeralda lay in her conception, She

was a cruiser; she was conceived and employed by the Chileans as
a cruiser,and she was treated by everyone as a cruiser,but
Armctrong and Rendel intended her as a batilership-destroyer,

and therefore endowed her with two 1lO-inch guns. Like the heavy

cuns feed had iven the Inconstant fifieen yecrs earlier,they

were rmeant to llow her to sit~nd of{ Trom woweriul onnonents ~nd
fight at a range at which she was relatively invulaerable, The

new Armstrong 10-inch breech-loader wag as nowerful,anc of lonsger

range,than much larger muzsle-loading pieces,and itne .smeralda's
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speed allowed her to dictate the range. In or.ctice,this
conception of Armstrong's was probably a chimaera,cnd it moy
be ifmored,beccuse it was never put into effect,and the lswick
cruisers and 2ll their descendants were alvnys itre-ted as criisers

nure and simplec. For cuch ships 10-inch puns were cuite

unnecescary. The ksmeralda could hove doubled the number of

6-inch guns instead,and the new Arrstrons €-inch breech-loader

heavier shell faster. She had no need of the 1l0-inch to outrange
other cruiserc,and moreover she had no rezl need to outrange
them,since her complete steel armour deck gave her an enormously
greate? desree of securitiy than any unarmoured or vartiy nrotected
cruiser,and o consecuent superiority at close range. Ferhaos for
the Chileans,who hod no hattleship,and swrould have had to rely on

the smeralda in the unliliely event of being attacked by one,

the heavy guns were excusable.but they were certainly pointless

in the second Llswick cruiser,the Giovanni B~uc2n,whose Italian

owners were clearly not going to employ her against ironclads.

One of the ironies of naval development in the early 1880's
igs that at least two men,Armstrong and Hey,found that they had
designed important new cruiser types while trying to do something
quite different. It is ecrually ironic to see dendel as the

designer of a new and all-powerful type,which he was to abandon
four years later in favour of the Orlande design,so that the
much-vaunted battleship-destroyer was apparently considered by
its designer inferior to the old (and many would have said
discredited) tyvpe,the belted cruiser.

iThile Rendel wag decigning the Tomeralda,the Ldmiralty

were discussing a new class of fast cruisers for the protecticn
of trade,and it is instructive to compare this desicn with the

©smeralda's. Within the Admiralty there was a sharp difference
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of opinion,Sir Cooper Key wanting an imnroved Lomus tyoe vith

full rig.to steam fifteen Jmots,while others wonted a 1ijhtly-
sparred seventeen-lmot ship. “hic latter view,endorsec by W.H.
s . 1 » .

smith,nrevailed.” The three rhipc of the Leander Cl-ce vere the

Tirst fruits of the success of the Iris,completed in i»ril 1879.

"hey were based on her lines,with a sccrifice of a Imot to obtuin
. . 2 .
an armour deck amidships. As fast cruisers exzctly coniemporary

with the Esmeralda they may be compared with her:

Leander Temeralda

Displacement : 3,800 tons (legend) 3,05C tons
5 armament: 4.4 7,65

%5 aTMOUT: 5.3 3.5%0

o machinery: 20. 55 20. 850

‘o coal: 19.4% (24.5% full load) 19.77

% hull: 41. 65 42, 650
gpeed (forced draught): 17 knots 16.3 knots
Range at 10 knots: 8,000 miles (mex.) 6,000 miles
Armament : 10 6-in.RBL 2 10-in.BL

6 6-in.bL
Armour: 1} —in.deck amidships l-in.deck throughout
Length:Beam ratio: 6.5:1 6.5:1 3

The comparison is not discreditable to the Admiralty.
The Leander was larger,slightly slower but of greater range when
fully stowed. She carried more armour less well disposed,but on
the other hand her lighter armament was much better chosen for
her work. Jith higher freeboard and light pieces fore and aft,
the Leander was much the better seaboat.

The Teal differences between the two ships lay in the
philosophy behind them. In their different wa2vs both rarties
misconceived their very successful ships., The Admiralty.at least

Al

Brassey,British liavy,I,477 & I1,303. adairaliy Jicent ol Jerrasnonlence.
1880, 500t.91-2 (ruO: IND 1825¢)

2Philip Hatts, 'Warship Building,1360-1910',TINA TIIT v.1 (1910),
p-31<4.

3

see Appendix,



under llorthbrook,regarded the Le~nder's as an interesting and

useful new type,out no substitute for the traditional rigzed

cruiser. Armsirong saw the Esmeralda as a battleship-dectiroyer.

The importance of both denigns lies in their impact on the
public and professional mind. ‘hen they were comnleted in 1884

both types,and above all the :tsmernlda,were at once recognized

as cruisers obviously and dramatically superior to existing
types. It was no longer poscible to accent the old designs as
adequate,because substitutes of proven worth existed,not as
gleams in a reformer's eye,but as actual operational warshivs.

Thus the comvrletion of the Esmeralda in the summer of 1884 was

not the least important of the influences which combined to

nroduce a period of rapid change in naval policy.
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. Torpedoes and Yornedo-Cruirers

The direct influence of the ‘hitehead torpedo on naval
policy and design has often been noted. In due course the
weapon called forth new tynes of warship,new tactics and new
stratesy. The torpedo-boat,from which descend destroyers,and
through them many modern types,hac heen noticed briefly in these
pages,and copiously in others. Less well-imown is the influence
of the torpedo on the develooment of cruicer desim. Just as
Sir William Armstrong,in ottempting to evolve a rival for
contemporary batileships,actually cre-ted a new cruiser tyve,
so Sir Cooper Key,secking for a warship to carry the torpedo in
fleet actions,inadvertently produced a powerful cruiser type.

The technical progress of the Whitehead torpedo was
comparatively slow,and it was recognized as a potentially
decisive weapon some time before it actually became one. In the
early 1880's,vwhen the fich torpedo was already nearly twenty
years old,it was only beginning to be a practical weacon,but
there already existed a considerable body of doctrine on its use.
The torpedo was obviously best used against ironclads,which it
threatened at their most vulnerable point. Thinkinsg therefore
concentrated on the question of what sort of ship should carry
the weapon in flect cctions. There was general acgreement that
the ironclads,though they might themselves carry torpedoes,
snould be supplemented by smaller vessels of higher speed,io
woTk with them as auxiliaries for attack with,and perhaps
defence from,torpedoes. Opinions differed on the best size of
ship to use. The French favoured torpedo-boats,which were cheap
enough to be numerous,and small enough to be difficult tarzets.
They were,on the other hand,unseaworthy,very flimsy,fast for

their size but barely fester than ironclods at seaj and Sritich

opinion tended to favour a larger vescel.,better able to keep up



her speed in a seaway,better able to i ht o{f encmy <orreolo tan

- -
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and. perhaps also better protected. ne succecsful congiruciion
of the Heroine Class sloopéhad showvn that warchipe s omall as
1,400 tons could be given an armour deck,and a vecsel so Titted
would obviously be more able to hold her own in a {leet =ciion.
There was much dicagreement about the ontinum size of a 'torneto-
cruiser',but with Sir Coover Key's arrival at the Admiraliy it
was certain that the tmestién would receive a practical test,for
he was one of the leading enthusiasts for the idea.

It may seem paradoxical that Key,a man of limited comprehension
and basicly conservative mind,should h~ave been a sunnorter of a
novel tyve like this,but in fact i% wes thoroughly in character.
Like so many of the conservative officers of the day.he was happy
to admit new ideas so long as they were expresced in new types 7o
fulfil new functionec. wWhat they always fought was any sugrestion
of repnlacing the old types to which they were so attached. So lon”
as lley was allowed to keep up a fleet of the old steam-and-cail
cruisers,he would happily experiment with any number of torpedo-
cruisers. Jurthermore Xey,with his myonic view of noaval warfore,
did not uncerctand until too late that the new type he nad created
was certain to supplant the old tynes he so cherished. In this,as
with the creation of the l'oreign Intelligence Committee,ley's
very fault was a virtue,in th=t he cheerfully supported innovations
which he would have ficrcely recisted if he had realized tha
ty implication they subverted so much that he wished to preserve.

It is therefore no surprise to find lLey staunchly resisting
any renlacement of the old cruirer twroes,ond at the sn-~ time
nroporing a torpedo—cruiver which w2s in fact 1o do just tant.
Tn December 1831 he advocated:

'""he decigning of a ~qnll sea-Toins vescel 1o ve

attached to a scmedron,and not to attach co much
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impertance to the torpedo armcient of our larse

. 1
ironclads'.

In the sone month he roundly rejected Eroscev's asceult on the

Mo

traditional tynes of cruiser snd ~imbont. (esniiiile the Drojecw

for a tornedo-cruicer wns satherin~e wav, Dirnohr favoared the

[N Sae

e

Pol-mhenmues tyne of armoured torpedo-ram,B thoa licnter =nad

cheaner vessel was decided on,~nd V.J{.*hite waos instrucied to

v Carnld

work out a desisn based on the T,ecndex/Tric tre.”™ Durins Anril

and 7y 1882 iite vngo vorsing on tais deci~a with the -lans of
the early ilswicli cruisers becide him.5 !'ic cletch Ttaced on the

Leznder was to be of 2,800 tons,with a two—inch crmour deck,

four 6-inch /ans and abaut ton tornmedo tnles.uwith a sveed of
cixteen Jnotc. The submerzed tornedo tubes.however,nored a prodblem,
becauce they had never hoen tried nt sea,and could net be until

the Polypzemus ran trials (she was launched in June 1821).'Should
the experiment with submerged torredo tubes »nrove unsuccessfult,

+hite proposed an armament with heav: guns on the model of the

7"\'1

Blswick cruiser9.6 4t the beginning of July the Board acked for
such a design.7 In November they asked for itwo alternative

armaments,one with two 9.2-inch and six 6-inch,the other with a
poop and forecastle and fourteen 6-~inch. In both cases the
torpedoes were omitted. The [ ersey design now had three cuite
different armaments,each corresponding to a distinct possible

function. Yith ten torpedo tubes and four 6-inch suns she wes

'2emarks by Sir Cooper Vey,and the Director of Naval Uenstruction,
uron the llecessity of provicing Swmoll tec-Goius Torpedo vessels?,
(111l: Adm.138/80,Cover of kersey Class,f.17,p.1l).

2'Observations on the Strength of Moreign Squadrons,and the Ship-
Building policy of the llovy!',T.srecsey,25ih Lovenber 1001,with
remarks by Key,29th December 1881 (PuC: Adm.1/6600/3.331).
iiemorandum by Key 'On the Best Tyve of Smnll Unaraoured vecsels
for the iavy,6th liarch 1832 (PRO: 4dm.1/7254,13th =y 2295).

3NLIM: Adm.138/80,Cover of liersey Class,f.l7,pp.l-2

4_Ibid.,unfolia.'ted. leaves between fr.16 & 17. ‘

. ~ A /
SIbld.. ,ff.l—2. OJ:bld- ’f- s

T —

19id. , 7. 250,




equipped to deliver and fight off torpedo attacks. Jith two 9.2-
inch and six 6-inch guns,she was armed as a ‘baitleship-destroyer!'
on the Elswick model. KWith an armament solely of 6-inch guns

she was simply a powerful cruiser. ‘“he first armament was of
course Sir Cooper Yey's favourite,out tho torpedo-Tubes were
still completely untried,and he was forced relucsantly to accept
the ships as 'convertible'.l This,at least,was his official
position,but the constructors understood that the ship was now
to be entirely gun-—armed,and on the following day White informed
the Chief Draughtsman that the spaces formerly ascigned to
torvedo flats could be used for other purposes.

In this case,as with several previous designs,there was a
diversity of opinion in the Admiralty,thoush the different parties
do seem to have appreciated the frct better than in the case
of the Iris. Key of course wanted a torpedo-cruircer,and
continued to think of the class as potentially carable of bein
converted,thouch the constructors regarded the contingency as
improbable.3 Barnaby,characteristically confused, suggested at
various times that the new type might replace ironclads,or
clternatively would make good despatch vessels.4 Coorer Xey,
who for all his faults had much sea-going experience,argued
stronzly for a forecastle and. poon.and if possible a complete
upper decit,to imonrove seaworthinesc,and was prepared to accept
the lighter gun armament as ample for a cruiser. nendel,nevly
appointed as additional Civil Lord.naturally adhered to the

'David and Goliath' school of which he,as the designer of the

Ysmeraldo,was the chief exvonent. The chips,he arcued,were

1.. : - .
iemorendum of 10 th Wovember 1662 (Ibla.f.éo).

°Ibid.f.135

3‘J.C.Smith to loTgan, th vecembeT l883,é ~TOPOS MASASLAC
arrangements,cspea’ts of 'a cufricient concersion to tne voscitility
of oventually fitting under weter torpedo tubes! (Ibid.f.110).
4Unsigncd memor ndirr of 24tn februnry 1233 (iﬁii.f.QL).Unciﬁned

% undoised wenorendum,probably by Bharnavy (1pit.f.71).
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me-nt to fisht ironclads,and it was escenti~l thab thery u~wve neov,
cunc to do so. The W.W.0.,on the other huind,held tu-t tuey wewre
ecsentially cruisers,and should be armed zccor. 1n7‘f.l

‘‘ne argument was brousht to no conclurion.and in the coring
of 1833 the I'ersey and Severn were ordered with their arnament

- r——

still undecided. In July 1303 the iercey was officially given with

imposcitle combination merelyr reflected tho ~~rex2l amcnrtointy

Tn Necemhrr cn armnoment of four 7-inch and eight 6-inch was

o]

< .
chocen, Yut in Jonucry 1884 the Forth wos ordered with her

N

. 3
~rmament undecided,” and in fFebruary not lece theon Tive alternative

. . : . & .
man rnasentc of the llercey vere under diccurcion.  In June,in A

comparicon with the germ of the Crlando dacism,the lercey wos

————————

~iven with two 7-inch 2nd teon 6-inch, > but in July the D.U.C.

S
D

reuaded ey thet it vas needless to build a new T-inch gun

: : 6 .
ecpecially for this class (the czlibre was otherwise unizown
in the Service) co Key recomrended 8-inch for the [.ersey and
gevern,and fourteen 6-inch for the Thames. 2y this time the
moment was ancroaching when a Jdecision hcd to be made,
lendel's influence evidently carried the day over the objections
of ey and the D.il.0.,since the entire class were built with
two 8-inch and ten 6-—inch guns. They were the only class ever
built for the Navy to embody the opinions of the Liveral 'David
and Goliath' school.

Sir Cooper iey's first attemdt fto build a torpedo-cruicer
hed Tesulted in a class of powerful protected cruicers armed

only with cuns,and a few exnerimental tornedo-tutes,but he did

not relax his effortc to obtrin a real tornedo-cruicer. The ~Pur

livpia. £, 40-41. 210id. £.72. 31pia.f.04.

" ——

4 6. .
Ibid.f.83. 2Tbid.f.106. Ibid.f.115.




for a new »roposal wos anplied by llecsrs.Yarrow,ile lToroedo-boat

Puilders,vho on 9th liarch 1823 wrote suszestin~ a large armoured

1 :
torpedo-boat.” The idea wos p

€«

ssed. around the aAdniralty,and on
2lct liarch ey urged the great nerd of builcdinz sone veszels o
cettle the best tyne. A report by Barnaby on French torpedo-
cruisers added point to the propocal,and the cther members of

.. 2 .
vorted it.” Cootain Trron,the Permoment Secretaxry,

dJ

o a

the Tozard gcun

v

sroduced a cogent and comnrehensive paper,3 also advocating
building such a tyve to establish its value,but cuestioning
whether a vessel of 1,200 tons was not too large for torpedo
work and too smoll for a proper cruiser. He concidered the
French torpedo-cruisers referred to by Rarnaby had »robably been
built as ruch for commerce-raiding as for torrvedo work. Further
fuel was added to the discussion by a proposal of Thornycroits,
Yarrouw's rivals,for enlarged 600-ton torpedo-boatc,lightly
armoured with belt and deck,and steaming twenty knots.4 These
daring suggestions were not preferred over the Admiralty decign,
which procecded with general consent. On 13th July ilorthbrook
approved,5 but on 25th he produced somethins of a bombshell,in
the form of a counter-proposal of his own.6 This wag effectively
¥ey's ship stripped of her armament and called a despatch vessel,
thus saving £20,0C0. To deprive a warship of her armament to

save money might well be supposed an exireme example of misapplied
economy,and the sugsestion seems to have been abandoned. Key's
orizinal proposals went forward,and in llarch 1834 the Zcout's
finel design was ready.The Scout and her sister fearlecss vere
completed in June 1887,and their particulars stood tiaus:

1 -
Hll: Adn.138/82,Cover of gcout & Fearless,f.3l.

2 3 4_. ..
Ibid.ff.32-34. Ibid.ff.35=37. Ibid.f.338.

51bid.f.43. 6Ibid.f.ll.




Jisplacement:

Srmament e

i.achinery:
Coeed:

Coal (legend):
range (legend):

Coal (maximum):

1,596 tonc at 1l4ft.7ins.menn draugas

4 5-in.BL & 3 torpedo-tubes

(72.5 tonc = 4,6
330 tons = 20.7%
16.7 .miotco

250 tonc = 16.7%
3,825 niles at ten lmotrs.
450 teons = 25%

Range (maximum): 6,900 miles at ften imots.

Armour: %—in.deck
46, 455
1

51 tons = 3.2

Jfull & armour:

Ballast:
As co often,the Cdecigners hod overburdened the raips in an
effort to be all things to all men., In particular,the azddition
of two more 5-inch guns during construction m~de them top—heavy,
and. they had to be ballasted. They were always crank,wet,and
overweighted,and'proved only a limited success in service,but
they had an important influence on subsequent designs. These
torpedo-cruisers are usually regarded as the forerunners of the

tornedo-gunboats,and through them of destroyers,and so they were

in conception. In design,however,the Scout,through the later

Archer Class torpedo-cruisers,was the begetter of the'Scouts!
of the 1890's,and thence of the light cruisers of the Great
Jar and later. These ships fall outside the scope of this study,
put it is interesting to see how hey's second attempt to produce
a torpedo—cruiser,though more successful in its object than his
first,was also more important in cruiser design than in the
evolution of torpedo craft.

when the efforts of rey and his Board to evolve torpedo-
cruisers only multiplied the modern cruiser types whose verformance
cast so unfavourable a light on that of traditional Britisn

cruicers,it was only to be expected that intellizent officers

See Anpendix.



would question the utility of the olgd types. .ley and Zornchoy,
as we have seen,adhered staunchly to the old position,but they
came under increosing attack. The classic 'Liberal!' bvelief

that the training of seamnen and the police of the seas required

large numbers ol fully rigged cruisers was widely cuestioned
side as well as outside the Admiralty. In January 1834
Barnaby's and Xey's opinions were directly opposed with cogent
ts by t D.1 - kins,T
arguments by the new D.U.0. Captain Hookins,” and by Lord
23 , . :
Alcester. [he same debate was continued in ‘usust 1885 under
s . . 4 . .. .
a new First Lord,with Codrington,  Lood,and :err all urging the
. . . 2 .
'modernist' point of view,” and here,as we shall see,their

arguments had more effect.

The overall effect of five years strivins after a successful
torpedo-cruiser was to give more ammunition to cammaigns for
general reform. Sir Cooper Key made the mistale so characteristic
of the conservative of mind,in suv»posing that change czn be
localized., liven if he had produced a successful torpedo-cruiser

nstead of the liercey,it would certainly hove reflected poorly on
raditional designs. is it was,he and Sir Jilliem Armetroncs,
each aiming for very different targets,simultaneously struck
on a powerful cruiser tyne,which was bound to suversede those
that went before.
The notable characteristic of the developmentis of Smith's

and Morthbrook's Boards is their haphazard nature. In an earlier

lJohn Ommaney Hopkins,13834~19016: 1824 i‘ate & :ictint Lieutenunt,
1857 Lieutencnt, 1762 Commznder,l367 Cwﬁtaln (1830-1 centnin of

il xcellent,ldfl-3 rrivete Sec.to lst Lord,l303-6 2ii0),1385
Rear-idmiral (luom-ol 3rd Sea Lord & Controller),1891 Vice~.idniral
(1892 r¢3,1892-5 ¢-in-C ii.america & i.Indies),1896 Admirzl

(1896=9 C-in-C ltediterr-nean)ly99 retired, (l)CO GCB)..n enerretic

)

& intelligent officer,.)acrec's :on—lh—liJ:
bi 2

2(bis )PAO: Adm.1/7254,13th llay 1095.

3:'"\;13.'{:'371307571'1-1-

4Iilliam Codrington,1832-1883: 1547 entered lavy.13852 Lote,

1895 Limutenant, 1864 Comnrnder,1862 Cantrin (L376-00 Private Cec.
to 1lst Lord), ldBL 3 Contain of LD :f<ﬁllOnt 1005=C 3rd Sen Lowd)
1386 cear-Lidmniral. J.ii.onitht's uon—ln—laJ.




er2 there had been come mea at the /dmiraliy with a broad grash

o. navzl affairs,canable of producing ceomathines lilie senernl

rolicy,but in this aze »rogress within the Adniralt:;y Zenen-ied
more unon the accrevion of mony small meacures,without ony
guiding volicieg. Sir Croner ley was destitute of ~nr Lrozi
understanding of policy,and under him the Admiralty dzifted

throush a period of rapid technical »ro/rece. It is ar—izble

that in that uncertoin tine lley won the 'm:t mon for the oo -

havins no »nolicy,he was unable to malze m2jor errorn,snd a2vinT

no understonding of broad isrueg,his fzil~2 to recognize refornm

vhen he sav it - and by 2llowing itcelf to be carried oy o current

of chanze,the ovy n~de a surpdsintiy »noinless entry into a neu era.

_ N .
oy 1885,hovever,the pregsures for a radical chense were
ranidly increcosing. Successive war ccares hnd revealed to a

public increacingly conscicus of cuch thinags,how ve2. the "avy

was,and how vital the interests it had to protect. .iith intelligent

~
)

and able civilians takin~g serious interest in naval afizirc,

vertinent cuestions about =olicy-formation 2nd decision-maxing

'in the Admiralty were beinc asked. A developed body of prortessional

oninim outside the Admiralty provided increasingcly atiractive

alternative doctrines for interected politicians and civilians

to draw unon. Last,but not least.the exictence of actu=l warships

manifestly superior to the traditional types emphasized the
inadecuacy of the old ideas in a new age. In 1885 a host of

influences were poised to push the Wavy into a new age,and it

wanted only a trigger to precipitate the chonge.
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HAPTER V: THE [T0) OF THUD 'DAIK A%s3',1335-159¢

A. Reform from 'iithin and .jithout

On 30th larch 1855 iuseian forcas ai4nci-ed Fendjeh on <the
Afghan frontiecr,and o7 their ~ction Tevived in an acute forn
nerennial fears for the cocurity of Sritish India. Tor several
weeks w2r with Rusecia secmed lilkely,and the Navy did its bes

to make ready for it,but 'A lomentoble wrnt of nrecicion and

J

organization,& a ~reneral unreadinecs prevailed at the admiraliy’.
In the matter of merchant cruisers,a subiect continueally discussed
for twenty yerars,so little haod heen nrenared thel the .dnircliy

could thiniz of no other way to prevent the fociect steamers being

sold to the furaione than choerter them vhelecalea.at a coot of
over three—cuorters of a million roundo sg~ent to n» aceful purcose.

0f nine unarmoured cruicers in the »irct lerserve,sunvesedly Tready
for instant commissioning,only one actu:ali: wos. jeven others

“ook between thirty—eicht ard one hundred ond thirty-four cdays to

3

nrepare Tor gcea, nd one uas never sot rexdy at all.

v

“his unorenaredness wags tyrical of the ilavy oo it had beoen

1 b}

for muny yeors, -l the rezder of this siudy will not be currriesed

/L
a2t it. One “tho w~n unnlencantly mr-riced wor Tord Teomnme Trmilton,

1Mo too's office as First Lord in Loxd S-lichury's ~overnment on
24th June 1885,when the cricic was viwtunlly over. Honilton and
Wi collencucs were fTinally resvonsible foT czrryins out the mejor

refor:s which hnd for years been reraired,nd he ond they decerve
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Lord (eorge liamilton was no more a novil emdaxt $h2: mosw

of his predecessor:s ond succeccors,vut
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)
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n~vel men.ond toolzr 2dvice rendily., He wac o nan o oleocgont and
toctful manner,ond cound jrdgemecnt of choroctiers o caruile
28minictrotor withevt bein~ brilliant; - nelitician who never
roese to the hirhest ronk,and probatly nover deserved to, bat one
of the most successful First Lords of <the century. is a reformer
he was cautious and pragmatic; wildliv ener~etic,indeed,by the

gtandards of lley and lforthbroolz,bvut makins haoste too sglowly for

the agitated »ublic temper of the late 1CCGt's. He was oy

temneranent comevhaot pedertirian,even unimatinctive; hapoiest

woriiing methodically through unspectacular but vital refeormr.

It w2c tyoical of him to concentrate on remodelling the 'infrastructure!
of o Service he Tound in decnr,znd on etdminiciration in discrray.
#inancizl conirol wan poor; Norxrthbrooli's projramme nod been so
nurriedly prenared that there was ~n error of a million oounds,

which “amilton was able to turn to the Xavy's benefit,and Gladstone's
discomfiture.l ith so little rerard for reclities nad Liberal
economies been pressed that the Bstimotes of 1886~7 nrovided for

guns the ammunition for which had been struck out.2 l.ore seriously,
the dockyard adminigtration wacs chaotic,ond politicians' habit of
beginning ships,(which could then be shown on the annual returns)

but begrudging the money to finich them,had led to very long
construction periods. In 1885 tventy-one armoured ships were

building or completing. Wo ironcl=d had been constructed in less

than five years since the 1860's,onc recen*ly they had averagzed

145% of their intended cost.> by reforminc dockysrd administration,

Lord George Ha mlltﬁn,lwrll“ment"”‘ Qeminiccencen and deflectioncg,

——— a e mem e = e - --—-“M-“—-—.-- A - ———
. - - K

1986-1906 (London,1522)po.45-C. 18 Lot Bena 2yl
2Idem,1885—1906,p.108. 3Ib1d.,0 84.1dem,1868-25,7.29 290.




comnleting ships under conciruction,and corceciing the anomalies
of his predecessors' finoncial managemeant,lamilton wras coble to
increase the efficiency of the Navy in his first few years in

~

office,while actually reducins the lavy istinztecs.” In coing so
he laid the groundwuort for roTorm viile the prescures for i
were fTast increacin~. lamilton was nét himself the man to detect

thece prescures,nor had he the im~~ination to lead the liavy into
a2 new era2 of reform on his ovm initiative. On the other hand;he
and his Board were well cdanted to command from the rear., They
were caubtious but pragmatic men,able to channel the rcometimes
undiccinlined enthusiasm of the reformers into the most productive
courses. In many ways Hamilton wos fortunate in coming to office
at 2 time when public opinion dewmrnded and obltained long—overdue
reforme for which he was not solely responscible, bzt his ersenticlly
limited talents were admirably dissosed to malie the best use
of tne chances which the course of outside evenis thrust at him,
and it is not unfair that he should have received the credit for
the ifaval Defence Act.

The soard with its subordinate officials which Hamilton
appointed was in some ways one of the strongesi,zs well as one
of the most disparate,of Victorian ftimes. It contained several
men of outstandins abilities and striking characier,but the
Pirst and Second Sea Lords were not of their number. How a good

2

judge of men like Hamilton came o appoint Sir Arthur Hood .irst

Sea Lord is sorething of a myctery. His published description

lIbid.pp.30l—2. Tdnm,1885-1006,pn.45-6 & 82-6. iiemorendum ol
158 ioril L09C By .J.Gronns, asch.Private L3c.to 18t Loxd
(FRO: Adm.1/7465c,31st Jecenber 1890). iempshire Record Off%ce,
Joruood IGS (Ci‘ted by call no.,thus: 120 131162/) yienilton wo
Porwood,2lct & 3lct December 1866 (Hu0: 16n02/25) -

2Arthur Willirm Acland Hood,1324-1901,1336 entered Gay,1lal Late,

1846 Lieutenent,l1854 Comminder (served ob bonbz?dment of SCT,

in Crimean ijaval cricade,’ at canture of C;nton),1858 Capiain,
(1866-8 Captoin of MG fNxcellent,l868-74 DIC), L6 werm—wmiroel,
(1877-9 2nd sea Lord,1d70-81 C-in-v Chonnel),18680 Jice—irrirel
(LEGS 1:CB,1055-6 1ot Uen Lord),lUl6 idmiral (roo0-C 1ot nea Lot
(1889 o _')>71889 relired (1892 Let.ooron Linod of nVQlOI’l).
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. 1 .o
of Hood~ scarcely cualifiec as an encomium by the standards of
Victorian bviography,and mi~ht be thousht to damn with faint

praise. lood had already bren de f-cio Mirct Tea Lord for several

months,2 he came of a famous old naval family with much orestige
and influence,and it seoms that conciferciions other thsn his
abilities may have opl~ryed their part in his 2ppoininent (and
subsecuently in his peerage,which was greetod by the lavy with
general amazement). So well-informed an observer as Fhipnps rorndy
certainly thought co:

'"To cuiet party exigencies,on admiral is vloced
at the he~d of the navy who was incompetent to nove
the Chonnel Scruzdron. He was,I believe,a cunnexry officer

3

of ropute,but never a seaman. '
-ood wac indeed a man ill-fitted to his post:

'A careful,painstoking officer,thouch witheout the
geniug thot was much needed in a period of great change,

4 o+
e DLET

and clin~in® by temner—nent Lo the idens of
when they had ceased to be suitable......
he four yeoro which followed[&iﬂﬂvmue recre of
rreot change and srent 2dviace, but it was cornmonly
cuprosed. th>t lioodts efferic were moinly devoted to
sreventins the advance from becomin?s too r=pid. L1i®
his predecessor,he scarcely understocd the eguantisl
needs of “nolond 2g a great navol pouver; and severzal
of hic nublic decl~rations mi~ht be thousat ecuvivolent
to an expreccion of belief that,useful ac the llav:s vasg,

the country could get on very well vithout it.'”
e v~ a ctubborn and touchy man,who took advice verw ill,
erveci=2lly from snbordin~tes, ni his evidence befere the Select

“ommittea on the llavy nctiimates Jives an unflettering imnrecciocon

e . R y ¢
Loz ton,rarlinmentory Reminiccnnces, 18851005 ;0.3
2,

‘Lﬂue.*) 12?
SN )0 (>77.: WOE Tox 5)
Phisps lornby to loel,l6th Moy 13U9 (P7I.2 NOE Dox 5.

4J.K.'au¢hton in Diction .xys of Iational Diohraphz,gy.Sir Lreaar
“ood,Lord l.ood of .v:lon.
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of hic chexrocter ond acilities.

Jud.oenent of detoile,he had no comprehennion of hrord is ues.

1

‘matever the reasons commellin~ his annointmant,they were
=311l mouerful in ausurt 1886,vhen Haumilton returned to the

Alnmirnlty ofter the brief Liberal interre~aum of Gladsic

note
third 2drinistration,in which Tord 2iron cnd Lord John Lay2 had
tolien over the damirelt;y,tut for too chort a time to effect

eny real chennes. flood returned as "irst Seo Lord,and Sir Anthony
i{oskins3 reteined his seoat,on he had donn nwnder Liberal ~nd
Conrervative alile. liositing is tactfully deceribed oy iiamilton

n
[

@)

4
a non of no great drive ,and this wos not an exagreration.
Zlic evidence in 1888 sus-ests an idle and indifferent mind,

which did not rezlly lmnow or greatly carc vho fized the gize of

5

the liavy or nl-nied its conduct in war.” le knew nothing of the

: . 6 X
cstrength of foreign n2vies, he condemncd tornedo-cruisers by

inolication on the grounds that they were useful only in war-time,

1893 he was ctill stronrly in favour cf sail.
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Vice—dniral Graham,9 arpointed Third lea Lord and Controller

senftyifavael Defence of Wrode,n.197,calls him 'stunid and iraccible!.

2&ntg,p.73 n.Z2.

SLnUnnny iiley :oegking,1828-1S01l: 1842 ente ed lavy,1849 Lieutenant
(1851-3 Iiaval ADC to sir Laryy Smith in the Xaffir zr,1857 at
capture of Canton),1857 Commonder,1863 Coptain,l875-8 Commodore
(Australia), 1379 Recr—.idmiral (1300-2 3rd ez Lord 1882 iCz),

1885 vice—..Jmirol (1885-9 2nd fex Lord,l3¢G-01 C-in~C i.editerranean),
1891 Admiral (1891-3 lst.Sea Lord,1893 GCL),1053 retired.

4 .
‘Jamilton,Parli~mentary temiscencer,1885-1606,p.37.

5

COﬂwittpe on llavy iotinctes, inutes of leuence,(v:: 1638 xI1
747574,Q.1022; pp-59/559,0Q.536~7 & p.67/567,(Q.910-912).
Ibid.,p.66/566,00.906=7.

/7
7BMH: Adm.l38/86,Cover of Dramble et al.,unfoliated; 'precis oi
correspondence' loose in back cover.

3.

6

atd. sl .

7iilliam Grcham,1825-1G07: 1842 entered ilavy,l349 Lieutenunt,

1858 Commander, 1063 Captain,1879 sear—idmir=l,10085 Vice-ldniral,
(16,5~ Controller & 1850-8 3rd Sea Lord,ld37 LU3;,18u0 adaizal

& retired (1902 GCB).

1i: Adm.138/89,Cover of Buzsard et al.,f.52 (?-foliation deTectivre).

s
.

LWAN



in succescion to Brandreth late in 1885,was alrezdy worn out
¥ his work when damilion resumed office,2nd had retired to bed
It was the junior members of the Board,and its immediate
subordinates,who provided much of the cuality,and caused many
of the vicicsitudes of Haomilton's régime. Iord Charles Berecford,
who succeeded Codrington as Junior laval Lord in the second of
Zomilton's Doords; Kr Bartlett,the Civil Lord; Nr forwvood,the
Parliamentary Secretory; Lord Walter llerr,the “irst Lord's
Private Secretary; and W.il.White the new D.U.C.; to say
nothing of Captain John Fisher,who succeeded Hovnikins as D.H.O.
in the autumn of 1886,were all men of an ability and character
celdom seen,and never combined,in nrevious idmiralties,

In the last generation of naval officers to be brought up
under sail,there were many outstanding seamen whoce exploits are
remembered with something like awe; there were celebrated leaders
of men renowned for their enterprise and daring; there were
noblemen of vealth and charm,who moved easily in the hichest
political and social circles; there were eccentric individualists
who never hesitated to exoress irrational fancy or outrageous
prejudice; but no-one ever combined these qualities as Lord
Charles Berecford did. 2 e had all the characteristice tradition-lly
associated with his Irish birth. ile was charming,brave,3enerous,

nsystemmatic and impulsive,o sunerb leader but a voor orcanizer.

)

A

lf:wllton Parlinsmentary 1eminiscenceo.*88?—1006, .07. Loxd G.
Hanilton to sorwood., 9th tovember 1udG & forwood to rord F.uzmilton,
24th liovenber [1887] (10 19:62/25 & 15) .

2Lorﬂ Chorles Jilliom de la Poer Teresford,lo40-1C10: 1559 entornd
lavy,lo62 Jidohipman,1866 gib-Lieutenant,1003 glouT?Jgﬁu (L274=CC
Con Hervau1V0 Mr rTor naterford) 1375 Com“anwer (1075 . i~ She

Frince of Jales in India),1832 vantain {prometed for nis cornn
0”7 th2 uondor ~mnvespel at the bombrrinent of LNexrndriz) (Ldss

— e et e

javal aul to Lord iolseley & later CO of the doval srmioscie Lo
B,th 15550 100 Tor W.l.arvlcbone,ll0(—s 4th Sea Loxd), 1897 imor-
Adniral (1897-19CC ..F Tor York,li{(=2 2rd-in=C Foditeresinan)

1002 Jice= d~miral (1002<2 1P fep Uaoliicoh )00 105 % TNVC,1003-5
C-in-C Channel,1005=6 C-in-C lediterrane-n),l10C0 lix 1 (10006 ©ovo,
19C7=C S=-in-C Channel,lQiC-=1C 1. 57 Fortruiouilk),1011 retizc:

(1911 42,1016 1ot .ovon).

4
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The -tiriciivenncs of his choracter 2nd (he Toae ol ais courese
made hinm a putlic hero for most ol hic life,and by the nid=15.Ctc
re woo rejarded by millions of ordinary people oo tae enitone
ci the novel oflicer; blull,fr-nli, 20l che~vlul,cours-eoue in
wer ond cuileloss in pea At the oome time aic —ralih,chor
cnG noble birth won him ecory accentonce in the hi~hest socielr,
and he wag a rersonal friend of the I'rince of Wiles,uloce influence
cecurad hinm nic cent ot the Teard. Tic fellow officers,thous™
conetimes ~lormed ry his imuruvdence,could not but adnire his
cuperb seuomanrhio,his leaderchip,ond his dedication to the
Service in uhich he hzad mrde his career. 2 vag = man ol tirelecs
enersy nd entiiciaocm for many cousec,ecveciclly the »olcxn of
the HHavyr. e waes alse intemperate ond incowitious,very rewdy 1o

low his pareions and pre#judicec to runr awoy with 2im, and

}._J

naroiy to b

W

regtrained by cooler snirits thcn he. As 2 political
cmraifner, seresford wos liliened to a torpedo: a weapen of
cevootating vewer,out difficult to aim,and imnoccible te control.
Dew men uere tempernmentally less suited to office wori,and his
. S 1 -

time at the “dniralty wos a severe trial to ilamilton, Dut his
enthucirstic,not to =zoy immoderate supnort for reform was of the
m~rectest eflect.

3ercsford's civilian collcosue s,Bartlettz and :orwcod,
were able men,but ncither woricd easgily with others. orocd,in
nerticular,was an enersfetic an? exnerienced administraser with

cn incigive wmind,ut hic waspish pen orougsnt him few Iriendcs,

and the cualities which had won him wealth as a shipowner did

1 0D 4 S e 300
Jamilton,tarliamentory deminiccencer, l)<o—’f(6 M. o=C2.6%0 conanTy 18305,

N

Ld.G.iimnilion to Salisbury (salisbury .55,0aricy hu:uﬂ,(‘ 2
/iizailton/122). Salistury to the fueen,0th January 1ios (P.AC:
bab 41/21/1).

“dllic Ashmead Partlett,l840-1902: 1872 fa Ch.Ch.,l

7 S
the Bar,1500~5 Conservative MP for iy¢, 10¢5=1902 M1 for Icclenioll
(1385 & 160=-92 ¢ivil lLord,l8%2 1%t. ).

3grthur Jdover rorwood,1826-1893: 183=0 Iaycr of Livervocoi, 108 0=
92 rorliameatiry Sec,1u05 lot.le.
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not include tolerance for thozse less intellizent or industrious
than himself.l Poruood nlzyeld en incortint ond hitlerto unrecosnized
part in Hanilton's Board. He and the rirst Lord rorized clocely
together,and perfectly com»nlemented =2rch other. Jorwood ucs

the reformer; vigorous,indeed rTuthless in the nursuit of change,
he never knew or cored how to be conciliztory. Hamilton supvorted
his objectives,indeed leant on Jorwood for mzny of his ideasj

he used Forwvood as the olunt spear-head of his reforms; but to
his colleagues he wac ever the trctful mediator,smoothing the
anger which orwood vrovoked,while guietly suprorting him on

all matters of substance. Hamilton often found it difficult

to keep his team together - indeed,he lost one member of it

from forwood's conduot,2 and. feared to lose more,but he vclued
forwood =2c the real motor of many of his reforms. o other
political member of eny Doard of this period. was as knowledgable

£~

of naval ~{{airs or as willing to interfere in them as he.
forwood is mowzdays remembered,if at all,only as 2 local politician,
- : 3
but he decerves to be known also for his work at the Admiralty.
s : . . 4
The 7irst Lord's Private Secretary,Lord Walter Kerr,  was
a reformer of rather different character. A quiet,diplomatic man
of conservative temperament,with sound judgement and common-—

cence rather than the more spectacular cualities of his coller~maes,

he ves a reluctant reformek by conviction. His cautious end

lHamilton,QE.cit.(1886—1206)pp.35 & 87.

2 : o~
or. . lior,the pirector of Doclgrards.

(8

See forwood's papers passim,ecnecially l?h62/45.

4Lord Jalber Talbot rerr,l1839-1927: 1853 Cadet,1855 ..idshi-nan,

1857 1late (with iavol urisade at elief of Luc miow),1839 Lieutenant,
1868 Commander,1872 Captain (1835-0 Privete Sec.bo lev Lozd),

1889 2ear-Admiral,(320-2 2nd-in-C lediterroneszn,139°-3 4th Sea
Lord,1393-5 2nd Sea Lord),l895 Vice—Admiral (1095-7 C-in-C Cnonnel,
1896 ¥CB,1899-1904 lst Lea Lord),1900 admiral (Loc2 G3B) ,1604
Admiral of the Iflecet,1909 retired.



moderate views,so similar to Lamilton's,probabl; plyed their
part in guiding the first Lord's measured nro ress.

Jdnen Lord Georse I

5

omilton came to the w.doiralit-r ie found
barnaby occupyin: the post he had held for fifteen jyears,and he
had korthbrook's advice to leave him there. Lut zamilton,an
intelligent student of naval affairs as well as humeon noiure,

5

'He seemed to me to exercise his 2abilitv nero
in showing the great variety/of combinations that coulc
be obtained on a given displacement.....ihan in
ascertaining what war best for the avy and vhat the

llaval officers required.’?
Barnaby wos exhausted by the family troubles engendered by his
trother—-in-law's constant attacks on the Admiraltyv,and offered
: 2 i : . . ) a3
to resign. On Hood's advice Hamilton invited U.H../aite to
succeed him. ./hite had been only two years at Elswici,but .rmstrong
egreed to release him provided he could select anotnher Admiraliy
(S x o
\ : 4 . . i

concstractor to take his ploce,  and White for his part accepted
a lorse reduction of salary in reiurning to the Admirzliy. laite
was J.:..C.Tor ceventeen years,and responsible for designing

what may be called the 'Pre-Dreadnought llavy',the lact,largest
and finest of (uecn Victoria's many fleets. Unlike Barnaly,
nite had a cuestioning mind,which constantly sought out novel
ideas,experimented with fresh techniques,and investisated new
dircoveries. In mariied contrast to his nredecessor,he was
flexible ~nd pracmatic in outlocoi. He constantly canvassed

the opinions of naval officers,and lost no opportunity to observe

lhamilton,op.cit.(1868—1885),90.295—6.568 also Ld.ud.Hanilton to
forvicod,15th October 1606 (HiC: 19162/25).

varkec,. ritisk bottleshins,n.3410.

3. -
1te,n.147 n.o6.

4 . .

*..e choce Fhilip watto,ulio succecded /hite as IC.

- e



the behaviour of his decirme at sea. [lite vte vholly = 'modernici!,

~ad 2 convinced provonent of “he nretected inctend of tlhe helted
cruicer. As the leadins naval architect of +he ~ay,and aathor

~

1
<. -L - % 1- o - I
oL & gizndard text-tooln,” his nrofacsional cemnetence wos bevond

cuestion; he was widely lmown =2c the d2si;mer o0 the fanous
sLowilcit eruicers,whoce performonce cast so unfavour-hle > licht
on Jornnby's designe; ond concecuentlw his grumort for
reforinict pocitionn whe of the rre-tect influencea
In itr e~rly ve~rs Hemilton's r4sime dicsl-ved lit-le ontward
evidence of reform. The 1oy obgerver micht hove suwnorcel that
nothing much had chanzed from ilortiibrook's time,but he vould have
been mictazen. Jaere Jorthbrool and Fey hod obctrictial chonre
znd ovluscated solicy—mnlti Sylomilton,without exoctly encouroinc
w.lcal develorments,ioried stendily at the unspectacular ‘usinecs
of reforning adminisiration and laving a grovndwors of cound
nolicy on vhich to found more ranid advance.
‘fynical of him wags his coproach to the ~unboat cvestion.
e have already scen how the cuccecs of tornedo~cruicers had
2iced frech doubts about the utility of the troditicnal gunboats
and. um&]l cruir rc.4 anilton cuestioned their usefulnecc,but
his senior naval ~dvizeroe scouted his su~estions. Zeitween
October and vecenber 1836 th~rc was a prolonsed controvercy
cver vhether to repeat the rurz-or? Clasc mnboats,the criefl

protasonists being liood on one side,and fecrwood on the other.5

1

2 " - A 1 hy
See choreacter of hite by Commander 3. 11n7 -Hall,Tne _volution
of the Cruiser,ppn.29~33 (.AO 2dm.1/8724/93,15%0 Jeceinder 1 No).

3Ld.G.Lum1lton to Forwned,2lst & 3lst Dece-ver 1856 ("{O: 19ﬁ62/23)
4
“Ante,p.170.

: - ry - B - -
<00 Adm. 138/39.¢over of uszﬂrc,""mﬂhc & Darhnel.f.l. 'ievw
Construction; Jdevien of Shipe & lachinery; Allocation ¢l Vescels!
(LLJLO. /1102/40) .

A llonunl of laval .rcihitecture (London,l577,1852,1894 &c.,2 vols.).

Lol
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Zanllton reccted characteristically by writin~ to a wide ronge

of senior officers asking for their opinisns on ise cieciion:

~

'It is proposed to ‘tcon on foreimn stati~ns 10
gunboats,l & I am told that "these vessels from their
light draught etc.:re indicvwenséible in time of war!.

I should lilke to set rid of all funinronis,renlacing then

by sloops and vescels of the _iattlesnn-e type.z I feel

these emall vessels ore not nuch uce in orotecting commerce,
can be e=cily taken on the oven se2,& would 2t times
be a hindrance rather than an advantage. till if they

3

are necescary I must yield to naval exrerience.'

To the Commander-in-—Chief in China he wrote:

useless craft now on certain stations and esnecislly
China. Could we not cubrstitute large sloops and abolish
the slow bullyy gunboats and sloops now in commission.
A few large vegsrtels would do the work of many small ones,
they would instill more resnect for the flag,X: afford
much grexter protection to our trade ————— |[word illegiblé}
in neace & war.,'!
Vesey I{o,milton5 agreed: 'You might economize on this station very
much by having fast vescels of a decent size - the doy of

6 L
sunboats has gone by', and his judgement was suproried by a

lonig snould perhans read 100j;even after the Naval Defence Act
the llavy still kept over seventy gunboats in comnicsion.

2 , :
vhe firect of the torpedo--unboats,which were smaller and faster
csucceccors to the early tornedo-cruisers.

~ -

3Ld.G.H3milton to T'hinns “ornby,l0th August 1837 (i1dl: PII/120 B,s2.1087)
4Ld.G.H2milton to Veroy =~amilton,27th December 1886 (iif.: VIiL/9).
?ichard Vesey Hamilton,1829-1912: 1843 entered iavy,1849 iate,

1851 Lieutsnant,(1850-1 % 1852-4 in .irctic,in 1852 made H2-l-r
sledge journey,discovering port of .elville Island),1837 Comnunder,
(vpromoted for his n-rt in the sattle of rotchan Creel),1862 . \
Captain,1877 dear-idmirel (1875-C00 110),1884 Vice-acmiral (1582-3
C-in~-C China),1887 idmizol (1037 1.03,1889-01 lst Tea Lozd,lifl-<

President of QI¢ Greenwich),l004 retired (1895 GC3H) .

6Vesey Hamilton to Ld.G.Hamilton,l9th Januery 1886 (Il.i.: Viil/2).
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damning catalogue of the cruisers under hic cor. cndyvhich might
be cummarized thus:

Cruiser: Leonder — A fine steamer,but her engines
delicate.
Corvettes: Zonnhire - 'uselest,can neither steam,cail
nor ficht?'.
'C' Cloes - Mne ste:mers; their rig should
be cut down and their uceless

armzment of (4 pdrs.reploced.

eroine Joetly inferior to their nominal
Sotellite strength and no better thzn the
aced chios they reploced.,
Sloops: Penrmuin - Inferior to the Swift she is to

relieve,

wanderer — No merit but a hesvy armanent

baring -~ Zven vorse

Gunvegscels: il 'liost efficient cmall craft in every

I.innetv rec—ect!

Lidpe — 'Useleco for yeurs!

T gy

unboats: ALl worthless for scuadron service and

Tfor too clow.

“he Jirct Lord's apnonroach to the problem was Tynical of him.
1Lils sound judsement cuectioned the existing w-ys,and so he
carefully sounded as wide a ronge of exrari ovinion &g poscible,
and gradually built un a cohereat neu outlioo.l, e chall see in
the Maval Jefence Act the fruits of his czutious and sycstemmatic
i1etho’e of Tornming policy.

when lamiliton came to the Admiralty he found that the r.I.C.

nad srowvn swently in power and influence. ven under !ey's mle,

[

nal able to undertoite the onrenaration of war »Hlons
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=
&
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On 24th Snntonber 1304,~hile lorthbrool:r war in Uy~ and 0.
, C g ~han T T2l" aammleted
Gtend wae pnblishing 'The Truth abovt the "oy r',i2l7 a-mmletes

hio '"Va~nwieer an o Tavoel Co mwﬂlﬁm',z anfferin~ tentative ~lonre

~v 2

Vecay Inmilton to Ld.G.ianmilton,undated [c2.16th llovoaten lbb@]

1
(Iial: viin/2).
2

ALt TIC Rerort llo.5l.



for oneraticons wouninet Dnouce. Jith ecunll; focd tiiins le
submitted his 'Genercl Outline of Pascible laval Coercticns
againgt iussia'l a fortnisht w»~fore the ir~i-ng 2ttoc'-ed
renijeh., Thece were followed by 'ae Protecsion of lommorce by

rovrolling the Ccean icuinys ond oo COHVOf'.z in '~y 1685,%%e

[ e I

nmonth before rrmilion toolr ol'Tice., i these noners Hall Ffemonassrated

the stztus his nascent des~riment hnd ~lrendr achieved,oat in

. . . X . . )
shem he olso zhovwed the linit~iione of hiec ovm thinlzdin~. “hoaan

- -

a subtle diplomzt 2nd a cixilful adminictrator,liall wes not a

stratesist of the fiwvst r=niy,ond he does not ceem {o hnve tee

3

N
!

familiar with the latact naval thinliding,ecnecially outside the
sdmiralty. All threce papers vere largely concerned witii the
protoction of trnde,and he made a broad distinction between

two poscible gchemec; one of patrol and convor of tracde,the other
of blockade and inntin~ of raiders. The lztlier,ne concicdered,

ves voth more efficient and more consonant with British offensive
traditions. Convoy in particular he condemned as generally impocsible,
and invariably undesirable. All three paners are loosely argued,
full of unsubstantiated assumpiions and unjustified inferencec.
llevertheless,it was their position which became in later yeors

the accepted orthodoxy,and it is difficult to avoid the suspicion.
that W.7{.77all's skilful diplomacy,co admirably devoted 1o the
foundation and nurture of his intelligence depariment,was less
rnannily,thouch no less effectively used to propogate his sometimes
ill-founded ctrate~sic oninions.

The intelligence denertment oved its major advance during
thesce years,however,not to Hall,tut to Beresford. He jcined
Hamilton's Board as Junior lMoval Lord when Sclisbury's jovernnens
returned in 1886,and within a few months he had produced an u-ro .

A fortni~ht after taliing office.he was alrecdy apnclled at wnat

- -

Ibid.No.64,14th Liarch 1884 .

1 Ibid.lo./3.

-
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he had,or rather,h~d not found:

'"'ha most cotoniching rovelation taat has ceome to
me is the fact theat ot the momenti there iz no cort of

nower of oxrrorination,as to whiat our Tleet ol be

required to co,& what vould nctuaclly be wanted.....
averything connzeted vith thic Ziszntic orjsnisztion
9

wwould have to be met 27ter wor woeo declired.!

This was no exar~eraition,as a more crperienced vl Loos
excitable ohserver confirmed:

touring my Admir=lty exnerience ol Forit:-four

years,] mar safely ~ifira that no mesrures wora devieed,

.

-+
nes;

s oa-

O

nor no |[sicl-ractical arrangements theusit out.d
the numerous duties which devolve uvon the itlrzir-lt:,

and which at once present themselves 21 the very

. . 2
veginning of a wur,'

On 6th Ocitober Berecford circulated his femouo voner on
war organization:

tTt is quite incredible that with the knowlecge

we possess as to whai will actually be Tequired av the
moment of a declzration of wer,no steps have been taken
to organize or prepcre any metnhod of plan for showing

how or wvhere these cbsoluteéely necessary recuirements

are to be obtained.....
The provision of these necessities is at precent

jeft to Providence,as it appears to be nobody's cuty

to undertake the organization......

It is disgraceful,I will go c=o far as to say

'3

positively criminal,that no org aniz~tion exists.

This was subctantiated by copious detail. By comnarison with
. 4
the French chins of the Iirst Reserve ,for example,ready for

sea at forty-eight hours notice,the best that could b2 said of .

lserestord to Phipps Hornby,24th .iumist 1836 (i7n.: FIII/120 B,
£2.18086) (original italics).
LTigss,ilaval Administrations,n.224.

3pR0: 4dm.116/3106 & Cab.27/18/45 (oricinal itzlice).see alco
Srisgc,op.cit..

4 . :
“Berecsford presumably refers to the french reserve 'dlcvnonibla
en rade!,roughly corres»onding to the Sritish sirst decerve.
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the twenty ships of the British 'irst leserve,s osedly prerarcd

for instant commissioning,v2s that three mi~nt de ;0% <o se-

in a week., Hven this was of little use,since there were no

reserves of amnmunition,and it would take six weexs to fill the

-l 4

chell to arm them. This sort of informnation,to say nothing of
2. style of presentation not often seen in .initehzll,created
sometning of an impression. lerecsford proposed to crente a
Taval Intelligence Division (W.I.D.) with two oaries,one to atsorb
the work of the existing ».I.C.,the other to nlan and organize
for mobilization. llacGreror,lkartlett and Hoskins concurred;
llood was defencive,claining that he had been thinking cf such
a thing for some time; Graham refused to believe thot no vlans
exicted,and denrecated collecting informetion.as it would ve
bound. to be found out by an enemy,so it would be better foxr the
Admiraltiy to remain in ignoraonce ! Torwood also dirvelieved

Civ s . 1
Beresford,until dinacused b his naval collearmues. It was not
only the Board who were ctruck by seresford's argument. On 13th
Octover,a weelr after it woe written,the entire text weacs published

by the Pcll linll Gosette. It had supnosedly been revecled throuch

%he dishonesty of an Admiralty mescenser,but it i hord to believe

thot Seorenford hnd no prrt in on ~ction so eminently choracteristic

of nim. e certainly prefixed to the moriing 'Confidential’ on

the cover of the original parer,the remari 'I wish it to be

awnderstood thot thic~ i~ not.....' wne effect on 2 ruolic mind

already disturbed by the Fendjeh cricis and th~ previour yeoor's
.2 .. v -

n~vol ositation,was immedinte end dr~matic.  Meanwhile a DHoard

committes was sitting on the cuection,and on 25%th Toverler it

lohe 1oard's comaents are coorended to the ori~inal noper,cited 2love,

2. D S
. arder,iritish llaval :ollcyﬁp-l3:-




recommenced that an Intelli_ence Division to nlin for wor he

e 1
ectatliched '2%1 once'.” Ly the brzianines of Jecember the

I3 1 —~ AN x N 3 : : ) s .
cuestion wac <Jecided in principle,thourn not without arument

el

. 2 v
over detail,” and on 24th January the new il~vol Trtellsi-ance

~

Divicion wiz conetituted,with /.H.Yall the Tirst DirTecicT of

saval Intellirence (D.11.I.),214 Ca-~taing Uvetonce and Jardlew—

o v

e . , 3
Jilmot in charse of the Intelli~ence ~nd lLobilization Jivisions.

Ironically enourh,Beresford's rreatest triumoh was also
the cause of hic resirmation. Under Tre~cury pressure amilton
agreed. Yo reduce the pronosed s~laries of the D.i'.I.and his
assistants,and on this issue Beresford chose to resign. lleither

. : 4 .

he nor the Pirst Lord were sorry at his departure. Hevertheless,
Berasford's brief and turbulent career at the Board had lastinz
consequenceg. The N.I.D. grew ropidly in stature and strength.

5

Cuctance” and Eardley—ﬁilmoté were two of the bect !mowvn of the

young officers at the cenire of the indenendent Service school
of reformist thought,and among the first to reach influential

oositions within the Admiralty. By 1891 the ’.I.D.had already

'lerort of the Boord Committee on le—organisation of the Horeign
Intellisence Comnittee' (PA0: Adm.116/3106) (orizinal italics).

ZJ.M.Hall to Phipvns liornby,7th December 1886 (iliii: PHI/12OB,§§.1886).

3A slightly different cccount of the foundation of the IIID is
riven in Aston,jecret jervice,p.26ff.

Lo . . o
“lamilton,Parliamentary leminiscences,1886-1906,p0.850-G2.

Ld.G.ilanilton to Salisbury,6th January 1300 (sSalisbury iSS: E/Hamilton/lZ
Szlisbury to the (ueen,Sth January 1888 (r«0: Cab.4l/21/1).

5megina1d jeville Custance,1847-1935: 1862 kidshipman,1868’Lieutenant,
1878 Commander,1885 Captain (10856~9 Asct.D2111,1893-4 attcche in
Jaghington & roris),l899 Rear—idmiral §1899—1902 0.'1,1902-4 2nd-

in-C liediterranean),1904 Vice-—admiral (19C4 :»CLG,1907-3 2nd-in-C
Channel,l908 KCB),1908 idmiral,1912 retired,(1913 GCB). i.is abilities
and mastery of profecsgional subjects were expected to talie hinm to

the hirhest office,but his withdrawn person-lity and strong
oprosition to official pnolicies prevented thic. He was a naval
historian and straterist of importance.

6Sydney J.arow Bardley—-.iilmot,1847-1229: 1860 entered,l366 Sub-
Li~utenant,1869 Lieut~nant,185) Commznder (losl-4 in 1'IC),1036
Captain (1887-90 .sut.u0.0I),1891 Rear—Admiral,1893 retired (1902-¢
Supt.Ordnance Stores,l908 Kt.).



2ttained the status of a naval staff,l and was to be among the
moct important,if not the most imnortant,of the aAcdmiralty
departments.

It is needless to say that Beresford's influence was not
confined {to the Admirclty. Ac soonas he resicned.he continued
the worx begun by the publication of his memorandum. lio-one was
so well cualified to rouse the »ublic temper oo he,but he was far
from alone. By mid-1887 a vigorous public camraign was in
procress to which 2lmost every prominent naval officer,and not
a few others,contributed.2 Phipps llornoy,to taize an obvious case,
undertook many spzaking engagements,and the prestige of the
Hovy's elder statesman contributed much to the education of the
public mind. In lLay 1888,for example,at o dinner ~iven oy the
London Chamber of Commerce,3 he gove a detailed analysis (explicitly
founded on Colomb) of Britain's stratesic rosition,and made the
first public estimate of the number of cruicers the llavy required.

4
Previous estimates had been nade,(not~bly by liilne ) but Hornby
was the Tirst influential nublic figure to work out how Britain's
cruiser strength should be calculated. His method wasc to trace
a ctratesic plan,ectimating the numbers recuired to fulfil it at
each point,and testing these estimates by reference tc the
experience of the fapoleonic iars,mnking due allowance for changed
circumctances. On this basis he considered that 1386 cruisers

capable of sixteen knots or more was the minimum recuired,of

4}

which forty—two were available. Hornbyr's esiimate wa not only

influentizl in itself,but the first of a long line of attemptis o

e . . : ArA 7 G
Zloskzings to rhiops llornbty,2lst October 1821 (il P.LI//l,_Ob,_t_:. oL,

Y.

—

v oo

ISR . . O\’\ o
he Times,20th 1oy 13880,pp.tddl.

A
“Ante,p.112.

. et e SN Doy T e Ay
serder,on.cit. ,pn.44-0 & 1311T.. Tfunstall,Inonricl v2lence 107027 ,p. 243
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culate the lavyts strength- from taa Coties rocuired of

Thippe Toonuy and alre~dy been responritl~ foT " innovation
AT +re ~ra~tert imnprtnaman,tha onamel poactneNr, Tha Pendjeh
criric,lile it ~redecescor,crnned the Al iz liy naetilys
nreombie o 'Particular uervice prusdroa' fer tae Paltic,nd
ornrr was aphointed to conaznd. Ly the tinme thn Tieet waz rToody
v 6 crisic hod receded,tut lornby norguaded the noun Jirov ord to
~1iow hir to lzeen it together for ten days for mianoeuvres. These
cere the Tiret of vhat became 2 rerular series,ond iv would be
nard to overestimate their impmortance. " monoeuvres viclded

. 1 s
przctical lessonc of ~reat usefulnecs, it even more cirmificant

-

were the indirect affecto. imic varfare coricentrated novil officers!

minds on the renl thing,foT which they were suprosed to be
sreparinT, out vhich go many of them had ~1moct forgotten. Lhe
vexed cuestion of vhether the umpires' rules ere realistic led to
intence discussion of the detailed conduct of future warfare.

the monoeuvres causht the imacination of the ~enernl public to

on artraordinary extent,and every year millione of peorle followed
with easer interect the fortunes of red and vlue Mleets. llaval
officers were guick ©o appreciate and exploit the value of the
marnocuvres for nublicity,and they were urdoubtedly one of ihe
princinal enginen o” crenter public awarencss of navol caectionc.
it times thic public attention wes almost embarrascingi Tryon,in
comrmond. of a fleet paced on serehaven ond Lough Swilly during The

1888 manoeuvres,had to exercise come ingenuity %o avoid giving

the imprescion that he w2s an 1Trich! adniral figh ting an 'Inglish?
{leect.

~

The immediate lescons of the mznceuvreg ./°TG O

lqep for evample lhite's corments on the 1669 Lanceuvrec,vhicn e

LY

\
RTall

had vitnesoe d' 1iotes on Recent ilaval I'anoeuvres'  TIN (L. (Lo0C).p

2.,. .
ving—-.all,dvolution of the Cruiser,p.6.

:- - ~
~rani rel-avance
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to nolicy. Close blockade was found o be <ilficult,if no3
inposcible,with torpedo-boatc on both sideg,zlthoush in genexc
they could not be used on the hish seas. ‘orpedo~cruisers were
too slow at rea,and as a direct rosult of cirerience. in the
meno2uvres the torpedo-gunboat t:ne was evolved. Cocst defence
flotillas werc shown to be virtuzlly uselecs. In cruiser work
tvo leccons of fundamentol imnorinonce were soon learnt. he first
was the nececsity of having ccouts for a battle fleet,a point

vnich had been largely forgotten during generations of veace.

The Iris end lercury,hitherto dernised by m-ny officers,sudienly

became the most sought-ofter shivns in home wiiers,cince they

alone could be relied on for this work.l Lven more strilzing wasg
the success of comnaerce-reiding cruisers. The significance of
nominal 'captures' in peacetime,with the 'viciims' mostly ignoring
the manoeuvres,was hotly debated,but there was no doubting ihe
dramatic regults achieved by some chins,ecpecially Tryon's cruisers,
in 188C. The Calypso captured Cban,Port Ellen,Penzance and
posnibly Falmouth,with all the chipoing in these poris. The

Spider torvedo-gunboat achieved similar results in the Clyde,

and. neither was detected or oppored. In a fortnight's cruicing

in the .Jestern Approaches,the Calypco captured nearly 60,000

tons of shirping,and the Volage tock ten ships in nine days.

i ost dramatic were the results of a squadron Tryon desnatchec.

to raid the mast Coast,which without opposition 'destreoyed' the
ports and shipping of Aberdeen,Leith,the Tynme, Sunderland,liartlepool,

Scarborouzh and Grimsby. “he ‘Jarcoite alone clnimed in thirty

lRear-Admiral Richard l.ayne, 'On Lesrons to be learned from liaval
anoeuvres',J.USI XZAIV p.339.'Report on the Iaval Lanoeuvres of
1887 (iL: IIIJ) Report lio.137,lovenber 1887).'Sxtracts from the
Zevort of the Committee on the Naval l.anoeuvres, 1306, 0gether with

the liarrative of the Operatlons and the Qules for conductin~ the
Game'(cited as 'Yhree Admirals' levort! Y(PP: 1889 L ».735).'asvoTt

on the ilaval Jianoeuvres of ldo8 (nL 11ID Renort io.179, ‘Ct0b°r 1848).
'liorrative of the 1889 lanoeuvres' (PP: 1890 LIV 9-665)[ -55901



hours to have sunk forty-five sicaiers and Tifty-ihree nsoiling

b ew

vescels,and the Severn claimed thirtecen steamers and zn entire

fiching fleet in three hou“.l The umpires richtlr dismissed meny
of these claims as fanciful,but it cc immcscible to ignore
them,not lecst becauce of their effect on the nublic mind.
In the following yeur,under much stricter rulec,cix cruisers
in a forinignt 'captured' ninety-five merchammen totalling

2
162,730 tong.

The imprescion of the manoeuvres on the naval and public
minds was exenvplified and distilled by the report of Admirals
Dowell,Vescey Hamilton and Richards,the 'Three Admirals' who
vere chief umpires of the 1838 llanoeuvres. After a copious account
of the actual operations,replete with comments,they concluded with

2

nore general renarits on the strength of the Tavy.” Thiec they
considered was cuite inadecuate,especially azainst an alliance
of two powers. Trade in particular was likely to be in grave
peril,and if war were declared Britain would probably 'lose her
place among the nations'; money spent on military defences aszinst
invasicns was noney wasted. lone of these comments was oricinal,
but in their context,boclied by the taonzitle evidence of the
manoeuvres,the report made a nowerful imnoression on a public
consciousrness already thoroughly aroused. It was nubliched,nearly
complete,by the Admiralty,vith comments by Hood and Iizmilton.
mhe fTormer's consist of an ontry refutation,and assertion thot
the l'avy was adecquate for any emersency. llamilton,on the other
hand,was so muted in defence that he gives the imprecsion of
oblicue aporoval,and this,toscther with hic decision to rublish
1lr1' ot ot

Three adnira 2eport,pp. o/ 742-11/T45.

2111 .rrotive of the 1889 ianceuvres',cited above,n.l7/Coi.

3’Three Admirals! ﬁoyort',pv.29/763—31/765-
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the report,has given rise to the plansible suTrestion that he wos

SEXS
not averse to adding fuel to the flome of nublic ~sitation for
an increace in the Havy ‘“ciimat~

ilhether or not that was hic intention,he certoinly ncaieved

thzt effect. ven before the 'hrece Admirals! deport!' was publiched,
public ovinion hzd doveloped to such an extent that in 1838 a
Celect Committee on the Navy fGstimates had been so- up-2 ine
Commitiee concenirated on the organization of the Aldmirnlite,
and the prenaration of nolicy. It wos ecnecially antiocuc <o
uncover exactly who hnd recooneibility Tor decidin~ the cirensih
of the [lavy,the chivbuildin: nrosromne recuired in recce,and the
ctratesy recuired in wor. It ic abundantly cle~r {rom the i.inutes
of Ividence thot the members of the Comnitiee,mony of them l-:men
in naval afTairs,tnoroushlv understood +he importance of thece
iosues to any sound noaval rolicy. It is ecually clear that fow,
if 2ny,of the exnert witnernces had given them much thoutht.
Greatly thouch Lord Ceorge Familtor and his Toazrd had adveonced
on the thini-inc of their opredecescors,they had been overitaken oivs

)

the rapid march of mublic oninion under the tuteloce of the

3

'unofticial' school of navel thinkers.” These navol men,led by
deresford,iloimby,Colomb,and o host of others,now found their
opinions ~lwnogt univercally cdeonted by informed andl influontial
lasnsen., J.C.2.Coleomb,for exnnmnle,formerl:y neglécted ov the

. 4 o o —y Y .

1
irennics.life of ‘hite.v.244. Hanmilton oted e:xtencively fron

“‘J.
the revort in hic zrimnents in Cabinet for the Taval Jeionce ‘ci
Infre.p.210).

2 ) . . .
elect Commitiee on the Tavy watirates: Miroct Jerort,rith i.inuies
of nvicence and Anmenddx, (Pr: 1o80 AT op.49i-707) 5 Second.Uhird

one _mn W enorto,uith ulnutec of Yvidence and .orennicen ([0
15065 I11 on. l~/56,.

,

wor an cxample of the sonhistication of educated 1~y opini
wir Charles Dilke,lroblems of Greoter Britoin (Lonton.lon(

.
I,450=-575.

Ante,n.80.
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I'rince of ‘'Jales attended one of his leotures,l and in 1805 he was
Imisinted.
Closely interrozotecd by intelligent and well-informed nen,

the spokesmen of the Admiralily prerented a sorry cpactacle.

o

Henilton came out best,but even he had to admit that no nrosrimne
of navel recuirements had ever been drawn up,and that it would Te
tdro-ting in o good deal!' to oo+ that they connidered the 'nmoccille

: 2 . :
eveniuality of war'. Hockinn hod no ide~ vwho decided the ctrengia

bat,

of the fleet,dicapproved of danzerous idens like planning for war,

and had no notion how the cize of the llavy compared with that

of iztc foreign rivals.” Even Hotham,4 the able youns reformer
wno had succeeded Zeresford,concidered the strength of the lavy
a notter cuite outcide the Admiraliy's purview.5 ilood made much
the worst imprescion. He disclaimed. any cvecial responsibility

for the ctrensth of the llevy,which was not his job,but the Poard's,

\ Y

~

to decide. Ag no ectimate of requirements had ever been drawn ud,

and as it was no-one's buginess to raise the matter at the Boord,

the Committeec found it hard to see how the Tonrd was to consider it.
On every quection,iiood struzsled hard. to avoid committing

himeelf on anything,but he was forced to adnit th2t a war plan

'has been considered,and I think arranged for,co far as my ctersonal
Jmowledge goes'. Presced on this,he insisted that he personally

had dravm un the plan. Later he claimed in cuiciz cuccession that

l'Imperial “ederation,iiaval and wmilitery ', JAUSI ...& .037.
2y : 1888 XIIT pp.67/281-68/282,00.4068-73,& 0.65/279,Q.4643.
31p: 1088 XIT p.66/566,QQ-200-T; 5. 67/567,02.910-12; & p.74/574,2.1C22.

Charles rrederick iothom,10643-1925: ca.1356 entered (Lo60-<
: S v T B T S &
_2ori Har),1863 Lieutenant,l865 Sommander,lo>/l Coplain,iood LCLT-
TR 1 1 PRAYe k) 3 ) O T
Aoniral (1060—9 4th Sea Lord,1890-3 C-in-C Facific),l893 Vice-
A . - — . N N RS S omm oo ~ 1 * o ~
adnirel (1695 v(B,1697-9 C-in-C Jore) ,1000 Admixnl (LcCo=-2 =-in=C

Fortsmouth,1901 GCV0,1902 GC.).1903 idmiroel of the Mleet,1912 xwetire .
Spr: 1606 KI1 p.409/623,0.6634; p.411/625,Q0.3750-C61 & ».413/627.
\";r'\l Lo C

Yoo

oela—C.

6Ibid.p.l7/23l o A120-2; pn.2l/235-24/238, 4. 41557, 41673,

bJ
£175=-8,4183-963& p.46/260,00. 244C=9.



acvance planning was impossible and unnecessary,anc iaat in any
case the plans had vteen drawn up by the oard =~c a whole,and not
; e 1 ; . .
by any individual.” Hood was cuestion=d especially closely on
the strensth of the Navy,the Committee refusing to accept his
confident asgsertion thaot it was strong enoush. Eventuclly he
cuscested that six more cruicers would be an advantage,but iiis
only coused. him frech trouble,es he was forced to txy to justily
his suggestion by claiming that the ships were needed,and at the
some time to jusitify his admitted failure previously to mention
the matter to anyone.2 It would not e surprisinz if Lord George
ilamilton,a member of as well as a witness before the Comnittee,
pondered how soon he mirht replace his principal naval adviser.

The Committee wns the last and most nowerful agent ol the
denice of the old ways. In effeci,the new men,the reformers,
having infiltrated and converted the centrec of nolitic=l influence
and power,were sitiing in judgsement on the old syctem. Lfver
Committee's wori,nothing less than a radical revision of »olicy,
a4 still more of ways of thinling obout nolicy,could satisfy the
purlic wenner.

1

‘e first cten was to improve the qu2lity of the Boord,and

nrovidentially for Lianilton he hod the chaace drring the next
~ishtcen months to replice the Controller cnl the D.I7.I.,then the

“

nd Sea Lord,and loct of all Sir Axthur Jood. The newr Coniroller

3

: . . ., . . £~
ee aar—iosmirel onkins,” a casable and enarzevic ofvicer, in
2
. . - - R e PN 2 -
marrad cantrast to his predecec-or. The ner DT .Rrioge, WAl

lvad n.20/243,00. £252=75 p.44/253,0.4422=25 D. 55/ 072, 0. 4800053

o

o _:-(_'J b2,\.‘—-bl Do
o

" - IS
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B. illiam ihite and the Great Age of the Protected Cruiser

i/ith William White's appointment to the post of D.Ii.C. in
1885 the protected cruiser really came into its own. The great
success of the Elswick ships,the Leander and Mersey Classes,and
other early protected cruisers,together with the unsatisfactory
performance of the existing belted cruisers,had already prepared
the way for a change,and only the influence of Barnaby and a
Liberal Board had hitherto prevented it. The former Manager and

Chief Designer of thes Elswick Yard could be relied upon to see

the merits of the rival schemes in a different light.l

By 1885 he had a great majority of naval architects behind
him. Sir Edward Reed and others who rejected any but vertical
armour along the waterline had become a distinct,though still
influential minority. In the succeeding years their support among
informed observers dwindled. The final acceptance of the protected
cruiser was marked by a celebra:ted"paper2 given at the I.N.A.in
1887 by White's erstwhile colleague at the Admiralty,John Biles.
This paper achieved wide acceptance,and for many years was ofien
cited by naval architects in proof of the superiority of the
‘cype.3 Biles made detailed comparisons of the advantage of belt
and deck,talking as his basis the design of the Orlando Class,and
demonstrating how much greater might have been their speed,range,
protection and armament had they been built as protected cruisers.

The public acceptance of protected cruisers in Britain was
encouraged by their adoption in France. The French Navy was
enjoying a brief resurgence during the first part of the decade,

lManning,Life of White,pp.l09-11l1l.

2'Compa.rative [ffects of Belted and Internal Frotection upon. the
other Elements of Design of a Cruiser',TINA XXVIII (1887)p.335.

3H0V8aard,Modern Histoxry of Jarships,p.204.
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and although its expansion was not directed against Britain,it
cauecded alarm in Britain which fuelled the agitation for increased
naval spending. This I'rench renaissance was both a technical and

a quantitative one,but its achievement in both respects was
fragile. The improvements in artillery and armour which France

had achieved were bound to be adopted in due course by her rivels,
and the financial basis of the French naval budgets of the pericd,
depending as they did upon Freycinet's and Ferry's loans,was
always precarious,and was largely destroyed by the slump of 1885.l
For a brief period,however,French expansion seemed to present a

serious threat. Even at this date British fears of a guerre de

course were largely unfounded; indeed,in 1886,though nearly

equal to Britain in battleships,France had onl;fiodern cruiser
suitable for raiding work. This was the Sfax,designed by Bertin,2
whose protests had finally halted the building of the old sailing
corvettes.3 The Sfax was a ship of 4,488 tons,carrying six 6.3-inch
and ten 5.5-inch guns at sixteen knots. She was the first
protected cruiser in French service,and the first ship with the
ttranche cellulaire! of Bertin's invention; a layer of heavily
subdivided compartments filled with buoyant cellulose packing,
lying above the armour deck along the waterline,and intended to
preserve the buoyancy and stability of the ship. Apart from this
feature,the design of the new ship was unremarkable, but she
demonstrably marked a change of policy,and a new threat to British
trade. She was followed by two larger protected cruisers,the
Tage,launched in 1886,and the Cecille,launched in 1888. They

carried the same armament as the Sfax,with a three-inch armour

1Ropp,Development of a Nodern Navy,pp.-163-171,181 & 257.
2Ante,p.l2l.
3Ropp,gg.cit.,pp.190—l.




deck and a speed of nineteen knots,which the Tage achieved on
a displacement of 7,045 tons,but the Cécille on only 5,776 tons.l
In retrospect,these three large and powerful cruisers seem

somewhat isolated in French naval development. The brief period

of expansion ended in 1885,in which year also Bertin was seconded
as Chief Constructor to the Japanese navy,and no more of the type
were built. evertheless,these three ships had a considerable
influence in Britain,and added much weight to other arguments for
the protected cruiser type.

White first turned his attention to small cruisers:

'A survey of the lists of unarmoured and protected
ships of the Royal Wavy shows that,while a considerable
amount has been done towards strengthening the larger
class of swift cruisers,protected or partially protected,

the corvettes have not as yet been similarly reconstructed.’
To meet this want White produced,in November and December 1885,
sketches for a protected cruiser of similar size to the Comus:

'This class may be described as the modern corvette....
In speed the proposed ship will exceed anything yei

constructed and as a protector of commerce - againsi

the depredations of improvised ¢ruizers or regular

built cruisers belonging to foreign fleets - it
represents a type which might be multiplied. Nox would
it seem that the usefulness of the type would be limited

to these detached services. It represents the protected

Torpedo Cruiser which by their Lordships minutes .....

is considered preferable to the Scout or Archer Classes

now under construction.?

This class,the Fedusa or 'M' Class as 1t became known,was derived

4
from the latest Ebsdwick cruiser,which White had left on the stocks.

lAide-Mémoire de 1'0fficier de la Marine,ed.fdouard Durassier
(Tater Charles Valentino)(Paris,1886-1903 annually),1888 ed.,p.1873.

2NMM: Adm.138/97,Cover of 'M' Class,p.>50.
4_. .
31bid.,pp.48-9 (original italics). Ibid.,p-53-
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His perfect understanding of the dominant part trade protection

must play in British cruiser work is clearly shown in his submission

quoted above,and it was a leitmotiv of all his thinking on cruiser
design. In the same month (December 1885) he noted of a projected
class of torpedo-cruisers,'These vessels have been designed with

special regard to the protection of our commerce and merchant

marine.'1

White's 'M' Class was approved by the Board,but its career
was abruptly halted by the change of government,as Lord Ripon
refused any money for the ships in the Estimates for 1886—7.2
As soon as Hamilton returned,however,it was taken up again.

In the meantime the original speed of nineteen knots seems to
have been questioned,as a twenty-knot decign was now prepared.
White's formal-submission of the two alternatives refers to

3

the Board's instructions for the faster ship,” but this conventional
phraseology does not necessarily mean that the laitter had initiated
the idea,and a memorandum to the Controller of 13th December 1886,4
in which White presents the case for higher speed in a way that
implies he was meeting opposition,suggests that he was the real
author of the proposal. There followed a further controversy

among the members of the Board about whether the engines should

be horizontal or vertical,and whether the ships need be coppered.
The result was a compromise,and the three ships with coppered
bottoms and horizontal engines were slightly slower than their

two sisters.

The 'M' Class proved highly suocessful in service,and fully

l'Report on the Probable Number of efficient Ships in H.X.Navy

in a few years from this date,with reference to Programme of

Shipbuilding for 1886-T7',W.H.White,December 1885 (PRO: Adm.1/7254,
13th May 1895).

2o Adm.138/97,Cover of 'M' Class,p.62.
. e
3121§o,pp-94,14o—3 & 146. Ibid.,pp.156-8.



200

realized their designer's hopes. A comparison with the Comus and

Esmeralda is eloquent of the technical advances made during the

decade,and of the chasm separating Barnaby's outlook from Rendel's

or White's:

Comus Esmeralda Xedea
Displacement: 2,383 tons 3,050 tons 2,800 tons
. (leg/'end) (full load) (Legend)
% armament : 6.5% 7.6% 6. 4%
% armour: 5.8% 3.5% 11.8%
% machinery: 16.0% 20.8% 24. 2%
% coal (max.) 14.9% 19.7% 14.3%
% hull: 55. 8% 42.6% 36. 455
Length: beam ratio: §5.1:1 6.5:1 6.5:1
Max. speed: 13 knots 18.3 knots 20 knots
Sea speecd: ca.8 knots ca.l6 lmots ca.1l7 knots
Coal (legend): 270 tons - 400 toms
Range at 10 knots: ca.2,600 miles 8,000 miles
Coal (max.): 370 tons 600 tons 500 toms
Range at 10 knots: 3,600 miles 6,000 miles 10,000 miles
Armament : 2 4 ton,7-in.2 10-in.RBL 6 6-in.RBL
il
12 64pdr.RML 6 6-in.RBL
Mountings: Service Vavasseur CP Vavasseur CP1
Broadside
Engines: Horizontal Horizontal Vertical
Compound Compound Triple-Expansion
Hull: Iron,sheathed Steel Steel
& coppered
Rig: Barque None None
forward: None l~in. l=in.\ (+ 5-in.
Armour 3 e o s _ 3 engine-
Deck amidships: l-in.flat l-in. curved{ 2-in. room hatch—
aft: None l-in. l=in.} { coamings

For the 1888-9 Estimates White designed another class of
protected cruiser. This was one of the fruits of the Colonial
Conference,at which the delegates of the Australian colonies had
agreed to pay the running costs for ten years of a squadron of
cruisers to be provided by the Imperial government,and stationed

in Australian waters. In wartime the Admiralty were to have the

1Infra,p.203 2See Appendix.
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complete disposal of the ships,and they were to revert to British
control at the end of the ten yea.rs.l White's initial design
was ready at the end of 1887,but in January 1888 he proposed
a revised version,with a higher speed and longer range,and this
was in due course approved. The 'P',Pandora,or Katoomba Class
(they were begun with British but completed with Australian
names) were of very similar type to the 'N' Class. On a displacement
of 2,575 tons +they carried eight 36pdr.quick-firing guns,and an
armour deck,at nineteen knots,with coal for six thousand (in
emergency eight thousand) miles at ten kno'ts.2 With minor improvementis
such ships as these remained the backbone of the Navy's cruiser
forces for twenty years. The basic design could be reduced to

very small dimensions,as in the Bellona Class Third Class protected

cruisers,designed for scoutingj or expanded to the size of the

Blake and Blenheim. For the first time in a quarter-century a

type had been evolved which was generally accepted as satisfactory,

and formed the basis for steady development in succeeding years.
This is an impressive itribute to White's professional abilities,

and his grasp of the proper objects of cruiser design,and it is

all the more so as this was a period of more rapid technical

advance than Barnadby had had to face. Since Rendel and White

had established the basic Elswick,and later Admiralty type,at

least three inventions of fundamental importance had come into

service. The least momentous of these was the triple-expansion

engine,which was no more than a logical extension of the compound

principle to higher steam pressures,but it nonetheless had

significant consequences. Its greatly increased economy and

efficiency were a pure gain,but on the other hand its higher

lFor colonial naval development see D.G.Gordon,Thg Dominion
Partnership in Imperial Defence (Baltimore,lid.,1965).

%pRO: Adm.1/6924b,12th June 1888.
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Tunning speeds made more acute the problem of uneven wear which
plagued horizontal engines. With a horizontal compound engine
constant maintenance and reduced efficiency were acceptable for
the sake of placing the engines entirely under the armour deck,

but triple-expansion engines generally had to be fitted vertically,
and this usually involved cutting hatches in the armour deck in
wake of the cylinder heads,which had then to be screened by
armoured hatch~coamings. This entailed additional weight,l and
weakened protection and watertight integrity.

Much more fundamental in their effects were two other advances,
both still in common use to-day,both products of the Armstrong
company,one very well-known,but the other seldom noted. These
were quick~-firing (Q.F.)guns,and Vavasseur mountings.2

The Q.F.gun was first produced by Armstrongs early in the
decade in small sizes,and gradually developed into a cruiser
weapon. The 4.7-inch 36 pdr.was first tried in 1887,and the
6-inch 100 pdr. shortly after. The Q.F.gun was in principle no
more than a breech-loader with a partly automatic breech mechanism,
but in effect it was revolutionary. No only was the rate of fire
many times faster than Service pieces could achieve,but with
continuous pointing and a very short interval between shotis,
accuracy was vastly increased,and higher muzzle velocity gave
greater range and penetration. The 4.7-inch could fire ten
rounds in forty-seven seconds,or fifteen rounds a minute. The
Service S5-inch fired ten rounds in six minutes sixteen seconds.

At a range of 1,300 yards the 4.7-inch hit a six-foot target
five times running in half a minute. With a broadside of five

6-inch Q.F.,one ship fired 148 rounds in three minutes,and hit

1Thus the iedea devoted 100 tons (4%) more to armour than her
horizontally-engined sisters.

2Vavasseur mountings are here described for convenience?although
strictly speaking they slightly predate the Elswick cruisers.
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a target between 1,600 and 2,200 yards away 110 times. One crew
fired eighteen rounds and hit fifteen times.l These guns at once
reduced all other weapons of similar calibre to hopeless
obsolescence,and precented the naval architect with new problems
and opportunities. One of the new pieces could replace several
larger and heavier pieces of the old type - as White superseded

the Medea's 6-inch with the Katoomba's 4.7-inch Q.F. - but the

Q-F.needed much more ammunition than the o0ld guns. The 6-inch
Q.F.with ammunition weighed twice as much as the old 6—inch.2
In face of an enemy armed with such guns,the designer had to
reckon that his ship would be hit many more times than had ever
been possible before,and this immediately affected all considerations
of protection.

The second of Armstrong's developments was in its way as
important as the Q.F.gun,though rarely noticed. Vavasseur was
one of Armstrong's partners,and manager of the Ordnance Horks.
The new breech-loaders he was producing in the late 1870's,with
their greatly increased muzzle energy,threatened to overtax the
standard Service pivot—-and-racer broadside carriage,in which the
recoil was absorbed by screw clamps acting on slides. Vavasseur
therefore designed an hydraulic recoil system,in which the same
cylinders which damped the recoil provided the energy to run out
the gun. Initially this system was fitted to the existing broadside
carriages,producing the Vavasseur Broadside (V.B.) carriage,but
soon he went further,and designed the Vavasceur Central Pivoi
(V.C.P.) mounting. In this there was no gun-carriage as such,
the gun being mounted on a fixed pedestal,with hydraulic cylinders
interposed to damp the recoil and run out the gun. The axes of

elevation and training passed through the chase in wake of the

1P.Watts,'The Italian Cruiser Pisemonte',TINA XXX (1889),p.2§1.
Sir Andrew Noble,'The Rise and Progress of Rifled Naval Artillery!',

Ibid.,XrI (1899),p.235-

2, i i ~Ships',Ibid. , XXX
d.H.White,'On the Designs for the new Battle-Ships', } .y
’ (1889) ,p-157-
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trunnions,on the gun's centre of balance,so that it could be
easily and swiftly laid on any bearing. The new mounting was
lighter and imposed less strain on the deck than the old. lore
importantly,it freed designers from the necessity of mounting

all medium artillery at ports in the side,since the V.C.P. mounting
could be fitted wherever ihe deck would bear a gun,and offered
‘unlimited arcs of fire. This made possible not the least of the
radical features of the Elswick cruisers,the mounting of the
heaviest guns on poop and forecastle; no longer merely chasers,
auxiliaries to the main armament on the broadside,but an integral

part,indeed the principal part,of the broadside armament. Only

the V.C.P. mounting made possible the centre-line and superfiring
armament which characterize almost all warships to-day. In fact
the tradition of broadside armament died hard,and it was not
until after the Great War that British cruisers were built with
an armament entirely on the centre-line,but the freedom offered
the naval architect to mount guns on any deck of adequate strength,
and lay them in any direction,was a revolutionary development,
and freed warship design from one of the most crippling
technical restraints of the old era.

On taking office White had,as we have seen,first turned
his attention to smaller cruisers,but he did not neglect larger
types,and for the Estimates of 1888-9 he proposed iwo large
protected cruisers,larger than any in the world. These cruisers,
the last to be designed before the Naval Defence Act,form a fitiing
end to the story of a quarter-century of naval development. In
one sence they mark an object achieved,even a conclusion, A type
of cruiser had been evolved which could be multiplied in all
cizes and answer every need of the fleet. An age of stability and
steady progress in warship design had succeeded one of aimless

confusion. Instead of the bizarre collection of prototypes which
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Barnaby had produced,here was a reliable basic design for all purposes.
In other ways,these ships,the Blake and 3lenheim,were less
the embodiment of a new era than a swan-song of the old. They
represented the culmination of an age of innocence for White and
others,in which it was possible to believe that the basic Elswick

design would do anything; by the 1890's technical advances had
underlined the fact that no individual type,however excellent,
could hope 1o be absolutely universal. White never lost his faith
in protected cruisers,and they continued to form the bulk of
the Navy's cruisers almost until the Great Jar,but it was never
again possible to take it for granted that the protected cruiser
par sang was the ideal answer to every problem. Among the 'cruiser
capital ships',whose capacity to fight the best ships an enemy
could send into colonial waters was crucial,the armoured cruiser
was soon to experience a renaissance. In a real sense,the last
half of the 1830's was a golden age for the protected cruiser,
in which it seemed able to do anything; whereas in later years
it was recognized as a valuable type,but no panacea.

White formally submitted his new design on 14th January
1888, remarking on 'the absolute necessity of possessing a type
of vessel capable of catching and destroying the regular or
improvised cruisers of a Foreign Power'.l He had the Tage and
Cecille very much in mind,and the new ships were specifically
designed to match them.2 It was clearly understood that theirx
main function was the protection of trade,and that to fulfil it

3

they had to be able to catch and sink enemy raiding cruisers.

Lyiz: Adm.138/106,Cover of Blake & 3Blenheim,p.54.

2Committee on Navy Estimates,iinutes of Svidence (PP: }888 XIII
p.25/234,Q.4215). For a coniemporary analysis of the s;tuatlon,
see NID Report No.1l49 (December 1887),'Comparison of the Fleets of
England,Prance,and Russzia'.

3'S‘tatemen‘t of the First Lord of the Admiralty explanatory of the
lavy Estimates,1888-0 [c.53+1] (FP: 1888 LAVIII p.9/333)-
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As completed,the Blake and Blemheim were the largest,fastest,
and most powerful protected cruisers in the world. On a displacement
of 9,067 tons they carried two 9.2~inch and ten 6-inch Q.F.guns,
with a three to six-inch armour deck and coal for at least 9,000
miles, and a speed of tweniy-two knots. No other cruiser could
match their speed and armament. By the time they were completed
in November 1891 and January 1892,however,there were several
serpents loose in the protected cruiser's paradise.

These were the technical advances which may be thought of
as closing the 0ld era and presaging the new. They came too
late to affect the ships built under the Naval Defence Act,but
their influence on the 1890's and later was pervasive. There were
three principal engines of changes which were nearing perfection.

The first was the armour-piercing shell. Until the end of
the 1880's A.P.shell,though experimentally used,were still
inferior to shot for penetrating armour. The Blake and Blenheim,
for example,carried 120 round for each 9.2-inch gun,divided thus:
31 common shell,l6 shrapnel shell,20 Service A.P.shot,and 53
Palliser A.P.shot.1 A gunner fired shot to penetrate armour,
hoping to sink the ship if he hit below the waterline,or kill the
gunners with splinters if he struck the battery. He fired shell
at unarmoured parts of the ship to cause general destruction.

He could not hope to cause greail destruciion to the vitals of

the ship if they were adequately armoured. The perfection,largely
in France,of A.P.shell naturally changed one of the most important
circumstances of naval fighting,and thus design.

Closely linked with this in effect,though unrelated in cause,
was the invention of mélinite,the first high explosive. This was

several times more powerful than the powder then in use,so that

Lin: Adm.138/106,Cover of Blake and Blenheim,p.43.
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the new A.P.shell could deliver a much more effective bursting
charge,and Q.F.guns much more of it. Becides being more powerful,
high explosive also behaved differently from powder. Shells filled
with powder did not generally explode until they had penetrated
some distance,which was excellent for armour piercing,but
unsatisfactory if,for example,the object were to blow a large
hole in the unarmoured side of a ship. High explosive could be
fused for impact or delay as desired. On the other hand,mélinite
shells produced smaller splinters,and fairly light.screens would
localize their effect in,for example,a broadside battery.l

The introduction of Q.F.guns,A.P.shell and high explosive
completely altered the nature of naval gunnery. Only one element
in the ¢quation remained,armour,and this too was revolutionized
by the invention of steel armour with a toughened alloy face.
The first nickel-steel armour was produced by Le Cre%%ot in
1890,and chrome-steel armour by Saint-~Chamond in 1892, Finally
in 1895 the Harvey-Nickel process was invented in America. All
these new techniques permitted the production of plates greatly
superior in strength and lightness to compound or ordinary steel
armour.

The protected cruiser was armoured to resist the fire of
heavy guns firing slowly. It was implicitly assumed that the ship
would not be hit often,so that if the vitgls were protected,the
risk could Teasonably be incurred of leaving exposed the hull
and armament above the waterline. Q.F.guns and high explosive
completely changed this. The designer had now to anticipaie a
large number of hits,each of great effect,and the substantial

destruction of large parts of the unprotected hull was no longer just

one of Sir Zdward Reedt's fancies.

1Sir A.Noble,'The Rise and Progress: of Rifled Naval Artillery’,
PINA LI (1899),pp.251-3.



In France and Britain the new inventions were tested in a

series of experimenis. In France the Belliqueuse,and in Britain

the Resistance and Nettle Tests produced data on which the designs

of a new era were based. The first of these wag the French

armoured cruiser Dupuy de LSme,designed by de Bussy. She was

launched in 1888,and was thus a near contemporary of the Blake

and Blenheim,and as a tweniy-knot commerce~raiding cruiser a
direct rival to them,but in design they were worlds apart. The

Belliqueuse Tests had shown that relatively thin steel armour

would keep out shell of the largest size fired by Q.F.guns.

By covering the entire hull from end to end,and from below the
waterline to the upper deck,with four-inch armour,de Bussy guarded
against the anticipated hail of high-explosive shells. The wheel
of development thus turned full circle,and a ship was built
thirty years after the Gloire which exactly reproduced her

armour scheme, The ship was still wvulnerable to heavy shell,

but to protect the vitals de Bussy fitted an armour deck of the
standard type, joined to the belt at its lower edge,so that o
reach the vitals a shell would have to penetrate belt and deck

in succecsion. Because of the lightness of the armour,and because
he was protecting only the vitals from heavy shell,de Bussy was
abla to achieve all this with only 15% of displacement. Two years
earlier the Tage had given 14% of a larger displacement to armour,
1

yet carried a weaker armament and was a knot slower.

The Dupuy de Lome may fittingly cloce the quarter—century

of naval development,or rather,open the next. From her stemmed a

new breed of armoured cruisers,quite unlike the old belted cruisers.

She represented the new era in the same way that the Blake and

1Parkes,Bri‘tish Battleships,p.359. Hovgaard,mod?r? History of
Warships,pp.206-8. Barnaby,'On the Protection of suoyancy and
Stability in Ships.' TINA XXX (1889),p.217.
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Blenheim did the old,but she also looked back to the first
ironclads whose armour scheme she reproduced,as her British
Trivals looked forward to 2 new age of confidence and purpose
in naval design.

* 5% »* * *

Likewise,the great Naval Defence Act of 1889,which this
study takes as its finishing point,was also the starting point
of a new era. This famous measure had its origins in July 1888.
Public agitation for naval increases was at its height; Horndby
had delivered his famous estimate of the cruiser strength required
by the Navy on 29th May.l On 13th and 15th June Hood appeared
before the Commitiee on the Iavy Estimates to give his damaging
revelations of lack of planning for war.2 Early next month the
Cabinet instructed Hood to prepare detailed plans for war against
an alliance of France and Russia,and on this basis to calculate

3

the forces required to carry them out.~” The decision to work
solely from an estimate of need,with no prior financial limits
laid down,was actually taken by Lord Salisbury against his First
Lord's advice.4 Hood's reply,signed also by Hoskins,Graham and
Hotham,was received by the Cabinet by the end of the month.5
Hood's war plans followed clocsely on those previously proposed

by Milne and himself,and for itrade protection relied on cruiser
patrols in focal areas. In order to attain and retain the required
strength against an alliance of France and Russia Hood proposed

a building programme of eight first-class and two second-class

battleships,eight large and twenty-five smaller protected cruisers,

four scouts and eighteen torpedo-gunboats., With the addition of
one more first-class cruiser this was the programme carried

! gnte,p.188. 2pnte,p.193.

3pRO: Cab.37/22/36 p.2

4L.C.Hamilton to Salisbury,3rd July 1888 (Salisbury hSS:
E/Hamilton/l42). It is interesting to note that the political
expediency of increased expenditure was being urged on 3alisbury
from some quarters; sece Bartlett to Salisbury,15th iay 1888

Salis 155: S/Tartlett/64).
5PRO: Cab.37/22/24. (salisbury /Ta /64)



into effect by the Naval Defence Act. The details of the
programme were presented to the Cabinet on lst November 1888,
and finally sanctioned on 1lst Decem’ber.1 In his arguments to

his Cabinet colleagues Hamilton appealed 1o the sources which
have in this study been adduced as powerful motors of public
opinion - notably the lessons of the manoeuvres,and the (then
unpublished) Three Admirals' Report. The whole of an unprecedented
building programme,to say nothing of elaborate financial
arrangements,were thus concerted in only four montﬁs. With such
a short time available it would have been impossible for White

to have worked out any radically new designs,and it was fortunate
that he had to hand tried and successful types from which to
work. As built,the first-class cruisers were improved Mersey's,
the second-class improved 'M'!' or 'P' Class,and the four third-
class scout cruisers reduced versions of the same universal
protected design.

The Naval Defence Act marks a milestone in the development
of naval policy. For the first time in twenty-five years it is
possible to trace a policy formed and carried into execution
on completely logical lines. The Cabinet,led by the Prime Kinister,
decided what enemies the Navy was to face. The naval members of
the Board then produced plans for such a war,and from them
calculated the force they would require. The D.N.C.worked out
a building programme to attain that strength,basing his designs
on those which had already proved successful. Finally the Cabinet
sanctioned the completed programme and it was presented to
Parliament. It is because it shows for the first time a perfecily
logical system of policy-formation that the Naval Defence Act

has been chosen as the terminus ad quem of the study,just as the

lpRo: Ccab.37/22/30 & 37/22/40.
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protected cruisers built under it represent the culmination of
a quarter-century of warship design.

At the same time the historian must enter the same sort of
reservation about the perfection of naval policy as about the
perfection of cruiser design. Glancing at later naval programmes,
which this study has not covered,one must ask oneself if the
proper chains of responsibility were a2lways followed. As before,
doubts centre on the figure of the D.N.C.,so often more powerful
and influential than he was supposed to be. The Board in 1889 was
still overworked with' trivia,and still lacked an effective machinery
for the continuous review of policy; the same opportunity and need
existed for a vigorous man to exceed the theoretical limitations
of his subordinate office. In the opinion of an acute observer of
white's later years,'He did for the naval officer what the naval
officer could not or did not do for himself'; 'He would first
look upon himself,as it were,as a co-ordinator of naval thought'.l
In spite of the shining example of the Naval Defence Act,the
Admiralty in 1890,and for a long time afterwards,was not very
well adapted for the formation of policy:

'It was a system not wholly bad,but dependent for
its success upon the personality of the D.N.C.. Provided

he was an able and broadminded man,the system would work,
but even so it was a method which tended to make the
D.N.C.indispensable[éié],and which gave too much power
and influence to the holder of a technical appointment.
Only when the D.N.C.realised,as White did,that in order
to exercise his great powers in an efficient manner he
must make himself a hybrid,something greater and wider-

reaching than a technical adviser,could the system work.'®
This was the continuing weakness of the Admiralty; too much of
its success in 1890,even the evolution of the Naval Defence Act,
depended on the initiative of able individuals:

1King—Ha11,Evolution of the Cruiser,pp.29 &32.
2
Ibid.,p.32.
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'It cannot be too strongly siressed that the

foundations of policy will not be sound if they depend

upon the expressions of individual opinions and not

upon the impersonal labours of a staff.'l

These percipient comments upon White's later years at the
Admiralty must be borne in mind as a qualification to the opinions
earlier expressed on the Naval Defence Act. It did mark a new
standard for the logical formation of policy,but it was a standard
not always adhered to. As with the earlier judgement on the
progress of cruiser design,one must record a qualified verdict
on the Naval Defence Act; it was the end and beginning of

important eras,but not a turning-point in history.

1Ibid.,p.37 (original italics).
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CONCLUSIONS

In surveying a quarter-century of naval development,one
seems to see two soris of influence as largely responsible for
shaping the course of warship design; technical and personal.
These may be identified at work in the evolution of both the
species of cruiser with which this study has been chiefly
concerned; the large ships which approached more or less closely
to the concept of the 'cruiser capital ship',and the bulk of the
smaller vessels designed to exercise the command of the sea.

Among most subordinate types of cruiser,technical influences
were predominant throughout the 1860's and 1870's. There was
no serious reconsideration of the proper functions and nature of
these types. Instead,technological developments were incorporated
piecemeal,leading to a gradual improvement of an essentially
unsatisfactory species,evolved for a time of peace rather than
war,and inadequate to carry out the new strategies which were
growing up. Then,in the early 1880's,various individuals,in
reacting to new technologies,inadvertently created a new species
of small cruiser which was at once seen to fulfil cruiser functions
much better than the old. Finally,in the late 1880's,we appear
to see the Admiralty for the first time firmly in command of
jts technical resources,conscious of what it was trying to do,and
how best to do it. Whereas the men of earlier years had to0 a
great extent reacted to the changes which an era of rapid evolution
constantly thrust at them,those of the late 1880's seem once
more to have been masters of the course of events.

With the larger cruisers the siory is rather different.

At the end of the 1860's a small group of men,pre-eminent among
them Sir Spencer Robinson,made sirenuous efforts to achieve the

‘cruiser capital ship' which the needs of the time suggested,but

they were frustrated by the 1imitations of contemporary engineering.



During the 1870's and early 1880's,Parkes's 'Dark Ages of the
Victorian Navy',this unity and direction were largely losi,and
the development of larger,as well as smaller cruisers,seems to
have been heavily conditioned by the haphazard accumulation of
technical improvements. There was no overall perception of
development,no unity of approach. The men of the day were
reacting to events rather than controlling them.

Finally,in the 1880's,the belted cruiser type evolved by
the ‘'ancien régime' of the Admiralty was replaced by a version
of the same protected cruiser design which had taken over
throughout the cruiser fleet.

The Naval Defence Act laid down a fleet consisting essentially
of only two designs,one for battleships,and one for cruisers.
Every cruiser,from the tiny Third Class Scout Cruisers,to the
enormous Blake and Blenheim ‘cruiser capital ships',conformed
to a single basic.design. Throughout the cruiser fleet was
reflected a unified concept in which the cruiser qualities of
gpeed and range were properly paramount. Engineering and naval
architecture were once more the servants of policy and strategy.

Such,at least,was the apparent situation,but there are
grounds for thinking it misleading. It cannot be doubted that
the men of 1890 had a far more complete grasp of the objects of

British strategy,and the consequent priorities of British cruiser
design than their predecessors. One may,however,suspect that they
had not entirely escaped from the tyranny of technology; that to
some extent they still allowed piecemeal improvements to influence
their designs. The unity of the cruiser fleet in 1890 was partly
the product of the temporary 'golden age' of the protected cruiser.
If one glances at the subsequent history of the'cruiser capital
ship! type,on which the protected cruiser's grasp was weakest,

one is forced to wonder whether the essential nature of the
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type,which should be a cruiser type first and foremost,but one
capable of matching the most powerful enemy cruisers in chase or
action,was realized. In later years the growth of the armoured
Cruiser,and the iniroduction of the battle-cruiser,produced types
which fell uncomfortably between two functions,being too large,
powerful and costly for cruiser work,but,as experience proved,
inadequate for fleet action. Such ships could not have been built
if the nature of the 'cruiser capital ship' element in a colonial
cruiser force had been properly understood. One must infer that
the men of 1890 were still to some exterit the prisoners and not
the masters of engineering progress,and that the splendid unity
of the Naval Defence Act was the chahce product of technological
advance as well as the conscious design of policy and strategy.

It is in fact no surprise to find that naval architecture and
policy-making displayed a tendency to incorporate endless technical
improvemenis without re-thinking basic approaches,when the habit
has hardly been shaken off a century later.

The second great influence on naval policy was that of
personalities. This study has devoted much attention to the
characters of the men who rules the Queen's Navy,in the belief
that their characters were the most formative influence on its
development. Again and again it was the ideas of individuals,
and the way they worked with one another,which shaped naval
policy. There were no developed schools of naval thought until the
1880t's,and even when the Naval Defence Act allows one o speak
of a coherent strategy reflected in naval policy,it was a strategy
largely generated outside the Admiraliy,and adopted by it without
serious consideration,in response to political pressure.

What the Navy needed in a time of rapid technical change was

gsome machinery to review the progress of the naval world,and to

suggest the broad lines of policy. The Admiralty,like any
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administrative body,was chronically unable to take the long view.
By 1890 the machinery to evolve policy was only beginning to be
created. It is a tribute to the efforts of unofficial bodies like
the R.U.S.I.,and the officers who attended them,that so sophisticated
and intelligent a school of naval thought did grow up,but if the
same work had been done systemmatically by men trained to adopt
scientific methods,it might have avoided many of the errors which
official policy in 1890 was in process of adopting from the
unofficial school of naval thinkers together with their sound
principles. It is idle to critiscize the Victorian Navy for its
slowness in finding an answer to a problem which it was historically
ill-equipped to recognize,let alone solve,but it offers a lesson

to modern times which has not yet been completely learnt.

One of the salient characteristics of personal influence on
naval policy during this period was precisely that it was so
personal . The administrative structure of the Admiralty frequently
seems to have had little effect on a balance of influence and even

intrigue which resembled less the smooth machinery of an efficient

'bureancracy' than the court of an absolute monarch. The Admiraliy
chronically lacked an administration with clearly-defined chains

of command and responsibility,of information and consultation.

It was never obvious who was supposed to take what decisions,upon
what grounds,and with whose advice. In consequence,questions of
fundamental importance were answered by people incompetent to do
so,and often they were never answered at all. The study points

the z2bsolute need for a Service department,indeed,for any government
department,of proper administrative machinery.In part the weaknessses
arose from a persistent confusion of the functions of administration
and policy-making. Naval lords,even if they had received the
professional assistance they so much wanted,would have found their

administrative concerns sufficient to distract them from overall
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policy. On the other hand,it is probably idle to suggest that

the two could ever have been completely separated. Policy,if it be
effective,must permeate every aspect of administration,and vice
versa. What was required was that the naval lorde be assisted,

on the one hand by a staff competent to deal with all but the

most important administrative details,and on the other by a staff
of a different sort,concerned with advance planning and policy-
formation,and able to undertake the groundwork upon which their
chiefs might build a fabric of decision. Professor Northcote
Parkinson has made famous the tendency of the Admiralty to
increase in size regardless of the size of the fleet; this study
shows the Navy valiantly resisting the trend even as it entered

an age of increasingly rapid and complex technical change.
Hindsight makes it clear that this well-intentioned effort was
misguided,and that the conservative admirals and thrifty politicians
who for so long denied the Navy a proper administrative structure
of command gravely weakened its effectiveness.

The new age also required a body of officers (and indeed men)
far better tréined and educated than those who guided the Navy
through this period. In an age of great changes it was no longer
adequate to finish school at twelve or thirteen and go straight
to sea to be brought up in the ways of seamanship. Reasonablg as
that system had served an age when seamanship was the only
technology at sea,it was outdated by the early 1870's. It was
not so serious that officers were untrained in what had become
important parts of their profession. Their crucial failing was
simply that they lacked the intellectual capacity which comes:
from training the mind. No-one who reads the papers of the time,
the evidence of naval witnesses before the Lords' Committee or

the Committee on Designs,or the reports of debates at the R.U.S.I.,

can fail to be struck by the poor mental abilities of the mid-
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Victorian nazwval officer. It is exiraordinary that the sovhisticated
and effective naval thought which has been described in these
pages was nurtured in such unpromicing soil.

The poor education of the naval officer contributed to
another prominent feature of the times. The Navy has always been
in a measure isolated from the national life,and no doubt this is
an inevitable concomitant of a seafaring profession,but has never
been so marked as in the 1860's and 1870's. Decades of peace,or
of war in which the Army had chiefly figured,had allowed the Navy
to slip out of the public view. Lip-service might still be paid to
the primaca of the Senior Service,but public attention was given
more to the Army. Javal officers,formerly honoured and respected
members of society (cf.Jane Austen's characters,and indeed relations),
became somewhat obscure,even uncouth and comical figures. The
great revolution in middle-class education brought about by public
schools and railways had passed them by,and men bred up at sea
from boyhood no longer fitted easily into polite society. This
contributed to a sort of diffidence which is characteristic
of naval officers,especially the older ones,during this
period. None of them could remember the greal age of the Navy's
fame,and very few of them had studied it even as history. Not
only did they forget the strategy learned in generations of
warfare,they also in a measure lost the self-confidence born
of generations of success. One seenms to see a sort of secret
conviction of inferiority which tempered the Navy's dealings
with the outside world. Again and again naval lords pressed
for what they regarded as essential increases in the Estimates,
or protested at what they saw as disastrous reductions,with a

sort of hopeless resignation. Prequently they accepted defeat

in advance as inevitable. They were not only willing,but

apparently even eager,to resign all policy-making to the Cabinct,
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and free themselves from the burdensome responsibility of decision.
Something of this lies behind their reluctance properly to consider
the overall policy and grand strategy of the Navy,which so urgently
required re-examination. One of the most fundamental weaknesses
of the mid-Victorian Navy was simply a lack of self-respect,
and the recovery of the Navy both reflected and was reflected by
a recovery of self-confidence which led up to the assertive
spirit of the turn of the century.

This study has examined the designs of cruisers as a
reflection of contemporary strategy,as well as other factors.
It must also be remembered that they were themselves an influence
upon it. We have already mentioned how outside forces,especially
technical ones,could give naval design an impetus of its own,
quite independent of the strategy supposedly guiding it. In
practice sirategy seems often to have been as much influenced by

the ships available as vice versa. Officers,particularly those

like Milne or Key who were temperamentally attached to the old
types,often argued that the existence of a fleet of older ships,
which could not immediately be replaced,made it difficult to
replace the strategy they had been designed to fulfil - as of
course it did,in the short term. From there it was but a short
step to arguing that it was undesirable to replace the old ways.
Thus a lack of rigorous thinking allowed design in some measure
to influence strategy. One might almost say that naval design
had a life of its own,and an influence on policy and sirategy
when it should only have been influenced by them. The concept
would seem strange if it were not familiar o us in our own days.
The mid-Victorian Navy entered on a period of transition
with many chronic defects,the gradual correction of some of
which forms the theme of this study. By the time of the Naval

Defence Act it had succeeded in reforming itself out of the
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worst of these,and had evolved a basié:? sound strategy which
has never since been abandoned. At the same time one must doubt if
the achievement of the Naval Defence Act was quite as solidly based
as it appeared to ba. Nevertheless,the Navy came far and fast
during the quarter—century. The Service of those days may seem
almost comical in retrospect,as it seemed to many contemporaries,
but the historian must wonder that a Service so conservative in
spirit met so well the unprecedented demands of a new world.
The officers of the Queen's Navy had been brought up in an era
in which rapid technical change was unknown and unknowable,and
the fundamentals of naval warfare changed so slowly, and were so
deeply implicit in every facet of naval life,that they needed no
formal teaching. These men were the products of an age in which
naval fighting was predominantly a practical and empirical art,
and they were forced to adapt to one in which it became an
intellectual science. It must remain a subject of astonishment that
they reacted so well to situations for which their training and
upbringing had left them quite unfitted. They were members of a
warlike Service,who had never known war; leaders of an increasingly
technical profession,whose technical training was minimal; educated
in a tradition which had failed either to preserve the wisdom
garnered by their forefathers,or to‘prepare them for the new challenges
of a time of bewildering change; they badly needed the power of
analysis and breadth of understanding of the educated mind,and yet
they had only the slightest formal schooling; worst of all they
subconsciously recognized enough of their deficiencies 1o deprive
them of the confidence and drive which would have helped in
overcoming these deficiencies. The impartial observer of the Royal
Navy in 1865 could scarcely have foreseen the extent to which these

men transformed their Service in the following twenty-five years.
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Barbette

A fixed armoured emplacement surrounding a gun,its mounting,
handling chamber and trunk. The gun was trained and elevated on
a revolving platform inside the barbette,and fired over the rim
of the armour glacis. A barbette was originally roofless,but in

later years an armoured hood was fitted over the gun to protect

the crew from machine-—-gun fire.

Barque
A three (rarely four or five) masted vessel,square-rigged on

fore and main masts.

belt-and-battery (ironclad)

One with an armour scheme consisting of a waterline belt and

an armoured box battery above it amidships.

bluff

(Otherwise 'bluff-bowed!) With a coarse eniry,a full bow;
. with the bows blunt or squared—off.

I
o

Ltj
H
[

A two-masted square-rigged vessel.

Builders!'! 014 leasurement

(otherwise 'tons burthen') A number of formulae for calculating
tonnage,all derived from one devised by Katthew Baker,liaster
Shipwright to Queen Elizabeth I,to provide a notional equivalent

of a ship's capacity to carxry actual tuns of wine.

Buttocks
The rising stream-lines of the underwater hull aft,about

the quarters.

central citadel (ironclad)

One with battery and vitals enclosed within an armoured

citadel amidships,leaving bow and stern protected only with an
armour deck.

Chase

The barrel of a gun from breech to muzzle.

Chaser

(otherwise 'bow chaser'or 'stern chaser!) A gun mounted

forward or aft,firing along the line of the keel.

compound (engine)

One working steam through two stages of expansion.




Corvette
A ship-rigged man—of-war carrying her main battery on the

upper deck.

crank

Unstable.

(Boiler) Crown

The top of the boiler shell.

ary
Shipping little water on deck in heavy weather.

en barbette

Vide supra sv. 'Barbette!.

Flat
A small compartment (eg. Tiller Flat; the compariment

containing the steering-gear).

Forced Draught

Air forced into the boilers under pressure to improve their

combustion.

Forecastle

The forward end of the upper deck. Also loosely used for

'Topgallant Forecastle'; a short deck raised above the forecastle.

Freeboard
The distance from waterline to upper deck,oT; the exposed

gside of the ship.

Frigate

A ship-rigged man—of-war carrying her main battery on the

main deck.

Full Rig
A complete rig,especially that of a ship (gv.)-

Gunboat,Gunvessel
Small warships armed with one oT two heavy guns; originally

designed for inshore bombardment.

handx

Readily answering the helm,manoeuvrable.

Hatch—-Coaming
A raised sill or breakwater armound a hatch in a weather

reagtwork around a hatch in an armour deck.

deck,or an armoured b
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Langridge
Splinters from shot,or thrown up by shot.

Lugger
A small vessel rigged with lug-sails; quadrangular fore-and-
aft sails bent to running yards at their heads.

¥ain Deck

The deck below the upper deck (gv.).

Plain Sail

A1l the usual square and fore-and-aft sails,excluding

exotica like studding-sails.

Poop

A short deck raised above the quarter deck,which is the
after end of the upper deck (gv.).

poundexr
(Usually abbreviated to 'pdr.').A gun throwing shot or shell
of the specified weight.

Privateer

A merchant vessel licensed by letter of marque {o prey

upon the shipping of the enemy.

Scantlings

The materials of the ship's structure,especially the sides.

Sea~keeping

The capacity to stay at sea,especially in bad weather.

Sheathing

An outer cladding or skin applied to the hull,often to allow
an iron hull to be coppered without setting up corrosive

electrolytic action.

Shell Plating

Plating worked in a continuous skin,especially that of the

ship's side.

Shiz) <

A three (rarely four or five) masted vessel,square-rigged
on 21l masts. In the period of this siudy the word was already
losing its precise sense. I have followed the usu=2l contemporary
(and current) practice of preserving the proper meaning in speaking
of pure sailing vessels,and falling into the modern us>3e with

by N1 \
steamers or hybrids,or in compound words such as 'Warsiaip-.
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short-winded

Of short range,or poor steaming powers generally. (This is

something of a colloquialism).

simple,or simple—expansion (engine)

One working steam through only one stage of expansion.

slack in staxs

Unhandy in going about,slow in tacking.

Sloop
A small ship or brig-rigged man-of-war carrying her battery
on the upper deck.

stiff

With large reserves of stability,and consequently lively

and uncomfortable in a seaway.

superfiring (gun)

One mounted above and behind another,and firing over it.

Surface Condenser

One in which the exhaust steam condenses on surfaces cooled
by intermal circulation of sea water,so that cooling water and

boiler feed water are isolated from one another. It replaced the

jet condenser,in which steam was injected into a bath of sea

water from which feed water was drawn off.

taunt

(0f a rig) tall in proportion to its spread; (of sails)
deep in the hoist or drop in proportion to their spread.

tender

With small reserves of stability,consequently steady and

comfortable in a seaway.

Trim
The attitude of a ship in the water,whether on an even

keel,down by the head or stern,&c..

triple—expansion (engine)

One working steam through three stages of expansion.

Trunnions
A pair of heavy bosces on either side the chase of the

gun,by which it is mounted.

Tumblehome

An inward sloping of the ship'’ side.




Turn of the Bilge

The angle between bottom and side.

Upper Deck

The highest deck running continuously from bow to siern.

Upper-iforks

The upper part of the exposed hull,or; the superstructure.

in wake of

(Otherwise 'in way of') Behind,beside,abtve,in line with.

weatherly
Holding a good lee,going well to windward.

wet

Tending to ship seas in heavy weather.
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APPENDIX
Table of Leﬁpnd Heichts, &c.
Name lLaid |Dicp- | spead] % |5 |7 15 |94  |penctn:
Down |lace= | (n.)| Arm—| Arm— | }lach-| Coal | Hull |Beam
ment hment|our | inery Ratio
Wampanoag 1863 4,570 |16 |4.4" |0 |27.6 |16.4|45.0%|7.6:1
Alma 1865 {3,778 | 11.9 | 4.3 |23.4 |10.7 | 6.2 |51.9%{5.0:1
Volage 1867 |3,080 |15 |4.4 |0 19.4 |13.4 | 48.6 |6.4:1
Victorieuse 1869 14,150 {12.7{7.5 {17.2 9.6 |6.8 47.51 5.2:1
Shah 1870 16,208 |16.2 | 7.4 |0 19.3 [ 9.7 147.8 |6.4:1
General Admiral {1870 |4,648 [12.3 |3.3 {11.3 {19.7 |21.8} 37.9 |6.2:1
Raleigh 1871 15,200 |15.2 | 5.5 |0 20.4 |11.8 | 50.2 |5.8:1
Duguay-Trowin® (1872 |3,126 |16 |4 |0 22" |14.5 |50 |7.2:1
Shannon 1873 15,390 |12.3 | 6.5 |21.2 {13.0 [5.1 |43.1 4.8:1
Téméraire> 1873 {8,540 |14.6 | 5.3 |23.9 [14.9 |4.7 |43.1 |4.6:1
Ruby 1873 | 2,162 | 12.3 | 5.5 lo 16.6 |11.1 | 51.3”!5.5:1
Furyalus 1873 | 4,139 {15 |6.1 |0 21.6 19.7 |52.0 |6.2:1
elson | 1874 {7,473 |14 |6.8 |22.7 |14.8 | 7.1 |39.9 |4.6:1
Iris 11875 {3,624 117.5 | 3.6 |0 29.7 | 14.4 | 43.9 [6.5:1
Comus 1876 {2,383 {13 6.5 15.8 {16.0/11.355.8 |5.1:1
Yaroslavl 1878* 3,050 {14.7 4* 0 16* 32* 43*
Heroine 1880 | 1,468 {13 |7.8 [2.0" |12.9 9.6 |54.4 |5.2:1
Leander 1880 | 3,800 [17 |4.4 |5.3 120.519.4]41.6 |6.5:1
flmirante Browd|1880 | 4,300 |13.7 | 6.4 |23.9 |17.8 |10.7|35.1 4.8:1
Impérieuse 1881 | 8,200 |17 |5.0%|21.07[16.47 10.7 | 45.4" |5.122
Esmeralda 1881 | 3,050 | 18.3 {7.6 |3.5 |20.8]19.7|42.6 |6.5:1
Giovanni Bausan|1882 | 3,074 [17.4 7.5 |5-0 [20.4}19.4 | 6.4:1
Mersey 1883 | 3,605 | 17 7.5 {13.9 ‘15.8 13.9 41.38 5.4:)
scout 1884 {1,596 | 16.7 | 4.6 |? 20.7|15.7 | 46.4716.6:1
Orlando 1885 | 5,600 {19.1 | 7.1 {17.5 {15.3]|13.4 40.3 5.3:1
Calypso 1885 | 2,835 | 13.7 | 6.5 |4.6 [17.3|11.4 46.3 |5.3:1
Archer 1885 | 1,771 | 16.5 | 8.4 [5.6 |19.9|14.1| 46.3 16.2:1
Hedea? 1887 | 2,800 | 20 | 6.1 |11.8 | 24.2|14.3 | 36.4 |6.5:1
Plake 1808 | 9,067 |21 | 5.9 |13.27]17.6] 16.5| 0.6 |5.8:1

In this table displacement (in tons) is usuall

speed is trial speed,armament jncludes ammunition and gun mountings,

armour includes backing,machinery jncludes boiler feed water, coal is

legend capacity where applicable

ratio

figureheads. Figures marked with an aster

1(ex)

Wooden hulls.

y as designed,

(see later table),and length to boom

is calculated on overall length without bowsprits orT

jsk are approximate.
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2
A smaller derivative of the Dugquesne and Tourville,roughly
corresponding to the Volage.

3A battleship of Barnaby's design,included for comparison with
the armoured cruisers.

4
One of the Opal Class sloops,which preceded the Comus Class.
5

Composite built.

An ar@ed me?chantman of the Russian Volunteer Fleet,included for
comparison with unarmoured cruisers. Unladen displacement is
quoted; with her holds fully stowed with coal the displacement

might have been double that given,and the legend weights quite
different.

7An Argentinean belted cruiser built to White's design,included
for comparison with Barnaby's designs.

8 .

Including armour,which was probably no more than 2-3%,
9Three sisters with horizontal engines had less armour and heavier
hulls,and displaced 150 tons more.

Table of Range and Bunkerage

The displacement of a warship is very variable,ranging from
the lightest possible figure,with the ship siripped of all stores
and movable equipment,to the heaviest,including the maximum quantity
of stores,ammunition,coal,water,men and their effects,and spare
gear of all kinds,which might be 50% greater than the former figure.
It was the practice of British naval architects to fix a 'legend!
displacement,on which all calculations of stability,draught,trim,
&c.,were based. This included a 'normal' quantity of consumable
stores,which was usually less than the maximum which could be
stowed. Reed was accustomed to include full bunkerage in his 'legend?
displacement,and this practice was required by the Board Order of
21lst September 1886,but Barnaby always fixed his legend weights
with less than the maximum coal bunkerage,on the assumption that
only in exceptional circumstances would the full supply be required.
Although all calculations of trim and stabilily were based on
this legend displacement,at which trials were also run,published
figures of range were usually based on the maximum bunkerage,thus
getting the best of both worlds. The following table attemptis as
far as possible to distinguish the legend and maximum cozl capacities,
and the consequent ranges,of the ships in the previous table.

It should be borne in mind that the speed and range of coal-
burning ships varied considerably with the quality of the coal
and the stokers. Admiralty figures of range were calculated on the
fairly realistic assumption of good,but not unusually good stoking,
and best Welsh steam coal. Trials,however,were ofien run with

picked stokers and liixon's iiavigation Coal,giving superior results.



Figures marked with an asterisk are approximate.

Name Coal (tons) Range (miles)
at 10 nois
Legend Maximum Legend [iaximum
Wampanoag 750 = 16.4% 4,600
Alma 235 = 6.2%l 1,360
Volage 414 = 13,4% 2,520
Victorieuse 275" = 6.8% 2,740
Shah 600 = 9, 7% 3,480
General Admiral 1,016 = 21.8% 5,900
Raleigh 550 = 11.8% 2,040
Duguay-Trouin 1430 = 14.5% 4,000
Shannon 280 = 5.1% |560 = 9.9% ? ?
Temeraire 400 = 4.7% |620 = 7.0% ? ?
Ruby 240 = 11.1%(260 = 11.9% 1,870* 2,040
Euryalus 400 = 9.7% |540 = 12.6% |2,130"|2,880
Nelson 600 = 7.1% 1,200 = 14% |[2,500% 5,000
Iris 500 = 14.4%|750 = 19.7% 2,800* 4,200
Comus 270 = 11.3%{370 = 14.9% 2,600* 3,600
Yaroslavl 980" = 32% ?
Heroine 140 = 9.6% (400 = 23.7% 1,760* 5,050
Leander 725 = 19.4%1,000 = 24.5% 6,000 |8,000
Almirante Brown 650 = 10.7% 4,500
Impérieuse 900 = 10.7%|1,130 = 13.4% (4,320 {7,230
Esmeralda 600 = 19, 7% 6,000
Giovanni Bausan 560 = 19.4% 5,000
Hersey 500 = 13.9%[750 = 19.4% |4,800" |7,200
Scout 250 = 15.7% (450 = 25% 3,825 (6,900
Orlando 750 = 13.4%1(900 = 15.6% 6,600* 8,000
Calypso 320 = 11.4%|575 = 18.6% 2,750* 4,970
Archer 250 = 14.1% (475 = 23.8% 3,650* 7,000
Medea 400 = 13.6%|500 = 16.4% |8,000 |10,000
Blake 1,500 = 16.5% 9,000 2

1
Admiralty figures gave 300 tons (= 7.9%),or
knots,but this was probably too high.

2Sources differ,some quoting figures as high
Probably this ship,lilze most others,could in
more than her 'maximum' capacity.

Wampanoag:

(PRO: Adm.1/6272 Pt.2,22nd M~rch 1873). Sloan,Isherwood,pp.170-188.

2,740 miles at 10

as 15,000 miles.
energency stow even

Sources for the above Tables

*Summary of Official Reports on the U.S.Navy',pp.1l1l-12
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Alma: de Balincourt & Vincent-Brechignac, 'La Ylarine Frangaise
d'iier — Les Cuirassees. III - Corvettes Cuirassees',Revue }Faritime

1931 2°p.617. C.C.uright,'Cruisers of the Imperial Russian Navy,Pt.I'
Jarship International 1972 No.l,p.45. T.Brassey,'Speed & Coal

Endurance of Unarmoured Vessels',p.l3 (PRO: Adm.l/6626,lst January 1882).
Volage: FIC Report No.73 (AL),¥ay 1885, Appendix E,p.1l7.

------

Wii: Adm.138/57,Cover of Iric & l.ercury,p.92.

Victorieuse: de Balincourt & Vincent—Bréchignac,loc.cit.,p.617.
Wright,loc.cit.p.45.

shah: AL: FIC loc.cit.. NMM: Adm.138/44,Cover of Boadicea Class,
'Papers reglting to the Design of the Highflyer',f.G6.

General Admiral: Wright,loc.cit.,p.45.
Raleigh: AL: FIC loc.cit.. IID: Adm.138/44,Cover of Boadicea Class,p.l19.
Duguay-Trouin: Brassey,loc.cit.,p.l2.

Shannon: Parkes,B?itish Battleships,p.237. MNIIi: Adm.l38/74,Cover
of darspite & Imperieuse,p.23.

Teméraire: Adm.138/74,p.23. Parkes,op.cit.,p.222.

Ruby: AL: FIC loc.cit.. Adm.138/54,Cover of Opal Class,p.l35.
Euryalus: AL: FIC loc.cit.. Adm.138/44,p.176.

Nelson: Adm.138/74,p.23. Barnaby,'The lelson Class',TINA XXXI

(1880),p.61.

Irig: AL: FIC looc.cit.. Adm.138/57,p.92.

Comus: AL: FIC loc.cit.. G.A.Osbon,'Passing of the Steam and Sail
Corvette; The Comus and Calliope Classest',liariner's irror TIX
(1963)p.193. MNMi: Adm.138/55,Cover of Comus Class,p.i.9.

Yaroslavl: Brassey,loc.cit.,p.l8.

Heroine: AL: FIC loc.cit.. NHil: Adm.138/65,Cover of Heroine et al.,f.42.

Leander: AL: FIC loc.cit.. NiM: Adm.138/80,Cover of nersey Class,
£.72. Adm.138/57,p.170.

Almirante Brown: Adm.138/74,p.23. lanning,Life of ihite,pp-82-88.
Impérieuse: Adm.138/74,pp.23,34,86 & 295.

Esmeralda: Adm.138/80,f.121. P.Brook,'The Elswick Cruisers; Pt.1,
The Zarly Types',Warship International,1970 Fo.2 p.159.

Giovanni Bausan: Adm.138/80,f.2. Brook,loc.cit.p.l62.
lersey: AL: FIC loc.cit.. 4dm.138/80,ff.72 & 106.

Scout: NIB: Adm.138/82,Cover of Scout & Fearless,f.77. Warship
International,l97C lo.2,p.181.

Orlando: I00i: Adm.138/77,Cover of Orlando Class,f.125.
Calypso: AL: FIC loc.cit.. Nili: Adm.l38/73,Cover of Calypso &

Calliope,p.33.

Archer: Hul: Adm.138/79,Cover of Archer Class,p.l43. Warship
International 1970 No.2 p.1l81.

edeas Il Adm.l38/97,Cover of 'l!' Class,p.293.

Blake: I1%i: Adm.138/106,Cover of Blake & 3lenheim,p.188.

sith -

Warchip International,1970 No.l,p.47.
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MANUSCRIPT SOURCES

Public Record Office
Adm.1l:

This contains the most important surviving Admiralty papers,

but has been heavily weeded. lost other Admiralty papers in the

P.R.O.are almost useless for the student of policy in this period,

with the exception of:

Adm.116:

This contains a number of cases on subjects relevant to the
study. The system of gathering the papers bearing on a particular
subject into a single file was only begun in the 188 s,and had
not by 1890 attained the scope and importance familiar to

historians of later periods.
PRO 30/6:
The papers of the Earl of Carnarvon; contain copies of the

Second and Third Reporits of the Royal Commission of his chairmanship,

together with much other material,especially on colownial defence.

Cab.37/22:
This includes a small number of important documents bearing

on the origins of the Naval Defence Act.

wational laritime Museum

Adm.138,Ships' Covers:

Formerly in the P.R.0.. These constitute the Constructors'
Branch records of each ship or class. liany are now missing,and
the quantity and quality of information in the remainder are

variable,but this is an jindispensable source,and often contains

material of surprisingly wide scope.

}¥ilne Papers:

An archive of great value. Milne removed from the Admiralty
many important papers which have thus been preserved,and his
extensive correspondence is most valuable. Jith the liilne Papers,
but un-numbered,is the only surviving copy of the First Report of

the Carnarvon Commission,with most of the iinutes of Svidence.

Vecey Hamilton Papers:
His correspondence and professional papers are very

informative for the late 1880's.
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Phipps Hornby Papers:

The most important surviving collection of private papers
of the period. Hornby's status is reflected in the wide variety of
his correspondence,and the close touch he kept with policy even
when not at the Admiralty. There is a complete set of the

unpublished papers and evidence of the Committee on Designms.

Noel Papers:

A large archive,as yet uncatalogued. There is some interesting
correspondence,but Noel did not reach sufficiently high rank to
be much involved with policy until after 1890.

British Museum

Gladstone's MSS contain nothing of much relevance to the Kavy,
except for his correspondence with Childers and Robinson over the
latter's dismissal. Otherwise there seems to be little of value
apart from a few interesting letters among Lord Ripon's papers
in the Additional MSS.

Buckinghamshire Record QOffice

Ramsden Collection:
The includes the Duke of Somerset's correspondence with

various naval officers and others,some of which is of interest.

Brown Library,Liverpool

Tarleton Papers:
iicrofilm of papers,the originals of which are held by Sir
John Tarleton's grand-daughter iirs.H.}.Fagan. There is a

useful collection of letters from N¥ilne among them.

Hampshire Record Office

Forwood Papers:
This is a small archive,but of great importance for Hamilton's

Board. Besides preserving official documents and private correspondence,

Forwood had copies or précis made of many Admiralty files.

Strand House

Hambleden Papers:
There are some interesiing letters,but in the main W.7.Smith's

correspondence typifies the lack of interest in the liavy felt

by politicians of the day.
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Christ Church,0xford
Salisbury MNSS:

On loan from the present Marquess. There are some letters of

value from Hamilton,bearing on the Naval Defence Act.

Other

The published and unpublished papers of politicians of the
day mostly serve only to show how little the Navy was regarded
except where it touched on more important matters,such as politics,
paironage,and relations with the court. The Russell MSS in the
P.R.O.contain some correspondence with Somerset and Pakington,
but nothing of consequence. According to Lord Blake,both Derby's
and Disraeli's papers contain virtually nothing on the Navy.

The surviving archives of First Lords of the day are hardly
more helpful. Only Somerset is really informative,but not often
on subjects relevant to this study. Pakington's correspondence in
the Worcestiershire Record Office,of which a detailed list is
available at the National Register of Archives,seems to contain
nothing of value. The N.R.A.also has lists of Gdschen's and Ward
Hunt's lSS,neither of which contain any material relevant to
this thesis. liany of Childers's papers were destroyed by enemy
action; those remaining,at the Royal Commonwealth Society and
among the Granville MSS in the P.R.0O.,are largely concerned
with political questions,and his time at the War Office. I have
been unable to#race any important archive of Northbroox or Hamilton

papers,other than the correspondence with others whose papers are

cited elsewhere.

PRINTED SCURCES
PRINMARY

Parliamentary Papers
The most valuable evidence is to be found in the reports,

and still more in the minutes of evidence,or various committees
and commiscions. Because the NS pagination of the bound volumes
of Parliamentary Papers is apt to differ from one copy to another,
and. because many of the reports are also to be met with elsewhere,
I have cited the printed page of the particular report as the

first element,and the MS page of the whole volume 2as the second

element of twofold pagination.

Carnarvon Commicsion:
Extract from the Revorts of the Royal Commission on the
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Defence of British Possessions Abroad,in the Proceedings

of the Colonial Conference,1887 [0.5091] Vol.II,.\npendix,
Sect.VII.D No.89,pr.295-338 (ie.1887 LVI pp.899-042).
Committee on Designs:

First Report of the Committee to examine the Jesigns upon

which Ships of War have recently been Constructed[?.33ﬂ ’
1871 XIV p.385.

Report of the Committee...... vith Analysis of Bvidence
(un-numbered Command paper) 1872 XIV pp.501-1060.

Lords' Committee:

Report from the Select Committee of the Fouse of Lords on

the Board of Admiralty,together with the Proceedings of the

Committee,liinutes of Evidence,and Appendix,l1871 VII pp.l1-168.

Committee on the Navy Estimates:

First Report of the Select Committee on the Navy Estimates,

1888,with Minutes of Evidence and Aopendix,1888 XII pp.491-707.

Second,Third and Fourth Reports....with j.inutes of Evidence

and Appendices,1888 XIII pp.1l-756.

Hartington Commission:

Preliminary and Further Reports (with Apvpendices) of

the Royal Commission appointed to enquire into the Civil and

Professional Administration of the Naval and lMilitary

Departments and the Relations of these Devartments to

each other and to the Treasury [0.5979] ,1890 XIX pp.1-143.

Contract Committee:

Report of the Committee appointed to enquire into the Conditions

under which Contracts are invited for the Zuilding or lIepairing

of Ships,including their Engines,for her liajesty's liavy,and

into the liode in which Repairs and Refits are effected in

Her llajesty's Dockyards; with liinutes of Evidence and Appendix

[c.4219] ,1834-5 XIV pp.125-364.

Three Admirals' Report:

Extracts from the Report of the Committee on the Naval

Manoeuvres,1888; together with the lTarrative of the Operations

and the Rules laid down for conducting the Same,1889 L p.733.

Others:
Narrative of the 1880 Nanoeuvres [0.5890] ,1890 XLIV p.665.

Statement of the First Lord of the Admiralty explanetory of
the Navy Estimates,1888-9 @.531%],1888 LXVIII pp.325-346.




A Bill to make further Frovision for Naval Defence and to

defray the Expenses thereof (Naval Defence Act),1889 v p.465.

Hansard

Its chief value for this period is a purely negative one,
in illusirating how seldom ony Parliamentarians seriously
considered naval affairs. Naval debates before the 1880's were

almost invariably tedious,brief,and sterile.
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