


OMBINING SCHOLARSHIP WITH 

readability, this collection of nine- 

teen biographical essays has been 

written by a distinguished international team 

of naval historians in a style readily accessible 

to the general reader. It examines admirals 

of many navies—from the advent of the gun- 

armed sailing ship onward, through nearly 

four centuries—who gave naval combat a 

recognizably modern form. The theme is 

leadership in war at sea. Each essay explores 

the combination of personal attributes and 

professional experience that shaped the given 

commander's style of conduct, while analyz- 

ing a battle in which that leadership can be 

observed in action. 

The admirals are presented in chronologi- 

cal order, beginning with Drake, Tromp, 

Blake, de Ruyter, and continuing with Juel, 

Hawke, Suffren, Nelson, and Miaoulis, then 

progressing to Farragut, Tegetthoff, Dewey, 

Togo, Jellicoe, Scheer, Cunningham, 

Yamamoto, Spruance, and Halsey. Comple- 

menting their biographies are nearly forty 

illustrations, including seldom-seen portraits, 

and more than thirty maps and charts drawn 

especially for the book. Six surveys by the 

editor trace the evolution of instruments and 

conditions of naval warfare and link the 

admirals to their eras. As a whole, the work 

provides a panoramic treatment of command 

at sea under the changing circumstances of 

naval combat since early modern times. 
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INTRODUCTION 

A book entitled The Great Admirals owes its readers an explanation of the 
criteria that guided the selection of its subjects. The most fundamental is 
suggested by its subtitle, Command at Sea, 1587-1945, which is meant to be 

taken literally. The common denominator of the admirals treated in these 
pages is that all held command in fleet actions, the climactic event of war at 
sea, during the four centuries since the advent of standoff tactics gave naval 

combat a recognizably modern form. The subjects of The Great Admirals 
were fighting admirals. 

Compared to the several thousand general engagements that armies 
fought during those same centuries, fleet actions have been relatively few. 
The total will vary according to the measures applied, but by a generous 
reckoning it would not exceed 135: no more than three or four on the aver- 

age in each of the thirtysome conflicts in which they occurred. This disparity 
reflects one of the major historical differences between land and sea warfare. 
However unpalatable the prospect, sooner or later an army could always be 
obliged to offer battle. A fleet, in contrast, could refuse action as long as it 
liked simply by staying in port, shielded by fortifications that prior to the 
invention of aircraft would usually safeguard it from unwanted attentions. 
An enemy could hardly compel it to put itself in harm’s way. Even when 
hostile formations came into contact on the high seas, the mechanics of 
naval warfare made it difficult for a fleet to force a decisive battle on another 
that did not share its agenda. Most fleet actions took place by mutual con- 
sent. Either both sides were seeking battle or the one that would have pre- 
ferred to avoid it was committed to a mission that justified its acceptance. 
Neither of these situations obtained very often. 

The number of admirals who held command in fleet actions is therefore 
far fewer than that of the generals who commanded comparable engage- 
ments ashore. The nineteen admirals featured in this volume flew their flags 
in more than forty such actions—approximately a third of all those fought 
in modern times. Still, they are a minority of the admirals who led fleets 
into battle. What considerations governed the choice of these nineteen? 

First of all, I should emphasize that, eagerly as the counsel of fellow 
historians was solicited and gratefully as it was received, the final respon- 
sibility for the selections is mine alone. In an effort to counterbalance the 

XV 



xvi INTRODUCTION 

element of subjectivity that must enter any such exercise, two criteria rea- 
sonably susceptible to objective evaluation were applied: personal ability 
and historical importance. Some subjects qualified in both respects; others, 
in only one. It would, for example, be hard to argue that Tegetthoff, fated 
to devote his life to a dying empire, can be characterized as a great admiral 
in terms of historical importance: even his brilliant victory at Lissa could do 
no more than palliate the humiliation of a war lost on land. But I believe 
readers will agree that in personal ability he was indeed a great admiral. 
Conversely, the egregiously baroque plan that Yamamoto approved for the 
Midway campaign must raise grave doubts as to his ability, but his sponsor- 
ship of the attack on Pearl Harbor admits no doubt of his importance. 

The consideration of potential subjects proceeded on a strictly indi- 
vidual basis. No attempt was made to achieve any particular national or 
chronological division. On the other hand, I did try to look beyond the two 
navies that predictably dominate Anglo-American naval historiography. As 
it worked out, the admirals chosen came from nine navies, as follows: 

Great Britain Drake, Blake, Hawke, Nelson, Jellicoe, Cunningham 

United States Farragut, Dewey, Spruance, Halsey 
Japan Togo, Yamamoto 
The Netherlands Tromp, de Ruyter 

Austria Tegetthoff 
Denmark Juel 

France Suffren 

Germany Scheer 
Greece Miaoulis 

Chronologically, the breakdown appears below, with men whose ca- 
reers spanned two centuries assigned to that in which they attained greatest 
renown: 

16th century Drake 
17th century Tromp, Blake, de Ruyter, Juel 
18th century Hawke, Suffren 
9th century Nelson, Miaoulis, Farragut, Tegetthoff, Dewey 
20th century Togo, Jellicoe, Scheer, Cunningham, Yamamoto, 

Spruance, Halsey 

Many readers will no doubt question the inclusion of certain admirals 
and the exclusion of others. Probably no two students of naval history, asked 
to compile a list of great admirals according to this collection’s definition, 
would produce identical rosters. Nevertheless, I believe that the majority 
of these admirals would appear on every roster. The stipulation that all 
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must have commanded fleets in battle accounts for the absence of a number 
of figures—King and Nimitz among them—who might be expected to be 
found in any gallery of great admirals, but who exercised command from 
headquarters ashore. 

Some readers may also question the decision to limit this particular gal- 
lery to admirals who held command in battle. In the first place, it may be 
argued, battles are not important in themselves. They are merely a means 
to an end, the condition that a century ago Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan, 
the evangelist of sea power, christened “command of the sea” —that is, the 
ability to use the world ocean as a highway for one’s own military and com- 
mercial purposes, while preventing the enemy from doing the same. In the 
second place, battles are determined by tactics, the employment of forces in 
combat, an activity often dismissed by other than its practitioners as mun- 
dane and trivial in comparison to strategy, the deployment of forces in a 
campaign or a conflict as a whole. 

The answer to these objections and the rationale of this book is that 
battle, in the form of fleet actions, is the crowning act of naval warfare and 

the supreme test of the naval profession. In conflicts between sea powers 
and enemies whose fleets are negligible to nonexistent, the former will en- 
joy all the rewards of victory in battle without having to fight for them: the 
happy situation in which the U.S. and allied navies found themselves in the 
Korean, Vietnam, and Gulf wars. If, however, the enemy possesses a sub- 

stantial navy, command of the sea cannot be attained until that navy has 
been either neutralized by blockade or destroyed in battle, and since no 
blockade can be absolute, battle has always been preferred. Over the centu- 

ries weaker navies have consistently sought to achieve success through a 
means other than battle by attacking the enemy’s merchant marine—or, to 
use the terms coined by seventeenth-century French theorists, by guerre de 
course (commerce raiding) rather than guerre d’escadre (fleet operations). This 
policy was pursued by the French navy in six wars with England between 
1702 and 1814, the Continental Navy in the American Revolution, the U.S. 

Navy in the War of 1812, the Confederate navy in the Civil War, and the 
German navy in the latter part of World War I and throughout World War 
II. In every instance, the raiders wreaked havoc. In none did their depreda- 
tions prove decisive.* 

So, while battles are indeed only a means to an end, they are a means 

*The U.S. Navy’s submarine offensive, which destroyed more than half of Japan’s mer- 
chant fleet in World War II, might appear to have been a successful guerre de course, but the 
reality was more complex. The Pacific conflict was unique in that the attack on Japanese 
trade proceeded in tandem with a colossal guerre d’escadre that absorbed attention and re- 
sources which could otherwise have been devoted to countering the war on commerce. 



XViii INTRODUCTION 

without which, if it is contested, that end cannot be attained. The relation- 

ship between strategy and tactics shows a similar dynamic. Good tactics will 
rarely redeem a bad strategy, but bad tactics will usually ruin a good one. 
The lesson of the past four centuries is that fleets that cannot win battles do 
not win wars at sea. 

In keeping with this rationale the essays that follow focus on the exercise 
of command in battle. To develop this theme, each contributor was asked 
to assess the combination of personal attributes and professional experience 
that shaped his admiral’s leadership, and to analyze a battle in which that 
leadership could be observed in action—in both senses of the word. Within 
these terms of reference, the contributors approached their subjects from 

whatever perspective they deemed most productive and pursued the logic 
of their presentations to their own conclusions. As will become evident, 

several authors found serious fault with some aspect of the performance of 
the admirals they treated. All gave fair warning, the answer to which was 
that the object of the book was biography, not hagiography. For the benefit 
of readers who would like to learn more about one or another admiral, each 

essay concludes with a note on sources. A number of these notes contain 
information that, so far as I am aware, has not previously been available in 
the English language. 

One point that becomes clear from reading these essays is the tremen- 
dous influence these great admirals exerted on the outcome of the actions 
fought under their command. The matériel school of naval strategy that 
flourished around the turn of the century and is not yet altogether extinct 
holds that battles are won by technology; the fleet with the best and most 
ships and weapons is to all intents and purposes assured of victory. The 
battles detailed in this volume reveal that unless the imbalance was over- 
whelming, historically that has not been the case. In only four actions— 
Mobile Bay, Manila Bay, Tsushima, and Leyte Gulf—was the outcome effec- 

tively foreordained by the matériel inequality of the opposing forces, and 
two of them required command decisions far more daring than they may 
appear to posterity, which knows, as the men who made them could not, 
that they would lead to triumph rather than disaster. In the other fifteen 
engagements, victory was gained against a roughly equivalent or, as at 
Gerontas Bay, Lissa, and Midway, a significantly superior force. The moral 
seems clear: good hardware is a servant of, not a substitute for, good 

leadership. 
All the same, it is undeniable that the options available to an admiral 

have at all times been broadly defined by the state of what might be called 
the tools of his trade: naval and weapons technology, obviously, but also 
command relationships, communications, doctrine, intelligence, and logis- 
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tics. All of these tools have undergone great change over the centuries, and 
to appreciate the actions taken by an admiral in any given era it is necessary 
to have some understanding of the characteristics and capabilities of those 
at his disposal. For this reason, the essays are complemented by six surveys 
outlining the evolution of the instruments of naval warfare from ancient 
times to the near present. The content of these surveys is entirely my re- 
sponsibility, and does not necessarily represent the interpretations and opin- 
ions of the contributors. 

Leadership, or the art of command, is among the most studied and at 
the same time most elusive aspects of the military profession. The identity 
of great commanders is perfectly apparent after the fact, but no means has 
ever been devised to identify them beforehand, when such information 
would be of maximum utility. These essays illustrate the difficulty. The ad- 
mirals they portray differed widely in personality, style, and values. Some, 
like Blake, Jellicoe, and Spruance, were cool, reserved men; others, like Nel- 

son, Miaoulis, and Halsey, were passionate, outgoing ones. Most lived their 
lives within the social and professional conventions of their day, but there 
were spectacular exceptions: Drake viewed himself as the cutting edge of 
God’s will; Nelson conducted his affair with Lady Hamilton indelicately 
enough to shock the sensibilities of contemporary English society, no easy 
task; Miaoulis spent his young manhood outside the law and, later, as a 
national hero, rebelled against the government he had helped create; and 
Suffren was outrageously sui generis. Drake, Suffren, Nelson, Tegetthoff, 
Dewey, Jellicoe, and Yamamoto were highly ambitious; the remainder seem 
basically to have been content to do what they conceived to be their duty. 
Perhaps none were intellectuals, but nearly all were thinkers as well as doers 
in regard to naval matters, and several possessed far above average intel- 
ligence. The majority were good bosses; a few could be real pains. Only 
Tromp, de Ruyter, Nelson, Halsey, and perhaps Cunningham seem to have 
had the X factor—call it charisma—that makes a leader loved as well as 
respected. 

Despite their differences as individuals, as commanders these men for 
the most part had four key characteristics in common. First, all except Blake 
were professional seamen, well versed in the ways of naval warfare, even 
those who began their careers in the merchant marine; and Blake, a general, 

was able to apply his experience of war on land to fighting at sea. Second, 
all possessed the mental toughness to act on their own responsibility and 
accept great albeit closely calculated risks. Third, all were imbued with the 
spirit of the offensive, although Jellicoe’s awareness that he was, as Churchill 

put it, the only man who could lose the war in an afternoon caused him to 
act with what many have adjudged undue caution. Fourth, all exhibited per- 
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sonal bravery in the face of dangers demonstrated by the fact that four of 
them lost their lives as a result of enemy action. In sum, they shared the 
attributes of technical competence, initiative, boldness of conception, and 
courage, both moral and physical. 

Of course, the value of these qualities is not restricted to the naval 
profession. 
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SURVEY I 

The Ship and the Gun 
(1500-1688) 

THE NAVAL HISTORY of the Western World spans approximately four thou- 
sand years. Although the ancient record is dim and intermittent, its begin- 
nings can be traced to circa 2000 B.c., when Egypt and, presumably, Minoan 

Crete established naval forces to protect their maritime commerce and 
coasts against pirates and invaders. The earliest known depiction of a sea 
battle, a wall carving in the tomb of Ramses III at Medinet Habu, near 

Luxor, commemorates an Egyptian defeat of the rampaging Sea Peoples 
about 1190 B.c. The oldest written report of a specific engagement, the Uga- 
rit Tablet, describes a clash between the Hittites and the Sea Peoples off 
Cyprus around the same date. Assyrian and Egyptian memorials identify 
several subsequent battles during the centuries that intervened before ships 
of Corinth and Corcyra (modern Corfu) met in 664 B.c. to fight the first fleet 
action recorded by Greek civilization. From that date onward, Western his- 
tory is replete with accounts of naval battles and campaigns, gradually in- 
creasing in detail and reliability as they approach the present. 

The countless engagements that fill this long history notwithstanding, 
fundamental changes in the forms of combat have been few. In tactical 
terms, the four millennia since navies came into being can be divided into 
three periods: 

The Age of Shock Action, from earliest times to the Battle of the Span- 

ish Armada, 

The Age of the Gun, from the Armada battle to World War II, and 

The Age of Air-Sea Warfare, from World War II to the present. 

Like most exercises in historical compartmentation, the preceding divi- 
sion is to an extent arbitrary and subject to many exceptions. The Battle of 
Lissa, for example, was decided by shock action in 1866, nearly three hun- 
dred years after the Armada battle introduced the Age of the Gun, and 
charging destroyers eliminated a number of surfaced submarines by the 
same method in both world wars. No form of combat has ever quite disap- 
peared; it has simply become an anachronism. 
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Tactics are dictated by technology. The Age of the Gun and the Age of 
Air-Sea Warfare were precipitated by technological innovation. The Age of 
Shock Action was prolonged by technological limitation: the lack of a reli- 
able means through which ships could do one another serious harm from a 
distance. Two weapons with pretensions to that function did, in fact, appear. 
These were the catapult, first used in sea warfare around 400 B.c., and Greek 

fire, a flaming jet—probably a mixture of naptha, sulphur, and quicklime— 
that the Byzantine navy began spraying from primitive flamethrowers in 
the seventh century a.p. Neither proved decisive. Catapults, the largest 
mounted on Lazy Susan-like platforms that could be rotated to bear on the 
enemy, hurled oversize arrows, containers of burning charcoal or pitch, and 
stones weighing up to fifty-eight pounds, but an effective range of less than 
two hundred yards confined them to an auxiliary role. Greek fire achieved 
some striking initial successes, contributing greatly to the frustration of 
Muslim attempts to blockade Constantinople during the great sieges of 677 
and 718. Subsequently, however, its effectiveness dwindled with the dis- 

covery of means by which it could be deflected (supposedly, sheets of felt 
or cowhides soaked in vinegar) and extinguished (sand), and the closely 
guarded secret of its delivery system disappeared with the Byzantine navy in 
the thirteenth century. 

Absent an instrument to inflict damage on an enemy beyond arm’s 
length, the only way of doing so was to come into physical contact with 
him—in other words, by shock action. The galleys that monopolized naval 
warfare throughout ancient times and most of the Middle Ages existed to 
deliver this shock. Their aim was either to disable the enemy by ramming 
or to capture him by boarding, with ramming or grappling as a preliminary. 
The odds against an attacker backing water quickly enough to avoid being 
boarded by the ship he had struck were so steep that few fleets attempted 
to use pure ramming tactics, and none practiced them successfully for long. 
As a rule, both parties set out with the intention of boarding, an action 
conducted by the marines who constituted a galley’s main armament. For 
all the menace implicit in the sturdy ram protruding from its bows, the 
oared warship was little more than a vehicle for transporting infantry into 
battle on a floating field. Typically, fleets advanced in line-abreast forma- 
tions, like armies ashore, to seek victory by such quintessentially military 
maneuvers as turning the enemy’s flank or breaking his front. Once battle 
was joined, order disappeared as fleets dissolved into islands of ships won 
and lost through the hand-to-hand combat that swept over their decks. 

In northern European waters, never hospitable to oared vessels, the gal- 
ley began to give way to sailing warships around 1200 a.p., but the change 
scarcely affected the age-old format of war at sea. While battles between 
fleets under sail might be prefaced by a competition to gain the weather 
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gage—that is, to get upwind, the position favoring an attacker—the para- 
mount objective remained to overwhelm the enemy by boarding. The ships 
themselves were the standard northern merchantmen of the late Middle 
Ages, beamy, single-masted, high-riding craft called cogs, modified for mar- 
tial activities by the addition of “castles” —raised fighting platforms for 
men-at-arms—fore and aft. A characteristic action would open with an ex- 
change of antipersonnel fire in the form of arrows, crossbow bolts, spears, 
stones, and other handy objects, perhaps with a few pots of incendiary ma- 
terials literally thrown in, meant to soften up the enemy for the close com- 
bat to follow. When ships coalesced into a cluster, boarding parties might 
throw planks across their decks to facilitate movement from one to another, 

and friendly ships awaiting attack sometimes lashed themselves together for 
mutual support. The chronicler Froissart left a vivid picture of a medieval 
naval battle in his account of “L’Espagnols sur mer,” an engagement off the 
Channel coast between an English fleet commanded by King Edward III and 
a convoy of forty Spanish armed merchantmen in August 1350: 

The Spanish . . . might easily have refused the battle, . . . for they . . . had 
the wind in their favour . . . but their pride and presumption made them 
act otherwise... . 

When the king of England saw .. . their order of battle, he ordered 
the person who managed his vessel, saying, “Lay me alongside the Span- 
iard who is bearing down on us; for I will have a tilt with him.” . . . The 

king’s ship was large and stiff; otherwise she would have been sunk, for 
that of the enemy was a great one, and the shock of their meeting was 
more like the crash of a torrent or tempest; the rebound caused the castle 
in the king’s ship to encounter that of the Spaniard: so that the mast of the 
latter was broken, and all in the castle fell with it into the sea, when they 
were drowned. The English vessel, however, suffered, and let in water, 

which the knights cleared, and stopped the leak, without telling the king 
anything of the matter. Upon examining the vessel he had engaged lying 
before him, he said: “Grapple my ship with that; for I will have possession 
of her.” His knights replied: “Let her go her way: you shall have better 
than her.” That vessel sailed on, and another large ship bore down, and 
grappled with chains and hooks to that of the king. The fight now began 
in earnest, and the archers and cross-bows on each side were eager to 

shoot and defend themselves. . . . The English had not any advantage; and 
the Spanish ships were much larger and higher than their opponents, 
which gave them a great superiority in shooting and casting stones and 
iron bars on board their enemy, which annoyed them exceedingly. The 
knights on board the king’s ship were in danger of sinking, for the leak still 
admitted water: this made them more eager to conquer the vessel they 
were grappled to . . . and at last they gained the ship, and flung all they 
found in it overboard, having quitted their own ship.’ 
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When Edward fought the Spanish at sea, the Age of Shock Action was 

nearing an end. In the course of the following century, two initially unre- 
lated innovations, the ship and the gun, would be combined to create a 

weapon system destined to revolutionize the pattern of naval combat. The 
gun came first. Europeans learned the formula for gunpowder about 1260. 
Hand-held firearms appeared around the turn of the following century, and 
cannon were being used in sieges by 1331, ifnot before. Gunpowder weapons 
began to be taken afloat at least as early as 1338, when the French captured 
an English vessel with a handgun and three cannons aboard, and to be used 
in action no later than the Battle of Helsingfors in 1362, a contemporary 

account of which reports that a Danish prince was killed by a ball from a 
German Donnerbiichse (Thunder-box). Soon the addition of gunfire to the 
usual missile-exchange became commonplace. By the middle of the fifteenth 
century, galleys were mounting cannons in their bows, and well-armed cogs 
carried cannon and smaller guns in their castles, now permanent structures, 

and a few more cannons on deck. 
Initially, these weapons were employed in support of the customary 

boarding action. Their full potential would not be realized until the appear- 
ance of the ship, using that word in its technical sense to denote a square- 
rigged vessel having three or more masts. The first vessel to approximate 
that description, the carrack, came into being in the first half of the fifteenth 
century. Most carracks were not true ships, retaining a lateen (triangular) 
sail on their mizzenmast, like Columbus's Santa Maria, but they possessed 
most of their advantages. Clearly intended to synthesize the best features of 
the cog and the lateen-rigged Mediterranean cargo carrier, the carrack com- 
bined the former's high castles, stern rudder (introduced about 1300), and 
square sail with the latter’s multiple masts and hull construction. The result 
was an ocean-sailing vessel of unprecedented efficiency, which by 1500 had 
replaced her predecessors in the dual role of Western Europe's premier mer- 
chant and fighting ship. Hinged gunports, believed to have been devised by 
a French shipwright in 1501, provided the finishing touch by making it pos- 
sible to mount cannons below deck. The installation of broadside batteries 
in such ships set the stage for a new era in naval tactics. 

The instruments and practice of shock action gave way slowly. The gal- 
ley and the galleass—oared warships’ last gasp, a big, decked-over galley 
carrying a broadside of her own—remained reasonably effective in the con- 
stricted waters of the Mediterranean, the Black Sea, and the Baltic for an- 
other three centuries, sometimes massing to overwhelm becalmed sailing 
ships, while within decades the carrack was supplanted by the slimmer- 
waisted, more maneuverable, less toplofty galleon; yet all that is beside the 
point. The first broadside fired from a carrack signaled the approach of the 
Age of the Gun. 
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The consequences extended far beyond the realm of naval tactics. In the 
sixteenth century, gun-armed sailing ships served as the vehicle of the amaz- 
ing Overseas expansion that made so critical a contribution to the rise of 
Europe’s literal and figurative fortunes. Not only did these vessels carry Eu- 
ropean expeditions to the four corners of the earth, they assured the out- 
come of clashes with indigenous sea forces. Home with them to still semi- 
feudal societies they brought an apparently inexhaustible stream of riches 
from beyond the seas. Portugal and Spain, first out the gate on voyages of 
discovery, were first to reap the rewards, but the effects and allure of their 
maritime bonanza soon became felt beyond the Pyrenees. The Netherlands, 
which revolted against Spain in.1568, began to encroach upon the Iberian 
monopolies, an example England was not slow to follow, while Spain dis- 
persed her colossal share of the New World’s treasures throughout Western 
Europe to support her campaigns against the two Protestant powers. To- 

gether with assorted other stimuli, the deluge of seaborne wealth triggered 
a dramatic upsurge in the European economy. Medieval monarchies had 
been too poor to afford standing military establishments. Land and sea 
forces were raised according to need and disbanded once the need passed. 
The increase in their revenues accompanying the economic growth that oc- 
curred after 1500 lifted governments out of penury. They began to be able 
to meet the costs of maintaining permanent, professional armies and navies 
and, no less important, the administrative infrastructures necessary to sup- 
port them. 

Of course, professional navies did not come into existence overnight. 
Practices and standards had to be established, and the old freebooting ways 
of thought replaced by a sense of corporate discipline. The transition took 
generations. Sir Francis Drake, the earliest of the great admirals to whom 
this book is devoted, was a superb commander, but his mindset was hardly 

that of a member of a military hierarchy. Not until the mid-seventeenth 
century did navies begin to acquire the institutional attributes that would 
qualify them as professional forces by modern standards—or, indeed, by 
progressive contemporary standards. Even then, the transformation re- 
mained incomplete. Governments continued to count on merchant ships 
commanded by skittish merchant skippers to flesh out fleets in time of war, 
high birth to ensure preferential consideration for high command, and sub- 
ordinate commanders, high-born or not, to display considerable selectivity 
in obedience of orders. The development of the bureaucracies that admin- 
istered and, if all went well, paid and provisioned navies proceeded at a simi- 
lar pace. Although great strides were made between 1650 and 1700, the emer- 
gence of thoroughly professional navies and support services had to await 
the new century. 

The evolution of naval tactics was also gradual. For decades after the 
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appearance of the broadside-firing ship, boarding remained the prevalent 
form of combat. Fleets advanced in the traditional line-abreast formation, 

bows-on to the enemy, unable to use their broadside guns until they entered 
the melee, where their fire was delivered as a prelude to boarding. The 

reason for this ostensible underutilization of firepower may have been that 
firepower was still not very great. Sixteenth-century crew lists show that 
ships carried too few gunners to have approached the round-per-minute rate 
of fire achieved later, and the evidence indicates that until around 1625 guns 

were secured against recoil and reloaded by men climbing outboard on tem- 
porary scaffolding. This awkward procedure probably would have made it 
impossible to get off more than one shot every five minutes. In any event, 
only two standoff gun battles—engagements in which one side refused to 
close—are known to have been fought between 1500 and 1550. The first oc- 

curred in 1502, when a Portuguese squadron that entered action in line- 

ahead formation annihilated a fleet of Indian dhows off the Malabar coast, 

but as the next combat of the kind did not take place for forty-five years, 
it obviously failed to inspire imitation. Standard tactical practice at mid- 
century was reflected in two sets of fighting instructions issued by Lord 
Lisle, High Admiral of England, in 1545. Both called for the fleet to gain 

the weather gage, come down on its foe in line abreast, and “to lay aboard 
the principal ships of the enemy, every man choosing his mate as they 
mayasre 

The English were soon to devise new tactics. Beginning in 1572, mari- 
time guerrillas like Drake waged a semiprivate, colonial sea war against 
Spain for more than a decade before the decision to support the Dutch revolt 
brought England formally into the conflict. In the course of their depreda- 
tions the Elizabethan sea rovers learned to fight standoff gunnery actions, 
exploiting the superior sailing qualities of their sleeker, lower, “race-built” 
galleons to avoid being boarded by the superb infantry with which Spain’s 
clumsy galleons were usually stuffed. These tactics dominated the Battle 
of the Spanish Armada, the great action—altogether, the opposing forces 
numbered nearly three hundred ships—that demonstrated the ascendancy 
of the gun. 

La felicissima armada, as Spanish officialdom styled it, sailed for the En- 

glish Channel early in May 1588. The most fortunate fleet knew very well 
the form of opposition it would find there. In his instructions to its com- 
mander, the Duke of Medina-Sidonia, King Philip II wrote, “You are espe- 
cially to take notice that the enemy’s object will be to engage at a distance, 
on account of the advantage which they have from their artillery... and... 
the object of our side should be to close and grapple and engage hand to 
hand.’ 
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This was excellent advice. Unhappily for its author’s aspirations, the Ar- 
mada proved unable to profit by it. Despite its best efforts, Philip’s fleet did 
not succeed in boarding a single English ship. Conversely, the damage in- 
flicted on it by English gunfire was less than catastrophic. Between 31 July, 
when the battle opened at the western mouth of the English Channel, and 

ro August, when the Spanish shaped a long course for home north around 
the British Isles, the Armada lost at most seven ships. Its ruin occurred off 
the coast of Ireland, where a great storm claimed at least forty. 

Yet by the time the Armada began its disastrous return voyage, it was 
already beaten. During the running fight up the Channel, the Spanish had 
nearly exhausted the ammunition for many of their ships’ guns—mostly 
short-range pieces intended for preboarding bombardment—and the fire- 
ships launched against the Armada at anchor off Calais on the night of 7-8 
August showed that the English had no intention of leaving them in peace 
to take on more. (The English also ran short of powder and shot, but resup- 
plies reached them from home.) Furthermore, and most important, by then 
both sides realized that the Armada was ensnared in a form of combat it 
could neither imitate nor counter. As its commanders had become oppres- 
sively aware, all the ammunition in Christendom would not have enabled 
the Spanish fleet to come to grips with its nimble tormentors. It was true 
that, as the Spanish lamented, a Protestant wind destroyed the Armada, but 
Protestant ships and guns had defeated it. 

The Armada campaign marked the beginning of the end of Spain’s 
Golden Century of imperial grandeur. Some historians believe that the Ar- 
mada’s failure was a blow from which Spanish self-confidence never recov- 
ered. Philip II fitted out new fleets in 1596 and 1597, but both were shattered 

by storms before reaching English waters. Other defeats on land and sea 
followed, and little by little Spain slipped from the ranks of great powers. 

The decline of Spain coincided with the rise of the rebellious territories 
she tried so persistently to bring back under her control, the United Prov- 
inces of the Netherlands. The Dutch republic drew its fortunes from the sea: 
from the rich harvest of its fisheries and the products of spice islands wrested 
from the Portuguese, but, above all, from its ubiquitous merchant marine, 

which virtually monopolized the carrying trade between the Atlantic, north- 
ern Europe, and the Baltic. All of these activities were supported by sophis- 
ticated business practices developed to facilitate international commerce. By 
1650, the Netherlands had become the wealthiest country in Europe. 

Unfortunately for the republic, its prosperity aroused the envy of its 
erstwhile ally across the English Channel. In 1651 Oliver Cromwell’s Parlia- 
ment passed the first of several Navigation Acts designed to curtail Dutch 
trade. Good businessmen that they were, the Dutch sought to achieve a 
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compromise by negotiation, but the only thing the English were interested 
in negotiating was an end to Dutch maritime supremacy. Three wars re- 

sulted. These conflicts, waged between 1652 and 1674, witnessed the emer- 

gence of the tactical patterns and problems that characterized naval combat 
throughout the Age of Sail. 

The evolution of the ships themselves was gradual, as would remain the 
case until the coming of steam and iron. In design, the combatants of the 
Anglo-Dutch Wars were descendants of the race-built galleons of the Eliza- 
bethan era, now almost wholly square-rigged, with their forecastles flat- 
tened nearly out of existence and their aftercastles reduced to an upswept 
quarterdeck. They had also grown larger, and improvements in their rig, 
such as the introduction of fore-and-aft sails on stays between their masts, 
enhanced their maneuverability. 

The respect in which warships built after mid-century differed most 
from their predecessors, however, was in the extent and size of their arma- 

ment. More than a century passed after the appearance of gunports before 
a ship was built with more than one complete, internal gun deck. The break- 
through came in 1610, when the English shipwright Phineas Pett launched 
the Prince Royal, the first warship to have two full gun decks, which, to- 

gether with a partial battery on her upper deck, mounted a total of 55 guns. 
Almost three decades later, Pett and his son Peter collaborated on the first 
true three-decker, the Sovereign of the Seas, which carried 102 guns—nearly 
two-and-a-half times as many as the most heavily armed English ship in 
the Armada battle. Though these leviathans, maritime status symbols with 
which the early Stuarts aimed to magnify their majesty, had no immediate 
issue, they heralded a trend toward bigger ships mounting more guns that 
prevailed throughout the last half of the century. In 1652, only 3 of the 97 
fighting ships in the English navy carried 60 or more guns; in 1685, 63 of 143 

did so. 
The growth of naval gun power was accompanied by the debut of dis- 

tinctly naval tactics. Force of circumstance had obliged the English to fight 
standoff battles during the war with Spain (1585-1604), but once the threat 

of being inundated by Spanish infantry had passed they went back to the old 
ways. The Commonwealth navy entered the first Dutch war (1652-54) with 

a tactical repertoire that, other than calling on captains to exercise common 
sense in such matters as supporting friendly ships, did not extend beyond 
seizing the weather gage in preparation for the time-honored melee. Yet by 
that time three developments had taken place that would contribute to the 
new format of war at sea, in which fleet engagements took the form of 
broadside gunnery duels between columns of ships locked in the follow-my- 
leader formation known as the line of battle. 
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The earliest of these developments was the division of major combat- 
ants into “rates,” a practice initiated in England in 1618 and subsequently 
adopted by the other naval powers. The original four rates were soon sub- 
divided into six, a total retained throughout the Age of Sail. The basis 
of classification underwent repeated change—from tons’ burthen to crew 
strength in 1653, to number of gun crew in 1677, and, in 1714, to number of 

guns—but all of these measurements were means to the same end, catego- 
rizing vessels according to size, and all would have yielded much the same 
result. 

No matter the standard, first and second rates were always three- 
deckers. Their high cost ensured that first rates remained a rare type, usually 
employed as flagships. Including the Sovereign, only eleven had been built in 
England by the century’s end. Those in service on the eve of the third Dutch 
war (1672—74) mounted between 90 and 100 guns, measured up to 131 feet in 

length at the keel (and perhaps another 30 feet overall), and depending on 
their size and station, required crews numbering from 520 to 815 men. Sec- 

ond rates, also very expensive ships, were almost as large, but carried fewer 
guns, from 64 to 80, and only two-thirds as many men. Third rates were 
two-deckers that, like the upper two rates, mounted an incomplete battery 
on their upper deck. The biggest boasted up to 72 guns and 420 men. Ships 
of the fourth through sixth rates were called frigates, after the small, fast, 
single-deckers (frégats) developed by the Dunkirk corsairs. The earliest En- 
glish frigates, dating from the 1640s, had been faithful copies of these craft, 
but in a few years the design had been inflated beyond recognition, so that 
by 1672 the word had become a generic term for the lower three rates. 
Fourth rates were small two-deckers, no more than 108 feet at the keel, 

carrying from 42 to 58 guns and between 180 and 280 men. Much inferior to 
third rates, they were greatly superior to fifth and sixth rates, little one-and- 
a-half and single-deckers well under 100 feet at the waterline, with batteries 
counting at most 32 guns and crews of fewer than 150.* Furthermore, the 

number of guns they mounted was only one element in the enormous dif- 
ference in firepower between upper and lower rates; the other and more 
important was the size of those guns, especially in their main batteries. 
These ranged from 42-pounders in a first rate to 8-pounders in a sixth. The 
consequent inequalities in the weight of their broadsides were immense. 

Strictly speaking, the rating system had no tactical significance. Its pur- 
pose was to determine the number of officers authorized a given vessel 
and the scale of their pay: the bigger the rate, the better the money. Still, 
by its very existence the system provided a means of rationalizing fleet con- 
figuration and tactical tasking. The role it played in these respects was rein- 
forced in 1677, when, in a pioneering essay at standardization, the English 
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Admiralty laid down the first of a succession of repeatedly revised “Estab- 
lishments” specifying the armament, manning levels, and dimensions of 

each rate. 
The shift in tactical paradigms was also facilitated by the regularization 

of fleet organization. In the closing centuries of the Age of Shock Action, 
sailing fleets had deployed in the line-abreast order used by their oared pre- 
decessors—left wing, center, and right wing, often plus a reserve—but such 
formations were ad hoc. By the onset of the Dutch wars, however, English 
admirals routinely divided their fleets into three squadrons, which soon 
came to be designated the red, the white, and the blue. These colors, flown 

by the “flagships” of the squadron commanders, were an index of seniority. 
Admirals of the red squadron, in which the fleet commander sailed, took 

precedence over their counterparts in both other squadrons, and admirals of 
the white squadron over theirs in the blue. In linear formations, the white 

squadron customarily formed the van, the red squadron the center, and 
the blue squadron the rear. In large fleets, squadrons were subdivided into 
the same three elements. Nothing intrinsic to these arrangements favored the 
rise of the new tactics, but they supplied a mechanism through which an 
admiral might retain a degree of control over his forces in a standoff ac- 
tion, although the waywardness of squadron commanders made that degree 
problematic. Consistently effective control would only be achieved in the 
more disciplined fleets of the succeeding century. 

The third development that fostered the emergence of the line of battle 
was technological in nature and, in comparison to those outlined above, 
more immediate in impact. This was the appearance of inboard loading, a 
procedure made possible by the introduction of “tackle” —a cat’s cradle of 
pulleys (in nautical parlance, blocks) on rope slings stretched between eye- 
bolts sunk into a ship’s sides and decks and rings on a gun’s barrel and car- 
riage—by means of which its crew could “run” a piece in to load and out to 
fire, recoil alone sufficing to return it to the loading position after the first 
shot. Exactly when and where this apparatus came into use is unknown. 
There was nothing of the sort in Sweden’s mighty 64-gun ship Vasa in 1628, 
when she capsized within minutes of launching to spend the next 333 years 

on the bottom of Stockholm’s teredo-free harbor before being raised to be- 
come the only and almost perfectly preserved seventeenth-century warship 
in the world today, but the standoff battle Tromp fought at the Downs in 
1639 indicates that Dutch ships were equipped with it by then. In any event, 
the English as well as the Dutch fleet had effectively completed the conver- 
sion by 1652. The result was to increase rates of fire by 250 to 500 percent, 
from a shot every five minutes to a shot a minute for bursts of peak activity 
and one every two or three minutes for an indefinite period. With inboard 
loading, a ship could maintain a practically continuous broadside fire while 
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sailing a steady course, and what a single ship could do, a column of ships 
could do also. 

Tromp’s tactics at the Downs notwithstanding, at the opening of the 
First Anglo-Dutch War both fleets sought melees. Then, on 29 March 1653, 

the Commonwealth’s three “Generals at Sea,” Robert Blake, Richard Deane, 

and George Monck (the future Duke of Albemarle), issued instructions “for 
the better ordering of the Fleet in Fighting” that through their requirement, 
thrice reiterated in slightly ditferent words, for “every ship .. . to keep ina 
line with the admiral,”* are generally regarded as the first official prescrip- 
tion for the formation of a line of battle. 

That this was their intent is borne out by contemporary accounts of 
the first engagement following their dissemination—the Battle of Gabbard 
Bank, in Juane—which, if deficient in detail, make clear that the English did, 

in fact, employ line-ahead tactics throughout most of the action to win a 
handsome victory. What prompted the issue of these particular instructions 
at this particular time can only be conjectured. Certainly, the confusion that 
enveloped a fleet in a melee must have been appalling to the Generals at 
Sea, veteran military men (all had served with distinction in the English Civil 
War) accustomed to the much greater control a general could at least aspire 
to exercise in engagements ashore, and even though the English fleet had 
done well in the war’s opening battles, they may have reasoned that with 
more cohesive tactics it would have done better still. It may also be that the 
fresh perspective these soldiers brought to sea helped them to recognize 
that, unlike other weapon systems, sailing ships could not bring their full 
firepower to bear on a target toward which they were advancing, but only 
against one to which they presented their side. Whatever moved the gener- 
als to frame the new instructions, the results must have been satisfactory, 

for a year and two major battles (Gabbard Bank and Scheveningen) later, 
they reissued them essentially unchanged. 

The maintenance of the line of battle received increasing emphasis in 
the fighting instructions issued to the Royal Navy (as Charles II entitled it 
following the Stuart restoration) during the next two Dutch wars. On 22 
November 1664, with the second conflict unofficially under way, the fleet 
commander, Charles’s brother, James, Duke of York, released a revised ver- 

sion of the fighting instructions of 1653. Among the few changes were two 
that told captains to “put themselves into the place and order which shall 
have been directed them in the order of battle” and “to engage with the 
enemy according to the order prescribed,” * which make it evident that each 
ship had now been assigned a definite position in the line, 

James repeated the identical instructions on 10 April 1665, but only eight 
days later he set out ten additional instructions clearly intended to concen- 
trate tactical control of the fleet in his hands. This document also included 
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the first official stipulation of the interval to be maintained between ships in 
the line of battle: half a cable’s length (100 yards), a distance the Royal Navy 
would observe for almost two hundred years. By the end of May, on the eve 
of the Battle of Lowestoft, the duke had distributed two more sets of addi- 
tional instructions reinforcing their predecessors’ provisions. At Lowestoft, 
James won a very one-sided victory over a not very inferior Dutch fleet; 
nevertheless, complaints that he failed to press the pursuit caused him to be 
sent ashore. Appointed co-commanders in his stead were Prince Rupert and 
the Duke of Albemarle. Their first fighting instructions, dated 1 May 1666, 
were a repetition of those Albemarle had cosigned as General Monck in 1653. 

The sanctity that the line of battle had attained on paper was not nec- 
essarily respected at sea. All of James’s injunctions to the contrary, at Lowes- 
toft there were times when his line shivered into four or five little lines, and 

after Rupert and Albemarle’s defeat by de Ruyter in the Four Days Battle in 
June 1666, Admiralty official Samuel Pepys confided to his celebrated diary 
that Admiral Sir William Penn (who was not present at the action) had told 

him it proved “We must fight in a line, whereas we fight promiscuously, to 
our utter and demonstrable ruine: the Dutch fighting otherwise—and we, 
whenever we beat them.” But these observations by an officer who had no 
love for either of the co-commanders were, perhaps deliberately, misleading. 
As Pepys’s full text reveals Penn was well aware, the cause of the defeat was 
as much strategic as tactical, Rupert and Albemarle having unwisely divided 
their fleet before the battle, with the result that the former could not reach 

the scene of action until late on the third day; and granted that as tacticians 
both were too venturesome for Penn’s taste, he must also have known that 

they had not simply indulged in a free-for-all. Despite the abyss that often 
opened between doctrine and performance, the Royal Navy was firmly 
committed to the line of battle as its primary fighting formation. 

The onset of the Third Anglo-Dutch War found the Duke of York back 
in command at sea. In the spring of 1672, he distributed fighting instructions 
that in their essentials recapitulated those issued during the preceding con- 
flict, and in late 1672 or early 1673 he released the first printed book contain- 

ing both sailing and fighting instructions, the latter consisting of twenty- 
six articles combining the most useful of all those promulgated since 1653. 
These Instructions for the better Ordering His Majesties Fleet in Sayling and ditto 
in Fighting, several times reprinted, remained in general use until 1688, when 
the Glorious Revolution that drove James from the throne prompted its 
replacement by the first such manual issued by the English government, the 
economically entitled Sailing & Fighting Instructions published in 1689. By 
then, the line had been adopted as the basic order of battle by every Euro- 
pean sailing fleet. 
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Before the new order's potential could be fully realized, a degree of 
homogeneity had to be imposed on its components. Previously, little fifth 
and sixth rates had been able to sail merrily into melees, trusting that they 
could either find someone their own size to pick on or gang up against big 
ships. These options vanished when they were laced into a line and obliged 
to engage their opposite numbers in the enemy formation, by which they 
might be dwarfed. That extreme mismatches could jeopardize the integrity 
of an entire formation became evident during the Anglo-Dutch Wars, and 
in 1677 the English Parliament authorized the construction of thirty major 
combatants that were perhaps the first vessels deliberately planned to be 
“ships of the line,” although the term did not gain currency until the turn 
of the century. There was nothing dramatically different about the ships 
themselves; the major change was tactical rather than technological. In the 
future, places in the line of battle would be restricted to members of the 

first four rates. Fifth and sixth rates retained the responsibility of reconnais- 
sance, patrolling, convoy escort, commerce raiding, and carrying dispatches. 
Those present at fleet actions took station on the unengaged side of their 
line, ready to repeat a flagship’s signals, to defend the line from fireships, 
and take charge of surrendered enemy vessels. Fourth rates, 50- or 60-gun 
vessels handy enough to double as cruisers, originally comprised the largest 
contingent of ships of the line. This held true until midway the following 
century, when advances in the third and fifth rates outmoded them as both 
line of battle ships and cruisers. 

With these developments the warship’s metamorphosis from assault 
ferry to gun platform, the principal impetus to the rise of the line of battle, 
was conceptually complete. The line did more than maximize a fleet’s fire- 
power, however. It also provided a means through which its commander 
could attempt, not always successfully, to exercise what modern military 
analysts abbreviate as C, —command and control. This attribute was made 
all the more important by the absence of anything resembling an adequate 
signals system. Flags had been used for signaling ever since the fourteenth 
century, but they had yet to acquire intrinsic meanings; that is, different 
colors and designs did not represent specific letters or numerals. They des- 
ignated articles in the sailing or fighting instructions, the particular article 
being indicated by the flag itself, the position in which it was hoisted, and 
whether the hoist was accompanied by the display of other flags or the firing 
of a given number of guns. 

The limitations this system imposed on fleet communications were se- 
vere. The pivotal instructions of 1653, for example, comprised a mere four- 

teen articles, four of which were standing orders (e.g., not to fire at an 

enemy ship at the risk of hitting a friendly one) and two prescribed signals 
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to be made by ships retiring to repair damage or in distress. Only eight 

established discretionary commands for issue according to tactical circum- 

stances. At times, frigates and small craft were used to carry extemporane- 
ous orders from a fleet flagship to squadron commanders, but this expedient 
left much to be desired, as did the increase in the store of standard com- 

mands contained in the more fulsome fighting instructions issued later in 
the century. An admiral was practically tongue-tied when it came to address- 

ing his fleet. 
Historians often describe the evolution of fleet tactics under sail in 

terms of a contest between two “schools,” the formalist and the meleeist. 

These are defined as having differed in that while both held the line of battle 
to be the proper formation for a fleet entering action, formalists insisted 
that it should be retained until the enemy had been put to rout, whereas 
meleeists believed that under some circumstances it could be discarded in 
order to force a decision. 

Insofar as it is understood to indicate schools of thought, this is a con- 
venient characterization, allowing ready distinction to be made between the 
outlooks of individual admirals such as Penn and Albemarle. On the other 
hand, it should not be taken to imply that adherents of these schools arrayed 
themselves in parties to promote the view they espoused—an activity of 
which there is no record. The triumph of linear tactics was not brought 
about by the efforts of a formalist lobby. It resulted from a combination of 
causes: the appeal of the line itself, which not only maximized a formation’s 
firepower but protected the most vulnerable portions of a ship’s anatomy, 
the bow and stern, of all except its first and last members; the need to curb 

the independence to which captains and squadron commanders wished to 
remain accustomed; the rudimentary state of signals communications; even, 
it has been suggested, the intellectual mood-music of the Age of Reason, an 
age that placed the highest premium on the qualities of order, regularity, 
and control.* 

Whatever a commander’s tactical inclinations, battle was slow-moving, 

close, and deadly. At sea, ships quickly lost speed owing to the accumulation 
of barnacles and marine growth on their hulls. The most that upper rates, 
not built as greyhounds, could make in hot pursuit (“general chase”) of an 
enemy in a moderate breeze was probably seven to eight knots, and the 
requirement for its members to keep station must have restricted a line of 
battle to two to four knots. In clear weather, lookouts’ field of vision ex- 

tended approximately twenty miles, while the maximum effective range of 
ships’ guns was only about two-thirds of a mile (1,000 yards). Fleets steering 
straight for one another at a speed of three knots would therefore be in 
visual contact for upwards of three hours before they actually engaged, and 
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fleets did not necessarily steer straight for one another. Jockeying for the 
weather gage or other advantage might keep them in sight but out of range 
for many more than three hours; indeed, in some instances, for days on end. 

Though fire could be delivered more or less effectively up to 1,000 yards, 
fleets intent on action usually sought to close to the roughly 350 yards that 
was considered point-blank—that is, the maximum range at which a shot 
fired at zero elevation would strike its target before beginning to fall. From 
there, they might press on to “a pistol shot” —15 to 30 yards—or even closer. 
The detailed accounts available of late eighteenth- and early nineteenth- 
century battles reveal that at times ships were actually touching. Boarding 
then became possible, but seldom occurred in fleet engagements, although 
not uncommon in duels between cruising vessels. 

The fire fleets exchanged included a variety of missiles. By far the most 
common were roundshot, solid iron cannonballs that would smash a ship’s 

hull and upper works as well as throwing up showers of man-killing wooden 
splinters. Special-purpose projectiles called chain-shot and bar-shot, the for- 
mer consisting of two roundshot connected by a chain and the latter of the 
halves of a single shot joined by a bar, might be used against masts and 
rigging; clusters of slightly different types of small shot—grape-shot, case- 
shot, and langridge—could be sprayed at rigging and exposed personnel; 
and, commencing at about one hundred yards, musket balls fired by ships’ 
marine complements would pepper an enemy’s decks. Good gunnery was a 
matter of rate of fire, for the limitations of naval ordnance and the dense, 

black-powder smoke that soon blanketed the battle area precluded very ef- 
fective aiming. This was why offensive fleets strove to get at such close 
quarters. As range decreased, hits increased. 

Despite the punishment to which they might be subjected, wooden 
ships were rarely sunk in the course of a day’s battle. They might be dis- 
masted or crippled by the loss of rigging; their guns might be silenced; they 
might sustain such grievous damage that they would slowly founder; but 
their inherent buoyancy and the efforts of damage-control parties usually 
kept even the most badly battered afloat for hours. Almost the only way a 
ship could be destroyed in an immediate sense was if fire or accident set off 
her magazine. 

Ships’ companies were less durable. The effects of the varieties of shot 
described above on human flesh are all too easily imagined. Thus it is per- 
haps not so surprising as it first seems to learn that, though statistics from 
the period should be treated with discretion, they leave no doubt that pro- 
portionately (and often absolutely) the great battles of the seventeenth, eigh- 
teenth, and early nineteenth centuries were quite as bloody as their later 
nineteenth- and twentieth-century counterparts. Ranked in terms of casual- 
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ties suffered by one side, the most sanguinary naval battle in history is Leyte 
Gulf (1944), in which the Japanese lost 10,500 dead and several thousand 

wounded, but it is followed by Chesme (1770), in which at least 8,000 Turks 

are conservatively estimated to have perished when Russian fireships ignited 
their embayed fleet. Of the eighteen next-deadliest battles, twelve took place 
under sail, with casualties in killed and wounded running from 7,000 Spanish 

at the Downs (1639) to 2,700 Anglo-Dutch at Malaga (1704)—the latter being 

approximately the same number the U.S. Navy sustained at Pearl Harbor 

(1941). 
The reader of the following essays will observe that these totals include 

a goodly number of admirals, whose position on their quarter-decks left 
them as much exposed to enemy fire as the most recently joined landsman. 
In the three fleet engagements of the Second Anglo-Dutch War (1665-67), 
for example, eleven admirals—seven Dutch and four English—were kilied 
in action. Five of them fell at Lowestoft, where the Duke of York was much 

admired for his composure upon being drenched with blood and slightly 
wounded by a flying skull fragment when a Dutch chain-shot dismembered 
three of his retinue. 

As the heir to his childless brother’s throne, the Duke of York had staff 

to spare. The average admiral was not so well served. A flag-captain relieved 
him of the responsibility of commanding his flagship and could, of course, 
be consulted on operational matters. Otherwise, the only assistants of whom 
he could be assured were a secretary, who managed the considerable corre- 
spondence a fleet engendered, and a clerk. The commander of a large fleet 
might be assigned a chief of staff, in the Royal Navy called a “first captain’ 
or “captain of the fleet,” to act as his adviser and take charge of administra- 
tion and logistics, but the position was not always filled. Admirals of the Age 
of Sail not only exercised command under potentially very dangerous cir- 
cumstances, they did so almost singlehandedly. 
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FRANCIS DRAKE 

God’s Corsair 

(1543?—-1596) 

ANTHONY N. Ryan 



“WITH REASON,” WROTE THE SPANISH HISTORIAN CESAREO 

Fernandez Duro of the operations commanded by Sir Francis Drake in Ibe- 
rian waters in 1587, “do historians maintain that there is not in the annals 

of England an expedition comparable to it.’’! Drake’s expedition must also 
be unique in the annals of England in its immunity from both criticism 
by contemporaries and debunking by historians. Richard Hakluyt,? Robert 
Leng, author of the only extant narrative by a participant,’ and Sir William 
Monson, an Elizabethan seaman and writer of naval tracts, speak to us in its 

praise with an almost united voice. Monson, never a complacent compiler, 
described the voyage as having “proceeded prosperously and without excep- 
tion; for there was both honour and wealth gained, the enemy greatly en- 
damaged, the merchants fully satisfied, and our country sufficiently secured 
for that year.”’* 

Partly because of their dependence upon the testimony of contempo- 
rary witnesses, the assessments of historians have tended to chime in with 
it. For Sir Julian Corbett there was in all the wars of Elizabethan England no 
campaign to match that of 1587. Writing three centuries later, he declared 
that “To this day it may serve as the finest example of how a small well- 
handled fleet, acting on a nicely timed offensive, may paralyse the mobilisa- 
tion of an overwhelming force.” * Garrett Mattingly concluded that Drake 
so disrupted Spanish plans that no Armada could sail for England in 1587.° 
Kenneth Andrews attributes the success of the expedition to Drake’s brilliant 
opportunism in “combining a lightning intuitive grasp of the possible with 
the technical capacity, verve and sheer personal force to translate possibili- 
ties into near-certainties.”’” 

The 1587 expedition was the outstanding success, both strategic and fi- 
nancial, of Drake’s career. The history of English maritime offensives against 
Spain, including others in which Drake held or shared command, provide 
numerous instances of incomplete success and almost total failure. When 
sixteenth-century English fleets operated in distant waters, the odds were 
stacked against them. Logistical strains, disease, conflicts of interest between 

the state and private entrepreneurs, upon whom the government was al- 
ways in part dependent for ships and money, and social and disciplinary 
tensions within an inchoate hierarchy of command often added up to fail- 
ure. Present on all great naval occasions, they make it easier to understand 
Drake’s failures at Lisbon in 1589 and in the Caribbean in 1595-96 than to 

understand his success in 1587. 

19 
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Francis Drake was born into a family of tenant farmers near Tavistock, 
Devonshire, in the early 1540s. Before he was ten years of age, the family 

was forced to uproot itself. His father, Edmund Drake, was an ardent and 

radical Protestant, publicly identified with the dissemination of the faith. 
Devonshire was no place for such a man during the West Country uprising 
against the Reformation in 1549. Having fled its home, the family settled in 
an area of Protestant sympathy, Gillingham on the River Medway, which 
was beginning a new era in its history as the main anchorage of the royal 
warships built by Henry VIII. Here the Drakes lived in straitened circum- 
stances and, during the reign of Mary Tudor (1553-58), under the threat of 

persecution. There is no reason to doubt that Francis Drake absorbed from 
his father the dedication to Protestantism and detestation of Catholicism 
that, in an age of religious strife, were to give a cutting edge to his secular 
ambitions. 

Drake was certainly literate and in manhood may well have acquired a 
working knowledge of French. His formal education, however, was largely 
vocational. Apprenticed to the master of a coastal bark, he learned the busi- 
ness of seamanship in a great nursery of seamen, the testing waters of the 
Thames Estuary and the Narrow Seas. He emerged from this apprenticeship 
a master of his craft. He was also endowed with a natural gift, perhaps in- 
herited from his lay-preaching father, for the exploitation of the spoken 
word and with the self-confidence that so often goes with it. By 1568 he was 
commanding a ship, the Judith of fifty tons, in the service of John Hawkins. 

Drake owed this advancement to ability and to a blood relationship with 
the Hawkinses, the Plymouth family that pioneered English efforts to sub- 
vert, by force ifnecessary, the Spanish and Portuguese claims to commercial 
monopoly within their respective empires. Fate decreed that this employ- 
ment should bring him into violent confrontation with the Spaniards in the 
Mexican harbor of San Juan de Ulloa on a voyage led by John Hawkins in 
1567—69 to sell slaves obtained in West Africa to Spanish colonists in the 

Caribbean. Drake regarded the Spanish attack as a treacherous onslaught 
that cried out for revenge. On returning home, he entered into the first of 
two childless marriages and planned his future. 

Out of the wreckage of San Juan de Ulloa, Drake carved a career as 
leader of unofficial hostilities against Spain. His first enterprise of note was 
an expedition in 1572-73 to the Isthmus of Panama where, in collaboration 

with a French pirate, he succeeded in seizing a consignment of silver during 
its passage across the isthmus from Panama to Nombre de Dios. Thereafter 
Drake was firmly identified with the anti-Spanish movement in England, so 
much so that during the Anglo-Spanish rapprochement of the mid-1570s it was 
deemed politically opportune that he should serve in Ireland. He reemerged 
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to lead the famous circumnavigation of 1577-80, a privately financed enter- 
prise of reconnaissance and plunder that was undertaken with the probable 
connivance of Queen Elizabeth but without her public commitment. Had 
Drake failed, he would have been disavowed. The reward of success was a 

knighthood. He achieved two firsts. He became the first Englishman to cir- 
cumnavigate the globe and the first to break into the Pacific Ocean, then 
widely regarded as a Spanish lake. He returned to Plymouth in September 
1580 with booty beyond men’s wildest dreams. 

Between 1580 and 1585, during which period he purchased Buckland Ab- 

bey near Plymouth and married for a second time, Drake was involved in 
promoting a variety of ventures without, as far as is known, going to sea. In 

1585, however, this prince of maritime guerrillas graduated from guerrilla 
warfare to command of a force backed and in part financed by the govern- 
ment to carry out reprisals in response to the Spanish imposition of an em- 
bargo upon English ships in Iberian ports. The objective was the West Indies 
and Drake led the raid with élan. Handicapped by sickness that enfeebled 
both seamen and soldiers and put the greatest prize of all, Panama, out of 
reach, he nonetheless swept through the Caribbean, leaving a trail of pillage 
and destruction. Although the profits were less than expected, Drake created 
a state of chronic insecurity in the colonial world and shook the nerves of 
European bankers upon whom King Philip II depended for advances to fi- 
nance the great-power status of Spain. A Spanish official with whom he ne- 
gotiated a ransom for Santo Domingo recorded an impression of Drake in 
his prime: 

Drake is a man of medium stature, blond, rather heavy than slender, 
merry, careful. He commands and governs imperiously. He is feared and 
obeyed by his men. He punishes resolutely. Sharp, restless, well-spoken, in- 
clined to liberality and to ambition, vainglorious, boastful, not very cruel.* 

In 1587, with Anglo-Spanish differences apparently irreconcilable, Drake 
was a natural leader of the forces mobilized to strike at Spain before Spain 
could strike at England. He had a successful record as commander of ardu- 
ous and audacious enterprises. He enjoyed the backing of the two most 
influential advocates of war in the queen's entourage, Robert Dudley, Earl 
of Leicester, and Sir Francis Walsingham, principal royal secretary. In an age 
when many people believed in the God of battles, Drake believed he was 
fighting God’s battles. In the context of war against Spain he had no sense 
of conflict between godliness and gain. In 1587 a note of religious exaltation 
pervaded much of his correspondence: 

But whereas it is most certain that the King doth not only make speedy 
preparation in Spain, but likewise expecteth a very great fleet from 
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the Straits and divers other places to join with his forces to invade England, 
we propose to set apart all fear of danger and by God's furtherance to 
proceed by all good means that we can devise to prevent their coming. 
Wherefore I shall desire you to continue a faithful remembrance of us in 
your prayers that our present service may take that good effect as God 
may be glorified, His Church, our Queen and country preserved, and the 
enemy of the truth utterly vanquished that we may have continual peace 

in Israel.° 

In writing thus, Drake was in tune with much of the music of his time. 
Yet he was hardly an unblemished hero. Across him lay the shadow of the 
execution of Thomas Doughty, one of the “gentlemen adventurers” em- 
barked on the circumnavigation, at Port St. Julian on the coast of South 

America in 1578. The execution of Doughty, found guilty of treachery after 
a trial of doubtful legality, may be explained as the response of the leader of 
a hazardous undertaking to the emergence of a challenge to his authority. 
It may also have gone deeper. In his magisterial Drake and the Tudor Navy, 
Sir Julian Corbett tentatively identified Doughty as a possible representa- 
tive within the squadron of a “peace party” at court, whose function was 
to divert the expedition from the acts of depredation that Drake and his 
collaborators planned against Spain.'° The evidence, such as it is, points 
to Doughty having been an unscrupulous individual of piratical inclina- 
tions who resented the increasingly subordinate role in which Drake cast 
him."’ But Drake appears to have had no reservations about exterminating 
Doughty as a threat to his self-appointed mission as leader of a personal war 
against Spain. This sense of mission was a source of strength. In an age of 
anti-Spanish and anti-Catholic sentiment, it enabled Drake to build up a fol- 
lowing in the seafaring community and to bind it to him with the cement 
of shared plunder. Plunder brought him through the social barriers of the 
Elizabethan Age to a position of power as the embodiment of aspirations 
widely diffused in English society. 

Drake led his squadron out of Plymouth Sound on a fair wind for Spain 
on 2 April 1587* “to stand for our gracious queen and country against Anti- 
christ and his members.”'? The force numbered twenty-three ships, of 
which four fighting galleons—the flagship Elizabeth Bonaventure (550 tons), 
Golden Lion (550 tons), Rainbow (500 tons), and Dreadnought (400 tons)—and 

two pinnaces—Spy (50 tons) and Cygnet (15 tons)—were described as “her 
Majesty’s ships and pinnaces.” Other vessels were the property of the Lord 

* Dating throughout this chapter is in accordance with the Julian calendar. To deter- 
mine the equivalent date in the modern calendar, ten days must be added. 



FRANCIS DRAKE 23 

Admiral of England, Charles, Lord Howard of Effingham, who would com- 
mand against the Armada in 1588, and of Drake himself. But the most pow- 

erful contingent of privately owned ships consisted of eleven vessels, some 
barely distinguishable from those of the queen, belonging to entrepreneurs 
of the city of London. This so-called London fleet was commanded by ve- 
terans of the guerrilla war against Spain, and its principal promoters were 
involved in a range of privateering activities throughout the world. 

In short, Drake’s force consisted of two fleets, separately organized, fi- 
nanced, manned and victualed, temporarily allied as competitive collabora- 
tors in an enterprise calculated to achieve public benefit through the en- 
couragement of private gain. Drake himself was an arch-exponent of the 
idea of maritime war as an activity in which the participants’ strategic re- 
sponsibilities should be harmonized with their financial aspirations. Com- 
missioned by the queen as General of the Expedition, he also headed a list 
drawn up later of the London promoters who were described as “‘parteners 
and interessed in the prise.” ” 

Collaboration between crown and subjects in fitting out fleets was 
rooted in tradition, dating back to times immemorial, that the navy of En- 
gland was the multitude of the shipping of the realm; which had meant, in 
reality, the employment of the most sturdy merchantmen, seized or hired 
by the crown and converted for war service. Technical advances in ship- 
building and in the use of artillery at sea, which would produce the profes- 
sional navy of the later seventeenth century, were already influencing the 
character of the national sea forces in the Tudor age. Their outward sign in 
the 1580s was the queen’s ships, a force when fully mobilized in 1588 of 
thirty-four warships ranging in size from the tiny Cygnet to the Triumph of 
760 tons.'* These vessels were royal property, funded by the royal exche- 
quer, supported by royal dockyards and managed, within the administrative 
limitations of the age, by royal officials. They were, however, only one com- 
ponent of the navy of England. Because of the restrictions imposed upon 
naval expenditure by inadequate public revenue, the crown was still depen- 
dent on the contribution of private shipowners. Elizabeth I commanded 
neither a state navy nor the funds to support one. 

There being no professional navy, there was no professional officer 
corps. Command was vested in the hand of irregulars. Ad hoc appointments 
to specific commissions were the order of the day. They might go to noble- 
men, courtiers, and landowning gentry, selected primarily because their so- 
cial prestige was held to qualify them for posts of honor and profit in the 
service of the crown. Fighting seamen were also candidates for appoint- 
ment. Connected with civilian shipping and trade, they had made their re- 
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putations and, in some cases, their fortunes in armed assaults upon Iberian 
colonial monopolies and in an unremitting war of plunder against Spanish 
shipping. They were maritime guerrillas whose aptitudes and skills made 
them indispensable to the government in time of war. The names of the 
most prominent individuals and families crop up again in the fleet lists of the 
1580s and 1590s. Their highly developed predatory instincts seemed to guar- 
antee that the maritime war could be made to pay for itself at the expense 
of the enemy. 

The primary objective in 1587 was to impede the massing at Lisbon of a 
combined naval and military force whose ultimate destination was England. 
However, the queen and her advisers did not share Drake’s apocalyptic vi- 
sion of Anglo-Spanish relations as the setting for war to the death between 
good and evil or, as he might have put it, between the Lord of Hosts and 
Antichrist. They attempted to preserve a distinction between unlimited war 
and operations designed to achieve limited objectives that might enhance 
England’s security and even help to achieve a truce of sorts between the two 
states. The suspicions that Drake focused upon Doughty and his supposed 
backers at court in 1578 surfaced again in 1587. That spring he attributed the 

desertion of mariners at Plymouth, hardly an uncommon experience, to 

“some practice of some adversaries to the action.” ’* On the lookout for 
symptoms of treachery, he was to discover more during the course of the 
campaign. 

The original orders under which Drake sailed are no longer extant. 
Shortly after his departure, however, the government amended them, sup- 
posedly in consequence of reports that the Spaniards had ceased prepara- 
tions for an invasion of England. These amended orders, which survive, 

directed Drake to take “a milder course.” *° 
The milder course was to forbear from assaulting Spanish ports, offer- 

ing violence to any Spanish town or shipping within harbor, or committing 
any act of hostility upon land. Drake remained authorized to attack Spanish 
shipping at sea, specifically that coming from or going to the Indies. The 
amended orders, dated 9 April, seven days after he sailed from Plymouth, 

never reached him. While not excluding a serious intent on the part of the 
queen not “to exasperate matters further than they are,” '’ the timing hardly 
suggests a serious intent to restrict Drake’s freedom of action. The govern- 
ment was thus provided with a means of disclaiming responsibility for his 
conduct should it be deemed politic to so do, without depriving itself of any 
advantages that he might win.* Drake therefore lay under the threat of dis- 
avowal, especially if he should fail. 

In the interchangeable roles of queen’s admiral and queen’s corsair, 
Drake rapidly seized the initiative and never lost it. Acting in accordance 
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with the idea which he was to express in 1588, that “the advantage of time 
and place in all martial actions is half a victory,” ’’ he lost no time in descend- 
ing upon Cadiz. This action, seemingly unpremeditated, was inspired by 
intelligence obtained at sea that a fleet of storeships had been assembled 
there preparatory to sailing for Lisbon. Most of these ships lay in the outer 
harbor, which was easily accessible on the fair wind Drake enjoyed in the 
afternoon of 19 April. The defenders were caught unawares by the sudden 
entry of the English force and also by the inability of the Mediterranean war 
galleys to drive off the heavily gunned sailing ships of the North. Drake 
knew that time was not on his side. It was certain that enemy reinforce- 
ments with artillery would arrive; it was possible that the wind would fail, 

immobilizing his ships and putting them at a potential disadvantage if com- 
bat with the oar-propelled galleys were renewed. During twenty-four hours 
of intense activity, some thirty merchantmen were destroyed or taken and 

Drake himself led a daring sortie into the inner harbor to burn an unarmed 
galleon belonging to the Marquis of Santa Cruz, the commander-designate 
of the “Enterprise of England.” 

Having shaken the Spaniards and acquired a useful quantity of provi- 
sions and wine, Drake extricated the squadron with remarkably few casual- 
ties. Rated in the English hall of fame as a major victory, the “singeing of 
the King of Spain’s beard” at Cadiz was perceived by Drake as an introduc- 
tion to the main business of the campaign. “Now being well furnished with 
necessary provision,” he wrote to John Wolley, a government secretary, on 
27 April, “our intent is (God willing) to impeach the fleet which is to come 
out of the Straits and divers other places before it joined in with the King’s 
forces, in the accomplishment whereof neither willing minds or industry 
shall be wanting.” *° 

At Cadiz Drake obtained information of the whereabouts of the Spanish 
squadrons destined to rendezvous at Lisbon with the Marquis of Santa Cruz. 
The most interesting news was that the Biscayan squadron under Juan Mar- 
tinez de Recalde was cruising off Cape St. Vincent. This intelligence proved 
outdated, however, as Recalde had been recalled to Lisbon as part of the 

Spanish reaction to the English presence. Thwarted of his prey, Drake de- 
cided to occupy the cruising ground off Cape St. Vincent, where he would 
dominate the shipping lanes between the Mediterranean and the Atlantic. 
He had in mind an extended stay, for which he needed a secure and well- 
situated anchorage where his ships could be watered and kept clean. Having 
selected the bay overlooked by the castle of Sagres, just east of the cape, his 
next move was to lead a landing party to disarm the castle and nearby for- 
tifications, thus making the anchorage secure. Although this act gave rise to 
controversy, in view of Drake’s aims and responsibilities the arguments in 
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its favor were unassailable. No sixteenth-century fleet had any chance of 
remaining healthy unless it had access to supplies of fresh water and facilities 
for cleaning the ships and refreshing the crews. The attack on Sagres in- 
volved enormous risks, especially as the landing party was without artillery. 
But the very fact that the risks were high endowed Drake with the advan- 
tage of surprise. Drake’s instinct for the unexpected, though it might discon- 
cert his followers, was one of his outstanding qualities. 

Having reduced the number of Spanish vessels and stockpile of supplies 
through the raid on Cadiz, Drake proceeded to scour the waters off Cape 
St. Vincent. Here he captured many ships, including some bound for Lisbon 
with barrel staves for the manufacture of casks and water butts, to deficien- 

cies in which are attributed some of the problems suffered by the Spanish 
Armada in 1588.* He also harassed the enemy’s fishing fleets. 

This effective campaign of attrition did not satisfy Drake. As champion 
of England and of the Protestant cause, he wished to put things to the test 
of combat. He therefore made an appearance off the mouth of the Tagus, 
challenging Santa Cruz to come out and give battle. With Santa Cruz unable 
to sail and Drake unable to force his way up the river to Lisbon, the affair 
ended as a demonstration, an unnerving one for the Spaniards, of Drake’s 
mobility and freedom of enterprise. 

Off Cape St. Vincent, Drake expressed himself freely on the long-term 
advantage of possessing so admirable a cruising ground. After describing the 
Spaniards in a letter to Walsingham of 17 May as enemies to the truth and 
upholders of Baal or Dagon’s Image, he forecast a prolonged campaign: 

As long as it shall please God to give us provisions to eat and drink, and 
that our ships and wind and weather will permit us, you shall surely hear 
of us near this Cape of St. Vincent, where we do and will expect daily what 
her Majesty and your honours will further command. God make us thank- 
ful that her Majesty sent out these few ships in time.” 

Nevertheless, on 22 May Drake led the fleet away from Cape St. Vincent 
and headed out into the Atlantic for the Azores. 

If Drake set down his reasons for this sudden change of mind, the record 

has not survived. The only contemporary explanation emanates from Mon- 
son, who claimed that Drake’s London associates were becoming restive 
because they saw no prospect of rich prizes and prevailed upon him to sail 
for the Azores in search of a Portuguese carrack homeward bound from the 
Indian Ocean.” Since a swoop upon enemy shipping in the Atlantic was 
already on the agenda, this rings true. In an age of entrepreneurial warfare 

* It is generally agreed that defective water butts and casks, hastily made from unsea- 
soned timber, exacerbated the Armada’s victualing problems. 
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Drake was under pressure, not only from his associates but from his respon- 

sibility to a penurious government, to crown the cruise with profit. This 

was, of course, entirely in accord with his own instincts. 

Drake was also under pressure arising out of dissension with his second- 

in-command, William Borough, captain of the Golden Lion. Not only was 

Borough an experienced seaman, he was also an officer of the Tudor naval 

administration, Clerk of the Ships. As such, he represented the regular forces 

of the monarchy. He believed that his status gave him the right to tender 

advice and to have a say in the conduct of the campaign. Drake, who owed 
his rise to individual endeavor, believed that he had a right to invite advice 

and, if he saw fit, to disregard it. 

The quarrel, though it included differences over the conduct of affairs, 
was primarily over the nature of command. This is evident in Borough’s 
protest of 30 April that he “could never perceive any matter of council or 
advice touching the action and service for her Majesty with the fleet now 
under your charge to be effectually propounded or debated.” Drake’s re- 
action to the protest was a diagnosis of treachery. This prompted him to 
strip Borough of command. Then, following the desertion of the Golden 
Lion, he convened a court-martial that sentenced Borough in absentia to 
death.” Drake had no doubt that right was on his side. After the expedition’s 
return to England, he made publicly clear his determination to see the sen- 
tence carried out. 

On route to the Azores in blustery weather, the London ships parted 
company with Drake. He may have had no further service for them; in any 
case, he laid no charge of desertion against them, remained on good terms 
with his London associates, and participated in the distribution of prize 
money on the terms already agreed. With the remainder of his force, Drake 
continued in pursuit of a financial bonanza. His nose for a prize did not fail 
him. The climax of the cruise and of the campaign was the capture of the 
carrack San Felipe, homeward bound from the East Indies. Her cargo was 
valued at £114,000, a vast sum by the standards of the age. Having, in the 
words of Hakluyt, “assured themselves every man to have a sufficient re- 

ward for his travel,” Drake’s men set sail for England and “arrived in Pli- 
mouth the same sommer with their whole Fleete and this rich booty, to 
their owne profite and due commendation, and to the great admiration of 
the whole kingdom.” ” 

While Drake himself and all concerned, including the queen and her 
council, were congratulating themselves on the happy financial outcome of 
the campaign, they seem to have been much less alive to its strategic signifi- 
cance. This was partly because they were obsessed with making the war a 



FRANCIS DRAKE 29 

paying proposition and partly because they did not have the knowledge to 
comprehend the illogicality of events. When Drake surrendered the strate- 
gic initiative off Cape St. Vincent, he did what Philip II feared most. Late in 
April the Spanish council of war worried that Drake’s appearance might be 
the prelude either to a combined attack upon the forces being assembled at 
Lisbon or to a joint onslaught upon Spanish shipping by English and Alge- 
rine sea forces, with possible backing from the Ottoman Empire. But as they 
got things into perspective, the councillors felt less concern over the Cadiz 
raid and the English presence off Cape St. Vincent than over the prospect of 
another round in the battle of the Atlantic, with Drake bent on the destruc- 

tion of the Indies fleets. They duly recommended a major offensive in the 
Atlantic against the marauders by a force dispatched from Lisbon, even at 
the risk of delaying preparations for the invasion of England. This recom- 
mendation echoed the conviction the king had held from the outset that 
priority should be given to the defense of Spain’s communications.” The 
“departure of Drake and the security of the fleets” had the effect, quite 
unforeseen by Drake, of forcing Santa Cruz to sea with a strong fleet at the 
end of June on a cruise of almost three months.”” This constituted a serious 
setback for Philip II, who had been planning an invasion of England in the 
autumn of 1587. He continued to press for action, even arguing in favor of 
launching the operation at the close of year, but the condition of ships and 
crews on their return from the Atlantic made that impossible. 

With the advantage of hindsight, it is possible to detect in Drake’s con- 
duct anticipations of the strategic doctrine defined three hundred years later 
by Alfred Thayer Mahan and his disciples: for example, that England’s first 
and last line of defense was dominion in enemy waters. But hindsight can 
be a disadvantage in a search for understanding of Drake’s conduct in 1587. 
It may encourage the use of inappropriate strategic models as an aid to judg- 
ment and it may foster belief in an unreal distinction between Drake the 
admiral and Drake the corsair. As long as the state, because of its inability to 
fund a professional navy, was in considerable measure dependent upon pri- 
vate adventurers, maritime war had to be conducted at the enemy’s ex- 

pense. In other words, there could be no service without profit, despite the 
potential for conflict between them. Unsupported by any sort of naval staff, 
Drake owed his strategic and financial success in 1587 to intuitive opportun- 
ism and an instinctive flair for confusing the enemy. 

Drake’s vendetta against William Borough, however, ended in failure. 

His implacable resolve to achieve the death or, failing that, the ruin of a man 
whom he regarded as a coward, a deserter, and an instrument of his adver- 

saries was frustrated by those who viewed the same man as a loyal servant 
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of the crown. Borough retained both his life and his office.”* In the circum- 
stances of the time Drake’s services may have been indispensable, but the 
queen’s council had no intention of allowing him to behave as if they were. 
Despite his operational success, therefore, Drake had reason to be dissatis- 

fied with the government. Given his financial success, he may not have cared 
very much about a disavowal that went no further than words. But he had 
cause to feel that his authority had been undermined and that the opponents 

of war with Spain were still influential. 
The government, for its part, had reason to be dissatisfied with Drake, 

not so much because he had technically exceeded his orders, but because he 
had turned the relatively minor business of Borough’s protest into an occa- 
sion for a capital charge. His exaggerated response was viewed by his politi- 
cal masters as the sort of conduct that could precipitate the disintegration 
of a sixteenth-century fleet. They still needed his services, but they clearly 
considered it preferable that he should serve under command rather than 
in command during the national mobilization of sea forces for the trial of 
strength with Spain in 1588. 

Drake’s reputation was now such, however, that he was popularly re- 
garded both at home and abroad in 1588 as the embodiment of English sea 
power. Whether it be fact or fiction, the story of Drake calmly finishing his 
game of bowls on Plymouth Hoe with the Armada already in sight of the 
English coast, tells us something of the aura that shone about him. His actual 
role was that of an influential second in command to the Lord Admiral of 
England, Howard of Effingham, who was by no means merely a figurehead. 
Drake took a prominent part in debate, though his was not the only voice 
to which Howard listened, and as a squadron leader he was in the thick of 
the fighting in the Channel skirmishes and the battle off Gravelines. Of his 
tactical ideas, nothing is known. He remained a controversial figure, taking 
the Andalusian squadron’s damaged flagship, Nuestra Sefiora del Rosario, in 
circumstances which prompted accusations that he sought to monopolize 
the prize money.” Even in the hour of victory, his reputation as a corsair 
overshadowed that as an admiral of the queen. 

In 1589 Drake was back at the helm in joint command with General Sir 

John Norris of a combined expedition to the Iberian peninsula.** The enter- 
prise was stricken by conflicts of interest between the crown and private 
adventurers. During the winter of 1588-89 queen and council became con- 
vinced that the primary object should be the extirpation of Spanish sea 
power through the destruction of the surviving warships of the Armada 
campaign, which had fetched up in the northern ports of Santander and San 
Sebastian. This sober assessment of strategic priorities by no means coin- 
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cided with that of Drake and his associates. Eight years earlier, Spain had 
occupied Portugal. Fortified by a promise from the Portuguese pretender, 
Dom Antonio, that if they helped him gain the throne he would open the 
Portuguese empire to English merchants, they aimed to expel the Spanish 
administration. Indigenous assistance, it was hoped, would be forthcoming. 
This hope was misplaced. The English army failed to rouse the population 
on its march to Lisbon. Weakened by sickness, it was forced to withdraw to 
the ships. In their zeal to win Portugal, the expedition’s leaders had disre- 
garded the queen’s point of view. In an attempt to compromise, they made 
a futile attack on La Corufia, the main consequence of which was the spread 
of infection. Conduct so at variance with official interests brought royal dis- 
favor. Drake remained on the beach until 1595. 

His return to active service was ill-fated. Sharing command with Sir 
John Hawkins, Drake sailed from Plymouth for the Caribbean for the last 
time in August 1595. The expedition was to make for San Juan de Puerto 

Rico where, according to reports, a disabled treasure ship might be found. 
From there it would continue on to strike at the Isthmus of Panama and 
return home by mid-May 1596. Largely at the insistence of Drake, who was 
short of victuals, the fleet detoured to the Canary Islands in search of sup- 
plies. The time thereby lost in crossing the Atlantic was never regained. The 
delay enabled the Spaniards to obtain information about English intentions, 
which, by putting their defenses in order, they were able to thwart. John 
Hawkins died off Puerto Rico. After being repulsed at Panama, Drake was 
stricken with a malignant dysentery. He died off Porto Bello on 28 January 
1596 and his body was consigned to the deep.” 

The modern study of Francis Drake dates from the late nineteenth cen- 
tury, when didactic historians were attempting to educate the Royal Navy 
and the reading public in the eternal principles of maritime strategy as re- 
vealed by the past. They emphasized the evidence that seemed to bring out 
the lessons bequeathed by Drake to the great strategic traditions of the Brit- 
ish navy. Nowadays historians are more concerned with understanding the 
realities of sixteenth-century maritime warfare as practiced by Drake and his 
contemporaries. And they recognize that, compared with the professional 
naval officers of the eighteenth century onward, Francis Drake was a man 
from another world. 
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MAARTEN HARPERTSZOON IT ROMP 

Father of Naval Tactics 

(1598-1653) 
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MAARTEN HARPERTSZOON TROMP WAS BORN ON 23 APRIL 1598 

in Brielle, the same small city where twenty-six years earlier the “Seabeg- 
gars” gained their first victory in the Dutch revolt against Spain. The first 
flag of the Dutch republic had flown from the tower of St. Catherine’s 
Church, in which Maarten was baptized on 3 May. 

He belonged to a seafaring family. His grandfather, Maarten Lamberts- 
zoon van der Wel, was a fairly successful coastal trader and his father, Har- 

pert Maartenszoon, also made his living at sea. Harpert ran away from 
home to join the young Dutch navy and became known as a fine seaman. 
To join the fleet, he had to drop his family name van der Wel and for un- 
known reasons adopted that of Tromp. The van der Wels lived in Delft but 
when Harpert married the widow Jannetgen Barents in 1597, the young 
couple settled in Brielle. 

Maarten was raised by his mother while Harpert served alternately with 
the cruising fleet at sea or the blockading squadron off Dunkirk. Cruising 
and escorting were necessary to protect Dutch merchantmen and the nu- 
merous herring boats from Spanish ships, Dunkirk privateers, and English 
men-of-war. A constant blockade of Dunkirk was considered a necessity, for 
this port was not only the home of the dreaded raiders, but had fallen into 
Spanish hands. The Duke of Parma, the Spanish commander in chief, en- 

couraged and even paid the Dunkirk corsairs to attack Dutch shipping. 
Maarten’s father gradually rose in rank and in April 1606, when Maarten 

was eight years old, the family moved to Rotterdam, where the Tromps 
could afford a large house of their own. A month later, Harpert was ap- 
pointed captain of a small man-of-war by the Rotterdam Admiralty.” He 
thereupon resolved to take charge of his son’s upbringing and prepare him 
for a career as a seaman like himself. Convinced that life aboard ship would 
produce better results than religious-tinged training at home, he took Maar- 
ten with him as his cabin boy. Firsthand experience was considered much 
more worthwhile than theory, although by then Maarten was already able 
to read, write, and do arithmetic. 

In February 1607 Harpert and Maarten sailed in the Rotterdam squadron 
under Commodore Moy Lambert as part of the Dutch fleet of Lieutenant- 
Admiral Jacob van Heemskerck to blockade the Spanish coast. The objective 
of Heemskerck’s expedition was to intercept an enemy fleet being sent to 
expel the Dutch from the East Indies. On 25 April, a sharp action was fought 
off Gibraltar, resulting in a great Dutch victory. After this impressive start 

7, 



38 THE SHIP AND THE GUN 

Maarten stayed on board his father’s ship, cruising and blockading in the 

stormy and fitful waters of the North Sea and the English Channel, con- 

stantly on watch against Spanish men-of-war and Dunkirk privateers. This 

schooling proved to be very important for the attentive cabin boy, for these 

waters would soon become important battlegrounds for the Dutch navy and 

Maarten Tromp would take advantage of the knowledge he had begun to 
acquire at such an early age. By visiting ports in France and England he also 
picked up a fair knowledge of both languages, enough to be able to com- 
municate with fellow seamen, navy contractors, tradesmen and, still later, 

with foreign captains and admirals.’ 
In 1609 a truce was signed between Spain and the Dutch republic that 

lasted for twelve years. The Dutch army and navy were cut back sharply 
following the ceasefire, as would be the case during interludes of peace 
throughout the century. Harpert remained on duty for another year, be- 
cause the truce did not affect the Dunkirk corsairs and the navy had to con- 
tinue its cruising activities against them. 

After leaving the navy, Harpert chose to stay at sea. With his own 
money he bought a merchant ship and joined the Guinea trade to the west 
coast of Africa, which was very profitable during these years. Naturally, he 
took Maarten with him. An English pirate attacked Harpert’s ship near Cape 
Verde on the Tromps’ first voyage south. The Dutch vessel carried a few 
guns, but the pirate proved too strong for her. Soon she was boarded and 
her crew overwhelmed. Harpert was killed in the struggle and his corpse 
thrown into the sea. Twelve-year-old Maarten, who had fought very bravely, 
was forced to serve as the pirates’ cabin boy for the next two years. Little is 
known of this period of his life, but contemporary accounts by other cap- 
tives make clear that it was no sinecure. Maarten led a miserable existence, 

but at the same time he became a hardened seaman. He learned how it felt 
to be humiliated and mistreated and what it meant to serve as a common 
sailor. During these years, his character was forged into a model of sobriety, 
will power, persistence, and consideration for his fellow men. It is said that 
his trust in God, in those days of endless religious wars more manifest than 
at present, prevented him from having feelings of hatred or revenge.* 

In 1612, Maarten managed to escape from his captors in an Italian har- 
bor and returned to Rotterdam. Back home he undertook to support his 
mother and three younger sisters, who first learned of the death of their 
husband and father from him. He went to work on the Rotterdam wharfs, 

but he was not happy there, for he had lost his heart to the sea. Occasional 
short voyages in merchantmen eventually led to his return to the navy, and on 
23 June 1617 he was delighted to be appointed leading seaman in De Leeuwinne 
(The Lioness), commanded by Moy Lambert, his father’s former comrade- 
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in-arms. In this vessel Tromp participated in successful operations against 
Mediterranean pirates in 1618 and 1619. He earned promotion to first mate 

during these seasonal campaigns, but on 15 May 1619 he resigned. 
Dutch overseas trade had grown explosively during the relatively calm 

years of the truce and Tromp, still responsible for his mother and sisters, 
decided to try his luck in the very lucrative straatvaart, the trade through 
the Straits of Gibraltar into the Mediterranean, a region he knew fairly well 
by now. His fortunes definitely did not lie with the merchant fleet, however. 
He mustered on Het Tuchthuis—House of Correction, an odd name for a 

ship, but indicative of the state of affairs in vessels of that day!—and sailed 
the pirate-infested southern waters for some time. But in 1621 Het Tuchthuis 
was captured by Tunisian pirates and for the second time Tromp was held 
as a slave. He was released within a year, either as part of an exchange of 
prisoners or by the payment of ransom by the Admiralty. In June 1622 he 
returned home safe and sound, never again to reenter either the Mediterra- 
nean or the merchant marine.’ 

Now that the Twelve Years Truce had expired and hostilities with Spain 
resumed, Maarten Tromp rejoined the navy and became lieutenant of the 
Bruinvisch, spending two years cruising the coast of Europe from Flanders to 
Gibraltar, convoying homeward-bound straatvaarders and attacking enemy 
shipping. That he did not spend all his time at sea is proven by his marriage 
on 7 May 1624 to Dina de Haas, daughter of Master Cornelis de Haas.* The 
following month he was appointed to the captaincy of the “yacht.” * Sint 
Antonius. In this, his first command, Tromp’s duties consisted of convoying 

the huge herring fleets and escorting merchantmen. After six months he 
was transferred to the blockading fleet off Dunkirk and received a larger 
command, the ship of the line Gelderland, of which he remained captain for 
four years. 

Another aspect of Tromp’s character was formed during this period. 
The land war was not going well, which caused the republic to devote most 
of its resources to the army. The navy was starved of ships, crews, and 
money, and Tromp had to struggle constantly to persuade the Admiralty to 
furnish the material, provisions, and funds needed to keep his ship in fight- 
ing condition. In the process, he developed an absolute tenacity of purpose. 

To a considerable extent, the problem that would plague the navy and 
its leaders throughout the seventeenth century (and later) stemmed from 
the extraordinarily decentralized nature of the federation of the seven prov- 
inces that formed the Dutch republic or, more formally, the United Prov- 

inces. In many respects, they were doggedly disunited provinces. Each 

* In Dutch naval terminology, a small sailing vessel with a crew of a few dozen men. 
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retained its own parliament (States), which sent delegates to the national 

States-General. Executive power belonged to the Stadtholder, a sort of he- 

reditary presidency vested in the princely House of Orange. This power was, 

however, severely constrained by provincial particularism. To complicate 

matters still further, the navy was itself a collection of provincial compo- 

nents. In the course of the struggle against Spain, no less than five separate 
admiralties had been established—three in the Province of Holland (includ- 

ing the Rotterdam admiralty that Tromp served), one in Zealand, and an- 
other in Friesland—each with its own fleet, officers, yards, and revenues. 

There were, of course, arrangements to coordinate their activities. Half of 

each admiralty board was composed of representatives from the other six 
provinces; a council of delegates from all the admiralties met periodically 
at The Hague under the chairmanship of the Stadtholder, who was also 
head—Admiral-General—of the navy; and the States-General determined 
strategy and, in consultation with the Stadtholder, appointed flag officers. 
Inevitably, however, so complex a system was difficult to manage efficiently, 
especially as different authorities often aimed at conflicting goals, but every 
attempt to replace it with a more centralized organization was defeated by 
the opposition of the provinces. 

Although Tromp engaged in no major actions during his command of 
the Gelderland except for a fight against five large Dunkirkers in the spring 
of 1627, he attracted the attention of his Admiralty. Early in 1629 the newly 

appointed Lieutenant-Admiral of Holland, Piet Heyn, asked Tromp to be 
captain of his flagship, De Groene Draeck (The Green Dragon). Heyn wrote 
that while he had other brave captains, in Tromp he recognized all the quali- 
ties of a great leader. Unfortunately, the collaboration between these two 

outstanding men did not last long. During their first action, with ten corsairs 
off Dungeness on 17 June 1629, Heyn was mortally wounded. Tromp con- 
tinued flying his admiral’s flag throughout the battle, which the Dutch won 
after a day’s severe fighting. Afterward, he carried Heyn’s corpse to Rotter- 
dam and was awarded by the States of Holland with a gold chain. 

In the following years Tromp continued to operate against the Dunkirk 
corsairs, achieving consistent success. On one occasion he captured the gov- 
ernor of Dunkirk and delivered him to Rotterdam as a prisoner. For this 
exploit, he received another gold chain and other rewards, this time from 
the Admiralty.” 

When his new commander in chief, Vice-Admiral Liefhebber, went 

ashore to supervise the building of a flagship, Tromp temporarily became 
chief of the cruising squadron. On 16 March 1630, Stadtholder Frederick 
Henry appointed him to the rank of post captain. This meant that Tromp 
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held the permanent rank of captain, apart from the actual command of a 
ship. In addition, he received the title captain-commodore and a gold medal 
from the States-General. He now belonged to the group of sixty captains 
who held permanent appointments, and his portion of the prize money for 
captured vessels increased considerably. 

Characteristic of Tromp’s stature was the fact that he shared his suc- 
cesses with his subordinates. More than once he requested and obtained 
rewards for members of his crew. For his friendly manner of speaking, his 
even temper, and his superb leadership, he received the nickname Bestevaer, 
literally meaning “Granddad” or “Old Fellow,” but which in his case came 
to signify “the best man to sail with.” After him, only de Ruyter was ac- 
corded this sobriquet. 

Late in 1631, an accident occurred that caused Tromp much sorrow. His 

famous De Groene Draeck was lost two miles west of Flushing through a 
pilot’s negligence. Six months later, he assumed command of the Prins Hen- 
drik, the newest ship in the fleet.* 

The next years proved disappointing for Tromp for a number of rea- 
sons. A shortage of ships caused a quarrel between the Admiralties and the 
States-General over the employment of the single squadron remaining in 
home waters. The members of the Rotterdam Admiralty wished to please 
their fellow tradesmen by giving convoy to the merchant fleets. In contrast, 
the States-General emphasized the importance of protection against corsairs 
and the interception of troop transports, monies, and munitions being sent 
from Spain to the enemy army in Flanders. To achieve both objectives, the 
fleet was kept almost constantly at sea, without adequate rest for its crews 
or maintenance for its ships. On top of these problems came the choice of 
a new commander in chief. Tradition dictated that a member of the nobil- 
ity should hold the highest post, regardless of his abilities. In the case of 
Piet Heyn, Frederick Henry had been able to override this ridiculous rule, 
but after Heyn’s unexpected death tradition regained the upper hand and 
the Honorable Philips van Dorp, with whom Tromp was not on speaking 
terms, was appointed commander in chief. 

When Tromp’s wife died in November 1633, leaving him with three 
young sons, he made up his mind. On 30 May 1634, he resigned from the 
navy. It was a sign of van Dorp’s incompetence and a reflection of the de- 
plorable state of affairs within the navy and the country that no effort was 
made to persuade Tromp to remain.’ 

Maarten Harpertszoon found a quiet job as deacon and devoted himself 
to raising his sons. He found new happiness in a second marriage to Aeltgen 
van Arckenbout on 12 September 1634. No more than fifteen months later, 
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however, the States of Holland begged him to rejoin the navy as nothing 

less than its vice-admiral. The previous summer the feared Dunkirk corsair 

Jacques Colaert had been able to run the Dutch blockade with a fleet of 

fourteen fine ships and six frigates and was wreaking havoc on the fishing 

fleets, their feeble escorts, and the navy’s cruising squadrons. Now it looked 
as if the States admitted the fleet’s need of a professional leader. Neverthe- 
less, Tromp declined the offer, recalling all too well his frustrating quarrels 
with van Dorp, the reluctance of the Rotterdam Admiralty to refund the 
sums he personally had spent in the upkeep of his ship, and the troubles he 
had experienced in mustering enough men for his crew. Even the interces- 
sion of Frederick Henry failed to sway him. With exquisite courtesy, Tromp 
explained his refusal by saying that he did not wish to affront the com- 
mander in chief by sailing with the fleet while leaving “the gentlemen” — 
van Dorp and Liefhebber—ashore! Neither of the two admirals showed any 
appreciation for his absolutely correct course of action."° 

In the meantime, the care and maintenance of the fleet deteriorated. 

The complicated organization of the five admiralties and the rivalries be- 
tween them, the States, the States-General, and the Stadtholder, combined 

with a reluctance to spend money on the fleet, led to disaster. In 1636 there 
was no blockading force off the Flemish coast and the enemy raided the 
North Sea at will. The States-General tried to improve conditions through 
the installation of boards of directors, separate from the admiralties, to take 

charge of fitting out the navy’s ships; Tromp became head of the Rotterdam 
Directory. But even this emergency measure was doomed to failure as a 
result of the devastating Dutch particularism. Only in the face of an imme- 
diate threat was the republic able to act, although then, as history shows, it 
acted with great vigor. 

On 27 October 1637, Lieutenant-Admiral van Dorp resigned his position. 

This was a great day for the young nation, for it cleared the way for the 
States of Holland to ask Tromp for a second time to accept the leadership of 
the navy.’ This time he agreed, but in doing so he laid down conditions that 
guaranteed him greater authority than had been held by the navy’s previous 
commanders. Because he knew from bitter experience how badly the fleet 
had been neglected by the same body that now begged him to take com- 
mand of it, he demanded an adequate number of ships, well equipped and 
well manned. The States solemnly promised to act in accordance with his 
wishes. The terms of Tromp’s official appointment from the Stadtholder 
further strengthened his position versus the admiralties and the States. Two 
days later, his townsman Witte Corneliszoon de With, a year younger, very 

brave but brutal and bad-tempered, was appointed his vice-admiral. 
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Tromp began by restoring the neglected blockade of Dunkirk, the root 
of all evil in the North Sea. At the same time, he strove to improve condi- 
tions throughout the navy. Personally taking command of the blockading 
squadron, he went cruising in the English Channel, attacking enemy ship- 
ping, tracing the many shifting shoals and sandbanks, and exercising his 
ships and crews, not only during the sailing season but throughout the long 
winters as well. Within a short time he was able to restore discipline, moti- 

vation, skills, and cooperation among his subordinates. A spirit of strength 
and self-confidence emerged. This spirit was backed by better logistics from 
the shore. The improvement in the latter was also due to Tromp, who used 
his rare interludes at home to convince the authorities to give him the nec- 
essary support. Despite the opposition of the city of Amsterdam, which 
sought only its own interest, and: the lukewarm cooperation of de With, a 
jealous and independent character, he gradually managed to get a firm grip 
on the navy. A cordial relationship with Stadtholder Frederick Henry proved 
advantageous in solving difficult problems. Together they preserved the cus- 
tom of holding the generaal rendez-vous, an assembly of all the fleets off Hel- 
levoetsluis at the start of a campaign, and they also managed to change 
Tromp’s one-year appointment into an indefinite one. They did not suc- 
ceed, however, in discouraging the Amsterdam merchants’ lucrative—and 
to modern sensibilities, shameless—practice of selling warships to Spain. 

To understand the importance of Tromp’s actions up to this moment 
and in the battles to come requires a brief look at the situation in which 
the republic found itself during this hectic period. The Eighty Years War 
had begun in 1568 as a revolt against the despotic rule of King Philip II of 
Spain. The Dutch national government had been organized by the Union of 
Utrecht in 1579 and by the time of Philip’s death in 1598 the United Provinces 

had convincingly asserted their independence, but the refusal of his succes- 
sors to recognize the loss of the northern Netherlands meant that the con- 
flict would continue for another half-century. 

As the United Provinces grew in importance, strength, and wealth, they 
gradually became the pivot of European politics. Thus, after the Twelve 
Years Truce expired in 1621, the Dutch found themselves at the storm-center 
of the Thirty Years War (1618-48), the struggle between the hereditary ene- 
mies Bourbon France and Habsburg Spain, through which was interwoven 
the fanatic religious conflict between Catholics and Protestants. The French 
minister Cardinal Richelieu sought to break the Habsburg encirclement of 
France. Possessing large territories in the north and south of Europe, the 
Spanish had been able to move their troops overland throughout the Euro- 
pean theater. The French armies and the Swedes under Gustavus Adolphus 
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successfully disconnected Spain and northern Italy from the Low Countries, 

thus gaining an enormous strategic advantage. In order to retain the south- 

ern Netherlands—basically, modern-day Belgium—as a stronghold and fleet 

base in northern Europe, the Spanish were obliged to transport their troops 

through the Atlantic and the English Channel to Dunkirk. This passage had 

been blocked in 1588, when the “invincible Armada” was destroyed by the 

English and Dutch fleets and, the Spanish said, a Protestant wind. After a 

long war with the Dutch rebels, the Spanish managed to reconquer most of 
the Flemish ports. In 1605 they tried to reinforce the army in Flanders by sea 
but were checked by a Dutch fleet off Dover, and two years later Heems- 

kerck was able to scotch the Spanish threat off Gibraltar, on the enemy's 
doorstep—the occasion on which young Maarten Tromp received his bap- 

tism of fire. 
But from 1631 onward, the Spanish succeeded in sending annual rein- 

forcements through the Channel. For reasons explained above, the Dutch 
navy was not always fit to react, while the English government of King 
Charles I played a curious double game, fearful of Dutch and French naval 
expansion and jealous of Dutch commercial supremacy, but at the same 
time anxious to check the spread of the militant Counter-Reformation sup- 
ported by Spain. 

Tromp’s task was to stop further transport of enemy troops to Flanders, 
not only to support the United Provinces’ struggle for independence, but 
also to assist their allies, France and the German Protestant states. Intelli- 

gence reports had convinced Tromp and the States-General that a powerful 
Armada was being assembled in Spanish harbors and might sail for the Low 
Countries at any time from 1637 onward. Tromp was fully aware of the 
strategic importance of his mission, as well as of the tactical implications of 
encountering the enemy fleet with his small squadron. 

This is why both Tromp and de With kept cruising throughout the years 
1637 and 1638, not only in summer but also in the harsh winters. De With 

was luckier in his engagements and took more enemy shipping than Tromp, 
but the latter improved his already enormous knowledge of the Channel 
and his crews grew accustomed to the views and methods of their new 
admiral. Once more, he became their Bestevaer. 

In view of the rumors of bustling activity in the northern Spanish har- 
bors and Dunkirk, Tromp decided to put to sea early in 1639. The enemy 
needed not only to transport fresh troops to the Netherlands, but also to 
bring a sizable force of veterans home from that theater to meet an immi- 
nent French attack on northern Spain. So Tromp was at his post with twelve 
ships when on 18 February the Biscayan corsair Miguel de Orna left Dunkirk 
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with a strong fleet via the southwestern outlet called Het Scheurtje (The 
Little Fissure). A fierce action resulted. During the next four hours the 
Dutch took three vessels and chased the remainder back to port. Tromp had 
to return to his base at Hellevoetsluis to repair his damage. The States- 
General, delighted to learn of this victory after a long series of abortive 
attempts to check the Dunkirk raiders, bestowed chains and medals on 
Tromp and his captains. 

The admiral himself took the opportunity to urge the States of Holland 
to outfit more ships, for he knew that this victory was not the final one. But 

his plea was to no avail. The States did not press the repair of his vessels 
and were not at all disposed to increase the number of men-of-war under 
his command. In the meantime, the Dunkirkers worked feverishly to make 
good their damages and were able to sail unopposed on 12 March. On 
6 April, Tromp took an outraged stand in the States of Holland. At last he 
was able to convince the representatives of the seriousness of the situation. 
A few days later, on 13 April, Tromp lost his second wife, leaving him with 
another three motherless children. He nevertheless put to sea at the end of 
the month, bound for the Straits of Dover with twenty sail to await Spain’s 
new Armada. 

This Armada was the largest fleet Spain had assembled since the 1588 
disaster. In La Corufia ten thousand troops were waiting to sail north. 
More than forty-five men-of-war and about thirty transports crowded with 
soldiers left harbor at the end of August. The admiral, Don Antonio de 

Oquendo, was a skilled seaman.” He had strict orders to attack any French 
or Dutch ships encountered, even if he had to violate English neutrality. His 
departure was delayed by a brief French blockade, the late arrival of an 
escort fleet from the Mediterranean and the West Indies, and last but not 

least, because of the fact that Spanish absolutism was no better a guarantee 
of naval efficiency than Dutch particularism. 

In the meantime, Tromp spent a very busy summer cruising the Nar- 
rows and inspecting every merchantman that passed to collect informa- 
tion about the enemy. This caused a new problem for the Dutch, because 
the English, aroused by complaints provoked by these inspections, sent a 
squadron under Admiral Sir John Pennington to the Downs to keep an eye 
on Tromp. 

Finally, on 15 September 1639, Dutch patience was rewarded: Oquendo’s 
fleet was sighted. Tromp dispatched one of his thirteen ships to warn de 
With (five ships) and Joost Banckert (twelve ships). The next morning, after 
de With joined Tromp, they had seventeen ships at their disposal against 
Oquendo’s sixty-seven. 



46 THE SHIP AND THE GUN 

Determined to prevent the Spanish from passing through the Channel, 

Tromp held a last meeting with his captains on board his flagship Aemilia, 

and outlined his tactical plan. Much to the surprise of Oquendo, who sailed 
ahead in his flagship Santiago to show his captains how to attack a Dutch- 
man, Tromp maintained a straight, uninterrupted line with his ships stem to 
stern. Working up against a northwesterly wind, he chose the lee-side and, 
declining to close, commenced firing broadsides that cut up the Spanish rig- 
ging. In this manner Tromp continued his attacks for hours with his faster, 
more maneuverable ships, denying the Spanish an opportunity to engage in 
a melee, which was the usual tactic of the time and would have been dis- 

astrous for the small number of Dutch vessels. Tromp’s only loss occurred 
when one of his ships’ powder magazine exploded. 

At four o'clock in the afternoon the Spanish broke off the action and 
tried to sail eastward to Dunkirk. Coming in sight of the English coast near 
Folkestone, they dropped anchor during a lull in the wind. Tromp followed. 
At midnight he lost contact with the enemy fleet and also anchored. The 
next morning a reconnaissance located the Spanish force, but a calm held 
the fleets a mile apart off the English coast all day. As the wind freshened 
that evening, Tromp decided to attack at night, another highly unusual de- 
cision whose wisdom was soon proved. To enable his ships to recognize 
each other, he ordered two lights to be placed in the stern and one on the 

mast and a piece of canvas to be wrapped around the poop. By then, the 
arrival of two ships from Hellevoetsluis had raised the number of vessels 
under Tromp’s command to eighteen. Sailing again in a close line-ahead 
formation with a southeasterly wind, they surprised the unsuspecting Span- 
ish fleet in the act of weighing anchor for Dunkirk. The ensuing gunnery 
action lasted until morning, damaging the large Spanish galleons and ex- 
hausting Tromp’s ammunition. At this moment Banckert’s squadron of 
twelve sail reported to the admiral and enthusiastically resumed the batter- 
ing of the Spanish ships. The fighting continued into the afternoon, when 
Tromp was forced to disengage because of an acute shortage of powder 
and shot. 

Having demonstrated his tactical ability, Tromp now displayed his stra- 
tegic understanding. His night attack had revealed Oquendo’s intentions, 
which Tromp proceeded to frustrate. Knowing these waters by heart from 
his cruising during 1637 and 1638, he sailed to Calais Roads. By this move- 
ment he blocked the southwestern entrance of Dunkirk, Het Scheurtje, 

while he could resupply the ships from Calais with the warm support of 
Richelieu. Oquendo did not dare risk another engagement, not even in view 
of Tromp’s evident shortage of ammunition, and fled to the Downs, where 
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he hoped to gain time to repair his extensive damage. Here his fleet was 
temporarily halted by Pennington, who had instructions from his king to be 
friendly to Oquendo, but nevertheless asked him to haul down his colors 
upon entering the roads. This was too much for the proud Spaniard and a 
long quarrel broke out between the two men." It lasted until dawn, when 
Tromp arrived at the Downs with twenty-four fully provisioned ships. The 
sight of his small fleet caused a sort of a panic among the Spanish captains, 
who cut their cables and fled behind the shoals and banks to the north 
of Pennington’s squadron. Tromp followed and took up a position to the 
south, where he could keep a keen eye on the enemy. 

In the meantime, the States-General, aware of these events, showed 

a remarkable activity in supplying the Dutch admiral with provisions and 
men. A constant stream of ships was equipped in Dutch harbors and sent to 
the Downs. But the States-General’s most important initiative was a strict 

and secret order to Tromp, dated 21 September 1639, to attack and destroy 

the Spanish fleet, in the vicinity of whatever nation, and notwithstanding 
the presence of whatever fleet.!* For weeks the three fleets in the Downs 
held the attention of western Europe. Crowds of Englishmen came to see 
the spectacle of hundreds of ships so close together. Several notables pre- 
sented themselves on board the flagships of Pennington, Tromp, and even 
Oquendo. Everyone wondered if Tromp would dare to violate English neu- 
trality by attacking the Armada. 

And that was precisely what Tromp had in mind. He was only awaiting 
an opportunity to avoid giving Pennington too much offense and persuading 
Oquendo to come out. His conduct during these weeks revealed Tromp’s 
diplomatic skills and his sense of humor in dealing with delicate problems. 
Pennington, who in his heart sympathized with Tromp and, like most En- 
glishmen, detested the Spanish, repeatedly informed his government of the 
correctness of Tromp’s actions. Pennington’s flag-captain, Peter White, daily 
visited the Aemilia, Bestevaer’s famous flagship, and left a vivid logbook that 
describes a number of humorous scenes staged by Tromp to appease his 
English opponent. White’s account also provides an insight into what was 
going on in Tromp’s mind. Through his friendly relationship with the En- 
glishman, Bestevaer was able to control shipping in the areas simply by listen- 
ing to White’s reports and making suggestive comments in reply. 

At the Downs, both Tromp and Oquendo had to contend with the un- 
reliable King Charles I. Although English policy supposedly tilted toward 
Spain, Charles played no favorites. He approached the situation with an 
evenhanded intention of obtaining the greatest possible political and finan- 
cial profit from both parties, demanding payment from France in exchange 



48 Tue SHIP AND THE GUN 

for giving the Dutch fleet a free hand and overcharging Oquendo for assis- 

tance of often dubious quality. The discovery of a thousand Spanish soldiers 

who had been concealed aboard three English vessels in August gave Tromp 
a means of gaining the diplomatic advantage. By removing the soldiers but 
leaving the ships’ rich cargoes untouched, he exposed the king’s duplicity 

while avoiding a clash with Pennington. 
Oquendo was less fortunate. He was obliged to pay exorbitant prices 

for poor-quality English powder and the passage of Spanish troops to Dun- 
kirk in English ships. New masts, spars, and rigging that he ordered in Dover 
failed to appear. Informed of this, Tromp ordered one of his captains, Dor- 
reveld of the rowing-yacht Amsterdam, to pick up the spare parts and deliver 
them to the Spanish fleet. This took place on 7 October. Tromp even offered 
his adversary a fair share of his own Calais powder free of charge, so eager 
was he to lure Oquendo into open waters."* 

The last had not been heard of Captain Dorreveld, however. As he re- 
fused to accept payment for his deliveries—behavior that nowadays would 
be considered extremely unDutch—the Spanish rewarded him with a quan- 
tity of wine. He took such pleasure in their gift that in an excess of high 
spirits he attacked an English coastal vessel. Tromp apologized for this ac- 
tion to Pennington with his quick-witted style, saying that his captain must 
have been drunk on the Spanish wine and that he would have gladly replaced 
him, if there were no Spaniards present. Pennington swaliowed this excuse 
with mild skepticism. 

On the morning of 21 October Tromp had at his disposal a total of 
ninety-five ships and eleven fireships, which he had organized into six squad- 
rons, each with its own task. He had informed Pennington of his inten- 
tion to attack the Armada by a letter in which he again enumerated all 
of Oquendo’s violations of English neutrality. He concluded, “I trust that 
His Majesty of England will be very pleased with what I am doing.” ” The 
Aemilia fired a cannon as a signal and the fleet weighed anchor. Tromp had 
positioned his fireships in front of the men-of-war. When the Spanish cap- 
tains saw the fireships coming their way, they opened fire. The Dutch an- 
swered with heavy and sustained salvos. Pennington, who had instructions 

to take action against the Dutch, half-heartedly engaged de With’s squadron. 
De With, for his part, simply ignored the English and fell upon a Portuguese 
squadron in the Spanish fleet, leaving Pennington undisturbed to direct his 
broadsides into the waters of the Downs. 

In the following hours, a fierce battle developed. The Dutch again de- 
clined to close and bombarded the Spanish ships from a distance with fairly 
accurate broadsides. In banks of billowing mist that deprived Oquendo of 
any view of his enemy, twenty Spanish galleons were driven ashore and 
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North Foreland 

South Foreland 

2. The Battle of the Downs, 21 October 1639. (A) The Spanish fleet. (B) First position of the 

English fleet, subsequently occupied by Tromp. (C) De With’s squadron. (D) Banckert’s 
squadron. (E) Second position of the English fleet. Based on a map published in Amsterdam 
about 1643. 

wrecked. The remnants of his fleet were forced out of the Downs, attacked 

by fireships, and battered by Tromp’s guns until nightfall. By then, all but 
twelve of Oquendo’s men-of-war had been destroyed, captured, or driven 
aground. The proud Santa Teresa, at 2,400 tons the largest of his ships, was a 
burned-out wreck. More than seven thousand of the soldiers on board the 
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Romany 

1. The Battle of the Downs, 21 October 1639. A section of a contemporary German print 
shows Tromp’s flagship, the Aemilia (at the right center, identified by an A on her stern), 
closely engaged with an enemy galleon (B), which is also menaced by a burning ship (C). 
Though the key to the print has been detached, (B) probably represents the Portuguese 
squadron’s flagship Santa Teresa, which burned after the crew of a Dutch ship that had be- 
come entangled with her set fire to their own vessel, and the large galleon crossing directly 
ahead of the Aemilia would be Oquendo’s Santiago. (The Beverley R. Robinson Collection, 
U.S. Naval Academy Museum.) 

Spanish vessels were killed or drowned, as well as the majority of their un- 
lucky crews. 

Tromp lost a single vessel, which became entangled with the Santa Te- 
resa and was set on fire by her own crew. Most of her company was rescued. 
Only one hundred Dutch sailors died in the entire engagement. Oquendo 
himself escaped in the night and made it to Dunkirk with a riddled Santiago. 
The next morning Tromp made a sweep south to Beachy Head, where he 
spotted a few lost Spanish galleons, which immediately surrendered or were 
burned. Besides the Santiago, only eight Spanish ships reached Dunkirk, all 
in a more or less disabled condition. 

On 23 October, Tromp returned to the Downs to see if there were any 
Spaniards left afloat; none were. His salutes were not answered by the En- 
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glish vessels, nor by the English shore batteries, but Pennington, who was 
left alone in the Downs, boarded the Aemilia and asked Tromp what he was 
looking for, after having offended the king in his own backyard. Cordially, 
Tromp replied that he had not the least intention of affronting His Majesty, 
but was merely obeying the orders of the States-General; he only came to 
see if all the Spaniards had been disposed of, and if not, he would love to 

dispose of them now. Finding his work finished, Tromp left twenty vessels 
to blockade Dunkirk and sailed for home. On 29 October, he personally 
presented his report to the States-General. He was rewarded with a huge 
grant of money, and a commemorative medal was struck in his honor." 

With this victory the Dutch republic established its reputation as a sea 
power. Confidence in the navy as a defense for the fishing and merchant 
fleets was restored. The enemy naval vessels and privateers operating from 
Dunkirk would not receive significant support from Spain for some time to 
come. Without too much exaggeration, it might have been said that the 
English Channel had become Dutch home waters. The battle’s effect on the 
land war was equally positive, for it meant that the severed land routes be- 
tween the Spanish possessions would not be replaced by an ocean highway. 
In this sense, the Downs was a victory for France, Sweden, and the German 

Protestant states as well as for the republic. 
Commander in chief for only two years, Tromp had managed to forge 

the neglected fleets into an effective and well-trained body that was not only 
prepared to perform endless and monotonous cruising duties, but would 
enthusiastically follow its leader in determined attacks against an apparently 
overwhelming enemy. In retrospect, we can identify the qualities and deci- 
sions that led to Tromp’s triumph at the Downs: the weeks of waiting in the 
Channel, the blockade of Dunkirk, his tactful diplomacy toward the English, 

his audacity in giving battle on 16 and 18 September and his use of the fleet 
in a single line of battle, without allowing his aggressive, glory-hunting cap- 
tains to fight their own little wars; his unconventional but decisive night 
attack of 18 September; his subsequent caution before 21 October, when the 

issue was certain and there was no sense in running needless risks; his phe- 
nomenal knowledge of the sea and the sandbanks; his sympathetic handling 
of both superiors and subordinates, and his cordiality and humor. All these 
things made him beloved as a man as well as renowned as a shrewd tactician 
and wise strategist. When he returned to Brielle the bells of St. Catharine’s, 

where he had been baptized, pealed in his honor. 

Tromp saw the small signs of his time, but also had a keen eye for the 
long run, as he proved again later when constantly fighting for a strong navy, 
prepared for the unexpected. He did not, however, succeed in this object. 

Soon after hostilities came to an end late in 1639, the States-General, 

the Provincial States, and the admiralties immediately neglected the fleet, 
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despite Tromp’s proposals. Not until the approach of war with England 

thirteen years later did the authorities acknowledge the wisdom of his ar- 

guments for maintaining a substantial, permanent sea force. Nevertheless, 

Tromp himself was honored by the States-General, who granted him a huge 

award and another gold chain. He was also knighted by the French King 

Louis XIII. The erstwhile cabin boy had reached the highest circles of soci- 

ety; yet aboard ship he remained the same hardy, unpretentious seaman that 

he had always been. 
Being twice a widower, with six children to care for, Tromp now mar- 

ried for a third time. On 1 February 1640, a radiant Maarten Harpertszoon 

wed Cornelia Teding van Berckhout, the daughter of a wealthy and distin- 

guished old family in the Province of Holland. Sadly, his success made him 
the focus of envy as well as warmhearted congratulations. Anonymous pam- 
phlets appeared in which he and his family were mocked and ridiculed. Even 
his courage was called into question. Tromp responded to these slanders 
with a dignified silence. . 

In the meanwhile, Tromp resumed his naval activities, blockading the 
Dunkirk pirates, who were still a menace to Dutch trade albeit that they 
lacked the support of the Spanish navy. He and Witte de With incessantly 
urged the admiralties to keep up the fleet, but to no avail. At the Peace of 
Westphalia in 1648 Spain gave the long-awaited formal recognition of the 
independence of the Republic of the Seven United Provinces, which pro- 
vided the States and the admiralties with still another excuse to neglect the 
navy. These authorities failed to see that the republic's outstanding position 
in world trade and at the center of European politics was based on hegem- 
ony at sea. After the defeat of Spain new empires would arise, across the 
Channel and below the Scheldt, eager to challenge the preeminence of the 
small but powerful republic. It would seem that the signs should have been 
obvious. In October 1651 England proclaimed the First Navigation Act, dis- 
criminating against Dutch seaborne trade and setting the stage for the first 
of the three exceptionally hard-fought confrontations known as the Anglo- 
Dutch Wars. Farsighted as always, on 15 March 1652 Tromp presented a 

highly important memorandum to his superiors, “Consideratien, ingesteld 
op de jegenswoordige occasie ter zee” (Considerations on the Present Situ- 
ation at Sea), in which he further developed his ideas on tactics, based upon 

the principle of attacking before the enemy had the opportunity to act.’ 
The First Anglo-Dutch War (1652-54) unofficially opened on 29 May, 

when forty men-of-war under Tromp encountered twenty-five English ves- 
sels under General at Sea Robert Blake off Dover. Tromp’s refusal to dip 
his colors to the English squadron, as prescribed by the Navigation Act, 
prompted Blake to fire two shots across his bow. Tromp responded to a third 
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shot with a broadside and the fight was on. Despite his numerical advantage, 
Tromp did not press the action. His principal concern was the safety of a 
merchant convoy and he withdrew after losing two ships. Declarations of 
war were exchanged in July (see map 3). 

For the republic, the conflict revolved around the protection of its fish- 
ing fleets and critically important merchant shipping to the Baltic, the Medi- 
terranean, and the Far East. Initially, the navy attempted to defend these 
interests with the remnants of the long-neglected fleet, augmented by a col- 
lection of chartered vessels; later, it was reinforced by a number of fine new 

ships built according to Tromp’s program of March 1652. In the end, the 
Dutch were unsuccessful in the North Sea and at the signing of peace the 
republic agreed to respect the provisions of the Navigation Act, reverses that 
were partly offset by victories in the East Indies and the Mediterranean; but 
Tromp would not live to see the outcome of the struggle. 

In the weeks following the Battle of Dover, Tromp reentered the Chan- 
nel to collect homecoming convoys of Dutch merchantmen. At the Downs 
he encountered and started to attack Sir John Ayscue’s small English squad- 
ron, when a sudden calm frustrated his intention. He then proceeded to the 
North Sea to shepherd the Baltic convoys into friendly waters. An English 
fleet under Blake was present in the North Sea at the same time, despoiling 
the Dutch herring fishery, but the two forces did not come into contact and 
Tromp returned home to a storm of criticism for not having safeguarded 
the catch. 

Politics also came into play. On 16 November 1650, Stadtholder Wil- 
liam II had died, aged twenty-four. A week later, his widow gave birth to his 

son. Instead of designating a mature member of the House of Orange to act 
on behalf of the child, the Dutch merchant oligarchy, ever jealous of the 
family, seized the opportunity to vest executive power in a board of “Re- 
gents.” Tromp’s reputation as a loyal Orangist therefore represented a mark 
in his disfavor in the eyes of the patricians who controlled the States-General 
and the highly influential municipal government of Amsterdam. 

The shameful result was that in August 1652 the States-General asked 
Tromp to relinquish command of the fleet, while retaining his rank and 
titles. Disgusted as he must have been by this treatment, he continued to 
give the government the benefit of his advice on the conduct of the war. His 
abilities were too valuable to be overlooked for long, however, and in Oc- 

tober he was restored to command. 
Tromp returned to sea with the mission of escorting outgoing and 

incoming merchant convoys through the Channel. On 10 December, he 
defeated an inferior English fleet under Blake at the Battle of Dungeness. 
Legend holds that afterward Tromp wore a broom to his masthead, signi- 
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fying that he had swept the Channel of the enemy, but there is no contem- 

porary evidence of this action, which would have been out of character, in 

any event. 
The English soon reassembled a substantial force, and in February Blake 

attacked Tromp while the latter was escorting a homeward-bound convoy 
up the Channel. The odds were nearly even, with approximately seventy 
warships on each side, but the English vessels were more powerfully built. 
In the Three Days Battle (also called the Battle of Portland, 28 February to 
2 March 1653, the enemy eventually broke through the Dutch screen, tak- 

ing eleven naval vessels and thirty merchantmen. Nevertheless, Tromp suc- 
ceeded in saving most of the convoy. 

The damages both fleets had sustained led to a pause in the war at sea, 

but before the end of May Tromp sailed to escort a merchant convoy of two 
hundred ships home from the Baltic. Afterward, he made a raid into the 

Channel, where on 12-13 June he was defeated by a numerically superior 
English fleet under General at Sea George Monck at the Battle of Gabbard 
Bank. The English capitalized upon their victory by imposing a blockade on 
the Dutch coast. 

The States-General’s initial reaction was to seek peace, but the severity 
of the terms England offered steeled the Dutch to make another attempt to 
gain command of the sea. Accordingly, two squadrons were fitted out, one 
under Tromp at Flushing and the other in the Texel under de With. Getting 
to sea early in August, the Dutch succeeded by skillful maneuvering in unit- 
ing their forces in the presence of Monck’s fleet, to which they gave battle 
on 10 August. Each fleet counted more than one hundred sail. The greater 
number and, more importantly, the greater strength of the English vessels 
proved decisive in the ensuing Battle of Scheveningen, and Tromp’s fleet 
was driven back into port with the loss of fifteen ships. Both sides suffered 
heavy casualties. The Dutch effort had not been altogether in vain, how- 
ever. Monck’s battered fleet had to return home for repairs, making possible 
the revival of Dutch trade, and the English government lowered the price 
of peace. 

Tromp himself was killed toward the close of the action on the quarter- 
deck of his flagship, the Brederode, by a musket ball through the chest. His 
last words were “Ik heb gedaan, houdt goeden moed’—I’m finished, but 

keep up your courage. On 5 September 1653, the country he had served so 
well gave him the final honor of a state funeral in the Old Church at Delft. 
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NOTE ON SOURCES 

While there is no full-scale biography of Tromp in the English language, his role in 
the First Anglo-Dutch War is treated in more or less detail in many naval histories. 
For the background to the conflict, see C. R. Boxer, The Dutch Seaborne Empire, 1600— 

1800 (London: Harmondsworth, 1965; 2nd ed., 1973), a broad and accurate overview 

of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Dutch maritime history. More recent are 
the works of J. I. Israel, The Dutch Republic and the Hispanic World, 1606-1661 (Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 1982) and Dutch Primacy in World Trade, 1585-1640 (Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 1989), more or less rewritten in a magnificent volume, The 
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Dutch Republic: Its Rise, Greatness and Fall (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995). 

An illuminating combination of naval and social history is presented by J. R. Bruijn 

in The Dutch Navy of the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries (Columbia: University 

of South Carolina Press, 1993), which sheds new light on the influence of the Dutch 

republic and its navy on modern history. C. R. Boxer published a profile of Admiral 

Tromp entitled “M. H. Tromp, 1598-1653,” in Mariners’ Mirror, 1954, pp. 33—53- En- 

glish translations of documents from the closing years of Tromp’s life appear in S. R. 

Gardiner and C. T. Atkinson, eds., Letters and Papers Relating to the First Dutch War, 

1652-1654, 6 vols. (London: Navy Records Society, 1899-1930). Some of the transla- 

tions are rather curious, however, and a useful addition was made by A. C. Dewar, 

Corrigenda to the Letters and Papers (London: Navy Records Society, 1932). Tromp’s 

unceasing struggle to build an adequate fleet is described in J. J. A. Wijn, “Shipbuild- 
ing and Strategy, an Ever-changing Interaction,” Revue International d’Histoire Mili- 
taire 58 (1984), pp. 187-221. A German publication by C. Ballhausen, Der Erste 
Englisch-Hollindische Seekrieg, 1652-1654, sowie der Schwedisch-Holléndische Seekrieg, 

1658-59 (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1923), includes everything that the author 

could find about Tromp, whether fact or fiction, true or false. 
Of course, the majority of the studies on Tromp are in Dutch. A full bibliog- 

raphy is given in Johanna K. Oudendijk, Maerten Harpertszoon Tromp (The Hague: 
H. P. Leopolds Uitg. Mij. N.V., 1942), whereas J. C. M. Warnsinck offers a brief but 

vivid account of Tromp’s life in Twaalf doorluchtige zeehelden (Amsterdam: P. N. van 
Kampen & Zoon N.V., 1941). Most of the six volumes of the important work by J. E. 

Elias, Schetsen uit de geschiedenis van ons zeewezen, 1568—1654 (’s-Gravenhage: Martinus 

Nijhoff, 1916-1930), deal extensively with Tromp. They describe not only his skills 
as a maritime strategist and tactician, but also his day-to-day cares and complaints, 
his motives and objectives, and his joys and sorrows. F. Graefe, De kapiteinsjaren van 
Maarten Harpertszoon Tromp (Amsterdam: N.V. Noord-Hollandsche Uitg. Mij., 1938) 
traces his career as a ship’s captain, and M. G. de Boer, Tromp en de Duinkerkers 
(Amsterdam: N.V. Noord-Hollandsche Uitg. Mif., 1949) discusses the ceaseless battle 
with the Dunkirk privateers who constituted a standing nuisance to Dutch trade. 
A notable new work by Anne Doedens and Liek Mulder, Tromp, het verhaal van een 
zeeheld (Baarn: Hollandia, 1989), resulted from its authors’ discovery of a number of 

Tromp’s long-lost letters and journals from the period 1629-30 in the archives of 
the University of Utrecht. Transcribing these materials into modern Dutch, the 

authors assembled a virtually autobiographical narrative of Tromp’s command of 
de Groene Draeck. Many of Tromp’s other letters and the major part of the resolu- 
tions of the States-General, the Provincial States, and the Boards of Admiralty are 

preserved in the National Archives (Algemeen Rijksarchief ) in The Hague. 
A number of works deal specifically with the campaign of 1639. C. R. Boxer, 

The Journal of Maarten Harpertszoon Tromp Anno 1639 (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni- 
versity Press, 1930) is a comprehensible English translation of the seventeenth- 

century Old Dutch text. Two complementary logbooks of 1639 are described by 
S. P. 'Honoré Naber in Bijdragen en Mededelingen van het Historisch Genootschap 
(BMHG). “Het journaal van M. H. Tromp in den jare 1639’ (BMHG, 1931) presents 

Tromp’s view of the situation, while “Het journaal gehouden door Peter White in 
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den jare 1639” (BMHG, 1932) relates the impression that Tromp made on the English 

naval officer Peter White, Sir John Pennington’s flag captain, with whom he spoke 
almost daily during the dramatic weeks at the Downs. A contemporary Portuguese 
account of the battle, Dom Francisco Manuel de Melo, Conflito do Canal de Inglaterra 
entre as armes Espanholes e Olandesas (Lisbon, 1660), was translated into Dutch by 
M. de Jong as De strijd en het Engelse Kanaal tussen de Spaansche en Hollandsche wapenen 
anno 1639 (Den Helder: C. de Boer jr., 1939). M. G. de Boer devoted three works to 

the events culminating in the decision at the Downs: De Armada van 1639 (Gronin- 
gen: P. Noordhoff, 1911); Tromp en de Armada van 1639 (Amsterdam: N.V. Noord- 

Hollandsche Uitg. Mij., 1941); and Het proefjaar van Maarten Harpertszoon Tromp (Am- 

sterdam: N.V. Noord-Hollandsche Uitg. Mij., 1946). 
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IN THE LATE SUMMER OF 1657, THREE ENGLISH WARSHIPS SAILED 

up the Western Approaches of the Channel toward Plymouth. The George, 
Newbury, and Colchester were part of the squadron returning from a resound- 
ing victory over a large and rich Spanish fleet at Santa Cruz de Tenerife in 
the Canary Islands. On board the George was that squadron’s dying com- 
mander, Robert Blake, and the victory was the crowning achievement of his 
naval service to England. In great pain yet clear in mind, Blake hoped to live 
to reach shore. Upon entering Plymouth Sound on 17 August, the captain of 
the George wrote to the government that “it pleased the Lord to order. . . . 
Death seized on him and he departed this life about 10 o’clock in the morn- 
ing,” noting how difficult it was to write “this sad account of so great a loss 
to the State and nation.”’ 

In the midst of the celebrations of the long-awaited victory over a Span- 
ish fleet, England changed its mood upon hearing of the death of its most 
famous naval commander. The government of the English Commonwealth 
promptly ordered that Blake receive a funeral befitting his rank and achieve- 
ments. Taken by ship to Greenwich where it lay in state in the Queen’s 
House, Blake’s corpse was removed on 14 September by barge up the 
Thames and interred in Henry VII’s Chapel in Westminster Abbey.” 

Much as the English public mourned Blake’s death, perhaps no one la- 
mented it more than the Lord Protector himself. Oliver Cromwell recog- 
nized the loss of a commander renowned throughout Europe. The Venetian 
ambassador to England was only partially correct when he wrote that the 
government regretted “the loss of so worthy a man, who on every occasion 
had proven his . . . loyalty and an unswerving devotion to the present re- 
gime.”? It was neither to Cromwell’s nor to any other regime that Blake 
swore his initial and lasting fidelity. Blake was unswerving in his loyalty to 
England. In religion, “he was one of the party with whom puritanism was a 
matter of morals and conduct, rather than of dogma.” * Because of his quali- 
ties and characteristics, Blake’s reputation, some say his legend, has tran- 
scended the controversy surrounding his country’s experiment with puritan 
republicanism, and he remains one of England’s foremost naval heroes. 

From the time he received a command afloat at nearly fifty years of age 
until his death, Blake became synonymous with the success at sea that En- 
gland enjoyed during the Interregnum. It was Blake who pursued those 
ships loyal to the exiled Stuarts as far as the Mediterranean. It was Blake 
who emerged the hero of what would be the first, and most successful, of 
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three very bloody and fiercely contested wars against the Dutch. It was 
Blake who to a considerable extent repressed the North African pirates and 
showed the flag in the Mediterranean for the two years following the Dutch 
war. Finally, it was Blake who defeated a Spanish fleet at Santa Cruz, a vic- 

tory that served as practically the only good news for England in what was 
otherwise a frustrating war. Equally, Blake contributed significantly to the 
increasingly disciplined and professional quality of the English navy. During 
a time when political and religious controversy dominated England’s do- 
mestic scene, Blake “left a character without a stain; he rendered great ser- 

vices to England; he set an example . . . well imitated and followed.” * Who 
was this man who so impressed both his contemporaries and posterity? 

Robert Blake came from England’s West Country, the traditional “nurs- 
ery of seamen.” Very little is known of his early life. He was born in Septem- 
ber 1599 at Bridgwater in Somerset, the eldest son of Humphrey Blake, a 

wealthy and important member of the local gentry who, besides owning 
land around Bridgwater, traded in wines and other commodities to France 
and elsewhere. After an early education at the King James’s Grammar 
School in Bridgwater, Blake matriculated in early 1615 at Oxford University. 
Whether he went up to Oxford on his own volition to pursue an academic 
career or to follow the wishes of his father is unknown. In all likelihood, 

Blake sought the education that his rank in society dictated for him, the heir 
to a modest but not inconsiderable estate.’ 

Blake’s academic career was undistinguished. He tried without success 
to win a scholarship and later a fellowship at two Oxford colleges. Sometime 
in 1617, doubtless finding more comfort “amongst his own,” he became a 
Commoner of Wadham College, founded especially for West Country men. 
He received the B.A. degree in February 1618, returning shortly thereafter 
to Somerset, where he entered his father’s business.® 

Blake was not necessarily the dour Puritan characterized by future Roy- 
alists, but he was far from a cavalier. Serious and generally quiet, though not 
without humor, while at Oxford he was probably viewed as a rather provin- 
cial figure. He stood about five feet, six inches tall, and had a broad face and 
sturdy, thickset frame. His temperament, in the words of one biographer, 
“seems to have been almost irritatingly serene and well balanced.” ? 

Between coming down from Oxford and the outbreak of civil war in 
1642, Blake practically disappears. These “missing years” have been a source 
of frustration to historians, but it seems safe to conclude that he simply got 
on with his life. When his father died in 1625, he inherited the Blake estate 
and trading interests. This naturally included traveling around the kingdom 
as well as overseas. There can be little doubt that one reason for Blake’s 
appointment as General at Sea in 1649 was his nautical experience. Other 
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than as a youth before going up to Oxford, when would he have gained that 
experience, had it not been in managing the family business? 

As head of the family, Blake was also occupied with raising his numer- 
ous brothers and sisters. Either on this account or because, as some insinu- 

ated, he was of a “monkish”’ nature, Blake never married, and there is no 

hint of a romantic episode at any stage of his life.’ 
In accordance with the law, Blake was baptized in the Church of En- 

gland. But like so many others throughout England in the 1630s, he objected 
to the failure of King Charles I to reform the Established Church along puri- 
tan lines. According to one historian, himself a clergyman, Blake’s clear-cut, 
uncomplicated puritanism grew stronger as he grew older. In almost every 
one of his surviving letters there is a consistent religious, and especially pu- 
ritan, theme. In all likelihood, when Blake was given a command, “he con- 

ceived of himself as a man selected of God for great purposes, which he was 
therefore bound to carry out.” !! It cannot have been surprising that Blake, 
a man of local prominence possessing a natural interest in the state of the 
realm, was returned from Bridgwater to the Parliament that convened in 

April 1640. However, his first parliamentary experience was brief. The Short 
Parliament was dissolved by the king after sitting for only a month. In No- 
vember 1640 Blake was not returned to what would become the Long Par- 
liament. Given the paucity of his political statements and his subsequent 
career as a man more inclined to action than to debate, he may have been 
happy not to be returned to Westminster.’ 

As the possibility of civil war loomed larger, Blake does not seem to 
have hesitated to take up arms for the Parliament. While some of his biog- 
raphers suspect that he held republican sympathies while at Oxford, the evi- 
dence is flimsy. What probably persuaded Blake to fight against Charles was 
the general belief that the king was wrong, religiously, politically, and con- 
stitutionally, and that England’s happy and balanced world needed restoring. 
Perhaps the naval historian John Knox Laughton was right when he wrote 
that Blake “was ruled by his judgment of passing events, which, as he inter- 
preted them, gave him but the choice between submission to arbitrary tyr- 
anny and a manly resistance.” ” 

What prior military experience Blake had is unknown. It is probable 
that he had none, other than perhaps as a militia officer. Nevertheless, he 

was a well-respected member of the Somerset gentry and, by early 1641, one 
in whom the Parliament clearly had confidence. Having cast his lot with the 
Parliament, Blake gravitated to the Pophams, a more influential Somerset 
family who had chosen the same side, and obtained a commission in the 
regiment they raised.” 

While Blake did not fight in any of the famous Civil War battles such as 
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Marston Moor or Naseby, he participated in three memorable actions in the 

West Country, demonstrating resolute courage and outstanding leadership. 

All were in defense of besieged places. The first occurred at Bristol in July 

1643, when the small fort that he commanded fought on for a day after 

the governor had surrendered the city. Having been relieved of its arms 

and equipment, the garrison was released—not uncommon practice in the 

war—and Blake rejoined his regiment to find that his conduct had won him 

the commendation of the Parliament and promotion to lieutenant colonel. 
The next action in which Blake took part was the defense of Lyme. In 

the year following the fall of Bristol, this small town on the Dorsetshire coast 
became one of the few places in the west to hold out for Parliament. Used 
to launch raiding parties against Royalist forces and supplies, its capture was 
deemed vital by the Royalists in controlling the country between the River 
Severn and the Channel as well as giving the king access to the Channel. 
Officially, Blake held the position of third in command, but by the end of 
the siege his initiative and readiness to assume responsibility had made him 
the real leader of the defense. 

The third and most important episode in Blake’s army career was the 
defense of Taunton, a city of strategic importance of which he became gov- 
ernor in July 1644. This was his first independent command. Despite numer- 
ous casualties and tremendous damage to the city, Blake’s obstinate defense 
ensured victory for the parliamentary cause during a low period in its 
fortunes. It was only in July 1645, after the Parliament’s victory at Naseby, 
that a force was sent to raise the siege. Widely celebrated, the defense of 
Taunton made Blake known and admired in important military and political 
circles.’ 

By the summer of 1646, the war in the west was all but over. During the 
previous autumn Blake had been elected to Parliament for Bridgwater, al- 
though he was prevented from taking his seat until May 1646 because of 
assorted military obligations.’* According to one biographer, the future Gen- 
eral at Sea objected to the increasingly radical developments at Westminster 
“and under the influence of his humane convictions, declared openly that 

he would as freely venture his life to save the King as ever he had done to 
serve the Parliament.” The same biographer believed that Cromwell and 
others were jealous and suspicious of Blake.'” Letters by and about Blake, 
however, offer no confirmation of this interpretation. He was certainly not 

ignorant of or uninterested in political and religious developments during 
these tumultuous years. But for whatever reason or reasons, and unfortu- 
nately for modern scholars he made few comments of a political or personal 
nature, he did not participate in the trial and execution of Charles I. 

Although he survived the purge of the Long Parliament by Colonel 
Thomas Pride, Blake demonstrated a characteristic reluctance to engage in 
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political activity. Given his essentially conservative nature, he probably was 
disturbed by the events in London. If so, those who held power during the 
tumultuous winter of 1648-49 remained sufficiently confident of Blake’s re- 

liability to appoint him one of the three men who would command the fleet. 
Having passed through one civil war, apparently he had resolved that hence- 
forth he would simply remain loyal to England, and that meant which- 
ever regime was in power. He remained aloof from political developments 
throughout the remainder of his life, concentrating on keeping England safe 
from invasion and asserting the increasingly important role of her navy in 
international affairs. 

In February 1649, only a few days after the execution of Charles I and 
the establishment of a unicameral republican commonwealth, the Rump 
Parliament turned its attention to the vital issue of setting out a fleet to 
secure control of the waters around England. Appointed Generals at Sea in 
joint command of the fleet were Colonels Edward Popham, Robert Blake, 

and Richard Deane, with seniority in that order. They were responsible 
for protecting England’s coasts and trade, reducing those vessels sailing un- 
der Royalist commissions, and upholding “the sovereignty of the common- 
wealth in the seas.” * 

Blake’s connection with the Pophams certainly played a part in his ap- 
pointment as a General at Sea. But he and his two colleagues were appointed 
for practical as well as political reasons. Each had distinguished himself in 
command of parliamentary forces during the Civil War, yet each had expe- 
rience at sea. On 28 April 1649 and at the age of nearly fifty, Robert Blake 
first went aboard a warship as the commanding officer, and thus embarked 
upon a naval career that would cause him to be remembered as one of En- 
gland’s great admirals.” 

The navy’s first duty in 1649 was to suppress the remnants of Royalism 
at sea. Vessels sailing under the formidable Prince Rupert had profited from 
the political turmoil and the weakened state of the English fleet to play 
havoc with English shipping. With Popham remaining in London and Deane 
helping transport Cromwell’s army to Ireland, the task of clearing the En- 
glish and Irish Seas of Royalists fell to Blake. Throughout the late spring and 
summer, Blake and his squadron of about ten vessels blockaded Rupert in 
Kinsale, Ireland. 

Although he had become a naval commander rather late in life, Blake 
found his new career to his liking. In the summer of 1649, Cromwell invited 

Blake to return to the army, offering him the command of a regiment and 
the rank of major-general. Learning of Cromwell's invitation, Deane wrote 
to Popham saying that if Blake left, “I wish we may have as honest a man in 
his room... .” Fortunately for England, the Parliament left the decision to 
Blake, who declared his willingness to serve in any capacity, but made 
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known his preference to retain a naval command. This decision to forego a 
military command and remain in the navy would endear Blake to his sailors 
for the rest of his life.”° 

In October bad weather forced Blake to seek shelter in southern Wales, 

and Rupert took advantage of his absence to escape. Although Blake’s block- 
ade failed to snare Rupert's small fleet, it contributed materially to the Com- 

monwealth’s efforts to subdue Ireland by controlling the sea and prompting 
revolts in favor of the Parliament in Cork and Youghal. For the next several 
weeks, the whereabouts of the wily prince were unknown. A squadron un- 
der Blake and Deane were posted off Land’s End, assuming that Rupert 

would make for the Scillies, still under Royalist control. Word finally arrived 
that Rupert was off Portugal, and the Parliament sent Blake in pursuit in 
early 1650.7! 

Blake sailed to Portugal in early March with a squadron of about a 
dozen ships and some smaller vessels, joyfully discovering Rupert and his 
squadron in the Tagus. Believing that the “King [of Portugal] would raise 
no objection to the extermination of the pirate,’ Blake began preparations 
to do just that. Very soon, however, he learned that his assumption was in 
error; the king had taken the Royalist squadron under his protection. After 
a prolonged standoff, the Parliament authorized the blockading force to 
exert more than diplomatic pressure by seizing Portuguese merchantmen. 
Blake and Popham, who had brought reinforcements from home, did a 
splendid job of this, netting fourteen of twenty-three vessels in a convoy 
homeward-bound from Brazil. Their success brought England and Portugal 
to the brink of war, but in the end King John reconsidered and urged the 
Royalist ships to depart. In the early autumn, with the blockaders tempo- 
rarily off station, Rupert’s squadron slipped out of the Tagus and made its 
way into the Mediterranean. 

Blake quickly took up the pursuit, chasing some of Rupert’s ships into 
Cartagena harbor and setting them afire, and hounding the three remain- 
ing vessels as far as Toulon. The need for supplies then forced him back to 
Cartagena, where he received orders to return home. Reaching England on 
20 February 1651, Blake was welcomed as a hero, voted the thanks of the 

Parliament, and awarded £1,000 for his great services to the state. Not only 
was Blake winning fame at home, but his actions off Iberia were gaining him 
a reputation abroad.” 

The only home territories still held by the Royalists were the Isles of 
Scilly and Jersey. The responsibility for reducing them was given to Blake. 
In the spring of 1651, he commenced operations against the Scillies, whose 
capital surrendered on 13 June. The conquest of Jersey had to await the 
defeat of an invasion by the young Charles II at Worcester in September, 
but it, too, fell by the end of the year. The elimination of the last Royalist 
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forces in and around England marked an important chapter in Blake’s naval 
career.” 

When Deane returned to the army in May 1651 and Popham died in 
August, the Parliament made no immediate move to appoint successors. It 
probably believed that three Generals at Sea were no longer necessary. The 
various squadrons designed to meet any Royalist threats and to police the 
British waters had been satisfactorily commanded by vice and rear admirals. 
Subsequently, Robert Blake became the sole General and supreme com- 
mander at sea. He remained the latter until his death.” 

Blake’s stature and reputation were now great, both in and out of En- 
gland. He was elected for the first time to the Council of State, the Parlia- 
ment’s executive, although he chose to be a rather inactive member, typical 

of his attitude toward politics. As it turned out, an increase in the long- 
standing tensions between England and the United Provinces made his ab- 
sence from sea duty brief. In March 1652, the government directed Blake to 
attend the business of fitting out ships for the forthcoming summer guard, 
for which “there is extraordinary occasion.” ” 

After ridding the British Isles of Royalist forces, the Parliament wasted 
little time in trying to wrest the lucrative European carrying trade from the 
Dutch republic. In 1651 it passed the first Navigation Act aimed specifically 
at Dutch commercial preeminence, prohibiting the importation of goods in 
foreign vessels other than those of the vendor nation. In addition, the Parlia- 
ment resurrected the old and somewhat presumptuous claim of sovereignty 
over the Narrow Seas, ordering naval commanders to insist that foreign 
ships acknowledge the same upon meeting English vessels by rendering a 
salute. This demand produced the spark igniting the two Protestant repub- 
lics into the First Anglo-Dutch War.”° 

While not completely ready for war, the English navy by early 1652 was 
better equipped, administered, and commanded than it had been since the 
end of the previous century. England also enjoyed the geographical advan- 
tage of her position astride the Dutch trade routes. The Dutch, in contrast, 
were severely handicapped by the necessity of constantly having to convoy 
their many merchantmen in and out of the Narrow Seas. Combined with 
the political rivalry within the Netherlands between the republican and 
Orangist factions and the jealousies of the republic’s provincial admiralties, 
these factors put the English at a distinct advantage.”” That the contest was 
so stubborn testifies to the hardihood of the Dutch sailors and the skill of 
their commanders, Maarten Tromp and Michiel de Ruyter. 

In May Blake sailed from the Downs with a fleet of about twenty-five 
ships westward along the English coast to Rye. On 28 May, a Dutch fleet of 
about forty ships under Tromp appeared and anchored off Dover. Tensions 
were already high owing to a brief scrap between English and Dutch forces 
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elsewhere in the English Channel a few days earlier. About five o’clock in 
the afternoon of 29 May, Tromp ran his fleet down toward the English with- 
out abiding by the English demand that foreign ships strike their flag or 
lower their topsails. To encourage the Dutchman to recognize England’s 
suzerainty, Blake twice fired a shot across Tromp’s bow. The third time he 

did so, he was met with a broadside, and battle commenced. 

Tromp’s ships, entering action without any real formation, quickly clus- 
tered around Blake’s flagship, the James, which had outsailed the rest of his 
fleet. Blake began to receive the worst of the fight. Although more solidly 
built than the Dutch vessels, the James sustained considerable damage and 
suffered more than forty casualties before the remainder of Blake’s force 
came up and engaged the enemy. At the same time, the English squadron in 
the Downs quickly weighed anchor and fell upon the rear of the Dutch fleet. 
The action lasted about four hours until darkness and the loss of two of his 
ships forced Tromp to withdraw. With the morning light, the Dutch decided 
to forgo further battle and bore away to the east.” 

With war a certainty, Blake began to initiate a significant change in the 
method of commanding vessels and one that helped to make for a more 
professional sea force in the future. Up to this time fleets were composed of 
ships belonging to the monarch or state, supplemented according to need 
by merchantmen hired or conscripted for service. Most of these vessels re- 
mained under command of their merchant captains, who normally had a 
financial interest in their ships and sensibly hesitated from placing them in 
harm’s way. Blake perceived the tactical problem this posed and, due largely 
to his urging, the government began to install its own officers in private as 
well as state vessels.” 

Indicative of the war’s commercial purpose, the Parliament directed 
Blake to capture as many Dutch merchantmen as he could, realizing that 
those returning home were mostly ignorant of the hostilities and would be 
easy prey. Early in July 1652, Blake sailed north to intercept the Dutch East 

India convoys homeward-bound by the northern route around Scotland, as 

well as to attack the Dutch fishing fleets in the North Sea. He enjoyed much 
success, capturing fifteen vessels in a Dutch convoy and ridding the Dutch 
busses of their herring before sending them to Holland empty-handed. 
Tromp had been sent out to escort the returning merchantmen and to drive 
off Blake. Severe weather prevented the two fleets from meeting, however, 

and Tromp sailed home to face severe criticism by political opponents in a 
nation under increasing economic strain. He was relieved of command as 
acrésult24 

During the late summer and fall of 1652, Blake cruised off the Dutch 

coast in hopes of intercepting the other Dutch fleet, then returning up the 
Channel under the command of Admiral de Ruyter. He did not succeed, and 
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de Ruyter slipped into the safety of his harbors under cover of foul weather. 
Refitted and strengthened, the Dutch fleet soon emerged in search of battle 
under the command of Admiral Witte Corneliszoon de With, who was 

quickly joined by de Ruyter. 
Each fleet consisted of about sixty-five ships when they met on 8 Octo- 

ber. The Battle of the Kentish Knock, named for the shallow in the northern 

part of the Thames estuary, commenced in late afternoon and lasted until 

dark. Neither side formed a true line of battle. Instead, individual ships or, 

at best, small groups of them fought independent actions. The larger, more 
powerful, and aggressively handled English vessels dominated the encoun- 
ter. The “Butterboxes,” so called derogatorily by the English, displayed an 
unwillingness to press the engagement because of divisions within their 
command structure, reflecting the political disunity within the Netherlands. 
At dawn, learning that they had lost three ships and suffered considerable 
damage to others, the Dutch chose not to renew the action. 

Blake wrote a letter to the Parliament relating the events of the battle. 
In it, he demonstrated an appreciation of the military predicament by em- 
phasizing the fleet’s urgent need of repairs and provisions to follow up the 
victory and defeat the Dutch navy completely. The government failed to 
heed his recommendations, mistaking the victorious battle for a decisive 
one. On its orders, Blake’s fleet was dispersed and he was left to guard the 
Channel with some forty ships in need of supplies.*! 

Following de With’s defeat, the United Provinces restored Tromp to his 
position as fleet commander. Throughout the autumn of 1652, the Dutch 
busied themselves fitting out a fleet of some eighty ships to convoy several 
hundred merchantmen to La Rochelle and there pick up an incoming fleet 
of merchantmen. In order to succeed, Tromp knew that he had to dislodge 
Blake, then in the Downs with a vastly inferior force. In December, Tromp 

put to sea with a fleet estimated at 450 warships and merchantmen. Upon 
learning that the Dutch had sailed, Blake called a council of war at which his 

officers supported their commander's wish to engage the enemy. It may be 
that Blake did not realize just how superior a force he faced until the two 
fleets were in contact. But the odds did not deter him, and on 10 December, 

the Battle of Dungeness, some thirty miles down the coast from Dover, 
proved to be the war's most heatedly contested action. 

In two roughly parallel lines, the opposing fleets sailed into battle. By 
nightfall, the English had lost six ships, and a number of others, including 

Blake’s flagship, had suffered severe damage. Reluctantly, Blake broke off 
the action, anchoring off Dover under cover of darkness. Unable to pursue 
Blake because of contrary winds, Tromp stood off toward the French coast. 

For the next few weeks, Tromp watched as Dutch merchant ships pro- 
ceeded through the Straits of Dover unmolested. 
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The ships that followed Blake into battle fought gallantly against heavy 
odds, but several vessels purposely, it seemed, held back, and Blake’s report 

to the government pointed to this fact. He wrote that “there was much 
baseness of spirit, not among the merchant-men only, but many of the 
State’s ships. . . .” He continued to say that one major problem was the large 
number of merchantmen used as men-of-war. While clearing his chest of 
this, Blake accepted complete responsibility for the defeat, and asked the 
government “to think of giving me, your unworthy servant, a discharge 
from the employment, so far too great for me... .” He added that he had 
full confidence that the two recent additions as Generals at Sea were wor- 
thy men.” 

Since the outset of war, Robert Blake had been the sole General at Sea. 

Most likely, the Parliament believed that the war would be decided quickly 
by one great battle. That had not been the case, though, and by the au- 
tumn of 1652, the navy had become too large and the squadrons too far 
separated to be effectively commanded by one man. When considering 
renewing Blake’s commission four days before Dungeness, the Parliament 
appointed Richard Deane (for the second time) and George Monck to be 
Generals at Sea. 

Dungeness was a serious setback for England, but the Parliament had 
full confidence in Blake. His resignation was not accepted, and expressions 
of confidence were sent to him. During the following weeks, the three Gen- 
erals at Sea busily oversaw the fleet’s refitting, and early in February 1653 the 
Parliament congratulated them on their work in putting the fleet back into 
a seaworthy condition in so little time.” 

During this period, Blake proved that he was as able an administrator as 
he was a commander. Many of the reforms that the navy underwent had 
Blake’s hand in them, and his subsequent successes at sea ensured that these 
changes became permanent. Blake was especially concerned with the wel- 
fare of the sailors. In December 1652, informing the government of the needs 
of the fleet, he mentioned “errors and defects, especially the discourage- 
ments and want of seamen.” A week later, he wrote to the House 

imploring all speedy and possible means for the reinforcing of his fleet; for 
his loss of seamen is extraordinary, and unless there be speedy care taken 
in paying them off their money, and furnishing out new assistance, we 
shall be but in a sad condition. For indeed they cry out extremely for 
money, and refuse to engage again... . 

Blake stated that the Dutch seamen were better paid and rewarded than his 
own, which “sticks in their stomachs and quells their valour, which other- 
wise might prove happily instrumental in the good of this nation.” ** 

The improvements in the size and quality of the English fleet were 
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quickly made evident. By the middle of February 1653, some seventy-five 
ships were readied with the intention of seeking out Tromp’s fleet, expected 
up the Channel from La Rochelle with a large convoy. The ensuing en- 
gagement, known as the Battle of Portland, was waged over three days from 
28 February to 2 March. The first day’s action, bravely fought by both sides, 
was on the whole indecisive. Tromp ordered his convoy to proceed to Hol- 
land while his fleet covered its passage. The second day saw a running battle 
up the Channel with the English trying to break through the Dutch warships 
and overhaul the merchantmen. By the time Blake attacked Tromp on the 
morning of the third and final day, the Dutch commander had only about 
thirty ships of his original seventy in fighting order. Even these ran out of 
ammunition, and when the English, with their speedier frigates, caught up 
to the rear of the Dutch convoy, Tromp could do little to defend it. With 
darkness, the action ended and England could celebrate a great victory. 

Overall, the Dutch lost eleven warships, thirty merchantmen, and 

nearly two thousand dead; the English, one warship and about a thousand 
dead. One of the casualties was Blake himself, wounded in the thigh. Put 
ashore at Portsmouth, he became seriously ill, and command of the fleet 

passed to Monck. There was speculation that the state of Blake’s health 
would prevent him from ever returning to sea.*° 

Recovering enough to travel, Blake was moved to Westminster, arriving 
there on 20 April 1653, the very day that Oliver Cromwell dissolved the 
Rump Parliament. Blake’s auspicious arrival led to rumors that he opposed 
Cromwell’s action. Some historians believe that this was true, but his most 

recent biographer reasons that Blake actually welcomed the new regime in 
the hope of a stronger civil authority. As far as the evidence, or lack of 
evidence, shows, if Blake opposed the dissolution of the Rump, he refrained 
from commenting on it, accepted the situation as a fait accompli, and chose 
to serve under it. Although there is no evidence to substantiate it, tradition 

has it that Blake declared, “It is not for seamen to mind State affairs but to 

keep foreigners from fooling us.” *° 
By late spring, the Dutch had refitted their fleet and made a quick sortie 

to escort some merchantmen home and attack English shipping. More than 
one hundred vessels under the command of Richard Deane and George 
Monck were stationed off the North Foreland to meet the enemy. Through- 
out May, Blake slowly mended, trying as best he could in his weakened state 
to put the full fleet back to sea as quickly as possible and in a strength that 
would ensure victory. Learning that the Dutch were at sea, he joined his 
new flagship, the Essex, in the Thames. 

Before Blake could reach the scene with his squadron of eighteen ships, 
the Battle of Gabbard Bank had already begun on 12 June. His arrival late in 
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the afternoon decided the battle, and the following day the Dutch retired 
into the Flemish shallows after losing about twenty ships and nearly 1,400 
men. The English lost one vessel and about four hundred men, including 
General at Sea Richard Deane. 

Monck and Blake immediately blockaded the Dutch coast. Soon it be- 
came clear that Blake was far from recovered, and he went ashore again in 
early July. One official wrote that he found the General 

in a very weak condicion, full of paine, both in his head & left side, wt 
had put him into a feaver, besides the anguish he endures by the Gravell 
in his kidneys, insomuch as he takes no rest night nor day but continues 
groaning verie sadly. 

Rumors circulated that Blake would not be able to resume his command if 
he survived, and possible successors were discussed.*” 

Blake remained too ill to participate in the last major action of the war, 
the Battle of Scheveningen, in early August 1653. The victory belonged to 
Monck and resulted in the death of Blake’s old nemesis, Tromp. Blake did 
manage to return to the fleet in September, but the war was all but over. 
Peace was signed on 15 April 1654.8 

The First Anglo-Dutch War, and the role Blake played in it, was a 
watershed in English naval history. Taking nearly four times the number of 
prizes lost during the conflict, England began her rise to maritime su- 
premacy. The war also stimulated the professional development of the En- 
glish navy, most notably, perhaps, by the appearance of the Instructions for 
the better ordering of the Fleet in Fighting in 1653. This directive, the first at- 
tempt to establish a tactical doctrine, advocated the use of line formations 
and attacks from the weather gage.” 

The conclusion of the war left England with a naval force of more than 
150 ships. Cromwell, now holding supreme power as Lord Protector, de- 
cided to use that force principally against England’s chief rival, Spain. By 
attacking the rich West India trade, he hoped to divert to England the vast 
mineral wealth coming from the New World and thus alleviate his increas- 
ingly precarious financial situation, not to mention restoring England’s repu- 
tation as the Protestant champion against Catholic Spain. 

Barely two months after the end of the Dutch War, Cromwell as- 
sembled a large fleet in the Downs, one part of which would proceed to the 
West Indies, and the other to the Mediterranean. He decided that the force 

directed to attack the West Indies, the “Western Design,” would be under 

the naval command of William Penn. Blake would command the fleet sent 
to revive English prestige in the Mediterranean, where the Spanish, French, 
and Barbary corsairs had exploited the republic’s preoccupation with the 
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Dutch to interfere with English shipping. Both fleets sailed without a formal 
declaration of war in hopes of snapping up riches before adversaries could 

react.” 
After the usual delays in the delivery of supplies, Blake left the Downs 

with a force of twenty-seven warships in mid-October 1654. He steered for 

Sardinia, intent on intercepting a French squadron reported near Sicily, but 
on 14 December he learned that his quarry had returned to port. Blake then 
sailed to Leghorn, where he received instructions to attempt to prevail upon 
the dey of Tunis to release the English captives he held and make restitution 
for the seizure of an English merchant ship. Like the other Barbary States 
nominally under the suzerainty of the Sultan of Turkey, Tunis was for prac- 
tical purposes an independent principality. For centuries it had raised reve- 
nues by demanding tribute from maritime nations to refrain from attacking 
their trade. English vessels were supposedly protected by a treaty in 1646, 
but its provisions had lost their potency.*" 

Informed that ships were being assembled at Tunis for the Sultan’s ser- 
vice, Blake hurried there from Leghorn, arriving on 18 February 1655. The 
anticipated force proved to be merely a rumor, but while off Tunis, he tried 

unsuccessfully to open negotiations with the dey. Withdrawing to resupply, 
Blake proceeded to Porto Farina, where he discovered nine of the dey’s war 
galleys, lying unrigged but under the guns of the castle and several shore 
batteries. Concluding that it would be too costly to attack the galleys in this 
position, he continued to Cagliari to take on provisions, leaving seven ves- 
sels to blockade the Gulf of Tunis. By the latter part of March, Blake was 
back off Tunis, resolved “to put an end to the business there.” A second 
attempt to negotiate with the dey met as haughty a rebuff as the first. 
Clearly exasperated by this “insolence and contumely,” Blake called a coun- 
cil of war, at the end of which he decided to attack the galleys at Porto 
Farina. 

Arriving off the harbor on the afternoon of 13 April, Blake found the 

vessels “still lying under the batteries, a pistol shot from the shore, [and] the 

coast lined with musketeers, while some sixty guns peered from the castle 
and works.” Having beseeched the Lord’s help, Blake attacked on the next 

morning. Entering the harbor behind a light westerly breeze, he managed 
to anchor his entire force of sixteen ships within musket shot of the castle, 
upon which they directed their broadsides. 

The elements smiled on the English. “The Lord being pleased,” as Blake 
wrote, “to favour us with a gentle gale off the sea, which cast all the smoke 
upon them and made our work the more easy.” The castle’s guns were 
silenced after an action of five hours. With smoke continuing to blanket the 
shore batteries, boat parties from the frigates rowed over to burn the nine 
galleys, whose crews fled ashore. By eleven o’clock in the evening the En- 
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glish ships were warping their way out of the harbor. Blake’s squadron suf- 
fered twenty-five men killed and forty wounded. The general’s account of 
the action is characteristic of his deference to the providential hand. “It is 
also remarkable by us,” Blake reported, 

that shortly after our getting forth, the wind and weather changed and 
continued very stormy for many days, so that we could not have effected 
the business, had not the Lord afforded that nick of time, in which it was 

done.” 

In the wake of this triumph, Blake attempted to intercept the rich Span- 
ish Plate fleet from America believed to be headed toward Cadiz. Anchor- 
ing off Rota about 1 June, he also received orders to prevent the fleet then 

in Cadiz from sailing for the West Indies (see map 1). Although some provi- 
sions had reached him from home, by early July 1655 his squadron was run- 
ning desperately low in almost all commodities and his ships were in need 
of repairs. Obtaining no news of the Plate fleet, Blake proceeded to Lisbon, 
despatching an urgent plea to London for supplies, without which he would 
be forced to return to England. In mid-September, none having arrived, he 
sailed for home. 

Both Blake’s fleet and the one under William Penn returned to England 
in the autumn of 1655. To Cromwell, neither had been successful in their 

missions. The “Western Design” had not taken Cartagena, and Blake had 
failed to intercept the Plate fleet, although this had not been one of his origi- 
nal objectives. It appeared that the Protector’s policy of war against Spain 
came to nothing. Cromwell was so angry at the disastrous voyage to Car- 
tagena that he sent Penn to the Tower of London.” 

By the close of 1655, Robert Blake was the only General at Sea in com- 
mand at sea. After a short stint in the Tower, Penn was retired in disgrace. 
George Monck became commander in Scotland, and John Desborough, who 

had been appointed General at Sea with Penn in December 1653, remained 
ashore attending to affairs there.“ Subsequently, Cromwell turned to a loyal 
follower, Edward Montagu, who had commanded a regiment in the New 

Model Army. Although Montagu lacked any naval experience, he was ap- 
pointed a General at Sea in early 1656.” 

Meanwhile, preparations went ahead to prosecute the war against 
Spain. For the navy, this meant another turn at trying to capture the Plate 
fleet, expected to return to Spain in the summer of 1656. Success would not 

only expand English influence in European politics, but ease what was be- 
coming a disastrous financial situation at home. With credit stretched to the 
limit, and much difficulty in procuring ships, supplies, and seamen, a fleet of 
about fifty vessels under Blake and Montagu sailed for the Mediterranean in 

March 1656.“ 
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Arriving off Cadiz in mid-April, Blake learned that he had missed the 
arrival of some Plate ships. Just what he should do next was unclear. The 
instructions from Cromwell have not survived, but it can be assumed that 

Blake and Montagu were given considerable latitude. After holding his cus- 
tomary council of war, Blake rejected the possibility of an attack on the 
Spanish West Indies. He also ruled out an attack on Cadiz itself, whose de- 

fenses were reportedly being strengthened in anticipation of just such an 
eventuality. The only thing left to do was to establish a blockade in hopes of 
intercepting a Plate fleet. Blake must have dreaded another long period on 
blockade, which in the mid-seventeenth century was not only a new func- 
tion for a fleet but one made doubly difficult by the absence of an advanced 
base and inadequate logistical support from home.‘ 

Blake kept his fleet divided throughout the summer of 1656. One squad- 
ron, under the command of Captain Richard Stayner, remained off Cadiz to 
watch for the Plate fleet. The other squadrons, under Blake and Montagu, 

either sailed on forays against Spanish shipping from as far north as Vigo 
through the Straits of Gibraltar to Malaga Roads, or visited friendly ports 
such as Tangier or Lisbon in search of supplies. While Blake and Montagu 
were at the latter in mid-September, English fortunes changed for the better. 
Stayner’s squadron met a small Spanish fleet of seven ships returning from 
the West Indies, capturing two and sinking two others before the remainder 
escaped into Cadiz. Although most of the treasure went to the bottom in 
the sunken vessels, the loss was a serious one for Spain.*® 

In the meantime, Blake and Montagu had written Cromwell, asking 
permission to send their larger ships home for the winter. Replying in late 
August, Cromwell approved their request, convinced that the Spanish would 
not send any ships to sea over the winter season. Typically, Blake chose to 
remain off the enemy coast, keeping about twenty vessels with him, while 
Montagu sailed for home with twelve ships. The latter reached England in 
early October, bearing letters from Blake with strong pleas for more and 
better supplies for his fleet.” 

From prisoners taken by Stayner, Blake learned that a considerable 
amount of specie in Mexico was awaiting shipment and that a larger and 
richer Plate fleet was expected sometime early in the new year. The general 
realized that this time the Spanish would not sail directly to Cadiz without 
first making sure that the way was clear of English ships. He believed that 
instead they would put in at a convenient port from which they could gather 
information as to the disposition of their English enemies. Blake concluded 
that the most likely port was Santa Cruz de Tenerife in the Canary Islands.*° 
In the meantime, he settled down to the depressing prospect of another 
winter on blockade, made worse by the lack of a regular supply of fresh 
victuals from England. Throughout the following months, Blake’s fleet 
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cruised between Cape St. Vincent and the Straits, while maintaining a small 
squadron close to Cadiz. The general’s health continued to deteriorate. His 
old leg wound plagued him; he had kidney stones and he was likely suffering 
from edema.*! 

Early in 1657, Blake received intelligence of the awaited Plate fleet that 

supported his belief. An English merchant ship reported that a Plate fleet 
was west of the Canary Islands, and in mid-April, another report confirmed 
Blake's conjecture. The Spanish fleet had indeed put into Santa Cruz and 
was there awaiting news of the whereabouts of the English fleet before mak- 
ing the final leg of its journey.” 

Blake sailed for Tenerife on 24 April, arriving there four days later. Santa 
Cruz presented him with a formidable challenge. The harbor faced east, 
with a crescent-shaped shoreline running roughly a mile and a half in a 
north-south direction. A stone jetty provided a breakwater behind which 
ships could load and unload their cargoes. The town and harbor were pro- 
tected by two large forts connected along the sea front by redoubts and 
breastworks for artillery and musketeers. Accounts differ as to the exact 
number of Spanish vessels at anchor, but agree that the smaller vessels, num- 

bering around seven, were closest to the shore. Six or seven larger galleons 
were anchored to seaward, but still under cover of the fortifications, in line- 

ahead formation with their broadsides bearing on the harbor mouth. All 
of the Spanish ships had sent their cargoes of gold and silver ashore for 
safekeeping. 

After consulting with his ships’ captains “how to order the attempt” and 
“earnest seeking to the Lord for his presence,” Blake resolved to attack, 

using the same tactics that he had employed at Porto Farina. Ill health is 
generally the bane of boldness in naval and military commanders. For a man 
in Blake’s pitiable condition to have made the—virtually unprecedented— 
decision to attack a European fleet in a fortified harbor is a testimonial to 
both his determination to serve England and his faith in himself as an instru- 
ment of the Lord. He awaited only the coming of a sea breeze, which would 
allow him to sail into the harbor and carry the smoke from his guns toward 
shore, blinding his adversaries, after whose ruin he would warp back out to 
sea. On 30 April his patience was rewarded. 

Upon the unanimous recommendation of his commanders, Blake di- 
vided his fleet into two squadrons. The first, twelve frigates led by Richard 
Stayner, maneuvered between the two groups of enemy ships, concentrat- 
ing on the shore batteries and forts. After about an hour, Stayner’s ships 
anchored some three cables’ length—approximately six hundred yards— 
from the shore, within pistol range of the enemy ships yet far enough to be 
able to swing around safely after the fight. In this position, they were effec- 
tively masked from the fire of the fortifications, whose “overs” threatened 
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the galleons and whose “unders” imperiled the smaller vessels. Here they 

brought their superior and disciplined gunnery into deadly effect on the 

smaller vessels. Within three hours after the English had entered the har- 

bor, all of the smaller Spanish vessels either had struck their colors or were 

in flames. 
The other English squadron, another twelve frigates under Blake, di- 

vided its broadsides between the galleons and the principal fort. By early 
afternoon, the shore batteries had all but been silenced and the galleons 
were afire, the two Spanish flagships blowing up in rapid succession. Around 
4:00 P.M., Blake’s fleet began the difficult maneuver of warping out of the 
harbor. The operation was complicated by the efforts made by several cap- 
tains to tow out prizes. Blake was forced to send his reluctant subordinates 
three successive orders to burn the Spanish ships instead, seeing that the 
attempt to take prizes would jeopardize the fleet’s withdrawal. 

While their inability to take the Spanish treasure must have been a great 
disappointment, the action was an overwhelming success for Blake and the 
English fleet. Every Spanish ship was destroyed, whereas the English did not 
lose a single vessel, although several sustained extensive damage. From the 
English accounts, 60 men were killed or died of their wounds, and 120 were 

wounded.” 
News quickly spread of the victory. The Parliament promptly appointed 

16 June as a day of Thanksgiving and voted Blake a jewel valued at £500. A 
week later, Cromwell wrote to Blake saying that England could not “but 
take notice also how eminently it hath pleased God to make use of you in 
this service, assisting you with wisdom in the conduct and courage in the 
execution. . . .” ** Even exiled royalists were very impressed by this English 
victory. Clarendon wrote that the entire 

action was so miraculous that all men who knew the place concluded that 
no sober men, with what courage soever endued, would have done; whilst 
the spaniards comforted themselves with the belief that they were devils, 

and not men, which had destroyed them in such a manner.” 

Upon returning to the Spanish coast, Blake received instructions from 
Cromwell to send part of his fleet home and distribute the remainder to 
maintain the blockade of Cadiz and protect English commerce off the en- 
trance to the Straits. From the pessimistic references to his health in letters 
written shortly before the attack on Tenerife, Blake must have sensed that 

he was close to death. Now that he had achieved an overwhelming vic- 
tory, he decided that the time had come to return to England. His hope 
was that he would survive long enough to die on shore. After selecting the 
ships and officers to remain on station, Blake departed in the George for 
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England on 17 July. Four weeks later he died within sight of land on Plym- 
outh Sound.”* 
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NOTE ON SOURCES 

There is an abundance of primary source material on Robert Blake. This includes 

many letters written by him as well as documents on events connected with him or 

facets of his life. Most of these sources are located in the major collections on mid- 
seventeenth-century English history. Among them are the Domestic Series of the 
State Papers and the Admiralty Records, both for the Interregnum period, located 
in London’s Public Record Office. Furthermore, many letters are included in the 

Additional Manuscript collection in the British Library, London, and in the Tanner 
and Rawlinson Manuscript collections in Oxford University’s Bodleian Library. 

A considerable number of these records have been published. The Letters of 
Robert Blake, Together with Supplementary Documents, edited by J. R. Powell (London: 
Navy Records Society, vol. 76, 1937), contains over three hundred entries by, on, or 

associated with Blake. Letters and Papers Relating to the First Dutch War, 1652-1654, 
edited by S. R. Gardiner and C. T. Atkinson (London: Navy Records Society, 6 vols. 
plus corrigenda, 1899-1931), is extremely important for Blake’s activities during that 

conflict. The State Papers of John Thurloe, edited by T. Birch, 7 vols. (London: 1742), 

is no less important for Blake’s activities between the Dutch War and his death. In 
addition, G. E. Manwaring edited “Two Letters from Blake and Montagu, 1656— 

1657, in The Naval Miscellany, vol. II] (London: Navy Records Society, vol. 63, 1927), 

pp. 333-38. For this same period of Blake’s career, John Weale’s “The Journal of 

John Weale, 1654-1656,” edited by J. R. Powell, The Naval Miscellany, vol. TV (Lon- 

don: Navy Records Society, vol. 92, 1952), pp. 85-162, is very helpful. 

On the battle for Santa Cruz, see Sir Richard Stayner, “A Narrative of the Battle 

of Santa Cruz,” edited by C. H. Firth, in The Naval Miscellany, vol. I] (London: Navy 

Records Society, vol. 40, 1910), pp. 127-36. Firth also wrote “Blake and the Battle of 

Santa Cruz,” in English Historical Review, vol. 20, 1905. Much work needs to be done 

on this battle, especially with regard to Spanish primary sources. 
Although numerous letters by Blake exist and are easily accessible, Blake con- 

tinues to frustrate the scholar who seeks to discover the person behind the com- 
mander. In all his letters, Blake chose to relate facts rather than to express opinions 
about political events, personalities, or religion. While this in itself says much about 
him, for biographers the attraction of a considerable amount of letters is dashed by 
the lack of “personality” in them. Perhaps for this reason, no biography of Blake 
has yet been entirely satisfactory, although the most recent effort comes closest by 
far. The first biography, if that is not too flattering a term, of the admiral appeared 
in 1704 in a collection entitled Lives English and Foreign, whose unnamed author 

claimed to have known some members of Blake’s family. In 1740, A History and Life 

of Robert Blake, Esquire, General and Admiral of the Fleets and Naval Forces of England 
was written by John Oldmixon. However, the noted naval historian J. K. Laughton, 
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in his sketch of Blake in the Dictionary of National Biography, rightfully styled Old- 
mixon’s work “an impudent and mendacious chap-book.”’ 

William Hepworth Dixon’s Robert Blake, Admiral and General at Sea (London: 
Chapman and Hall, 1852) falls far short. Again to quote Laughton, Dixon’s “account 
of Blake’s public life is grossly inaccurate, and much of it is entirely false; he betrays 
throughout the most astonishing ignorance of naval matters, and a very curious 
incapability of appreciating or interpreting historical evidence.”’ Blake became the 
subject of a reputable historian for the first time when David Hannay wrote Admiral 
Blake (London: Longmans, Green, 1886) as part of the English Worthies series edited 
by Andrew Lang. This short and very well-written biography catches the essence 
and spirit of Blake better than any other biography to date, and while more recent 
studies have used more primary material, Hannay’s fine work is not seriously un- 
dermined and remains essential. 

Two biographies on Blake appeared in the years before World War II. Roger 
Beadon’s Robert Blake: Sometime Commanding all the Fleets and Naval Forces of England 
(London: Edward Arnold, 1935) is rather long-winded yet includes much of the very 
fine research undertaken by naval historians during the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries. It thus fills in many of the gaps in Blake’s life and activities 
found in earlier biographies. The same holds true for C. D. Curtis, Robert Blake, 

General-at-Sea (Taunton: Barnicott and Pearce, The Wessex Press, 1934). The latter 

also includes several valuable appendixes about Blake or on closely related topics. 
Until very recently, the only other biography of Blake was J. R. Powell’s Robert 

Blake: General-at-Sea (London: Collins, 1972). As editor of the Blake Papers and other 
mid-seventeenth-century naval documents, Powell drew material from a wide va- 
riety of valuable sources, but his biography lacks sufficient analysis and is simply 
too much a narrative. Michael Baumber’s General-at-Sea: Robert Blake and the Seven- 
teenth-Century Revolution in Naval Warfare (London: John Murray, 1989) is the best 
full-length biography of this elusive naval commander as well as a solid study of 
seventeenth-century naval warfare. Like its predecessors, however, it rests largely 
on English materials. To really round out an understanding of Robert Blake and his 
place in history, an examination of non-English sources, particularly Dutch, Span- 
ish, and French, would be most helpful. 
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MICHIEL ADRIAENSZOON DE RUYTER 

Ornament of His Age 
(1607-1676) 

A. VAN DER MOER 



MICHIEL ADRIAENSZOON WAS BORN OF HUMBLE PARENTS IN 

Flushing, Zealand, on 24 March 1607. His father, a beer carrier, had once 

been a seafaring man. The fourth of eleven children, Michiel was high- 
spirited, enterprising, and ambitious. In later years, he said that in his youth 
he “was good for nothing but the sea.”! He answered its call early, joining 
his first ship as a boatswain’s boy at the age of eleven in 1618. In this modest 
manner began a career in which, to quote the magnificent biography of de 
Ruyter by the Reverend Gerard Brandt, published barely a decade after its 
subject’s death, the boatswain’s boy was destined to “climb along the steps 
of all ship’s duties and every danger of the sea and from enemies to the 
highest naval functions.” 

The future admiral spent most of the next thirty-two years in the mer- 
chant marine. In 1622, he volunteered as a gunner in the army, but after a 
few months he returned to sea. By application, good conduct, and courage, 
he rose to gunner, boatswain’s mate, first mate, schipper (skipper) of a mer- 
chant vessel, and eventually, captain of his own ship. His nautical experi- 
ences also included service in whalers (1633-35), and, briefly, as captain of a 

privateer (1637). He used the name “Ruyter” for the first time in 1633, later 

adding the “de.” This was a sobriquet taken from his maternal grandfather, 
who had served as a ruiter (cavalryman) in the army. 

During this period sailing often meant fighting, and schipper de Ruyter 
saw his share of action. As a young sailor, he was wounded in the head and 
made prisoner by Spanish privateers in the Bay of Biscay. After being taken 
ashore, he escaped in company with two other sailors and made his way 
home overland, tramping and begging through France. Later, as a ship’s 
captain, he proved himself to be a bold but at the same time a prudent 
commander. Summing up this phase of de Ruyter’s career, Brandt wrote, 
“His cautiousness, gallantry, and good fortune or, to speak more Christian- 
like, divine assistance, always seemed to conspire in order to give him good 
results and to save him from the greatest dangers.”’’ 

In December 1640, after an occupation of sixty years, Portugal rebelled 
against the rule of the Netherlands’ archenemy, Spain. The States-General 
decided to send twenty ships to support the insurgents; schipper de Ruyter’s 
De Haze (The Hare) was chartered by the Zealand Admiralty to take part in 
this expedition. De Ruyter himself was chosen to act as rear admiral of the 
little fleet, an appointment that testifies to the excellent reputation he had 
acquired. The expedition accomplished little. An attempt to intercept a Plate 
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fleet led to an inconclusive action off Cape St. Vincent with a superior Span- 
ish force, not long after which colonial frictions caused the Netherlands to 
withdraw its support of Portugal. De Ruyter felt no regrets. Although he 
had conducted himself very well, he was not at all impressed with the gen- 
eral performance of the fleet, and upon its return home in 1642 he happily 
resumed his merchant career. 

De Ruyter was not only a good seaman; he was also a good manager. 
By 1652, he had amassed a modest fortune. In January of that year he mar- 
ried his third wife (having been twice a widower) and decided that the time 

had come for him to retire from the sea. Fate willed otherwise. 
A year earlier, Anglo-Dutch commercial rivalry had led the English Par- 

liament to pass the First Navigation Act, discriminating against the Dutch 
carrying trade. War broke out in the summer of 1652. The Dutch republic 
realized full well that its future was at stake. Accordingly, it began to build 
up the navy and to recruit capable mariners. Men with de Ruyter’s wealth 
of experience were needed on the quarterdeck and the States of Zealand 
took the initiative of asking him to join the fleet. 

At first, the schipper flatly refused; he had plans of his own. But the 
authorities kept urging him to reconsider, appealing to his patriotism in 
flattering terms. De Ruyter was not susceptible to flattery, but the appeal to 
his patriotism moved him. Sailing as a captain in the navy for the first time 
in 1641, he had written, “I shall act sincerely as an honest captain, in the 

hope that God will bless the work we are sent out to do in honor of our dear 
Fatherland.” * His devotion to his “dear Fatherland” remained unchanged, 
and although he knew that, due largely to Maarten Harpertszoon Tromp, 
the navy had improved since he had served in it, he saw “trouble ahead, 

external and internal.” ’ External, because the ships of the English fleet were 

larger, more numerous, and stronger than those of the Dutch, and the En- 
glish sailors were better trained and more skilled in battle. Internal, because 
of the discord that plagued the country, brought about mainly by the differ- 
ences between the patrician Regenten (Regents) headed by the brothers Jo- 
han and Cornelis de Witt and the common people, who favored the rule of 
the House of Orange. The last Stadtholder, William II, had died at an early 

age in 1650, leaving a posthumous son, Prince William III. The Regents who 
then assumed power saw to it that no new Stadtholder was appointed and 
rejected the Orangists’ proposal to name the young prince captain general 
and admiral general, with an able member of the Orange family to act on 
his behalf until he attained his majority. This dissention also delayed the 
outfitting of the navy, which was predominantly Orangist in sentiment. 

Finally, de Ruyter was persuaded to engage himself for the duration of 
a single cruise, albeit, as he wrote, “with much reluctance and worry. ° So 
on 29 July 1652, the States appointed “our dear loyal Captain Michiel de 
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2. The Action off Plymouth, 26 August 1652. The first action in which de Ruyter held com- 
mand was fought when an English squadron under Sir John Ayscue attempted to intercept a 
westbound merchant convoy that he was escorting through the English Channel. This con- 
temporary Dutch print shows de Ruyter’s force engaging the English, while the convoy (up- 
per right) goes safely on its way. (The Beverly R. Robinson Collection, U.S. Naval Academy 
Museum.) 

Ruyter, because of his good qualities and his proven loyalty, bravery and 
experience in naval warfare” vice commodore. This was not a fixed rank 
and only implied that he was to be the main assistant to Vice Admiral Witte 
de With in his squadron of the fleet commanded by Maarten Tromp. 

For de Ruyter, the ensuing campaign was the commencement of a suc- 
cession that would extend over more than two tumultuous decades. In 
Brandt’s words: 

His unblemished valor, which he demonstrated in the face of critical dan- 
gers and most difficult embarassments, and his shrewd caution (those two 
greatest warlike virtues) would become apparent to friends and enemies 
in seven wars, more than forty engagements and fifteen great sea battles, 
seven of them under his own command.’ 

The first of the battles occurred off Plymouth on 26 August 1652, when 
de Ruyter repulsed an English attempt to intercept a westbound convoy 
under his escort. In 1653 he commanded the rear of the Dutch fleet in all 
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three of the year’s major actions—the Three Days Battle (28 February to 2 

March); Gabbard Bank (12-13 June); and Scheveningen (8—10 August), in 

which Tromp met his death. The Battle of Scheveningen was the last fleet 

engagement to occur before the war ended with the signing of the Peace of 

Westminster in April 1654. 

De Ruyter had been commissioned vice admiral by the Amsterdam Ad- 

miralty on 11 November 1653. This time he elected to remain in the navy 

after the conclusion of peace and during the following decade he sailed in 
expeditions to the Baltic, the North Atlantic, and the Mediterranean to sup- 

port Dutch interests in wars with Sweden, Portugal, and the Barbary pow- 
ers. In 1660 he was granted Danish nobility in reward for his part in the allied 
capture of the island of Fiinen from the Swedes the preceding year. 

As the geographical range of de Ruyter’s activities would suggest, the 
Dutch maritime*empire had rapidly recovered from the setback of the First 
Anglo-Dutch War. Amsterdam remained the financial capital of Europe and 
ships flying the tricolor of the United Provinces still dominated the world’s 
carrying trade. This situation did not, of course, escape the attention of En- 
gland. The Commonwealth had been replaced by the restoration of the Stu- 
art monarchy in 1660, but Charles II showed himself as eager as Cromwell 
had been to overthrow Dutch commercial supremacy. In 1663 and 1664 ex- 

peditions were dispatched, without benefit of a declaration of war, to attack 
Dutch colonial possessions. Hostilities soon spread to European waters and 
in January 1665 the Netherlands declared war on England. 

The first major engagement of the Second Anglo-Dutch War, the Battle 
of Lowestoft, took place on 13 June, when the Dutch commander in chief, 

van Wassenaar van Obdam, attacked a slightly superior English fleet under 
the Duke of York. The outcome was disastrous. After an action lasting al- 
most twelve hours, the Dutch were put to flight, losing seventeen ships and 
upward of four thousand men against the English loss of a single vessel and 
eight hundred men. The dead included the commander in chief, killed with 

almost everyone else aboard when his flagship’s magazine exploded, and the 
second in command, Lieutenant Admiral Egbert Meussen Cortenaer. The 
news of this defeat, by far the worst the Dutch navy had ever suffered, 

spread a pall of gloom throughout the Netherlands. 
De Ruyter was absent on a long cruise to the Mediterranean, west 

Africa, and the Americas at the beginning of the war. He returned home 
achterom—‘“‘the back way about,” that is, north around the British Isles— 

shortly after the Battle of Lowestoft and anchored in the northern Dutch 
port of Delfzijl on 6 August. The Dutch people had been anxiously awaiting 
his return and a wave of hope swept over the country. Thousands came 
flocking to welcome him, paying him greater homage than any other admi- 
ral had ever received. His enormous popularity was probably enhanced 
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because there was no Stadtholder, for in the hour of danger the Dutch 
needed a national figure to rally around. This need could be fulfilled only by 
a member of the House of Orange. Johan de Witt could not serve as a 
substitute, but de Ruyter could. 

Being considered “without controversy the most able” * of the country’s 
admirals, on 11 August 1665 de Ruyter was appointed lieutenant admiral of 
Holland and commander in chief of the Dutch navy. The events of the en- 
suing years confirmed that the choice was a wise one. In what remained of 
the campaigning season of 1665, he escorted a big East India Company con- 
voy home from Bergen, where it had been bottled up by the British, and 
then took station off the mouth of the Thames estuary to safeguard the 
passage of other Dutch merchantmen. The following year de Ruyter fought 
two of the most severe actions of the Age of Sail. In the Four Days Battle 
(11-14 June 1666) he defeated an English fleet commanded by George Monck 
(now Duke of Albemarle) and Prince Rupert, taking or destroying seventeen 
ships and inflicting eight thousand casualties on the enemy at a cost of six 
ships and two thousand men of his own. The English quickly outfitted an- 
other fleet, and Monck and Rupert met de Ruyter again at the St. James's 
Day Fight on 4—5 August. Both forces numbered approximately ninety men- 
of-war and twenty fireships. Due mainly to the misconduct of the com- 
mander of the Dutch rear, Maarten Tromp’s son Cornelis, who left forma- 

tion to fight a little battle of his own, de Ruyter was defeated. The masterful 
manner in which he extricated his force limited his losses to only two ships. 
On 8 August, however, a daring English raid burned 150 Dutch merchant- 

men at anchor in the Texel. De Ruyter returned to sea before the end of the 
month with the hope of achieving a success to offset these reverses, but a 
combination of circumstances prevented another battle from being fought 
before winter came. 

In the meanwhile, peace negotiations had been opened at Breda in the 
Netherlands. The costs of the war had pinched the resources of both govern- 
ments, especially the English. In an effort to economize and despite the pro- 
tests of Monck, Charles II ordered England’s ships of the line laid up, leaving 
squadrons of frigates to continue attacking Dutch trade. Upon learning of 
this development Johan de Witt resolved to strengthen the Dutch negotiat- 
ing position by striking a spectacular blow: an attack on the English main 
fleet base at Chatham, on the Medway. 

De Ruyter sailed from the Texel to carry out this bold project with a 
fleet of twenty-four of the line, twenty smaller vessels, and fifteen fireships 
early in June 1667. Cornelis de Witt accompanied him as a special represen- 
tative of the States-General. Their audacity was amply rewarded. Capturing 
the fort at Sheerness guarding the mouth of the Medway on 20 June, the 
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Dutch pushed resolutely upstream, breaking through the defended river ob- 
structions at Upnor, to burn eight English warships and, perhaps most grati- 
fying of all, to capture the Royal Charles, the English fleet flagship. When 
they dropped downstream on 23 June, they had, in the words of a modern 
English historian, delivered “one of the most brilliant strokes with the most 
immediate and obvious effects in the history of naval warfare.” ° In London 
there was panic and fear of invasion; and throughout England, an outcry 
for peace. 

During the following weeks, Dutch forces maintained a menacing pres- 
ence off the Thames estuary. After an unsuccessful attack on Fort Land- 
guard, near Harwich, on 10-13 July, de Ruyter divided his fleet in two. One 

part, under Lieutenant Admiral Aert van Nes, was detailed to blockade the 

Thames while de Ruyter took the other into the English Channel, exciting 
great anxiety among the coastal population. It was during this period that 
diarist Samuel Pepys heard a member of the Admiralty exclaim, “By God, I 
think the devil shits Dutchmen!” ”° 

De Ruyter remained in the Channel until the end of August, when he 
received news of the ratification of the Treaty of Breda. The impact and 
aftermath of the Medway expedition ensured that the terms of peace would 
favor the Netherlands. The provisions of the English Navigation Acts affect- 
ing Dutch trade were relaxed and each side was allowed to keep the colonies 
that it had taken from the other in the course of the struggle. Their con- 
quests on the west coast of Africa and in the East Indies made the Dutch the 
net gainers in this exchange, although their losses included the North Ameri- 
can settlement of New Amsterdam, which the English renamed New York. 

De Ruyter’s life has inspired many authors. He is one of the few promi- 
nent figures of the Dutch Golden Age about whom we possess some infor- 
mation from his youth and years in obscurity. Brandt, although primarily 
interested in the admiral, occasionally mentions particulars that give us an 
insight into the man and a glimpse of the husband and father. Hence our 
picture of de Ruyter is clearer than those of most other men of his era. That 
picture has never changed. In our time it has become customary to tarnish 
the memory of great historical figures by showing that, notwithstanding 
their merits, they were only human. As far as is known, no one has ever 
tried to tarnish de Ruyter’s reputation. No one would succeed if he did. The 
greatest seaman ever to sail under the Dutch flag was not just an outstanding 
admiral, but an excellent human being. Any attempt to diminish his reputa- 
tion would founder on the facts. Upon becoming acquainted with the life of 
Michiel Adriaenszoon de Ruyter, one has to pass through a period of mild 
disbelief. The picture that emerges is almost too perfect. Yet the facts are 
incontestable, and they fill the student with veneration, not only for the 
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admiral, “the Right Hand of the States-General,” but for the man in whom 

the Dutch people, regarding him as one of their greatest sons, recognized all 
the virtues they used to admire. 

In the stained-glass window that since 1966, the tricentennial of the Four 

Days Battle, has adorned the Great Church in Flushing, where de Ruyter 
was baptized, one finds the motto Soli Deo Gloria—The Glory Belongs to 
God Alone. Nothing could better characterize him. His entire life was a 
testimonial to his deep and sincere piety. To quote Brandt, “Amongst all 
things miraculous and praiseworthy in this life the most wonderful . . . is 
that he, esteemed so highly by others, thought so little of himself: consider- 
ing that he did not deserve any honor for the victories gained under his flag, 
but attributing all his works and successes to God.” '' This was actually the 
case. After his great victory at the Battle of the Texel in 1673, de Ruyter’s 
words were: “What shall I say? Mouths and tongues fail us to announce and 
proclaim God’s goodness to us. The blessing is great. We must only hope to 
be so fortunate as to be able to show the right amount of thankfulness.” ” 
Today one is inclined to suspect that such sayings are merely conventional 
and do not express true conviction. But throughout his life de Ruyter never 
said or wrote anything that he did not believe. The quotation is entirely 
characteristic. Like many others by which it could be supplemented, it 
sprang from the depths of his pious heart and evidenced a faith with which 
few were blessed, even in that more reverent age. 

It was not only in piety and patriotism that de Ruyter excelled. Contem- 
porary sources also attest to his bravery, humility, honesty, simplicity, self 
lessness, and superb leadership. We cannot avoid the conclusion that these 
noble qualities of character contributed to the great part he played in the 
Dutch Golden Age. Yet a noble man does not necessarily make a good ad- 
miral; nor is nobility of character a prerequisite to be one. So we must look 
for other reasons to explain the greatness of Admiral de Ruyter. 

There is, of course, his broad experience. Having begun his career be- 
fore the mast and made many voyages as a member of ships’ companies, he 
was familiar with all aspects of a sailor’s life. Later, as a schipper and busi- 
nessman, he often had to use his innate tact in dealing with authorities 
abroad. In this manner he developed diplomatic skills that stood him in good 
stead when, as an admiral, he was sent on delicate, more or less diplomatic 

missions. During his years in the merchant marine and as a privateer, he had 
seen considerable combat, from the hand-to-hand fighting of boarding ac- 
tions to the battle of ship against ship. When he went to sea as a boy, there 
was no real difference between merchant and naval vessels and the way they 
were handled. In his lifetime, however, distinctively naval tactics came into 
being, especially in the Dutch navy under the innovative leadership of Ad- 



MicHiEL ADRIAENSZOON DE RUYTER 91 

mirals Piet Heyn and Maarten Tromp. Among the new tactical procedures 
introduced were the line ahead, the battle on parallel or opposing courses, 
breaking the enemy line, and convoy formations. De Ruyter thus began his 
career as a flag officer in a period of transition, during which old tactics were 
used beside the new and the orderly battle often ended in an old-fashioned 
melee. 

As a commander de Ruyter was, in accordance with his character, cau- 

tious and prudent. Strategically, he always did his utmost to keep the fleet 
concentrated and in good order. He was willing to run great risks, but never 
rashly to hazard the survival of the fleet, upon which he realized that the 
very existence of the republic depended. In reaching decisions, he took ac- 
count of the strategic situation as well as the tactical circumstances. A master 
in distinguishing between matters of major and minor importance, he never 
lost sight of the ultimate aim and always put the most important things first. 
He appreciated the value of timely intelligence, continuously sending out 
scouts to gather as much information as possible and adapting his plans to 
changing conditions. The study of de Ruyter’s operations also makes clear 
that he paid much attention to mobility, logistics, surprise, morale, and dis- 
cipline. In this list the reader may recognize the principles of warfare, which 
the admiral applied without theorizing about them. 

In matters of strategy Dutch naval commanders were bound by the in- 
structions of the States-General or its delegates, who sometimes joined the 
fleet. De Ruyter often sailed with such delegates in company. Naturally, he 
influenced the shaping of naval strategy, but he always bowed to his “mas- 
ters.” As commander in chief in March 1666, he wrote a letter to Johan de 
Witt in which, with characteristic modesty, he asked the regent to give him 
guidance from time to time, because, having just been appointed to this high 
position, he judged himself “in such great matters still very ignorant.” ” 
When de Witt sent him a plan for a naval campaign against the English, 
however, he commented soberly: “Not bad, provided it could be put into 
practice in the way one can put it in writing, but so many accidents may 
intervene, that it is impossible to put them all on paper.” 4 

During the great naval wars, when operations took place near the Dutch 
coast the States-General usually furnished strict guidance. On expeditions to 
distant waters, the admiral would not be in touch with the government for 

months on end, so he had to decide for himself. Yet he was not entirely on 
his own, for tradition and often instructions dictated that all important mat- 
ters were to be discussed in a council of war consisting of the flag officers 
and captains. From his earliest years in command, it was de Ruyter’s custom 
to consult his subordinates frequently and to inform them continually about 
the situation and his intentions. This practice undoubtedly contributed to 
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the lack of written evidence about his deliberations. Almost everything was 
dealt with verbally. During some expeditions the pitsjaersein—talk signal, 
from the Malay word bitjara: talk about—was hoisted almost daily. In this 
way de Ruyter succeeded in introducing unity of doctrine into the navy. 
From a historical standpoint, however, it is regrettable that he seldom wrote 

about the considerations that influenced his decisions and, if at all, very spar- 

ingly. Later in this chapter, an attempt will be made to analyze the tactical 
and strategic factors that caused him to act as he did during the First Battle 
of Schooneveld in 1673. 

As a tactician, de Ruyter was unsurpassed. We are able to deduce this 
not only from his successes, but also from the testimony of his contempo- 
raries. In his operations he skillfully took every possible advantage to be 
gained from wind and weather, sun and moon, tides, shallows, and banks. 

His prudent reconnaissances, unexpected attacks, the strict maintenance of 

formation upon which he insisted, the employment of fireships, the use of 
signals, and frequent fleet maneuvers were a tactical school for everyone 
who sailed under his command. How much importance de Ruyter attached 
to maintaining an orderly formation is apparent from a circular letter dated 
10 August 1671, which he wrote during a peacetime training period: 

We daily observe with great regret the disorder, which some flag officers 
and captains cause in the fleet, by not following the orders to sail and 
anchor in good order at all times and such manner as if we were continu- 
ously in contact with or near the enemy. Considering that this is highly 
detrimental to the country and against the intentions of Their High Migh- 
tinesses the Gentlemen of the States-General we, attending to this matter 
ex-officio, hereby again most seriously order and command all officers and 
captains of the fleet to follow all given orders for sailing and anchoring 
strictly and punctually.” 

De Ruyter was also an inspiring leader. While we do not know whether 
it proceeded from a conscious aspiration, throughout his life he set a shining 
example. The men who served under him felt not simply admiration but, 
above all, trust and confidence in their commander. His mere presence gave 
hope and courage to the Dutch, alarm and fright to their adversaries. Very 
significantly, he was the only admiral after Maarten Tromp whom Dutch 
seamen honored by the sobriquet Bestevaer—literally “grandfather” or “dear 
father,” but in this context “the best man to sail with.” 

In everything he undertook, de Ruyter had only one interest at heart: 
that of his country. He did not allow himself to be influenced by personal 
considerations such as thirst for glory or applause. He never attempted to 
court public opinion or attract publicity. Whenever possible, he chose for 
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harmony and concord and avoided pushing matters to extremes. The ad- 
miral preferred the whole to the parts, the future to the present, and disci- 
pline, moderation, and sound preparation to recklessness, impetuousness, 

and rash improvisation. He abstained from politics. A loyal member of the 
Reformed Church, he enjoyed the company of clergymen but objected to 
their intervention in worldly affairs, a point of view he shared with most of 
the Regents. Many others, especially the common people, felt otherwise; in 
his case, however, this difference did not give rise to conflicts. 

Notwithstanding his modesty, de Ruyter became a person not only of 
national but of European importance. He was granted Danish and Span- 
ish nobility—the latter in 1676—and only his refusal to visit the court of 
Charles II prevented him from being honored in the same way by the En- 
glish. The king had let it be known that, next to the Prince of Orange, no 
one would be as welcome as the admiral. King Louis XIV invested him with 
the Order of St. Michael (1666). Colbert, the French minister of marine, 
called him “le plus grand capitaine qui ayt jamais été en mer’ —the greatest 
commander who has ever been to sea.’* Several foreign countries, receiving 
naval support from the States-General, specifically asked that de Ruyter be 
appointed to command the fleet, and many foreign officers requested per- 
mission to sail in Dutch ships in order to observe the admiral at work and 
to learn from his example. In 1677 an English biography of de Ruyter was 
published in London. Although written by a former enemy—who never 
even mentioned the Medway expedition! —it was full of praise: “In fine, so 
good a man, so devout and pious a Christian, so stout a Soldier, so wise, 

expert and successful a General; and so faithful, trusty and honest a Lover 
of his Country, that he deserves justly to be recommended to Posterity as 
an ornament of his age, the darling of the Seas and the delight and honour 
of his Country.” ” 

Most of de Ruyter’s career coincided with the so-called Stadtholder-less 
period, 1650-72, a time of internal discord when the chief executive author- 

ity in the republic was held by Johan de Witt. De Ruyter himself was not a 
partisan; to him, the national interest alone mattered. Although he remained 
a good Zealander, his province came second. Because it was only in the 

Province of Holland that he would be able to rise to the highest naval posi- 
tions, in 1653 it had been considered necessary for him to leave the Zealand 

Admiralty for that of Amsterdam. At first he was unwilling, but de Witt 
persuaded him. Subsequently de Ruyter, a Zealander living in Amsterdam, 
Lieutenant Admiral of Holland and commander in chief of the Dutch navy, 
would fly his flag in the Rotterdam ship De Zeven Provincién (The Seven 
Provinces). As the “Right Hand of the States,” he was one of the most im- 

portant pillars supporting the foreign policy of Johan de Witt and, later, 
Prince William III—a policy that made the Netherlands, at that time the 
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world’s foremost sea power, play an international role that was beyond the 

country’s capabilities and therefore could not endure for very long. 

De Ruyter got along very well with both the brothers de Witt, but also 

with the Orangist sailors. During these years the “Child of State,” young 

Prince William III, though without public functions, gained increasing influ- 
ence as the focus of Orangist loyalties. In 1672 alarm over the series of de- 
feats sustained by Dutch land forces following the outbreak of war with 
France led the States to call the prince to the post of his father. His accession 
posed no problem for the admiral. De Ruyter wrote to the prince, assuring 
him that he and the navy rejoiced in the elevation of His Highness. He 
wished the new Stadtholder God’s blessing and promised him his loyalty."* 

Though the gray admiral and the young prince were on excellent terms, 
the change in government did not induce de Ruyter to disavow his friends 
Johan and Cornelis de Witt in their tragic downfall, as self-interest led many 
others to do. When Cornelis, who had accompanied him on the Medway 
expedition, was arrested and falsely charged with plotting against the prince, 
de Ruyter wrote a letter to the States-General to defend him. Afterward, a 

“distinguished gentleman” asked the admiral where he had left his judgment 
and his prudence to write such a letter. De Ruyter replied, “Tf it is the case, 
here in our country, that one may not speak the truth, things are very bad 
indeed, but I shall speak the truth as long as my eyes are open.” * Sadly, his 
intercession was in vain; in August a furious mob broke into the jail where 
Johan de Witt was visiting Cornelis and beat the brothers to death. 

The course of the war that brought disaster to the de Witts lay in the 
ambition of Louis XIV to add the Dutch republic to his realm. To support 
this design, in 1670 he secretly concluded a treaty with England’s unscrupu- 
lous King Charles II, according to which the latter pledged, in return for an 
annual allowance of £200,000, to join in an assault on the republic (and to 

reimpose the Catholic faith on his country). Louis also made offensive alli- 
ances with the German principalities of Cologne and Miinster. Thus in 
March 1672 the Dutch found themselves under attack by the French and 
Germans on land and the British at sea. Their little army was pushed steadily 
back. Only by the drastic expedient of opening the dikes did they succeed in 
halting the enemy advance. 

At sea, de Ruyter awaited the opportunity to strike at the numerically 
superior force created by the junction of the English fleet under the Duke 
of York and a sizable French squadron under Comte Jean d’Estrées. His 
chance came when the enemy, returning from an uneventful cruise in the 
North Sea, anchored at Solebay off the Suffolk coast. The allied fleet con- 
sisted of approximately 150 vessels, including 71 ships of the line. De Ruyter 
took it by surprise on the morning of 7 June, attacking from the wind- 
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ward with 130 ships, including 62 of the line. At dusk he withdrew, having 
inflicted more damage than he had sustained and temporarily paralyzed al- 
lied operations. 

Shortly thereafter, the strength of the Dutch fleet was reduced by one- 
third through the detachment of crewmen to serve in the hard-pressed land 
forces and de Ruyter was obliged to remain on the defensive for the rest of 
the campaigning season. The allies put to sea at the end of June in an unsuc- 
cessful attempt to intercept homecoming Dutch merchant convoys, but no 
actions occurred. In September, the French squadron sailed for home. That 
winter de Ruyter commanded the maritime defenses of Amsterdam while 
the city withstood a siege by a French army under the Prince de Condé. 
With the coming of spring, the admiral prepared to return to sea. 

In May 1673 de Ruyter sailed for the Thames with the objective of block- 
ing the river and bottling up the English fleet before it could unite with the 
French.” The republic’s military situation still was precarious. Half of the 
country was in enemy. hands. Because of the danger on land, Friesland’s 
contribution to the fleet was negligible and the Zealand ships were not ready 
to sail. Only those of the three Holland admiralties followed de Ruyter’s flag. 
Altogether, his force consisted of thirty-one ships of the line, twelve frigates, 
eighteen fireships, and a number of small craft. Accompanying them were 
eight heavily ballasted merchant vessels destined to be sunk in the most 
important channels of the Thames estuary. The admiral and his council of 
war had planned the operation in the minutest detail. To their disgust, how- 
ever, a reconnaissance revealed that most of the English warships were al- 
ready at sea or neat the locations chosen for the blockships. The operation 
had to be called off. 

Under these circumstances, de Ruyter decided to assemble his fleet in 
Schooneveld (Clean Field), a stretch of sea some fifteen nautical miles west 

of Flushing between the Flemish and Zealand banks and shoals. With depths 
of more than five fathoms it offered a good anchorage and gave easy access 
to the Scheldt and Meuse estuaries. From there it was also possible to keep 
an eye on the entrances to the Thames and the Narrows. Moreover, the 

prevailing southwesterly winds made it a good starting point in case the fleet 
had to move north along the Dutch coast. Schooneveld had been used as 
a fleet rendezvous in all of the republic’s European wars. In England and 
France it was known as “de Ruyter’s hole” or his “fort between the banks.” 
In August 1666 the admiral had saved the Dutch fleet after the St. James’s 
Day Fight by retreating to Schooneveld and in June 1667 he had used it as 
the starting point for his expedition to the Medway. 

One of the attractive features of Schooneveld was its inconstancy. Banks 
and shoals tended to shift. Contemporary charts were far from accurate, but 
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for the Dutch Schooneveld belonged to home waters. Their enemies re- 

garded it as very tricky and probably overestimated the dangers, which 

made de Ruyter’s hole all the more appealing to the States admirals. 
The strength of the Dutch fleet that anchored at Schooneveld on 16 May 

1673 was less than half that of the English. It could have met the French fleet, 

believed to be bound for Dutch waters, on an equal footing, but the Dutch 

deemed it inadvisable to leave the North Sea, because intelligence indicated 
that the English were preparing an invasion. 

A number of vessels joined de Ruyter in the latter half of May. Cornelis 
Tromp arrived with seven Amsterdam vessels. He and de Ruyter, who had 
been at odds since the St. James’s Day Fight, were reconciled under strong 
pressure from Prince William III. On 30 May, delegates from the prince and 
the States-General came on board de Ruyter’s flagship, De Zeven Provincién. 
During a High Council of War with all the flag officers present, the admiral’s 
plan was unanimously adopted. The fleet would wait at Schooneveld until 
the enemy either attacked or attempted a landing, in both cases counter- 
attacking with utmost vigor. The delegates dined on board and then went 
ashore. 

On 1 June, the entire fleet raised sail and spent the day practicing. Upon 
completion of the maneuvers the commander in chief and his flag officers 
were guests on Tromp’s flagship, the Gouden Leeuw (Golden Lion). During 
this meal, a pleasant occasion, the first reports were received of the approach 
of the Anglo-French fleet. 

The English fleet was commanded by Prince Rupert, who flew his flag 
in the squadron of the red in the allied van. The French squadron of Comte 
d’Estrées formed the allied center squadron of the white and Sir Edward 
Spragge’s English squadron of the blue brought up the rear. Rupert had 
instructions to land troops and, if necessary, defeat the Dutch fleet. In En- 

gland ten thousand men had been assembled to reinforce the invasion force 
embarked in the fleet. 

On the evening of 1 June, more than one hundred enemy vessels, 
seventy-six of them ships of the line, anchored off the Flemish banks, ready 
to attack the following day. De Ruyter remained at anchor with his fifty 
ships of the line—as some called them, our Kleen hoopken (Old Dutch for 
little bunch). Early the next morning Prince Rupert raised sail and the Dutch 
did the same. In a few hours the fleets had closed to a distance of ten nautical 
miles. Then the wind died and both forces anchored to await more favorable 
conditions. Their approximate positions are shown in map 5. (Because we 
are insufficiently informed about the banks and shoals of 1673, the chart is 

based on twentieth-century conditions.) That night a heavy gale came up 
and blew for four days. All during that time the two fleets lay ten miles apart, 
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grynsend (grinning) at each other. On 4 June, a Sunday, on de Ruyter’s initia- 
tive, the men of the Dutch fleet partook of the Lord’s Supper. 

Prince Rupert anticipated that upon seeing the superior allied fleet ap- 
proaching, de Ruyter would attempt to avoid battle by seeking shelter in the 
mouth of the Scheldt. To prevent him from doing so, Rupert planned to 
send thirty small, swift vessels forward to occupy the Dutch until his heavy 
ships could come to grips with them. Most of these small vessels were 
taken from the allied center and rear. They were not given a single, overall 
commander, but sailed under their own senior captains. When the weather 
changed for the better on 7 June, the prince put this plan into effect. 
About nine o’clock that morning, the tide being favorable, the allied fleet 

weighed anchor and set course for the Dutch. The vanguard of small ships 
was some miles ahead, followed by Rupert in the van, d’Estrées in the cen- 

ter, and Spragge in the rear. De Ruyter’s flag flew over the Dutch center, 
while Tromp commanded the van and Vice Admiral Adriaen Banckert 
the rear. 
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3. The First Battle of Schooneveld, 7 June 1673. The ferocity of the melees that characterized 

the Anglo-Dutch Wars is evident in this spirited print published in Amsterdam later in 1673, 
although, in fact, the encounter was less sanguinary and more controlled than it indicates. In 

the center foreground Cornelis Tromp’s flagship, the Gouden Leeuw (1), is wedged between 
two enemy vessels; note the boarding action in progress in the waist of the ship at right. 
De Ruyter’s Zeven Provincién is the fourth from left (2) in the knot of vessels at upper left. The 
Dutch vessles (4, 5, and 6) in the melee under way at upper right belong to Banckert’s squad- 
ron. (The Beverley R. Robinson Collection, U.S. Naval Academy Museum.) 

De Ruyter’s reaction was not what Rupert had expected. Instead of at- 
tempting to retire, he formed a line of battle (map 6, fig. 1). This meant that 
there was no longer any point in sending the special vanguard forward, but 
no signal was available to recall it and confusion ensued. Tromp’s squadron 
threatened to gain the weather gage, so the allied vanguard and Rupert's 
squadron had to change course..Against Tromp’s well-ordered line the allied 
fleet had to fight with a mix of ships haphazardly thrown together and un- 
accustomed to acting in concert. Many of them were unable to fire because 
others got in their way. 
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Fig. 3 

D’Estrées set course toward de Ruyter’s squadron. The latter steered 
north-northeast. The French lagged slightly behind, with the result that de 
Grancey, bringing up their rear, missed the last division of de Ruyter’s squad- 
ron and sailed toward Vice Admiral Cornelis Evertsen’s division, heading 
the Dutch rear. Thus Banckert found himself under attack by part of 
d’Estrées’s squadron as well as all of Spragge’s (fig. 2). 

By then, Tromp had given up trying to win the weather gage from 
Rupert and was engaged in a running battle to the northeast with the 
prince’s squadron and the special vanguard. For two hours his fifteen Dutch 
ships fought against almost forty allied vessels as the opposing forces gradu- 
ally neared the shoals northwest of Walcheren. Fortunately, the allied ships 
continued to mask one another’s fire and the freshening wind prevented 
them from using their lower gunports, so the Dutch were able to hold their 
own. At three o’clock in the afternoon Prince Rupert, becoming anxious 
about the diminishing depths, decided to put his ships about and stand to 
the southwest (fig. 3). He might have attempted an all-out attack from wind- 
ward, but he feared the shoals. Tromp chose to accompany his adversaries 
in hopes of rejoining his commander, so the battle continued on the oppo- 
site course. 

In the meanwhile, de Ruyter’s own squadron had been in action with 

the reduced allied center. He rightly concluded that of his subordinate ad- 
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mirals, Tromp and Banckert, the latter found himself in the greatest danger. 
The most effective way to aid him would be to come down on his adversar- 
ies from the windward. To do so, de Ruyter would have to put about and 
cross the French line. Seeing Tromp moving farther north, he sent a mes- 
sage by aviso (dispatch boat) ordering Tromp to change course and follow 
him. De Ruyter’s turn to a southwesterly course (fig. 4) greatly surprised the 
French admirals. In their reports they expressed admiration for this decision 
and the precision with which the maneuver was executed. 
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De Ruyter’s description of the evolution in his journal was very brief: “At 
three o'clock we tacked southwest to Prince Rupert and the blue flag. . . .” 
Apparently he did not know that at that moment his opposite number was 
actually fighting Tromp. In his report to the Prince of Orange, de Ruyter 
wrote, “We kept going northeast until about two o’clock in the afternoon; 
judging the time and opportunity were there to turn about to the southwest 
I made a signal to that effect and informed Admiral Tromp by aviso.” It is 
only in the French after-action reports that the importance of this move is 
explained to posterity. When d’Estrées saw the Dutch squadron approach- 
ing, he tried to keep to windward and succeeded in passing just above De 
Zeven Provincién. The two flagships exchanged broadsides as they passed. 
Some other French ships also managed to keep to windward, but a number 

did not and suffered in consequence as the Dutch line forged past. After 
persisting to his northeasterly course for a while, d’Estrées turned and fol- 
lowed his enemy (fig. 5). 
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When de Ruyter observed that many French ships avoided his flagship, 
he remarked, “The enemies still have respect for De Zeven Provincién.” He 

was certainly referring to the ship, but he could also have meant his coun- 
try, the seven united provinces that formed the Netherlands. Gradually the 

admiral’s squadron neared de Grancey’s division, which joined the other 
French ships in the lee of the Dutch and then changed course. Banckert’s 
squadron did the same and followed the commander in chief. The situation 
was now as shown in fig. 6. 

While these events were in progress, de Ruyter observed that Tromp 
had not followed his movements. Either the aviso had not reached him or 
he had so many enemy vessels to contend with that he was unable to con- 
form. The anxiety de Ruyter felt about Tromp’s squadron prompted his 
third command decision since the onset of the action. With the words 
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“What matters most must come first. It is better to help friends than to hurt 
enemies,” he ordered his and Banckert’s squadrons to change course in or- 
der to join Tromp (fig. 7). 

At about six o'clock de Ruyter’s ships observed the missing squadron 
approaching from the northwest, still fighting. During the afternoon Tromp 
had lost sight of the rest of the fleet. By now he was flying his flag from his 
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fourth successive flagship, the first three having been damaged. Upon seeing 
de Ruyter’s force, he exclaimed, “Men, there is Bestevaer! He is coming to 

help us, and I shall not leave him as long as I can breathe!” According to one 
report, he had this encouraging word spread to lift his men’s spirits before 
he actually saw anything. 

At the appropriate moment, de Ruyter ordered his squadron and Banck- 
ert’s to resume a southwesterly course. The entire Dutch fleet now formed 
one long uninterrupted line of battle. The allies followed this example and 
the result was a running battle as shown in fig. 8. Many of the French and 
English ships were not in position to take part in the action, so the allied 
superiority of numbers no longer had much significance. De Ruyter sought 
to profit from the comparative disorder in the enemy line by ordering sev- 
eral breakthroughs by division. These increased the confusion. 

Dusk prevented de Ruyter from reaping the full fruits of the day’s work. 
While the allies bore off to seaward, he reassembled his fleet and anchored 

in formation. The allies remained under sail until five o’clock in the morn- 
ing, when they anchored approximately twelve nautical miles from the 
Dutch. One of Rupert’s captains recorded what seems to have been the gen- 
eral opinion: “That hole is too little and the sands too dangerous for us to 
venture among them again.” 

As seventeenth-century naval engagements go, the First Battle of Schoo- 
neveld was not a costly affair. Several fireships and smaller craft were lost 
on both sides but no ships of the line by either, and only one Dutch and two 
English vessels had been so badly damaged that they had to be sent home. 
Personnel casualties were also comparatively light. 

Tactically the battle was not a Dutch victory and strategically it was not 
decisive. Nevertheless, the allies’ attack had been repulsed and their plans 
for a landing frustrated. Moreover, de Ruyter’s position after the battle was 
better than it had been before. It would be relatively easy for his fleet, op- 
erating in home waters, to replace losses and obtain supplies. The allied 
fleets, in contrast, were a considerable distance from their bases, and the 

wind, which now turned to the east, added to their difficulties. 

During the night the Dutch repaired the damage to their ships. De Ruy- 
ter was ready to attack the next morning, but a change in the weather pre- 
vented the resumption of the action. Unfavorable conditions continued until 
14 June, when the Dutch fleet seized the initiative and, at the Second Battle 

of Schooneveld, succeeded in driving the enemy back to the English coast. 
For the time being, the danger that threatened the Netherlands from the sea 
had been warded off. 

In August, after several small intervening engagements, the allies tried 

again. An invasion force of twenty thousand men was assembled in England, 

almost half of which embarked in an allied fleet of ninety frigates and ships 
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of the line under Prince Rupert. De Ruyter, with seventy-five comparable 
vessels, met the enemy at the Battle of the Texel on 21 August 1673, and, 

once again, repelled the invasion. 
This was the last major action of the third and final Anglo-Dutch war. 

Disgusted by the performance of the French fleet and outraged by the dis- 
covery that Charles II had been in French pay, Parliament compelled the 
king to conclude the Second Peace of Westminster with the Netherlands in 
February 1674. The terms of the treaty basically provided for a restoration 
of the prewar status quo. 

Despite the peace with England, the war with France continued. Early 
in 1675, the latter undertook to wrest control of Sicily from Spain, thereby 
creating the conditions for naval collaboration between the Dutch republic 
and its traditional foe. When the republic decided to send a small fleet to 
the Mediterranean to aid in the defense of Sicily, the Spanish requested that 
de Ruyter go in command. 

De Ruyter himself did not approve of the project. In planning sessions 
he pointed out that, in his opinion, the French naval forces in the Mediter- 

ranean were far more formidable than the Spanish and his fleet would be 
insufficient to redress the balance. During the deliberations “a certain gen- 
tleman of the Admiralty” told the sixty-eight-year-old admiral, “I do not 
think, sir, that in your old age you are beginning to be afraid and to lose 
courage!” To this taunt, de Ruyter quietly replied, “No, I am not losing 
courage. I am prepared to sacrifice my life for the state; but I am surprised 
and grieved that the gentlemen are prepared to risk and sacrifice the flag of 
the state.” Pressed to accept the command, his objections notwithstanding, 
he declared, “The gentlemen do not have to beg me. They must command 
me, and if I were ordered to fly the flag of our country on one single ship, I 
should put to sea with it. Where the gentlemen of the States trust their flag, 
I will risk my life.” ”* 

In December 1675, de Ruyter sailed for the Mediterranean with fifteen 

frigates and ships of the line. His doubts about the adequacy of this expedi- 
tion would soon be justified, but first he was to achieve a final triumph. It 
occurred near Stromboli, a small island north of Sicily, on 8 January 1676, 
when an allied Dutch and Spanish force of nineteen ships of the line and 
frigates under his command encountered a superior French fleet of twenty 
of the line under Admiral Abraham Duquesne. Attacking from windward, 
the French were beaten off by de Ruyter’s close-hauled line in a defensive 
action that became celebrated as a model of its kind. 

The next engagement, fought off eastern Sicily on 22 April, found the 
enemy at an even greater material advantage. The French fleet numbered 
twenty-nine ships of the line mounting 2,200 guns. Duquesne was again in 
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command. The allied fleet consisted of seventeen of the line and nine frig- 
ates mounting 1,300 guns, but, unfortunately, de Ruyter was not again in 

command. That responsibility had been entrusted to the Spanish Admiral 
Don Francisco de la Cerda, who also led the allied center. De Ruyter com- 

manded the van; the Dutch Vice Admiral Jan de Haen, the rear. Despite the 

odds, de Ruyter exploited the weather gage to close to point-blank range 
of the French van. De la Cerda failed to support his attack, which left the 
French center free to envelop de Ruyter’s squadron, placing it between two 
fires. Disaster was averted by the initiative of de Haen, who led his squadron 
forward to de Ruyter’s relief. The battle then sputtered to an inconclusive 
end. In its course, de Ruyter had been wounded in the legs. He died aboard 
his flagship, the Eendragt (Unity), in harbor at Syracuse on 29 April. 

The curtain fell on the republic’s Mediterranean misadventure a little 
more than a month later, at the Battle of Palermo (2 June), in which the 

allied fleet was destroyed by an overwhelming French force. Later, in con- 
versation with de Ruyter’s son, himself an admiral, Charles II declared, “I 

was amazed that the gentlemen of the States-General risked your father, so 
great an admiral, by sending him to Sicily with such a small force.” ” It is 
indeed a black page in Dutch history. Brandt’s verdict is unsparing: “That 
inestimable blood was shed all too lightly.” ” 

De Ruyter’s body was carried back to the Netherlands for interment. 
Although France and the republic remained at war, Louis XIV ordered that 
salutes should be fired in the admiral’s honor when the ship bearing his 
remains passed French ports. All that was mortal of Michiel Adriaenszoon 
de Ruyter reached Helevoetsluis on 30 January 1677 and was given a state 
funeral in the Niewwe Kerk (New Church) in Amsterdam on 18 March. His 

tomb bears the inscription Intaminus Fulget Honoribus. Brandt translates this 
as: He shines in unblemished honor. 
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NIELS JUEL 

The Good Old Knight 

(1629-1697) 

Hans CHRISTIAN BJERG 



THE THIRTY YEARS WAR REACHED THE TWIN MONARCHY OF 

Denmark-Norway in 1626. Danish King Christian IV entered the conflict 
expecting to improve his country’s position in northern Germany. For vari- 

ous reasons he was unsuccessful and hostile forces invaded the Jutland pen- 
insula. The remainder of the country was saved by the fact that the navy 
maintained command of the Baltic approaches and prevented the enemy 
from reaching the Danish islands and Norway.’ 

The influential nobleman Erik Juel, whose estate was located at Thy, in 

northernmost Jutland, sent his wife, Sophie Sehested, and a little son to 

safety in Norway in 1627. He later joined them there, and on 8 May 1629,” 

Sophie gave birth in Christiania (now Oslo) to a boy christened Niels.’ In 
that same month, the war ceased in Denmark, and the Juels returned to 

their estate, where another son, Jens, was born in 1631. 

Up to the age of thirteen Niels Juel was reared in part by his parents and 
in part by his aunt, Karen Sehested, on her estate of Stenalt near Randers in 
Jutland. This well-educated noblewoman had been tutor to the children of 

the king. During his years with her Niels became familiar with books and 
manuscripts.’ 

In April 1643 the young Niels Juel was sent to serve as a page to Duke 
Frederik, later King Frederik II]. The duke was then administrator of the 
diocese of Bremen-Verden in northern Germany. A short time after the 
boy’s arrival Swedish troops invaded the Danish territory from the south, 
and Frederik was forced to flee. 

As part of his education, in 1647-48 Niels Juel was enrolled in the Chi- 

valric Academy for Young Nobles at Soroe on Zealand. An essential element 
in the upbringing of the sons of noblemen at this time was the so-called 
Grand Tour of Europe, through which they were expected to acquire a first- 
hand knowledge of foreign countries and to establish useful connections 
abroad. Niels’s Grand Tour started in March 1650 with a journey through 
Germany to France, where he seems to have remained until 1652. During 
this period he must have become interested in naval affairs, for in that year 
he proceeded to the Netherlands in order to join the Dutch navy. 

The young Dane’s decision was well timed. The commercial rivalry be- 

* In conformity with Danish historical custom, all dates are given according to the 
Julian calendar in use at the time. To reconcile them with the modern calendar (introduced 
in Denmark on 1 January 1700), ten days must be added. 

113 



114 THE SHIP AND THE GUN 

tween the Netherlands and England had just led to the outbreak of the First 

Anglo-Dutch War (1652-54). This conflict was the first to take place after 

the full-rigged, broadside-armed sailing ship had evolved into the weapon 
system, combining gunfire with maneuver, that was to dominate war at sea 
until the mid-nineteenth century. The new type of warship demanded the 
development of new, distinctly naval tactics.* These tactics in turn required 
a new type of education for the officers serving on board the ships. From 
now on, a sea officer had to be both a skilled tactician and a skilled seaman. 

This combination created the naval officer of the seventeenth century. The 
Dutch navy was aware of the new demands and had instituted a program 
for training officer-aspirants at sea. (Naval academies as such were founded 
later, in the eighteenth century.) 

Niels Juel enrolled in the Dutch navy as an adelbors (officer trainee) and 

participated in the war with England. The sources relating to this period of 
his life are not rich, but it appears that he fought in most of the big battles. 
He had the opportunity to follow and observe such leaders as Maarten 
Tromp and Michiel de Ruyter. Just after the conclusion of peace he became 
the captain of a ship in a fleet that sailed to the Mediterranean under the 
command of de Ruyter in 1654.* 

When Niels Juel came home to Denmark in 1656 he possessed a com- 
prehensive and up-to-date knowledge and experience of the naval warfare 
of his day. King Frederik, who had ascended the throne in 1648, welcomed 

his former page, and Niels Juel at once became an officer in the Danish 
navy.* A year earlier trouble had arisen between Sweden and Poland. The 
Swedes tried to blockade Danzig (now Gdansk), one of the support points 
of the Dutch Baltic trade. The Netherlands therefore despatched a fleet to 
the Baltic. As King Frederik supported the Dutch interest in the area, this 
force was followed by a Danish fleet in 1656. Niels Juel sailed with it as 
captain of the first-rate ship Sorte Rytter (The Black Rider). Sweden and the 
Netherlands reached a peaceable understanding, however, and the fleet re- 

turned home without having seen action.° 
In the following year, 1657, relations between Denmark and Sweden be- 

came very tense, and in May, on the king’s orders, a squadron commanded 
by Niels Juel began to seize Swedish merchantmen in the Sound. The ex- 
pected war with Sweden came in June. That same month Niels Juel was 

appointed admiral and commander in chief of Holmen, the main base of the 
Danish navy in Copenhagen. He was then only twenty-eight years old, and 
despite the preferment customarily accorded to noblemen, this was a re- 

* Actually, the Danish-Norwegian navy, but as a matter of convenience, in this and 
subsequent references to the twin monarchy and its institutions only the Danish element is 
named. The union between the two countries continued until 1814. 
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markable promotion. The command of the base was an important and influ- 
ential one. Niels Juel’s experience and his calm character were already prov- 
ing useful to the Danish navy. 

Soon the war at sea made the young admiral needed in the fleet. In 
September the Swedes attempted to invade Zealand, but were intercepted 
by a Danish fleet off Falsterbo on 12-14 September. The Danish commander 
was Admiral Henrik Bjelke, with Niels Juel as one of his vice admirals. Nei- 

ther side could call the battle a victory, but the Swedes were forced to aban- 
don the invasion—a classic example of the influence of sea power. 

In Scandinavia the winter of 1657-58 became the most severe in re- 

corded history. The sea was paved with a dense sheet of ice. In consequence 
the Danish navy, the only force the country could rely on, was put out of 
action, and Swedish King Karl X Gustav led his army across the frozen-over 
Danish Straits and suddenly appeared outside Copenhagen. King Frederik 
was forced to surrender at Roskilde near the capital on 26 February 1658. 

Later that year the Swedes resumed the war and besieged Copenhagen. 
During the siege Niels Juel was often in action as commander in chief of the 
crews of the ice-bound vessels and the workers of the Holmen naval base. 
The naval personnel fought on the fortifications side-by-side with the in- 
habitants of the capital. In October a Dutch fleet under Admiral van Wassen- 
aer van Obdam approached the city with badly needed supplies. The Danish 
fleet sortied from Copenhagen to support it, and the Swedish naval blockade 
was broken in an engagement called the Battle of the Sound.” 

The war ended with the death of the Swedish king in 1660. It left the 
finances of the Danish monarchy in a deplorable state. The crisis was com- 
plicated by the refusal of the nobility, the wealthiest element of the popula- 
tion, to surrender its traditional exemption from taxation. At Holmen Niels 
Juel had a hard time. The navy had sustained heavy losses during the 
struggle with Sweden and resources were insufficient to rebuild it to its for- 
mer strength.* Nevertheless, Niels Juel found the leisure to marry Margrethe 
Ulfeldt in 1661. She was twenty years old, twelve years junior to her husband. 

The financial crisis forged an alliance between the king and wealthy 
commoners to establish an absolute monarchy, by which the nobility was 
subjected to taxation and its influence curtailed. The introduction of the 
absolute monarchy also resulted in major reforms of the state administra- 
tion. Each sphere of activity was allotted a governing council, which bore a 
collective responsibility to the king. For naval affairs an admiralty was insti- 
tuted, consisting of all of the admirals in the navy. Admiral of the Fleet Hen- 
rik Bjelke became its chairman, but as he belonged to the old school of 
officers, an operational commander was also needed. Niels Juel would have 
been a good choice, but he was passed over. The king called instead on Cort 
Adeler, a Norwegian-born officer living in the Netherlands. Born in 1622, 
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Adeler had joined the Dutch navy as an adelbors in 1647, just as Niels Juel did 
a few years later. In the following decade he entered the navy of the Republic 
of Venice and distinguished himself in the wars against the Turks. When he 
returned to the Netherlands, he had acquired a European reputation. It is 
therefore understandable that the king offered such a figure the post of ad- 
miral of the Danish navy. Adeler arrived in Copenhagen at the beginning of 
the 1660s, and was in charge of the navy from 1665, when he was appointed 
general-admiral.’ 

Cort Adeler proved to be a capable administrator. As general-admiral he 
began rebuilding the Danish navy, a task in which the evidence shows that 
he received the full cooperation of Niels Juel. After 1670 support for the 
reconstruction of the navy increased because of the interests of the new 
king, Christian V (1670-99). 

Upon the death of his father Niels Juel succeeded to his family’s estates, 
but he does not seem to have been interested in their management and sold 
them early in the 1660s. In 1666, however, he purchased and began to im- 
prove the estate of Sebygaard in northern Jutland. He also had interests as 
a shipowner, a normal practice among naval officers of his day. As his wife 
inherited some estates, too, he must have been very busy attending to both 
naval and private affairs. 

Soon after his accession to the throne Christian V asked for informa- 
tion about the condition of the navy. As a result of his initiative, a number 
of new regulations were issued, provisions similar to those in force in the 

Dutch navy were made for training officers, and the strength of the navy 
was increased. In 1673 the king set up a special commission to investigate the 
navy as an institution and all matters connected with it. The commission 
worked very rapidly but was extremely thorough.’° Its recommendation 
produced several radical changes in the navy. Niels Juel, for instance, had to 
relinquish some of his administrative responsibilities to others. Still, he re- 
mained third in command after Henrik Bjelke and Cort Adeler, and in 1674 

he was admitted to the recently established Order of Dannebrog. 
The struggle for hegemony in Europe spread to Scandinavia that same 

year. In view of their rivalry, it was natural that Denmark and Sweden 
aligned with the opposing sides in the great contest. Sweden allied with 
France, while Denmark joined a coalition consisting of the Netherlands, 
Spain, the Duchy of Brandenburg, and the Holy Roman Empire. Denmark’s 
treaty obligations were defensive in nature, in that the country was to take 
an active role only if Sweden entered the war on the side of France. This 
eventuality came to pass when Swedish troops invaded Brandenburg late in 
1674. Christian V welcomed the approach of hostilities, in which he hoped 
to recover the formerly Danish territories in southwestern Sweden. The 
ensuing conflict officially began in the summer of 1675. It is known as the 
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7. The Scanian War, 1675-79. 

Scanian War, after the Swedish province in which land operations took 
place. 

The Danish fleet had been ready for sea since May 1675. In accordance 
with the treaty of alliance, the Netherlands sent a squadron of eight ships to 
Copenhagen. Its commanding officer was Captain Binckes, who showed 
himself to be a troublemaker from the start. The Danish admiralty decided 
to send a fleet of twelve ships, together with the Dutch squadron, to the 
Baltic. The main task of this force was to intercept the transport of troops 
from Sweden to the theater of war in northern Germany. But first the ad- 
miralty had to decide what to do about Captain Binckes’s demands regarding 
his rank in the combined fleet. Although he was willing to serve under Cort 
Adeler, he insisted that as an independent squadron commander he should 
be second-in-command. The captain was finally allowed to have his way 
by the obviously unsatisfactory expedient of keeping a Danish admiral and 
squadron at home. 
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Such difficulties were symptomatic of the tension between the Danish- 
Norwegian and the Dutch elements in Danish navy. The close relations be- 
tween the Netherlands and Denmark in the 1660s and 1670s led to the place- 
ment of a number of Dutch officers in the Danish navy. Generally, the Dutch 
were better educated and more experienced than their Danish and Norwe- 
gian colleagues—and never neglected to remind them of that fact.” 

Apparently Niels Juel was unable to defuse the clash of interests despite 
his prior service in the Dutch navy. He was too great a patriot to be influ- 
enced by the often arrogant Dutch demands. On the other hand, he refused 
to participate in intrigues. He took his positions openly and people knew 
that they could rely on his word. The tension between the Dutch and the 
Danish is one of the keys to understanding the development of national 
naval power in Denmark in the last decades of the seventeenth century, a 
process in which Niels Juel played a vital role. 

The Danish-Dutch fleet sailed from Copenhagen under the command 
of Cort Adeler in August 1675 but was beset with difficulties from the very 
beginning. The weather was bad and a quarter of the crews were sick. In 
the Baltic the Swedish fleet confronted similar conditions. This was one of 
the reasons why it chose to adopt the passive position of a fleet-in-being 
around the island of Gotland. The allied fleet did not encounter the enemy 
and, after a cruise into the Baltic, anchored off Zealand in Kjége Bay. 

In October Adeler fell ill. Sent ashore on 2 November, he died a few 

days later. Command of the fleet was given to Niels Juel, but only for the 
time being. For all his experience, he was still not considered qualified to 
hold that post permanently. The king believed that it was necessary to have 
a foreign expert as commander in chief of the navy, a viewpoint that leading 
circles in the Netherlands strove to encourage. During the winter the Danish 
government opened negotiations with the Dutch Admiral Cornelis Tromp, 
a son of Maarten Tromp. In the outcome, he accepted its invitation to take 
command of the Danish navy and arrived in Copenhagen in May 1676. Al- 
though Niels Juel had been passed over again, he loyally accepted the king’s 
decision. 

Before Tromp’s arrival, Niels Juel led a Danish fleet on a cruise to the 
Isle of Riigen off the German coast. Following a secret plan, he then steered 
for the Swedish island of Gotland, put two thousand soldiers ashore, and 
attacked Visby, the island’s capital from both land and sea. The city surren- 
dered on 1 May. With the whole island under his control, Niels Juel began 
to reorganize its administration and appoint new, pro-Danish officials. The 
successful execution of this mission was a personal triumph for the admiral. 
It appears as though he had taken advantage of the absence of the navy’s 
Dutch commander to demonstrate his own ability. 
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Later in May, Niels Juel sailed to Bornholm, where he joined a Dutch 
fleet under the command of Admiral Philipp van Almonde. On the twenty- 
fifth of that month the allied forces met a numerically superior Swedish 
fleet. Although Niels Juel had orders not to accept battle against unfavorable 
odds, there was no way for him to avoid the enemy force. Fortunately, the 
Swedes were not inclined to press the issue, and after a brief engagement 
both sides withdrew. 

Several letters written by Niels Juel during this period throw light on 
his attitude toward the Dutch influence in the Danish navy. In a letter to 
Admiral Bjelke, he declared that he could place as much courage and devo- 
tion in the service of the king as anyone, and continued: “I hope that God 

and Fortune sometime will give me the opportunity, so His Royal Majesty 
can see that he can get the same service from his own subjects as from any 
foreigner.” 

After the Battle of Bornholm the Dutch Admiral Almonde accused the 
Danish captains of cowardice, but they were cleared by a court-martial. Ina 
letter to Niels Juel the king expressed his satisfaction with the admiral’s out- 
standing conduct during the battle. 

On 27 May 1676 Admiral Tromp assumed command of the allied fleet, 
which was anchored just off Falsterbo on the southwestern coast of Sweden. 
Niels Juel was given command on the van and Almonde of the rear. The 
force then sailed in search of the Swedish fleet, which was located near the 

Isle of Oland on 1 June. The allied fleet of twenty-five ships of the line (ten 

of which were Dutch) and ten frigates was slightly inferior to the Swedes’ 
twenty-seven ships of the line and eleven frigates. 

The weather was foul, with strong winds and showers. The Swedish 

Admiral Lorentz Creutz, who was not a trained seaman, ordered his flag- 

ship, the Kronan (Crown), to go about while carrying a great press of sail and 
with most of her gun-ports open. During the turn the ship capsized and a 
fire broke out. When it reached her powder magazine, the Kronan exploded. 
Very few of her crew survived, and Admiral Creutz was not among them. 

After the loss of the Kronan, Tromp and Niels Juel attacked the Svardet 
(Sword), flagship of the Swedish second in command, which surrendered 

but was blown up by a Dutch fireship before she could be boarded. The 
battle rapidly developed into a melee. The Swedish ship of the line Neptunus 
also hauled down her colors, and eventually the enemy resistance ceased. 
Most of the Swedish ships succeeded in reaching Stockholm, although the 
Applet (Orb) struck a rock and sank. 

For the Swedish, the Battle of Oland was disastrous. It had cost them 

four ships of the line, three small frigates, and about four thousand dead. 

The allied fleet’s losses were insignificant. In his report Niels Juel associated 
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the symbolic meaning of the names of the lost Swedish ships with the actual 

meaning of the Swedish defeat. The Crown, Sword, and Orb were symbols 

of the realm—and Neptune the symbol of sovereignty over the sea. The 

allied fleet had in fact obtained command of the sea in the Sound and off 

southern Sweden, and retained it for the rest of the year. 

King Christian took advantage of this fact and transported an army to 

invade the former Danish territories in western Sweden. Later in the year 

this army ran into trouble, and the king ordered crews from the laid-up fleet 
to reinforce it. As Tromp was ill, a detachment of approximately thirteen 
hundred seamen was placed under the command of Niels Juel, who sud- 

denly found himself an army officer. The use of such troops proved a com- 
plete failure. They were very poorly armed and most of them were cut 
down by Swedish cavalry in the Battle of Lund on 4 December 1676.” 

The Danish position at the opening of 1677 was not very good. The 
future of the Danish troops in Sweden appeared uncertain. Only through 
the retention of command of the sea could the lines of supply and commu- 
nication to the army be secured. Furthermore, in accordance with the treaty 
of alliance, Denmark had been forced to declare war on France, and this 

mighty nation was expected to send a fleet into the Baltic. 
In the face of this threat—which, fortunately, failed to materialize—the 

Danish government decided to send Admiral Tromp to the Netherlands to 
assemble a second Dutch fleet to support the Danish navy. In February 1677, 
Tromp set out on his mission, leaving Niels Juel in temporary command of 
the fleet. 

The strategic objective of Swedish sea power in this situation was to try 
to cut the maritime lines of communication to the Danish army in Sweden. 
The Swedish navy was divided into two elements: a main fleet in the Baltic 
and a squadron based at Goteborg in the Skagerrak. The logical way to use 
these forces was either to have them launch concerted attacks on the Sound 
from the north and south or to have the Géteborg squadron combine with 
the Baltic fleet and attack the Sound together from the south. 

Despite the anticipated arrival for a support fleet from the Netherlands, 
Niels Juel hastened to outfit the Danish navy for the coming campaign. 
When at the end of May the Swedish Goteborg squadron put to sea, the 
Danes were ready to react. Tromp was still in the Netherlands, so Niels Juel 
commanded the Danish fleet that sailed from Copenhagen on 23 May. He 
had two missions: to protect the transport of troops from northern Ger- 
many to Copenhagen, and at the same time to prevent the Géteborg squad- 
ron from joining the Swedish fleet in the Baltic. 

Emerging from the Great Belt, the G6teborg squadron found Niels Juel 
awaiting it south of Gedser on the Isle of Falster. With nine ships of the line 
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and two frigates, his fleet was significantly superior to its seven ships of the 
line. The two forces came into contact on the night of 31 May—1 June. The 
following day the battle continued along the Isle of Falster and off the Isle 
of Moen. 

The first part of the engagement was fought during a dead calm, and 
the ships had to lower boats to tow them into action. During this phase, a 
Swedish ship of the line was captured by boarding. In the morning the wind 
came up and the Danish fleet found itself holding the advantage of the 
weather gage. Niels Juel could therefore force the Swedes northward, away 
from the mouth of the Baltic. In the course of the day, four more Swedish 
ships of the line were taken by boarding and fifteen hundred men, including 
the Swedish Admiral Sjéblad, made prisoner. 

Niels Juel’s victory in the Battle of Moen had great strategic importance. 
The Danish fleet maintained command of the sea and had reduced the po- 
tential main body of the enemy. The victory also eased the pressure on 
Denmark and reduced the great anxiety felt in Copenhagen over the delay 
in the arrival of the fleet that Tromp was bringing from the Netherlands. 
The battle itself showed Niels Juel to be a skilled tactician. For a second 

time, he had demonstrated that he was capable of commanding a fleet. The 
outcome of the battle therefore strengthened his position vis-a-vis the Dutch 
officers serving in the Danish navy. 

After the battle Niels Juel withdrew to a position between Stevns on 
Zealand and Falsterbo on the Swedish coast. It is indicative of his strategic 
insight that he chose not to enter Kjge Bay, where he could be surprised by 
the enemy. Niels Juel tried hard to use the available time to prepare for the 
inevitable battle with the Swedish Baltic fleet. On 13 June, he notified the 

naval base in Copenhagen: “I have several times written about the shortage 
of ammunition, cordage, timber, and beer, but I have only got a few ham- 
mocks, which can be of little help to the fleet in fighting the enemy.” ™ 
Conditions in the fleet were in fact very bad, but the government authorities 
in Copenhagen showed no interest in providing for its needs. None of the 
king’s councilors wanted Niels Juel to enter action alone and the supplies 
were reserved for Tromp’s fleet. 

On 21 June, Niels Juel received intelligence that the Swedish Baltic fleet 
was at sea and had been sighted off Bornholm. This news placed the Danish 
king and admiralty in a dilemma. The approach of Tromp’s fleet indicated 
that the best course for the Danish navy would be to avoid a battle until its 
arrival. On the other hand, a purely defensive posture would deprive the 
Danish forces of any opportunity to seize the initiative in the event of a 
Swedish attack. Without the Dutch fleet, Niels Juel was in the same position 
that Admiral John R. Jellicoe occupied more than two centuries later—that 



122 THE SHIP AND THE GUN 

Strength of the Danish and Swedish Fleets at the Battle of Kjége Bay 

type nationality numbers guns crews 

Ist rate ships Danish 16 970 5,286 

50+ guns Swedish 18 1,164 6,380 

and rate ships Danish 10 360 1,496 

30-49 guns Swedish 9 337 1,450 

3rd rate ships Danish I 18 50 

18—29 guns Swedish 3 54 330 

4th rate ships Danish II 64 160 

4-12 guns Swedish 18 96 476 

Total Danish 38 1,412 6,992 

Swedish 48 1,651 8,636 

of a man who could “lose the war in an afternoon.” If the Swedes succeeded 
in preventing the Danish fleet from continuing its support of the army in 
Sweden, Denmark was in serious trouble. 

It is beyond question that Niels Juel perceived this strategic dilemma, 
but he also faced a human dilemma, because personally he wished to give 
battle to the Swedes prior to the appearance of the Dutch. At the same time, 
he recognized the danger that an attempt to fulfill his ambition might lead 
to the loss of the fleet and bring his country to the brink of disaster. The 
instructions he received from Copenhagen were mutually contradictory. 
His brother, Jens, was one of the advisers to the king. He was sent to join 
Niels in the fleet as a kind of political counselor. The circumstances virtually 
compelled the monarch to give Niels Juel a free hand to act as he thought 
best if he was attacked and could not avoid a fight.’ 

In the meanwhile, the Swedish fleet under the command of General- 

Admiral Henrik Horn steered northward out of the Baltic toward the Dan- 
ish fleet positioned between Stevns and Falsterbo. The Swedish force con- 
sisted of forty-eight ships of the line and frigates, plus six fireships. Its 
strategic objective was obviously to isolate the Danish fleet from its base 
and from southern Sweden, so that it could no longer protect the supply 
lines to the Danish troops there. 

Niels Juel awaited the enemy with a fleet of thirty-eight ships and three 
fireships. For a closer examination of the opposing forces, see the table. 

The two fleets sighted each other around 4:00 a.m. on 1 July 1677. At that 
instant all considerations and speculations about the advantages of an action 
before or after the arrival of the Dutch disappeared, for their relative posi- 
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tions forced Niels Juel to accept battle. Today the engagement is usually 
referred to as “The Battle of Kjége Bay,” but contemporaries called it “The 
Battle between Stevns and Falsterbo,” which is more accurate, because it 

took place just outside the bay." 
At the moment visual contact was made, the Swedish fleet found itself 

to the south and west of the Danish. General-Admiral Horn, who must have 

been well pleased by this discovery, shaped a course—toward Stevns on the 
Danish coast—that would interpose his fleet between Niels Juel’s and its 

FALSTERBO 

Danish van 

(Marvar Rodsteen) 

Danish main fleet 

(Niels Juel) 

Swedish fleet 

(Henrik Horn) 
0 
[a 

m 

8. The Battle of Kjége Bay, 1 July 1677. (A) The van of the Swedish fleet continues north while 

the center and rear turn east in an attempt to gain sea room. (B) The Danish van engages the 

Swedish van. (C) A melee develops between the main bodies of the Danish and Swedish fleets. 

(D) After dispersing the Swedish van, the Danish van joins the melee. The wind direction 

(W) changed three times during the battle. 
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base. The wind was southerly, giving the Swedes the weather gage, but in 
the course of the day it veered from westerly to northwesterly, in favor of 
the Danes. 

Niels Juel responded to the Swedes’ approach with a maneuver that put 
him in control of the battle. After the custom of the time, the opposing fleets 
were divided into three squadrons: the van, main body, and rear. Niels Juel 
set his main body and rear on a collision course with the Swedish fleet, 
presenting the enemy admiral with the alternatives of accepting a melee or 
sailing closer than he had intended to the Danish coast. Horn chose the 
latter. The Danish van, under Admiral Marvar Rodsteen, was steering too 

northerly a course to be able to participate in this phase of the battle. 
To keep from running aground, Horn turned northward along Stevns. 

He sought to gain sea room for his fleet by sending some fireships against 
the Danish line. The attack was unsuccessful and Niels Juel turned and went 
on a parallel course with Horn. The two lines were slightly staggered, with 
the Swedish ahead. During the fight between the Danish flagship Christianus 
Quintus (Christian V) and the enemy van, the Swedish Draken (Dragon), 

64 guns, was so badly damaged that she was forced to drop out of the line. 
The Danish rear continued to engage her, however, and the Draken was 
forced to run aground on Stevns. 

The whole battle area was gradually blanketed by powder smoke. Horn 
let his van continue northward, deliberately tempting Niels Juel to pursue 
it. When the Danish line had passed, Horn would turn east with his main 
body in order to regain the open sea. The Danish van, which had not been 
able to enter action until now, succeeded in closing with the enemy van, 

and a melee developed north of Stevns. 
As planned, Horn turned on an easterly course through the smoke to 

win maneuvering room and evade the Danish attempts to close. Niels Juel 
discovered the maneuver, followed Horn in the turn, and overtook the 

Swedish main body. The battle then changed into a melee with individual 
duels between ships. The ferocity of the struggle is indicated by the fact that 
Niels Juel was compelled to shift his flag to the Fredericus Tertius (Frederik 
III) and then to the Charlotte Amalia. In the meantime, the Danish van had 
destroyed or dispersed the enemy van. The Danish van then joined the me- 
lee between the main bodies. After its arrival, the Danish succeeded in cut- 

ting off sixteen Swedish vessels, including seven ships of the line. The cohe- 
sion of the Swedish fleet then disintegrated. The ships that remained able 
began to withdraw from the scene and Niels Juel ordered a general chase. 

The Danish victory was as crushing as it was complete. The Swedes lost 
ten ships of the line and frigates (including seven captured), three fireships, 
and nine smaller vessels, while not a single Danish ship was lost and only 
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4. The Battle of Kjége Bay, 1 July 1677. The melee with which the battle climaxed is captured 
in this tapestry woven by the Dutch artist Bernt von der Eichen between 1684 and 1692 and 
now hanging in Christiansborg Castle, the seat of the Danish Parliament. The view is to the 
south, with the coast of Zealand at right. The boarding action at lower right represents the 
capture of the Swedish ship Mars by the Danish Tre Lover (Three Lions). Danish vessels may 
be distinguished by the twin-tailed pennants bearing a white cross on a dark (red) field. (The 
Royal Collections, Rosenborg Castle, Denmark.) 

four seriously damaged. Swedish casualties amounted to two admirals and 
approximately 3,000 men made prisoner and 1,500 killed and wounded; the 
Danish, to 350 killed and wounded. 

The very same day that the battle took place Tromp arrived at Copen- 
hagen with the Dutch support fleet. He could actually hear the thunder of 
Niels Juel’s cannons in the distance. A change in the command of the Danish 
fleet had been very close. 

The consequences of the victory were obvious. The supply lines to the 
Danish army in Sweden were secured, the Danish fleet had retained com- 
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mand of the sea, and the strength of the enemy navy had been significantly 
reduced. An important long-term result of the battle was the elimination of 
the Dutch influence on the naval affairs of Denmark-Norway. 

Christian V watched the battle from the top of the church steeple in 
Falsterbo. He was delighted by what he saw. The next day he received a 
report of the action from Jens Juel, who had observed the fighting from a 
small vessel belonging to the fleet. The king promoted Niels Juel to lieuten- 
ant general-admiral and appointed him a knight of the Order of the Ele- 
phant, Denmark’s highest distinction. A medal was struck in honor of the 
admiral and his victory. The inscription reads: “In this way will disturbances 
in the Baltic be curbed.” 

Niels Juel’s victory attracted attention throughout Europe. Interest was 
especially evident in London because of the ongoing debate between adher- 
ents of the formalist and the meleeist schools of tactics.‘7 Which schooi did 
the outcome of the battle favor? Many modern historians have viewed the 
battle as a purely formalist one in which Niels Juel, leading a line ahead, 
made a classic breakthrough of the Swedish line. A closer reading of the 
scanty sources to the tactical maneuvers seems to indicate that the break- 
through was rather a “cut off” of some elements of the Swedish formation, 
which were then destroyed in a melee. Apparently it would be more correct 
to characterize the battle as a combination of formalist and meleeist tactics. 
In any case, Niels Juel showed himself to be a great tactician, who lived up 
to his motto, 

NEC TEMERE NEC TIMIDE 

which means “Neither rash nor timid.” The battle was his masterpiece as a 
naval commander. He had demonstrated that he was a skilled leader in both 
peace and war. 

The formalities were still respected, and after the battle Tromp resumed 

command of the Danish navy. However, his position had been made uncer- 
tain by Niels Juel’s great victory. The allied fleet held control of the sea for 
the rest of the year, but no major operation occurred. 

In the following year, Tromp relinquished his command. The prerequi- 
sites of his employment in Denmark had disappeared. The Netherlands was 
on its way out of the war, and the Battle of Kjége Bay had convinced King 
Christian that the Dutch could be eliminated from the naval affairs of his 
country. In May 1678 Tromp left Copenhagen for good, and on the thirtieth 
of that month Niels Juel hoisted his flag over a fleet that consisted solely of 
Danish warships. Their crews welcomed his assumption of command, for 
the naval knight’s even temper and quiet nature had made him popular on 
the lower deck. 
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No longer considering the Swedish navy a strategic threat, in the last 
phase of the war Niels Juel used the fleet to harass the enemy’s coast and 
maritime supply lines. The war began to die down at the beginning of the 
summer of 1679, and the treaty of peace was signed on 26 September. King 
Christian expressed his thanks to the navy, whose retention of command of 
the sea had saved his realm from a number of disasters. Unfortunately for 
his ambitions, Denmark's successes at sea had been balanced by defeats on 

land, and the terms of peace simply restored the prewar status quo. 
Admiral Henrik Bjelke was relieved of duty as chairman of the admiralty 

that same year, and from then on Niels Juel was the real leader of the Danish 
navy. He had been given a seat on the king’s council in 1678. When Bjelke 
died in 1683 Niels Juel formally became chairman of the Board of Admiralty. 
His path to that post had been difficult and long. 

Niels Juel continued to develop the navy and its installations on behalf 
of the king. A major base was established at Christians6 to observe the new 
Swedish naval base in Karlskrona on the southern coast of Sweden. The 
conditions of the crews were improved, and new regulations issued. The 
enlarged fleet required additional facilities, and in the late 1680s Niels Juel 
started to fill in an area outside Copenhagen called Nyholm, where a new 
base was established for the navy. Today the main base of the Danish navy 
is still located there. 

In addition to the honors it brought him, the Battle of Kjége Bay had 
made Niels Juel a very rich man. His share of the prize money for the cap- 
tured Swedish ships was about 25,000 rix-dollars, which corresponded to five 

times his annual salary as a lieutenant general-admiral. He purchased several 
estates, most notably Valdemar Castle on the island of Taasinge, south of 
Fiinen. In Copenhagen he bought one of the best plots in the city at the 
king’s New Square. There he built a stately mansion, completed in 1686, 
which he used primarily as a winter residence. He became as popular with 
the people of Copenhagen as he had been with his crews, and as he aged 
they began to refer to him as “The Good Old Knight.” 

As far as is known, Niels Juel enjoyed a happy family life. One of his 
sons became a high-ranking government official and maintained the estate 
of Valdemar Castle. A daughter was married in 1687 to one of his closest 
colleagues, Admiral Christian Bjelke. 

The first reports that Niels Juel’s health was weakening date from 1690. 
That year he worked very hard. The king had ordered him to assess the 
fitness of all the officers in the navy. In itself this list of evaluations is a 
remarkable testimonial to the old admiral’s good judgment and his knowl- 
edge of and care for his officers."* 

After 1693 Niels Juel underwent a severe physical decline, but he still 
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performed his daily work at the admiralty. The old hero died at 11:00 A.M. 

on 8 April 1697. His funeral took place on 17 June, with full honors. He is 

interred in Holmens Kirke, the church of the Danish navy in Copenhagen. 

Under a relief associated with his sarcophagus there is a long poem, the 

ninth verse of which is considered one of the masterpieces of Danish litera- 
ture.’ It reads as follows: 

Stand, traveller, and contemplate a sea hero of stone, 

And if you are not made of stone yourself, 
pay homage to his dead bones. 

Because you look at Knight Niels Juel, 
whose marrow, bones and blood, 

With ardent heart for his king’s honor stood. 
Whose manhood’s urges in so many sea battles stand, 
And go honored through sea, air and land. 

A man of older virtues and a sincere and frank Dane, 

Of yes, and no, and what is honest and plain. 
His soul is with God, and his bones in this grave, 

As long as there is water in the seas, 

the remembrances his name will save. 
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SURVEY II 

The Line of Battle 

(1688-1830) 

THE GREAT SEA wars Of the classic age of fighting sail were waged between 
Britain and France. There were seven of them altogether; in effect, three 

sets of two, punctuated by a grudge-match between the second and third. 
The first set, the War of the League of Augsburg (1689-97) and the War of 

Spanish Succession (1702-13), were primarily Continental struggles pro- 

voked by the ambitions of Louis XIV.' They were followed after more than 
twenty years of détente by the War of Austrian Succession (1740-48) and 

the Seven Years War (1756-63). While these, too, were general European 

conflicts, their Anglo-French aspect included a grand competition for colo- 
nial empire. The stinging defeat France suffered in this rivalry prompted her 
to intervene in the War of the American Revolution in 1778 with the aim 

not so much of advancing her interests as of injuring Britain’s. The success 
of that expensive undertaking aggravated the chronic fiscal problems that 
shortly thereafter triggered the overthrow of the Bourbon monarchy. This 
event in turn led to the last set of Anglo-French wars, those of the French 
Revolution (1793-1802) and the French Empire (1803-14, 1815), which were 

actually a single, predominantly Continental contest interrupted by a truce 
masquerading as a peace. 

Among the circumstances that enabled Britain to emerge victorious 
from all except one of these struggles, none was more important than ge- 
ography. The critical difference between the antagonists was that an un- 
friendly army could not reach Britain by marching. Immunity to overland 
invasion allowed the British to devote the principal portion of their defense 
expenditures to the navy, whereas the vulnerability of their northern fron- 
tier obliged the French to accord the army priority. The level of expenditure 
made possible by Britain’s expanding economy compounded the disparity. 
Recognizing the advantage to be gained by forcing France to divide her 
resources, Britain consistently sought and subsidized Continental allies to 
take the field against her. The one war perfide Albion did not bring to a suc- 
cessful conclusion was the one she fought alone—the War of the American 
Revolution. 
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Another geographical disadvantage France confronted in her wars with 

Britain was the possession of two sea coasts separated by the Iberian penin- 

sula. She was therefore compelled to divide her fleet into Atlantic and Medi- 
terranean squadrons, the former based at Brest and the latter at Toulon, and 

the naval force necessary to screen the great cross-Channel invasion that 
represented the ideal solution to the problem of defeating Britain could not 
be assembled unless these squadrons combined—an eventuality against 
which the Royal Navy was on guard. The failure to carry out or coordinate 
this combination aborted invasion projects in 1692, 1759, and 1805, and at- 

tempts to substitute the Spanish and Dutch fleets for the Toulon squadron 
were crushed in 1797. Only once did it appear as though the conditions for 
an invasion had been met. Late in the summer of 1779, with 40,000 troops 

and their transports waiting in French ports, the junction of the Brest squad- 

ron and the Spanish fleet gave the French command of the Channel, but an 
outbreak of smallpox and scurvy aboard ship forced them to quit the sea 
before anything could be accomplished. 

The instruments of naval warfare and the nature of naval combat proved 
almost as constant as the coastlines of France. Ships of the line gradually 
grew larger, finally attaining the maximum length wooden frames could 
support under existing methods of construction without “hogging” (droop- 
ing at the ends). For third rates, this was about 170 feet at the gundeck; for 
first and second rates, which gained strength from their third deck, approxi- 
mately 210 feet. Their beam also increased, so that by the end of the eigh- 
teenth century first and second rates displaced about a third more than they 
had at the beginning and third rates almost twice as much. Refinements in 
their rigging and sail systems enhanced all big ships’ maneuverability, and 
beginning in 1770 the use of copper sheathing and bolts below their waterline 
prevented accumulations of marine growth from slowing their speed during 
long deployments. Meanwhile, around mid-century, the 74-gun third rate 
became the mainstay of the line of battle, from which ships mounting fewer 
than 60 guns were dropped, and the frigate reappeared as the quintessential 
cruiser, a 30- to 44-gun fifth rate able to outrun whatever it could not out- 

fight. None of these developments affected a fleet’s optimal capabilities to 
any great extent. It was much the same story with naval ordnance. Although 
after 1780 several simple innovations, such as flintlock firing mechanisms, 
facilitated the practice of shipboard gunnery, guns continued to throw the 
usual types of projectiles the usual short distances. Naval technology held 
no surprises. 

The course of the first Anglo-French war at sea established a strategic 
pattern that remained essentially unchanged through all the rest. This pat- 
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tern was quite different from that which had prevailed in the Anglo-Dutch 

Wars. During those conflicts, geography and the Dutch dependence on 

trade caused both navies to identify battle as their raison d’étre: only by 
fighting could the English close the Narrow Seas to Dutch commerce, and 
only by fighting could the Dutch keep them open. In subsequent struggles, 
the Royal Navy continued to pursue a combat strategy aimed at the elimi- 
nation of the enemy fleet. Initially, the French navy did the same. Its fleets 
ageressively sought action in the Mediterranean campaigns of the mid-1670s, 
and at Beachy Head in July 1690 a skillful attack by seventy ships of the line 
under Vice Admiral Count Anne-Hilarion de Tourville gained the greatest 
tactical victory a French fleet would ever win, destroying sixteen of fifty- 
seven Anglo-Dutch ships of the line. That victory was also potentially of 
utmost strategic importance, for with it came command of the English 
Channel, but as no preparations had been made for an invasion, the oppor- 
tunity could not be exploited. 

Not quite two years later, in May 1692, the tables were turned. This time 

the French had laid plans to invade England, but they were bad plans that 
obliged Tourville to put to sea before the concentration upon which they 
were predicated could be achieved, under strict orders, personally post- 
scripted by the king, to engage any enemies he encountered, whatever their 
number. Accordingly, when Tourville with forty-four of the line found him- 
self to the windward of what was obviously a vastly superior Anglo-Dutch 
fleet—it included ninety-eight of the line—under Admiral Edward Russell 
off Cape Barfleur, he promptly attacked. The French did remarkably well in 
the battle itself, sinking two ships without loss to themselves and breaking 
contact after the allies began to hem them in. But their battered fleet disin- 
tegrated during its retreat, and in the following days allied fireships and boat 
parties destroyed fifteen French ships that had taken refuge at Cherbourg 
and in the Bay of la Hogue. 

Under the circumstances, the defeat did not redound to the navy’s dis- 
credit. Louis XIV, who was partly responsible for it, took the news well. 

“I feel more joy,” he said, “in knowing that forty-four of my ships fought 
ninety of my enemies’ throughout a day than I do sorrow over the loss I 
have suffered.” * Nevertheless, the glorious defeat at Barfleur was the earliest 

in a succession of events that led to a fundamental and lasting reorientation 
of French naval strategy: the renunciation of guerre d’escadre (literally, squad- 
ronal warfare, meaning fleet operations) and the adoption of guerre de course 
(literally, cruiser warfare, meaning commerce raiding). The other events 
were the financial crisis precipitated by the disastrous crop failure of 1693- 
94 and the unrewarding outcome of the campaign of 1694, in which the 
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Brest and Toulon squadrons united to support a French army’s offensive on 
the Mediterranean coast of Spain. Fleet operations had already been sus- 
pended when late in 1695 Marshal Sébastian de Vauban proposed the 
strategy the French navy would follow for more than a century in his Mé- 
moire sur la course. 

France’s foremost soldier, Vauban had become interested in naval affairs 

two decades earlier while rebuilding the fortifications of Dunkirk. In his Mé- 
moire he posited that “up to now people have had an exaggerated idea of the 
value of a battle fleet, which has completely failed to live up to the hopes 
that the king placed on it,” and seemed unlikely ever to fulfill them against 
the Anglo-Dutch coalition.* What France should do was mount a great 
guerre de course: first, by making every effort to encourage the traditional 
practice of privateering—the capture of enemy shipping by privately owned 
vessels licensed to combine patriotism and profit-seeking; and second, by 
detailing naval vessels and even small squadrons to join the assault on trade. 
Vauban did not regard this program as a matter of making a virtue of neces- 
sity. He believed that besides enabling the war at sea to become self- 
supporting, it would force England and Holland to their knees in three years. 
But Vauban did not advocate laying up the main fleet. Merely by remaining 
in being it would tie down enemy forces that could otherwise be deployed 
against the course. It could also be assigned to perform specific tasks in sup- 
port of the war effort. 

Although he provided their classic exposition, these views were not 
unique to Vauban. Together with the disappointing experiences that pro- 
voked them, they resulted in the rise of a doctrine which held that fighting 
battles was extraneous to the pursuit of higher strategic goals. After 1695, 
French admirals did not set out to destroy enemy fleets in order to win 
command of the sea. They set out to perform some particular mission: to 
escort a convoy, screen an invasion, aid forces ashore, and so forth. If that 

mission required them to initiate or accept battle, they would do so most 
gallantly, but always with a view of getting on with what they regarded 
as serious business. Suffren was the great exception, and perhaps because 
of the wreck of the French officer corps in the Reign of Terror, he had no 
successors. 

The results of the guerre de course were intrinsically impressive. Though 
existing documentation does not permit a precise accounting, estimates are 
that in the War of the League of Augsburg French raiders, public and pri- 
vate, took approximately 4,000 prizes; in the War of Spanish Succession, 
4,500; in the War of Austrian Succession, 3,300; in the Seven Years War, 4,090; 

and in the wars of the French Revolution and Empire, about 11,000. Ob- 
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viously, the course was effective; but it was not decisive. Great as the num- 

bers of prizes appear, and great as the distress they caused, statistically they 
were almost insignificant. In the wars of the French Revolution and Empire, 
for example, captures comprised a mere 2.5 percent of the tonnage of the 
British merchant marine. When in 1807 the success of French arms and the 

acquiescence of Russia finally gave France hegemony over western Europe, 
it was Napoleon's inability to exert perceptible economic pressure on Britain 
at sea that led him to attempt to do so on land, sealing European ports to 
British trade by the imposition of the Continental System. This measure was 
probably more than any other single factor responsible for bringing about 
the collapse of the Franco-Russian entente and setting the Grande Armée 
on the fatal road to Moscow. 

The change in French strategy was reflected in a change in French tac- 
tics. In contrast to the British and Dutch, who fired low, into an enemy’s 

hulls, to overwhelm his fighting power, the French fired high, into an 
enemy’s sail system, to cripple his motive power, and unless their mission 
obliged them to attack, they preferred to fight from the leeward, the posi- 
tion favoring an attempt to disengage. Napoleon supposedly said the trouble 
with the French navy was that its admirals did not like to be killed, but that 
was a calumny. Numerous examples could be cited to show that French 
admirals were quite as brave as their British counterparts. They were simply 
imbued with a different doctrine. 

The development of British doctrine down to the government Sailing 
e Fighting Instructions issued in 1689 was reviewed in the preceding survey. 
These instructions were reprinted with slight changes by Admiral Edward 
Russell in 1691 and remained in effect at the time of his victory at Barfleur. 
In 1702 they were reissued, again with minor alterations, by Admiral Sir 

George Rooke, who commanded the Anglo-Dutch fleet at Malaga (24 Au- 
gust 1704), the only major sea battle in the War of Spanish Succession. The 

action occurred when a French fleet hastened to challenge the seizure of 
Gibraltar by troops Rooke had landed earlier that month. The opposing 
forces were evenly matched, each including about fifty of the line, but 
Rooke’s ships had expended much of their ammunition bombarding Gibral- 
tar before the landing. In the course of a day’s hard fighting, his line foiled 
French attempts to “double” (envelop) its van and break through its center. 
Although neither fleet lost a ship, together they suffered nearly 4,500 casu- 
alties. That evening a French council of war decided that it would be rash 
to renew the action with only. 126,000 of the fleet’s 229,000 cannon shot 
remaining, unaware that the Anglo-Dutch supply had been reduced to 3,500. 

Strategically, Malaga was a major victory for the English, who retained 
possession of Gibraltar. Tactically, the battle was inconclusive, despite which 



Survey II 137 

both parties were well pleased with its outcome at that level: the English for 
obvious reasons, the French because they inflicted more harm than they 
sustained and at day’s end retained possession of the “field of battle.” In 
consequence, both navies grew more than ever convinced of the wisdom of 

maintaining a line of battle until the enemy had been put to flight. Once 
that was accomplished, or if the enemy fled before he had been engaged, 
formation could be broken to conduct a “general chase.” 

Malaga was the last stand-up battle—meaning an action between two 
lines with at least five ships in each—that the Royal Navy was to fight for 
forty years. In the meanwhile, the instructions Rooke used there had been 
perpetuated in the Admiralty’s printed Sailing & Fighting Instructions for His 
Majesty’s Fleet, stocks of which were kept on hand to send admirals readying 
fleets for sea. Early in the twentieth century naval historians, assuming this 
document represented official Admiralty doctrine, began to refer to its last 
half as the Permanent Fighting Instructions. That label is misleading. The 
“General Printed Instructions,” as contemporaries often called them, were 

not standing orders; they were an administrative convenience, available to 
spare a newly appointed commander in chief the trouble of producing a set 
of his own. Not until he issued signed copies to his ship and squadron com- 
manders did they enter into force. Nor was he obliged to adopt the Printed 
Instructions in exactly the form in which they reached him; he could amend 

their contents and postscript additional signals and instructions.‘ Indeed, 
their susceptibility to modification was perhaps as important as the weight 
of convention in excusing them from thorough-going revision. Be that as it 
may, the Printed Fighting Instructions, and in particular the seemingly sac- 
rosanct articles relating to actions with enemy fleets arrayed in line of battle, 
formed the core of British tactical doctrine for more than three-quarters of 
a century. 

Between the wars of Spanish and Austrian succession, the Royal Navy 
fought only a single sea battle of any sort: Cape Passaro (1718), an exemplary 
general chase action in which twenty-one of the line under Admiral Sir 
George Byng virtually annihilated a somewhat inferior Spanish fleet.’ This 
interlude was ended by the Battle of Toulon (1744), and by the time of 

the Battle of the Saints (1782), the Royal Navy had fought no fewer than 
nineteen major engagements: six general chase actions and thirteen stand- 
up battles. All six general chase actions were victories.° All thirteen stand-up 
battles were indecisive.’ Then, beginning with the Saints, where thirty-six of 
the line under Admiral Sir George Rodney broke a French fleet’s line and 
captured five of the thirty-one ships in it, there was a drumroll of victories 

in stand-up battles unblemished by the loss of a single British ship: the Glo- 

rious First of June (1794), where twenty-five of the line under Admiral Lord 
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Fig. 1. Massing, in this example against the enemy rear. 

Richard Howe broke a French line of twenty-six and sank or captured seven; 
Cape St. Vincent (1797), where fifteen of the line under Admiral Sir John 

Jervis (subsequently Earl St. Vincent) broke into a disorderly Spanish for- 
mation numbering twenty of the line and captured four of them; Camper- 
down (1797), where sixteen of the line under Admiral Adam Duncan broke 

a line of sixteen Dutch ships and took nine; the Nile (1798), where thirteen 

of the line and a 50-gun ship under Rear Admiral Horatio Nelson doubled 
an anchored French fleet and captured or destroyed eleven of its thirteen 
ships of the line; and, finally, the climax at Trafalgar (1805), the apotheois of 

British sea power, where with twenty-seven of the line Nelson accounted 
for eighteen of the thirty-three ships in a Franco-Spanish fleet after breaking 
its line in two places. 

A question that has occupied naval historians ever since is why this revo- 
lution should have occurred. What had taken place to stimulate the tactical 
creativity the Royal Navy began to display in the century’s closing decades? 
There had been no inspirational advance in naval weaponry, and everything 
known about the means of defeating a line of battle in 1797 had been known 

in 1697, the year Pére Paul Hoste, a Jesuit who had served as Tourville’s 

chaplain, published the first great study of naval tactics under sail, L’Art des 
armées navales. There were three possibilities: 

* Massing, in which the attacker concentrated the principal portion of his 
line against a segment of the enemy’s, reducing the interval between his 
ships in order to achieve a decisive superiority at that point, while his other 
ships stretched ahead or trailed astern to contain the remainder of the 
enemy line (fig. 1). 

* Doubling, in which the attacker passed a portion of his fleet around one end 
of the enemy’s line in order to take the ships there under a cross fire. Tour- 
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ville had doubled the allied van at Beachy Head. Hoste favored this tactic, 
as did the author of the next major tactical treatise, Admiral Viscount Bigot 
de Morogues, whose Tactique Navale appeared in 1763, but both cautioned 
that it could be practiced only by a numerically superior fleet (fig. 2). 

* Breaking, in which the attacker penetrated the enemy’s line. This maneuver 
could be carried out by an entire fleet or a portion thereof either to pre- 
cipitate a melee or to accomplish one or both of the above. It was the 
method endorsed by the first British work to compare with those of Hoste 
and Morogues, An Essay on Naval Tactics, published in installments between 
1782 and 1797 by John Clerk, laird of Eldin, a wealthy Scots merchant who 

had made a lifelong study of the subject (fig. 3). 

Of course, countermeasures could be taken against all of these maneu- 
vers; but for most of the century there was no need for them. After Malaga, 
no commander on either side attempted to mass against or double or break 
an enemy line until the War of the American Revolution. Previously, and in 
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Fig. 2. Doubling, also against the enemy rear. 
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Fig. 3. Breaking, in this example in order to double the enemy rear. 
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Fig. 4. The difficulty of bringing a line of battle into battle. 

some cases thereafter, they sought to engage the enemy in a conterminous 
line—van-to-van, center-to-center, rear-to-rear, with each ship aligning on 
its opposite—and even in this, they often failed. Diagrammed on paper, it 
looks as though nothing could have been simpler. That was not the case at 
sea. In order to maintain a line’s integrity, its leading ship had to be the first 
to begin to turn toward the enemy. The helmsman of the second ship would 
wait to put his helm over until he saw her start to come around, the helms- 
man of the third would wait until he saw the second do the same, and so on 

down the line. The result was that, instead of keeping parallel to the enemy, 
the attacker’s line would angle toward him in such a way that from a bird’s- 
eye view the two fleets would form a V, with its apex at their vans (fig. 4). 
Hours might pass before their rears came into action—at times, they never 
did—and then there was a possibility that the defensive fleet could compel 
the attacker to repeat the entire procedure by falling away and forming a 
new line. These were the circumstances that caused St. Vincent to assert, 

“Two fleets of equal strength can never produce decisive events, unless they 
are equally determined to fight it out or the Commander-in-Chief of one of 
them so bitches it as to misconduct his line.” ® 

For the Royal Navy’s persistence in this unrewarding tactic, the Printed 
Fighting Instructions were partly to blame. Although most of their thirty- 
two articles either established discretionary commands or dealt with rela- 
tively routine matters, three laid down rules that seriously limited an ad- 
miral’s options in the conduct of battle. 

Article 17 specified that when a British fleet holding the weather gage 
met an enemy fleet approaching from the opposite direction, it was to make 
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sail until its van drew abreast the enemy rear and its rear abreast his van, at 

which point it would tack so as to retain its relative position beside the 
enemy line and continue the engagement on the opposing course. The in- 
tent was to prevent contact from being lost after a passing action, but since 
British fleets normally strove to win the weather gage and enemies inclined 
to accept battle normally turned toward them, the effect was to ordain the 
opening move of virtually every engagement. 

Article 19, a single pregnant sentence, stipulated that “If the admiral and 
his fleet have the wind of the enemy, and they have stretched themselves in 
a line of battle, the van of the admiral’s fleet is to steer with the enemy’s and 
there to engage them.”°® THis was the prescription for the conterminous 
line, the disadvantages of which have been noted. 

Article 21 prohibited any British ship from leaving the line “till the [ene- 
mys] main body be disabled or run.” !° This made it impossible for any ele- 
ment of a line to exploit a moment of tactical opportunity. 

Conspicuous by its absence was an article, last seen in the Duke of 
York's instructions of 1672-73, for breaking an enemy’s line. Although theo- 

retically other articles could have been orchestrated to carry out the maneu- 
ver, there was no longer a place for it in the Royal Navy’s tactical repertoire. 

It has also been argued that the stultifying effect of the Printed Fighting 
Instructions was increased by the Battle of Toulon or, rather, the courts- 
martial that followed. In early February 1744 the British Mediterranean 

Fleet, twenty-eight of the line under Vice Admiral Thomas Mathews, was 
blockading a Spanish squadron of twelve of the line that had taken refuge in 
the port of Toulon. Britain and Spain had been at war since 1739. France, 

though still officially neutral, was expected to intervene at any moment, and 
Mathews had orders to attack the French as well as the Spanish should they 
put to sea together. On the morning of 8 February, they began to come out, 
headed by sixteen French ships of the line. In overall command was the 
French Admiral la Bruyére de Court. His instructions were to break the 
blockade but to place the onus for initiating hostilities on the British by 
having the French ships hold fire until fired upon. 

At the time de Court left port, Mathews was anchored in Hyéres Bay, 
east of Toulon. For the next three days, uncooperative winds frustrated both 
commanders, ruining de Court’s plan to trap the British in the bay and 
thwarting Mathews’s efforts to get his fleet into a proper line of battle. 
Mathews’s difficulties were increased by a lack of cooperation from Vice 
Admiral Richard Lestock, who had apparently resolved that his squadron, 
bringing up the British rear, would remain several miles astern of the center. 
According to one account, after the fleet had come to anchor on 9 February, 

Lestock, a mid-sixtyish man nearly crippled by gout, made what was for him 
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an arduous visit to the flagship to inquire if Mathews had any instructions. 
In response, the fleet commander observed that it was a cold night and bade 
him good evening. If this really happened, it would do much to explain the 
mulishness Lestock demonstrated throughout the ensuing operations. 

By the morning of 11 February, Mathews was growing desperate. De 
Court had succeeded in forming a line of battle the preceding day, while his 
own van had still not aligned on his center and Lestock continued to lag; 

and now, with the speed advantage conferred by its ships’ clean hulls, the 
combined fleet was beginning to leave him behind. Around midday, after 
several vain attempts to shepherd his squadrons into a line, Mathews con- 
cluded that it was imperative to bring the enemy to battle without further 
delay, “tho’ in never so irregular a manner.” ' Thereupon, in hopes that the 
van and rear would conform to his movements, he made the signal to en- 
gage and, with the line-ahead signal raised hours earlier still flying, turned 
his flagship toward the enemy fleet and led the center down on it in a ragged 
line abreast. 

Rear Admiral William Rowley, commanding the British van, took the 
cue and brought his squadron into action in similar fashion. Since it had 
fallen too far back to reach the head of the French van, the result was the 

formation of a distinctly nonconterminous British line opposing a little 
more than the last half of de Court’s fleet. The weight of the attack thus fell 
mainly on the Spanish squadron. Soon this force found itself hard pressed, 
its flagship, the Real Felipe, heavily engaged by Mathews’s flagship and an- 
other British vessel, the two ships assigned to support her driven out of the 
line, and a third captured by an enterprising young captain named Hawke. 
Lestock inched forward enough for his leading ships to open a long-range 
fire at the end of the Spanish column, but otherwise took no part in the 
action. Seeing the trouble at the rear of his line, de Court turned back with 

the French squadron, recaptured Hawke’s prize, and relieved the Real Felipe. 
The numerical disadvantage at which this placed the British van and cen- 
ter, the damage they had suffered, and their disarray left Mathews no choice 
but to withdraw. 

This debacle eventuated in courts-martial of Mathews, Lestock, and 

eleven captains from the squadrons actually engaged. Although Mathews 
was found not guilty of some of the fifteen charges against him, he was 
convicted of enough to be cashiered. His principal offenses, in the judgment 
of the court, were to have come down on the enemy without first forming 
a line of battle; to have violated Article 19 of the Printed Fighting Instruc- 
tions by initiating the engagement at a time when his van was not abreast 
of the enemy van; and to have endangered his fleet by bringing his flagship 
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into action with the Real Felipe while leaving his van to contend with a su- 
perior force. He was also censured for failing to maintain contact with the 
enemy after the battle. 

Lestock, charged with seven counts of failing to do his utmost to defeat 
the enemy, was acquitted of them all. His defense rested on the assertion 
that Mathews’s two signals were mutually exclusive: he could engage the 
enemy or he could maintain a line ahead, but he could not do both. Under 
those circumstances, he had decided that his correct course was to maintain 

the line. Even though informed opinion ascribed the favor this argument 
found with the court more to Lestock’s political influence than the merits 
of his case, the fact remained:an admiral who had acted on the premise that 

fighting the enemy was more important than following the rules had been 
condemned, while an admiral who ostensibly had acted on its opposite had 
been exonerated. 

Of the captains, one died, one disappeared, two were acquitted, and 
seven were cashiered. Four of those cashiered were found to have evinced 
insufficient initiative by not bearing down on the enemy, notwithstanding 
that this would have required them to leave their places in the line—follow- 
ing the rules was not as good a defense for a captain as for an admiral; three 

to have exhibited an excess of that same quality by stretching ahead of Row- 
ley’s line to keep the French from doubling it. Happily, four were later re- 
instated and two others placed on half-pay. 

How these verdicts influenced British tactics in the following decades 
can be debated. The traditional interpretation is that their effect was wholly 
negative, leading the Royal Navy’s officers to conclude that the safe thing 
was to adhere to the letter of the Printed Fighting Instructions without re- 
gard to the outcome. One respected student of British naval history summed 
up this view by describing the Toulon courts-martial as the point at which 
doctrine petrified into dogma.’ Conversely, an authoritative recent work 
on the evolution of tactics under sail holds that Toulon and its unpleasant 
aftermath stimulated the tactical developments that bore fruit later in the 
century.” 

Whether or not this is so, they certainly did not stimulate Admiral John 
Byng at the Battle of Minorca. A son of the victor of the Battle of Cape 
Passaro, Byng had been among the members of Mathews’s court-martial. In 
April 1756, reports that France was planning to seize Minorca (won by Brit- 
ain in the War of Spanish Succession) moved the British cabinet to send 
Byng into the Mediterranean with a small fleet carrying reinforcements for 
the island. By the time he reached the scene on 19 May, the French had 
already landed and were besieging Port Mahon. The French fleet screening 
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the invasion appeared almost simultaneously, but night fell before a battle 

could be arranged. 
The next morning, having gained the weather gage, Byng shaped a 

course that caused the fleets to pass one another on more or less parallel 

tracks. Both numbered twelve ships of the line, but the French vessels car- 
ried a somewhat heavier armament. Byng’s force was divided into two di- 
visions rather than the usual three squadrons: a van and rear, the former 
composed of seven ships under his personal command and the latter of the 
remaining five under Rear Admiral Temple West. 

Byng’s maneuver placed him in one of the situations in which the 
Printed Fighting Instructions specified a commander's next step. In conform- 
ity with Article 17, he must wait until his fleet had come fully abreast of the 

enemy, whereupon he would signal for it to come about to continue the 
engagement in a conterminous line on the opposite tack. West’s division 

would thus become the British van. 
A disadvantage of this maneuver was that it exposed ships making it to 

a dangerous raking (head-on) fire as they turned toward the enemy. Byng 
decided to execute a subtle variant. Instead of signaling his fleet to tack the 
moment its van was even with the enemy rear, he waited until its leaders 
sailed past it. This would allow his ships to escape being raked by coming 
up with the enemy from slightly astern. 

Unfortunately, Byng had never discussed this maneuver with his subor- 
dinates, there were no signals to explain it, and no one in West's division 

understood what was intended. While the ships under Byng’s immediate 
command angled toward the French line, West's five pressed ahead to over- 
take and approach it in the customary fashion, with the result that a gap 
soon opened between the British divisions. This gap increased after charac- 
teristically high French fire damaged the sail systems of two of Byng’s ships, 
disordering and delaying the others’ advance. In these distressing circum- 
stances, Byng asked his flag captain, Arthur Gardiner, what he thought 
should be done. Gardiner recommended putting on more sail to get the 
flagship out of the confusion and into the action. Byng rejected this advice. 
Pointing out that the signal for the line ahead was flying, he declared, “You 
would not have me, as the admiral of the fleet, ran down as if I were going 

to engage a single ship. It was Mr. Mathews’s misfortune to be prejudiced 
by not carrying his force down together, which I shall endeavour to avoid.” 4 

In the outcome, Byng’s division never really reached the battle. West's 
division suffered considerable damage aloft, and the French continued on 
their way. Byng lingered off Minorca for four days and then, with the con- 
currence of a council of war including Admiral West, their ships’ captains, 
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and the senior army officers embarked, he withdrew to Gibraltar. Port Ma- 
hon fell in June. 

The care Byng took to refrain from what had been ruled to be Ma- 
thews’s mistakes did not avert his court-martial. The charges were that he 
had not done his utmost to defeat the French fleet and relieve Minorca. He 
was convicted of both counts, which carried the death penalty. Despite the 
court's unanimous recommendation that he be granted clemency, none was 

forthcoming. On 14 March 1757, the admiral was executed by firing squad 

on the quarterdeck of his own flagship—in Voltaire’s famous phrase, “pour 
encourager les autres.” If any moral could be drawn from this lamentable 
affair, it seemed to be that too much prudence was as unacceptable as too 
little. 

In the meanwhile, however, the Royal Navy had achieved unequivocal 
victories in three general chase actions: the First Battle of Cape Finisterre 
(5 May 1747), in which a fleet including seventeen of the line and twelve 

smaller ships commanded by Rear Admiral George Anson gobbled up an 
entire French convoy escort—two of the line, four smaller warships, and 

three armed East Indiamen; Second Finisterre (14 October 1747), in which 

fourteen of the line under Rear Admiral Edward Hawke took six of eight 
ships of the line and an armed East Indiaman escorting another French con- 
voy; and Havana (1 October 1748), in which seven of the line under Rear 

Admiral Charles Knowles captured one of a Spanish squadron of six of the 
line and hounded another into a bay where her crew burned her. 

The experience gained at First Finisterre was reflected in a highly impor- 
tant set of additional instructions issued by Hawke in August 1747, shortly 
after assuming command of the Channel Fleet. Historians suspect that their 
fifteen articles actually emanated from Anson, but they were fully consis- 
tent with Hawke’s outlook, and, in any case, it was their content, not their 

authorship, that mattered. The three key articles dramatically increased a 
fleet’s offensive potential by providing that in action with a numerically in- 
ferior fleet, the ships that overlapped the enemy line were to leave station 
without waiting for orders (contrary to Article 21 of the Printed Fighting 
Instructions) and rake its exposed end; that in a general chase, the ships that 
outstripped the main body were to form a line ahead in order of sailing that 
would not only engage the enemy rear but endeavor to overtake and delay 
the van until the slower ships could come up; and that as those ships did so, 
they would join this ad hoc line without regard to the established order of 
battle. These articles were added to the printed instructions in 1756. Still, 

they applied only to enemies who were outnumbered or in flight. The prob- 
lem of dealing with one who was neither remained unresolved. 
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Yet the dynamics of combat under sail and the influence of the Printed 
Fighting Instructions were not solely to blame for the indecisiveness of 
stand-up battles. The difficulties to which they gave rise continued to be 
exacerbated by the lack of signals that could do more than indicate articles 
in sailing and fighting instructions. Failures in communications occurred in 
five of the thirteen inconclusive actions fought between 1744 and 1782 (Tou- 

lon, Minorca, Ushant, Martinique 1780, and the Virginia Capes) and marred 
two of the six chase victories (Havana and Lagos Bay). 

For most of the century, French signals, though equally devoid of intrin- 
sic meanings, were superior to British signals in the wealth of instructions 
their elaborate tables enabled a commander to convey. Then the French 
made a wrong turn. In the 1740s a senior officer in the French East India 

Company’s service, Count Mahé de La Bourdonnais, devised a numerical 
code using ten pennants with which literally thousands of signals could be 
sent. Bourdé de Villehuet, another East India Company officer, publicized 
this system in Le manoeuvrier, a treatise appearing in 1765. The French navy’s 
leaders were thus presented with the opportunity to introduce truly mod- 
ern signals. Instead, they preferred an extremely comprehensive but equally 
complicated model of the traditional system developed by a regular naval 
officer, the Chevalier du Pavillon. French fleets continued to use Pavillon’s 

or similar signals for years after the Royal Navy had adopted an infinitely 
more capable numerical system. 

Like the period of stasis that preceded it, the tactical breakthrough that 
took place near century’s end was the product of a combination of circum- 
stances. Perhaps the most fundamental was a growing consensus that al- 
though maintaining the line was a good way not to lose a battle, it was not 
a good way to win one; indeed, that sometimes the delay involved in form- 
ing a line might make it impossible to bring the enemy to battle at all; and, 
finally, that, as Lord Howe put it, “Some occasions in our profession . . . will 

justify, if not require, more hazard than than can be systematically de- 
fended.” * That such sentiments had become current by the War of the 
American Revolution was evidenced by the century’s third great naval 
court-martial, that of Admiral Augustus Keppel for his conduct of the Chan- 
nel Fleet at the Battle of Ushant (27 July 1778). 

The tactical scenario bore a marked similarity to that of the Battle of 
Toulon. For four days Keppel, with thirty of the line, had been sparring for 
a position from which to attack a French fleet of approximately the same 
strength, which had left Brest on what was meant to be a training cruise. 
Eventually, on the morning of the twenty-seventh Keppel saw his chance. 
By then his fleet had become somewhat disorganized, with ships and squad- 
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rons out of alignment and at irregular intervals, while the French retained a 
relatively orderly line of battle, but he did not hesitate to engage. Opening 
as a straightforward passing action, the battle sputtered to an end after some 
complicated maneuvers in which the British rear became separated from the 
rest of the fleet. Though Keppel repeatedly signaled for it to rejoin so that 
he could renew the action, hours passed before it complied, and by then 
contact had been broken. 

The charges brought against Keppel combined those for which Mathews 
and Byng had been condemned: one specifying that, like Mathews, he had 
attacked without having formed an orderly line of battle, which was quite 
true; and four detailing ways in which, like Byng, he had not done his utmost 
to defeat the enemy. The court dismissed all five. Its verdict was welcomed 
by the Royal Navy’s officers, who took it to signify that a commander would 
no longer jeopardize his career by exercising his initiative. 

An even greater encouragement to innovation was the electrifying ex- 
ample of the Battle of the Saints (12 April 1782), in which Admiral Sir George 
Rodney broke a French line in three places. That this achievement was un- 
premeditated and in part involuntary did not diminish its impact in naval 
circles. The opposing fleets were fighting a close passing action off Domin- 
ica, south of the islets called the Saints, when a sudden shift in the wind 

forced the French ships to turn toward the British to maintain steerage way. 
Inevitably, gaps opened between them. Rodney’s first captain, Sir Charles 
Douglas, urged him to seize the opportunity to break the enemy line. After 
some hesitation the admiral assented, and the flagship and the five ships 
immediately astern of her passed through the French formation. In the 
smoke of battle, her next ahead duplicated their maneuver without realizing 
it until enemy vessels were sighted on both sides. All twelve members of the 
British rear did the same. A melee did not occur. The ships involved simply 
sailed through the French line, but the damage they inflicted and the con- 
fusion they created made it possible to capture five vessels during the en- 
suing pursuit. The Royal Navy’s first tactical success in a stand-up battle 
since Barfleur, the Saints showed what could be accomplished by a fleet not 
bound to the convention of the conterminous line. No more was heard of 
the old Printed Fighting Instructions after 1783. 

The preconditions for the tactical revolution were completed by the 
introduction of a numerical signal code and dynamic new fighting instruc- 
tions. Both were provided by Lord Richard Howe. One of the navy’s most 
senior officers, Howe had begun working with signals as a young captain 
during the Seven Years War. By the time he took charge of the North Ameri- 
can Station in 1776 he was ready to reverse the traditional subordination of 
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signals to instructions, issuing the navy’s first official Signal Book for the Ships 

of War, with a separate book of instructions as a sort of annex expanding 

upon the concise “significations” it contained. In 1790, on assuming com- 
mand of the Channel Fleet, Howe crowned his reforms by the institution of 
a numerical system based on ten flags numbered o to 9. As many as four 
could be displayed in a single hoist, making it possible to indicate 9,999 in- 

structions, although only a few hundred were actually established. 
Howe’s initiative was not exactly a bolt from the blue. Villehuet’s Ma- 

noeuvrier had become known in the Royal Navy and several officers besides 
Howe had devised more or less numerical codes, but he was the first to 

employ one at sea. Its advantages were immediately apparent, and within a 
few years his system had been adopted in toto or with minor modifications 
by every British fleet commander. In February 1797, Jervis used a variant 
developed in the Mediterranean Fleet at Cape St. Vincent; Duncan used the 
original at Camperdown later that year; Nelson used the Mediterranean ver- 
sion at the Nile in 1798; and when in 1799 the Admiralty distributed the first 

signal books for use throughout the navy, it employed Howe's signals and 
did little more than embroider upon his instructions. 

These instructions were also innovative. Placed in command of the 
Channel Fleet for the first time shortly after the Battle of the Saints, Howe 
proceeded to issue fighting instructions that included provisions for breaking 
the line. Other commanders in chief had done the same, but with a differ- 

ence. They envisioned intersecting the enemy line, with each ship making 
the penetration at the same point and retaining its position in the line of 
battle, which would emerge intact on the opposite side—the maneuver pro- 
jected in the Duke of York's instructions of 1673 and executed in fragmentary 
fashion by the last half of Rodney’s line at the Saints. Howe, in contrast, 

intended that once his line was ranged beside the enemy’s, each ship would 
turn to pass under her opposite’s stern and come about on that vessel's pre- 
viously unengaged side in order, as the 1799 signal book phrased it, “to break 

through the enemy’s line in all parts. . . .”'° Not only would this action 
instigate a melee in which the British rate of fire could be relied upon to 
prove decisive, when executed from the weather gage it would frustrate the 
usual French tactic of falling away to the leeward. Howe did not expect that 
all his ships would get through, but he believed that an enemy vessel would 
be lost for every one that succeeded. 

Innovators are often fated to see others put their ideas into practice. 
Howe had the opportunity to do so himself. At the outbreak of war with 
the French Republic in 1793 he was, at age sixty-six, again appointed to com- 

mand the Channel Fleet, and a year later, at the Glorious First of June, he 
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broke the line of a well-ordered French fleet to the leeward. Of the twenty- 
five British ships engaged, only Howe’s flagship, the 110-gun Queen Charlotte, 
and six others actually forced their way through, but the remainder pushed 
forward into extremely close quarters. By the end of the melee that fol- 
lowed, six French ships had been captured and a seventh sunk in a victory 
even greater than the Saints. 

For all its capacity, however, Howe’s code could not convey a message 
that had not been, so to speak, prerecorded in his instructions. The break- 

through to extemporaneous communication came with the invention by 
Captain (later Rear Admiral Sir) Home Popham of the “telegraphic signals” 
to which he drew attention by a manual of that title (. . . or Marine Vocabu- 
lary) published in 1803. His system employed the same ten numerical flags 
already in use. Its first twenty-five numbers designated the letters of the 
alphabet, one serving for both I and J, which had not quite divorced. The 
succeeding numbers up to 2000 stood for words especially relevant to naval 
operations and a final 1000 for sentences and place names—for example, 
2529 signified “She sailed in the night.” 1” Words not included in the vocabu- 
lary could be spelled. 

In 1816, a more sophisticated version of Popham’s system replaced 
Howe’s as the Royal Navy’s signals code. Until then they coexisted, the latter 
being used to transmit tactical and navigational instructions, and the former 
for everything else. Without it, Nelson could not have reminded his fleet 

that “England expects that every man will do his duty” at Trafalgar. Each 
of the first eight words was indicated by a three-flag hoist; ironically, only 
“duty” had to be spelled. Nelson’s final signal, to “Engage the enemy more 
closely,” was Howe’s number 16 and required only a single, two-flag hoist. 

In 1731, when Richard Howe was five years old, the British Admiralty 

issued its first set of Regulations and Instructions. The expression of an as- 
sertive officialdom’s determination to standardize administrative practices 
throughout the fleet, this publication might serve to symbolize the ratio- 
nality and expanding sway of eighteenth-century naval bureaucracies. The 
performance of Europe’s admiralties and ministries was far from flawless. 
Britain’s well-financed Admiralty, for example, sometimes let seamen’s pay 
to fall years past due, a leading cause of the disturbances that temporarily 
paralyzed the Home Fleet in 1797, and in Parliament members often at- 
tacked its shortcomings and abuses. Yet to have maintained and managed 
as successfully as it did what in wartime became the largest and costliest 
department of state—in June 1812, the Royal Navy had 1,048 ships in com- 
mission or under repair—testifies to an underlying efficiency. During Crom- 
well’s Spanish war, inadequate logistical support had made it terribly diff- 
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cult for the Commonwealth navy to blockade the Atlantic coast of Spain. By 
the last of the French wars, the level of such support had so improved that, 
though it grumbled about its victuals, the Royal Navy had little difficulty 
blockading the European continent. 

During the same period, naval officer corps assumed a modern form, 
with permanent ranks, uniforms, rules (sometimes circumvented) for entry 
and promotion, standards of conduct, and perhaps most important of all, a 
sense of corporate identity. Of course, as in the case of administrative hier- 
archies, much remained to be done before they became truly modern. In 

Britain political influence could play a critical role in an officer’s career, and 
in pre-revolutionary France a patent of nobility was almost essential; more- 
over, no mechanism existed to thin out seniority lists by mandatory retire- 
ment of the superannuated and the inept. Through no fault of his own, an 
officer might spend his active life as a lieutenant. Still, the mold had been 

established. Never again would middle-aged soldiers find themselves com- 
manding fleets. Naval service had become a profession. 
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EDWARD HAWKE’S RANKING AMONG THE GREAT NAVAL 

commanders is securely based. For Britain he won victories over the French 
in two major conflicts—the War of Austrian Succession (1740-48) and the 

Seven Years War (1756—63)—which on each occasion proved conclusive. In 

1747, as a very junior admiral, he unexpectedly found himself entrusted with 

command of the Western Squadron, the main British fighting force, at a 

time when a heavily escorted French convoy was about to sail from Roche- 
fort and Rochelle to the West Indies. By dint of aggressive tactics, Hawke 
inflicted so sharp a reverse on the enemy that the war at sea was not seri- 
ously resumed. After the peace of 1748, continuing Anglo-French colonial 
rivalry led to the decisive Seven Years War, wherein Hawke played a leading 
role. If in 1747 a French squadron had fallen rather easily into his clutches, 

this was far from the case in 1759, when he achieved an overwhelming vic- 

tory at Quiberon Bay. To that year of British victories Hawke’s long block- 
ade of Brest had already made a basic contribution before the onset of au- 
tumnal gales allowed the French fleet at Brest finally to escape. With a huge 
lead, it made for Quiberon Bay, where an army corps was waiting to be 
conveyed to Scotland. How Hawke managed to catch the French squadron 
in the nick of time and the breathtaking risks he took to destroy it are ex- 
amined in the following pages. First, however, it will be useful to sketch 
Hawke's career and his development as a leader. 

Born in 1705, Edward Hawke was the only son of a barrister of Lincoln’s 

Inn who was likewise named Edward Hawke and came of Cornish stock. 
His mother, Elizabeth, stemmed from the Yorkshire gentry. From 1720, 

when he began his naval service as a volunteer on board the frigate Seahorse, 
he counted on the patronage of his mother’s brother, Lieutenant Colonel 
Martin Bladen. After seeing active service in the Low Countries, Bladen 

held a seat in Parliament from 1715 until his death in 1746. Without some 

connection of this kind, a young naval officer’s chances of advancement 

were slight. 
Until 1746, then, the political and social support for Hawke’s naval career 

was fairly adequate. If he proved himself in his profession, he could rise. By 
1725 he had been commissioned a lieutenant and by 1733 he was in command 

of a sloop. Serving mostly in the then-pestilential West Indies, by surviving 
he had demonstrated the strength of his physical constitution. In 1734 he was 

posted captain of the frigate Flamborough of 20 guns. The following year he 

returned to England and went on half-pay. 

153 
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In 1737, at the age of thirty-two, Hawke married Catharine Brooke, who 

was then seventeen. Four of their children survived infancy. In his family, 

Hawke was affectionate and well loved. Of gentlemanly but modest bearing, 
he was a life-long Christian. As an officer, he was forthright but humane. At 
sea he achieved high levels of fighting efficiency without habitual reliance 

on punishment. 
When war with Spain began in 1739, Hawke was again sent out to the 

West Indies, this time in command of an aging fourth rate, the Portland, 50 

guns. He was exclusively involved in protecting trade, especially between 
Barbados and North America. This entailed refits at Boston during the hur- 
ricane season but no encounters with the enemy. By late 1742 he was back 
in England. 

Six months. later, Hawke received command of a real ship of the line, 

the Berwick. His orders were to man this new ship of 70 guns and take her 
out to reinforce the Mediterranean Fleet, then commanded by Admiral 
Thomas Mathews. When, in January 1744, Hawke joined Mathews in Hyéres 

Road, near Toulon, he was well versed in seamanship, not least in foul 

weather, and he was practiced in the crucial, though still bewildering, art of 
maintaining good health aboard ship during extended cruises. Now, at the 
age of thirty-nine, he awaited his first experience of battle. 

At that moment, France seemed about to join Spain against Britain, and 
a large Franco-Spanish fleet was preparing to sail from Toulon. Mathews 
had a somewhat smaller but still very considerable fleet of thirty of the line 
with which he intended to attack the allies if they came out. 

On 9 February, the allied fleet emerged. Having spent the tenth getting 
out of Hyéres Bay, on the eleventh Mathews fought the inconclusive and 
rather discreditable action known as the Battle of Toulon. 

While the allies, with a light northeasterly breeze, continued to steer 
south, Mathews tried to get his fleet into action. The long Franco-Spanish 
line was forging steadily ahead to starboard of the British, who were badly 
strung out. Owing in part to the sluggishness of Vice Admiral Richard Le- 
stock, commanding his rear division, Mathews could not match the advance 

of the allies. Therefore, in breach of the formal rules, he left his line and 

bore down on the enemy, flying signals for the line and a close engagement 
in the hope that his captains would do their best to bear down with him. By 
the time he and some of his disconcerted center division came within gun- 
shot, the French van and center had gone ahead. In this situation, Mathews 

steered toward the flagship of the Spanish rear. Rear Admiral William Row- 
ley in the van, with Hawke close behind him, tried to bear down on the 

French center, but the enemy proved evasive. It was only by breaking con- 
spicuously away from the disorderly and hesitant British line that any cap- 
tain could effectively get to grips. 
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Hawke alone took the risk. Now that the whole of the French center 
had sailed out of reach, he bore down on the leaders of the Spanish rear. 
The Poder, 64 guns, predictably edged away to leeward. Hawke not only 
pursued her but, according to an observer, “he went close under her stern 

and went up again on [her] lee side, and hauled his wind upon her lee bow 
and there engaged her till her mainmast fell.”? An hour later, the Spaniard 
surrendered. The fact that she suffered very disproportionate casualties says 
much about Hawke’s attention to gunnery in his new ship (which had been 
difficult to man). 

This was the only definite success achieved by either side that day. Long 
remembered in the British service, it was the product of individual initiative, 
fighting spirit, good tactical judgment, and outstanding moral courage. 
Hawke showed himself proof against both the dead hand of formalism and 
the prevailing uncertainty. 

Hawke was now near the top of the captains’ list. It was mainly for this 
reason that Mathews and his successor appointed him to command various 
squadrons detached from the Mediterranean Fleet during 1744-45. The ex- 

perience stood him in good stead when, a year or so later, prime responsi- 
bility was suddenly thrust upon him. 

Meanwhile, evidence about Hawke’s conduct off Toulon was a bright 
feature in the courts-martial of Mathews and a number of others for their 
ineffectiveness in that action. Yet when in 1747 Hawke fell due for promotion 

to rear admiral, he was nearly passed over. The reason was that his uncle 
and only patron, Colonel Bladen, had died the year before. Had it not been 
for the personal intervention of King George II, who refused to have his 
captain “yellowed’”—that is, placed among the superannuated rear admi- 
rals—Hawke’s active career would have terminated when he was only forty- 
two! Under the conventions of the time, Hawke’s outstanding, if unortho- 

dox, performance off Toulon did not enlist enough Admiralty support to 
ensure his promotion. 

On his promotion in July 1747 Hawke took up the potentially unexciting 

command at Plymouth. Since 1744, however, the strategic picture had radi- 

cally changed. The French government, preoccupied with the continental 
aspects of the war, concentrated its available money on the army and, by 
1747, France’s beleaguered colonies were withering for lack of replenishment 

by sea. In May, Vice Admiral George Anson demolished the sizable escort 
of a French convoy. By July the Admiralty knew that another convoy for the 
relief of the French West Indies was preparing in the Biscay ports. 

Since 1745 the Western Squadron, on the moderate scale now sufficient 

to control the Channel and the Bay of Biscay, had been reestablished as the 
main British naval force. After his victory Anson was succeeded in the com- 
mand by Vice Admiral Sir Peter Warren. Early in August, however, Warren 
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put into Plymouth, incapacitated by scurvy. The Admiralty found that only 

the junior rear admiral at Plymouth was instantly available to act in his place. 
Loaded with instructions from Warren and the Admiralty, Hawke duly went 
out and took command of the squadron, consisting of a dozen or so ships of 

modest power. 
After cruising for sixty-four days, Hawke intercepted the French fleet 

west of Ushant in the meridian of Cape Finisterre. The ensuing battle, 

fought on 14 October, is usually known as the Second Battle of Cape Finis- 
terre (Anson’s victory in May being the First). Here Hawke’s characteristics 
as a battle-winner were unmistakably demonstrated. While the French con- 
voy’s escort amounted only to eight of the line against Hawke's fourteen, 
those eight were of superior power, with five of them carrying a heavier 
armament and a larger crew than the most powerful British ship. 

As Hawke approached from the leeward, the French sailed close-hauled 
in a line ahead, hoping that he would conform and exchange broadsides at 
some distance while the convoy escaped. To their consternation, Hawke 
proceeded to handle his squadron in the aggressive spirit he had shown off 
Toulon. Although he was commanding only as Warren’s deputy, in daily 
expectation of being superseded, he made the boldest possible use of the 
articles in the Fighting Instructions relating to the “chase.” These freed in- 
dividual captains from the rules for a formal battle. The result was a pro- 
gressive envelopment of the French line, from rear to van, with Hawke 
himself setting a fine example. Six French ships were taken. British domina- 
tion of the seas was now complete and irreversible for the duration of the 
War of Austrian Succession. 

By the coming of peace in 1748, Hawke had been made a Knight of the 
Bath and promoted to vice admiral. At the unofficial start of the Seven Years 
War in 1755, he supervised the mobilization of the fleet at Portsmouth and 

put to sea in command of the Western Squadron. With intermissions, he 
continued in this post till 1762. Anson, First Lord of the Admiralty since 1751, 

saw the squadron as the strategic key to success in the war as a whole. As 
long as it covered the approaches to the Biscay ports, a French invasion of 
the British Isles was impracticable and the French colonies could be taken 
one by one. 

The year 1759 proved decisive. From May to November, Hawke main- 
tained a close blockade of Brest, where a squadron was getting ready to 
cover an invasion of Britain. Beyond this blockade, which was extended by 
posting light squadrons farther down the Bay of Biscay, Quebec lay at the 
mercy of British forces. At the same time, French seaborne trade was greatly 
constricted while Britain’s flourished. 

During these months on blockade, with his main force near Ushant con- 
stantly ready to act on intelligence supplied by the inshore squadron off 
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Brest, Hawke amply confirmed that he possessed qualities adequate to his 
task—patience, tenacity, and administrative grasp. He soon assured the Ad- 
miralty that he would enforce a blockade that would be not only continuous 
but close—except, of course, when the main squadron was blown off station 
by hard westerly gales. If the wind veered easterly, the enemy might be able 
to emerge before Hawke’s return. When in June Hawke was forced to bear 
away to Torbay, the French were not ready to sail. He then settled down to 
the task of keeping twenty or more ships of the line, together with detached 
cruisers and frigates, continuously at sea off the notoriously dangerous Bis- 
cay coast and in a high state of fighting efficiency. While under Anson’s 
capable direction the Admiralty and supply services made unprecedented 
efforts to sustain a policy that was hard on both ships and men, out in the 
Bay of Biscay Hawke saw to it that the policy worked. He kept a grip on the 
movement of reliefs and supplies. Scurvy and other familiar ills did inevi- 
tably make themselves felt, but on the day of battle in November the general 
level of health and morale remained exceptional. 

At length, on 11 October, a hard gale blew from the west-southwest and 

forced Hawke to bear up a second time, on this occasion for Plymouth. He 
assured the Admiralty that he would be back off Brest before the French 
could make their intended move to Quiberon Bay, where General d’Aiguil- 
lon was waiting with his expeditionary corps. Indeed, on 20 October he 
found them still in port. 

Hawke was now an Admiral of the Blue, aged fifty-two. His French 
opponent, Count Hubert de Conflans, who had done well in the previous 
war and had just been promoted to the top French rank of marshal, was 
some twelve years older. By October the enthusiasm that Conflans had felt 
for his mission—in part his own brainchild—had finally evaporated. An at- 
tempt to reinforce him with twelve ships of the line from the Toulon squad- 
ron had been defeated by Admiral Edward Boscawen at the Battle of Lagos 
Bay in August. Moreover, the Brest squadron was manned largely with sail- 
ors devoid of naval experience. Hawke’s persistent attentions had checked 
any attempt to exercise the French squadron as a unit and, if the British for 
the moment had been driven away, the swift reappearance of the inshore 
squadron implied that Hawke would soon be back a few miles out to the 
northwest. In sum, Conflans no longer believed in his mission: that he could 
slip out of Brest, penetrate the northerly recesses of Quiberon Bay, collect 
the transports, escort them as far as the northern coast of Ireland, detach a 

division to see them into the Firth of Clyde, and return with his other two 

divisions to Brest. By 20 October Hawke had duly returned, despite the pros- 
pect of autumnal gales, and 5 November found Conflans writing to the navy 
minister, Berryer, that his basic intention was to avoid a fleet action.’ 

On 6 November a great gale began to blow at northwest. Hawke’s 
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squadron struggled against it but by the tenth was forced to put into Tor- 

bay. In a dispatch to the Admiralty Hawke admitted the possibility that the 

enemy might get out and push for Quiberon “with their whole squadron.” ’ 
He did not need to say that, in that event, he would do likewise. All the 

intelligence pointed to the Morbihan, an almost landlocked harbor on the 
northern shore of Quiberon Bay, as Conflans’s objective. 

By 12 November Hawke was able to get his squadron out of Torbay, but 
that night a hard gale at southwest blew him back in. The damage was 
considerable and on the fourteenth he had to shift his flag from the Ramillies 
to the Royal George. During that period, links between admirals and their 
flagships (like those between captains and their ships’ companies) were close 
and Hawke had worn his flag in the Ramillies since 1757. Nevertheless, his 

transition to the Royal George was accomplished without discernible upset. 
She was quite a new ship of 100 guns, designed as a flagship. Her com- 
mander was John Campbell, a Scot without a patron who had caught An- 

son’s eye and, since then, had deservedly advanced in the service. When 
Hawke came on board, it meant a sharp step down for Campbell from the 
private command of a first-rate ship to be the admiral’s flag captain, but such 
was Hawke's directness of manner and professional stature that no personal 
difficulties arose. The problems Admiral George Rodney experienced in 
1762, when he wished to shift his flag aboard a ship commanded by the same 
Robert Duff who served prominently under Hawke in 1759, vividly illustrate 

the tensions so easily generated on such an occasion.‘ 
On 14 November Hawke (like Conflans) found the wind favorable, but 

that same afternoon he had to send Rear Admiral Francis Geary and his 
scurvy-ridden flagship into Plymouth. To act as commodore commanding 
the rear division, Hawke appointed a senior captain, James Young of the 
Mars, 74 guns. In this case, too, the British performance on the day of battle 

suggests that neither morale nor efficiency suffered from the unavoidable 
last-minute change. In terms of spirit and cohesion, a more complete con- 
trast with the half-heartedness of Mathews’s fleet off Toulon in 1744 could 
scarcely be imagined. 

On the same day (the fourteenth), Conflans sailed from Brest with 
twenty-one of the line and four frigates. In his race against Hawke to reach 
Quiberon Bay, he had a start of 200 miles with only 120 miles to go. What 
both admirals wanted was a favorable westerly wind. The fact that it was 
slow to come improved Hawke’s chances. During the next six days, the sea- 
manship of the two squadrons was put to the test. 

For the first five days Conflans was annoyed by contrary winds, but he 
did not, on the evidence of his later dispatch,’ seriously envisage the possibil- 
ity that Hawke could catch up with him before he found safety in Quiberon 
Bay. His recent accession of some experienced seamen may have made him 
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feel that his lead was unassailable. On 15 November he reached a position 
only some thirty miles short of the west end of Belle Isle.° 

The next day, however, an easterly gale arose, and without appreciating 
the possible consequences, the French bore up and ran before it to the west. 
By 18 November, with the wind lighter but still easterly, they were again 
working up toward Belle Isle. Throughout the day some of them could be 
seen to leeward by the British frigate Vengeance, which was off the north- 
westerly tip of Belle Isle.? On the nineteenth, at 11:00 p.m., Conflans noted 
that the wind was at last beginning to blow from a westerly quarter and 
shortened sail in order to avoid nearing Belle Isle before daylight. He in- 
tended to carry his squadron into Quiberon Bay and make for the Morbihan 
the following day. 

However, at about 7:00 a.m. on 20 November, Conflans discovered 

some British ships ahead of him, not far south of Belle Isle. He correctly 
identified them as belonging to the light inshore squadron commanded 
by Commodore Robert Duff. Since late summer, they had been watching 
the entrance to the Morbihan, wherein General d’ Aiguillon’s transports lay. 
Duff’s eleven ships—mostly frigates and sloops—had contrived to escape 
from Quiberon Bay through the Teignouze Passage (which was apparently 
unknown to the French).* It was not reassuring to meet Conflans in full 
force, but Duff had at least found room in which to run. 

With fresh gales blowing from west-southwest and Duff’s ships starting 
to run north and south, Conflans saw no reason why he should not signal a 
chase. But no sooner had he begun the pursuit than sails began to appear 
behind him, crowding down before the wind. How had Hawke achieved 
this critical surprise? And with what tactical intentions did he come? 

On 14 and 15 November, with the wind at northeast, Hawke had made 

good progress toward Ushant. On the sixteenth he sent the 18-gun sloop 
Fortune to warn Duff against being surprised and trapped by the Brest squad- 
ron, directing him to station some ships to watch the approaches to Belle 
Isle. However, these orders did not get through. The Fortune soon encoun- 
tered the Hébé, a French frigate of 40 guns that had been damaged in the 
gale on the sixteenth and had lost touch with Conflans’s fleet. In a hard- 
fought action the Fortune was heavily damaged and her acting captain killed. 

That evening Hawke was about forty-five miles west-northwest of 
Ushant when he met a victualler returning home from Quiberon Bay. The 
master reported that the French fleet had been seen on the fifteenth some 
sixty-five miles west of Belle Isle with the wind easterly; also, that the captain 

of the frigate Juno, having been chased by the French earlier that day, had 
detached the sloop Swallow from the victuallers and sent her to warn Duff. 

It was during the night of the sixteenth, while Conflans was running 
before an easterly gale, that Hawke began to catch up with him. In Hawke’s 
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vicinity the wind, having been at southeast, freshened to a hard gale at 
south-southeast. Despite this unfavorable development, whereby he was in- 
evitably driven westward, he was able to report to the Admiralty on the 
seventeenth that he had “carried a pressure of sail all night” and that he 
made “no doubt of coming up” with Conflans “either at sea or in Quiberon 
Bay.” On the strength of the victualler’s information, he added that Conflans 
had eighteen of the line and three frigates, while he had twenty-three of the 
line and one frigate.’ 

From Hawke’s point of view, this piece of intelligence was rather con- 
venient. It exaggerated the disparity between the two fleets, insofar as Con- 
flans actually had twenty-one of the line, and it therefore encouraged the 
idea of using the chase. In any case, Hawke’s conduct as a captain off Toulon 
in 1744 and as an admiral on 14 October 1747 suggests that he was bent on 

fighting the closest possible action and argues that he hoped, once again, to 
make the fullest use of the chase allowed by the Fighting Instructions. From 
his experience in 1747 he knew that a general chase tended to produce su- 

periority of force against the rear of a retreating enemy line. If, on the other 
hand, the French doubled back and outnumbered his leading ships for a 
time, he relied on superior seamanship and a quicker rate of fire to meet 
the contingency. So much may be readily inferred from his own past record 
and from his conduct, so free from any sign of hesitation, during the battle 
to come. 

On 17 November, while Hawke was being driven to the west of Ushant, 

the sloop Swallow encountered Captain John Reynolds of the Firm, 60 guns, 
who, with two frigates, was watching Port Louis. Reynolds had recently been 
with Duff in Quiberon Bay and forthwith dispatched the Vengeance, 28 guns, 
as more likely than the Swallow to carry the warning to him in good time."° 

By noon on the eighteenth Hawke reckoned that he was about forty 
miles southwest of Ushant.'' The wind had veered right round to northeast 
and he could stand almost directly toward Belle Isle, which lay not much 
more than one hundred miles to the west-southwest. However, at noon on 

the nineteenth he was still some seventy miles west of Belle Isle. Like Con- 
flans, he was now contending with variable easterly winds. 

Meanwhile, the Vengeance, which had watched the French fleet work- 
ing up toward Belle Isle on the eighteenth, was negotiating the north coast 
of the island. By 10:00 a.m. on the nineteenth she sighted Duff’s squadron 
at anchor in Quiberon Bay. Her captain, Gamaliel Nightingale, thereupon 
“made the signal of seeing an enemy of superior force and fired minute 
guns.” At 3:00 P.M., with the wind at southeast, he could see Duff’s ships 
making sail for the difficult Teignouze Passage but he persisted with his 
warning guns for a further hour. During the night, the wind veered round 
to west and freshened to a gale, but by daybreak Duff and all his ships had 
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rounded the west end of Belle Isle. Soon after 7:00 a.m. they sighted the 
enemy fleet to the southwest and scattered with the French in pursuit. But 
Conflans was about to suffer his first surprise. 

On 17 November Hawke still had only a single frigate in company but 
had since, to his satisfaction, been joined by the Maidstone and Coventry, both 
of 28 guns. These frigates he had posted ahead of the squadron. When, 
during the night of the nineteenth, the wind veered to the west, he rode 
before it for a few hours. From 3:00 to 7:00 a.M. on Tuesday, 20 November, 

he and his squadron lay to. Estimating that Belle Isle lay not many miles to 
leeward, he waited for daylent before making his final—and decisive—dash 
for Quiberon Bay. 

Soon after 7:00 a.m. the British were again crowding sail before the fresh 
gales and hard squalls that continued to blow from west-northwest through- 
out the morning. At 8:30 the Maidstone let fly her topgallant sheets to signal 
a fleet ahead. Her report was repeated by Captain Richard Howe in the 
Magnanime, 74 guns, in the van of the main body, and Hawke at once sig- 

naled for a line abreast. This had the effect of getting the squadron together 
in the interest of cohesion and control, but it did not appreciably retard its 
advance, according to the masters* of the Royal George and Magnanime.? 
Toward 9:45 the Magnanime confirmed that the ships ahead comprised an 
enemy fleet. Soon afterward, Hawke hoisted the crucial signal to which he 
steadfastly adhered throughout the day. In the words of his subsequent dis- 
patch: “Observing, on my discovering them, that they [the French] made 
off, I threw out the signal for the seven ships nearest to them to chase and 
draw into a line of battle ahead of me and endeavor to stop them till the rest 
of the squadron should come up, who were also to form as they chased, that 
no time should be lost in the pursuit.” 

This statement closely follows the wording of the Additional Fighting 
Instructions of that date. These provided for a white flag with a red cross to 
be hoisted at the admiral’s main topmast head when he wanted the whole 
squadron to chase. If he also fired three guns, his first seven ships would, 
regardless of order, form a line ahead while doing so. Upon reaching the 
enemy’s rear, they were to engage it until more ships came up. Then they 
would sail ahead up the enemy’s line. Insofar as Anson, as First Lord of the 
Admiralty, had been very active in revising the Fighting Instructions, Hawke 
took some trouble to show how he had used the rules relating to the chase. 

In 1758, after an unfortunate brush between Hawke and the Admiralty, 

Anson had taken command of the Western Squadron for some months and 
given high priority to tactical training. For some of that time Hawke had 
served as second-in-command. While Hawke himself always emphasized the 

* The master was a specialist officer responsible for sailing and navigating his ship. 
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10. The Battle of Quiberon Bay, 20 November 1759. (A) At about 2:45 p.m., Hawke’s van 

engages the French rear. (B) At 3:17, the French line is thrown into disorder by a hard north- 

erly gust, after which the wind is at northwest. (C) From 4:00 to 5:00, a pell-mell action is 

fought between here and Dumet Island. (D) At 5:30, Hawke anchors here. One group of 
French ships (E) stands toward the Vilaine, while another steers for Rochefort (F) and after 

dawn the Soleil Royal runs for Croisic (G). 

simple virtues of a very close engagement, brought on as swiftly as possible, 
Anson can doubtless be credited with some of the doctrine underlying his 
signals on 20 November. In the days of sail such intimate dependence on the 
freaks and fluctuations of the wind enhanced the merits of an aggressive yet 
flexible tactical philosophy that did not rely on complex instructions or an 
elaboration of doubtfully visible signals. Hawke assumed high standards of 
seamanship, morale, and gunnery in each individual ship, and within the 
bounds set by his simple orders, his fighting spirit, and his personal example, 
once battle was joined he set each captain free to do his utmost. 

When at about 10:00 a.m. Conflans learned of the appearance of Hawke’s 
squadron, he promptly called off his pursuit of Duff. Most of Duff’s ships 
soon joined Hawke and became, in effect, privileged observers of the ensu- 

ing events. Just as Hawke had decided well before the battle on his likely 
course of action, so had Conflans decided on his. Louis XV had impressed 



EDWARD HAWKE 163 

on him that the first priority was the safety of the transports awaiting him 
in the mazelike anchorages in the Morbihan below Vannes and Auray. On 
reaching Quiberon Bay, Conflans was expected to destroy Duff’s squadron 
but not to do battle with Hawke. 

Despite these instructions, Conflans proceeded to invest time in trying 

to form a line ahead. While his objective was the Gulf of Morbihan, he 
assumed that he would be able without interruption to lead his line round 
the Cardinals Rocks into Quiberon Bay. Believing that Hawke had as many 
as thirty of the line and knowing that he faced unfamiliar dangers in such 
confined waters, it seemed obvious to Conflans that Hawke, too, would 

pause to form his line before following the French into Quiberon Bay. What 
with the gales and intermittent hard gusts, the possibility that Hawke would 
chase in after him pell-mell simply did not occur to him. Having got his 
squadron safely into the bay, Conflans intended to execute a series of tacks 
to the northwest. If Hawke followed, he would be able to fight a defensive 
action from windward not far south of the Morbihan. 

All this helps to explain why Conflans did not see a fleet action in the 
open sea south of Belle Isle as a serious option. As he remarked in his 
dispatch of 24 November, he stood no chance of getting to windward of 
Hawke. Had Conflans stood in a line of battle toward the south or south- 
west, Hawke would probably have kept the chase signal flying and have 
progressively swallowed up the French line, from rear to van, as in 1747. 
Moreover, Hawke would have been given more time for fighting before 
night fell—perhaps as early as 5:00 p.m. In sum, Conflans would doubtless 
have lost more ships, and Hawke fewer, had the battle been fought in the 
open sea south of Belle Isle. 

While Conflans bore away for the Cardinals, Hawke, impelled by very 
fresh gales at west-northwest, set every sail he could. Topsail reefs were 
shaken out and even topgallant sails were set. According to Thomas Con- 
way, master of the Royal George, a speed of nine knots was achieved between 
11:00 A.M. and noon, The flagship was heading due east. At noon, she was 
still some fifteen miles southwest of Belle Isle.\* Up ahead was Augustus 
Keppel in the Torbay, 74 guns, one of the seven leading ships. By his reck- 
oning, at noon the northwestern tip of Belle Isle lay north by east at nine 
miles distance and the French fleet, at east by south, was some nine miles 
ahead of him.'* So Hawke was probably a good dozen miles behind the 
French rear at this stage, but as the gap between the fleets steadily dimin- 
ished, most of the imperfectly formed French line could be discerned from 
his quarterdeck. 

By 2:00 p.m. it was observed that Conflans’s flagship, the Soleil Royal, 80 
guns, had rounded the Cardinals. The gales continued at west-northwest at 
speeds of more than forty miles an hour. The waves were high, densely 
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streaked with foam, and with their crests rolling over. (The paintings done 

some years later by Serres and Paton understate the sea that was running.) 

Ships suffered damage to canvas, yards, and rigging as they pressed ahead 

under a crowd of sail. The master of the Royal George put her speed between 

noon and 2:00 P.M. at a constant eight knots. She had set topgallant sails soon 

after the chase began and her example was enthusiastically followed by the 

fleet. The Magnanime—well up among the leaders—carried away her main 

topgallant yard. While repairs were being effected Howe, in tune with the 

spirit prevailing in the fleet, exhorted his men to hold their fire till they could 

touch the muzzles of the enemy’s guns.'* Despite the delay, the Magnanime 
was one of the first ships to get into action with the French rear. 

Knowing by 2:00 p.m. that Conflans was leading his van into the bay 
beyond the Cardinals, Hawke did not shift from his resolve to persist with 

the chase. He was about to hazard the main British battle fleet among the 
countless hidden rocks and shoals in Quiberon Bay. The French would serve 
as pilots. The time when, to quote a contemporary seaman’s verse, “Hawke 
did bang/Mounseer Conflang” had now come. Seldom in history has an 
admiral acted with such audacity. 

At 2:45, Hawke could see that his leading ships had come up with three 
ships of the French rear division and were opening fire. He thereupon 
hoisted the red flag for a general engagement and kept it flying just below 
the chase signal till the end of the day. Conflans had so seriously misjudged 
the relative speeds of the two squadrons that his last three ships had been 
cut off outside the Cardinals. As Midshipman Edward Pakenham of the Dun- 
kirk, 60 guns, noted in his journal, the French “were under an easy sail all 

day, yet we were carrying all the sail we could crowd from 7 in the morning 
to near 3 in the afternoon before we got up with them.” ”” 

Not long after 3:00 p.m., when Hawke was still a few miles from the 

Cardinals, the wind suddenly changed. By that time Conflans and his first 
two divisions had advanced, as he afterward reported, a considerable dis- 

tance into Quiberon Bay, close-hauled on the larboard tack. Then there 

was a hard northerly gust, after which, according to Conflans, the continu- 
ing fresh gales came from north-northwest instead of west-northwest. The 
French line, never perfectly formed, was thrown into great disorder. Among 
the British, too, there were repercussions. Nightingale of the Vengeance, one 
of the frigate captains standing clear of the action, was well placed to ob- 
serve developments. He had noted “the French fleet ahead under an easy 
sail.” Then, at “17 minutes past 3 a very heavy squall came on at North.” 
This caused the Chichester, 70 guns, to lose a topsail yard and three other 
ships to run afoul of each other, incurring damage and loss of way.'® 

According to Hawke, for the rest of the day the wind blew from the 
northwest, though Conway, the flagship’s master, agreed with Conflans in 
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putting it at north-northwest. Even without the gales and heavy sea, a ship 
of the line could hardly be made to sail within 70 degrees of the wind. Con- 
flans was therefore constrained to steer approximately northeast and con- 
template a revised series of tacks. But this alone need not have made him 
abandon his basic plan. What was now bothering him a great deal was the 
amount of sail that the British continued to carry, despite the circumstances. 
They kept coming up to leeward, often in superior numbers. Conflans, shar- 
ing the French predilection for formalism, was also much upset by the dis- 
order into which his line had fallen on the abrupt change of wind. But, above 
all, he finally accepted that Hawke, far from forming a line of battle, was 
determined to persist with his barely credible chase. 

Conflans thereupon jettisoned his own plan and hoisted the counter- 
march signal. He was then probably about six miles west-northwest of Du- 
met Island. His flagship managed to go about by tacking, but a number of 
ships in the van division failed to duplicate this evolution and lost much 
ground by having to wear. Consequently, for the rest of the battle there was 
no single French line, though Conflans was followed by about a dozen ships. 
Still, it is difficult to see, as has often been alleged, that his reversal of course 

was a tactical error. Swarming into the bay, the British no longer found it 
a simple matter to cluster in superior numbers to leeward of the French as 
they slowly advanced in their rather irregular line. 

Meanwhile, by 3:55 Hawke in the Royal George had got around the Car- 
dinals. Seeing the Formidable, 80 guns, flagship of Saint-André du Verger, chef 
d’escadre of the French rear, surrounded by British ships, Hawke pressed on 
into Quiberon Bay. To his great satisfaction, the Soleil Royal could be clearly 
seen heading back toward him. Hawke at once ordered Thomas Conway to 
place the Royal George alongside the French admiral. According to tradition, 
it was then that the master represented the dangers involved and Hawke 
replied: “You have now done your duty in apprising me of the danger, let us 
next see how well you can comply with my orders. I say, lay me alongside 
the French admiral.” 

Whatever was said, Hawke had already taken the really big decision to 

persevere with the chase, despite the dangers to his whole fleet, some hours 
earlier. By 1:00 P.M. it was clear that Conflans was leading his extended line 
toward the Cardinals and Quiberon Bay. During the next two hours, the 
perils of the pursuit were squarely faced by Hawke, and it would be surpris- 
ing if there was no conversation on the subject between him, flag captain 
Campbell, and Conway. Before 3:00 p.m. they could see the French rear being 
fiercely attacked. To confirm and reinforce the chase signal, Hawke added 

the red flag for a general engagement. Nonetheless, as the rival flagships 
converged, Conway may well have made some remark to Hawke about 
the danger, in that Dumet Island lay not far to the northeast.” Certainly 
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Hawke’s response, as quoted above, was characteristic. As at Second Finis- 
terre, there was nothing he wanted more than a direct confrontation with 

the French admiral. 
Soon after 4:00 p.m. Hawke knew that the Formidable (“pierced like a 

cullender,” according to one observer”) had struck to the Resolution, which 

came up after the Magnanime, Torbay, and several others had left her shat- 
tered. He was also aware that another French ship of the line had sank—an 
event quite exceptional in battles fought under sail. In the melee that devel- 
oped northeast of the Cardinals, the Thésée, 74 guns, had been hotly engaged 
with Keppel’s Torbay. Firing her main battery while to windward, the Thésée 
was caught by one of the recurrent gusts and rolled onto her beam ends. 
The sea poured into her lower gun-ports and she rapidly foundered. Though 
Keppel apparently had his leeward ports closed, he also shipped much water. 
“I immediately hoisted out the boats,” Keppel noted, “and sent them to the 
wreck to endeavour to save as many people as they could.” *' In the tempes- 
tuous conditions, his boats, with those from other ships, did well to save 

twenty-nine men. 

Meanwhile, Conflans, heading back toward the entrance of the bay, 

opened fire on some British ships that were handing out severe punishment 
to the Juste, 70 guns. In the flagship’s wake came the Chevalier de Bauffre- 
mont, flying his chef d’escadre’s flag in the Tonnant, 80 guns, and a dozen 
other ships. Hawke entered action by 4:35. At his approach, Conflans and 
the ships following him wore and fired broadsides at the Royal George. 
Hawke closely engaged the Superbe, 70 guns, a mile or two west of Dumet 
Island. On receiving his second broadside at 4:41, the Superbe abruptly sank.” 
Hawke pressed ahead and tried to rake the Soleil Royal but was frustrated 
by the Intrépide, 70 guns. Conflans hoped to lead his ships out into the open 
sea but, as he maneuvered, two of them fell aboard him and he was carried 

some way to leeward of Dumet Island in the direction of the little port of 
Croisic. The light was fading and, realizing that he could not weather the 
Four Shoal, he anchored not far from Croisic.”* The Héros, 74 guns, anchored 

nearby. Belonging to the French rear division, she had earlier been ham- 
mered into submission, but the weather was so bad that a boat could not be 

sent to take possession of her. 
Bauffremont, with the rest of the ships following Conflans, had hauled 

his wind at about 5:00 p.m. and avoided being embayed. During the night he 
led several ships out of the bay and made for Rochefort. Altogether, eight 
French ships of the line reached that port. Another group consisting of 
seven of the line and two frigates steered in the opposite direction. Having 
weathered Dumet Island, they anchored off the mouth of the Vilaine. The 

river was difficult of access but offered a possible refuge if the ships could be 
sufficiently lightened. 
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At 5:00 P.M. or a little later, as night was falling, Hawke made the signal 

for the fleet to anchor. The Royal George was then rather more than two 

miles west by south of Dumet Island. The British were, as Hawke wrote, on 

a coast of which they were “totally ignorant, without a pilot, as was the 

greatest part of the squadron,” and it was “blowing hard upon a lee shore.” 

Despite the shortness of the day, much had been achieved. A flagship of 

80 guns had been captured and two other ships of the line had been sunk. 

The French fleet, on which widespread damage had been inflicted, was ir- 

revocably split and could expect to suffer further losses. So successfully had 
Hawke’s ships used the French as pilots that not one had been lost during 
the hours of daylight. 

At daybreak the wind was still blowing hard from the north-northwest. 
Hawke saw the Soleil Royal and the Héros trapped near Croisic. His own fleet 
and the Four Shoal stood between the two ships and the open sea. Nearer 
at hand, the Resolution, 74 guns, could be seen aground on the western side 

of the Four. She had struck hard while trying to rejoin Hawke during the 
night. Observing the Soleil Royal cut and run toward Croisic, Hawke sig- 
naled the Essex, 64 guns, to slip and pursue her. In attempting to get into 
Croisic, the Soleil Royal and Héros ran ashore just south of the entrance and 
were burned—the former by the French, the latter by the British. Mean- 
while, however, the Essex had struck on the Four Shoal where she, like the 

Resolution, became a wreck. 

Elsewhere that day (21 November), the Juste was wrecked on the Grand 

Charpentier rock while trying to enter the Loire.” Six French ships of the 
line and two frigates managed to get into the Vilaine, but the Inflexible, 64 
guns, grounded in the attempt. On 23 November Commodore Young re- 
ported to Hawke that a ship “on the starboard entrance on her beam ends” 
was thought to be a frigate. Hawke therefore never claimed the Inflexible as 
one of the French ships of the line lost in the sequel to the battle, but she 
disappears from the French accounts after 20 November and there is direct 
British evidence specifying her loss.” 

Altogether, then, the French lost seven ships of the line, including two 
flagships; the British lost two of the line. For the remainder of the war, 
British command of the sea was nowhere seriously contested. A French in- 
vasion of the British Islkes—the one potentially conclusive move on offer— 
was entirely ruled out. The future of Canada and India would rest with 
Britain rather than France. French seaborne trade had been brought virtu- 
ally to a standstill. . 

Having in 1747 seized the unexpected chance of winning a crushing vic- 

tory, Hawke had, on a grander scale and under uniquely daunting circum- 
stances, met the challenge of Quiberon Bay in a similarly decisive manner. 
Confident of the professional quality of his officers and men, and embodying 
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in his person and record an aggressive but flexible tactical doctrine, he ful- 
filled his promise to catch up with Conflans either outside or within Qui- 
beron Bay. On 20 November, his key decisions were to hoist the chase and 
to adhere to it throughout the daylight hours. After months of close watch- 
ing and of constant attention to his own ships and personnel, he was pre- 
pared, as he wrote in his dispatch of 24 November, to run “all risks to break 
this strong force of the enemy.” Looking back over the events of the twen- 
tieth, he was surely justified in observing: “Had we had but two hours more 
daylight, the whole had been totally destroyed or taken.” 

What ultimate conclusions can be drawn about Hawke’s qualities as a 
leader? He cannot be seen asthe product of a school or the disciple of any 
particular precursor. While he derived his basic professional competence 
from considerable service in the West Indies, this service was not out of the 

ordinary. As a leader, he was born rather than made. When, as a captain in 
1744, he was first tested in battle, he showed himself to be confident, reso- 

lute, bold, and formidable, possessing great moral strength and sound tacti- 
cal judgment. As an admiral he displayed similar characteristics. He was not 
a complicated man. Gentlemanly in bearing and straightforward in manner, 
he inspired confidence in those under his command. A sincere Christian, he 
maintained high standards of decency on board ship, was a firm but humane 
disciplinarian, and consistently promoted the health and welfare of his ships’ 
companies as far as the established system allowed. In wartime, he was per- 
sistent in seeking offensive opportunities. Appropriately, he chose the motto 
STRIKE when granted his coat of arms. The corresponding tactic, used by 
him on two contrasting occasions to such conclusive effect, was the general 
chase. He did not take risks lightly, but in 1759 above all, he showed that he 

could embrace them when the time was right. 
Hawke continued to command fleets off the French coast until 1762. 

From late 1766 to early 1771, he was First Lord of the Admiralty. Raised to 
the peerage as a baron in 1776, he died in 1781. 

NOTES 

1. Public Record Office Admiralty (hereafter ADM.) 1/5282, court-martial of 

Captain R. Pett, rst day, 19 November 1745 (evidence of Captain Philip Tom). 

2. G. Lacour-Gayet, La marine militaire de la France sous le régne de Louis XV 

(and ed., Paris: H. Champion, 1910), pp. 348—52, 522. 

3. ADM. 1/92, Hawke to Clevland, 10 November 1759. 

4. On Rodney and Duff, see David Spinney, Rodney (London: Allen & Unwin, 

1969), Pp. 202—5. 

5. From here onward, the account of Conflans’s role derives mainly from 

his dispatch of 24 November 1759, printed in O. Troude, Batailles navales de la France, 
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4 vols. (Paris: Challamel ainé, 1867-68), I:385—95. For tracing his movements from 

14 to 20 November, certain British logs are useful, e.g., those cited in Notes 6 and 7. 

6. ADM. 51/3834, captain's log of the Firm. This reports the Swallow’s account 

of sighting the French on 15 November. 
7. ADM. 51/1029, captain’s log of the Vengeance. 
8. Geoffrey Marcus, Quiberon Bay (London: Hollis & Carter, [1960]), p. 108 

and note. 
9. ADM. 1/92, Hawke to Clevland, 17 November 1759. This covers Hawke’s 

proceedings from the 12th onward. 
10. See Notes 6 and 7 above. 

1. ADM. 51/811, captain’s log of the Royal George. 
12. ADM. 52/862 and 52/935, masters’ logs of the Royal George and Magnanime. 

These give the speeds, estimated hourly. 
13. ADM. 1/92, Hawke to Clevland, 24 November 1759. This is the prime 

source for Hawke’s role on 20 and 21 November. 

14. ADM. 51/811. 

15. ADM. 51/1001, captain's log of the Torbay. 
16. Marcus, op. cit., pp. 146—47. 

17. The journal kept by Pakenham (subsequently Captain Lord Longford) is in 
the Longford Papers at the National Maritime Museum, Greenwich, England. It 
includes general comment on the battle, together with some timed observations of 
French maneuvers, thus usefully supplementing the content of the Dublin’s captain’s 
log (ADM. 51/287). 

18. ADM. 51/1029. See also Marcus, op. cit., pp. 150-51. 

19. Ruddock F. Mackay, Admiral Hawke (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1965), p. 247, 

has further comment on the verbal exchange. 
20. Quoted in Marcus, op. cit., p. 152. 

21. ADM. 51/r1oot. 

22. ADM. 51/811. 

23. Troude, op. cit., 1:391-92. 

24. Lacour-Gayet, op. cit., pp. 360-61. 

25. ADM. 1/92, Hawke to Clevland, 2 December 1759. 

26. National Maritime Museum, HWK/1, Young to Hawke with enclosure, 

23 November 1759. See also Mackay, op. cit., pp. 244 and 253, for a copy of Paken- 

ham’s chart, which marks the location of the various wrecks, including the Inflexible, 

and for reference to other relevant sources (but Lacour-Gayet’s list of the French 
navy is on his p. 542, not p. 522). Pakenham also claims the Inflexible in his journal 

(Note 17, above)—the Dunkirk having been one of the ships sent by Hawke to in- 
vestigate the Vilaine. 

NOTE ON SOURCES 

The best general account of Hawke's tempestuous victory is Quiberon Bay, by Geof- 
frey Marcus (London: Hollis & Carter, [1960]). It is based on thorough research and 
an impressive range of sources. On Hawke’s career and development as a com- 
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mander, Admiral Hawke, by Ruddock F. Mackay (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1965), 

may be consulted. Some corrections of detail in that biography are embodied in the 
foregoing essay. This applies also to the volume of Hawke Papers edited by me for 
the Navy Records Society. Duly furnished with introductions and notes, it was pub- 
lished in 1990. It includes a run of documents for 1759 that can be read as a narrative; 

also much detail, from court-martial evidence, of Hawke’s victory in 1747. 

The original biography is the Life of Edward, Lord Hawke, by Montagu Burrows, 
published in London by W. H. Allen in 1883. It should be noted that its second and 
third editions (1896 and 1904) are abridged and exclude much of the documentary 

material given in the first edition. 
For Hawke's role at Quiberon Bay, the basic primary sources are his own dis- 

patches to the Admiralty dated r7 and 24 November 1759 (for which see Notes 9 and 

13 above), while the lengthy dispatch written by Conflans on 24 November (see 

Note 5) provides a detailed account of his own actions. Various British captains’ and 
masters’ logs are also helpful, although, understandably, they vary a good deal over 
the timing of events on the afternoon of 20 November. (In the logs, the entries 
run from noon to noon. Thus, the events of the afternoon of the 20th are entered 

in the logs under the 21st, where, as usual, p.m. entries precede a.m. ones.) All 

the Admiralty documents mentioned are kept at the Public Record Office, Kew, 

London. 
French naval policy in 1759 is authoritatively treated by G. Lacour-Gayet, La 

marine militaire de la France sous le régne de Louis XV (Paris: H. Champion, 1902, 

and revised ed., 1910), which contains useful information about Conflans and other 

French participants. 
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FOR MORE THAN TWO CENTURIES, PIERRE-ANDRE DE SUFFREN 

de Saint-Tropez has been the object of profound veneration. Admiral Raoul 
Castex (1878-1968), generally considered the foremost French naval thinker, 

placed him in the front rank in the pantheon of great naval commanders, 
beside de Ruyter and Nelson. During the celebration of the bicentennial of 
the American War of Independence, the French navy designated 1983 as Suf- 

fren Commemoration Year. From 1789 to 1962, nine French warships were 

named in honor of this great seaman. 
Suffren’s extraordinary fame stems from his campaigns in the Indian 

Ocean. The adventure began in 1781, when Ministre de la Marine de Castries 

decided to give a new impetus to the war with Britain, which had been 
dragging on for three years without decisive results. Two fleets sailed from 
Brest on 22 March 1781. The first, thirty ships of the line strong under Ad- 
miral Count de Grasse, was to conquer certain of the British Antilles. The 
second, under Suffren’s command, consisted of five of the line, a corvette, 

and eight transports. The minister intended this little fleet to play a diver- 
sionary role, defending the Dutch colony at the Cape of Good Hope against 
a fleet that was just leaving England under Commodore George Johnstone 
and, insofar as possible, reanimating the war in the Indian Ocean. 

The two formations separated on 29 March. De Grasse headed west, 

while Suffren turned south. The latter was far from unknown in the navy. 
Born into the petty nobility of Provence on 17 July 1729, Pierre-André de 
Suffren de Saint-Tropez was admitted into the Order of Malta as a “knight 
of minority” in 1737. At that time the order still maintained a sovereign ex- 
istence on its island stronghold and its galleys, in incessant conflict with 
Muslim corsairs, provided training for many young Frenchmen embarking 
on naval careers. In 1743 Suffren entered the Ecole des gardes de la Marine— 

Naval Cadets School—at Toulon. He made his first cruise at the age of fif- 
teen and fought in his first engagement, the Battle of Cape Sicié, on 24 Feb- 
ruary 1744. 

During the War of Austrian Succession (1740-48), Suffren served in a 

squadron in the West Indies and in an unsuccessful expedition to Canada in 
1746. The following year he was captured at the Second Battle of Finisterre 
and remained a prisoner until the conclusion of peace. 

From 1748 until 1754 Suffren performed duty in the “Galleys of the 

Faith” at Malta, where he took the vows of the order and held several com- 
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mands. Returning to France upon the outbreak of the Seven Years War 
(1756—63), he took part in campaigns in Canada and the Mediterranean be- 
fore being made prisoner for a second time when the French Mediterranean 
squadron was defeated by a British fleet under Admiral Edward Boscawen 
at the Battle of Lagos Bay (18—19 August 1759). 

Following the restoration of peace, Suffren participated in a bungled 
attack on the corsair base of Larache, Morocco, under the orders of Rear 

Admiral Duchaffault. His abilities brought him exceptionally rapid advance- 
ment: commander at the age of thirty-seven in 1767, captain at the age of 
forty-two in 1772. After a period of training in Duchaffault’s practice squad- 
ron, he received command of the ship of the line Fantasque in 1777. In 
February 1778 France intervened on the side of the American colonies in 
their war against Great Britain and Suffren took part in the operations of 
Admiral Count d’Estaing’s squadron at Newport, Grenada, and Savannah in 
1778 and 1779. 

Despite a difficult character and an already impressive embonpoint, dur- 
ing this period Suffren became known as an officer overflowing with ac- 
tivity—audacious, aggressive, and professionally expert. Notwithstanding 
his membership in the Order of Malta, he did not trouble himself over its 
rules of poverty and obedience. If he observed the vow to remain unmar- 
ried, he proved very liberal in the matter of chastity. Despite his taste for 
action, Suffren was also a reflective man. He read and meditated much on 

the great naval campaigns of the past, especially those of de Ruyter. Before 
sailing for India, he carefully studied the operations of his predecessors in 
that theater, Bourdonnais, d’Aché, and d’Orves. 

Suffren also took an interest in the technical aspects of the navy. He 
argued in favor of improving ordnance by the adoption of firing locks, 
caronnades, and explosive shells, in imitation of the Royal Navy, and advo- 
cated the installation of additional ship’s boats and lightning-conductors 
aboard ships. Unlike too many officers of the era, he by no means neglected 
the health of his crews. On 23 February 1773, upon “returning to the king” 
the frigate Mignonne, he noted: “The precautions that I have taken to con- 
serve the salubrity of the air on board and to preserve my crew have happily 
succeeded and I have had only a few serious illnesses.” ! 

On numerous occasions, Suffren applied himself to investigating par- 
ticular military problems. In 1762 he wrote a note to the minister of marine 
on the defenses of Gibraltar and ways to attack them. This was followed in 
1765 by a memoir on the protection of French interests in Morocco and in 
1770 by study on “the means of curbing the corsairs of Algeria.” While em- 
phasizing, as had de Ruyter, the futility of bombarding cities, he called for 
the organization of convoys and patrols of exposed areas such as Sardinia 
and the coast of Provence. 
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Suffren enjoyed the advantage of powerful protectors, including Du- 
chaffault, d’Estaing, and Chief Clerk Blouin, the head of the officers’ bureau. 

He also benefited from the support of Sartine, who had preceded de Castries 
as minister of marine; Vergennes, foreign minister from 1774; and de Castries 

himself, who on 4 March 1781 expressed the intention “to give him the oc- 
casion to distinguish himself.”’? 

The occasion was not long in coming. After separating from de Grasse, 
Suffren proceeded toward the Cape Verde Islands to take on fresh water. 
Arriving off Porto Praya on 16 April he was surprised to discover Johnstone’s 
ships and transports riding at anchor. With extraordinary decisiveness and 
at the risk of imperiling his entire mission, he immediately went over to the 
attack—a decision that planted the seeds of trouble in his captains’ minds. 

On board his flagship, the Héros, Suffren entered the roadstead followed 
by only two ships and raked the British vessels. Dumbfounded at first, the 
English quickly recovered and returned a heavy fire. The French vessels, 
seriously damaged, were driven from the roads. 

This tactical reverse proved to be a strategic victory. Grappling with 
severe damage, Johnstone had to postpone his departure for fifteen days. 
The delay permitted Suffren to reach the Cape of Good Hope and see to its 
defenses, thus obliging the English to cancel the attack and limit themselves 
to the capture of a few merchant ships. Immediately upon becoming known 
in Europe the affair at Porto Praya provoked a sensation. Suffren was ac- 
claimed a hero. The cabinet at Versailles granted him the rank of rear ad- 
miral, and the Order of Malta the title of bailli, the highest grade of the order. 

After that first spectacular success, Suffren reached Ile de France (now 

Mauritius) after a difficult voyage, during which he captured the English 50- 
gun ship Hannibal. There he found himself, in principle, under the orders of 
the governor, Monsieur de Souillac, and the command of Count d’Orves, 

an old seaman, ill and exhausted, who soon expired. His death gave Suffren 
almost complete freedom of action. With eleven ships of the line, three 
frigates, three corvettes, and some transports at his disposition, Suffren de- 
cided to get under way for India and carry the war to the coast of the Car- 
natic, where the situation was not at all brilliant. 

In the theater that until then Versailles had considered quite secondary, 
the English had been able to proceed with the occupation of all the French 
and Dutch “factories” —trading posts—including Trincomalee on the east 
coast of Ceylon. At the same time, they were endeavoring to break the re- 
sistance of France’s Indian ally, Hyder Ali, the nabob of Mysore. The English 
counted on controlling the sea with the fleet of Admiral Sir Edward Hughes, 
a dozen ships of the line supported by well-equipped bases at Madras and 

Bombay. 
After declining an engagement off Madras, Suffren attacked Hughes’s 
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11. Suffren’s Campaigns in the Indian Ocean, 1782-83. 

squadron off Sadras on 17 February 1782 and forced the enemy to withdraw. 
The disembarkation of a small body of troops led to reoccupation of the 
Indian port of Cuddalore and opened direct contact with Hyder Ali. Two 
months later, on 12 April, Suffren failed to obtain a decisive success over 

Hughes at Provedien, off the east coast of Ceylon. This check frustrated his 
intention of seizing Trincomalee and he had to enter port at Baticaloa on 
the southeastern coast of the island. 

On 6 July, Suffren resumed the offensive and fought a third engagement 
off Negapatam, India. It, too, proved a disappointment. The battle was in- 

decisive and the English remained in control of the Dutch factories. Suffren 
retired to Cuddalore. Early in September, however, he succeeded in captur- 
ing Trincomalee by an audacious combined operation and repulsing a coun- 
terattack by Hughes. 

Suffren wintered his well-tested fleet at Achin on the coast of Sumatra. 
He returned to the attack in January 1783. After scouring the Bay of Bengal, 
at Trincomalee he at last made his junction with a small expeditionary 
corps, escorted by three ships of the line, sent from France under the com- 
mand of the Marquis de Bussy. This force, whose arrival had been repeat- 
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edly delayed, reinforced the troops at Cuddalore. On 20 June 1783 Suffren 
fought his fifth and last battle against Hughes’s fleet, which was blockading 
the city, and compelled his adversary to withdraw. A few weeks later the 
proclamation of the Peace of Versailles put an end to a campaign that had 
already been accepted as a masterpiece of the art of war and had brought its 
author remarkable renown. 

Several circumstances contributed to this phenomenon. Without being 
the scientific type of officer, trained in astronomical calculations, Suffren 

nevertheless appeared to be a great sailor, possessing an extraordinary sense 
of the sea. To his most ardent admirers, he also proved himself a superb 
tactician, filled with the spirit of the offensive, rejecting the conformity of 
his day characterized by the fetish of the line of battle, scientific maneuvers, 

and inconclusive engagements. Suffren attacked from the windward and 
closed to within pistol range. He sought the decisive battle, the battle of 
annihilation. Time and again he attempted to double his adversary’s rear, 
taking it between two fires in order to bring about its destruction. 

Nevertheless, a question suggests itself. Was Suffren really an innovator? 
He would not seem to be so, without overlooking de Ruyter or Tourville, 

the outstanding French admiral who succeeded in enveloping the Anglo- 
Dutch van at the Battle of Beachy Head (Bévéziers) in 1690. On several sub- 
sequent occasions, men such as Boscawen and Hawke had also succeeded in 
doubling their opponent's rear. 

Doubling the enemy’s line appeared so little revolutionary that it figures 
prominently in Bigot de Morogue’s treatise, Tactique Navale, which was pub- 
lished in 1763 and, in a sense, constituted the bible of French naval officers. 

An entire paragraph is devoted to methods of doubling the enemy’s van or 
rear, as well as ways to oppose it. 

Suffren’s originality lay elsewhere. It combined an aggressive tempera- 
ment with a capacity to seize “the moment” on the field of battle and to 
shake off accepted rules. Without ever possessing a marked superiority, 
Suffren practiced or, rather, tried to practice doubling the line, despite Bigot 
de Morogue’s admonition that this maneuver must be reserved to the more 
numerous fleet. 

In a sense, Suffren conducted his campaign in the manner of a corsair 
or the commander of a light squadron. His offensive spirit assured him the 
ascendancy over his opponent. The man whom the English started calling 
“Admiral Satan” almost always took the initiative in the attack. He repeat- 
edly returned to the charge, despite severe losses and significant material 
damage. 

That style, that élan, impressed contemporaries. Following the Ameri- 
can war, several treatises such as Grenier’s Art de la guerre sur mer, appearing 
in 1787, and d'Amblimont’s Tactique navale, published a year later, drew upon 
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the lessons of the campaign in India and argued in favor of more flexible, 

more offensive doctrine, free from the rigors of formalism. In his Essay on 
Naval Tactics (1797), John Clerk emphasized the audacity of the actions of 

Sadras and Provedien and did not conceal his enthusiasm for Suffren, “an 

officer of genius and great enterprise.” ’ 
Still, the fact remains that none of the battles Suffren fought were deci- 

sive. Despite repeated attempts, he never succeeded in destroying all or part 
of the opposing fleet. It is true that in Admiral Hughes he confronted a 
skillful antagonist thoroughly familiar with the theater, where he had served 
from 1773 to 1777. “Mother Hughes,” as the French dubbed him, avoided 

risks and parried Suffren’s blows with rare aplomb. 
The reverses Suffren experienced have been the subject of many studies. 

Some authors have evoked the imprint of the Order of Malta as favoring 
single combat to the detriment of combined action of the squadron battle. 
Others have emphasized Suffren’s impulsive temperament and the absence 
of precise instructions to his captains, confused by his improvisations ever 
since the Battle of Porto Praya. 

These explanations can scarcely be sustained. Under the orders of Du- 
chaffault, ’Etenduére, and even more of d’Estaing, Suffren learned the rules 

of squadron action. In the Indian Ocean he repeatedly specified his inten- 
tions with maximum clarity. His letter of 6 February 1782 clearly explained 
to his division commander Tromelin his intention to double the enemy line 
and the role that he meant to reserve for him. His memorandum of 2 June 

of the same year constituted, in the opinion of Admiral Castex, “a model of 
clearness, concision and vigor.” 

Likewise, many authors have rushed to blame Suffren’s subordinates. 
To Castex, Suffren’s disappointments were explained solely by the passivity 
of his officers, prisoners of formalism and the fetish of the line of battle, and 

totally disoriented by the liberties their commander took with customary 
concepts. While much more might be said about the sclerosis of tactical 
ideas in this era, the problem would have been particularly acute among 
officers who had spent long years in the Indian Ocean, were strangers to 
combined maneuvers, and had never had an opportunity to serve in the 
practice squadrons. 

The question may be asked, however, if there was not something else, 
if the passivity of some officers at Sadras, Negapatam, and Trincomalee was 
not akin to conspiracy, to a refusal to obey, to deliberate sabotage by certain 
headstrong individuals determined to frustrate the plans of a commander 
for whom they felt no affection. 

This touches on one of the dominant traits of the French navy of the 
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eighteenth century, which was characterized more by a spirit of insubordi- 
nation, disparagement, and jealousy than by the absence of initiative or com- 
bativeness. The phenomenon was by no means particular to Suffren’s squad- 
ron. D’Estaing and de Grasse experienced the same problem, if not to the 
same degree, during their operations in American waters. Nor did this spirit 

of disputation spare the Royal Navy, as is evidenced by the lively altercation 
that broke out between Admirals Hood and Graves after the Battle of the 
Chesapeake (5 September 1781), in which de Grasse repulsed their attempt 

to rescue the British army trapped at Yorktown. Suffren himself was an old 
hand in the matter. In March 1779 he described one of the navy’s senior 

officers as “fallen from imbecility into infancy” and two years later, upon 
the announcement of the promotions of two officers whose abilities he de- 
spised, he remarked that “It remains rather amusing that one gets ahead 
better by being good for nothing than by being good for something.” ’ 

In sum, certain historians have not hesitated to denounce a cabal, a plot 

against Suffren’s authority. Two men could have been at the origin of a spirit 
of subordination, two Indian Ocean officers, Tromelin and Bidé de Maur- 

ville, whom d’Orves appointed to command the Annibal and the Artésien 
following Suffren’s arrival at the Ile de France owing to their seniority, not 
to their ability. Because of their interests in the colony, these two appear to 
have joined a difficult and interminable campaign on the coast of India with 
the worst possible grace. They did not forgive their removal from female 
companionship and the profitable activities that Suffren had denounced ever 
since his arrival. 

On 15 November 1781 he wrote de Castries: 

I have been even more affected to see that the long and great remoteness 
from authority, the riches acquired and the hope that time and distance 
will erase everything, have given birth to ideas scarcely analogous to the 
military spirit of which subordination is the basis. The king can be well 
served in distant lands only when commanders have great powers and the 
strength to make use of them.° 

Be that as it may, in the wake of the Battle of Negapatam Suffren re- 
solved on drastic action. Before a shift in the wind threw both fleets into 
confusion, the ships of the French center and rear had taken an extremely 
feeble part in the battle. In consequence, four officers were relieved of com- 
mand: Cillart, for having panicked and temporarily hauled down the flag of 
his ship, the Sévére; Bidé de Maurville (Artésien), for having added to the 
faults already evident at Sadras and Provedien; Forbin (Vengeur), for not hav- 
ing made amends for his bad conduct on 12 April; and Bouvet (Ajax), for 
medical reasons. Suffren recognized that Bouvet was “very ill.” “All the mis- 
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takes that he had made, and they are great in number, can be attributed 

solely to senility.”’ These decisions, exceptional for the era, were approved 
by de Castries. 

Another crisis erupted in September, after the Battle of Trincomalee, 
which was again marked by great confusion, a disorderly engagement, and 
an almost universal lack of combativeness, as well as the tardy arrival on the 
scene of action of the rear led by Tromelin. Suffren experienced a fit of 
despair, as was evidenced by the letter he wrote to de Castries three weeks 
after the battle: 

Monseigneur, I have had my heart broken by the most general disloyalty. 
I have just lost the opportunity to destroy the English squadron. I had 
fourteen of the line and the Consolante, which I had put into the line. Ad- 

miral Hughes turned about without fleeing; rather, he fled in order, con- 
forming to speed of his worst sailer. . . . It was not until three o'clock in 
the afternoon that I could overtake him. My line almost formed, I attacked 

and signalled the Vengeur and the Consolante to attack the rear. No one 
came up. Only the Heéros, the Illustre and the Ajax fought at close range and 
in line. The others, without regard to their post, without making any ma- 
neuver, fired from long range or, rather, almost, outside range. 

Everyone, yes, everyone could have come up, since we were to wind- 
ward and ahead and no one did. Several of them have acted bravely in 
other engagements. | can attribute this horror only to the desire to termi- 
nate the campaign, to ill-will [and] to ignorance, for I dare suspect nothing 
WOISE: 2y:.° 

What was most serious in this affair was that the very day after the 
engagement four officers asked to be relieved of command and given leave 
to return to Ile de France. Contrary to every expectation, Suffren granted 

the officers’ request “with pleasure.”” Among the four captains was Trome- 
lin, which cannot have come as a surprise. But the others were men whose 
previous conduct had been wholly praiseworthy and had entertained cordial 
relations with Suffren in the opening months of the campaign. 

Moreover, the Trincomalee crisis was not the first. Another serious in- 

cident had occurred several weeks earlier, after Provedien, as was recorded 

by Huet de Froberville, an army officer embarked in the squadron: 

For some time an extraordinary laxity has manifested itself in the perfor- 
mance of duty. The commander-in-chief’s activity displeases many indi- 
vidual members of the naval officer corps scarcely accustomed to bend and 
who do not find in their chief that insufferable corps spirit, so harmful to 

the public interest, on which its cadets are suckled and which prerogatives, 
honors and age reinforce in those who grow old in the service. We 
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had the proof of it in the cabal that brought forth the resignations of thirty 
or forty of these officers.’ 

On this occasion, however, Suffren had proven intractable and rejected the 

request for leave en masse. 
In wake of these incidents it is tempting to examine Suffren’s own lead- 

ership methods. Time and again he was violent, abrasive, and harsh in his 
relations with his ships’ captains. This conduct did not keep him from exer- 
cising his charm on young officers and demonstrating the most extreme 
demagoguery toward the seamen, even in cases of flagrant breaches of 
discipline. 

After Provedien, it was in the most brutal manner that Suffren informed 

his captains of his intention to pursue the campaign to the shores of India. 
This decision was justified by his strategic plan but ran counter to the cus- 
tomary practice of brief incursions to the Coromandel coast and long pe- 
riods of rest at Ile de France. He communicated it to his captains, none of 
whom he had consulted, in a voice like thunder: 

Very well, gentlemen, I have only a few words to you. I have decided to 
stay in India. Why, you know as well as me. But you may be ignorant of 
the tenor of the general instructions which Monsieur d’Orves received 
from the king: “His Majesty’s wisdom does not permit him to dictate 
any particular operations. He knows that it would be imprudent to deter- 
mine practicalities from a distance of four thousand leagues and, in con- 
sequence, he is content to inform the Sieur d’Orves that what he chiefly 
forbids is the inactivity of his squadron.” 

Better to burn the squadron below the walls of Madras than to with- 
draw before Admiral Hughes! Until we are masters of Trincomalee, the 

unfamiliar roadsteads of Coromandel must suffice for us! 
Please communicate my orders to your officers and your crews." 

That was all. 
Suffren tried to ignore the exertions and sacrifices exacted by the re- 

peated and terribly costly actions fought by ships in poor condition and with 
improvised and incomplete crews. Five captains had already been killed and 
several others seriously wounded. On occasion the admiral’s criticism bor- 
dered on injustice, even bad faith. Could the Consolante and the Vengeur 
honestly be blamed for not having been able to double the British rear off 
Trincomalee, when the first ship was disabled by enemy fire and the sec- 
ond, commanded by a first-rate captain, Cuverville, was on fire and had 

exhausted her ammunition? Contradictions of this kind occur in connection 
with the majority of the squadron’s engagements. It was not uncommon, 
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for Suffren himself, once he had recovered from his disappointments, to 
request awards for officers who had been harshly treated in the beginning. 
Even if it was not the sole reason, such conduct can only have contributed 
to the spread of disaffection and the birth of cabals. 

What was the explanation for Suffren’s animosity, not toward all of the 
officers, but at least toward all of the captains placed under his orders? Was 
it a form of revenge for the contempt that members of the grand corps * 
nourished for the knights of Malta and even officers from the petty nobility 
of Provence, who were adjudged less honorable than the offshoots of Nor- 

mandy and Brittany? Or should it rather be blamed on certain paranoiac 
aspects of Suffren’s character, aggravated by a long and trying campaign? 
There is no doubt that the man was steeped in arrogance and ambition and 
thirsty for fame. His correspondence provides proof of that. 

Did not he affirm, hardly having left Brest, that the campaign in India 
would allow him to acquire “glory, that phantom for which one does so 
many things”? Unfortunately, as his missives to his dear friend Madame 
d’Alés attest, his partial success deprived him of “glory,” of “that immor- 
ality” to which he believed he had a right. His disappointments were re- 
sented not as frustrations of his duties to the king or the navy, but as per- 
sonal injuries. 

Following the Battle of Trincomalee these disappointments, which can- 
not be attributed solely to the shortcoming of his subordinates, aroused a 
veritable genius for persecution. Trublet, a young officer heaped with fa- 
vors by Suffren, which makes his testimony all the more interesting, con- 
firms this: 

Monsieur Suffren remains convinced that the majority of his ships meant 
to abandon him or at least neglected to come to his aid as promptly as 
they should have. His dissatisfaction was extreme, he made his resentment 
felt by several captains who had neglected nothing to share the dangers 
and to save him from the peril in which he found himself.” 

It never occurred to Suffren to wonder whether it was really possible, 
without possessing a marked numerical superiority, to win a complete vic- 
tory with a tired, mismatched fleet manned by overworked crews riddled 
by disease. A single explanation for his disappointments recurs like a leit- 
motif: the shortcomings and soon the treason of his captains. He considered 
himself above all criticism. At the conclusion of his report to de Castries, he 

* Line officers, principally stemming from aristocratic families of the northern coastal 
provinces, who held commands at sea, as opposed to the middle-class petit corps of shore- 

based administrators. 
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wrote, “I have made mistakes in the war. Who has not? But none of those 

which lost engagements can be imputed to me.” A single regret and a re- 
proach. If he had been given Albert de Rioms as second-in-command, as he 
had requested before leaving Brest, “we would be masters of India.” ” 

Still, it may be asked if Suffren’s bearing toward his officers did not pro- 
ceed as much from a spirit of deliberate provocation as from a commander's 
intention to singularize himself, to make himself legendary, as Napoleon 
would do fifteen years later. Already obese on sailing for India, Suffren be- 

came enormous, elephantine, unfurling an impressive paunch, although he 
did not lose his agility. Afflicted by bulemia, he ate voraciously, disgustingly, 
ignoring his knife and sometimes his fork. 

Before his ships’ captains, immaculate in full-dress uniform, Suffren cus- 

tomarily appeared dirty, slovenly, with eight days’ growth of beard, and ex- 
uding an almost unbearable odor. A Briton’s portrait has become classic: 

Of bizarre dress and figure, . . . he looked more like an English butcher 
than a Frenchman. About five feet, six inches in height, very corpulent, 
with little hair on the top of his head but more on the sides and back. 
Although quite fat he used neither powder nor pommade, wore no curls 
and had a short queue three or four inches long tied with an old bit of 
twine. .. . He was wearing a pair of old shoes from which the straps had 
been cut, and unbuttoned trousers. . . . Stockings of cotton or yarn and 
not of the cleanest hung over his legs . . . a linen shirt completely soaked 
with sweat.” 

The admiral also affected a vulgar, chaffing, and provocative language. 
Following the September engagement Suffren, convinced that he was 

surrounded by enemies, fell into a deep depression; “each step that we have 
taken since the conquest of Trincomalee was marked by a disaster.” Two 
ships, the Orient and the Bizarre, disappeared, victims of the sea. Hughes 
received important reinforcements with the arrival of the five ships of the 
line. The winter harbor at Achin proved a disappointment. The local ruler 
was “an atrocious despot, somber and withdrawn, who counts victims 

rather than subjects.” '* The news that de Grasse had been defeated at the 
Battle of the Saints, which became known on 25 October 1782, plunged 
Suffren into despair. To add to his worries, the reinforcements under Bussy 
were late in arriving. 

In January 1783, however, Suffren roused himself and regained his en- 
ergy. He ravaged British shipping in the Bay of Bengal, finally made his junc- 
tion with Bussy at Trincomalee and landed troops at Porto Novo to support 
Tippoo Sahib, Hyder Ali’s successor. At last, on 20 June, at Cuddalore he 
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6. The Battle of Cuddalore, 20 June 1783. The Ministry of the Marine had recently issued an 
order requiring admirals to exercise command from a frigate outside their line of battle. At 
Cuddalore, Suffren flew his flag in the frigate Cléopdatre, here shown to the left of the French 
line. He did not consider this experiment a success. (Musée de la Marine, Paris.) 

fought the battle that obliged Hughes to retire. Upon this success Suffren 
became himself again. Glory had made the rendezvous. 

Whatever his defects, Suffren had accomplished the feat of conducting 

a frenetic campaign, almost two years in duration, whose diabolical tempo 
seems to foreshadow that of Bonaparte in Italy in 1796-97. Again like Bon- 

aparte, Suffren exceeded the bounds of a mere tactician. He had the enor- 
mous merit of conducting for the first time an important geostrategic op- 
eration at a great distance, more than two months’ voyage, from his nearest 
base. Suffren was one of those rare French admirals who understood that 
command of the sea does not constitute an end in itself. It must serve to 
support strategy and permit the association of naval and military operations. 
On the whole, Suffren’s battles occurred within the framework of a mari- 

time strategy oriented toward the land. 
At the same time, he by no means ignored the effects of naval demon- 

strations. The arrival of his squadron before Cuddalore on two occasions, 
in July 1782 and June 1783, impressed the inhabitants and the garrison and 
constituted a favorable prelude to his meetings with Hyder Ali and Tippoo 
Sahib. 
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Throughout the campaign, Suffren interpreted his instructions in the 

most offensive possible manner. There was even an instance of flagrant 
disobedience. Entrenching himself behind the old directives received by 
d’Orves, Suffren refused to return to Ile de France to await Bussy’s ships 
and transports, as de Castries suggested. On 1 May 1782 he wrote Governor 

Souillac: 

I choose to remain; with regret, because although the only thing to do, it 
will not be to anyone’s taste, I will be criticized by everyone. Be- 
sides, if I leave the coast shortly after the action, Monsieur Hughes, whom 

I beat on 17 February and 12 April, will not hesitate to say that I have been 

beaten.” 

An account of the campaign in India would be incomplete without men- 
tioning Suffren’s extraordinary talent for improvisation. Upon arriving at the 
Cape following the Battle of Porto Praya, he found material sufficient to 
allow only a partial repair of the damage that his squadron had sustained. 
The work could not be completed until he reached Ile de France, and at the 
cost of exhausting the colony’s resources. 

Entirely dependent on his own devices on the coast of India, Suffren 
gradually perfected a logistical triangle based on Coromandel, Ceylon, and 
Sumatra, the sides of which did not exceed twenty days’ sail. From these 
bases, the fleet drew water, provisions, and wood. With the aid of the 

Dutch, it was possible to proceed with repairs and copper sheathing, to land 
the sick, and open hospitals. The thorniest problem concerned masts and 
yards; after every action, there were permutations from one frigate to an- 
other or from a frigate to a ship of the line. Suffren nevertheless succeeded, 
if the phrase is applicable, in living off the land. Large-scale commerce raid- 
ing, especially in the Bay of Bengal, enabled the squadron’s needs to be 
answered. 

The same improvisation occurred in regard to the crews, decimated by 
battle and disease. Of the 430 men who sailed in the Ajax, in 52 months of 

campaigning 43 were killed in action or by accident and 185 died of disease. 

It was regularly necessary to fill the crews by recruiting local manpower: 
blacks from Mozambique, Sepoys, Malays, soldiers. At the conclusion of the 
campaign, the shortages were on the order of 30 percent of a mismatched, 

patchwork fleet, half of whose ships lacked copper sheathing, two of which 
were kept afloat only by the constant action of their pumps. 

It was fortunate that peace intervened in July 1783. Suffren probably 
would not have been able to hold out very long against Hughes’s far better 
supported and recently reinforced fleet. The situation ashore was no more 
promising. 
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Thus, despite its tempo, the balance sheet on the campaign was hardly 
positive. Suffren’s diversion did not lead the British to commit important 
forces to the Indian Ocean. The reinforcements sent to Hughes were limited 
to five ships of the line. Moreover, Suffren’s success became known too late 
to affect the preliminaries of the peace. By the Treaty of Versailles, France 
recovered the five defenseless factories that had been accorded to it by the 
Treaty of Paris in 1763—a return to the status quo ante. 

Some authorities contend that the dispatch of more sizable forces would 
have had profound repercussions, greatly improving France’s political posi- 
tion in India. This is doubtful. There is nothing to indicate that the capture 
or destruction of a few English vessels would have led to a revolt by the 
Hindu princes and shaken British predominance. 

In any event, the French navy could not fit out more than sixty or sev- 
enty ships of the line. It lacked the means to conduct offensive operations in 
two distinct theaters. Strategic priority was rightly accorded to the Atlantic 
and the cabinet at Versailles could not commit more than 15 to 20 percent of 
its forces to the Indian Ocean. 

How then to explain the fabulous echo, in France as well as England, of 

an entirely marginal campaign? To begin with, the public relations aspect 
must not be overlooked. Suffren knew how, by his reports and his letters, 

to exalt his successes, to give his operations an epic appeal. He succeeded in 
making government offices and public opinion tremble with delight. Im- 
mediately after his reverse at Trincomalee, Suffren wrote Versailles: 

Here are nevertheless the results since I have been in India. I have been 
master of the sea. I have taken five vessels belonging to the king of En- 
gland, three to the [Honourable East India] Company and more than sixty 
private ships. I have supported our army; I have furnished it with provi- 
sions and money. . . .”° 

There was more. Suffren’s exploits occurred in the midst of a terribly 
costly and disappointing war. Despite two serious attempts, the French and 
their Spanish allies were never able to make a “descent” on England. They 
were equally unable to capture Gibraltar. In the Atlantic the campaigns of 
d’Estaing and de Guichen ended in lackluster and indecisive actions. Cer- 
tainly, de Grasse’s fleet and Rochambeau’s expeditionary corps had played 
vital roles in the grand strategic combination that led to the capitulation of 
Cornwallis’s army at Yorktown and thereby to American independence. But 
to a fickle public that success had been overshadowed by the humiliating 
defeat of the Saints. 

In Suffren the French found a commander after their heart, capable 
of improvisation, of audacity, of panache, along the line of the great admi- 



188 THe LINE oF BATTLE 

rals of the seventeenth century—Tourville, Duquesne, Jean Bart, Duguay- 
Trouin. They had a sense of having regained ascendancy over the Royal 
Navy. In the phrase Louis XIV had used to honor Tourville after the Battle 
of la Hogue in 1692, Suffren knew how to shed glory on the navy, the king- 
dom, and the king. His exploits appeared to avenge the disappointments of 
the War of Austrian Succession, the Seven Years War, and, of course, the 

unhappy day of the Saints. 
This sentiment explains Suffren’s triumphal return. He was received as 

a conqueror at Ile de France. At the Cape, his reception was sumptuous. In 
reward for having saved the colony, the Dutch presented him with a mag- 
nificent sword, its blade enlaid with gold and its hilt encrusted with dia- 

monds. Better yet, British officers who called at the Cape did not disguise 
their admiration and asked to be presented to the admiral in the Héros who 
had become a hero himself. 

At Toulon, Suffren’s arrival was triumphal, and even more so a few 

weeks later at Paris and Versailles. For a month, he was the toast of the court 

and the city. Louis XVI heaped him with favors. Promoted to the grade of 
lieutenant general* after Cuddalore, Suffren was made a knight of the Or- 
dre du Saint-Esprit, the kingdom’s highest award. By special decree, a fourth 
position of vice admiral was created for him. Provence was delirious. Poets 
celebrated his merits. Besides the pool at Berre an admirer had a replica of 
his flagship, 30 meters long, carved into a monolith, with the inscription: 

BIG MOTIONLESS SHIP 

WHICH COST-ME A LOT OF MONEY... . 

The stern of this enormous offering exists today. 
Suffren was only partly satisfied. He felt that he was receiving only what 

was due him. He even showed some disappointment. He wanted to be 
made a marshal of France, as Tourville had been in 1693. De Castries turned 

him down. The minister’s report to the king could not have been more 
flattering, however: 

Your Majesty knows that opinion in Europe, in England and in his king- 
dom places this officer on the same plane as the greatest seamen. . . . It is 
principally to him that is due the tone of superiority that the navy of 
France has regained in the opinion of all Europe. . . . 

The reason for the refusal was simple. By virtue of his seniority, 
it would also have been necessary to accord the dignity of marshal to 
d’Estaing, but he did not deserve it. The minister executed a pirouette to 
bolster his refusal: “The principles of an enlightened administration impose 

* This military-sounding rank was the French equivalent of the British vice admiral. 
The French vice-amiral was an appointment rather than a rank. 
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the obligation always to leave something to be desired by a man whom it is 
important to call upon for new services.” ” 

Suffren ended his life in pomp and a sort of isolation. He was not con- 
sulted in the drafting of the Ordinance of 1786, which reorganized the navy, 
and he did not take part in the king’s visit to inaugurate the construction of 
the great mole at Cherbourg. At the time of the Anglo-French crisis of 1787, 
however, he was given command of the Brest squadron. 

Suffren died in Paris on 8 December 1788. For many years the convic- 
tion reigned that he had been killed in a duel. Some believed that he had 
been the victim of a sordid quarrel upon leaving a house of pleasure that the 
great fancier of women was accustomed to visit. Others held that the duel 
was a settling of scores and Suffren the victim of the former captain of the 
Sévere, Cillart, whom he had sacked after Provedien. In reality, things were 
much more prosaic. Suffren simply died of disease, the combination of a 
cold, the gout, and a “putrid abcess,” treated by repeated bloodlettings in 
the approved practice of the day. 

That Suffren figures in the front rank of French admirals cannot be con- 
tested. That he occupies the first place can be disputed. Certainly, no one 
could deny his enormous talents: his energy, his tenacity, his flair for impro- 
visation, his strategic genius. He ranks high above d’Estaing and de Guichen. 
He reached the level of Tourville, Duquesne, and de Grasse, and he dem- 

onstrated greater strategic insight than Tourville, who proved incapable of 
exploiting the command of the sea he had won at Beachy Head. Yet he never 
held command in a decisive theater, which left him great ease of mind, and 

he never had more than fifteen of the line under his orders. 
Still more important, Suffren lacked a certain dimension necessary to 

enter into the society of very great seamen. He knew how to make himself 
obeyed and respected. He never learned how to make himself loved, nor 
how to create a team spirit among his lieutenants. In this regard, he ranks 
far below de Ruyter, Nelson, and Halsey. As Las Cases, a former seaman 

himself, would write in the Mémorial de Sainte-Héléene: “Monsieur de Suffren 

had genius, originality, great ardor, strong ambition, a will of iron. .. . Very 

tough, very strange, extremely egotistical, hard to get along with, a bad 
comrade, he was loved by none but admired and appreciated by all.” 
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JUST BEFORE SUNSET ON 1 AUGUST 1798, IN A T’GALLANT NNW 

breeze, fourteen British ships of the line under Rear Admiral Sir Horatio 
Nelson sailed into Aboukir Bay, a few miles northeast of Alexandria, where 

in a fierce three-and-a-half hour action, they annihilated a French fleet of 
thirteen ships of the line, including the 120-gun Orient, and four frigates, 
under Vice Admiral Francois‘Paul Brueys. Only two French line-of-battle 
ships and two frigates escaped. No British vessels were lost. The Battle of 
the Nile crowned a campaign during which, for the first time, all the ele- 
ments of Nelson's genius came together to achieve victory on the grand 
scale. Its results were far-reaching. First and foremost, it forcibly reestab- 

lished British naval presence in the Mediterranean. A French army under 
Bonaparte was bottled up in Egypt where, without sea supply lines and com- 
munications, it could do little to threaten the British presence in the area or 
their route to India. At home, news of the victory gave a much needed boost 
to a government struggling with military and naval unrest, quieted republi- 
can sentiments, and even spurred some radical groups to rally around the 
flag in the fight against France. Overnight, Nelson became the personifica- 
tion of British patriotism and sea power. 

For the almost two hundred years that have elapsed, Horatio Nelson 
has been a household name in Britain. Tales of his derring-do and his hu- 
manity have become part of the national mythology, to the point that fact 
is often difficult to distinguish from fiction. More biographies have been 
written about him than any other naval figure and continue to appear with 
great regularity. Britain’s National Maritime Museum is virtually a shrine to 
his fame. Ever since his death at the Battle of Trafalgar on 21 October 1805, 

the search for a Nelson reincarnate has been for the Royal Navy an elusive 
venture akin to a quest for the Holy Grail. 

Why all this should be so is not difficult to understand. The last of a 
long line of illustrious leaders of the days of sail, Nelson became a legend in 
his own lifetime. Vernon, Anson, Hawke, Rodney, Hood, and Howe had 

developed a tradition of naval supremacy to which Nelson was the heir. But 
their victories were limited in scope. Decisive naval victories were rare in 
the Age of Sail. Nelson won three: at the Nile in 1798, at Copenhagen in 1801, 

and at Trafalgar in 1805.1 At a time when genuinely popular heroes were 
equally rare, Nelson’s popularity with his captains and men, as with the 
crowd ashore, could never be doubted. “Nelson was a man to be loved,” 

declared Sir Pulteney Malcolm, who as captain of the 74-gun Donegal sailed 
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with Nelson during the pursuit of Villeneuve’s fleet to the West Indies be- 
fore Trafalgar. Nelson had that rare capacity to inspire to great heights those 
who served under him. An impulsive generosity of spirit and a colorful per- 
sonality with a vibrant sense of theater, joined with rigorous sea training, an 
intuitive, commonsense grasp of tactics, and great physical bravery, matched 
the circumstances of the wars to produce a leader unique in the annals of 

naval warfare. 
Horatio Nelson was born at Burnham Thorpe in Norfolk on 29 Septem- 

ber 1758, the third surviving son of the Reverend Edmund Nelson, rector of 

the village. At the age of twelve he joined as midshipman the 64-gun HMS 
Raisonnable, commanded by his uncle, Captain Maurice Suckling. The next 
year, 1771, he voyaged to the Caribbean in a merchantman, from which he 

returned “a practical Seaman, with a horror of the Royal Navy, and with a 

saying, then constant with the Seamen, ‘Aft the most honour, forward the 
better man.’”’* From his early experience of the merchant service, Nelson 

acquired great respect for the seamen, which stood him in good stead in the 
future. By 1777, when he passed the examination for lieutenant and was 

appointed to the frigate Lowestoffe, he had gained considerable sea experi- 
ence and was fast learning what each kind of ship was capable of doing in 
all weathers and climates. In 1773 he served on a polar expedition, followed 
by two years on the East Indies Station and, during the terrible winter of 
1776-77, as acting-lieutenant on the 64-gun Worcester escorting the Gibraltar 
convoys. While serving under Rear Admiral Sir Peter Parker on the West 
Indies Station during the War of American Independence, Nelson received 
his first command, the schooner Little Lucy, early in 1778, but was soon trans- 

ferred as first lieutenant to the flagship, the 50-gun Bristol. He received com- 
mand of the brig Badger in December. In June 1779, a few months short of 
his twenty-first birthday, he was appointed post-captain in command of the 
20-gun frigate Hinchinbroke. 

From then on, Nelson’s naval career was secure. Captains were pro- 
moted by seniority, and eventual flag rank was assured if they survived the 
rigors of naval life. After several years in the Caribbean, Nelson returned to 
England in July 1787 as captain of the 28-gun frigate Boreas, accompanied by 
his bride of four months, Fanny, whom he married on the island of Nevis. 

The ship paid off on 1 December. 
For the next five years, Nelson was on half-pay, living mainly in Norfolk 

and constantly badgering the Admiralty for another ship. At last, in 1793, he 

was appointed to the Agamemnon, 64 guns, and served in the Mediterranean 
under Lord Hood, Admiral Hotham, and Sir John Jervis. On 1 June 1796, he 
hoisted his broad pennant as commodore in the 74-gun Captain. Under Jer- 
vis, he played an important part in the victory over Cordova’s superior Span- 
ish fleet at the Battle of Cape St. Vincent on St. Valentine’s Day 1797, for 
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which he was created a Knight of the Bath and promoted to rear admiral. In 
June 1798 he was given command of the powerful squadron that hunted and 
destroyed Brueys’s fleet at the Battle of the Nile. Honors were showered 
upon him, including the title Baron Nelson of the Nile and Burnham 

Thorpe. For the next year and a half, he remained in the Mediterranean, 

where he became embroiled in a torrid and very public love affair with 
Emma Hamilton, wife of the British minister to the Kingdom of Naples. In 
July 1800, Nelson and the Hamiltons left Leghorn overland for England. 

Despite the fears of his mentor, Lord St. Vincent, and the opprobrium 
of the priggish King George III, the affair seems not to have affected Nelson’s 
career. The following year he was promoted vice admiral and, under Sir 
Hyde Parker, attacked the Danish fleet at Copenhagen. For this action, he 

was created a viscount. On the breakdown of the Peace of Amiens in 1803, 

Nelson was appointed commander in chief, Mediterranean, and for the next 
two years blockaded the south coast of France. In January 1805, Villeneuve’s 
fleet broke out and was chased by Nelson to the West Indies and back. After 
a brief interlude with Emma and their daughter, Horatia, at Merton in Sur- 

rey, Nelson was recalled to command the fleet blockading the combined 
French and Spanish fleets at Cadiz. The enemy sallied out of port and were 
engaged off Cape Trafalgar on 21 October 1805. Nelson died of a wound as 
decisive victory was assured. 

Nelson’s autobiographical sketch, written in 1799 and from which much 

of the above information is taken, is remarkably modest and straightfor- 
ward, giving the lie to the common charge of vanity. It only hints at the 
qualities of leadership that Nelson perfected during those years. There is no 
mention that, well before the Nile, he had acquired a reputation as a fero- 
cious warrior, untamed by physical injury (he had lost an eye in Corsica in 
1794 and an arm at Tenerife in 1797), who had led the boarding of the San 

Josef and San Nicolas at the Battle of the Cape St. Vincent in February 1797, 
or that the efficiency of his commands was maintained by strict discipline 
combined with a genuine concern for the well-being of his men. His physical 
courage, unswerving sense of duty, and almost childish craving for battle 
and glory are not considered worthy of discussion. On the other hand, the 
sketch pays generous tribute to those from whom Nelson learned his trade 
or to whom he owed preferment, particularly Viscount Hood, Sir John Jer- 
vis (Earl of St. Vincent), and HRH Prince William, Duke of Clarence (the 
future King William IV), with whom he served in the West Indies. 

Such support was important. As a young captain on the Leewards Sta- 
tion, Nelson was rebuked twice by the Admiralty for his lack of “attention 
to the rules and practice of the service,” and probably only his friendship 
with Prince William saved him from the full force of its wrath.’ In 1783 Lord 

Hood presented Nelson to King George III, who “was exceedingly atten- 
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tive” and honored the young captain with an invitation to Windsor to visit 

Prince William.* More importantly, when the need arose, the Admiralty rec- 

ognized Nelson’s talents and did not fail to make use of them. Early in 1798, 

when French activity was reported in Toulon, Earl Spencer, the First Lord 
of the Admiralty, gave Nelson the Vanguard and sent him to join St. Vincent's 
fleet. In 1802, Spencer’s successor, Lord Barham, placed Nelson in command 
of the fleet that was eventually to destroy Franco-Spanish naval power at 
Trafalgar. As commander in chief on the former occasion, St. Vincent an- 
ticipated Lord Spencer’s recommendation to advance Nelson over more se- 
nior officers to command the squadron reentering the Mediterranean and 
thus initiated the campaign that led to the Nile. St. Vincent also appointed 
some of his most experienced captains to serve under Nelson: Edward Berry 
had been Nelson’s lieutenant in the Agamemnon and the Captain; Alexander 
Ball had served under Rodney at the Battle of the Saints in 1782; Thomas 

Louis had been a captain since 1783; R. W. Miller had commanded Nelson’s 

flagship Captain at the Battle of Cape St. Vincent; Samuel Hood had seen 
action during the War of American Independence and had been at the oc- 
cupation of Toulon in 1793; Benjamin Hallowell had been with Nelson in 

Corsica at the sieges of Bastia and Calvi and had been supernumerary on 
Jervis’s flagship at Cape St. Vincent; Thomas Troubridge had led the fleet 
into action at Cape St. Vincent and was with Nelson in the attack on Tene- 
rife; Thomas Hardy, who was to be remembered as Nelson’s flag-captain at 
Trafalgar, Thomas Foley, and James Saumarez had fought at Cape St. Vin- 
cent. All became part of the “band of brothers” who won fame at the Nile. 

For his part, Nelson strove to build a positive relationship with his cap- 
tains. Frequent conferences transmitted to them his enthusiasm and forged 
cohesion, tactical understanding, and the recognition that in the uncertainty 
of battle individual commanders were expected to seize any initiative that 
arose. On the latter point, Nelson himself had set the precedent when he 
veered out of the line to interrupt the Spanish withdrawal at Cape St. Vin- 
cent. His battle skills were not simply intuitive but developed over the years 
of learning. A longtime student of tactics, he had been well schooled by 
Admiral Hood, who in 1783 promised Prince William Henry that the young 
captain “could give him as much information [about naval tactics] as any 
officer in the fleet.”’* Nelson's flag-captain, Berry, wrote in a memoir pub- 
lished after the Battle of the Nile that during the search for Brueys’s fleet the 
Vanguard's quarterdeck became a 

school of captains . . . [where].he would fully develop to them his own 
ideas of the different and best modes of attacks, and such plans as he pro- 
posed to execute upon falling in with the enemy, whatever their position 
or situation might be by night or day. . . . There was no possible position 
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in which they could be found that he did not take into his calculations, 

and for the most advantageous attack of which he had not digested and 
arranged the best possible plans. With the masterly ideas of their admiral, 
therefore, on the subject of naval tactics, every one of his captains was 
most thoroughly acquainted; and upon surveying the situations of the 
Enemy they could ascertain with precision what were the ideas and inten- 
tions of their Commander, without the aid of any further instructions.° 

Such thorough briefing of Nelson’s officers brought greater efficiency to 
fleet operations at a time when flag signaling was still by ideograms. The 
first vocabulary signal books reached the British fleet off Cadiz in September 
1805.” Not surprisingly, when the moment for action came at the Nile and 
at Trafalgar, signals were hardly needed. Indeed, at Trafalgar, Nelson’s fa- 
mous “England expects that every man will do his duty” elicited from his 
second-in-command, Collingwood, an annoyed “I wish Nelson would stop 
signalling, as we all know well enough what we have to do.” * There lay the 
key to the “Nelson Touch.” Nelson had brought his captains to the point 
where they reacted instinctively as he would want them to when unex- 
pected situations arose in the heat of battle. And so the ships and their cap- 
tains became, in effect, extensions of their admiral’s will. 

The battle tactics that Nelson and his captains executed at the Nile and 
Trafalgar were not entirely new and they were not reckless, but they were 
daring and did break the rules. The Fighting Instructions, dating back to the 
seventeenth century, laid down formalized maneuvers for sea battles that 
were in their essentials the same as those prescribed for armies fighting on 
land. In both cases, the objective was not annihilation of the enemy but to 

achieve strategical advantage and to maintain the fleet or the army-in-being. 
Adherence to the line of battle clearly put aggressive admirals at a disadvan- 
tage and allowed a defensive-minded enemy to escape all too easily. By the 
time that Graves’s timid holding to the line of battle at Chesapeake Bay in 
1781 cost him the chance to destroy de Grasse’s fleet, more venturesome 
British admirals were breaking the enemy’s line in an effort to prevent his 
escape. Nelson brought this tactic to its logical conclusion by using it to 
concentrate his forces, “doubling” to attack the enemy from both sides, and 

so bring about the annihilation of the opposing fleet. Here Nelson was an 
innovator. At the Glorious First of June, 1794, Howe with twenty-five ships 

had made partial penetration of the French line to capture six of twenty-six 
enemy sail of the line; at the Battle of Cape St. Vincent in 1797, Jervis’s fleet 

of fifteen had taken four of twenty-seven Spanish ships, two of them by 
Nelson as a consequence of his veering out of the line; at Camperdown in 
October 1797, Duncan with sixteen sail had broken the enemy line in two 

places and taken eight of fifteen Dutch ships. At the Nile, Nelson took or 
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destroyed eleven of thirteen enemy ships of the line; at Trafalgar, where 
Nelson commanded twenty-seven ships of the line, twenty of the enemy’s 
combined fleet of thirty-three (eighteen French and fifteen Spanish) were 
taken or struck their colors. 

No doctrine of annihilation, no imaginative tactics or captains’ daring 
could succeed unless the sailors obeyed orders, worked as a team, and fought 

well. Although their conditions of service were often more harsh, British 
crews generally were better than those of French and Spanish warships. As 
well as often more daring commanders, they had more sea time, more gun- 
nery practice, and greater battle experience. Nelson never forgot that the 
fleet and the individual ships were held together by personal bonds and that 
his successes were largely dependent on the men he commanded. His repu- 
tation attracted officers and seamen alike. During the great fleet mutinies of 
June 1797, when the commander in chief, St. Vincent, was hanging muti- 

neers from the yardarm, a letter signed simply “Ship’s Company” assured 
Nelson and his flag-captain, Miller, that “We are happy and comfortable and 
will shed every drop of blood in our veins to support them, and the name 
of the Theseus shall be immortalized as high as the Captain.” ° 

The basis of Nelson’s popularity lay in the practical concern he showed 
for the well-being of his sailors. The record is voluminous; a few examples 
will illustrate the point. As a junior captain in 1783, when he left the frigate 
Albemarle and the whole crew had volunteered “if I could get a ship, to enter 
for her immediately,” he spent three weeks pestering the Admiralty, “at- 
tempting to get the wages due to my good fellows, for various Ships they 
have served in the war.” Victory and fame did not change him. After the 
Battle of the Nile he ordered read to the ships’ companies a letter offering 
them his 

most sincere and cordial Thanks for their very gallant behaviour in this 
glorious Battle. It must strike forcibly every British Seaman, how superior 
their conduct is, when in discipline and good order, to the riotous béhay- 
iour of the lawless Frenchmen. The Squadron may be assured the Admiral 
will not fail . . . to represent their truly meritorious conduct in the strong- 
est terms to the Commander-in-Chief."! 

Nor did he fail. Indeed, he made himself quite unpopular with Earl Spencer 
by billing the Admiralty for an additional £60,000 prize money for French 
ships set on fire after the action. “An admiral may be amply rewarded by his 
feelings and the approbation of his superiors,” he wrote to the First Lord, 
“but what reward have the inferior officers and men but the value of the 
Prizeren2 

Hope of wages and prize money alone did not attract sailors to Nelson 
or turn a man-of-war into an efficient fighting machine. Health and effi- 
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ciency, Nelson believed, went hand-in-hand. “It is easier for an officer to 

keep men healthy than for a Surgeon to save them,” he wrote to a friend in 
1804.'* The idea was not unique to Nelson. Forward-looking commanders 
like St. Vincent insisted so far as possible on decent food, particularly limes 
and onions, to keep their crews in fighting health. Lord Howe had brought 
officers and men into a closer relationship with the introduction of divisions, 
led by lieutenants, subdivided into squadrons under midshipmen, who were 
responsible for the supervision of the sailors. Nevertheless, Nelson does 
seem to have been exceptional in the lengths to which he went to ensure 
the well-being of his crews. Dr. Gillespie, physician to Nelson’s fleet during 
the two years’ campaign in the Mediterranean and West Indies that culmi- 
nated at Trafalgar, reported that of about seven thousand seamen and ma- 
rines, the total number of deaths on board were one hundred. Gillespie be- 
lieved the high state of health to be “unexampled perhaps in any squadron 
heretofore employed on a foreign station.” This he attributed “to the atten- 
tion paid by his lordship to the victualling and purveying for the fleet,” to 
the use of stoves and ventilators below decks, and “the constant activity and 

motion in which the fleet was preserved.” Nelson differed from most com- 
manders by adding other and, at a time when discipline was normally main- 
tained by the lash, more unusual methods of morale boosting. “Intemper- 
ance and skulking,” Gillespie wrote, 

were never so little practiced in any fleet as in this. . . . Cheerful- 
ness amongst the men was promoted by music and dancing and theatrical 
amusements: the example of which was given by the commander in chief 
in the Victory, and may with reason be reckoned amongst the causes of the 
preservation of the health of the men.”* 

So well known and remarkable was this that the political cartoonist Gillray 
once depicted quite inaccurately Nelson carousing on the quarterdeck with 
his sailors. 

Brought up in the Anglican faith, Nelson did not neglect the spiritual 
health of his crews. Upon joining the Vanguard at Spithead in March 1798, 
one of his first acts was to request Bibles and prayer books from the Society 
for Promoting Christian Knowledge.’ After the victory at the Nile, Nelson 
had services of thanksgiving held on board the ships of his fleet. And as the 
fleets closed for battle at Trafalgar on 21 October 1805, Nelson composed the 
prayer that highlights the conjunction of Christianity, patriotism, and duty: 

May the Great God, whom | worship, grant to my country, and for the 
benefit of Europe in general, a great and glorious Victory; and may no 
misconduct in anyone tarnish it; and may humanity after Victory be the 
predominant feature in the British fleet. For myself, individually, I commit 
my life to Him who made me, and may His blessing light upon my en- 
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deavours for serving my Country faithfully. To him I resign myself, and 

the just cause which is entrusted to me to defend. Amen. Amen. Amen. 

His Anglican upbringing helps to explain the nature of Nelson's patrio- 
tism and the intensity with which it was directed against antireligious, re- 
publican France. Although there is no doubt that a few of Nelson’s seamen 
were inspired by the conviction that they were doing the work of the Lord, 
there is no indication that religion played a vital role in the lives of very 
many of them. There was, however, a conflation of Nelson and divinity in 
the minds of many sailors. George Charles Smith, captain of the foretop in 
the Agamemnon at the Battle of Copenhagen, wrote many years later that 
“Nelson was considered our Saviour and our God. .. . We gloried . . . that 
we followed in the wake of Nelson, as the only Jesus Christ or Saviour we 
acknowledge in the fleet.” ° 

The care that Nelson took to ensure the well-being of the crews did 
much to mitigate the harshness of sea life and to maintain efficiency and 
discipline on the vessels under his command. He was not a lax disciplinarian. 
Although never plagued by mutiny himself, he applauded St. Vincent's se- 
verity in hanging in St. George’s leading mutineers. “Now your discipline is 
safe” was his crisp reaction.” As an admiral, Nelson left the day-by-day en- 
forcement of discipline to the ship’s captain. Edward Berry, flag-captain at 
the Nile, took his cue from Nelson and resorted to flogging only in the most 
exceptional circumstances. Nelson does not seem to have been disturbed, 
however, by Hardy’s much more frequent use of the lash to maintain disci- 
pline when he was flag-captain in the Victory during the Trafalgar campaign. 
As a captain, Nelson seldom ordered a flogging. His personal touch, the 
respect with which he treated seamen as well as officers, was sufficient to 

maintain discipline on the ships he commanded. Although mutual trust and 
regard were more difficult to gain as commander of a fleet, Nelson’s repu- 
tation preceded him, so that his ships had noticeably less trouble obtaining 
and keeping crews than was usual in the Royal Navy. 

The test of every aspect of Nelson's leadership came in finding the 
enemy and then annihilating him in battle. In 1798, Nelson made the edu- 

cated guess that Napoleon Buonaparte was making for Egypt. When, after 
the long search, he found the enemy in Aboukir Bay, he took the calculated 
risk of putting the fleet ashore in shoal waters to attack the French line on 
two sides. Given the training, aggressiveness, and high morale of the British 

crews, the maneuver practically guaranteed the enemy’s destruction. 
The 1798 Mediterranean campaign of which the Battle of the Nile was 

the culmination regained for Britain the initiative in the naval war. In 1796 
Bonaparte’s armies had crushed Austria and overrun much of the Italian 
peninsula. The Franco-Austrian settlement at Campo Formio the following 
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year put the seal on the French hegemony of most of western Europe. Spain 
changed sides and allied herself with France. Prussia remained neutral and a 
Franco-Russian alliance appeared possible. A French invasion army was en- 
camped across the English Channel. For the first time during the war, Brit- 
ain stood alone. 

A constant concern for the Admiralty was to prevent the Toulon fleet 
from breaking out into the Atlantic. Royal Naval squadrons at Gibraltar and 
Lisbon could possibly prevent that happening. But control of the Mediter- 
ranean itself was of great strategical importance to Britain. Protection of the 
route to the East, particularly India, made imperative the continued inde- 
pendence of the Kingdom of Naples and the Ottoman Empire, including 
Egypt. As a bonus, a British battle-fleet in the Mediterranean forced France 
and Spain to divide their naval forces, thus preventing their concentration in 
the Atlantic. 

Bonaparte’s victories relieved the British government of any immediate 
strategic reason to maintain a fleet east of Gibraltar. Without Continental 
allies, British ships of the line could do little either to impede French armies 

or to persuade threatened states like Naples to stay within the British orbit. 
The overcautious British commander, Vice Admiral Sir William Hotham, 

on two occasions in 1795 had declined to engage the Toulon fleet and so 
failed to secure maritime control of the Mediterranean.'* The number of 
frigates and smaller vessels with which to harass French merchant shipping 
and coastal troop convoys was totally inadequate. Victualing of British war- 
ships in Mediterranean ports had always been precarious and in these cir- 
cumstances became almost impossible. For as long as the main French fleet 
in Toulon remained inactive, a temporary withdrawal of the British navy 
from the Mediterranean made good sense. 

In March and April 1798, however, reports reaching the Admiralty indi- 
cated a massive buildup of French shipping and estimates of up to 80,000 
troops in Toulon. Spencer, First Lord of the Admiralty, and Dundas, Secre- 
tary of War, feared that the French might attempt to break out through the 
Straits of Gibraltar into the Atlantic and sail to Brest in preparation for an- 
other invasion of Ireland. To confuse matters, some reports suggested that 
Bonaparte’s target might be Naples, Egypt, or the Levant. Whichever the 
case, the French fleet could not be allowed to put to sea unchallenged. Prime 
Minister William Pitt the Younger was trying desperately to form a second 
coalition against France. Prospective allies might be swayed by a reassertion 
of British naval power in the Mediterranean. They would certainly be dis- 
suaded by a French fleet sailing freely about the Mediterranean and the con- 
sequent threat to the Ottoman Empire and the important communication 
lanes of the Adriatic. To the British government, as Spencer with pardonable 
exaggeration told St. Vincent, it seemed that “the appearance of a British 
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squadron in the Mediterranean is a condition on which the fate of Europe 

may at the moment be stated to depend.” ” 
In these circumstances, Nelson hoisted his flag at the mizzen of HMS 

Vanguard as Rear Admiral of the Blue and on 1 May 1798 joined St. Vincent's 
fleet off Cadiz. A week later he entered the Mediterranean in command of a 
reconnaissance force of three 74-gun sail of the line, the Vanguard (Captain 
Berry), Orion (Saumarez), and Alexander (Ball), and three frigates, charged 

to observe French activities in Toulon. Initially, the frigates performed well. 
The Terpsichore captured a French corvette whose crew confirmed that Bo- 
naparte was in the port and that troops were embarking daily, but no one 
would admit to knowing their destination. Nineteen sail of the line were 
observed in harbor, of which fifteen appeared to be ready for sea.” Then, 
on 20 May, near-disaster struck Nelson. Driven south by northwest gales, 
the Vanguard lost her foremast and her other two topmasts. In a truly Nel- 
sonian gesture, Captain Ball refused to obey the admiral’s order to leave the 
flagship to her fate. Despite a dangerous lee shore, the Alexander took the 
Vanguard in tow and shepherded her to shelter off Saint Peter’s Island on 
the Sardinian coast. Thus, in similar fashion to the incident the previous year 
when Nelson had risked the frigate Minerve in order to save Hardy from 
capture by the Spanish, bonds of trust and affection were cemented between 
Nelson and one of his captains.” Within four days the Vanguard had jury 
masts rigged. More serious was the disappearance of the frigates. Their se- 
nior commander, Captain Hope, assumed that the Vanguard would have to 
dock for repairs and took the vital scouting ships back to Gibraltar. For the 
rest of the campaign Nelson suffered from the lack of frigates, “the eyes of 
the fleet,” and had to rely on suspect information garnered from intercepted 
vessels, mostly French and Italian, from consular and other officials in for- 

eign, often hostile, ports and on the invaluable dispatch services of HM brig 
La Mutine commanded by Captain Thomas Hardy. 

By the time Nelson returned to watch Toulon the harbor was empty. 
Bonaparte’s massive armada of some one hundred troop and supply ships 
escorted by thirteen ships of the line and seven frigates, with Vice Admiral 
Brueys’s flag in the 120-gun Orient, had sailed unobserved in the wake of the 
storm. Knowing no more than he had when he left St. Vincent's fleet, with 

only three battleships and without scouting vessels, Nelson had to find an 
enemy who had vanished beneath the horizon and who might be heading 
west into the Atlantic or east to southern Italy, Egypt, or the Levant. The 
choice made by Nelson would be critical to the whole course of the war. If 
he searched eastward and was wrong, the enemy would break out into the 
Atlantic and might even elude St. Vincent's fleet off Cadiz. 

Meanwhile, St. Vincent had received a directive from the Admiralty that 
twelve line-of-battle ships were to be sent into the Mediterranean to “de- 
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feat the purpose of the Toulon Armament, whatever it might be.” St. Vin- 

cent himself could command the fleet or put it under “some discreet Flag- 

Officer.” An accompanying private and confidential letter from Lord Spencer 

added that if St. Vincent did not command the expedition himself, “I think 

it almost unnecessary to suggest to you the propriety of putting it under the 

command of Sir H. Nelson, whose acquaintance with the part of the world, 
as well as his activity and disposition seem to qualify him in a peculiar man- 

ner for that service.” ” 
On 5 June, the Mutine joined Nelson off Cape Sicié near Toulon with the 

news that a force of eleven battleships was on it way. Two days later, Cap- 
tain Troubridge arrived with the reinforcements. Nelson now commanded 
a fleet consisting of the thirteen 74-gun ships: the Vanguard, Orion, Alexander, 
Culloden (Troubridge), Theseus (Miller), Minotaur (Louis), Swiftsure (Hallo- 

well), Audacious (Gould), Defence (Peyton), Zealous (Hood), Goliath (Foley), 

Majestic (Westcott), and Bellerophon (Darby), the 50-gun Leander (Thomp- 

son), and the 16-gun brig Mutine. But Captain Hope and the frigates re- 
mained in Gibraltar. 

Orders from St. Vincent instructed Nelson to seek and “to take, sink, 
burn, or destroy” the French fleet. St. Vincent’s assessment that the enemy’s 
objective was “either an attack upon Naples and Sicily, the conveyance of 
an Army to some part of the Coast of Spain, for the purpose of marching 
towards Portugal, or to pass through the Straits, with the view of proceeding 
to Ireland,” added nothing that Nelson did not know. There was no mention 
of Egypt. The admonition that he should “take especial care to prevent” the 
enemy’s escape to the west made Nelson's choice even more difficult.” 

There was nothing to be done but hunt for news of the enemy. The 
Mutine was sent to look into Telamon Bay, on the Italian coast, which Nel- 

son thought a likely rendezvous for the French out of Toulon and those that 
had gathered in Genoa, but drew a blank. Already half convinced that Bona- 
parte’s objective was Egypt, Nelson took the fleet southward toward Naples. 
On 14 June, off Elba, intelligence was received that seemed to confirm Nel- 

son’s suspicions. A Tunisian cruiser reported that a Greek vessel had seen 
the French fleet on the fourth steering southeastward off northwestern 
Sicily. That slim piece of evidence suggested to Nelson that the French 
would pass to the south of the island. “If they pass Sicily,’ he wrote to 
Earl Spencer, “I shall believe they are going on their scheme of possessing 
Alexandria == 

On the seventeenth, Troubridge sped to Naples in the Mutine in an at- 
tempt to obtain frigates, pilots, and supplies for the fleet from the king.”* 
Troubridge rejoined Nelson off Ischia without frigates but with authoriza- 
tion to revictual in Neapolitan ports and a report from Sir William Hamil- 
ton, the British minister in Naples, that the French had gone toward Malta. 
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Immediately, expecting to catch the French off Malta, Nelson dispatched a 
letter to the Grand Master, asking him to assemble his warships to join the 

British the moment they appeared off the island.*° Off Messina on the twen- 
tieth, he found local authorities frightened, of no assistance, and unwilling 
to provide even information. “On the contrary,” he wrote in anger and 
frustration to Sir William Hamilton, “the French Minister is allowed to send 

off Vessels to inform the Fleet of my arrival, force, and destination, that 

instead of surprising them, they may be prepared for resistance.”’”” To com- 
pound the problems, the British consul brought news that Malta had surren- 
dered to Bonaparte. Two days later, about thirty-five miles southeast of 
Cape Passaro, on the southeast tip of Sicily, the Mutine spoke to a Genoese 
brig whose master reported that the French fleet had left Malta on the six- 
teenth, “as was supposed, for Sicily.” ** 

Once again, the French had disappeared. On meager information, all of 
it secondhand, Nelson had to make a judgment that might decide the fate of 
Pitt’s alliance overtures and, hence, the outcome of the war. Officials in 

Naples and Sicily had made it clear to him that the kingdom was at peace 
with the French republic and that no practical help would be forthcoming. 
With Malta in French hands, it was unlikely that he would obtain useful 
information there. Unaware that Mutine’s information was incorrect and 
that the French had not sailed from Malta until 19 June, Nelson felt certain 

that if Sicily was the French objective he would have received word of sight- 
ings before now and that the king of Naples would have called on him for 
aid. It was also clear that the huge enemy armada, which Nelson now esti- 
mated at 40,000 troops in 280 transports, had not been assembled simply to 
take Malta. If the French were destined for the Atlantic, he thought it un- 

likely that they would have gone southeast to Malta, from whence seasonal 
west-northwesterly winds would make it almost impossible to sail the trans- 
ports to the west. 

On the other hand, if the French destination was to the east, the winds 

were right and Malta made an excellent base. Assuming, then, that they 
were heading eastward, their objective could be Corfu, in which case it was 

probably too late to catch them at sea; or to topple the Ottoman Porte, 
which would involve taking the armada through the Aegean or landing in 
Syria to march into Anatolia from the south; or, as Nelson was almost sure, 

to seize Alexandria and move the army via the Red Sea to India. “Three 
weeks, at this season,” he wrote to St. Vincent, “is a common passage to the 
Malabar Coast.””? Of these alternatives, Egypt would be the easiest to take 
and pose the greatest threat to Britain, Constantinople would be the hardest 
nut to crack, with Syria strategically the most unlikely target. 

Immediately after receiving the Mutine’s news, Nelson signaled for Sau- 
marez, Darby, Ball, and Troubridge to come on board the Vanguard for a 
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conference. Weighing their information and the options, his captains agreed 
with Nelson that Egypt was almost certainly the French target and that the 
fleet should make haste for Alexandria. Accordingly, the squadron crammed 
on all sail and, without frigates to scout ahead and on its flanks, passed 
the slower and cumbersome French force during the night. At daylight on 
23 June, the fleets were out of sight of each other. Brueys was steering to- 
ward Crete in an effort to confuse any merchantmen who might observe 
him. For five days, Nelson received no word of the enemy. On 26 June, he 
sent the Mutine ahead with dispatches for the British consul in Alexandria, 
where the fleet arrived two days later to find the port devoid of enemy 
activity. In despair that his judgment had failed him, Nelson swung his ships 
north toward Cyprus. The massive French convoy lumbered into Alexan- 
dria harbor unscathed on 1 July. Nelson had missed the opportunity of de- 
stroying Bonaparte’s armée d’Orient at sea and perhaps Bonaparte himself. 

Nelson has been criticized for not realizing that he had overtaken the 
enemy. There was no reason why such a possibility should have entered his 
mind. On the contrary, he had every reason to push the squadron as fast as 
he could to Egypt. Had the report from the Genoese merchantman that the 
French had left Malta on the sixteenth been correct, the British squadron 

could not have overtaken them. Nelson's arrival off Alexandria probably 
would have found the enemy in harbor. His assessment of the information 
available to him had been correct. He had no way of knowing that one 
critical piece of that information was faulty. 

For almost four fruitless weeks, Nelson scoured the northeastern Medi- 

terranean. On 20 July, he was back in Syracuse, “as ignorant of the situation 
of the Enemy as I was twenty-seven days ago.”*° But it was clear that the 
French had not gone westward; indeed, Nelson felt sure that he would have 

heard if they were anywhere to the west of Corfu. Despite “scandalous” 
treatment from the governor of Syracuse, who refused to allow more than 
four ships in the harbor at a time, the fleet victualed and watered. It sailed 
from Syracuse on the twenty-fourth for a second cast to the east. At last 
Nelson’s luck changed and his initial judgment was confirmed. Troubridge, 
who had been sent on the twenty-eighth to scout the Gulf of Coron in the 
Peloponnesus, returned the next day with a captured French brig and infor- 
mation that the enemy fleet had been seen steering southeast from Crete 
about four weeks earlier. This intelligence was corroborated the same day 
by a vessel that passed close by Ball’s Alexander. Immediately, Nelson made 
full sail southeastward for Alexandria. At about four o’clock on the after- 
noon of 1 August, the Zealous (Captain Samuel Hood) signaled that the 
enemy were in sight, seventeen men-of-war, of which thirteen or fourteen 
were anchored in line of battle across Aboukir Bay some fifteen miles east 
of Alexandria. 
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The fleet that bore down on Brueys’s men-of-war was ready and eager 
for battle. Nelson’s strategical insight had proved correct. Now his tactical 
skills would be put to the test. His captains were thoroughly versed in what 
they had to do. The crews had been honed to a knife-edge by constant drills 
during the long, frustrating weeks at sea. Morale was high. “The utmost 
joy, Captain Berry later remarked, “seemed to animate every breast on 
board the Squadron, at sight of the enemy.’*! This was certainly true of 
Nelson, whose reaction was of elation mixed with relief at having found the 
French. Without ado, he made the prearranged signal to attack the enemy 
van and center. Then, while the Vanguard’s decks were being cleared for 
action, he sat down at the first hearty dinner he had eaten in weeks. As his 

officers rose from the table to go to their battle stations, Nelson predicted 
that “Before this time tomorrow, I shall have gained a Peerage, or Westmin- 

ster Abbey.” # 
The French position appeared impregnable. Anchored by the bow about 

five hundred feet apart across the mouth of the bay with shoal waters to 
landward and at either end of the line, their line-of-battle ships faced the 

British squadron with a solid wall of guns. Theoretically, their weight of 
metal was vastly superior. Opposed to Nelson’s thirteen 74s and one 50, 
Brueys had his 120-gun flagship, the Orient, four 80-gun ships and eight 74s, 
plus a 40 and two 36-gun frigates, together with several bomb ketches and 
gunboats. A gun-battery had been placed on Aboukir Island just to the west 
of the French van. As it turned out, Nelson’s firepower was reduced consid- 
erably for much of the battle. The Swiftsure and Alexander had been sent to 
reconnoiter off Alexandria and did not join the battle until eight o’clock that 
evening. The Culloden ran onto the Aboukir shoal to become the only British 
ship not to fire a shot during the battle. The French advantages were some- 
what offset by the condition of their fleet. Admiral Brueys himself was sick, 
as were many of his officers and men. Watering parties were ashore and 
could not return to their ships once fighting commenced. The ships them- 
selves were cluttered from being in harbor for so long and consequently 
could not rapidly clear for action. They swung to anchor, some without the 
springs or bower cables that would have enabled them to avoid being raked 
from stern to stem. Expecting that an attack would be directed at his rear, 
Brueys had positioned his most powerful ships at that end of the line. In 
addition, some ships had only their seaward guns run out in firing position. 

Nelson surprised the French admiral on two accounts. First, by attack- 
ing as darkness fell. Second, by risking the shoals to attack from both sides 

of the line. Not until almost the last moment, when he saw the British 

forming into line ahead and astern of the Vanguard, did Brueys believe that 
Nelson would attack in the final hour of daylight. It was a reasonable as- 
sumption. The bay was not well charted and the British ships would have 
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7. The Battle of the Nile, 1-2 August 1798. Nicholas Pocock’s contemporary painting shows 
the situation at approximately six o'clock in the afternoon, when Nelson’s fleet had rounded 
Aboukir Island shoal. The Goliath has already crossed in front of the Guerrier at the head of 
the French line. (The National Maritime Museum, Greenwich, England.) 

constantly to take soundings. The French could concentrate on their gun- 
nery while the British would also have to maneuver their vessels in danger- 
ous waters. A night action appeared to be suicidal for the attacker. Brueys 
thought that, at most, the British would send one or two vessels to observe 

and take soundings in the bay. He confidently expected to have the whole 
night to prepare for battle; instead, he had about forty-five minutes. 

At half-past five, as the fleet was almost abreast the Aboukir Island shoal, 

Nelson made the signal for close action; the sun set at half-past six, by which 
time the battle had begun. In the steady waters of the bay, to have attacked 
the enemy line of battle in the conventional fashion would have been like 
bombarding shore fortifications, with all of the advantages on the side of the 

defenders. Nelson never intended to do this. His plan was straightforward 
and did not require elaboration to his captains. They had discussed every 
conceivable possibility, including that of attacking the French fleet in harbor. 
Seeing that where there was room for an enemy ship to swing, there must 
be room for a British ship to slide between it and the shoal, they would split 
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the enemy van and center, attacking from both sides. Each British captain 
would seek a position that would allow for mutual and maximum concen- 
tration of firepower. They would then anchor by the stern with bower 
cables bent forward so that the ships could maneuver to keep their broad- 
sides bearing on the enemy. By attacking the van and moving down the line 
as the enemy were reduced to rubble, the British would reverse the French 

advantage of firepower. With the approaching darkness, Nelson ordered his 
ships to go into battle flying the White Ensign, more easily seen than the 
Blue Ensign to which he was entitled, and three lanterns horizontally at the 
mizzenheads.” 

Shortly after half-past five, Nelson asked Hood whether he thought 
there was enough water to clear the shoal if they bore up. Hood replied that 
he did not know but would like to find out. Nelson assented and the Zealous 
cautiously led the fleet around the head of the shoal. The way in to the 
awaiting French was clear. Within the hour, as the sun set and under fire 

from the leading French ships, the Guerrier and Conquérant, both 74s, and 

the ineffective Aboukir battery, the Zealous, with Goliath on her port bow, 
followed by the Orion, Audacious, and Theseus, sounded the way across the 

head of the French line. The Goliath opened the action for the British with 
a raking broadside as she passed under the Guerrier’s forefoot. She then an- 
chored between the Conquérant and the 36-gun frigate Sérieuse as the other 
four British ships inside the line selected their targets. 

Meanwhile, Nelson took the Vanguard and the rest of his ships down the 
seaward side of the French. The last vessel in the British line, Troubridge’s 
Culloden, hit the shoal, where she stuck fast, her only service during the 

battle being to act as a beacon to the Alexander and Swiftsure as they arrived 
just before eight o’clock in darkness to join the fight. Within half an hour, 
the five leading French ships were battling eight British, five on their port, 
or landward, side and three to their starboard. Resistance was fierce and it 

was more than two hours before all five were taken and the British 74s could 

move down the line to assist the Bellerophon and Majestic, which were being 
badly battered by Brueys’s Orient, Tonnant, and Heureux at the center. As the 
Bellerophon drifted totally disabled from the fight, her place was taken by the 
Alexander and Swiftsure. Shortly thereafter, Brueys was killed and his flagship 
caught fire. At about ten o’clock the Orient blew up. From then on, the 
outcome of the battle was never in doubt. 

The fighting continued until well after dawn. Only Rear Admiral Ville- 
neuve's flagship, the 80-gun Guillaume Tell, together with the 74-gun Géné- 
reux and two frigates at the rear of the French line escaped. Taking advan- 
tage of the British ships being fully engaged at the center, they set sail and 
slipped their cables. Hood, in a magnificent attempt to hold the enemy until 
help could come up, for a few minutes engaged the four ships single-handed. 



Horatio NELSON 211 

With no ships fit for pursuit, Nelson recalled the Theseus and the French 
vessels made their way safely out of the bay. 

Although his ships had been severely mauled, Nelson's victory was com- 
plete. Of a total complement of 8,068 men, British losses amounted to 218 

killed and 677 wounded. There is no firm record of French casualties; the 

best estimate is that of a total of 8,930 men actually aboard the French vessels 

during the battle, 5,225, almost 60 percent, were killed, drowned, or taken 

prisoner.** Nelson’s tactical judgments had been correct. His willingness to 
delegate authority, reinforced by the frequent discussion on board the Van- 
guard during the long search, had paid off, as had the daily sail and gunnery 
exercises that maintained morale and efficiency. Nelson's offensive spirit 
seems to have infected every man in the squadron. These factors came to- 
gether at the Nile as captains and crews did exactly what Nelson expected 
of them. The scale of the resultant massacre emphasized how much Nelson 
had changed the idea of naval battle, using the same instruments as his pre- 
decessors but bold tactics that aimed at annihilation of the enemy rather 
than simple defeat. 

At Aboukir Bay another episode was added to the growing legend of 
Nelson's fame. Early in the action Nelson sustained a nasty head wound. 
Carried semiconscious to the cockpit, he refused immediate treatment, ex- 

claiming “No, I will take my turn with my brave followers.” ** Convinced 
that he was dying, Nelson asked the chaplain to convey his regards to his 
wife and to send for Captain Louis of the Minotaur that he might thank him 
for coming to the Vanguard's assistance. Typically, in his report to Lord St. 
Vincent, Nelson mentioned the wound only to stress the services of Edward 
Berry: “I was wounded in the head, and obliged to be carried off the deck; 
but the service suffered no loss by that event; Captain Berry was fully equal 
to the important service then going on.” Nelson did not include his own 
name on the official casualty list drawn up after the battle.*° Quick to ac- 
knowledge the vital part played by every man in the squadron, his public 
praise of his subordinates and his ultimately successful attempt to gain prize 
money for them further endeared him to officers and men alike. On 3 Au- 
gust, the captains of the squadron formed the Egyptian Club in commemo- 
ration of the victory and presented Nelson with a sword. Some months later, 
Benjamin Hallowell, captain of the Swiftsure, presented Nelson with a cof- 
fin made from the Orient’s mainmast. “You may look at it, Gentlemen, as 
long as you please,” he told his officers, “but, depend on it, none of you shall 
have it.” *” 

Nelson’s willingness to depart from the conventions of the Fighting In- 
structions and to take calculated risks reflected a changing attitude toward 
warfare and toward the political situation of Europe. The French Revolution 
threatened the very bases of the European state system. No longer were 
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monarchies with essentially similar political.and social structures struggling 
with one another. In the 1790s the conflict with France was one against a 
new kind of enemy, an ideological battle of monarchy against a revolution- 
exporting republic. In all previous wars, the British had been fighting to 
retain imperial holdings or to gain strategic or mercantile advantages. Now 
they were faced with a fundamental threat to the whole European system 
of monarchy. As well as a contest for territorial gain, warfare had become a 
contest for the minds of men. Accompanying this beginning of the decline 
of the Continental empires and the first signs of the ideological clashes that 
were in the twentieth century to divide Europe into two armed camps, was 
the dawning of the age of mass warfare, conscript citizen armies, and rapid 
technological change. The Nelsonian battle for annihilation was a small but 
significant indication of what was to come. 

Nelson himself saw the struggle with France very much in ideological 
terms. He hated the French for their godlessness and for their republican- 
ism, principles that attacked everything he believed in. In the short run, the 
victory at the Nile helped to alleviate the threat. By the time the Second 
Coalition collapsed and the Peace of Amiens was signed in 1802, Bonapart 
had become First Consul and the French Republic was an imperial power. 
When, in 1803, Napoleon crowned himself Emperor of the French, the way 
to a Bourbon restoration was already opening and revolutionary republican- 
ism was temporarily shunted aside. Nelson’s last great victory, off Cape Tra- 
falgar on 21 October 1805, confirmed Britain’s mastery of the seas. 

That mastery had not been obtained simply by Nelson’s genius at han- 
dling men and his tactical insight, crucial though they were. Nelson himself 
was the first to acknowledge that he owed his success to others—to Spencer, 
Barham, and St. Vincent, who supplied the grand strategy that he helped to 
implement and, always uppermost in his expressions of gratitude, the cap- 
tains and men who sailed under his command. He recognized that without 
them there could have been no Nelson. Between Nelson and the officers and 
sailors there operated a mutual admiration and respect that was crucial in 
securing the eclipse of French naval power. 
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His Wife and Other Documents, 1785-1831 (London: Navy Records Society, 1958), and 
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Several works put the war at sea into its full context. The most ambitious is 
Paul Kennedy’s tour de force, The Rise and Fall of British Naval Mastery (London: 
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From Pirate to Admiral 
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IN THE MINDS OF MODERN GREEKS, THE NAME ANDREAS 

Miaoulis is synonymous with courage and successful endeavor. The ten- 
year-old boy who became a sailor and grew up to be a pirate and a merchant 
before embracing the cause of Greek independence would be remembered 
as one of the most remarkable figures in Greek history and the symbol of 
devotion to the ideal of an independent Greek state. The navy recalls him as 
the first admiral of the Greek fleet, the man who turned a small number of 

merchant ships into a force that defied the combined Turkish and Egyptian 
fleets and who made the Aegean once more a Greek sea.* 

The life of Andreas Miaoulis can be understood only in the context of 
the island that shaped it. Hydra, a lonely piece of rock in the Aegean with 
an area of barely sixty-four square kilometers, was settled mainly by refu- 
gees fleeing the Turkish persecution that followed the wars between Venice 
and Turkey (1640-1715) and an unsuccessful uprising in the Peloponnesus 
during the Russo-Turkish War of 1768. Unable to wring a living from the 
island’s barren soil, the Hydriotes turned to the sea as their sole means of 
survival. They built their own ships, primitive at first, and began making a 
living by transporting merchandise to nearby ports and islands. Gradually 
they became merchants, without ceasing to be the owners and crewmen of 
their vessels. The responsibility they showed in their transactions and the 
speed of their ships, improving from year to year, led them to substantial 
profits. Soon word spread that Hydriote mariners were the best in the east- 
ern Mediterranean. ' 

Hydra’s prosperity stemmed in part from its special relationship with the 
Turkish Empire (or, more formally, the Ottoman Porte), which had ruled 
Greece since the fifteenth century. In 1770, the Russian Admiral Alexander 
Orlof destroyed the Ottoman fleet at the Battle of Chesme and gained con- 
trol of the Aegean. Almost all the Greek islanders were ready to take part in 
the struggle against the Turks, hoping to achieve independence. Hydra was 
an exception: its people were forced to collaborate with the Russians, a cir- 
cumstance they did not hesitate to make known to the Porte. As a reward 
for the Hydriotes’ loyalty, the Turks later granted them passes that allowed 
their ships to conduct business while the Ottoman fleet suppressed the trade 

* The author gratefully acknowledges the valuable assistance of Mr. George Fassou- 
lakis, attorney at law and member of the bar of Athens, Greece, in preparing the English 
translation of this paper. 
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of other islands. This policy enabled Hydra to become a major maritime 
power and perhaps the wealthiest part of Greece. Its privileges were per- 
petuated by the Treaty of Kioutsouk-Kainartzi (1774),? one of whose provi- 
sions granted Hydra the right of self-administration; others, facilitating the 
Greek carrying trade, made it possible for the islanders to take full advantage 
of a fall in European maritime commerce. It is said that until 1815 the finan- 
cial boom was such that, having run out of safes and other storage places, 
at times wealthy Hydriotes used their water cisterns to hold their ever- 
increasing hoards of gold coins. During the same period, the need to defend 
their ships against the pirates with whom the Mediterranean swarmed and 
the compulsory service to which they were subject in the Ottoman fleet in- 
troduced the Hydriotes to the techniques of war at sea. Some of their trad- 
ing vessels were more heavily armed than British warships of the same size.* 

Like most of Hydra’s well-to-do citizens, Dimitrios Vokos was the owner 

of a latini, a sailing ship of less than two hundred tons. Moody, violent at 
times, and intensely religious, the captain had eight children by three suc- 
cessive wives. Andreas, the future admiral, was the fifth. He was born in 

1769, the same year in which Napoleon Buonaparte came into the world on 
another Mediterranean island. Also in that year Hydra was shaken by a series 
of earthquakes, which would later be interpreted as an omen of the decisive 
role Dimitrios Vokos’s son was to play in Greek history. 

Andreas’s childhood was far from calm. The Vokos household often 
shook from violent conflicts among the brothers, while the narrow streets 
and whitewashed walls of the island’s houses echoed the moans of refugees 
from the Peloponnesus, fleeing the massacres that followed their unsuccess- 
ful rebellion against Ottoman rule. Homeless and in despair, these unfortu- 
nate people could be seen everywhere in Hydra. 

Dimitrios followed a Hydriote tradition when he sent his son to sea 
before the boy was ten. Most of his crewmen were relatives or friends. Dur- 
ing four to six years’ cruising in the capricious Mediterranean, Andreas 

learned not only how to be an efficient mariner but also to evade or, failing 
that, fight off pirates. He also demonstrated an exceptional ability to memo- 
rize the position of stars and the location of landmarks used by seamen of 
the era as a means of orientation. Soon his skill as a navigator earned him 
the respect of Hydriote crews and the reputation of a capable captain. 

_ Yet Andreas’s record was not altogether stainless. Stories were told of a 
violent temper and his taste for alcohol. The young seaman justified his 
reputation for impatience when, at the age of sixteen, he demanded to be 
given command of his father’s ship. When Dimitrios rebuffed him, the am- 
bitious adolescent decided to fulfill his aspirations through the practice of 
piracy. Helped by a friend equally desirous of taking over a paternal ship, he 
found sailors seeking adventure and easy money and simply sailed away! 
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Information available on young Andreas’s piratical activities is not clear: 
there are grounds to believe that for some time he fought on the side of the 
notorious Guillaume Lorenzo, alias “the Maltese,” before starting his own 

operations along the Egyptian coast.> He may also have cooperated with 
Captain Lambros Katsonis, a Russian naval officer of Greek origin who com- 
bined forces with many of the area’s leading pirates to dominate the Aegean 
during the new Russo-Turkish War that began in 1788. His biographers are 
doubtful of this, however, as Hydra’s political conservatism made Katsonis 
anything but friendly toward its sons. What is certain is that some time later 
Andreas reappeared in Hydra, penniless and dejected, perhaps having him- 
self been victimized by a more powerful pirate.° In these straits, he was 
obliged to accept work as member of the crew of his father’s vessel, now 
commanded by his older brother. 

Circumstances may change, characters hardly. On the very first trip to 
Chios, Andreas had a fight with his brother and beat him unconscious. He 
then proceeded to commit embezzlement against his father’s interests, sell- 
ing the cargo himself and using the proceeds to buy his first ship. Miaoulis 
was the name of the vessel, and from this moment Andreas ceased to be 

called by his family name and was referred to as “Miaoulis,” a sobriquet 
that was to follow him for the rest of his days and by which he is known to 
history. 

Craving independence, Miaoulis was soon in pursuit of new goals. No 
longer content with the ownership and command of a vessel, he desired the 
wealth and prestige of a well-to-do merchant. This was the Hydriote con- 
ception of success in life. Ironically, it was again through embezzlement that 
he would achieve it. The victim was, once more, his father, one of whose 

cargoes Miaoulis misappropriated to sell for himself. The profit provided the 
capital with which he set himself up in business. His father, understandably 
in despair over Andreas’s deeds, soon abandoned worldly things for the life 
of a monk in a monastery in the Dodecanese. Long afterward, Miaoulis, by 

then admiral of the Greek fleet, visited him and begged for his forgiveness. 
The turmoil of the Napoleonic wars gave the Greeks the chance to take 

over a significant portion of the Mediterranean carrying trade. Enterprising 
merchants and daredevil seamen, among them Miaoulis, frequently broke 
through the blockade that Nelson’s fleet maintained to deprive France, 
Spain, Portugal, and Italy of maritime commerce. They reaped great prof- 
its—providing, of course, that they escaped the occupational hazards of 
Mediterranean shipping, such as capture and enslavement by North African 
pirates.” To survive such expeditions required daring, quickness of decision, 
and seafaring skills—qualities Miaoulis possessed in full measure. 

Nevertheless, impunity has its limits, as Miaoulis soon discovered. In 
1802, the weather failed him while he was trying to outrun a British block- 
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ader. Captured off Cadiz, Miaoulis was interrogated by Admiral Nelson him- 

self. His unexpected release is attributed mainly to the fact that he was brave 

and frank in answering the admiral’s questions; furthermore, both were re- 

portedly Freemasons, and Nelson was reputed to be sympathetic toward the 

Greeks in general.* 
That same year, Miaoulis acquired the largest and swiftest ship in Hy- 

dra, a corvette displacing five hundred tons at a time when other Hydriote 
vessels did not exceed two hundred tons at most. She also carried 22 guns. 
Yet his pride of ownership was to be shortlived; on one of her first voyages, 
the corvette ran aground on a reef somewhere off Cadiz—an unlucky place 
for the Greek seaman. Rumor held that the wreck was due to Miaoulis’s 
stubbornness in refusing to change course despite warnings from some of 
his sailors. Exaggerated and unproven as such stories may be, they indicate 
Andreas’s resolution and headstrong character. It is to his credit that the 
crew escaped the accident unharmed and was safely transported to Italy to 
man a smaller ship, the Heracles, which Miaoulis purchased with a loan. 

Flourishing commerce gave Hydriotes the opportunity to build consid- 
erable fortunes. The sudden influx of cash and material wealth brought with 
it an unprecedented wave of violence, moral decadence, and crime. These 

circumstances contributed to the already explosive social unrest on Hydra, 
whose leading citizens were regarded by the majority as unduly inclined to 
cooperate with the Turks. Following a petition by these notables, the Porte 
appointed George Voulgaris governor of the island in 1802. Voulgaris, one 
of Miaoulis’s best friends, was known for his authoritarian views and the 

harshness of his character. Nevertheless, no one could question his admin- 

istrative efficiency. No sooner had he set foot on Hydra than he imposed 
order.’ The arrival of a Russian squadron at Hydra aggravated the division 
already existing between those who were pro-Russian and those who iden- 
tified with the Ottoman Empire. A clash between the two parties became 
inevitable. Finally, the pro-Russian faction prevailed, which led to the ouster 
of Governor Voulgaris, Miaoulis, and the other conservatives, who had ac- 

quired the stigma of being pro-Ottoman. 
The Turks, as was to be expected, took a dim view of these proceed- 

ings. Plans were made for an incursion to punish their restless subjects. At 
the last moment, the threatened massacre was averted by Voulgaris’s diplo- 
macy. He successfully petitioned the Turks to delay the operation, and in 
the respite Miaoulis managed to restore order. This was a terrible moment 
for the members of the pro-Russian party, many of whom, fearing retalia- 
tion, thought of leaving the island, which would have been a serious blow 
to its economy. In the end, they were persuaded to remain and Voulgaris 
exerted his influence to convince the Porte to pardon most of the dissidents. 

Next to Voulgaris, who returned to the island in triumph, Andreas Mia- 
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15. The Greek War of Independence, 1821-29. 

oulis was now the most powerful man on Hydra. Yet politics were not his 
domain. The sea never ceased to call him back to new adventures. Soon 
Hydriotes began to hear new tales of his exploits. In 1811, a French frigate 
intercepted and attempted to search his ship somewhere off Sardinia. Mia- 
oulis responded by firing a broadside. The ensuing action extended over two 
days. The outcome, incredibly enough, was the withdrawal of the French 
warship, with casualties of forty dead and seventy-five wounded. Miaoulis 
lost only one man killed.’ 

By 1816 Miaoulis’s success as an entrepreneur was attested by his own- 
ership of three vessels. He spent the five years that elapsed before the begin- 
ning of the revolution quietly, leading the life of a respectable family man 
in the company of his six sons (all of whom became officers of the Greek 
navy) and his only daughter. Vokos was a name only a few remembered 
and no one used: more than a sobriquet, Miaoulis was now a name—and 

an honor. 
Today most historians agree that the Greek revolution (1821-29) against 

Ottoman rule owed its survival to the ability of Greek vessels to domi- 
nate the Aegean. Turkish coastal fortresses, even though besieged by Greek 
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troops, could still be used as bases of operations, especially if reinforced by 
seaborne transport. Besides, the revolutionary forces, cut off from overland 
communications by the Turkish occupation of the Balkans, had to be sup- 
plied by friendly ships. To maintain control of the sea lanes, the protection 
of the Greek islands from invasion was an absolute necessity. If the advanced 
naval bases on the islands were lost, nothing would stand in the way of the 
movement by sea of Ottoman forces from Constantinople to the Pelopon- 
nesus, which constituted the cradle of the revolution. 

In 1820, virtually the entire Greek merchant fleet was owned by the 
inhabitants of three islands: Hydra, Spetses, and Psara. The first two are 
situated off the eastern Peloponnesus, well placed to defend its own coast, 

while the third neighbors Asia Minor. Psara’s position made it an important 

advanced base as well as an obstacle to Ottoman communications between 
Constantinople and the southern ports of the empire. 

The revolution broke out on 25 March 1821. Spetses and Psara were the 
first islands to make their vessels available to the Greek cause and use them 
to spread the spirit of revolt to coastal towns and villages, as well as to attack 
Ottoman ships. Reluctant to lose the privileges the Porte had granted them, 
Hydra’s notables were not exactly eager to follow the example of the revo- 
lutionary islands. The people of Hydra felt otherwise. In April 1821, they 
rebelled against their leaders and forced them to adhere to the Greek cause. 
The support of the upper classes was crucial because they possessed the 
wealth needed to finance the struggle. 

Soon the Greeks established the so-called Three-Island Fleet, with a 

strength often reaching sixty to eighty ships of two to five hundred tons 
each. Its activities were dictated by the leaders of Hydra, Spetses, and Psara, 
so to reach a unanimous decision was far from easy." In addition, the islands 
reserved the right for their respective squadrons to act independently, as a 
result of which elements of the Greek fleet sometimes withdrew in the 
midst of an operation because of personal rivalries, disagreements, and lo- 
calism. As a rule, however, such discords were put aside when the danger 

became acute. 

At the age of fifty-one—considered old at that time—Miaoulis found it 
hard to believe that small Greek vessels with independent-minded crews 
could ever dominate the Aegean. At first he was content merely to watch 
the developments of events, which included the first Greek victories’ as 
well as several mutinies by crews who were left unpaid or found them- 
selves unemployed once their contracts expired. The intervention of Hy- 
dra’s governor, Lazaros Kountouriotis, finally persuaded him to join the 
revolution.” The contents of a long private conversation that took place 
between the two men remain unknown, but after the meeting Miaoulis’s 
attitude changed drastically. One of his first actions was to offer the use of 
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his three ships to the Greek fleet and his fortune to finance the revolutionary 
struggle. As if to emphasize the seriousness of the new phase of his life, he 
stopped drinking, a touching demonstration of self-abnegation, since Mia- 
oulis’s fondness for spirits was well known. At first one of Hydra’s several 
admirals, he later became the first admiral of the island and of the Greek 

combined fleet. From the moment that Miaoulis committed himself to the 
revolution, his biography becomes the history of the war at sea from 1822 
to 1827, for he did not miss a single campaign. 

In material terms, the Greeks’ improvised sea forces were much inferior 
to those of the enemy. Their converted merchantmen faced an Ottoman 
fleet consisting of seventeen ships of the line carrying 80 to 100 cannons 
each, plus numerous frigates and smaller craft. Furthermore, the Turkish 

navy was eventually reinforced by Tunisian and Algerine squadrons of light 
vessels’ and, beginning in 1824, with a number of heavy Egyptian war- 
ships. Thereafter the Greeks had to face two fleets, one based in the north 
at Constantinople, and the other in the south at Alexandria. Greek squad- 

rons were superior to their adversaries in speed, maneuverability, sea- 
manship, and experience in local waters. Yet, sluggish though they were, 
Ottoman frigates and ships of the line, armed with cannons ranging up to 
64-pounders, were all but invulnerable to small ex-cargo vessels carrying at 
most 18-pounders. 

Miaoulis overcame these disadvantages by the use of a weapon that was 
to prove decisive in the war at sea: the fireship. Although fireships had played 
a part in naval warfare throughout the Age of Sail, never before had they 
been employed so consistently or to such effect. Miaoulis seldom undertook 
an operation without them. Through his aggressive use of fireship tactics, 
which he studied and improved throughout the conflict, Miaoulis trans- 
formed this outmoded weapon into the terror of an empire. 

Fireships were first employed against ships at anchor. The procedure, 
though simple, had to be carried out swiftly and smoothly. Her crew would 
make the fireship fast to the vessel they were to destroy before escaping in 
a boat they had in tow for that purpose. The threat of such attacks com- 
pelled Ottoman squadrons to avoid as much as possible using the Aegean 
naval bases and to stay in port only for the length of time strictly necessary 
for quick repairs and resupply, which reduced their crews to exhaustion. 

Subsequently, fireship operations were extended to the open sea. In of- 
fensive battles, fireships moved through a blanket of powder smoke from 
the guns of the opposing forces until they found their target. Their interven- 
tion was equally advantageous in defensive engagements, particularly when 
Greek squadrons were cornered by the enemy. Billowing flames, the fire- 
ships would sail toward the hostile line. The mere sight of them usually led 
to a loosening of the pressure, for fire was a wooden ship’s worst enemy, 
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8. The Battle of Andros, June 1825. The effect of a successful fireship attack is graphically 
illustrated in this contemporary French lithograph of the destruction of a Turkish frigate in 
the Battle of Andros. The action resulted when Miaoulis’s fellow Hydriote, Admiral Sach- 

touris, attacked a strong Turkish squadron en route to Crete. In the same encounter, his 
fireships sank two Turkish corvettes. (The Beverley R. Robinson Collection, U.S. Naval 
Academy Museum.) 

and the object of their attentions often chose to withdraw. The use of fire- 
ships in this manner anticipated one of the classic roles of destroyer forma- 
tions in the world wars. 

Wrote Miaoulis: “In order to destroy a frigate by fire, two fireships have 
to be sent against it, that is one fireship to each side of the vessel. Should a 

single fireship be used, the frigate might escape the first by simply maneu- 
vering, thus distancing itself from peril.” * These are conclusions Miaoulis 
reached after long experience. Obviously, the use of such tactics required 
the crews to be expert shiphandlers, not to mention extremely brave. The 
enemy gunfire into which they sailed was only one of the perils the men 
aboard a fireship had to face. They were for practical purposes traveling on 
a bomb about to explode, for every part of their vessel, including the masts, 
was covered with flammable material. For these reasons, Miaoulis often 

insisted on selecting fireship crews himself. 

Thirty-nine successful fireship attacks are known to have taken place 
against the Ottoman fleet during the Greek revolution. Another nineteen or 
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so attacks were ineffectual. Konstantinos Kanaris, a native of Psara, person- 

ally conducted four successful operations. Miaoulis had recruited him to 
serve in the Hydriote squadron, despite the mistrust with which Hydra’s 
own sailors viewed the outsider. In June 1822, a month after the Turkish 
massacre of the population of Chios,'* Kanaris managed to destroy the flag- 
ship of the Ottoman fleet—a deed that Thomas Gordon, an Englishman 

who served as a general in the Greek forces, characterized as one of the 
most extraordinary exploits in military history.’” Yet, in fairness, it must be 
added that, though Kanaris carried out the mission with exemplary courage 
and skill, it was Miaoulis who conceived the plan. 

Miaoulis’s leadership was ‘as forceful as his tactics were aggressive. To 
command a fleet consisting mainly of private vessels belonging to individ- 
uals whose localistic mentalities had never risen above the pursuit of profit 
was a formidable achievement. By strength of character and heroic example, 
he succeeded in imposing order on undisciplined crews who, accustomed to 
the practice aboard Greek merchant ships, expected to have a voice in im- 
portant decisions. When members of his crew called on him to withdraw 
from a difficult engagement, Miaoulis leveled his pistol at them and shouted, 
“For my deeds I answer only to God!” On another occasion, surprising some 
seamen praying to the Virgin for salvation, he exclaimed with a grin: “If 
were the Holy Mary I would drown you all, cowards that you are!”’* 

In the summer of 1822, European opinion doubted that the Greek revo- 
lution would survive another autumn. The Porte made no secret of its plans 
to crush the uprising, starting with the Greek naval bases. A fleet of ninety- 
four Turkish vessels was soon launched under the command of Mohammed 
Ali, with the mission of leveling Hydra and Spetses and supplying the Turk- 
ish fortress at the Peloponnesian city of Nauplia, whose besieged garrison 
was facing starvation. 

If undertaking such a campaign was no great problem for the Otto- 
mans, the same cannot be said for the Greeks’ efforts to counter it. Neither 

the Central Revolutionary Administration—the Greek provisional govern- 
ment—nor its supporters could readily bear the financial burden the situ- 
ation imposed. Miaoulis, put in charge of the Greek squadron, complained 
that “although we have managed to gather 50 ships, [dissention is so wide- 
spread that] we have never been able to assemble all at once. At times there 

were 5 vessels, then 10 or 20, sometimes just 3... .”” 

Meanwhile, the Ottoman fleet approached the Gulf of Nauplia. The 
news produced a wave of fear throughout the area. Many Spetsian families, 
anticipating a massacre, fled to Hydra. For his part, Miaoulis planned to 
repeat the ruse through which more than two thousand years earlier another 
Greek admiral, Themistocles, had led a mighty Persian fleet to destruction. 
He would lure the enemy to sail through straits in which the superior force 
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PELOPONNESUS 

SPETSES 

16. The Battle of Nauplia, 8 September 1822. (A) Main body of the Greek fleet in three eche- 
lons of six ships and two fireships each. (B) Approach of the Turkish fleet. (C) Planned with- 
drawal of the Greek decoy squadron. (D) Third Greek squadron. 

would lose its freedom of maneuver. Miaoulis disposed of sixteen fireships 
and fifty-six vessels, the best of which he placed in a central position between 
Spetses and the Peloponnesus, where they would be able to defend what- 
ever site the Turks had chosen for their landing, up to that moment un- 
known. Farther east, another Greek squadron received orders to withdraw 
toward the straits as soon as the enemy ships appeared and lure them on 
until the hidden fireships made their attack. Finally, a third squadron was 
ordered to wait in the Gulf of Nauplia with the mission of surrounding the 
Turkish force after letting it sail deep into the bay. 
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Miaoulis was also foresightful enough to make contingency plans in case 
the Turks moved forward in more than one wave. In that event, an equal 

number of Greek squadrons from the forces stationed between Spetses and 
the Peloponnesus would immediately advance and try to encircle them. 

On 8 September, the Ottoman fleet sailed toward the Greek central 

squadron waiting north of Spetses. The eastern squadron found itself unable 
to withdraw into the straits because of a total lack of wind. Thus the battle 
took place in relatively calm waters, which put the Greeks in a less than ideal 
position. After six hours of heavy gunfire and the unsuccessful burning of 
two Greek fireships, the Turks chose to retire and regroup. Two days later, 

they attempted to sail directly into the bay. Miaoulis’s squadron was careful 
to closely follow the Ottoman forces so as to be able to encircle them in the 
innermost part of the bay, while the Greek vessels in the central position 
had orders to attack if reinforcements sought to join the enemy fleet. Sud- 
denly, however, the Turks realized that they were being drawn into a trap, 
reversed course, and sailed away, still without having resupplied their be- 
sieged compatriots. 

On 13 September, the Turks made a third attempt to enter the bay. The 
destruction of a brig with her entire crew by a fireship spread fear through 
the Ottoman fleet and convinced Mohammed Ali that the time had come 
to return to Constantinople. Kanaris seized the opportunity offered by the 
enemy's retreat to successfully attack a Turkish corvette. In Constantinople 
the vice admiral of the Ottoman forces was beheaded, while Miaoulis re- 

ceived a hero’s welcome from the people of his island. The Hydriotes had 
every right to celebrate the victory. Had Hydra and Spetses fallen, the revo- 
lution would have failed. 

Following the departure of the Ottoman fleet, the starving defenders of 
Nauplia capitulated to the Greeks. As a result of these victories on land and 
sea, many historians consider the Battle of Nauplia to be the greatest of 
Miaoulis’s contributions to the Greek cause. 

Victories notwithstanding, in the following months the Central Revo- 
lutionary Administration continued to be wracked by political disputes and 
private quarrels among its stubbornly shortsighted members. On the other 
hand, the Turks had problems of their own. A terrible fire broke out in the 
navy yards at Constantinople, causing great damage and disrupting prepa- 
rations for a landing on the Greek mainland. The consequences of this ca- 
tastrophe were, however, overcome by the recruitment of foreign seamen 

and the modernization of the fleet through the replacement of sluggish, 
older ships with swifter, modern types. Algiers, Egypt, and Tripoli joined in 
the effort by providing the Turks with a considerable number of high-quality 
vessels and experienced crews. The Ottoman fleet was also given a new 
admiral, Hosref Pasha, renowned for his diplomacy. After resupplying many 
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Turkish forts in the Peloponnesus (1823), he began to cruise through the 

Aegean, avoiding contact with the Greek squadrons and overawing the in- 
habitants of various islands, some of whom chose to declare their loyalty to 

Ottoman rule. 
Faced with this critical state of affairs, the revolutionaries had to react 

rapidly and efficiently; this was easier said than done. After many difficulties, 
ten ships were fitted out from Spetses. It was another story trying to meet 
the conditions that the crews of fourteen Hydriote vessels laid down. To 
abandon their profitable work on the quays and board ship, they demanded 
wages that were beyond the capacity of the revolution’s finances to pay. 

What long hours of fruitless negotiations failed to achieve, Miaoulis ac- 
complished by personal example. Bedridden with a severe attack of rheu- 
matism, he had himself carried to the harbor on a litter. The sight of this 
brave man, defying illness for the struggle for independence, appealed to the 
seamen’s better nature. In no time, the Hydriote ships were at sea.”° 

The ensuing engagements proved inconclusive and the Turkish fleet 
returned to Constantinople. By then, new antagonisms were rocking the 
Greek fleet. Miaoulis accused the leaders of the Spetses squadron of disloy- 
alty and refused to give the Psaran contingent a share of the spoils of an 
action to which he deemed its contribution was minimal. This created still 
more ill-will. Subsequently Miaoulis sometimes burned captured ships and 
booty when it appeared that their division would give rise to resentments. 

In 1824, such dissent led to a civil conflict among the revolutionaries. 

Miaoulis organized a naval blockade of Nauplia to isolate his political adver- 
saries. On two occasions, the Peloponnesians experienced the fire of his 
guns. Fortunately, some semblance of order was soon restored to the revo- 
lutionary ranks. 

While the Greeks were busy trying to sort out their internal differences, 
Sultan Mahmud II kept seeking a way to extinguish the revolution of his 
ever-rebellious subjects. Finally he turned to Mohammed Ali, the virtually 
independent viceroy of Egypt, with a promise to grant him sovereignty over 
the Peloponnesus and Crete in return for his assistance. Mahmud had made 
a wise choice. Mohammed Ali possessed a sizable navy organized by Euro- 
peans and realized that to crush the Greek revolt he had simply to gain 
control of the sea lanes. Captain Drouault, the pro-Turkish commander of 
the French Levant Squadron, helped in the planning. Together they master- 
minded a project to seize the bow formed by the Greek islands lying close to 
the coast of Asia Minor. This would secure undisturbed communications be- 
tween Turkey, Egypt, and Syria. Mohammed Ali’s next step was to assemble 
his landing forces in Crete for an invasion of the southern Peloponnesus. 

No sooner was the plan conceived than it was put into execution. That 
summer the islands of Kasos and Psara, both major Greek naval bases, suf- 
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fered the consequences of Ottoman fury. The savagery of the attack became 
legendary. When the smoke lifted, the Greeks had twenty thousand dead to 
mourn, along with the loss of their advanced bases. 

Despite these tragic setbacks, the Greek forces were not disheartened. 
Miaoulis arrived off Psara with a fleet of sixty vessels on 15 July and in barely 
five hours succeeded in annihilating an enemy squadron of twenty-five ships 
caught at anchor. In the shore battles that followed, two thousand of the 
Turkish troops that, days before, had been responsible for the devastation of 
Psara were killed. 

Encouraged by this victory, Miaoulis proceeded toward the island of 
Mytilini, where the bulk of the Turkish fleet was based. He had not counted 
upon the internal differences that continued to plague the Greek cause. Re- 
sult: while cruising around Mytilini in search of the enemy fleet, Miaoulis 
found himself deserted by a sizable number of his vessels, which sailed away 
without bothering even to consult him. Realizing that it would be quixotic 
to pursue his plans to attack with the force remaining at his disposal, he 
returned to Hydra.” 

Threatened by the imminent junction of the Egyptian and Turkish 
fleets, Hydra and Spetses began feverishly to prepare to meet the crisis. 
Fortunately, a British loan gave the revolutionary administration enough 
money to finance the naval preparations of the two islands. The danger 
arising in the wake of the disaster at Psara and Kasos and the possibility of 
more joint Turco-Egyptian operations left Hydra and Spetses no alternative 
but to put Miaoulis in charge of the organization of the Greek fleet. 

Miaoulis was convinced that the enemy should be intercepted as far as 
possible from the Peloponnesus. He justified this view by arguing that even 
if the Greek forces were defeated, they would inflict enough damage to 
compel the enemy to withdraw to make repairs before continuing the op- 
eration; besides, the guerrilla troops on shore would still present a serious 
obstacle to a Turkish landing. These delays would give the revolutionaries 
time to pull themselves together. 

Miaoulis’s first action as admiral of the combined fleet was to send 
a squadron of twenty-two ships under his friend, the Hydriote Admiral 
George Sachtouris, to protect the island of Samos from invasion. The bal- 
ance of the Greek force readied itself to engage the Egyptian fleet, which 
was making preparations to sortie from Halicarnassus (now Bodrum), on 
the coast of Asia Minor. 

The first Greek victory occurred on 5 August 1824, when Sachtouris’s 
squadron attacked the Turkish fleet near Samos. Three Turkish vessels 
were blown up by six Greek fireships and two thousand enemy seamen per- 
ished.2 The Turkish admiral’s rage was such that he had his second-in- 
command and the commander of a frigate beheaded before hastily start- 
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ing—still harassed by Sachtouris’s squadron—for Halicarnassus to join the 
Egyptian fleet. 

Miaoulis made for the same point and united with Sachtouris off Hali- 

carnassus. Between 17 and 29 August, the Greeks managed to assemble 70 
ships with 800 guns and 5,000 men, plus a number of fireships. The Turco- 

Egyptian fleet numbered 3 ships of the line, 16 frigates, 14 corvettes, 70 brigs, 

and a number of smaller vessels, in all amounting to 133 warships with 2,500 

guns and 9,500 men. Also present were 150 transports carrying 16,900 troops 
and 150 artillery pieces.” 

In a council of war, the Greeks adopted Miaoulis’s proposal to make an 
immediate attack on Halicarnassus Bay, where the massed enemy vessels 
were having difficulty avoiding collisions in their hurried efforts to sail. In 
the beginning, the Greek operations met little success. On 25 August, six 
fireships were burned, without effect because of unfavorable weather con- 
ditions. That night there was a lull, which gave Miaoulis the opportunity to 
withdraw to Gerontas Bay in order to cover the routes to Samos, ready to 
intervene should the enemy attempt a landing there. Discord was again so 
acute, even at such a critical moment, that some squadrons chose to leave 

Miaoulis’s main body and sail closer to Samos, while others preferred to wait 
farther west.” 

On 29 August the enemy fleets took the offensive. The Turks sailed 
westward to engage the scattered Greek vessels, while the Egyptians steered 
toward Miaoulis’s force. As if the dispersion of their ships did not make 
things difficult enough for the Greeks, an almost dead calm badly limited 
Miaoulis’s ability to react. Resourceful as ever, he lowered boats filled with 
oarsmen to tow his ships toward the other Greek vessels, which were strung 
out in a line fifteen miles long.” 

Meanwhile, firing began as the Turkish and Egyptian forces made their 
twin attacks, impeding Miaoulis’s efforts to join his dispersed ships. For the 
Greeks there was only one hope: the fireships. As soon-as the first gust of 
wind made the calm surface of the Aegean shiver, Miaoulis began giving 
orders to his ships, orders that were to become history: 

Get ready to attack the enemy and when I make signal to you, launch your 
attack with God’s help and do your best to stick to [the enemy’s] prow. 

Go and stick on the enemy’s side with all your bravery as you have been 
ordered. 

Launch your attack bravely and I'll pick you up.”° 

Four fireships cost the Turks a brig and drove them toward the Egyp- 
tians, giving the Greek vessels the opportunity to unite at last. Still, the 
enemy had the advantage of the wind. Guns grew literally red-hot from 
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17. The Battle of Gerontas Bay, 29 August 1824. 

constant firing as the air filled with the smell of burned powder. Miaoulis 
now directed a general attack by his fireships. Five of them broke the enemy 
line, blowing up a Tunisian frigate with 1,300 sailors and soldiers aboard. 
This decisive thrust into the heart of the enemy formation caused the 
Turco-Egyptian forces to break off the engagement and retreat to the south. 
Thus ended the action in reference to which the French naval historian Ad- 
miral Jurien de la Graviére wrote, “in the pages of naval history, there are 
perhaps few of equal interest to the seaman.” ”” 



232 THe LINE OF BATTLE 

The enemy withdrawal from Gerontas Bay did not signify the end of the 

campaign. Subsequent engagements took place around Samos and Chios. 

Kanaris directed most of the fireship operations, in which an Egyptian frig- 

ate and three smaller vessels were destroyed. These new losses left Hosref 
Pasha no choice but to fall back to Constantinople, while Ibrahim Pasha, the 

commander of the Egyptian forces, returned to Halicarnassus. Once there, 

Ibrahim followed the advice of the French Captain Drouault and was soon 
ready to sail to Crete, where he could make better preparations for a landing 
on the southern Peloponnesus. 

Wasting no time resting on the laurels of his latest victory, Miaoulis 
immediately steered for Crete. His small but efficient squadron succeeded 
in denying the Egyptians access to the coastal town of Chania. So effective 
was the night attack he launched against the Egyptian fleet off Heraklion 
(1-2 November 1824) that soon Ibrahim made the following signal: “Prepare 
to sail for salvation.” ® His language was understandable: twenty Egyptian 
ships had been destroyed” and the rest were scattered in the direction of 
Rhodes, Karpathos, and Alexandria. This was too bad for Ibrahim’s captains, 

who had to suffer their commander’s rage at having been defeated again: 
ten to fifteen of them were stripped of their rank and executed, while what 
was left of the Egyptian squadron quickly began to reorganize for a new 
expedition to Crete. 

Miaoulis guessed the enemy’s plans and awaited developments in the 
Cretan Sea. He used the intermezzo to talk his exhausted crews into having 
patience and faith in their mission, harshly upbraiding them at times and 
using gentle language at others. Apart from the recurrent threat of insubor- 
dination, the Greek admiral still had to face the dire effects of the disunity 

within the revolutionary administration. He was hardly heard when he 
pleaded for more fireships and funds to continue the struggle. The govern- 
ment’s scandalous lack of unanimity once more forced Miaoulis to return to 
Hydra, thus leaving the court free for the Egyptians. Ibrahim seized the 
opportunity, landed on Crete, and from there, undisturbed, quickly covered 
the eighty miles of sea to the Greek mainland. On 24 February 1825, the first 
Egyptian troops landed in the southern Peloponnesus. The Greek admin- 
istration was taken by surprise. Panic-stricken, it tried in haste to finance 
a new campaign with Miaoulis—whom else?—in command of the entire 
undertaking. 

Faithful to the offensive, Miaoulis tried to attack the Egyptian base at 

Crete, but strong winds frustrated his plans. Immediately following this dis- 
appointment he sailed to the Peloponnesus and engaged an Egyptian squad- 
ron—to no effect. This time luck seemed to be on the enemy side. It was 
not until 30 April that Miaoulis finally managed to strike a blow: with six 
fireships he attacked a strong Egyptian squadron in the small Peloponnesian 
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port of Methoni. With nightmarish speed, the flames spread from one ship 
to another, consuming two frigates, four corvettes, six brigs, and thirteen to 

twenty transports. The explosion of a number of coastal storage installations 
added to the damage inflicted on Ibrahim’s forces.*° 

Unfortunately, the lack of either additional fireships or a landing force 
prevented Miaoulis from capitalizing on his success. Moreover, the emer- 
gence of the Turkish fleet from the Dardanelles obliged the Greek forces to 
separate into two squadrons, one in the north and the other in the south. 
These events caused Miaoulis to fear for his success of the revolution. 
Gravely preoccupied, he could not enjoy the celebrations grateful Hydriotes 
organized in his honor after the action at Methoni. His thoughts were cen- 
tered on the terrible drama unfolding at Missolonghi. 

Missolonghi, a picturesque town built on a lagoon with an exit to the sea, 
was a center of resistance to the Turkish conquest of mainland Greece. Be- 
sieged by land and sea, the town’s defenders were to write an epic page in 
Greek history. Soon reduced to starvation, they chose to eat dogs, cats, and 
other pets rather than surrender to the superior forces outside their walls. 

Determined not to abandon the people of Missolonghi in their ordeal, 
Miaoulis gathered a force of fifty ships to supply the town with munitions 
and food. On 22 July 1825 he engaged fifty-six Turkish vessels, including eight 
frigates, off Missolonghi. His objective was not so much to damage the 
enemy as to push him away from the area, thus opening a passage for the 
supplies. Restraining his usual impetuosity, he used clever tactics to draw 
the enemy off, enabling five of his vessels to reach Missolonghi. Thus it is 
no wonder that the grateful defenders named the town’s bastions and bat- 
teries in honor of the Greek admirals: Miaoulis, Sachtouris, Kanaris. .. . 

Despite the increase of the enemy blockading fleet to a strength of 135 
to 145 vessels, Miaoulis persisted in his effort to maintain a flow of food and 

munitions into Missolonghi throughout the siege. At the end of January 
1826, he succeeded in landing provisions enough to last the defender for two 
months. By the time of his return in early April, Ibrahim’s forces had cap- 
tured the Greek positions defending the lagoon that led to Missolonghi and 
cut the town off from the sea. Dispatching a request to the Central Revolu- 
tionary Administration to send him shallow-draft vessels, Miaoulis laid plans 
to force a passage through the lagoon. Before he could put this project into 
execution, however, hunger forced the inhabitants of Missolonghi to a des- 
perate decision. On the night of 22 April the whole population, civil and 
military, attempted to break through the enemy lines. Only a handful lived 
to see the sunrise. 

The fall of Missolonghi and the extension of Ottoman power through- 
out the Peloponnesus cast the future of the revolution in doubt. At the same 
time, however, the growth of Philhellenic movements abroad—stimulated 
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by the heroic defense of Missolonghi—increased the encouraging possibil- 

ity of foreign intervention. The granting of loans by British banks to the 

revolutionary administration contributed to the creation of especially strong 

bonds between Greece and Great Britain, and in June 1825, the chiefs of the 

revolution had issued a declaration expressing their desire to entrust the 
freedom and independence of the Greek nation to King George IV. (As 
commander of the Greek sea forces, Miaoulis was one of the signatories 
of this document.) Although the king declined the offer, it left the revo- 
lutionary leaders no room to object when British lenders put pressure 
on them to engage Admiral George Cochrane, Lord Dundonald, a British 
sailor-of-fortune, to command the Greek fleet. Arriving in Greece in Febru- 
ary 1827, Cochrane was named admiral in chief with complete control of 
naval operations. » 

And Miaoulis? The former chief of the Greek naval forces would now 
have to be content with command of the Hellas (Greece), a new 2,200-ton 

frigate built in the United States. An American who served as a volunteer 
officer in the Greek navy recorded that “I personally overheard Admiral 
Miaoulis saying he would gladly concede the command to his brave ally 
Cochrane and that, for his country’s benefit, he could even be a ship’s boy.” ** 

Cochrane’s contribution to the revolutionary struggle did not have a 
major influence on its outcome. The decisive development was the inter- 
vention of the Great Powers. Under strong pressure from public opinion, 
the governments of Great Britain and Russia joined in calling on the Otto- 
man Empire to grant Greece autonomy. The sultan’s refusal to do so led to 
the formation in July 1827 of an alliance between Britain, France, and Russia 

aimed at securing the independence of Greece. At the same time, a com- 
bined fleet under Admiral Sir Edward Codrington was dispatched to the Ae- 
gean “to prevent the spread of hostilities.” When on 20 October Codrington’s 
force began to enter the western Peloponnesian port of Navarino, where the 
Turco-Egyptian fleet lay at anchor, an outbreak of firing for which each side 
later blamed the other precipitated the last great battle between wooden 
warships. At the end of the day, the Ottoman squadrons had been annihi- 
lated and the eventual independence of Greece was assured. Shortly there- 
after, Cochrane abandoned his position and returned to England. 

In the meantime, Count Ioannis Kapodistrias, a Corfu islander who had 

gained distinction in the Russian diplomatic service, had been chosen to 

become the first governor of Greece. In 1828 he disembarked at Nauplia to 
the cheers of an exultant crowd and assumed the formidable task of govern- 
ing the turbulent new state. Much of the cheering died into ominous mut- 
tering when the chief executive, with the consent of the National Assembly, 

suspended certain provisions of the constitution, but Kapodistrias put his 
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soul into the organization of a Greek government. The assistance that the 
Protecting Powers (Britain, France, and Russia) had promised him proved 
to be ambivalent. Because each of the powers wished to exert paramount 
influence, their attitude toward Greece would change from helpful to hos- 
tile to benevolent once more. Kapodistrias also met opposition from local 
notables, who found their privileges and powers severely curtailed when he 
began to establish a powerful central government. 

Kapodistrias recognized the decisive role that Andreas Miaoulis had 
played in the war for independence. The brave Hydriote was granted the 
highest naval rank and his every ambition fulfilled. The other great naval 
hero of the revolution, Konstantinos Kanaris, received equal honors in what 
many viewed as a covert effort by Kapodistrias to sow the seeds of discord 
in the naval world, which, united as it mostly was, represented an important 
political nucleus that might eventually challenge his authority. 

Miaoulis kept a low political profile during the opening months of the 
Kapodistrias regime. He had undertaken to suppress piracy in the central 
Aegean, which he patrolled in command of a squadron with his flag in the 
Hellas. His abilities were again demonstrated by a fast-paced campaign in 
which he attacked the pirates’ bases and captured eighty ships. He made 
another contribution to the survival of the new state at the liberation of 
Chios, during which his experienced gunners sank a Turkish frigate. Later, 
he established a blockade that forced the Turkish garrison of Missolonghi to 
surrender, restoring the martyred town to Greek rule. This event marked 
the last of the operations conducted by Miaoulis for the independence of his 
country after four hundred years of oppression. 

Amazing as it seems, throughout the course of the revolution Miaoulis 
had hardly lost a ship. A vessel from Spetses was taken by the Turks when 
the wind failed during a chase in September 1821, but its crew still found 
time to escape. In the same year a second Greek ship mysteriously disap- 
peared at sea. A final unpleasant event was the accidental explosion of a 
fireship at anchor.” As for personnel casualties, no official data exist, but 
they are estimated not to have exceeded one hundred dead.** What hap- 
pened on the other side was a different story. Kanaris’s fireships alone de- 
stroyed four major Ottoman vessels, bringing about the loss of approxi- 
mately three thousand lives. The remainder of the fireship attacks and 
assorted other actions raised the number of Turco-Egyptian dead to at least 
25,000. 

Although Greece achieved independence in 1830, Kapodistrias found 
himself in an increasingly difficult position. France and Britain were secretly 
encouraging the dissatisfaction with his administration that already existed 
in certain elements of Greek society. The ouster of government representa- 
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tives from many areas provoked the inevitable retaliation by those loyal 
to Kapodistrias, and soon the persecution of political opponents began to 

occur. 
In 1831, the island of Hydra began behaving like a small state in itself, 

defying the directives of the central government. Miaoulis, convinced that 
Kapodistrias’s policies would be disastrous for Greece, supported this move- 
ment. Kapodistrias was at first willing to seek a compromise, generously 
offering to forget Hydra’s rebellious behavior if the islanders abandoned 
their opposition to his administration. Finding that his conciliatory efforts 
had no appeal, Kapodistrias chose to make a show of strength by ordering 
Kanaris to fit out the ships of the Greek fleet at the navy yards on Poros and 
blockade the refractory islands. The governor failed to reckon on Miaoulis. 
Anticipating the government’s action, the admiral arrived in Poros at the 
head of two hundred men, seized control of the ships in a bloodless coup, 

and sent Kanaris away empty-handed. 
Tension mounted steadily in succeeding days. The opposition demanded 

the convocation of a national assembly with the object of putting the entire 
constitution in force and limiting Kapodistrias’s powers. The latter sought 
the help of the commander of the Russian squadron in the Aegean, Admiral 
Ricord, urging him to sail to Poros and crush the insurgency. Ricord soon 
concluded that it was pointless to negotiate with Miaoulis and decided to 
resort to force. Meanwhile, the commanders of the British and the French 

eastern squadrons sailed to Poros to join the Russians, having themselves 
condemned the Hydriotes’ rebellious activities. 

A meeting between the foreign officers and the insurgents produced no 
agreement. The British and French commanders elected to return to Nau- 
plia to notify Kapodistrias of the islanders’ intransigence and try to convince 
him to accept a compromise. Ricord indignantly accused them of breaking 
the alliance and immediately proceeded to undertake offensive operations 
against Poros. Miaoulis did not hesitate to return his fire, inflicting severe 
damage and heavy casualties on two Russian ships and forcing Ricord to 
withdraw. 

Miaoulis’s exchange of shots with the Russian squadron, defensive 

though it was, nevertheless shocked a great many people—including some 
of the insurgents—as a major offense against the flag of one of the Protect- 
ing Powers. Ricord informed the French Captain Vaillant, through whom 
he communicated with Miaoulis, that he intended to renew the attack. In 

reply, the fearless Hydriote declared that he was ready to destroy every ship 
in Poros the moment the Russian squadron made a hostile move. Any hope 
that these were mere words vanished on 13 September 1831, when, upon his 

orders, the Hellas, the pride and flagship of the Greek fleet, and the corvette 
Hydra were blown up. Ricord, compelled to retaliate, duly attacked. The 
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sixty-one-year-old Miaoulis had a narrow escape, sailing through heavy Rus- 
sian fire to reach Hydra. There he was acclaimed by his compatriots, who 
heartily approved of their admiral’s deeds. On the other hand, in his report 
to Kapodistrias, Kanaris wrote: “Miaoulis burnt Hellas and Hydra; may his 
name be damned forever. . . .” 

The situation rapidly deteriorated. Hydra soon found itself in the grip 
of a blockade by the vessels of the Protecting Powers. Kanaris, now com- 
mander in chief of the Greek navy, undertook another effort to reason with 
the insurgents, while Hydriote ships slipped through the blockade to the 
mainland in an effort to encourage unrest and finance operations intended 
to overthrow the governor. 

The peak of the crisis came and quickly passed with the assassination of 
Kapodistrias at Nauplia on 9 October 1831. The unity of the administration 
that he had tried to establish collapsed and two separate Greek governments 
emerged, both claiming sovereignty. Miaoulis’s party, the Constitutionalists, 
prevailed, and when the Protecting Powers chose Prince Otto of Bavaria to 
become king of Greece, Miaoulis was among the delegation that traveled to 
Munich to greet the new sovereign in August 1832. 

Miaoulis’s loyalty to the king was not unrewarded; he received the rank 
of vice admiral of the Greek navy. Those who met him during this period 
speak of a calm, gentle man whose modesty made him reluctant to talk 
about his achievements during the revolution. 

Andreas Miaoulis, the ambitious Hydriote sailor to whom Greece was 

deeply indebted for its independence, died quietly in his sixty-seventh year, 
on 11 June 1835. His tomb is beside that of the ancient Greek admiral The- 

mistocles, victor of the Battle of Salamis, on the grounds of the Naval Cadets 

School in Piraeus, near the sea he loved and dominated. 

NOTES 
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SURVEY III 

The Machine Age at Sea 
(1830-1866) 

ALTHOUGH THE success of Miaoulis’s fireships constituted the most dramatic 
naval development of the Greek revolution, its influence on the evolution 
of sea warfare was nil. The conflict’s lasting significance lay in its juxtaposi- 
tion of two other events: the Battle of Navarino, the last fleet action of the 

Age of Sail, and the deployment of the Karteria (Perseverance), the first 
steamer to enter high-intensity combat. A 40o0-ton sidewheeler armed with 
eight 64-pounders, the Karteria owed her existence and her fame to Captain 
Frank Abney Hastings, a British Philhellene and former Royal Navy officer 
who had been an eleven-year-old midshipman at Trafalgar. It was upon Has- 
tings’s recommendation that the Greek Revolutionary Committee in Lon- 
don had her built, and it was under his command from September 1826 to 
May 1828 that she performed outstanding service in engagements with 
Turkish forces afloat and ashore. The initiative that had distinguished her 
operations disappeared after Hastings was mortally wounded while attack- 
ing an enemy coastal fortification. By then, hoWever, the Karteria had pro- 
vided the first major demonstration of the naval potential of steam propul- 
sion, the earliest of the innovations, all products of the Machine Age—shell 

guns, armor, and iron ships—that in little more than thirty years would 
transform the world’s combat fleets. 

The Karteria was not the first purpose-built steam warship. Pride of 
place belonged to a 24-gun, 120-horsepower floating battery designed during 
the War of 1812 by the brilliant American marine engineer Robert Fulton to 
help defend New York Harbor in the event of a British attack. Fulton called 
her the Demologos (Voice of the People). When he died prior to her comple- 
tion, she was renamed in his honor. Unlike the Karteria, the Fulton never 

entered action. She had not been completed by the time the war ended, and, 
in any case, the British omitted to attack New York. A sailor brought her 
quiet career to a resounding close late one afternoon in June 1829 by carry- 
ing a lighted candle into her magazine in search of a powder charge to fire 
her evening gun. 

Meanwhile, two other, originally civilian steamers, a Hudson River ferry 

and a tiny tug, had preceded the Karteria into combat. Beginning with her re- 
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capture of a merchant schooner in February 1824, the USS Sea Gull, formerly 

the ferry Enterprise, actively participated in the suppression of West Indian 

piracy, and a few months later the tug that had become HMS Diana routed 
native warcraft on the Irrawaddy during the First Burmese War. Their ap- 
pearance did not signify an outburst of institutional interest in steam war- 
ships, however. Both had been acquired through the initiative of individual 
officers: Commodore David Porter and Captain Frederick Marryat, respec- 
tively, who foresaw the value of shallow-draft, self-maneuverable vessels in 

these particular campaigns, and the little steamers’ adventures ended upon 
their conclusion. In the course of the decade, the Royal Navy acquired a 
number of auxiliary steamers—tugs, dredgers, and the like, some mounting 
a few guns—and the French navy launched its first, the aviso (dispatch boat) 
Sphinx, in 1829, but as of 1830 there was not a major steam warship in com- 

mission in any navy. 

In view of the fact that by that date twenty-nine years had passed since 
William Symington built the first practical steamship, the paddlewheel tug 
Charlotte Dundas, and literally thousands of civilian steamers were at work 
throughout the world, the lack of enthusiasm navies manifested for steam 

propulsion has been attributed to the reflexive conservatism of which the 
naval profession is often accused. No doubt there is something in this inter- 
pretation. Spending one’s career on things that can sink conduces to a pref- 
erence for the proven. 

Yet naval establishments had legitimate reasons, tactical and technologi- 
cal, to delay their embrace of steam power. Tactical, in that seagoing steam- 
ers were propelled by sidewheels that extended over at least a third of the 
length of a ship’s hull, reducing the space available for her broadside battery 
by a corresponding extent, and that those sidewheels would be vulnerable 
to enemy fire. Technological, in that early steam engines were prone to 
break down and so inefficient that no ship could carry enough coal to last 
more than a few days; on long voyages, steamers spent most of their time 
under sail. Fulton had addressed the tactical problem in the design of the 
Demologos. His solution had been to center a single, broad paddlewheel in 
the channel between twin catamaran hulls, but this imaginative arrange- 
ment, satisfactory for a floating battery, was not suitable for a blue-water 
warship. 

As time went by, improvements in the reliability and performance of 
marine engines gradually overcame the technological difficulties that had 
delayed their introduction into naval service. The British and French navies 
built a number of steam sloops, smallish craft carrying two to six guns, in 
the early 1830s, and later in the decade these navies and the U.S. Navy as 
well began laying down steam frigates. These sizable ships gave good value. 
The USS Mississippi, for example, a 3,250-ton vessel launched in 1842, served 
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as Commodore Perry’s flagship in the Mexican War and the opening of 
Japan and twice circumnavigated the globe before being lost on the Missis- 
sippi during the Civil War. Still, the tactical liabilities of steam-powered war- 
ships remained as great as ever. 

They were dispelled by the advent of the screw propeller, a device that 
left the whole of a ship’s broadside free for her guns and could not readily 
be disabled by even the hottest fire. The idea of screw propulsion dated back 
for centuries. By 1830 a number of inventors—most notably Josef Ressel, an 

Austrian navy forester who built the first serviceable screw steamer—had 
demonstrated that the application of steam power could make it a practical 
reality, but none managed to arouse the support of the maritime commu- 
nity. That achievement, a triumph of showmanship as well as technology, 
was shared by Francis Pettit Smith, an English gentleman farmer, and Cap- 
tain John Ericsson, a Swedish engineer and erstwhile army officer who even- 

tually settled in the United States. Ericsson was principally responsible for 
the design of the first screw warship, the USS Princeton, a 954-ton corvette 

commissioned in September 1843. Smith convinced the British Admiralty 
that propellers were practical and supervised the installation of one he de- 
signed in HMS Rattler, a 1,115-ton sloop that began her trials in October of 
that year. The system’s performance fully satisfied its supporters’ expecta- 
tions, and in 1845 the Admiralty pitted the Rattler against HMS Alecto, a side- 

wheeler of virtually the same size and horsepower, in a series of contests 
staged to convince the still skeptical. The competition climaxed in a tug-of- 
war in which the Rattler dragged her opponent backward at a speed of 2.5 
knots. 

That same year, the French navy became the first to launch a screw 
frigate, the Pomone, a 2,010-ton vessel with machinery for which Ericsson 
furnished the plans. The Royal Navy followed with the Amphion, converted 
from a purely sail-powered ship before completion, in 1846, and the Daunt- 
less, planned as a screw ship, in 1847; the U.S. Navy, with the San Jacinto in 

1850. The French navy was also first to produce a purpose-designed steam 
ship of the line, the 90-gun Napoléon, a screw-driven vessel of 5,080 tons laid 

down in 1848 according to plans prepared by the gifted young naval architect 
Dupuy de Léme. The Royal Navy, which had earlier converted four old 
two-deckers into steam-powered floating batteries, responded to reports of 
her start by beginning work on its first full-power steam line of battle ship, 
the 91-gun Agamemnon. She was ready for sea in 1853. By then, the days of 

sailing warships had ended, at least in a technological sense, and those of 
sidewheel steam warships were numbered. Aside from the gunboats the 
U.S. Navy more or less mass-produced for coastal and riverine operations 
during the Civil War, no combatant sidewheelers were put under construc- 
tion after 1853. 
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Their limitations notwithstanding, paddle ships had made a major con- 

tribution to the triumph of steam by their performance in the campaigns 

and expeditions of the preceding decade, repeatedly demonstrating the ad- 

vantages inherent in the ability to maneuver independently of wind and tide. 
None of the conflicts involved much distinctly naval combat, and for the 

most part steamers performed supporting roles, such as towing sailing ships 
into position to deliver shore bombardments, but on two occasions they 
held center stage. The first occurred in November 1845 off the Rio Parana 

port of Obligado, Argentina, where three steamers belonging to an Anglo- 
French force of eleven small vessels played a key part in breaking the boom, 
silencing the batteries, and sinking the three gunboats that the dictator 
Rosas had expected to close the river to foreign shipping. The second took 
place off Veracruz, Mexico, in March 1847, when the little U.S. steamers 

Spitfire and Vixen, each with two sailing gunboats in tow, closed to six hun- 
dred yards to attack the Castillo San Juan de Ulloa and remained there, vir- 
tually untouched, for more than an hour after Commodore Perry, alarmed 

by their temerity, signaled them to withdraw. Afterward, the Mexican gun- 
ners complained that their cannons could not be depressed sufficiently to 
bear on ships that close. 

By the outbreak of the Crimean War in 1853, screw ships, including the 
Napoléon and the Agamemnon, could join sidewheelers in displaying the utility 
of steam power, on an immensely greater scale than in any previous conflict, 
in attacks on Russian coastal fortifications in the Black Sea and the Baltic. 
Three years later, summing up the lessons to be drawn from the struggle, 
the French minister of the marine, Vice Admiral Baron Francois Hamelin, 

who had commanded the French fleet in the Black Sea in 1854, expressed 

what had become a naval truism: “Any ship that is not provided with a steam 
engine cannot be considered a warship.”’! 

The Crimean War also provided dramatic proof of the effectiveness 
of another agent of change in the texture of naval combat: the explosive 
shell. Shells themselves were nothing new. Special-purpose “bomb vessels” 
mounting one or two mortars had been used to deliver high-angle shell fire 
against shore targets ever since the French included five galiotes a bombes in 
a fleet sent to bombard Algiers in 1682. Owing to the considerable danger 
shells presented of fire and accidental detonation, however, they had seldom 
found a place in the armament of ships intended to fight other ships, and 
their influence on fleet operations had been negligible. 

The exponential increase in that influence was chiefly due to a French 
artillery officer, General Henri-Joseph Paixhans. A graduate of the Ecole 
Polytechnique and veteran of nine Napoleonic campaigns, then-Major Paix- 
hans had never served a day at sea but his interest in naval warfare was long- 
standing when in 1822 he published his Nouvelle Force Maritime. In this work, 
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he argued that France could overcome Britain’s wooden walls by building 
swarms of small, iron-armored steamers mounting one or two shell guns. 
“Cannon balls,” he wrote, 

can fall on a ship by the hundreds without putting her in danger of being 
lost. . . . But a shell will shatter, shake, and spring an enemy ship’s sides by 
a terrible shock. If the shells are arrested by the thickness of 
the wood, their explosion will have the effects of a mine, opening large 

breaches from which irregular cracks extend below the waterline and al- 
low water to enter as through an abruptly broken dike. . . . If the shells 
penetrate the ship’s side . . . they will produce their effect between the 
decks, in the midst of the combatants, the guns, the munitions, where they 
will vomit deadly iron splinters, incendiary materials, and unbearable bil- 
lows of smoke.” 

Swarms of armored steamers were too much for the French navy in 
1822, but it did authorize the experimental production of a flat-trajectory 
shell gun Paixhans had designed. Years of tests, including one in which shells 
wrought havoc on a decrepit ship of the line, and numerous committee 
reports followed. (Frank Hastings did not await the outcome; shell guns 
contributed to the Karteria’s success.) Finally, in April 1838, the Ministry of 
the Marine decreed that a specified proportion of the new guns would be 
included in the armament of all French ships. Only seven months later, 
the French navy used those guns in action for the first time to bombard 
the Castillo San Juan de Ulloa at Veracruz in an intervention ostensibly 
incited by the sack of a French bakery. The Royal Navy added shell guns 
to its armory the following year, and other navies began to do so shortly 
thereafter. 

The acceptance of shells as a general-purpose weapon had been inhib- 
ited in part by the facts that, though undeniably very destructive, they were 
shorter ranged and less accurate than solid shot. The remedies to these de- 
fects appeared in the form of the first breech-loading, rifled guns in 1846 and 
aerodynamically efficient, elongated shells in 1855. Depending upon their 
locking mechanism, early breechloaders were liable to blow off their breech- 
blocks, and most navies, after giving them a try, temporarily reverted to 
muzzleloaders. But none of these innovations had been necessary to show 
what shells could do to wooden ships; thirty-eight Russian muzzle-loading 
smoothbores firing spherical projectiles sufficed. 

The display occurred off Sinope, a Turkish port on the southern shore 
of the Black Sea, on 20 November 1853. At 1:30 that afternoon, a Russian 

squadron consisting of six ships of the line, two frigates, and three steamers 
attacked a Turkish squadron of seven frigates, three corvettes, and two 
steamers anchored in the roadstead. By 3:30, every Turkish ship but a single 
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steamer had been blown up, sunk, or beached. No Russian vessel suffered 

significant damage. The Turks lost approximately 2,960 dead; the Russians, 

37. What stunned both naval and public opinion was not so much the com- 

pleteness of the Russian victory—given the odds, that was scarcely surpris- 

ing—but the terrible inequality of the contest, for which the use of shells 
was believed chiefly responsible. Old General Paixhans wrote a newspaper 
article lauding his protégés’ performance. 

In the aftermath of Sinope, Britain and France, anxious to uphold Tur- 
key as a barrier to Russian expansion into the eastern Mediterranean, inter- 
vened on her behalf in what then became the Crimean War. This raised the 
disquieting prospect that their wooden fleets would be called upon to attack 
shell-firing Russian forts. Emperor Napoleon III, a trained artilleryman with 
a passionate interest in ordnance matters, conceived the idea of constructing 
ironclad floating batteries to bear the brunt of such engagements, and it was 
agreed that each power would build five. Only three, all French, the Dévas- 
tation, Lave, and Tonnante, reached completion in time to take part in the 

war. Ungainly steamers of 1,650 tons displacement, they mounted 18 guns 
and wallowed along at 4 knots. Their distinctive feature, of course, was 
their armor: 4.0 inches of iron over 17 inches of teak along their sides and 

4.5 inches over the same thickness of teak in a waterline belt. On 17 October 

1855, these batteries flottantes cuirassées led an allied fleet into action against 
the Russian fortress at Kinburn on the Black Sea. Anchoring to engage the 
fort at a range of approximately three-quarters of a mile, they fired, on av- 
erage, slightly more than a thousand shot and shell in a four-hour bombard- 
ment that ended in the Russian surrender. During the same period, each of 
them sustained about sixty hits. None penetrated their armor. 

The next step was obviously to construct a seagoing ironclad, and the 
French took it. Dupuy de Léme, who had proposed building an armored 
frigate a decade earlier, masterminded the project. Commissioned in August 
1860, the Gloire measured 266 feet in length and displaced 5,618 tons. She was 
therefore about 20 percent longer and of roughly the same displacement as 
recent three-decker ships of the line, but her battery was concentrated in a 
single tier of 36 rifled guns, and her wooden sides were covered by forged 
iron plates from 4.4 to 4.8 inches thick. On trials her 2,600-horsepower en- 
gines gave her a top speed of 13 knots. At the date of her completion, the 
Gloire was incontestably the most formidable ship afloat. 

That distinction proved short-lived. Upon learning of the French deci- 
sion to build the Gloire, the British began planning a vessel that has been 
called the first modern warship, HMS Warrior. She entered commission a 

year to the month after the Gloire. Iron-hulled as well as iron-armored, 
the Warrior was 380 feet in length, displaced 9,137 tons, attained a speed of 

14.3 knots with 5,290-horsepower engines, and mounted a single-tier battery 
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of 40 guns including ten 7-inch shell-firing rifles. So sizable a vessel, far ex- 
ceeding the potential of even the best-braced wooden frame, could only 
have been built of iron, a material that had furnished hulls for big civilian 
steamers as early as 1832, but which prejudice and once-reasonable doubts 
of its ability to withstand cannon fire had previously confined to minor naval 
vessels. Its use in the Warrior also enabled her to be provided with under- 
water compartmentation—that is, to have her lower decks partitioned by 
watertight bulkheads, another instance of naval innovation imitating civil- 
ian practice. The largest, swiftest, and most powerfully armed fighting ship 
ever built, she combined all the advances in naval technology since the War 
of 1812. j 

Indeed, the only major structural element of the battleships of the world 
wars missing from the Warrior was the turret, and it soon became available 
in different designs independently produced by John Ericsson and Captain 
Cowper Coles, RN. Coles had become intrigued by the idea of axial fire 
during the Crimean War. In March 1861, after prolonged agitation, he 
persuaded the Admiralty to install an experimental revolving turret in the 
floating battery Trusty. Its trials proved entirely satisfactory, and in February 
1862 the Admiralty scheduled the construction of a six-turreted, iron coast- 

defense ship, the Prince Albert. Two weeks later, on the other side of the 

Atlantic another turreted ship entered combat. 
The ship was Ericsson’s Monitor, the famous “cheesebox on a raft” — 

the cheesebox being her turret. Ericsson had sought to interest Napoleon III 
in plans for just such a vessel in 1854, but all he had got for his trouble was 
a thank you note from an aide-de-camp. President Lincoln proved more re- 
ceptive, and the Monitor began to become a reality in October 1861. Spurred 
by the knowledge that the Confederate navy had already begun building a 
casemated ironclad ram on the wooden hull of the former-U.S. frigate Mer- 
rimack, her construction was rushed to completion in four months. None- 
theless, the Merrimack, reincarnate as the CSS Virginia, narrowly beat her 

into action, emerging from the James River on 8 March 1862 to sink the 
wooden sloop-of-war Cumberland, 32 guns, by ramming and the frigate Con- 
gress, 52 guns, by shell-fire in the opening day of the Battle of Hampton 
Roads. The Monitor reached the scene that evening, and the next day she 

and the Virginia fought the first battle between ironclads. Tactically, their 
four-hour-long action ended in a draw. Strategically, the Monitor had won, 
since she prevented the Virginia from completing the destruction of the 
Union blockading squadron. 

The U.S. Navy, understandably elated, ordered sixty-three more moni- 
tors during the war and retained a sentimental attachment to the type for 
half a century. But the good service they rendered in Southern waters not- 
withstanding, monitors were a technological dead end. The extremely low 
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freeboard that was among their most distinctive characteristics (the original 
Monitor's measured less than two feet) made them unsuitable for employ- 
ment in seagoing fleets. The future belonged to the high-freeboard turreted 
ship, but in the ferment into which the ironclad’s advent had plunged naval 
architecture, many years would go by before that became clear. 

Two other mid-century developments, less dramatic than the mechani- 

zation of navies but likewise destined to affect their operations, were the 
perfection of the electric telegraph—the beginning of a communications 
revolution that continues to the present—and the introduction of mine war- 
fare. Overland telegraph lines had been strung on an increasing scale ever 
since Samuel Morse patented his system in 1840, and short undersea cables 
began to be laid in the 1850s. The British and French commanders in the 
Crimea were the-first to be in more or less immediate communication with 
their governments while waging a foreign war. The link ran from London 
across the English Channel to Paris and then to the Turkish (now Bulgarian) 
port of Varna, from which a cable laid during the conflict extended beneath 
the Black Sea to the Allies’ headquarters at Balaklava; messages spent from 
twelve to twenty-four hours in transit. From the onset of the American Civil 
War, the Union and Confederate governments routinely employed the tele- 
graph to communicate with their armies in the field and naval forces in 
domestic ports. Ships at sea and—the initial attempt to lay a transatlantic 
cable ending in failure in 1858—in ports outside their own continental wa- 
ters remained as isolated as ever from home authorities, but even under 

these limitations, the new technology demonstrated the capacity to influ- 
ence events. In June 1864 a telegram from the U.S. minister to France alerted 
the USS Kearsarge, then at anchor off Flushing in the Netherlands, that the 
Confederate cruiser Alabama had entered port at Cherbourg, thereby setting 
the stage for the duel in which the latter was destroyed. Two years later a 
report sent by undersea cable that the Italian fleet was attacking the island 
of Lissa led to the Austrian sortie that climaxed in the first fleet action fought 
on the open sea since Trafalgar. 

Floating explosive charges, the precursors of sea mines, had been set 
adrift against ships and bridges as early as the sixteenth century. Robert 
Fulton and others began experimenting with true mines around the time 
of the American Revolution, and between 1839 and 1842 an Englishman, a 

Swede, and an American (Colonel Samuel Colt, inventor of the six-shooter) 

independently developed command-detonated electrical mines exploded by 
a current from a storage battery. Prussian forces laid mines of this type to 
defend Kiel harbor against the Danish fleet during the Schleswig-Holstein 
War of 1848-51, but they were never tested. The first ships actually mined 
were three British vessels that struck a total of four Russian contact mines 
in the Baltic in June 1855. Following the last of these incidents, boat parties 
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swept up thirty-three of the “infernal machines.” In fact, they were not es- 
pecially infernal, as none of the ships sustained major structural damage; 
nor, for that matter, did Rear Admiral Michael Seymour, the Baltic Fleet’s 

incautious second-in-command who had a mine he was examining blow up 
in his face. Seymour returned to duty in two months without lasting injury 
aside from the loss of an eye. Less than a decade later, however, the mines 

(then called torpedoes) Confederates sowed to augment the defenses of their 
ports and rivers achieved impressive results, sinking twenty-nine Union ves- 
sels, among them four monitors, and damaging another fourteen. One of 
these successes, the destruction of the gunboat Commodore Jones on the 
James River, Virginia, was attained by a command-detonated mine designed 
by the Confederate navy’s Torpedo Division; the remainder were the work 
of contact mines laid by local military authorities. At least on coastal and 
inland waters, naval warfare had acquired a subsurface dimension. 

The Civil War also witnessed the earliest successful submarine attack, 

the sinking of the wooden steam sloop USS Housatonic by the CSS H. L. 
Hunley off Charleston, South Carolina, on the evening of 17 February 1864— 

albeit that the Hunley was surfaced at the time. The idea of undersea craft 
had intrigued the inventive for centuries. Leonardo da Vinci's sketchbooks 
show that he envisioned submarines as well as tanks and aircraft, and there 

is a strange story that in the 1620s King James I crossed the Thames in an 
oared submersible boat built by a Dutchman named Cornelius Drebbel, an 
act that would have been wholly out of character for that prudent prince. 
During the War of the Revolution, David Bushnell, a Yale man, produced a 

hand-cranked, single-seater submarine, the American Turtle, and Continental 

Army Sergeant Ezra Lee took her into New York Harbor in 1776 to attack 
the 64-gun ship of the line Eagle. Alas for ingenuity, the British vessel’s sturdy 
hull frustrated Lee’s attempts to attach the Turtle’s time-bomb to it. Several 
other more or less functional submarines appeared in the ensuing decades, 
but none engaged an enemy warship before the Hunley. 

By the time Horace L. Hunley and his associates put their craft under 
construction in the spring of 1863, most of the key features of the modern 
submarine had been identified, and the Hunley incorporated them all: diving 
planes, ballast tanks, a rudimentary conning tower, a propeller and rudder 

aft, and a cylindrical shape with tapering ends. Unfortunately, two elements 
absent from this inventory—a mechanical propulsion system and the tor- 
pedo, neither as yet available—were necessary to make the submarine a 
practical man-of-war. The Hunley was powered by eight volunteers turning 
a deformed crankshaft and her projected armament consisted of a floating 
contact charge towed on two hundred feet of line. Leaving harbor under 
cover of darkness, she would dive beneath a blockader anchored for the 

night, surface on the other side, and continue on her way until the charge 
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bobbed into her victim. After three crews, one captained by Hunley, per- 

ished in training accidents, the general commanding at Charleston ordered 

the Hunley to remain on the surface and relinquish her towed charge for a 

spar torpedo—that is, a contact charge at the end of a wooden shaft pro- 

jecting from her bow, the weapon used by the little steam-powered 

“torpedo-boats” the Confederates called Davids, after the giant-killer. It was 

with a spar torpedo that the Hunley surprised and sank the Housatonic. She 

herself was mysteriously lost with all hands while returning to harbor. Years 

would pass before such craft posed a significant threat to surface vessels, but 
a fateful precedent had been:set. 

Naval tactics in the Age of Sail had been limited to maneuvers that could 
be performed by ships that depended on wind to propel them. The advent 
of steam-powered warships, easily able to do many things sailing ships could 
not, obviously opened new possibilities. Forward-looking officers did not 
hesitate to address these possibilities, a British captain’s consideration of tac- 
tics appropriate to steam navigation appearing as early as 1828,’ and by the 

approach of mid-century of the progressive view, carefully set out in a trea- 
tise by another captain, held 

[tJhat steam vessels, from the precision with which they can be steered on 

any given course; the rapidity of their rate, and the regularity with which 
both course and rate may be sustained, are capable of effecting combina- 
tions which cannot be accomplished with certainty by sailing vessels; and 
that a system of tactics commensurate with these powers is indispensable 
to their most effective use.* 

Between 1855 and 1870, similar works appeared in Britain, France, Rus- 

sia, and the United States on an international average of once a year. What 
most excited their authors was the prospect that for the first time since the 
days of galley warfare, a fleet could be maneuvered with equivalent exacti- 
tude and in much the same way as an army. Commodore Foxhall Parker, 
whose Squadron Tactics under Steam (1864) and Fleet Tactics under Steam (1870) 

served as manuals for the U.S. Navy, assured his readers that “through the 

agency of steam, war has become not less a science at sea than on land,” in 
consequence of which “The naval officer will . . . do well in the future to 
make a close study of military tactics. . . .”* Like their competitors, though, 
Parker's books had a great deal more to say about evolutions than about 
tactics. Their reticence reflected the prevailing uncertainty as to whether, 
with the coming of armored steam warships, ramming would not replace 
the exchange of fire as the dominant means of naval combat. 

The damage civilian steamers did when they ran into other vessels, as 
they would from time to time, had not escaped naval attention. Enthusiasts 
had been attempting to interest navy departments in building steam-driven 
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rams ever since the 1820s, but their proposals were pigeonholed until the 
Crimean experience of the French floating batteries indicated that armored 
ships would be virtually impervious to gunfire. This cast the matter in an 
entirely new light, and beginning with the French Couronne, an iron-hulled 
half-sister to the Gloire laid down (but not completed) prior to the Warrior, 
most European ironclads built after 1859 had reinforced bows suitable for 
ramming or protruding spur rams. Confederate authorities, though handi- 
capped by a grossly inadequate industrial base, made the majority of the 
ships they built or bought for home defense capable of ramming, and placed 
secret orders for five state of the art armored rams with British and French 
yards. Diplomatic complications kept any of the latter from entering action 
under the Stars and Bars, but ships outfitted in the South sank or drove 
ashore seven Union vessels by ramming in engagements during which their 
gunfire destroyed only one. 

Granted that these encounters usually occurred on rivers and sounds 
that favored ramming tactics by cramping the combatants’ maneuvering 
room, their results could be interpreted to vindicate the concept. Upon as- 
suming command of the French ironclad squadron of evolution in August 
1864, Vice Admiral Count Bouét-Willaumez told his captains that he pro- 
posed to develop maneuvers “appropriate to [their ships’] strength, which is 
the bow; [and] to their weakness, which is the side, pierced for gunports, 

against which the blow of a ram struck perpendicularly must lead to disas- 
ter.’’° In short, naval tactics as well as technology appeared to be in flux. 

Yet for all the tactical confusion they created, the only major immediate 
change mid-century innovations imposed on naval combat was an accelera- 
tion of its tempo. In port, an admiral’s intelligence surround might cover a 
continent through the agency of the telegraph, but at sea it remained re- 
stricted to the twenty-mile radius visible from the mastheads of his fleet or 
its scouts. This meant that steam fleets moving toward one another at, say, 

twelve knots would close to eight hundred yards, by 1860 the effective range 
of shipboard guns, in approximately forty-five minutes after coming into 
view, and a fleet advancing on an enemy awaiting its approach would do so 
in an hour and a half. The time between contact and combat could therefore 
be reduced to roughly one-sixth to one-third of that which, depending upon 
winds and seas, would have elapsed under sail. 

In none of the battles fought during the 1860s, however, did the range 
hold at eight hundred yards. Ships and formations intent on ramming natu- 
rally sought to reduce it to no yards at all, but even in the two high-seas 
gunnery actions of the period the adversaries edged toward the 350 yards 
that Nelson’s navy had considered point-blank. The small Austro-Prussian 
and Danish squadrons that clashed off Heligoland in May 1864 did so at 
ranges decreasing from 1,200 to 500 yards, and a month later the Kearsarge 
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and the Alabama, which began their pas de deux at 1,750 yards, gradually 

closed to the same range. Thus the battle area of navies in the Machine Age 

initially increased very little beyond that of their predecessors in the Age of 

Sail. Naval combat remained close combat. 

The administrative and logistical support upon which these navies de- 

pended was supplied by bureaucracies whose efficiency, if not necessarily 

generosity, would have excited the envy of any seventeenth-century admi- 

ral. The organization of these bureaucracies varied from country to coun- 

try, but generally it consisted of a number of departments embracing one 
or, more frequently, several kindred categories of naval matériel, plus an- 
other for personnel. Those comprising the “Bureau System” adopted by 
the U.S. Navy in 1845, for example, were yards and docks; ordnance and 

hydrography; construction and repair—irreverently, “destruction and de- 
spair”; provisions and clothing; and medicine and surgery, each headed by a 
uniformed bureau chief. With some modifications—the creation of bureaus 
of engineering, equipment and recruiting, and navigation (later renamed 
personnel) in 1862 and aeronautics in 1921, and the amalgamation of the 
bureaus of construction and repair and engineering into a Bureau of Ships 
in 1940—this system bore the strain of two world wars. Indeed, it remained 

essentially intact until the 1960s, as did similar machinery established at the 
British Admiralty in 1832. As yet, no institutional arrangements were made 
for long-term planning or the formulation of naval policy and strategy. 
These responsibilities remained an additional duty of a few very senior 
people, in some cases a navy secretary alone, assisted by whatever informal 
advisers or ad hoc committees he chose to consult. Functional naval staffs 
would not take shape until the eve of World War I. 

The final defeat of France’s bid for European hegemony left a victorious 
Britain the world’s preeminent naval, colonial, maritime, mercantile, indus- 

trial, and financial power. In none of these respects would her supremacy 
be challenged until century’s end. The number of technological firsts that 
the French navy (never quite reconciled to Trafalgar) attained around mid- 
century might appear to contradict that statement so far as naval power is 
concerned, and several of them did indeed affright the British public, but 
there was really no cause for alarm. To Admiralty officials, it seemed foolish 

to have the largest navy in the world pioneer developments that would de- 
value ships in inventory (as decades later critics accused Jacky Fisher of hav- 
ing done with his Dreadnought). The Royal Navy could afford to leave inno- 
vation to others, certain of the capacity of British industry to overtake and 
outperform any rival whenever it was asked. The manner in which, as a 
Punch cartoon portrayed it, the Warrior trumped the Gloire provided a case 
in point. With an annual defense expenditure amounting to no more than 2 
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to 3 percent of the national income, mostly spent on the army, Britannia not 
only ruled the waves, she did so almost effortlessly. 

The Crimean War, about which much has already been said, was the 

only European conflict in which Britain indulged between the end of the 
French wars and the start of World War I. In it, the British and French fleets, 

for once allied, carried the war to the enemy’s coasts unopposed in either 
the Black Sea or the Baltic by Russian fleets that declined to leave port. A 
few years later, in the American Civil War, the U.S. Navy also carried the 
war to an enemy coast. Its intrusions were far from uncontested, however, 

and in addition to the Battle of Hampton Roads and a number of lesser 
actions, major engagements took place on the Mississippi below New Or- 
leans and at the mouth of Mobile Bay. Much as the two wars differed in this 
regard, command of the sea was critical to the prosecution of both. That 
was not true of the four wars of German and Italian unification fought be- 
tween 1859 and 1871, on the outcome of which naval operations exercised no 

influence. Nevertheless, the third of those struggles included the Austro- 
Italian fleet action off Lissa, a battle that would bemuse naval tacticians for 

more than thirty years. 
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BORN JAMES GLASGOW FARRAGUT ON 5 JULY 1801, THE FIRST 

full admiral in the U.S. Navy experienced one of the most unusual child- 
hoods on record. His father, a very young Spanish sea captain, was from the 
island of Minorca. At the age of twenty-one, George Farragut emigrated to 
America at the call of the Revolutionary War adventure. After the revolu- 
tion, he settled in Tennessee, married a frontier woman of part Irish descent 

and great courage, and begot five children in quick succession. James Glas- 
gow, who later changed his first name to David, was the second child, sec- 
ond son. There were two younger sisters and another brother, and their ties, 
from “Glasgow’s” side at least, were always close.’ 

One of young Glasgow’s earliest recollections was of his mother stand- 
ing off a group of Indians who were demanding whiskey and threatening 
her with a knife at the door of their home. She had seen them coming, 
quickly sent her children into the loft of the separate kitchen, where they 
might not be found, bade them be quiet, and stood at the door of her prin- 
cipal building with a brandished axe. There was a terror-stricken moment 
of close contact with the knife-wielder, but the mother retained control of 

the axe and her composure and the discomfited Indians slunk away. Young 
James was five years old at the time, and he and his older brother, Wil- 
liam, watched the entire encounter through cracks between the logs of the 
kitchen cabin wall. Sadly, he was to lose that stand-up mother only three 
years later. 

In 1808, George Farragut brought home a friend, David Porter, also a 
retired sea captain, also making a somewhat scanty living partly from a land 
grant for his Revolutionary War service and partly from what may have 
been a sinecure appointment as warrant officer in the navy. (George Farra- 
gut was in the identical situation.) The two had been fishing on Lake Pont- 
chartrain, near the Farragut home—the family had moved to the New Or- 
leans area—and Porter had suffered a sunstroke in the blazing Louisiana 
sun. He was unable to walk, temporarily had lost the power of speech, and 
as has been suggested, may have been already in the last stages of tubercu- 
losis. In any case, he needed round-the-clock care. In the frontier tradition, 
Mrs. Farragut generously provided for him in addition to her many house- 
hold and family duties, even after she herself took sick with yellow fever. To 
what extent her strong constitution might have been weakened by the bur- 
dens suddenly fallen upon her is beyond determination. What is known is 
that Sailing Master Porter and Farragut’s mother died on the same day, in 

255 
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the same house (in June 1808), and were buried in the same cemetery, two 

days later. 
Porter’s son, the later famous David Porter of the War of 1812, was at 

the time a Master Commandant* in the U.S. Navy and had just arrived at 
New Orleans to command the naval station there. The tremendous debt of 
gratitude he must have felt to his father’s benefactors caused the twenty- 
eight-year-old David Porter, junior, to take an interest in the unfortunate 
Farragut family. Within the year, growing awareness of George Farragut’s 
distress, with five little children to care for, impelled Porter to offer more 
assistance. This he did by supporting the application of the older brother for 
an appointment as a midshipman in the navy, and taking the second son, 
Glasgow, and one of the girls into his own home. 

Probably no thought was given at the time to the possible duration of 
the arrangement, and apparently no formal adoption procedure ever took 
place. The girl ultimately lived with one of Porter's sisters, and the young 
Glasgow—as he was always called by his intimates—stayed in the Porter 
home. The lad was evidently a very appealing child, clearly delighted with 
his new family and the promise of a naval career that went with it. 

Sometime during this first year with Porter, the young Farragut, most 
likely to honor his friend and protector, changed his first name to David. 
Again, there is no evidence this was done by legal action. Things were less 
formal in those early frontier days. What is known is that the gold watch 
Porter gave to Farragut upon his entry into the naval service (it may be 
viewed at the U.S. Naval Academy Museum) is inscribed, “D.G.F., 1810.” 

Glasgow Farragut’s final separation from his own family took place 
when Porter was detached from New Orleans. This occurred in 1810, and 

Farragut lived for a time at the Porter home in Pennsylvania while his men- 
tor was awaiting orders to command the 32-gun frigate Essex. Deep affection 
was already growing between the volatile Porter and his worshiping ward, 
and this could only have been greatly strengthened when Porter secured a 
midshipman’s warrant for him. Thus, when he became ten years old, Glas- 
gow Farragut “entered upon a man’s estate,” in the quaint saying of the 
time. He was an officer of the navy and, despite his extreme youth, was 
entitled to be addressed as “Mr. Farragut,” which must have been a source 

of pleasure to the lad. Porter was known as a disciplinarian, and there 
is evidence he insisted on punctilious observance of this old naval custom 
wherever he had the authority. 

But a ten-year-old child still needs parental guidance, and one can imag- 
ine the discussions that must have been held in the Porter household before 
the final decision that he should accompany Porter aboard the Essex. This 

* Equivalent to the present-day rank of commander, by which it was replaced in 1837. 
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took place in the summer of 1811. War clouds that were to culminate in the 
War of 1812 were gathering; command of a frigate, even a rather small one 
like Essex, was sought after by all ambitious officers. Porter, combative and 
personally aggressive, was already marked among his contemporaries as a 
man to watch. Some of this aura must have affected young Glasgow, too. 

One must also think about Farragut’s position as a ward and protégé of 
a dominating skipper. He could so easily have become disliked, sneered at 
behind his and Porter’s backs, supported on the surface but actively sabo- 
taged in the many small ways available to disgruntled subordinates. In the 
event, the reverse of this happened. Although only ten, he had already re- 
ceived considerable tutelage in small boats by his real father, and had voy- 
aged in a merchantman with his foster father. He would therefore have been 
able to impress his shipmates as not altogether unknowing about the sea. At 
the same time, he obviously took to a naval career like the proverbial duck 
to water, no doubt earning approval as a good shipmate, if a small one. 

Apparently he had been outfitted in full naval uniform for a midship- 
man, rather a ridiculous necessity for a little boy, but his unaffected manner 
and uncomplicated seriousness of purpose overcame whatever prejudice his 
exalted status might have produced. Perhaps his very small stature aroused 
the protective instincts of the hard-bitten sailors whom his duties required 
him to order about. Instead of making enemies, he became a general favor- 
ite. As midshipman, one of his duties was occasionally to be in charge of a 
ship’s boat. Illustrative of the feeling he evoked is the story of the reaction 
of his boat’s crew to an instance of ridicule to which he was subjected be- 
cause of his youth and fancy outfit. The entire boat’s crew leaped ashore 
with him and had a high old time cleaning up on his tormentors until the 
police put a stop to the fight by arresting everyone in sight, including the 
little ringleader. When Porter learned of the fracas, he was delighted. 

David Porter’s conimand of the Essex is one of the classic tales of the 
War of 1812. His was the first action with the enemy: Essex captured the 
sloop-of-war Alert in an eight-minute fight. The action, minimized by Porter 
in his official report, was nevertheless Farragut’s first experience under fire. 
Then came the great adventure. The Essex was ordered as part of a three- 
ship squadron to go on a commerce-destroying cruise in the South Atlantic. 
If feasible, the ships were to proceed around Cape Horn into the Pacific to 
disrupt the British whaling industry. The other two ships were the Constitu- 
tion, 44 guns, and Hornet, 18 guns. At the beginning of the projected cruise, 
the Constitution captured HBM Frigate Java,* 38 guns, and Hornet took the 

* “His Britannic Majesty’s Frigate” was officially correct in those days. The Java, though 
a three-masted square-rigger, was a frigate, not a “ship of the line.” Hence, she was usually 
referred to as His Majesty’s Frigate or “HM Frigate.” More often than not, the adjective 
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brig Peacock, 18 guns. Both victors then returned to port. Only the Essex was 

left to carry out the ambitious plan of invading the Pacific. 

After touching at all the previously selected points of rendezvous but 

one, finding no word of any sort and unaware that his consorts had already 

terminated their cruises, Porter resolved to carry out the remainder of the 
original plan and turned the Essex’s bows to the south. It was an audacious 
decision, but typical of him. The passage through Drake’s Strait, south of 
Cape Horn, was a severe trial, but early in 1813 the ship was coasting north- 
ward along the shores of Chile, repairing storm damage and searching for 
British whaling ships. 

Porter's account of the adventures of his ship during her ensuing year 
in the Pacific is one of the fascinating pieces of naval adventure reading.* He 
dealt the whalers a blow from which they did not recover for many years, 
capturing nearly all of their ships in the area, converting the best ones into 
an impromptu naval force and some of the others into support vessels. Dur- 
ing this period Farragut, then twelve years old, was put in charge of one of 
the captured ships with orders to sail her to Valparaiso, in company with 
several others, to be sold as a prize. The Barclay, thus Farragut’s first com- 
mand, was actually an American whaler that had been captured by a British 
warship and recaptured by the Essex. By the prize laws of the time, her 
recapture did not restore the status quo; since the ship would otherwise have 
been a total loss, a variation of the salvage laws applied. 

Porter was looking out for his own crew members, himself included, 

and the U.S. government as well. The Barclay’s insurance company, if the 
policy still held despite the state of war with England, would have to make 
appropriate restitution to her owners. On the other side of the ledger, her 
cargo remained aboard; all her equipment was exactly as it had been, her 
crew and officers themselves were also still on board. She was in no way 
changed for her short period under British capture, and one can sympathize 
with her captain, who no doubt had a pecuniary as well as a proprietary 
interest in his ship. Porter nonetheless had the law on his side, and he re- 

fused to listen to the protestations of the Barclay’s master. So far as he was 
concerned, the prize courts would decide the issue. 

When Barclay’s original captain found his place usurped by a twelve- 
year-old boy, he decided to reassert command as soon as his ship was clear 
of the others and present Porter with a fait accompli that, if he was fortu- 
nate, might never be tested. Young Farragut would be too frightened to 
frustrate his game, and in any event could hardly constitute an obstacle. 

Britannic was inserted, thus: “HBM Frigate Java.” HMS did not enter general use until mid- 
century. The Peacock, correspondingly, was “HBM Brig Peacock.” 
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However, the whaling captain had underestimated his young opponent, and 
he had not reckoned with the caliber of his small prize crew. Porter, perhaps, 
should be criticized for having overly exposed his young ward, although as 
events developed, it might also be said that he thought the experience would 
be beneficial. 

The Barclay was to follow a former British whaler that had been con- 
verted to an auxiliary renamed Essex Junior. As the distance between the 
ships began to increase, Farragut directed the Barclay’s sails set in order to 
follow. The captain shouted he would do no such thing, and went below to 
get his pistols. Once he was out of sight, copying as well as he could the 
tone the redoubtable Porter would have used, Farragut ordered the burly 
boatswain’s mate who was his second in command, “T’ll have those sails set 

and the yards braced around, if you please!” 
Porter had well set the stage. The boatswain’s mate had been one of the 

boat’s crew in the earlier encounter with the dock toughs and was known for 
his protective instincts toward the child officer. “Aye, aye, sir!’” he shouted. 
He blew his pipe, stamped his feet, and waved his arms. The customary 
routine, set in motion by a man long accustomed to doing just that, often 
with recalcitrant or resentful sailors, sent both the prize crew and the whal- 
ers original crew running into the rigging to take the familiar action. The 
yards swung around, the sails filled, and when the captain regained the deck 
he found the ship moving in the ordered direction, his own crew helping, 
and a much bigger person, who had received his orders and intended to 
carry them out, with whom to deal. 

David Porter may already have guessed that little Midshipman Farragut 
had the right qualities to go far in the navy, and no doubt got a degree of 
pleasure out of each time this instinct was proved right. The year in the 
Pacific was in a sense the making of the future admiral. Even its disastrous 
end at Valparaiso, with the Essex outmatched two to one in number of guns 
and badly outranged besides by the British Phoebe and Cherub, was good for 
the midshipman’s personal future. It was a terrible battle and a bloody de- 
feat. Porter fought his ship until there was absolutely nothing more to be 
done, her casualties greater than those suffered by any other American ves- 
sel in any battle of the war. By good fortune, Farragut was not among the 
injured nor was Porter, and Glasgow Farragut was ever after to look back 
on this day as one of the climactic ones of his career, despite that he was not 
yet thirteen. In the two years just past he had experienced more of fighting, 
seamanship, leadership, shiphandling—and all other naval arts—than most 
officers accumulated in a lifetime. 

Farragut was a small child, and became a small, slender man. His father 

was short and stocky, and the son’s maximum height has been given as five 
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feet, six inches. Only in his later years did his slim figure begin to add weight. 

Another inheritance from his father was his swarthy complexion, augment- 

ing years of facing extremes of weather. He spoke Spanish fluently, and per- 

haps because he began in a bilingual family, never had any difficulty with 

foreign languages, ultimately becoming proficient in several. He became a 

magnificent shiphandler, and in this was helped by a stentorian voice rather 

surprising from such a small figure. Stories of his early career make refer- 

ence to his ability to handle sail from the quarterdeck with nothing but a 
speaking trumpet and his uncanny understanding of wind, sea, and sail. 

As Farragut grew older, he was in great demand as an aide to senior 
officers because of his dependability, willingness to exert himself, and clear- 
cut awareness of how to accomplish the duties assigned. There was only 
one thing in which he was deficient. Possessing an extraordinary practical 
education in ships and the sea, he had little formal schooling. There is evi- 
dence that for a time he considered this lack to be of little moment, but 

one of his inherent characteristics was that of attracting warm friendships 
among quality people. One of the young men thus attached to him was 
Charles Folsom, chaplain of the ship of the line Washington, in which Farra- 
gut served from 1816 to 1819. Folsom, only a few years older than Farragut 
and later to become librarian at Harvard University, was dismayed at the 
uncultivated state of the younger man’s otherwise superior mind and set 
himself to correcting it. 

One of the chaplain’s duties in a big ship was that of “schoolmaster” to 
the midshipmen, usually a thankless job. Although Farragut was by this time 
about eighteen and still only a midshipman, he had been at sea almost con- 
tinuously since he was ten, and was already a very successful young officer. 
No doubt he also had begun to entertain doubts as where his lack of formal 
education would lead, for he was receptive to Folsom’s efforts, and the dedi- 

cated teacher soon discovered that he had found the greatest of prizes, an 
apt pupil. He awakened the young sailor's interest in literature and mathe- 
matics, led him on tours of ancient ruins near Tunis, and continued to 

stimulate him by correspondence for years after their careers had drifted 
apart. To Folsom for his broadening influence, and to David Porter for his 
training in the naval profession, Farragut owed most of the development 
during his formative years. 

Following the War of 1812, the U.S. Navy entered upon a period of stag- 
nation and decline. Aside from a few exploring expeditions, its principal 
activities consisted of showing the flag in various areas of the world. The 
war with Mexico provided a moment of excitement, but Mexico had no 
navy and it was mostly a land war. Ambitious and energetic officers found 
time hanging heavily, with little to do. Many went on half-pay—inactive 
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duty—because of no employment, and the first “retiring board” sat in judg- 
ment and recommended that many of its fellow officers be discharged. Glas- 
gow’s older brother, William, physically disabled because of rheumatism, 
was one. Glasgow, however, despite a few bouts with yellow fever, a near 
fatal encounter with cholera, and a severe case of sunstroke to which he 

attributed the eye weakness that troubled him in later years, was in good 
physical condition. He had gained an excellent service reputation, causing 
senior officers to request his assignment. Although he had periods of half- 
pay for reasons to be explained, a lack of need for his services was rarely one 
of them. 

Promotion was slow during the years before the Civil War. Farragut 
was fourteen years a midshipman, sixteen a lieutenant, and fourteen more a 
commander before receiving his commission as captain in 1855. During this 
period, however, he commanded ships in each of his ranks, and it was said 

of him that no damage from any navigation hazard ever occurred to any 
ship under his command. 

Early in his career, Farragut developed an interest in gunnery and be- 
came known as something of an ordnance expert. His principal expertise, 
however, was as a shipboard officer, in which his reputation grew steadily. 
Not only was he an expert shiphandler, skilled in conducting evolutions 
under sail in any sort of weather, he had grown up with steam power as 
well, and was accomplished in its employment—although there were some 
who claimed he never believed steam could take the place of sail. His Irish 
heritage gave him, apparently, a sort of doggedness of objective; once he 
had determined on a course of action, his temperament drove him to see 
it through. His Spanish impetuousness, on the other hand, caused him 
to move quickly, sometimes, it was said by his occasional detractors, too 
quickly, before there had been time for full consideration of all aspects of 
whatever problem existed. With one characteristic everyone agreed: what- 
ever Farragut was into, action could be predicted, and this extended into his 
personal life. 

His first marriage provided an early illustration. Susan Marchant and 
he married in September 1824, in Norfolk, her hometown. Less than two 

years later she began suffering from the illness that ultimately killed her, at 
the time diagnosed as neuralgia. Young Farragut’s career of that period is 
studded with references to his need to go on half-pay in order to be with 
her. He took her to specialists wherever they could be identified, requested 
frequent changes of duty to facilitate whatever program they were trying to 
follow at the time, and in general neglected his own professional interests to 
tend to her needs. She died late in December 1840, having borne, in his 
words, sixteen years of unparalleled suffering. The care he had devoted 
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to her caused a local lady to announce, “When Captain Farragut dies, he 

should have a monument reaching to the skies, made by every wife in the 

city contributing a stone.””’ 
Farragut’s second marriage took place three years later, to another Nor- 

folk woman, Virginia Loyall. Their son Loyall was born late the following 
year. This marriage was blessed with good health, and it is evident that 
Farragut was a devoted father and that his son fully returned the affection. 
Loyall was at one point of the Civil War privileged to sail with his father in 
his flagship, much as his parent had years before with Porter. Loyall’s tales 
of his experiences as an unofficial aide have added much to history’s under- 
standing of his father. 

Nothing so clearly demonstrates Farragut’s devotion to duty and his 
oath of loyalty to the United States—in which he never wavered—than his 
action as his state considered and finally adopted the Ordinance of Secession, 
passed by the Virginia legislature on 17 April 1861. Although born in Tennes- 
see, his home of record was Norfolk. He was there “awaiting orders” while 

the Virginia legislature was debating secession and, like everyone, engaged 
in many discussions with friends over the advisability of this drastic step. 
Over the exciting weeks sentiment gradually swung toward leaving the 
Union, a trend he argued against. He began to notice growing coolness to- 
ward him as “not loyal to Virginia.” 

He had made it clear to all his friends, and also his wife, that he would 

remain loyal to the Union, but the suddenness with which the secession 
ordinance was passed caught Farragut by surprise. Norfolk burst into a fer- 
vor of excitement. The friends with whom he discussed events, many of 

them fellow officers also living in Norfolk, had earlier greeted with derision 
his defense of Lincoln’s decision to support Fort Sumter and the obligation 
they all had taken to support the Constitution. In so many words, they now 
told him he must either resign from the navy or leave Norfolk. At this junc- 
ture he told his wife that he must leave immediately, that very day, and she, 
too, must decide what her course would be. 

Virginia Farragut was more of a “Norfolkian” even than her husband, 
but her answer was ready: she would follow him wherever it led her. With- 
out doubt it was an emotional moment, followed straightaway by one of 
great activity as, without notice, they broke up their home of so many years 
and bade good-bye to family and friends. They departed Norfolk by steamer 
for Baltimore that same afternoon. 

The Farraguts were very religious, their ties to their home very strong. 
This was one of the lowest points in their lives. As they stood on the deck 
of the steamer carrying them from Norfolk, they must already have begun 
to sense the tragedy that was facing the country. The effect on themselves 
was bad enough: loss of their entire way of life, so far, and there would 
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surely be more. Deep among their feelings must have been the realization 
that from this point there was to be no turning back, ever. 

Reaching New York without incident, the Farraguts quickly moved on 
to the little town of Hastings-on-Hudson, where they rented a small house. 
This was to become the family home base for the duration of the war, and 
is, in fact, the village with which the name of Farragut is most closely asso- 
ciated. Immediately upon arriving there, Farragut wrote to inform the Navy 
Department of his new domicile, the reason for the change, and to request 
active duty. For a combination of reasons, nothing happened for some time. 
Washington was understandably in a state of great flux, not to mention anxi- 
ety. Secretary of the Navy Gideon Welles was a newspaperman, not a navy 

person. Although he had served in the Navy Department for a short time 
during the Mexican War, he had only minimal background in the problems 
suddenly landing upon him. Among the great questions, as he perceived the 
situation, was the loyalty of the members of the naval service. 

Sure of no one, Welles had caused a new oath of allegiance to be re- 
quired of all officers, and even then felt insecure for a time. Farragut exe- 

cuted the new oath as soon as he was aware of the requirement, but he was 
a very senior officer, with fifty years of service, and had not only been born 
in the South but had married two Norfolk women. Until very recently he 
had considered Virginia to be his home state. Welles and the navy establish- 
ment were simply not ready to trust anyone with Farragut’s antecedents. 

Shortly after his sixtieth birthday, Farragut traveled to Washington to 
plead his case for active duty, but without tangible result. It was the Union’s 
decision for what was called the “Anaconda” policy that finally turned 
events in his favor. By Anaconda was meant the slow strangling of the South 
by blockading—and, eventually, seizing—all its coastal ports and capturing 
the vital Mississippi River. The South would then have no way of obtaining 
capital by selling its produce (principally cotton and tobacco) or of import- 
ing the vitally needed sinews of war that were procurable only in Europe. 
All suitable inlets and harbors, whether the site of a port city or not, had also 

to be blockaded against possible improvised use. It was a massive program, 
and it would obviously require many relatively small independent com- 
mands, interrelated as necessary by war exigencies and geography, to put it 
into effect. 

The Mississippi was an entirely different problem. If the river could be 
itself captured by a naval force, all the ports fronting on it would be useless 
to the South no matter which side held them. Initial plans visualized a com- 
bined campaign by army and navy forces downstream from a base at Cairo, 
Illinois. 

There is some confusion as to just where the plan originated to direct 
the Gulf Squadron to mount a second, simultaneous, campaign to capture 
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the Mississippi River from its southern end and link up with the Union forces 
coming downstream. The preponderance of evidence suggests it was Sec- 
retary of the Navy Welles himself who initially advocated it, but Gustavus V. 
Fox, Welles’s ambitious assistant and a former naval officer, later claimed 

the honor. So did Commander David Dixon Porter, second son of David 

Porter of Essex renown, an officer of some talent but totally unscrupulous 
and given to much bluster and brag. The most important thing was the 
decision to set a separate force specifically to capture New Orleans as soon 
as possible, thereby blocking the river and all traffic on it from access to 
the sea. 

Selection of a suitable commander for the effort was the next order of 
business. Later Welles wrote that he had his eye on Farragut from the begin- 
ning, and although he had not responded earlier to Farragut’s plea for active 
service, he had noted with favor the uncompromising nature of his imme- 
diate move out of his seceded home state.* There were some preliminaries, 
for selection of the commander of the squadron to be tasked with capture of 
New Orleans was of obvious importance. All indications pointed to Farra- 
gut, however, and the command was confirmed as his near the end of 1861. 

Until this moment the forces of bureaucracy had moved in their impon- 
derable slow ways. Now it was to be up to the man of action. Here it was 
that Farragut showed that other part of his character that was, perhaps, less 
well appreciated. Impetuous he was reputed to be, but he was also a man of 
careful and thorough preparation, in personal makeup the antithesis of the 
planner who cannot himself take action. Early in 1862 he was on his way to 
the Gulf of Mexico. Despite carping criticism from David Dixon Porter, his 
subordinate who was writing confidentially to Assistant Secretary Fox, in a 
few weeks he got his ships across the mud bars at the entrance to the Missis- 
sippi for the attack on New Orleans itself. 

The principal defense of the city consisted of two forts, Jackson and 
St. Philip, one on either side of the river, roughly one-third of the way from 
the delta to the city. Under orders from Secretary Welles (probably written 
by Fox) to “reduce” the two forts by mortar fire from Porter’s gunboats 
before passing them, Farragut spent a week waiting for the promised results. 
When Porter was unable to deliver, Farragut at last gave signal for his ships 
to advance and pass the forts. This they did on 24 April 1862, in the process 
receiving a terrific bombardment, described by Farragut as “a fire such as 
the world has scarcely known.”’* All the ships were damaged, some severely, 
and all had suffered some losses in personnel, though not so great as the 
most pessimistic predictions. The fleet then went on upriver, brushing aside 
the little Confederate river defense flotilla and exchanging fire with impro- 
vised batteries a few miles below the city. Finally, with all the Union ships 
before New Orleans, a delegation of Farragut’s senior officers went ashore 
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to demand surrender of the city. This they received, amid tumultuous mobs 

of hostile citizenry. 
Years earlier, during the Mexican War, Farragut had submitted a careful 

thought-out plan for the capture of the fort of San Juan de Ulloa at Vera 

Cruz. Nothing came of it. Farragut’s research as to the fort’s vulnerability 
was discounted on the theory that wooden ships could never “stand” against 
fortresses of thick masonry and great numbers of heavy, long-range cannon. 
Welles, in his encomiums of Farragut written afterward, stated that he was 

present at the briefing when Farragut submitted his plan, and had been fa- 
vorably impressed; so that from the beginning he had thought of Farragut 
as a naval leader not afraid of combat with forts. This, he wrote, had been 

one of the factors disposing him to support the selection of Farragut for 
the formidable task of passing Forts Jackson and St. Philip and attacking 

New Orleans.° 
The campaign is known to U.S. naval history as “Passing the Forts of 

New Orleans.” It is also sometimes referred to as the “Battle of New Or- 
leans,” despite the earlier battle of the same name in 1815, when Andrew 

Jackson’s troops repulsed a British attempt to capture the city. Farragut’s 
battle was actually against the forts, and he did not capture them, or even 
“reduce” them, but merely bypassed them at close range and under very 
strong opposition. A principle of naval warfare was thereby beautifully illus- 
trated: that a land-based, immovable installation not supported by a chain 
of interlocking bases can be bypassed by mobile forces and thereby rendered 
useless, ultimately to surrender ignominiously. This was the fate of the two 
Confederate forts, which capitulated within days after the Union fleet had 

passed. The lesson was thoroughly studied by the U.S. Naval War College 
during the years prior to World War II, and formed the basis for Admiral 
Nimitz’s preeminently successful campaign to bypass the Japanese island 
strongholds as the Pacific Fleet drove toward the mainland of Japan. 

The importance of the capture of New Orleans was even greater than 
anticipated. Professor Charles L. Lewis, in his carefully researched biog- 
raphy of Farragut, says: 

There is good evidence that the failure of Napoleon III to recognize the 
Confederacy and take some positive step towards bringing the war to a 
close even without English cooperation was due to Farragut’s capture of 
New Orleans. If Farragut had failed, it is not unlikely that, a few months 

later after McClellan’s army suffered such a crushing defeat in Virginia, 
England too would have taken steps towards bringing about peace with 
the establishment of the Confederate States of America as an independent 
nation.’ 

New Orleans, it will be remembered, had been Farragut’s home as a 

child. It was the site of his mother’s death, the breaking up of his father’s 
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home, and the fortuitous meeting with David Porter. His two sisters still 
lived there, one in the city itself and one in the vicinity of Pascagoula, and 
both had husbands and sons fighting for the Confederacy. Fresh from the 
furious battle passing the two forts below the city, their brother’s first move 
after establishing the occupation was to call on his sisters and assure himself 
of their well-being. In the circumstances, the visit by their brother was at 
best a difficult one, and there is little evidence either sister actively returned 
his solicitude. 

Very much on Farragut’s mind at this juncture were two antithetical 
objectives. His instructions for the campaign against New Orleans were to 
push upstream as soon as possible after taking the city and join his force 
with that of Flag Officer Andrew Foote, commanding in the Cairo-based 
downstream campaign. At this stage of the war, the authorities in Washing- 
ton had no appreciation of the tremendous difficulties being faced by both 
commanders. The Union army had been directed to work its way down- 
stream with Foote—and this, too, turned out to be a much bigger order 

than anyone had anticipated, for an aroused countryside contested every 
foot of ground. The campaign was to cost many lives, including that of 
Andrew Foote, dead of infection after injury in battle, and months of ardu- 

ous fighting. In the North it would eventually produce the winning general 
Lincoln had been looking for: Ulysses S. Grant. In the South it brought Far- 
ragut to national prominence. 

At the same time he was campaigning before New Orleans, Farragut 
had received separate orders to capture Mobile Bay and the city of Mobile 
as soon as possibie, because that was one of the prime alternatives to New 
Orleans as a base for blockade runners. Moreover, the South had reputedly 
begun building a very powerful ironclad warship at Mobile, more powerful 
even than the Merrimack, or Virginia as that ship had been renamed, of 

whose tremendous combat potential the Battle of Hampton Roads, only a 
few weeks before, had been an electrifying example to the world. This new 
ironclad he was asked to capture, destroy, or neutralize. There was evident 

uncertainty in Farragut’s own mind as to which of the two objectives, up 
the Mississippi or the diversion to Mobile, should be pursued first. That both 
would involve heavy fighting he was positive. 

The decision finally was made to go upstream first. Just as Farragut’s 
superiors in Washington had begun to appreciate the difficulties in the way 
of successful passage upriver and to repose more trust in his judgment, he 
took his fleet upstream to an anchorage immediately below Vicksburg, but 
remained there only a short time for fear of the river becoming more shal- 
low with the approach of summer. Additionally, coal was not available, and 
there was real danger that these two factors might trap his ships in the Mis- 
sissippi until the water level rose again in the late fall. 
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Totally lost on Washington was the fact that Farragut’s seagoing war- 
ships were not suited for shallow-water river fighting. Foote’s ships coming 
downstream from Cairo were mostly river steamers converted by addition 
of armor and guns. With shallow draft and broad flat bottoms, they had no 

worries about falling water and little concern from running aground—a 
contingency for which they had been built. Returning to New Orleans, Far- 
ragut made special preparations for the conditions he would face below 
Vicksburg, particularly the batteries on the bluff facing the river, which his 
own guns could not reach because they could not be sufficiently elevated. 
Early in June 1862 he was-back before Vicksburg, and this time passed 
the fortifications with his fleet, effecting juncture with the northern Union 

forces, now under Flag Officer Charles H. Davis, poor Foote’s relief. 
Bypassing the Vicksburg batteries was not the same as bypassing the 

delta-isolated forts below New Orleans, for the New Orleans forts had no 

inland supporting structure, whereas Vicksburg was surrounded by an en- 
tire countryside occupied by the Confederate army. In consequence, it was 
still necessary for the naval forces continuously to run the gauntlet of the 
Confederate batteries at Vicksburg until final surrender of the city to Gen- 
eral Grant on 4 July 1863. 

There was much, much, more in the campaign for control of the 
Mississippi. Farragut was constantly the butt of disparaging reports sent se- 
cretly by his subordinate, David Dixon Porter, to Secretary Welles and 
(more viciously worded yet) to Welles’s assistant, Fox. Flag Officer Davis 
came in for his share of such letters as well, some of them from another 

Porter in his own force, David Dixon’s older brother, William, an even 

looser cannon. Fortunately, the Porter brothers overreached themselves, the 

navy secretary began to see through their self-aggrandizement as a collec- 
tion of half-truths and occasional outright falsehoods, and Farragut’s steady 
star began to shine in its proper light. This was the situation when Farragut’s 
promotion from “flag-officer” (captain commanding of a squadron or fleet, 
with courtesy rank of commodore) to the newly created rank of rear admiral 
was authorized by Congress, effective in 1862, with date of rank in January 
1863. He was the first officer of the U.S. Navy to wear that rank on active 
duty.® 

Once control over the Mississippi River had been achieved, Farragut 
returned to his basic command, the Union forces in the Gulf of Mexico. It 
was now 1863, and he harbored firm intentions of proceeding as soon as 
possible to the next job at hand, capture of Mobile Bay and termination of 
its employment as a blockade-runners’ haven. In this purpose he never wa- 
vered, but other exigencies intervened, and Washington did not find it pos- 
sible to provide the Gulf command with the force necessary (so Farragut 
was informed by letter from Fox). At the same time, he was enjoined to 
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strengthen the Gulf blockade, which had been unavoidably neglected during 
his effort to capture the great river. The year 1864 dawned in this vital and 
yet desultory duty. In the meantime, he had kept himself informed as well 
as possible as to conditions at Mobile, in particular the state of construction 
of the great ironclad, Tennessee, and had passed along all pertinent informa- 
tion to Washington. 

Farragut knew, for example, that the Tennessee’s commander, a brother 
officer from the prewar years, was to be Franklin Buchanan, a Marylander 
who had “gone South.” Buchanan had commanded the converted Merri- 
mack (Virginia) and destroyed the Union fleet blockading Norfolk. Wounded 
in the leg by a rifle bullet fired from the shore, he had missed the second 
day’s battle when the hastily built little Monitor inaugurated a new era 
of naval warfare as she stood off his great ironclad. After his recovery, 
Buchanan had been promoted to rear admiral and given command of Con- 
federate forces in Mobile Bay, with the new and very powerful Tennessee as 
his flagship. In mid-1864, Farragut knew the Tennessee was complete, but 
blocked by shallow water from crossing the bar at the mouth of the Mobile 
River, where she was built, and entering Mobile Bay. He also knew of 
Buchanan’s scheme to get her over the bar with loaded barges placed under 
heavy beams run through her gunports so that, when unloaded, their buoy- 
ancy would lift the bigger ship. 

Farragut did not know, however, that Buchanan planned to have other 

ships following with the ironclad’s ammunition and equipment, so that his 
flagship could become battle-worthy within hours. Crossing the bar at night, 
she would load instantly, and immediately run the blockade. Buchanan 
would appear at Pensacola, destroy or capture the Union ship-repair facilities 
there, then head for New Orleans, where the news of his coming would 

spread fright among the Union ships and exultation among the populace, 
and almost assuredly restore the city to its rightful Confederate control. 

Such were Confederate expectations for the new ship—the most pow- 
erful Southern ironclad of the war—that they believed could break the 
blockade of the Gulf ports. Farragut, in the meanwhile, had studied the re- 
ports of the Battle of Hampton Roads, and had experience of his own from 
fighting the ironclads of the Mississippi. Sailing ships were finished, but 
steam-powered ships, even if made of wood, could, he thought, if aggres- 
sively handled, hold their own. Their guns would probably not be powerful 
enough to have much effect on the greased slopes of the ironclad’s armor 
(even a point-blank hit at short range would merely glance off), but if they 
could strike the low-lying enemy vessel at high speed, ten knots or so, they 
might ride up on top of her slanted sides and force her down to where water 
would pour into her through gun-ports and other openings and thus, in a 
few moments, sink her. 
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Watertight reserve buoyancy was the key, and the Confederate ironclad 
design contained very little such buoyancy, none of it watertight. Reports 
from the Cumberland’s commander at Hampton Roads indicated that as his 
ship sank, with the Merrimack’s ram embedded in her side, she very nearly 
carried the Confederate warship down with her; only at the last moment 
had the ironclad wrenched free. From this Farragut formulated his scheme 
of attack. His wooden ships would remain under way at all costs and seize 
every opportunity to hurl themselves upon the enemy ironclad. Iron straps 
were bolted to their stems to strengthen them and provide a contact surface 
on which the spoon-shaped bows of the wooden sailing steamers could slide 
high upon the low-lying sloped sides of the Confederate ship and bear her 
down by their weight. The Merrimack would clearly have been sunk could 
this have been done. The Tennessee was much better built, much stronger, 

and with much more reserve buoyancy. Nonetheless, Farragut believed she 
could be “ridden down,” and laid his plans accordingly. 

In addition, there was the lesson that at Hampton Roads only the little 
Monitor could stand up to the Merrimack. With the prospect of battle against 
a far stronger ship, Farragut urgently demanded at least a few of the many 
later-model monitors the North had been building. Until 1864 there had 
been no monitors available for the Gulf forces, but now that was changed. 
Four were ordered to report to him: two light, double-turreted types and 
two very heavy, single-turreted ones*mounting monster 15-inch guns that 
had hardly been thought of before the war began. 

The Union commander’s reputation as a fighting admiral had been con- 
firmed by New Orleans and other Mississippi River battles. Washington 
knew him for a man given to the most careful preparation it was possible to 
make, but then, like Horatio Nelson, whose aphorisms he often quoted, he 

could be depended on to fight. Many officers were (and are still) born bu- 
reaucrats, able at administration but not possessed of the spirit of combat. 
Farragut, to the contrary, was appreciated as eager enough for victory to 
risk all on the outcome. Washington knew that the monitors being sent to 
Farragut would shortly have all the employment they could desire. 

Buchanan got the Tennessee over the bar in May, but failed in his attempt 
to get her loaded and off the same night, and thus lost the tactical surprise 
he hoped to achieve by a sudden foray. He did not, however, have the imagi- 
nation to take his ship to sea anyway, because he still possessed strategic 
surprise, as Farragut would undoubtedly have done in his place. He waited, 
instead, while Farragut gathered his forces, made his plans, got army troops 
to join in order to occupy Forts Morgan and Gaines at the entrance to Mo- 
bile Bay, and Fort Powell (guarding the less important Grant's Pass into the 
bay), and, finally fully ready, brought the battle to him. Farragut attacked in 
the early morning of 5 August 1864, in a pattern he was making routine. His 
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objective was to pass Fort Morgan, which guarded the channel left open at 
the end of the Confederate minefield. Having got behind Morgan, he would 
have control of the bay, and in good time land his army troops to capture 
the fort from the rear where its guns could not bear. 

Probably Farragut’s greatest personal deficiency lay in excessive thought- 
fulness of the feelings of others when more important considerations should 
be controlling. Putting Captain James Alden in command of the Brooklyn, 
one of his most powerful ships, was an example of this. Permitting Alden to 
lead his fleet into battle past Fort Morgan was a second; he had intended to 
lead himself, in his flagship, the Hartford, but yielded to pleas of his staff that 
as overall commander he ought not so to hazard himself. Alden had proved 
himself lacking in any Farragut-like ardor for battle as early as April 1861, 
when Welles sent him and Engineer-in-Chief Benjamin F. Isherwood to res- 
cue the new steam frigate Merrimack from the Norfolk Navy Yard just be- 
fore Virginia seceded. The ship was ready to sail, Isherwood having accom- 
plished a miracle of improvisation, but the yard’s senile commander, Captain 
Charles McCauley, refused to let her go. Isherwood begged Alden to ignore 
McCauley and carry out the secretary’s order, but he would not.'° In the 
instant case, with his ship in the channel passing the fort under fire, Alden 
again lost his nerve. 

Disregarding Farragut’s explicit order to stay in the middle of the chan- 
nel, Alden instead remained as far from Fort Morgan as he could steer, far 

to the left of where he had been ordered to go. The result was that the 
buoys marking the Confederate “obstructions,” a line of submerged mines 
intended to force the attacking fleet to keep close to Fort Morgan, ap- 
peared to starboard instead of to port as had been specified in Farragut’s 
operation order. The newly arrived monitor Tecumseh, one of those with the 
big 15-inch guns, was guiding on the Brooklyn. She consequently crossed the 
line of obstructions on the wrong side of the end buoy, detonated a mine, 

and sank instantly. Signaling frantically, Alden ignored Farragut’s order to 
“go ahead” and, with the Union fleet under heavy bombardment from Fort 
Morgan, began backing and twisting his ship to turn around and go back 
the way he had come. The result was that he put the Brooklyn broadside 
across the channel, blocking advance of all those following her, bunching 
them exactly where the fort’s guns could do the most damage. 

The only way into the bay, now, was across the marked line of “obstruc- 
tions,” accepting the risk of explosion of another mine. This was the purport 
of Farragut’s famous order, given with the full power of the magnificent 
voice that had been handling sail for fifty years: “Damn the torpedoes! Dray- 
ton! Four bells! Jouett! Full speed ahead!” !! Drayton was captain of the Hart- 
ford. “Four bells” was the signal for full engine power. Jouett was skipper 
of the gunboat Metacomet, lashed alongside to lend her motive power to 
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MOBILE BAY 

GULF OF MEXICO 

19. The Battle of Mobile Bay, 5 August 1864. (A) Position in which Farragut’s fleet anchored 

after passing the forts. (B) Melee with the CSS Tennessee. (C) Surrender of the Tennessee. 

the flagship; each of the big ships had a gunboat lashed alongside, although 
Alden had cut his loose. 

Gathering speed, the Hartford swept ahead, passed the dithering Brook- 
lyn, and led the fleet past the fort and into the bay. No more mines exploded, 
although there were reports that primers were heard detonating as the ships 
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crossed the line where they had been placed—and one can imagine the di- 
saster caused by Alden had they performed as intended. Considerable dam- 
age had been received from Fort Morgan’s heavy guns, however, mostly 
during the time while the invading fleet was temporarily immobilized under 
the fort’s guns. Once inside the bay, Farragut signaled his ships to anchor 
and prepared to implement the second part of his plan, the attack on the 
forts protecting the bay. All except one had, in fact, anchored when the 
Tennessee was seen coming out from the protection of Fort Morgan. 

Farragut knew Buchanan well enough to believe he would see more of 
him before the adventure of Mobile Bay was over, but most accounts indi- 
cate he hardly expected the Confederate ship would offer solitary battle, 
and so soon. She had already been in combat, had fired on and been fired 
upon in turn by each ship in the Union fleet as it passed. She had appar- 
ently tried to ram each in succession, but without being able to make con- 

tact. Her engine was underpowered, and having only a single propeller she 
had very little maneuverability unless making reasonable speed. Now, how- 
ever, Buchanan had apparently resolved to do all the damage of which he 
was capable in a glorious fight to the finish. In his words, he intended to 
expend all his small supply of ammunition and coal and then retire under 
the guns of Fort Morgan to be of what assistance he could in its defense. 

In any case, if the battle between the Monitor and the Merrimack pre- 
saged a new era in naval warfare, the much bigger contest in Mobile Bay 
between the Tennessee and the whole Union fleet conclusively proved that 
the future of all navies lay in the steam-powered iron-armored battleship, 
even though the numerically very superior wooden ships won. 

The battle was a regular melee, without formation, all Union ships 

moving about as rapidly as they could, maneuvering to ram the slow- 
moving Confederate ship, firing broadsides or single guns at her whenever 
they would bear, getting in each other’s way, and more than once actually 
colliding with each other. Farragut had well infused his captains with his 
attack plans. All his ships except James Alden’s Brooklyn tried to ram and 
“ride down’ the Tennessee, some of them more than once, heedlessly suffer- 
ing more damage to themselves than they were able to inflict. This was not, 
however, what finally forced Buchanan to surrender. Instead, the chink in 

the Confederate ram’s armor was a design flaw: although her 26-inch-thick 
yellow-pine-and-oak sides, covered with 6 inches of iron, were essentially 
impervious to normal shot, Tennessee’s rudder was controlled by chains in 
plain view on deck aft. 

Recognizing this, the monitor Chickasaw ranged alongside and began 
shooting exclusively at the chains. Ultimately she cut them, and the Confed- 
erate ram became unmanageable. Buchanan had been injured; he could do 

no more, and so authorized surrender. 
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9. The Battle of Mobile Bay, 5 August 1864. This engraving depicts the surrender of the CSS 
Tennessee at the battle. (From Robert Underwood Johnson and Clarence Clough Buell, eds., 

Battles and Leaders of the Civil War, 4 volumes [New York: The Century Company, 1884—88].) 

At Mobile Bay Farragut had won the hardest fought and by all odds the 
greatest naval battle in American history to date. Fort Morgan was isolated, 
and in a few days the giant battery defending Mobile Bay’s entrance surren- 
dered. Farragut’s half-century of active service had culminated in a resound- 
ing victory, at precisely the right time for the Union. The presidential elec- 
tion was due in exactly three months, and Lincoln’s chances seemed low. 
Mobile Bay, followed by Sherman’s march through Georgia, made a great 
difference. Farragut had changed the course of history, for had either of his 
two big victories not taken place, it is entirely possible that the outcome of 
the Civil War might have been different. 

Farragut’s work was done. Now remained only graceful acceptance of 
the plaudits of a grateful country. Congress created the rank of vice admiral 
for him in late December 1864, and made him the U.S. Navy’s first full ad- 

miral in January 1865. Still on active duty, he went to Europe in the new 
steam frigate Franklin to take command of the European Squadron in 1867, 
where he was everywhere received like a conquering hero. The account of 
his travels aboard his flagship reads more like a grand social tour than naval 
duty, although the conscientious Farragut did his best to accommodate both 
sets of obligations. In the meantime, the physical strains endured during his 
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years of service at last began to tell, and his sturdy heart finally gave out on 
14 August 1870, not quite two years following return from his triumphant 
European cruise and barely a month past his sixty-ninth birthday. 

Definite evaluation of any man is difficult, even from the vantage point 
of a century. Farragut was made by the times in which he lived. Much of 
the opportunity that fell to him was unquestionably pure happenstance, but 
the outcome was clearly the result of his character. He was manifestly the 
man of action the navy and the nation needed at a crucial point in history. 
He had many critics, mostly ambitious brother officers who would predict- 
ably have failed in his place, and all were proved wrong. Farragut’s greatness 
lay in his thorough planning,’ the visceral courage with which he followed 
through, and his personal stability. His biographers give much credit to his 
religious life; born a Catholic, he later attended the Episcopal Church when 
he could, and held prayer meetings on board his flagship—causing the 
strength of his almighty Damn! at Mobile Bay to be far greater, and remem- 
bered much longer, than a whole string of stronger expletives would have 
been from most other commanders. 

He was always thoughtful of others, particularly those serving him. The 
enlisted men of his various ships swore by him. From his earliest service, as 
a child midshipman aboard the Essex, he was trusted and liked. This was 
because he trusted and liked the men working for him: a perfect example of 
leadership. 

There were those who thought he became overly excited during 
battle—“impetuous” was the word they used—because their ideal, some- 
how, was the man whose pulse did not beat faster under the stimulation of 
danger, as if such a quality were praiseworthy, instead of dangerous to him- 
self and those dependent on him. Anyone who has been in combat, particu- 
larly combat with command responsibility for the result, knows that the 
excitement clears the brain, firms the resolve, improves the performance. So 
was it with Farragut. First the careful preparation, in which he always ex- 
celled, then the execution of what he had planned, as nearly as possible the 
way he had planned it. Finally the excitement of doing it, seeing things de- 
velop as expected, holding to himself those always necessary adjustments to 
accommodate the unexpected. During the Mississippi campaign he was re- 
ferred to as “old woman,” “doddering old fool,” “great talk but little ac- 

tion.” This from the same envious group calling him too impetuous. Far- 
ragut answered the calumnies only when he felt them destructive of the 
business at hand. The fact was that he was the right man for the job. Very 
few others could have done as well. Selected for important service, he 
turned in a magnificent performance, and for this the nation reveres his 
memory. 
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WILHELM VON TEGETTHOFF WAS DESCENDED FROM AN OLD 

military family. His forefathers made their home in Westphalia. His great- 
grandfather entered the service of the Holy Roman Emperor, fought as a 
captain of cavalry in the Seven Years War (1756—63) and was raised to the 

hereditary nobility by Empress Maria Theresa. One of the admiral’s great- 
uncles won the knight’s cross of the Military Maria-Theresa Order, the 
monarchy’s highest military decoration, in the war with France in 1799. 

Tegetthoff’s father, Karl, joined the Imperial Army in 1805, the year before 
Napoleon dictated the dissolution of the Holy Roman Empire and the lands 
ruled by the House of Habsburg became known as the Austrian Empire.’ 
Karl von Tegetthoff fought in the War of Liberation against Napoleon (1813- 
14) and finally entered garrison at Marburg-an-der-Drau in the province 
of Styria (now Maribor, Slovenia). Tegetthoff’s mother was the daughter 
of a civil servant in Prague. Wilhelm, the second of five sons, was born on 

23 December 1827. 

When the boy was three years old, his father was temporarily detailed 
to the garrison at Piacenza in northern Italy, then under Austrian rule. Wil- 
helm therefore spent his early, most impressionable years under his mother’s 
loving care. Throughout his life, he never again experienced love and affec- 
tion in like measure. During his long shipboard service he scarcely had the 
opportunity to find someone else prepared to give him such devotion, and 
the love and warmheartedness of which he was capable would be expressed 
solely in letters to his mother. On each of his rare leaves, he endeavored to 
spend most of his time with her. 

Following his father’s return from Italy in 1836, young Tegetthoff under- 
went the fair but extremely strict military upbringing then customary in 
many officers’ families. Self-discipline and modesty, together with studious- 
ness and industry, were prerequisites for a member of the petty nobility or 
the middle class to establish himself in the officer corps. 

In accordance with his own wishes, on 28 November 1840 Tegetthoff 

entered the five-year course at the Naval Cadets College (Collegio di Cadetti 
di Marina) in Venice. The Imperial Austrian Navy was at this time com- 
pletely under the influence of its Italian component. The fleet base and naval 
arsenal were also located at Venice, and Tegetthoff had prepared for his ca- 
reer by learning Italian, the navy’s language of command. He served aboard 
ship for the first time in the summer of 1841, when his class made a training 
cruise in the Adriatic and Ionian seas. 

279 
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On 21 July 1845, Tegetthoff graduated from the cadet school with dis- 

tinction. Of the thirteen members of his class, only two completed the 

course. After five years away from home, his dearest wish was to take a 
well-deserved leave to see his beloved mother and his stern but revered 
father. Unfortunately, his family could not afford both the expense of outfit- 
ting a cadet, to which the navy made no contribution, and the cost of a trip 
home. So, with a heavy heart, he had to forgo leave and begin his service 
with the fleet as a naval cadet on 16 August. 

On 28 September Tegetthoff sailed in the brig Montecuccoli on a cruise 
to Corfu, where he first made the acquaintance of his contemporaries in the 
British and French navies. Through them he became aware of the material 
and geographical limitations of the Austrian navy. He used his meager time 
for further study, especially of English and French. In 1846 the Montecuccoli 
proceeded into the Aegean to protect Austrian merchant ships from pirates. 
After a few months Tegetthoff was transferred to the corvette Adria, which 
also cruised in Greek waters. In January 1848 he was promoted midshipman 
and returned to Austria. 

That spring a tide of liberal revolution swept across the Continent. Aus- 
tria’s multinational empire was rocked by virtually simultaneous uprisings 
in Prague, Budapest, Venice, Milan, and Vienna itself. Tegetthoff’s mind was 

firmly closed to liberal ideals. Although both before and after 1848 he often 
complained of the navy’s shortcomings in technology and training, there is 
no indication that he was affected by the liberal currents that were certainly 
present in it. Like most of the technical services, the engineers in particular, 
the navy was receptive to the new spirit. From his personal perspective, 
however, Tegetthoff viewed the revolt of the empire’s Czech, Hungarian, 
and Italian inhabitants not as a social and political upheaval but as a conflict 
of nationalities, in which he stood firmly on the side of the Austrian imperial 
house and thereby of reaction. In this sense he was an ardent German na- 
tionalist, who hoped that the course of events would promote the unity 
of all German-speaking peoples, naturally under the leadership of Austria 
rather than Prussia. Though it was destined for disappointment, this hope 
did not appear unreasonable in 1848: until then, Austria had unquestion- 
ably dominated the German Confederation loosely organized at the close of 
the Napoleonic Wars, and many nationalists aspired to the unification of a 
“Big Germany” that would include the German population of the Austrian 
heartland. 

The empire’s most pressing agenda, however, was the suppression of 
the revolutions that imperiled its very existence, a task completed late in the 
summer of 1849. So far as the navy was concerned, the most threatening 

uprising occurred in Venice, as a result of which about half of the Austrian 
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fleet fell into the hands of the revolutionaries. To make matters worse, the 

Italian kingdoms of Sardinia and Naples intervened on the rebel side. The 
remaining Austrian vessels were concentrated at Trieste, the majority of 

the Italian officers and men were discharged, and the crews filled out with 
marines and merchant seamen. 

In May 1848 Tegetthoff was present at Trieste when the handful of Aus- 
trian ships there were blockaded by the combined naval forces of Sardinia, 
Naples, and the provisional government of Venice. By that time, the Aus- 
trian army was ready to take the offensive and in July Field Marshal Ra- 
detzky won a brilliant victory over the Sardinians at Custoza. Following 
another Austrian victory at Novara in March 1849 Sardinia was forced out 

of the war; Naples had already withdrawn, so the way was now open for an 
Austrian blockade of Venice. Meanwhile, on 14 September, Tegetthoff was 
appointed adjutant to the commander in chief of the navy, Vice Admiral von 
Martini, whom he accompanied on a voyage to Naples to purchase new 
ships. During an official visit to Vienna he was able to see his mother for the 
first time in eight years. He underwent his baptism of fire in the Adria during 
the blockade of Venice in May 1849 and on 28 August he entered the con- 
quered city on the staff of the navy’s new commander, Vice Admiral Birch 
von Dahlerup, a Dane. 

From then on, the navy’s German element was placed in the fore- 

ground. German became the language of command, and the main fleet base 
was moved from Venice to Trieste and then Pola (now Pula), at the time an 

insignificant fishing village. This transition gave industrious young officers 
an opportunity that the ambitious Tegetthoff knew how to use. His out- 
standing ability soon attracted the attention of the navy’s leaders and con- 
sequently he almost always received sensitive missions and was entrusted 
chiefly with commands at sea, where his talents could come into full play. 

In September 1849 Tegetthoff was appointed executive officer of the 
paddlewheeler Marianne, in which he made cruises to Tunis and in the Ae- 
gean. From February 1851 he was executive officer to Commander Bernhard 
von Wiillersdorf-Urbair in the Montecuccoli, in which he received his pro- 
motion to lieutenant, junior grade. In November he went to the corvette 
Carolina in the same capacity. This ship belonged to the Levant Squadron 
and during his months aboard her Tegetthoff learned first-hand of the polit- 
ical circumstances that would lead to the Crimean War (1853-56). 

In April 1854 Tegetthoff, already a full lieutenant, was detached from 
the Carolina in order to assume his first command, the schooner Elisabeth, 

on 13 July. In this vessel he cruised mostly in the Adriatic and Ionian seas, 
with a side trip to Beirut. Upon relinquishing command in November 1855 
he was given an outstanding fitness report by the chief of the Levant Squad- 
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ron. During this period he also occupied himself with the study of the Turk- 
ish language. 

Next Tegetthoff received command of the paddlewheeler Taurus, with 
the mission of representing Austrian interests at Sulina, a Turkish Black Sea 
port at the mouth of the Danube. Anything affecting the navigation of the 
great river was of vital importance to the Austrian economy, and the impact 
of the Crimean War had created a situation approaching anarchy at Sulina. 
As station commander from January 1856 through January 1857, Tegetthoff 
acted energetically and without regard for ceremony, making a decisive con- 
tribution to the normalization of conditions there. This was favorably noted 
by his superiors at naval headquarters. He also obtained the Turkish Order 
of the Medjidie, but his hope of taking part in the round-the-world cruise by 
the frigate Novara was not fulfilled. 

Upon his return from Sulina, Tegetthoff made a detailed report to the 
fleet commander, Archduke Ferdinand Maximilian, the twenty-four-year-old 

brother of Emperor Franz Joseph, and was entrusted with another sensitive 
assignment. Following the brief leave, Tegetthoff set out to look for a suit- 
able fleet base on the Red Sea, for a great increase in trade with Asia was 
expected upon the completion of the Suez Canal. The first stage of the jour- 
ney, made in company with Vice Consul von Heuglin, took him up the Nile 
to Luxor and then across the desert to Koser on the Red Sea. There the two 
men chartered a sailing ship and proceeded to Aden, where von Heuglin 
remained. Continuing on alone, Tegetthoff visited the island of Socotra 
(which seemed to him most suitable for a fleet base) and Berbera before 

returning to Aden. In March 1857 he was back in Trieste. Because of the 

confidential nature of this reconnaissance he could not be awarded a deco- 
ration, but he was promoted to lieutenant commander and made chief of 
the first section of naval headquarters. This section, the largest of the head- 
quarter's three subdivisions, was responsible for operations, personnel, jus- 
tice, medical services, education, and the marines.? As its chief, Tegetthoff 

was also deputy to the commander in chief of the navy. 
Tegetthoff’s shore duty did not last long. On 24 October 1858, he as- 

sumed command of the corvette Erzherzog Friedrich, in which he made a 
cruise to Morocco. As a result of the growing danger of war he was recalled 
in February 1859. Once again, the enemy was Sardinia, this time in alliance 
with France. Against their greatly superior forces the young Austrian fleet 
was condemned to inactivity. Narrowly defeated in the war on land, Austria 
surrendered Lombardy, one of its two Italian provinces, and the Kingdom 
of Italy was proclaimed in 1860. Italian unification remained incomplete, 
however, for Austria still held the province of Venetia. 
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After the war Tegetthoff was briefly reassigned to naval headquarters 
and then accompanied Archduke Ferdinand Max on a botanical expedition 
to Brazil. They sailed from Trieste in the naval steamer Kaiserin Elisabeth in 
November 1859 and reentered the Adriatic at the end of March 1860. Tegett- 

hoff then took his first months-long leave, during which he was promoted 
to commander. 

On his return to duty, Tegetthoff assumed command of the screw frig- 
ate Radetzky, in which he proceeded to the coast of Syria to represent Aus- 
trian interests amid the unrest prevailing there. Following a yard overhaul 
in Pola, the Radetzky was based on the Bay of Cattaro (Boka Kotorska) and 
cruised in the southern Adriatic to interdict arms’ smuggling from Italy to 
the unruly Balkans. She returned to Pola in October 1861 and Tegetthoff lay 
down his command. A month later he was advanced to captain. He spent 
most of 1862 at naval headquarters and played an important role in Ferdi- 
nand Max’s reorganization of that office. 

In October 1862 Tegetthoff took command of a division consisting of 
the screw frigate Novara, of which he was simultaneously appointed captain, 
the corvette Erzherzog Friedrich, and the gunboats Veleblich and Wall. The 
division sailed for Greece to protect Austrian interests in the turmoil at- 
tending the overthrow of King Otto. Tegetthoff’s precise reports of devel- 
opments met with the complete approval of Archduke Ferdinand Max. 
Throughout his career, Tegetthoff’s reports showed the deep insight into 
political, social, and economic realities possible only to a man who under- 
stood how to master a subject and draw the correct conclusions. 

When the Novara had to enter the yard in November 1863, Tegetthoff 
shifted to the command of the screw frigate Schwarzenberg. In December 
he began a cruise through the eastern Mediterranean, visiting Alexandria, 
Aboukir, and the work in progress on the Suez Canal. Shortly thereafter, a 
long-simmering dispute between Denmark and the German Confederation 
over the status of the border provinces of Schleswig and Holstein came to a 
head. Tegetthoff learned of the crisis at Beirut and turned toward home. Off 
Corfu he received orders to proceed to Lisbon and await the arrival of an 
Austrian squadron being formed for service in the North Sea. 

On 1 February 1864, German and Austrian troops had marched across 
the Eider to secure the attachment of the contested provinces to the German 
Confederation. Denmark immediately imposed a blockade of the German 
coast. As the German fleet was too weak to challenge the Danes, the deci- 
sion was made to send an Austrian squadron under Tegetthoff’s old captain, 
Baron von Wiillersdorf-Urbair, to the theater of war. 

In the meanwhile, Tegetthoff hastened to Lisbon in the Schwarzenberg. 
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The Radetzky joined him at the beginning of April 1864. As the outfitting of 

the squadron was delayed, Tegetthoff was authorized to advance into the 

North Sea with his two frigates alone. After brief layovers to take on coal at 

Brest and the Downs, he reached Cuxhaven on 4 May. 

Precisely informed by British sources of the Austrian ships’ strength and 

movements, the Danes awaited the enemy with a force composed of the 
steam frigates Niels Juel and Jylland and the steam corvette Heimdal under 
Commodore Suenson. Learning that this squadron was present in the vi- 
cinity of the island of Heligoland, Tegetthoff immediately put to sea with 
both his frigates and three Prussian gunboats. The resulting Action off He- 
ligoland was fought on 9 May. The two Austrian ships resolutely engaged 
the enemy’s superior squadron for several hours before the Schwarzenberg’s 
foremast caught.fire, forcing Tegetthoff to break off the action. After the 
blaze was extinguished he returned to Cuxhaven. The Danes also left the 
North Sea, having learned that an armistice had been concluded. The block- 
ade of Germany was lifted. 

A day later the emperor promoted Tegetthoff to the rank of rear admiral 
and decorated him with the Order of the Iron Crown, Second Class. Despite 
the honors that came to him, however, Tegetthoff retained his modesty and 
insisted that his valiant officers and men were chiefly to thank for his success. 

In the middle of May Wiillersdorf-Urbair’s squadron entered the North 
Sea, where it remained until September. Despite an interruption of the ar- 
mistice that summer, the opposing naval forces did not again come to blows. 
Defeated on land, Denmark sued for peace on 1 August and on 21 September 
Tegetthoff sailed for home. By the terms of the treaty signed a month later, 
Denmark conceded Schleswig and Holstein to the German Confederation. 
In course of the conflict Tegetthoff had displayed an eagerness to accept 
responsibility and always interpreted orders from naval headquarters in 
such a way as to leave him the greatest possible freedom of action. Even 
if tactically the Action off Heligoland was not a victory, combined with 
the subsequent arrival of the main Austrian squadron, it safeguarded Ger- 
man commerce in the North Sea. Thus Tegetthoff became the first German 
naval hero of modern times, not only in Austria but throughout northern 
Germany. 

By then, Tegetthoff had lost his patron, Archduke Ferdinand Max, who 
had accepted the throne of Mexico in April 1864—a mistake for which he 
would pay with his life. It had been Tegetthoff’s good fortune to have such 
an understanding commander in chief. Tegetthoff was not an agreeable sub- 
ordinate. He defended his opinions vigorously and tenaciously even against 
his superiors and was not disposed to deviate from his conclusions once he 
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was convinced that they were correct. Recognizing his ability, Ferdinand 
Max overlooked the offense that the high-tempered Tegetthoff not infre- 
quently gave. The archduke often remarked after fierce debates with him 
that if it had been anyone except Tegetthoff he would have long since 
thrown him out, because his thick skull was almost intolerable. Unfortu- 

nately, Ferdinand Max’s successor, Archduke Leopold, was a friend of nei- 
ther the navy nor Tegetthoff. He made his attitude clear by promoting 
his favorite, Captain Friedrich von Pock, to rear admiral with seniority to 
Tegetthoff. 

Following a short tour of duty in Vienna, Tegetthoff was named to com- 
mand the Levant Squadron, consisting of the Schwarzenberg and Radetzky 
and five gunboats. On 28 August 1865, he encountered his opposite number 
at Heligoland, Commodore Suenson, off Corfu. The squadron then pro- 
ceeded to Greece, Beirut, and Alexandria. Tegetthoff again inspected the 
progress of work on the Suez Canal and sent a detailed report to Vienna. 
The squadron then returned to Pola. 

The higher Tegetthoff advanced in rank, the more isolated he became. 
His self-discipline and dedication made him a constant critic of the navy’s 
many deficiencies. Few of his superiors had any love for this troublesome 
fault-finder, although they could hardly overlook him for difficult missions. 
Most of his comrades of the same rank were jealous of his advancement; 

only the junior officers and enlisted men were enthusiastic about him. De- 
spite his stern and often stormy manner, he was fair and won the support 
of subordinates by taking an interest in their problems, a quite unusual prac- 
tice at the time. 

A passage from the memoirs of then-Naval Cadet Rottauscher describ- 
ing an inspection Tegetthoff made of SMS Saida in 1863 may be quoted in 
illustration of this characteristic. Rottauscher wrote that 

in his warm blue eyes there was a respect for the individual. . . . Tegetthoff 
was the first person to speak to us as well brought-up young people since 
our entry [into the navy]. Tears of gratitude and love came into the eyes 
of the cadets, who had to clean the ship’s guns and scrub decks. We would 
gladly have shielded him with our bodies from any foe. We grew up a year 
during the hour in which Tegetthoff drew us under his sway and into his 
navy. It was as though previously we had served somewhere else entirely.’ 

Once a cadet whom Tegetthoff had reprimanded too harshly lodged a 
complaint. Tegetthoff was then commodore of the squadron as well as cap- 
tain of the flagship. The complaint against himself as the ship’s captain had 
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therefore to be handled by himself as commodore. Summoning the cadet, 
he said: “I’ve conferred with the captain of the Schwarzenberg and he regrets 
the excessively harsh words he used, but I advise you not to irritate the 
fellow again, he seems to be a really rough customer.” * This episode shows 
clearly that Tegetthoff had not only a sense of humor but, in addition to a 
capacity for self-criticism, a strong sense of justice. 

Tegetthoff also possessed a fitting measure of personal bravery. During 
the blockade of Venice in 1849 he was not shy of exposing himself to enemy 
fire, and after a seaman beside him was literally torn to pieces by a cannon- 
ball he wrote that the event only aroused his curiosity, as it was the first 
time he had been sprayed with blood. It did not prompt him to take cover, 
however. Later, during his Brazilian travels with Archduke Ferdinand Max, 
he spied a snake in a freshwater stream and decided to capture it for the 
imperial collector. When Tegetthoff lifted the snake into his boat on an 
oar, the poisonous reptile unexpectedly attacked him; with great presence 
of mind, he killed it with the oar. 

Early in 1866 preparations for a projected East Asian cruise by the 
Schwarzenberg and Erzherzog Friedrich under Tegetthoff’s command had to 
be abandoned because of the threat of war with Prussia and Italy. The for- 
mer wished to eliminate Austrian influence in northern Germany, the latter 
to expel Austria from the province of Venetia. Their alliance placed the em- 
pire in the highly undesirable position of having to fight a war on two fronts. 

In Vienna Tegetthoff’s efforts to put the fleet promptly on a war footing 
were frustrated, mainly by the unresponsiveness of the central administra- 
tion. Finally, at the end of April, orders were given to mobilize every avail- 
able ship. Archduke Leopold, who was also inspector of army engineers, 
went to the northern front. Rear Admiral von Pock became the naval advi- 
ser on the staff of the commander in chief of the southern front, although 
according to rank he could have claimed command of the fleet. This com- 
mand, in which it was generally believed that no laurels would be won 
against Italy’s more powerful fleet, went to Tegetthoff. 

The latter threw himself furiously into fitting out every remotely ser- 
viceable ship. The unfinished ironclads Erzherzog Ferdinand Max and Habs- 
burg were rapidly completed. As Tegetthoff wished to lead the fleet into 
action at the earliest possible moment, he contented himself with material 

that was not the latest model, but took care that it was in good condition 
and that, as a result of intensive training, the crews had complete confidence 
in it. As the modern guns on order from Krupp in Germany for the two 
new ironclads would obviously not be forthcoming, he had the vessels 
armed with old smoothbores. The wooden ships received an improvised 
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armor of chains and railroad rails. In contrast, at the last moment the Italian 

Admiral Count Carlo di Persano had some of his ironclads equipped with 

new Armstrong guns. No real advantage resulted, however, as there was not 
enough time for his crews to become accustomed to the use of these guns. 

Thanks to the dedication of everyone involved, Tegetthoff achieved the 
unexpected and the Austrian fleet became operational before the Italian. 
When the Italian declaration of war came on 20 June, Tegetthoff was ready 
for action. Persano’s much stronger fleet moved from Taranto, on the instep 
of the Italian boot, to Ancona, on the northern Adriatic. On 24 June, the 

Austrian Southern Army defeated the Italians at Custoza, but then had to 

transfer troops to help meet the Prussian threat on the northern front. 
Even before the war began, Tegetthoff received orders from naval head- 

quarters to defend the coast, cover the flank of the Southern Army where it 
touched the Adriatic, and in the event of offensive action, not to endanger 

his ships! This typical order would have crippled the activity of any fleet 
commander, for to achieve victory without accepting losses is for practi- 
cal purposes an impossible requirement. Nevertheless, upon the outbreak 
of war Tegetthoff asked the High Command of the Southern Front under 
Archduke Albrecht, to whose orders he was subject, for more freedom of 

action. He then received permission to take offensive as far south as the 
Austrian-held island of Lissa (now Vis) on his own responsibility (!) and with- 

out exposing the flank of the Southern Army. 
Tegetthoff recognized clearly that the best way to defend the Austrian 

coast was to eliminate the Italian fleet. In view of the Italians’ distinct supe- 
riority in number and quality of guns, he had to devise an appropriate tactic 
for the anticipated engagement. He chose the ram as his principal weapon 
and had his crews especially trained in close combat. For the sake of sim- 
plicity, the order of sailing was arranged so that it was also the order of battle 
and the fleet could enter action without further commands or changes of 
formation. As in the time of the Greek triremes, the ship herself would be 
the weapon and whenever possible destroy the enemy by ramming.’ 

Hardly had Tegetthoff obtained operational freedom than on 27 June he 
sailed for Ancona, where the Italian fleet was assembling, with six ironclads 

and seven large wooden ships. The Italians were not ready for action, 
however, and when at length the first ships raised steam and put to sea but 
made no move to accept the battle being offered, Tegetthoff sailed back 
to the harbor of Fasana, near Pola. The result of this demonstration was a 

perceptible rise in Austrian morale and a corresponding cooling of Italian 
ardor. ' 

Through the sortie against Ancona Tegetthoff learned that the Italian 
fleet was not yet fully operational, for a few vessels in process of changing 
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guns had not even raised steam. But he also saw that there was no thirst for 
action on the Italian side. For although a few of the enemy’s ironclads were 
not combat ready, the relative strength off Ancona would have been in ap- 
proximate balance. In a battle off their base the Italians would have been 
able to bring in every damaged ship, whereas Tegetthoff would have had to 
reckon on the loss of all his cripples. 

Finally, the threat of being relieved of command caused Admiral Per- 
sano to undertake an offensive operation. On 18 July, the Italian fleet began 
shelling the island of Lissa, defended by two thousand Austrian troops, in 
preparation for a landing. At first Tegetthoff could not believe that the action 
was seriously intended, for he regarded the elimination of the opposing fleet 
as prerequisite to secondary operations of this sort. After satisfying himself 
that the attack on Lissa was not a feint, he ordered all combat-ready ships to 
sea on 19 July. 

The Austrian fleet sailed from Pola around one o’clock that afternoon. 
It was organized in three divisions, whose order of sailing was also the tac- 
tical formation for battle. The first division, led by the flagship Erzherzog 
Ferdinand Max, was composed of Tegetthoff’s seven ironclads. The second 
division contained the seven large wooden ships, headed by the screw ship 
of the line Kaiser. The third division consisted of seven wooden gunboats. 
Dispatch boats for relaying orders were posted in the intervals. All three 
divisions proceeded in a wedge-shaped formation, with the armored ves- 
sels in the lead. In the aggregate, the force under Tegetthoff’s command— 
7 ironclads and 20 unarmored vessels—displaced 57,300 tons, mounted 

532 guns, and carried 7,870 men. The Italian fleet consisted of 12 ironclads 

and 11 large and 8 small unarmored ships, displaced 86,000 tons, mounted 
645 guns, and carried 10,900 men. 

The Austrian fleet appeared off Lissa on the morning of 20 July. As the 
enemy came in sight, Tegetthoff had the following signals hoisted: 

Dispatch boats to their posts. 
Clear for action. 
Close up. 
Full speed ahead. 
Run into the enemy to sink him.° 

On account of the nearness of the enemy, there was no time to hoist 
the prepared signal, “There must be victory at Lissa.” Furthermore, like 
Nelson before Trafalgar, Tegetthoff had so thoroughly acquainted his cap- 
tains with his tactics that he did not have to give another order throughout 
the entire battle. His next signal to the fleet was a single word at its close: 
“Assemble.” 
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10. The Battle of Lissa, 20 July 1866. C. Fredrik Sérensen’s dramatic painting shows the iron- 
clad Re d'Italia sinking after being rammed by Tegetthoff’s flagship, the Erzherzog Ferdinand 
Max. (Heeresgeschichtliches Museum, Vienna.) 

At the approach of the Austrian fleet, the Italians ceased preparations 
for landing. Eleven of their ironclads began to form a column; the wooden 
ships and, on account of damage sustained during the bombardment, the 
ironclad Formidabile did not take part in the action. Attacking at a right 
angle, Tegetthoff broke through the Italian line and immediately sought 
close combat; even the wooden ships became hotly engaged, the Kaiser ram- 
ming the Re di Portogallo. At the height of the battle, Tegetthoff’s flagship 
succeeded in ramming and sinking the Italian ironclad Re d'Italia. After 
the ironclad Palestro exploded, Persano gave up the fight and withdrew to 
Ancona. 

Tegetthoff had not only saved the island of Lissa and thus deprived the 
Italians of a bargaining chip at the peace table, but with an inferior fleet 



WILHELM VON TEGETTHOFF 291 

inflicted a decisive defeat on the enemy, who lost two ironclads and com- 
mand of the Adriatic. His victory was the first battle between oceangoing 
armored vessels in the history of war at sea. The tactic he had adopted for 
the action exercised an unholy influence on naval constructors and tacticians 
for the next three decades, during which every major warship was built with 
an armored ram. In any event, Tegetthoff, with a clear grasp of existing 
circumstances, had achieved his objective through the optimal utilization of 
modest means. 

Tegetthoff was promoted to vice admiral by Emperor Franz Joseph the 
day after the battle and, upon his solicitation, awarded the commander's 
cross of the Military Maria-Theresa Order. To bypass the knight’s class 
of this prestigious order, all of whose members received the title of baron 
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(Freiherr), was a most unusual distinction. Subsequently Tegetthoff was 
made an honorary member of the Academy of Science and an honorary 
citizen of Vienna.* Hearty congratulations on his victory reached him from, 
among others, his former commander in chief, Emperor Maximilian of Mex- 
ico, as well as retired Vice Admiral von Dahlerup. On 13 August the com- 
mander of the Southern Front, Archduke Albert, inspected the fleet and 

praised its high degree of combat readiness so soon after the battle. 
Though in the south Austria was victorious on land and sea, in the 

north its army had been defeated by the Prussians at KGniggratz (Sadowa) 
on 3 July. By the terms of peace, signed on 23 August, she was compelled to 
withdraw from German affairs and give up Venetia. By right of her victories 
at Custoza and Lissa, however, she was able to avoid the embarrassment of 

surrendering the province directly to Italy. Instead, an arrangement was 
made whereby she ceded Venetia to neutral France, which transferred it to 
the Italian kingdom. 

Following the cessation of hostilities the fleet was ordered to demobilize 
and Tegetthoff relinquished command of the active squadron. No suitable 
command then stood available for the thirty-nine-year-old vice admiral. As 
he was viewed as a future commander in chief of the navy, it was decided 

to send him on a professional tour of the great sea powers. After a visit to 
his mother in Graz, he set out on his journey on 27 September 1866. Pro- 
ceeding through Salzburg, he reached London on 3 December. He visited 
various naval installations, saw the gigantic steamer Great Eastern in Liver- 

pool, and sailed for New York on 19 December. In the United States he 

visited Niagara Falls, Philadelphia, Washington, Annapolis, Charleston, Mo- 
bile, New Orleans, Pittsburgh, and Norfolk. During these travels he saw the 

effects of the recently concluded Civil War. In April 1867, he returned to 
Europe. 

While attending the Paris Universal Exposition in June, Tegetthoff re- 
ceived a telegraphed order to return home at once. The Emperor Maximil- 
ian had been executed by his Mexican captors at Queretaro. Franz Joseph 
gave Tegetthoff the delicate mission of bringing Maximilian’s remains back 
to Austria. 

Accompanied by his brother, a colonel in the army, Tegetthoff set out 
for Mexico on 10 July and arrived in that country on 26 August. At first the 
Mexicans refused to surrender Maximilian’s body. Following lengthy nego- 

* In contrast, the luckless Persano was tried by the Italian senate, found guilty of negli- 
gence and incompetence, broken in rank, dismissed from the navy, and to top it off, required 
to pay the costs of his trial. 
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tiations, which he conducted with great diplomatic skill, Tegetthoff ob- 
tained its release. At the end of the year the mortal remains of the former 
commander of the navy were brought back to his homeland in the Novara. 
Tegetthoff returned in the same ship. 

Reaching Vienna on 17 January 1868, Tegetthoff was called upon to de- 
velop a plan for the reorganization of the navy. As his desire for a separate 
Ministry of the Navy was frustrated by the opposition of Hungary, the land- 
locked half of the Dual Monarchy into which the empire had been trans- 
formed in 1867, he recommended a fully responsible Navy Section within 
the Ministry of War. His proposals were accepted and on 25 February 1868, 
Tegetthoff was appointed to head the Navy Section and carry out the reor- 
ganization. He was granted the right of direct access to the emperor (Vor- 
tragsrecht), which made him immediately responsible to the latter, rather 
than to the minister of war, for the effectiveness of the navy. But it was the 
minister of war who represented the navy to the parliamentary delegations 
of the two halves of the empire, especially in regard to budgetary matters. 
This most unfortunate system, in which Tegetthoff was without direct influ- 
ence in budgetary questions but nevertheless completely responsible for the 
efficiency of the fleet, contributed greatly to the inner tension that drew 
heavily on his mental stamina and undermined his physical strength. The 
navy'’s succeeding commanders also suffered greatly under this arrangement. 

Despite these obstacles, Tegetthoff pushed through important reforms. 
The organization of the navy still stemmed wholly from the Age of Sail, 
with boarding parties from naval infantry regiments and a separate corps of 
naval gunners. Tegetthoff simplified this organization and abolished many 
special-service personnel. In the future, the guns would be served by seamen 
who were trained in a gunnery school ship, usually an old ironclad. He also 
eliminated the diffusion of responsibility for important decisions. Formerly, 
a whole row of signatures from the departments concerned often had to be 
placed on a single ordinance, as a result of which none bore final responsi- 
bility for it. Now, in almost every case, only one department was authorized 
to issue a particular order. The “flight from responsibility” was thus checked 
and only conscientious individuals ready to stand by their decisions had a 
chance of advancement. 

In debates over the reorganization of the empire’s defenses, Tegetthoff 
vigorously advocated a reduction of coastal fortifications and an emphasis 
on a strong mobile fleet. He agreed only to fortifying the central naval base 
at Pola and installing long-range coastal batteries to defend the harbor of 
Fasana. Through his reforms, in which he proved himself to be an eco- 
nomical as well as a capable administrator, Tegetthoff was able to reduce 



294 Tue MaAcHINE AGE AT SEA 

the peacetime manning level of the navy by almost two thousand men. 
Nevertheless, he was denied the credits to build the navy up to a projected 
strength of fifteen ironclads. He could not overcome the opposition of the 
army, which preferred to base itself on fixed coastal fortifications and despite 
the lesson of Lissa, failed to grasp the advantage of a mobile coast defense. 

The constant skirmishing over the budget and the manifold difficulties 
arising from the division of the empire into two parts noticeably embittered 
Tegetthoff. A last pleasure for the increasingly lonely admiral came in 1869, 
when he accompanied Emperor Franz Joseph to Egypt for the opening of 
the Suez Canal. On the return home he hauled down his vice admiral’s flag 
for what would be the last time in Trieste on 7 December. In the winter of 

1870-71, already in threatened health, Tegetthoff caught cold on the way 
home from a social gathering. He died in Vienna at seven o’clock in the 
morning of 7 April 1871. 

The Tegetthoff Memorial, reminiscent in its artistic conception of the 
Nelson Monument in Trafalgar Square, stands at the Praterstern in Vienna. 
On it are inscribed the words that his emperor dedicated to Tegetthoff: 

FIGHTING BRAVELY AT HELIGOLAND 

TRIUMPHING GLORIOUSLY AT LISSA 

HE WON DEATHLESS FAME FOR 

HIMSELF AND AUSTRIA’S SEA POWER. 

The Imperial Navy honored Tegetthoff’s memory by always naming 
one of its newest ships after him, and even today a passenger ship on the 
Danube bears his name. 

NOTES 

1. When Napoleon was proclaimed emperor of the French in 1804, the Holy 
Roman Emperor Franz II reacted by assuming the additional title of Emperor Franz I 
of Austria. He renounced the crown of the Holy Roman Empire on 6 August 1806, 
following Napoleon's victory at the Battle of Austerlitz, and thereafter reigned 
solely as emperor of Austria. 

2. It existed in this form only from August 1856 to (with minor modifications) 
August 1859. See Walter Wagner, Die obersten Behdrden der k. und k. Kriegsmarine, 
1856-1918, supplementary volume VI of the Mitteilungen des Osterreichischen Staats- 
archiv (Vienna: Ferdinand Berger, 1961). 

3. Paul Rohrer (pseudonym), Als Venedig noch dsterreichisch war (Stuttgart: Rob- 
ert Lutz, 1913), pp. 97-98. Rottauscher used a pseudonym because his book was in 
part very critical of the Imperial Austrian government still in power at the time of 
its publication. 

4. Peter Handel-Mazzetti and Hans H. Sokol, Wilhelm von Tegetthoff (Linz: 
Oberésterreichischer Landesverlag, 1952), pp. 161-62. 
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5. Whether Tegetthoff’s decision to adopt ramming tactics was influenced by 
the fact that they had been used with some success in the American Civil War (1861- 
65) is not known. 

6. Josef Fleischer, Geschichte der k. k. Kriegsmarine wdhrend des Krieges im Jahre 
1866 (Vienna: Gerold, 1906), p. 193. 

NOTE ON SOURCES 

The English literature on the navy of the Habsburg monarchy is less than volumi- 
nous. The first scholarly study is Lawrence Sondhaus’s recent The Habsburg Empire 
and the Sea: Austrian Naval Policy, 1797-1866 (West Lafayette, Ind.: Purdue University 
Press, 1989). This well-researched ‘and reliable work traces the policies that guided 

the navy’s evolution from its origins through the War of 1866. The Imperial and Royal 
Austro-Hungarian Navy (Annapolis: U.S. Naval Institute, 1968), by Anthony E. Sokol, 
who served in it as a junior officer in World War I, is a beautifully illustrated, con- 
cise history. The 1866 campaign is described by Admiral Sir Reginald Custance’s 
“The Campaign of Lissa,” in The Ship of the Line in Battle (London and Edinburgh: 
W. Blackwood & Sons, 1912) and by H. W. Wilson in Ironclads in Action, 2 vols. 

(Boston: Little, Brown, 1896) and Battleships in Action, 2 vols. (Boston: Little, Brown, 

1928). 

Only one full-length life of Tegetthoff has appeared to date and, like all the 
other works listed below, is available only in German: Peter Handel-Mazzetti and 
Hans H. Sokol, Wilhelm von Tegetthoff (Linz: Oberésterreichischer Landesverlag, 
1952). C. von Wurzbach, Biographisches Lexikon des Kaiserthums Osterreich, vol. 43 

(Vienna: Hof-und-Staatsdruckerei, 1881), contains a biography and genealogy of the 
admiral, a description of his funeral ceremonies, and a list of his honors and awards, 

including the ships and streets named and monuments erected in his memory. For 
brief treatments, see Helmut Pemsel, “Wilhelm von Tegetthoff,” in MARINE— 

Gestern, Heute, vol. 4 (1977); the entry on Tegetthoff in the same author’s Biogra- 

phisches Lexikon zur Seekriegsgeschichte: Seehelden von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart (Ko- 
blenz: Bernard & Graefe, 1985); and P. Handel-Mazzetti, “Tegetthoff und der Ein- 

satz der Flotte im Urteil der Armee,” in Reichsoffiziersblatt, 1941. 

Key works on Austrian naval history include J. Ch. Allmayer-Beck, W. Wagner, 
and L. Hobelt, Die bewaffnete Macht, vol. 5 of Die Habsburgermonarchie, 1848-1918, 

edited by A. Wandruska and P. Urbanitsch (Vienna: Osterreichische Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, 1987); F. Ritter von Attlmayr, Der Krieg Osterreichs in der Adria 1866 
(Pola-Vienna: Gerold’ Sohn, 1896); J. Freiherr von Benko, Geschichte der k. k. Kriegs- 

marine wahrend der Jahre 1848 and 1849, part 3, vol. 1, of the official history of the 

Imperial and Royal Navy (Vienna: Gerold’ Sohn, 1884); Josef Fleischer, Geschichte 

der k. k. Kriegsmarine wahrend des Krieges im Jahre 1866, part 3, vol. 3, of the official 

history (Vienna: Gerold, 1906); G. Hamann, “Die dsterreichische Kriegsmarine im 

Dienst der Wissenschaften,” in Osterreich zur See, vol. 8 of the Papers of the Army 
Historical Museum, Vienna (Vienna: Osterreichischer Bundesverlag, 1980); and 

M. Freiherr von Sterneck, Erinnerungen aus den Jahren 1847-1897 (Vienna-Pest- 

Leipzig: Hartleben, 1901). The navy’s active operations are surveyed in Helmut 
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Pemsel, Seeherrschaft: Eine maritime Weltgeschichte von den Anfangen der Seefahrt bis 
zur Gegenwart, 2 vols. (Koblenz: Bernard & Graefe, 1985). 

The principal documentary sources for Tegetthoff’s career are located in the 
Osterreichischen Staatsarchiv / Kriegsarchiv, Vienna. They include the k. k. Marine- 
Grundbuchsheft, giving dates of assignments, promotions, and decorations; the 
Tegetthoff Archiv, containing his personal notes and letters; his travel diaries; and 

the files including his official reports. Also at the Kriegsarchiv is Peter Handel- 
Mazzetti’s unpublished biography, “Wilhelm von Tegetthoff,” a manuscript of 650 
pages tracing the admiral’s career to 1864. 



SURVEY IV 

The New Steel Navies 

(1866-1905) 

IN THE DECADES following the Battle of Lissa, the technological transforma- 
tion of navies continued at an accelerating pace. Wooden-hulled ironclads 
gave way to iron-hulled vessels protected by steel-faced iron, which were 
in turn replaced by steel ships armored with face-hardened nickel-steel. 
Muzzle-loading, wrought-iron, smoothbore guns yielded to breech-loading 
steel rifles; roundshot and spherical shells to ballistically superior cylindrical 
shells; and traditional black powder to comparatively slow-burning, smoke- 
less cordite—gun-cotton impregnated with nitroglycerin—which increased 
a projectile’s muzzle-velocity and, thereby, its range, accuracy, and impact. 
Hydraulic mechanisms were developed to absorb the recoil of even the larg- 
est gun, and armor-piercing ammunition appeared in the form of steel- 
capped shells that penetrated the surface they struck rather than exploding 
on contact. Higher steam pressures made possible by improved boilers and 
the introduction of double- and triple-expansion engines complemented the 
increases in ships’ offensive and defensive capabilities with equally dramatic 
advances in their efficiency, speed, and endurance. 

The challenge navies confronted was to combine the elements of the 
new technology into the best possible ships. Of the vessels that fought at 
Lissa, all except the Italian double-turreted ram Affondatore carried their guns 
in the broadside configuration that had prevailed for almost three centuries. 
The need for another arrangement soon became evident, as weight consid- 
erations precluded swaddling an entire ship in steel from stem to stern. 
Weight also established the limitations of every alternative, positive buoy- 
ancy being perhaps the only design characteristic upon whose desirability 
everyone agreed. Granted that only so many guns and so much armor could 
be floated, how should they be apportioned and where should they be po- 
sitioned? Answers abounded, and most of them became ships. The pair of 
circular coast-defense battleships built by the Imperial Russian Navy be- 
tween 1872 and 1877 were only the oddest among many curious craft. For 
two decades the world’s navies constituted what a wag called a collection 
of experiments in naval architecture. Little by little, however, consensus 
emerged, and by the 1890s the ship types that would comprise the battle 
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fleets of World War I—and, with the addition of the aircraft carrier, World 

War II—had assumed recognizable form. These were the battleship, the 

cruiser, and the destroyer. 
Battleships succeeded the Age of Sail ships of the line (of battle), by 

which their name was inspired, as the decisive instrument of war at sea. In 
the more or less standard design that crystalized late in the century, their 
main armament consisted of four 12- or 13-inch guns mounted in two cen- 
terline turrets fore and aft. They also carried extensive secondary batteries 
in smaller turrets, broadside casemates, and bulges (technically, sponsons) in 
their hulls. The ordnance suite of the three U.S. Indiana-class battleships 
commissioned in 1895—96 included four 13-inch, eight 8-inch, and four 6-inch 

guns, plus twenty-six smaller pieces. A pattern also developed in the place- 
ment of armor. The contest between steel and shells having ended in a draw 
unchanged through World War II, with every inch of shell caliber represent- 
ing an inch of penetrating power, protection had to be relative rather than 
absolute. Turrets and casemates were usually clothed in armor equal in 
thickness to the caliber of the guns they mounted. Armored belts connected 
by transverse bulkheads and topped by an armored deck shielded a battle- 
ship’s waterline and provided a degree of protection to her interior spaces. 
Finally, a conning tower sturdy enough to withstand any but a heavy-caliber 
hit cloaked her command in time of battle. Such vessels might displace as 
much as 15,000 tons and the swiftest could attain speeds slightly in excess of 
18 knots. For the next half-century, the conventional measure of a nation’s 
naval power would be the number of its battleships. 

Cruisers inherited the roles performed by Age of Sail frigates as scouts 
and, in smaller navies, substitutes for capital ships. First on the scene were 

protected cruisers, so-called because their hull spaces were “protected” by 
an armored deck (only). Otherwise, armor was limited to their turrets, gun 

emplacements, and conning towers. The majority carried 6-inch or smaller 
guns in their main batteries, although a few, including the USS Olympia, 
Dewey's flagship at Manila Bay, had 8-inch turrets. The largest protected 
cruisers displaced approximately 5,600 tons and could make 20 knots. In the 
1890s they began to be replaced by armored cruisers. These were much 
more formidable vessels, ranging from half to virtually the same size as 
battleships and carrying the same suit but a lesser thickness of armor. 
Their big guns topped out at 9.2 inches, and their maximum speed reached 
24 knots. 

Destroyers, swiftest and most fragile of the new ships, came into being 
to combat a weapon of which, ironically, they became a primary means of 
delivery. This was the locomotive or “fish” torpedo developed by Robert 
Whitehead, an English marine engineer working together with an Austrian 
naval officer, Commander Johann Luppis, between 1865 and 1867. Although 
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Whitehead’s early torpedoes had ranges of no more than four hundred 
yards, they were soon added to the armament of ships of all sizes, and 
around 1880 seagoing torpedo boats designed especially for their employ- 
ment began to appear. The first vessel indisputably sunk by a torpedo, the 
3,370-ton armored ship Blanco Encalada, fell victim to one of these little craft, 

the Almirante Lynch, during the Chilean Civil War of 1891. In France, the 

Jeune Ecole of naval strategy had already concluded that in future conflicts 
swarms of such boats would scour the seas, eradicating an enemy’s mer- 
chant marine in an irresistible guerre de course and overwhelming its big ships 
by force of numbers. 

The disappointment in store for this anticipation resulted from three 
defensive developments. The earliest, dating from the late 1870s, was the 
introduction of searchlights—the first shipboard application of electricity — 
an innovation expressly intended to pierce the cover of darkness under 
which torpedo boats were to be most feared. In the following decade came 
the advent of quick-firing 4.7- and 6-inch guns, the former capable of hurling 
fourteen aimed rounds per minute, a single one of which could transform a 
torpedo boat into charred flotsam. Lastly, the 1890s witnessed the appear- 
ance of what was originally and very explicitly denominated the “torpedo- 
boat destroyer,” a fast, low-lying craft, slightly larger than a torpedo boat, 
armed with small quick-firing guns and torpedoes of her own. Entirely un- 
armored, destroyers, as they were soon abbreviated, displaced between 230 
and 500 tons, and raced along at speeds ranging from 27 to 30 knots. By 
century's end, these fierce little ships had combined the offensive role of 
the torpedo boat with the defensive function for which they had been 
conceived. 

In this way the torpedo, which the Jeune Ecole believed would revolu- 
tionize naval warfare, was accommodated within its existing format. In- 
creases in the new weapon's accuracy, range, speed, and payload resulting 
from the installation of gyroscopic steering and the adoption of improved 
propellants and explosives did not alter the balance. Big guns in big ships 
remained decisive, but after 1900 big ships were screened by friendly de- 
stroyers, and the threat of unfriendly destroyers suddenly emerging from 
the night or fog, torpedo tubes at the ready, joined an admiral’s concerns. 
The reality of this threat was demonstrated shortly past midnight on 9 Feb- 
ruary 1904, when an attack (without benefit of a declaration of war) by ten 

Japanese destroyers disabled two battleships and a protected cruiser at an- 
chor in the Russian Far Eastern fleet base at Port Arthur. 

Submarines, destined to become the most destructive of all torpedo 
carriers, made a serious debut on the naval scene about the same time as 

destroyers. The first boat moved by anything other than muscle, Charles 
Bruns’s compressed air-powered Plongeur, had appeared in 1863. Since then 
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a number of more or less experimental craft had been built with a variety 
of mechanical propulsion systems, including steam engines, but none per- 
formed satisfactorily both above water and below. The answer was a dual 
propulsion system, and in 1898 the Irish-American inventor John P. Holland 

installed one in the Holland, the U.S. Navy’s first submarine, which ran on a 

gasoline-fueled internal combustion engine while surfaced and electric bat- 
teries when submerged. Unfortunately, other Holland boats soon purchased 
by the U.S. and European navies showed this pairing to be an imperfect 
solution, as their gasoline engines emitted intoxicating fumes and were in- 
clined to catch fire or explode. Nevertheless, by 1905 the British, French, 

Russian, and U.S. navies each had several boats in commission. As of that 

date, however, their technological limitations and tactical doctrine con- 

signed submarines to the role of coast defense, and they did not enter com- 
bat until the eve of World War I. 

The other underwater weapon, mines, had become an important instru- 

ment of coast and harbor defense. In 1898, Dewey weighed and shrewdly 
rejected the possibility that the Spanish had mined the entrance to Manila 
Bay, but at Santiago de Cuba minefields in the channel separating the U.S. 
North Atlantic Squadron from the Spanish cruiser squadron blockaded there 
enforced a stalemate that endured until the landing of an American army 
propelled the latter into a suicidal sortie. The first high seas minelaying took 
place in the Russo-Japanese War, during which both sides sowed fields in 
waters the other was known to frequent off Port Arthur. In little more than 
a month in the spring of 1904, one Russian and two Japanese battleships 
went down in them. 

At least as important in their impact on war at sea as improvements in 

hardware were the advances in electronic communications. The Atlantic 
cable was successfully laid in 1866, and by the 1880s an undersea network 
connected most of the world’s principal ports. No longer did an exchange of 
messages between an admiral on a distant station and his government de- 
pend on ships that might be months in transit; now virtually instantaneous 
contact with home authorities was as near as the closest cable office. Dewey 
received the momentous order to attack the Spanish squadron in the Phil- 
ippines via a cablegram sent from Washington to Hong Kong. 

Of greater tactical significance was the introduction of wireless com- 
munications, a development resulting primarily from research undertaken 
by the Italian engineer Guglielmo Marconi around 1895. The use of two of 
his sets aboard ship and another ashore during British fleet maneuvers in 
1899 demonstrated that naval radio had become a practical reality, and de- 
spite its relatively limited range—then less than one hundred miles—within 
a few years every major navy had begun installing wireless equipment pro- 
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duced by Marconi or his competitors in its big ships and coastal signal sta- 
tions. For the first time, vessels could talk across the horizon. Their earliest 

opportunity to do so in wartime came during the Russo-Japanese conflict. 
Admiral Togo relied on radio reports from scouts to notify him of the First 
Pacific Squadron’s sorties from Port Arthur and, later, to relay the news of 

the Second Pacific Squadron’s sighting. For their part, the Russians initiated 
the practice of electronic countermeasures by jamming Japanese transmis- 
sions and often detected the approach of enemy ships or formations by 
eavesdropping on their signals traffic. To prevent the Second Pacific Squad- 
ron from betraying its position by the same means, its commander, the un- 
fortunate Admiral Rozhdestvenski, imposed radio silence as it neared Japa- 

nese waters. The blessings of wireless were not unmixed. 
How future battles would be fought long remained a matter of conjec- 

ture. The mighty blow the Erzherzog Ferdinand Max struck the Re d’Italia 
reverberated through three decades, during which many tactical theorists 
held that the coming of steam-driven, armored ships had inaugurated a 
golden age of ramming. That no further fleet actions occurred for more 
than a quarter-century after Lissa only added to the uncertainty. As late as 
the mid-1890s, tactical treatises included detailed discussions of ramming, 

and navies continued to lay down battleships and cruisers with projecting 
ram bows until 1906. 

By that date, however, three battles—the Yalu in 1894, and Manila Bay 

and Santiago in 1898—had revealed that the ram was a weapon whose time 
had come and gone. Tegetthoff had exploited a window of technological 
opportunity before ships’ guns had become powerful enough to disable an 
ironclad charging bows-on. At the Yalu, a Chinese squadron arrayed in a 
wedge-shaped, Lissa-like line abreast was mauled by a Japanese force divided 
into two line-ahead components; at Manila Bay, Dewey’s ships fought in line 
ahead; and at Santiago, the Spanish squadron was gunned down in a spon- 
taneous general chase. The course of these engagements made it clear that 
gunfire delivered from the traditional line-ahead formation would remain 
dominant in naval combat. 

The reaffirmation of the superiority of gunfire made the determination 
of the guns by which and ranges at which that fire could best be delivered 
matters of utmost importance. Toward century’s end, the 12- and 13-inch 
guns in a battleship’s main battery had attained—theoretically—an effective 
range of approximately 10,000 yards (5.7 miles).* Because the resources avail- 
able to the turret officer who controlled their fire consisted of his eyeballs 
and experience alone, however, there was no way these guns could be aimed 

* The miles cited in this and subsequent surveys are statute miles of 5,280 feet. 
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accurately enough to hit a moving target at more than a fraction of that 

distance. In recognition of this limitation, the Royal Navy routinely con- 

ducted battle practice at a range of 1,500 yards (0.85 mile), well within the 

reach of the many smaller guns in a battleship’s secondary battery. Further- 

more, 12-inch guns could fire at most one round per minute, whereas 6-inch 

quick-firers threw from eight to twelve. Conventional thought therefore en- 

visioned relatively close actions in which the enemy would be smothered by 

the sheer volume of fire from the gradiation of guns every big ship carried. 
This was exactly what took place at Manila and Santiago. In both actions, 
U.S. vessels closed to within 2,000 yards (1.1 miles) or less of their oppo- 

nents—and scored approximately 3 percent hits. 
Even before these embarrassing performances, a handful of energetic 

young officers in.the British and American navies had concluded that vast 
improvements could be made in long-range fire control and begun devel- 
oping the techniques and technology to bring them about. Beginning in the 
late 1890s, progress was so rapid that by 1905 the Japanese and Russian na- 
vies, both equipped with identical, British-built Barr & Stroud optical range- 
finders, could fight the Battle of Tsushima at the then-remarkable range of 
5,000 yards (2.8 miles). In a few years, such a range would be regarded as 

virtually point-blank. 
In contrast to the evolution of tactical doctrine, naval strategy received 

what was universally acclaimed as its definitive exposition at one stroke 
when in 1890 an obscure American naval officer, Captain Alfred Thayer 
Mahan, published his study of The Influence of Sea Power upon History, 1660— 
1783. Based on lectures he had delivered at the newly established U.S. Naval 

War College, the book used the seven wars England had waged between the 
given dates against the Dutch Republic and France as test cases to investigate 
the historical significance of sea power—that is, a nation’s aggregate mari- 
time resources—and the strategic principles underlying the effective con- 
duct of war at sea. As Mahan acknowledged, he did not discover anything 
startlingly new; most of his findings had been foreshadowed in professional 
publications during the previous quarter-century, but never before had they 
been marshaled in a grand synthesis. 

Although a succession of publishers improvidently rejected Mahan’s 
manuscript, the reception accorded the work when it finally appeared was 
nothing less than phenomenal. The direct and compelling correlation Ma- 
han drew between sea power, naval power, and national greatness seized 
the attention of naval establishments, political leaders, educators, and editors 

throughout the world. In Britain, where he received honorary degrees from 
Oxford and Cambridge and an invitation to dine with the queen, Mahan’s 
message served as confirmation of the wisdom of a course steered for cen- 
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turies. In Germany and Japan, where translations of his book were dissemi- 
nated under government auspices, as well as in the United States (which he 
viewed as a mighty sea power in embryo), it furnished both a rationale and 
a focus for the naval buildups launched later in the decade. 

Of paramount operational interest was Mahan’s conclusion that the clas- 
sic French strategy of guerre de course, to which the U.S. Navy adhered, had 
proven to be a formula for defeat. No naval war had ever been won by 
sinking merchantmen. The reason Britannia ruled the waves was that its 
navy always sought to destroy or, failing that, bottle up the enemy fleet in 
order to achieve “command of the sea” —a prize whose possessor could use 
the world ocean for its own military and commercial purposes while pre- 
venting its antagonist from doing the same. Any and every other exercise of 
naval power, including the elimination of enemy trade, would thereby be 
assured, and assuming that it was challenged by more than fugitive raiders, 
command of the sea could be secured only by a navy capable of winning 
fleet actions. Obviously, to fulfill that function it must possess vessels as 
powerful as any it might be called upon to engage. In 1890, that meant bat- 
tleships. Thus the Mahanian synthesis not only prescribed the elimination 
of the opposing fleet as the ultimate tactical objective of naval operations, 
but dictated the capital-ship configuration necessary to carry it out. Within 
a few years, these postulates had become the orthodoxy of the naval world.’ 

Throughout the century’s closing decades the Royal Navy retained the 
naval mastery upon which Nelson had set the seal at Trafalgar. Indeed, that 
mastery may be said to have reached its apogee in 1889, when the specter of 
a Franco-Russian alliance led to the adoption of the “two-power standard,” 
according to which the Royal Navy must be maintained at a strength equal 
to that of the two most powerful foreign navies combined—although this 
was actually nothing more than a formal declaration of a policy already 
being pursued. Subsequently, the standard was tacitly expanded to two pow- 
ers, plus 10 percent. Perhaps the greatest discrete display of British naval 
majesty occurred in 1897 at the Diamond Jubilee fleet review celebrating 

Queen Victoria's sixty years on the throne, when thirty miles of warships 
passed in review before the royal yacht, and not a single vessel had been 
recalled from overseas to join in the festivities. Yet in retrospect it would 
become evident that this was an autumnal grandeur. Before another ten 
years went by, the status quo that had seemed frozen in Britain’s favor was 

overturned by the emergence of the three vigorous new naval powers. Ger- 
many signaled its entry into the lists by the passage of long-range naval 
appropriations guaranteed to produce a great fleet. The other two powers 
heralded theirs by victory in battle: the United States at Manila Bay, Japan at 
Tsushima.? 
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NOTES 

1. Shortly before World War I, some of Mahan’s arguments were convinc- 
ingly qualified by the great British naval historian Sir Julian Corbett, who em- 
phasized that in the final analysis events at sea are important only to the extent 
they affect events ashore. Since World War II, his entire thesis has been chal- 
lenged by several critics on several grounds, the principal being that: (1) the 
historical interpretations from which Mahan derived his theories are sometimes 
suspect; (2) Mahan mistakenly imputed universal significance to circumstances 
that were, in fact, peculiar to the period he studied, and that improvements in 
land transport and communications have eliminated the relative advantage he 
ascribed to sea power; and (3) the appearance of the submarine, a vessel imper- 
vious to blockade, made ““command of the sea” a meaningless concept. There is 
more than a little truth in these charges. Command of the sea, for example, 
would never again be quite so commanding once it became possible for a sub- 
marine to sink a capital ship unaware of its proximity. Yet in the century since 
Mahan published his work, no one has presented a comprehensive refutation of 
his basic conclusions. Both world wars were won by navies imbued with his 
doctrine, and the combat role foreseen for the carrier battle groups to which the 

U.S. Navy remains committed is not to attack merchant shipping. 
2. For a thorough examination of the erosion of British preeminence, see 

Paul M. Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of British Naval Mastery (New York: Charles 
Scribner’s Sons, 1976), Chapters 7-8. 
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GEORGE DEWEY 

His Father’s Son 

(1837-1917) 

JouNn F. WuKOVITS 



GEORGE DEWEY WAS BORN IN THE LITTLE TOWN OF 

Montpelier, Vermont, on 26 December 1837, the youngest of three sons. 
Little is known of his mother, Mary Perrin, who succumbed to tuberculosis 

when Dewey was five. His father, Dr. Julius Dewey, formed the main influ- 
ence of his son’s life. A pillar of the community, Dr. Dewey epitomized the 
Puritan spirit of discipline, hard work, and perfectionism.’ Dewey later gave 
much credit for his success to his father, asserting that “To my father’s in- 
fluence in my early training I owe, primarily, all that I have accomplished 
in the world. From him I inherited a vigorous constitution and an active 
temperament.” ? 

That active temperament was not always under control during Dewey’s 
childhood. Dr. Dewey worried that his rebellious son would become a fail- 
ure and constantly prodded young George to make something of himself. 
Later, Dewey would admit that his father’s discipline was “necessary to a 
nature .. . inclined to rebel against sedate surroundings,” but at the time his 
father’s concern had little effect.’ 

Dewey could be particularly troublesome at school, where he earned 
the nickname “the black-eyed cuss.” One new teacher, ninety-pound Z. K. 
Pangborn, quickly discovered that Dewey “was ever looking for trouble, 
and... he resented authority and evinced a sturdy determination not to 
submit to it unless it suited him.” * 

Other teachers had been intimidated by Dewey but, with help from a 
stout cowhide whip, the frail-looking Pangborn quickly brought him into 
line. This audacity so impressed Dewey that when he met Pangborn dur- 
ing the Civil War he confessed, “I shall never cease to be grateful to you. 
You made a man of me. But for that thrashing you gave me in Montpelier, I 
should probably ere this have been in state prison.” ’ 

In 1852 Dr. Dewey sent his high-spirited son to Norwich University, 
a military school. In 1854, Dewey attempted to enter the U.S. Military 
Academy, but since all appointments from Vermont were filled, he enrolled 
with fifty-nine other hopefuls in the Naval Academy. Accompanying his son 
to Annapolis, Dr. Dewey remarked, “George, I’ve done all I can for you. 
The rest you must do for yourself.” Years later Dewey wrote that “This 
advice I have always tried to keep in mind.” ° 

Dewey chafed under the monotonous, rigid system at the academy and 
sought relief from the “endless grind of acquiring knowledge” with pranks, 
earning 113 demerits in his first year. At its end, he ranked thirty-third of his 
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thirty-five remaining classmates. At the same time, another side of Dewey 

appeared. In his free time he conducted Bible classes for local children, a 

seeming contradiction in his character but a sign that the mature Dewey 
was emerging. A more studious Dewey also managed to graduate from the 
academy on 18 June 1858, rising to fifth in the class of fifteen survivors. 

A graduate of Annapolis in those years was required to complete a 
two-year cruise before receiving his commission. Dewey’s first assignment 
was on the steam frigate Wabash, the flagship of the Mediterranean Squad- 
ron. Dewey relished the experience. Since young naval officers were eagerly 
sought as escorts for the daughters of ambassadors and court officials, 

Dewey was assured of pleasant company wherever the Wabash anchored. 
He always believed that these early years constituted “the happiest period 
that comes to a naval officer’s career.”’” 

Upon completion of the cruise, Dewey returned to the academy to take 
the examination required for promotion to the rank of lieutenant. He passed 
handily and received his commission in April 1861, at the age of twenty- 
three. Dewey rejoiced that this accomplishment would show his father that 
he had, indeed, “done ‘the rest’ reasonably well.” ® He would continue to be 

driven to higher achievements by the words and memory of his father. 
Dewey’s post-commissioning leave was cut short when Confederate 

shells over Fort Sumter threw the nation into the Civil War. Dewey was 
aboard the old steam frigate Mississippi as executive officer when she joined 
the Northern blockade in the Gulf of Mexico in May 1861. 

Dewey first saw action at New Orleans, where he served under sixty- 
year-old Captain David Farragut. New Orleans was rumored to be impreg- 
nable. Below the city, two imposing forts, Jackson and St. Philip, com- 
manded the Mississippi at a bend in the channel. Brigadier General J. O. 
Barnard, who had constructed Fort St. Philip, warned Farragut that he must 
take both works before he could assault New Orleans. Farragut decided to 
ignore this advice and lead his fleet directly past the forts to New Orleans 
itself? 

This bold decision left an abiding impression on the youthful Dewey. 
“Like Grant, Farragut always went ahead,” wrote Dewey later. “Instead of 
worrying about the strength of the enemy, he made the enemy worry about 
his own strength.” ’° 

On the night of 24 April 1862, Farragut led his ships up the river to 
victory. During the battle Dewey noticed an irregular-shaped object bearing 
down on the Mississippi. It was the Confederate ram Manassas. With no time 
to consult the captain, Dewey immediately ordered the helm hard astar- 
board. The ram struck her a glancing blow, but major damage was avoided 
by Dewey’s adroit handling of the ship.” 
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Dewey had found in Farragut his role model, “my ideal of the naval 
officer.” He learned from Farragut to become immersed in every aspect of 
a battle, in both its planning and its execution. Farragut’s personal bravery 
enthralled Dewey, particularly when he saw Farragut standing in his ship’s 
rigging, barking out orders to other ships, “his face eager with victory . . . 
and his eyes snapping. . . . I shall never forget that glimpse of him.” When 
Farragut ignored rumors of powerful enemy defenses near New Orleans, 
Dewey learned to be skeptical of reports of enemy strength. As Dewey 
recalled, “as so often happens, the enemy in reality was not anything like 
so powerful as rumor had made him.” * This was true of New Orleans. It 
would be true in Manila thirty-six years later. 

Farragut always took the initiative, a trait implanted in Dewey when a 
young officer failed to ram an escaping Confederate ship because he was 
“waiting orders.” In Dewey’s presence, Farragut stared at the unfortunate 
officer and slowly replied, “Young man, you had the opportunity to make 
a great name for yourself in your profession, but you missed it. I doubt that 
you will ever get another.” ” 

Farragut set such an example that Dewey wrote in his Autobiography: 
“Whenever I have been in a difficult situation, or in the midst of such a 

confusion of details that the simple and right thing to do seemed hazy, I 
have often asked myself, “What would Farragut do?’ . . . Valuable as the 

training of Annapolis was, it was poor schooling beside that of serving under 
Farragut in time of war.” “ 

On 14 March 1863, Dewey participated in the action off Port Hudson, 
a Confederate stronghold on the Mississippi. The Mississippi ran aground 
through a river pilot’s error and had to be abandoned under heavy fire. To 
ensure that the crews of three lifeboats returned through the fire to gather 
more survivors, Dewey jumped into one of the boats and, at gunpoint, 
forced the terrified sailors to row back and forth until everyone had been 
saved. 

Although Dewey earned high praise from his captain, he was concerned 
that his actions might have been misinterpreted. As executive officer, he was 
supposed to remain at his post until all but the captain and he were safely 
off. Had he been killed while in the lifeboat, others might think “T had left 
my ship in distress. ... This would not be pleasant reading for my father up 
in Vermont. He would no longer think that I had done the ‘rest’ reasonably 
well.” Dewey considered this “the most anxious moment of my career.” 

A different type of job awaited Dewey in the fall of 1864 when he was 
assigned executive officer of the Colorado, a ship plagued with inefficiency, 
lack of discipline, and low morale. Dewey’s task was to form her crew of 
seven hundred men into a cohesive unit. 
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When he arrived, more than one hundred of the Colorado’s crewmen 

were in irons for disciplinary reasons and officers were being verbally abused 
by the remainder. After much of the crew failed to appear at “all hands” the 
first morning, Dewey stormed below, tipping the sleepers out of their ham- 
mocks. Most of them joined their shipmates on deck, but a small group led 
by an enormous seaman named Webster ignored Dewey’s orders. 

Dewey realized that “It was a case of my being master, or the rough 
element being master,” and decided the group would collapse if its strongest 
member was eliminated. He ordered Webster put in irons and kept below.’* 

A few days later Webster broke free and began smashing bottles against 
the bulkheads, swearing that he would kill the first man who descended 

the ladder. Dewey grabbed a revolver, stepped to the ladder, and shouted, 
“Webster, this is Mr. Dewey, the executive officer. 1 am coming down, and 
Webster you may be sure of this: if you raise a finger against me, I shall kill 
you.” Before Webster could reply, Dewey raced down the ladder and forced 
him to surrender. Dewey wrote that this “soon brought a change over the 
ship.” ’” Like his ninety-pound teacher, Mr. Pangborn, Dewey eliminated a 
problem by attacking its core. 

Dewey profited from his Civil War experiences. He served as executive 
officer of six different ships and participated in four major campaigns, earn- 
ing a promotion to lieutenant commander by the age of twenty-eight. More 
importantly, Dewey had scrutinized officers in combat and learned from 
both the superb and the inept. 

George Dewey now entered into a thirty-year span that was largely 
filled with personal and professional frustrations. On 27 October 1867, he 

married Susan Boardman Goodwin, the daughter of New Hampshire Gov- 
ernor Ichabod Goodwin. The Deweys spent three happy years at Annapolis, 
where Dewey supervised the fourth classmen. Shortly before Christmas, 
1872, Susan gave birth to George Goodwin Dewey, but she never recovered 
from a difficult labor and died five days later. Her loss demolished Dewey. 
For the rest of his life, he carried her picture in his watch case." 

The years between the Civil War and the Spanish-American War were 
frustrating for ambitious young naval officers. The powerful Civil War navy 
quickly faded into insignificance. Naval innovations were largely ignored 
until the 1880s and U.S. naval power plunged to twelfth in the world, below 
Chile. Moreover, the huge surplus of officers generated by the Civil War 
made promotion agonizingly slow. Some officers chose to leave the navy, 
but Dewey stayed on, taking hope from the knowledge that “While you are 
on the active list there is always a chance for action.” 

Long periods of lighthouse inspections and monotonous map surveying 
were broken by a few moments of excitement during which Dewey gave 
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glimpses of the leader he was becoming. On his first cruise as commander 
of his own ship, Dewey steamed the Narragansett into the Gulf of Califor- 
nia for survey work. While there, Spanish authorities seized the American- 
registered ship Virginius for smuggling guns into Cuba. When three Ameri- 
can crew members were executed, war fever spiraled in the United States. 
Dewey's officers moaned that they were stuck on the Pacific coast while 
any possible action would occur in the Atlantic, but Dewey quickly brushed 
aside their complaints. “On the contrary, we shall be very much in it. If war 
with Spain is declared, the Narragansett will take Manila.” *° His bold words 
became mute when Spanish authorities agreed to indemnify the American 
families. 

The United States emerged from its naval doldrums in the 1880s to be- 
gin work on a new navy. Congress appropriated funds for the first modern 
ships built since the Civil War, three steel-hulled cruisers and a dispatch boat, 
in 1883. Sixteen battleships and armored cruisers followed in the late 1880s 

and early 1890s. 

Right in the middle stood Dewey. As the chief of the Bureau of Equip- 
ment (1889-93) and president of the Board of Inspection and Survey (1895- 

97), he was near the centers of rebuilding and the people behind the navy’s 
growth. Since the Board of Inspection and Survey tested and approved all 
new construction, Dewey acquired firsthand knowledge of the most ad- 
vanced ships. The lean years that had followed the Civil War appeared to 
be ending, and Dewey, who had slowly advanced to commander in 1872 
and captain in 1884, finally reached the permanent rank of commodore on 
23 May 1896.” 

Yet, as the new commodore traveled with an old classmate through the 
hills of his beloved Vermont in the summer of 1896, serious doubts weighed 

on his mind. He remarked that while his classmate, a judge, had achieved 
prominence, he had worked hard in the navy for an entire career with little 
to show for it. He then bared his soul. 

I don’t want war, but without it there is little opportunity for a naval man 
to distinguish himself. There will be no war before I retire from the Navy, 

and I'll simply join the great majority of naval men, and be known in 
history only by consulting the records of the Navy Department, as 
“George Dewey, who entered the Navy in 1854 and retired as rear admiral 
at the age limit.” 

Only four years remained until his retirement, yet events were transpir- 
ing that would thrust the unknown George Dewey into worldwide recog- 
nition. What appeared to be the twilight of his career would turn out to be 
its highlight. 
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American sympathy for the revolution against Spanish colonial rule that 
broke out in Cuba in 1895 had produced a steady deterioration in the rela- 
tions between the United States and Spain. As conditions worsened, creating 

the possibility of war, command of the Asiatic Squadron appealed to a num- 
ber of officers, since it would conduct any attack on Spain’s other great island 
colony, the Philippines. One influential figure believed that Dewey would 
be ideal for the post. Assistant Secretary of the Navy Theodore Roosevelt 
wanted an aggressive commander on the scene, and in his opinion Dewey 
“was a man who could be relied upon to prepare in advance and to 
act fearlessly and on his own responsibility when the emergency arose.” ” 
Roosevelt and Dewey, with the assistance of Vermont Senator Redfield 

Proctor, applied pressure on President William McKinley, who, in October 
1897, ordered Secretary of the Navy John D. Long to appoint Dewey as 
commander of the Asiatic Squadron. 

Dewey wasted no time preparing for his departure. Finding the infor- 
mation on the Philippines in Naval Intelligence files outdated, he gathered 
every bit of reading material he could find. To alleviate a severe ammunition 
shortage that was not due to be corrected for six months, he arranged for 
ammunition to be loaded on the gunboat Concord, scheduled to join the 
Asiatic Squadron in February, while additional munitions were earmarked 
for the cruiser Baltimore, set to join him in March. Since the Baltimore actu- 
ally arrived in the Far East a mere forty-eight hours before news of war 
reached Dewey, his farsightedness in arranging speedier delivery of ammu- 
nition proved of vital importance. Even with it, Dewey’s ships steamed into 
battle with their magazines half empty.” 

After crossing the Pacific Dewey boarded his flagship, the protected 
cruiser Olympia, in Yokohama on 2 January 1898. The next month, as soon 

as munitions from the recently arrived Concord had been transferred to his 
flagship, Dewey steamed to Hong Kong to be closer to the Philippines. 

A telegram from Secretary Long awaited him when he arrived in Hong 
Kong on 17 February, informing him of the destruction of the battleship 
Maine in Havana, Cuba. Eight days later a bolder telegram followed from 
Roosevelt, who was running the Navy Department in Long’s absence, or- 
dering Dewey to concentrate his squadron in Hong Kong and prepare for 
offensive operations. 

By 22 April, when the Baltimore and Raleigh arrived, Dewey’s squadron 
was assembled. It consisted of six naval vessels—the protected cruisers Olym- 
pia, Baltimore, Boston, and Raleigh, and the gunboats Concord and Petrel—plus 
the lightly armed revenue service cutter McCulloch, which had been attached 
as an auxiliary. Together, the six warships displaced 19,098 tons and carried 
1,456 officers and men. The Boston, commissioned in 1887, was the only ves- 
sel more than ten years old. To carry supplies, Dewey purchased the col- 
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11. The USS Olympia in 1899, with Dewey’s pennant at the main. “Protected cruisers” such 
as this were unarmored except for a deck at the waterline to shield their interiors from plung- 
ing fire. Commissioned in 1895, the Olympia displaced 5,586 tons, carried a crew of 411, and 

had a speed of 20 knots. Her main battery consisted of four 8-inch guns. Today she is pre- 
served at Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. (Library of Congress photograph, U.S. Naval Institute 
Photographic Collection.) 

lier Nanshan and steamer Zafiro, and cleverly registered them as unarmed 
American merchant vessels. This enabled the ships to enter neutral ports 
during wartime to purchase coal and other necessities. Dewey's attention to 
seemingly minor details, in emulation of Farragut, guaranteed supplies for 
his force. Dewey then ordered each ship drydocked, overhauled, and painted 
dull gray.” 

Dewey enlisted the aid of Oscar F. Williams, the American consul in 

Manila, to acquire information about Spanish preparations to defend the 
Philippines. Before leaving his post for Hong Kong on 23 April, Williams 
informed Dewey that six new guns had been installed on the island of Cor- 
regidor. Eager for further information, Dewey ordered his aide to dress in 
civilian clothes and, posing as a traveler interested in nautical affairs, visit 
ships as they arrived in Hong Kong from Manila.”* 
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Whatever information Dewey received was shared with his staff. Ensign 
Hugh Rodman, who admired Dewey’s thoroughness much as Dewey ad- 
mired Farragut’s, stated that “every contingency which might arise was con- 
sidered and studied, and plans made to meet each one, so that when the 

time actually came to engage the enemy’s fleet, we had a prearranged plan 
which fitted the case perfectly.” ”” 

Attacking Manila would not be easy. Because Dewey was seven thou- 
sand miles from the nearest American dockyard, damaged vessels would be 
as good as sunk, while the Spanish could easily make repairs at their own 
base facilities. Simply entering Manila Bay could be disastrous. The small 
islands of Corregidor and Caballo divide the ten-mile-wide entrance to the 
bay into two channels. The channel, two miles in width, north of Corregidor 

was called Boca Chica; the passage south of Caballo was known as Boca 
Grande. A rock formation named E] Fraile halfway between Caballo and the 
shore further narrowed the southern channel. The Spanish placed powerful 
guns at Corregidor, and less potent batteries at Caballo and El Fraile. Dew- 
ey’s force would have to steam directly past these guns.** 

Rumors flooded Hong Kong that the Spanish had mounted powerful 
guns at Manila and laid extensive minefields in the mouth of the bay. Consul 
Williams reported that the Boca Grande was mined, but Dewey discounted 
the rumors as a bluff by his foe. He was convinced the deep water and strong 
currents would make mining impractical, while the tropical waters would 
rapidly corrode the wiring of any mines. Remembering Farragut, Dewey 
decided to ignore the threat. His country expected him to attack, and attack 
he would.” 

Manila stood thirty miles beyond the bay’s entrance. The strongest 
Spanish batteries were emplaced there. They included four 9.4-inch guns 
that could outrange Dewey’s 8-inchers. Six miles southwest of Manila, 
Sangley Point jutted into the bay, forming the smaller Cafiacao Bay. Where 
Sangley Point and the mainland met stood the arsenal of Cavite. 

Spanish authorities had long known that Dewey’s objective was Manila. 
The Spanish naval commander, Admiral Don Patricio Montojo y Pasarén, 

would have preferred to await Dewey in Subic Bay, thirty miles to the north, 
where fire from his ships could envelop Dewey’s fleet as it entered the nar- 
row channel. Fortunately for Dewey, the Spanish administration was slow 
to develop base facilities there, forcing Montojo to make his stand in Ma- 

nila Bay.*° 

Montojo’s only advantage lay in the big guns near Manila, but he dis- 
carded it before the battle by positioning his squadron in Cafiacao Bay. Con- 
vinced that he had little chance of defeating Dewey with the weak force at 
his disposal, he hoped to spare Manila an American bombardment. He also 
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believed that the relatively shallow waters off Cavite would improve his 
men’s chances of saving themselves after their ships went down.?! 

Montojo arranged his seven ships—the unprotected cruiser Reina Chris- 
tina (flag), the elderly wooden cruiser Castilla, the small cruisers Isla de Cuba, 

Isla de Luzon, Don Antonio de Ulloa, and Don Juan de Austria, and the gunboat 

Marqués del Duero—in a crescent-shaped line, from east to west inside Cafi- 
acao Bay. Four other gunboats, some of whose guns had been landed, were 
placed behind Cavite, out of harm’s way. At a total of 11,689 tons, his squad- 

ron’s displacement was approximately one-half that of Dewey’s. Montojo’s 
force was also greatly inferior in firepower, mounting only thirty-one guns 
above 4.7-inch, and none longer than 6.2-inch, against Dewey’s fifty-three, 

which included ten 8-inchers.” 
On 24 April, Secretary Long telegraphed Dewey that “War has com- 

menced between the United States and Spain. Proceed at once to the Phil- 
ippines. Commence operations against the Spanish squadron. You must 
capture or destroy. Use utmost endeavors.” That same day the governor of 
Hong Kong requested that, since the United States was now at war with 
Spain, Dewey remove his ships from the harbor. As Dewey led his squadron 
to sea, few observers gave the Americans much of a chance. One British 
official remarked, “A fine set of fellows, but unhappily we shall never see 
them again.” * :, 

Dewey steamed for Mirs Bay, thirty-five miles north of Hong Kong, 
where he put his men through additional training and distributed ammuni- 
tion from the recently arrived Baltimore. When Consul Williams arrived 
from Manila on 26 April, he informed Dewey that guns had been mounted 
near Manila and at Cavite, Corregidor, and Caballo, and that the channel 

between Corregidor and the mainland was mined. Dewey decided to attack 
at once, for “the more aggressive and prompt our action the smaller would 
be our losses and the sooner peace would come.” The next day, traveling in 
two columns at a speed of 8 knots, Dewey’s squadron set out for Manila, 620 
miles away.” 

Battle and damage-control drills kept the crews busy as the force slowly 
moved toward the Philippines, and sailors searched their ships to throw 
overboard anything made of wood to reduce fire and splinter hazards. To 
boost morale, Dewey asked Williams to address the Olympia’s crew. The 
consul delivered a fiery speech in which he recounted Spanish threats to his 
life and insults to the American flag. He also read from a proclamation 
issued by the Spanish military governor on 23 April disparaging Dewey’s 
squadron for “possessing neither instruction nor discipline” and predicting 
that Spain “will emerge triumphantly from this new test, humiliating and 
blasting the adventurers from those States.” According to witnesses, this 
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22. The Battle of Manila Bay, 1 May 1898. (A) The Boston and Concord are detached to recon- 
noitre Subic Bay. (B) Dewey discovers and engages the Spanish squadron anchored off San- 
gley Point. 

was greeted with a “roar of derisive laughter,” and when Williams finished, 
“every mother’s son of us cheered and cursed the Spaniards.” * 

His fleet was ready; his men were in fighting trim. But as Dewey inched 
closer to his objective unsettling questions nagged at him. Because he was 
so far from American base facilities, he could ill afford to lose or even eke 
out a marginal victory. A triumph was required. Though Dewey was confi- 
dent, he conceded that “The prevailing impression among even the military 
class in . . . [Hong Kong] was that our squadron was going to certain 
destruction.” *° 

As the squadron neared the Philippines, Dewey detached the Boston and 
Concord to scout Subic Bay. At 3:30 p.m. on 30 April they signaled that no 
enemy force was present there, causing a relieved Dewey to exclaim, “Now 
we have them!” ”” 

Ahead lay Manila Bay. Dewey could not count on surprise, because the 
Spanish knew when he left Hong Kong and could estimate the time of his 
arrival. This meant the seventeen Spanish guns guarding the bay’s entrance 
could pose serious problems. Particularly worrisome were the six guns on 
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Caballo and El Fraile, which would be able to fire on Dewey’s force for 
fifteen agonizing minutes as it steamed by, a mere mile and a half away.” 

Dewey announced his final plans at a captains’ conference on board the 
Olympia. Rather than wait for daylight, he would lead the fleet through the 
entrance that very night, hoping to catch the Spanish off guard. He surmised 
the Spanish would act on the basis of what they would do if they were in his 
situation, and he believed that they would never consider entering an un- 

lighted, unfamiliar fortified bay at night.* 
Dewey planned to head the line in the Olympia. When his nephew, Lieu- 

tenant William Winder, suggested a supply ship lead the way to detonate 
any possible mines, Dewey brushed aside the notion. “Billy, I have waited 
sixty years for this opportunity. Mines or no mines, I am leading the squad- 
ron in myself.” He ended the conference with one simple order: “Follow 
the motions and movements of the flagship.” 

Admiral Farragut was very much with Dewey as the Asiatic Squadron 
approached Manila Bay. In his Autobiography, Dewey admitted that he asked 
himself what Farragut would do if he were in his place. “In the course of 
preparations for Manila Bay I often asked myself this question, and I confess 
that I was thinking of him the night that we entered the Bay, and with the 
conviction that I was doing precisely what he would have done.” *! 

At 9:45 P.M., the crews were called to quarters. All lights were extin- 
guished except for a small stern beacon for the ships following. Wearing 
a tropical white uniform and golf cap, Dewey assumed the position on 
the Olympia’s flying bridge that he would maintain throughout the battle. 
Correspondent Joseph L. Stickney, a former naval officer whom Dewey 
had taken along as an unofficial aide, noted that “the quiet man on the 
bridge . . . was as unmoved, apparently, as though he were sailing into a 
peaceful harbor.” * Around midnight, the American force entered the Boca 
Grande in a single column one-half mile north of El Fraile and two miles 
south of Caballo. Everyone tensed, waiting for the black stillness to erupt in 
a flurry of Spanish shells. 

The first ships passed through safely, but at 12:17 a.M. on 1 May the last 
two, the Concord and Boston, drew fire from 4.7-inch guns on El Fraile. Three 

shells splashed harmlessly in the water, and the ships’ return fire silenced 
the enemy position. 

Dewey’s surprise move had succeeded. His ships had entered the bay 
and were free to search for the Spanish fleet. The force continued slowly 
toward Manila so as to arrive at daylight. Except for two mines that exploded 
ahead of the Olympia, the journey was uneventful. Around 4:00 a.M., crews 

downed coffee and hardtack at their stations. Shortly after, Dewey headed 
for Sangley Point when he saw that the Spanish fleet was not anchored near 
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Manila and its 226 guns. His final order before the battle sent the Nanshan, 
Zafiro, and McCulloch to a remote section of the bay to avoid damage.” 

The Olympia was followed into battle by the Baltimore, Raleigh, Petrel, 

Concord, and Boston, in that order. The initial Spanish shells boomed out at 
5:15 A.M., causing Dewey to close up his column. Moving steadily at eight 
knots toward Cavite, he tightened the formation to two hundred-yard in- 
tervals between ships as Lieutenant C. G. Calkins, the Olympia’s navigator, 
called out the rapidly decreasing range.“ 

For almost thirty minutes Spanish batteries blasted away while Dewey 
headed directly toward them. They scored no hits, but according to a cor- 
respondent “the strain on the nerves of the crew during this time was in- - 
tense; at any moment a dozen or more men might be scattered about the 
decks, dead or dying.” “* When the range fell to five thousand yards, Dewey 
turned his ships to the west to parallel the shore line. Leaning over the 
pilothouse, he uttered a phrase that has been celebrated in American history. 
At 5:40 he calmly told Captain Charles V. Gridley, “You may fire when you 
are ready, Gridley.” An 8-inch shell from the Olympia signaled the squadron 
to open fire.*° 

The American ships began the first of five two-mile runs across the front 
of the Spanish squadron. After the first pass, Dewey decreased the range to 
three thousand yards. The three leading cruisers concentrated their fire on 
Montojo’s flagship, the Reina Christina. Huge geysers erupted around each 
American ship as Spanish guns attempted to find the range. Though one 
shell splashed water on the Olympia and ripped a chunk of wood from the 
deck near Dewey, the Spanish fire was ineffectual. Lieutenant Bradley Fiske 
compared the squadron’s maneuvers to “a performance that had been very 
carefully rehearsed. The ships went slowly and regularly, seldom or never 
getting out of their relative position. . . .” The hours of rigorous training 
Dewey put his men through in Hong Kong were paying dividends.“ 

Around 7:00 a.M., the Reina Christina charged the Olympia, hoping to 
swing the battle toward Spain. American fire quickly stopped this futile 
move. By 7:30 the ship was a battered wreck with half her crew wounded or 

dead, forcing Montojo to transfer his flag to another vessel. 
On the fourth pass Dewey learned the bay was deeper than his charts 

showed, so he closed to under two thousand yards. Although this brought 
him within range of additional Spanish guns, he was willing to take the risk 
in order to inflict maximum damage with his limited ammunition.“® 

At 7:30 Captain Gridley informed Dewey there were only fifteen rounds 
of ammunition remaining for the Olympia’s 5-inch guns. This news, “as star- 
tling as it was unexpected,” staggered Dewey, since he had no resupply. The 
Spanish, though taking a serious beating, still seemed to be firing shells in 
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quantities “as ample as ours was limited.” Dewey had little choice but to 
order all ships back for an assessment of the situation. Stickney gazed at the 
surprised looks about him. “I do not exaggerate in the least that as we hauled 
off into the bay, the gloom on the bridge of the Olympia was thicker than a 
London fog in November.” *” To mask the real reason for the withdrawal, 
the crews were told the squadron was moving back for breakfast. Most men 
wanted to continue the battle. One pleaded with his commander, “For 

God’s sake, Captain, don’t let us stop now! To hell with breakfast!” ”° 
Dewey soon discovered the low ammunition reports were erroneous. 

Fifteen was the number of 5-inch rounds that the Olympia had fired, not the 
number she had left. Eighty-five remained to resume the fight. Captains 
reported they had suffered little damage to their ships, and only eight men, 
all on the Baltimore, had been wounded. 

When Dewey returned to action at 11:16 a.M., only the Ulloa and the 

Sangley Point batteries were able to fight back. While the Baltimore concen- 
trated on the shore batteries, the rest of the forces targeted the Ulloa and 

quickly sank her. Since the guns at Sangley Point could not be depressed to 
bear at a range of under two thousand yards, the American ships cruised 
safely by the point, pummeling the batteries until a white flag appeared at 
Cavite at 12:15 P.M. By 12:30 the battle was over.*! 

Dewey’s squadron had won a crushing victory. All seven of Montojo’s 
ships had been destroyed, 161 of their crewmen killed and 210 wounded. No 
American vessels had been seriously damaged and only nine men wounded. 
With the war less than one week old, Spanish naval power had been elimi- 
nated from the Pacific. When Dewey assembled his officers in his cabin to 
thank them afterward he added, “Gentlemen, a higher power than we has 
won this battle today.” * 

The very one-sidedness of the victory led a few skeptics to question 
Dewey's achievement. Dewey encountered this attitude shortly after the 
battle and commented, “I suppose it would have been a greater victory if, 
when I drew off for breakfast during battle, I had concluded, ‘Nobody killed 

yet—must have somebody killed or people won't think we were in a fight,’ 
and I had sent in one ship as a target unsupported by the fire of others.” The 
purpose of battle is to win while minimizing casualties. Dewey succeeded in 
doing both. Sustaining heavier losses would not have made him a greater 
admiral, simply a bloodier one.” 

Because Dewey ordered the Manila-Hong Kong cable cut to sever 
Spanish communications, word of his victory did not reach the United States 
until 7 May. The American people erupted in wild displays of patriotism, 
elevating Dewey and his sailors to instant hero status. Children were named 
“Dewey” and Dewey hats, canes, spoons, paperweights, and chewing gum 
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called “Dewey’s Chewies” flooded store shelves. Congress honored Dewey 
on 16 May, increasing the authorized number of rear admirals from six to 
seven specifically to allow for his promotion. Ten months later it appointed 
him Admiral. of the Navy, a unique rank never before or since bestowed 
upon an American naval officer, with the right of either remaining on active 
duty until death or retiring at full salary.” 

In the Philippines Dewey had little time to celebrate, for although Mon- 
tojo’s squadron had been destroyed, the Spanish still held Manila. Dewey 
could take the city at any time, but he informed Washington that he needed 
more men to hold it. On 2 May he moved his squadron to a protected an- 
chorage at Cavite, outside the range of Manila’s guns, where he remained 
for the rest of his campaign. 

In mid-June Washington informed Dewey that a fleet under Rear Ad- 
miral Manuel de la Camara had sailed from Spain for the Far East. At least 
on paper, this force was superior to Dewey’s, but whatever threat it posed 
soon passed. In July, the U.S. North Atlantic Squadron destroyed the cruiser 
squadron Spain had sent to the Caribbean at the Battle of Santiago de Cuba 
and Camara’s fleet was recalled to defend Spanish home waters against the 
eventuality of an American attack.* 

The Germans posed another problem for Dewey. Hoping to fill part of 
the power vacuum in the Philippines, Germany sent a force under Vice Ad- 
miral Otto von Diederichs to Manila. From May to August, the stronger 
German squadron flouted international customs pertaining to blockaded 
ports. Dewey was so enraged that one correspondent found him preparing 
plans “if we should have to fight the Germans.” ** 

In June and July a total of six thousand American soldiers arrived to 

occupy Manila. Dewey now felt strong enough to assert his rights as block- 
ade commander and told a German officer in blunt terms that “if Germany 
wants war, all right, we are ready.” When no other foreign power present 
in Manila supported von Diederichs, he agreed to a compromise that de- 
fused the situation.” 

For all intents and purposes, Dewey’s role at Manila ended when Ameri- 
can troops took possession of the city on 13 August 1898. He remained at his 
post while peace negotiations dragged on, but on 20 May 1899, one year and 
twenty days after he arrived, an exhausted Dewey finally left the Philippines, 
telling a reporter, “I am not sorry to leave. I could not stand the care and 
responsibility much longer.” * 

A spectacular reception awaited America’s greatest war hero at New 
York. More ammunition was expended to welcome Dewey than he had fired 
at Manila Bay. The city’s newspapers collected 70,000 dimes from school- 
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children to melt into a huge loving cup. Poems appeared in hundreds of 
newspapers memorializing the admiral’s exploits. The festivities culminated 
on 30 September with a tumultuous parade in which 35,000 marchers, led by 

President William McKinley, swept down Fifth Avenue. Seats at building 
windows providing a panoramic view sold for $500.00.” 

Dewey disliked the fuss made over him, writing his son that he planned 
“to get out of everything I can.” But one experience pleased him. Stepping 
ashore from the Olympia at New York, Dewey happily noticed many of his 
relatives in the crowd. He turned to correspondent Frederick Palmer and 
gleefully said, “Now I know they think George has cut some figure in the 
world.” ° 

Dewey's popularity plunged when he married Mildred McLean Hazen, 
a widowed Washington socialite, on 9 November 1899. The public idol was 

now someone else’s private companion, and as a popular chronicler of the 
times wrote, “it was as if the American public had elected itself to be Ad- 

miral Dewey’s bride; and as if the admiral had committed bigamy.” 
Public displeasure increased when the press disclosed that a beautiful 

Washington home, purchased for the admiral through popular subscription, 
had been willed by Dewey to his new wife. Dewey only wanted to ensure 
that his son received the home upon his death, but local laws required he 
first will it to his wife. By the time a correction was printed, Dewey’s image 
had been further tarnished.” 

At the same time speculation persisted that Dewey would run for presi- 
dent in 1900. Had a convention been held immediately after his return from 
the Philippines, he might have been nominated by acclamation. But Dewey 
was not as imposing now. He added to his woes on 3 April 1900, when he 

told a reporter that “I am convinced that the office of the President is not 
such a very difficult one to fill, his duties being mainly to execute the laws 
of Congress.” Heavy criticism swamped Dewey for what a correspondent 
called “one of the most naive declarations ever given out by any man who 
had even the briefest part in American politics.” When he stuck his other 
foot in his mouth on 6 May by admitting he had never voted, Dewey’s short- 
lived candidacy collapsed.” 

For the rest of his life Dewey fortunately returned to the area where he 
had exhibited greatness—naval command. Except for a brief stint of sea duty 
during the Venezuelan crisis in 1902-1903, Dewey spent the remainder of 
his career behind a desk. On 13 March 1900, he became the first president of 

the General Board of the Navy, the first organization set up to plan for war 
during peacetime and an influential factor in shaping future naval policy. 
His name and prestige lent weight to its work.” 
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Dewey’s health declined in 1913 when he suffered a minor stroke. Al- 
though he recovered, he was never the same. On 11 January 1917, piercing 
chest and back pains struck the admiral. On 16 January, he addressed his 
father in delirium, “I hope, father, you think I have done well. I hope you 
are proud of me, father.” At 5:36 p.m., Dewey passed away.” 

Dewey’s body lay in state under the Capitol dome, an honor accorded 
few public figures. Pinned to the breast of his uniform was a single decora- 
tion—the first campaign medal authorized by the U.S. Congress. Inscribed 
around a picture of a gunner stripped for action it bore the simple words, 

IN MEMORY OF THE VICTORY OF MANILA BAY.*® 
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HEIHACHIRO TOGO 

Japan’s Nelson 

(1848-1934) 

E. STUART KIRBY 



ADMIRAL HEIHACHIRO TOGO! PLAYED A GREAT PART IN JAPAN’S 

transition from feudal seclusion to the status of a modern great power. Re- 
vered in his own country, esteemed worldwide for his naval competence, 

purposefulness, and highmindeness, he has been dubbed “the Nelson of 
Japan.” That tag is far from unmerited, but it must be qualified. The two 
men were of different epochs: Nelson of the Age of Sail, of the “wooden 

walls of Old England” and its “hearts of oak,” Togo of that of steam and 
steel, of the Industrial Revolution that brought Japan preeminence in the 
Far East. In this latter process Togo waged and won the first major war at 
sea on modern lines. The circumstances in which the two men acted and 
the patterns of their campaigns were thus fundamentally different. 

So were their characters and temperaments—except for common stan- 
dards of professional ability and ethical values. Certainly, Togo regarded Nel- 
son as his greatest model for strategy and organization. But Nelson figures, 
in contemporary terms, romantically; for the novelist or moviemaker, as 

a real-life Horatio Hornblower, colorful, dashing, inspirational. Togo was 

contrastingly staid, conformist not only in personal life but in political and 
service outlook, and very much a family man. He was a paragon of thor- 
oughness and persistence, a sea dog primarily by virtue of doggedness. He 
was always fully prepared as to training, alertness to technical and other 
alternatives and opportunities, their optimal utilization, and the collection 
and use of intelligence; as well as being chivalrous, humane, beloved by his 
men and all his people. Finally, it must be noted that the designation of Togo 
as “Japan's Nelson” is of British, not Japanese, provenance. Indeed, a Japa- 
nese text on European history would explain that Nelson was “the Togo of 
England.” 

Togo’s career, unlike that of many men at arms, contains no dramatic 

turning points. It was, in present-day terminology, more of an exponential 
rise. This, too, is a generalization that must be qualified. As will be seen 
below, he erred on occasion, at least in the sense of failing to follow up 
tactical openings, but he was quick to learn from such mistakes. And, per 
contra, in his greatest victory he took a spectacular, original, and decisive 
turn (in the literal sense of the word). Also, he was not lacking in “dash,” 

and did in fact exercise on occasion such a Nelsonian touch as turning a 
blind eye to ill-advised signals—metaphorically, of course, as Togo was full- 
sighted. Basically, however, his posture was complete preparedness and full 
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planning. A crowning illustration is that of the time when a second Russian 
fleet was approaching Japanese waters in 1905. Togo had a detailed plan, 
anticipating all possible contingencies, to intercept the Russians at five pos- 

sible points between southwestern Japan and their final destination, Vladi- 
vostok. The first two of these proved unsuitable, owing to the disposition of 
the enemy ships, and their slowness, which put them at target points mainly 
at night. At the third, Togo had his smashing success, rendering the fourth 
and fifth superfluous. 

It is in those perspectives that the biography must be presented. And in 
one more: namely, that while Togo is world-renowned for his destruction 
of the czarist fleet, this was actually only the third of four phases in his long 
career, each of which has historical importance. The first was that of his 
origins and setting in the fateful emergence of Japan as a modern nation. 
The second was his rapid rise and experience in naval service. And a fourth 
was to follow: Togo continued to serve his country as an elder statesman 
for practically a quarter of a century after the defeat of Russia. It is tempting 
to invoke again the comparison with Nelson by imagining him returning 
alive from Trafalgar and—another extreme assumption—being morally and 
otherwise acceptable enough to the Establishment to be entrusted with 
great affairs of state. The realistically cynical historian might well conclude 
that Nelson would have done as badly as Wellington actually did. Togo, on 
the other hand, was deemed eminently suitable and rendered solid service, 
though in his last years (1931-34) he was very old and unable to counter the 

disastrous course on which Japan was embarked. The factual record is as 
follows. 

Togo was born in 1848 into a lower-middle samurai family in Satsuma 
in southernmost Japan, an area of strong maritime traditions and anteced- 
ents. The country was still closed to foreign ideas or devices, except for 
those held by a secret government bureau. The construction of oceangoing 
vessels had long been prohibited. The feudal system was, however, in deep 
decay. Provinces such as Satsuma were in the hands of lords, feudatory to 
the military autocracy (Shogunate) in Edo (now Tokyo), organized as clans. 
By the 1850s the Satsuma clan was acquiring its own fleet, purchasing war- 
ships abroad. In 1853-54, when Togo was five and six years old, America’s 

Commodore Perry appeared to demand the opening of Japan to the West- 
ern world. His “black ships,” including steamers belching smoke, were par- 
ticularly impressive. In 1860 Togo, aged only twelve (but that was considered 
a coming-of-age), was appointed a “copyist” in the clan service. He also 
underwent musketry training. Martial pursuits were, of course, inherent to 
the samurai class. Togo at age eight was wielding his sword—to kill fish in 
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a pond! Asa small boy, his behavior was unruly by the standards of his grade, 
but he was a logician already. He stole candy from his mother’s cupboard, 
and when taxed with this said he had asked for some but the mother had 
told him there wasn’t any. So how could he have stolen what wasn’t there? 

In 1863 a British squadron bombarded the Togos’ hometown of Kago- 
shima in retaliation for the assassination of some foreigners. British gunnery 
was impressive, Japanese defenses relatively weak. For the locals, it was a 
traumatic experience. In 1866 a Naval Bureau was established by Satsuma, 
and Togo and his two brothers entered naval service—in which he was to 
be involved for nearly seventy years. He was posted to sentry duty at the 
Imperial Palace in Kyoto. This represented a sacred task, the emperor being 
the spiritual ruler, though at that time without temporal power. In 1868, 
however, the Shogunate collapsed and the restoration of the emperor was 
effected, opening the Meiji era, which means Enlightened Government. 
The emperor was only sixteen, four years younger than Togo, but supported 
by able ministers committed to modernization. Confusion continued, in- 
stanced by the slogan combining “exalt the emperor” with “expel the bar- 
barians.” This was only gradually replaced, after further civil wars, by the 
advocacy of “strong forces and a prosperous country.” At the beginning of 
that great year 1868, Togo was appointed third officer of the paddle frigate 
Kasuga. : 

The extraordinary fact is that the Japanese navy began with mutiny. The 
feudalist Admiral Enomoto removed the best ships to Hokkaido to join the 
anti-Imperials there. The Kasuga was damaged in an unsuccessful attempt 
to prevent the defectors from leaving Tokyo Bay. By the spring of 1869, 
however, the rebel vessels were all wrecked or captured. The Kasuga and 
three other loyalist ships with transports carrying 6,500 soldiers went to 
Hokkaido to finish quelling the rebellion. Enomoto surrendered that sum- 
mer; he was soon pardoned and gave many years of distinguished service to 
the country. Togo’s own brothers supported the Shogunate, but family re- 
lations were not impaired. 

This affair concluded, Togo was sent to Yokohama to study, especially 
to learn English. He did so, by dint more of diligence than brilliance, in 

about one year. Early in 1871 he became a cadet on a training ship and was 
soon sent to England in a group of cadets for further training. The shade of 
Nelson traveled with them; after their ship passed Gibraltar, the young Japa- 
nese mustered on deck and demanded to be shown the exact location of the 
Battle of Trafalgar. Togo studied in a school at Portsmouth, lodging with a 
British family. He and his comrades gazed worshipfully at the Victory, which 
at this time was used for gunnery and small arms practice. Her employ- 
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ment may actually have heightened his interest, as he had always a sharp eye 
for military procedures. He then served on HM Training Ship Worcester. 
Thenceforward throughout his long life he remained a convinced Anglo- 
phile. In 1875 he served as an ordinary seaman on the sailing ship Hampshire, 
proceeding from Australia back to England round Cape Horn, observing 
everything most carefully. After further study at Cambridge, he was ap- 
pointed by the Japanese government to monitor the construction of three 
armored warships it had ordered in Britain. 

Togo returned to Japan in 1878 in one of these vessels, the corvette Hiei. 
Promoted to first lieutenant, he continued aboard that ship before going to 
the ironclad battleship Fuso and then back to the Hiei. At the end of 1879 he 
became a lieutenant commander and first officer of the much smaller Jingei, 
a wooden paddlewheeler, which was, however, important for having been 
built in Japan and as being the emperor's yacht. Early in 1881 he married and 
bought the house in Tokyo that was his until his death. In the great earth- 
quake of 1923 his house stood when all around it fell, which was popularly 
considered a special omen. 

At the end of 1881 Togo was made first officer of the wooden screw 
sloop Amagi, and in the following year he entered for the first time an 
arena of international conflict. Serious nationalist disturbances, including 
anti-Japanese incidents, erupted in Korea, nominally a vassal of China. The 

Amagi convoyed troops to Chemulpo (Inchon) and order was quickly re- 
stored. After surveying the whole area, she proceeded to Shanghai to pro- 
tect Japanese interests there. In the summer of 1884 French naval forces won 
a conflict with China and attacked Taiwan (Formosa). Togo, with the co- 

operation of the dour French Admiral Courbet, observed this closely. 
In 1885 Togo was promoted commander and transferred to the Naval 

Construction Bureau. The Yokosuka Yard, under the direction of eminent 

French engineers, was then operating at a high standard. Promoted to cap- 
tain in 1888, the following year Togo was made chief of staff of the newly 
established Kure Naval Station. A major event of 1890 was the visit of a 
Chinese squadron showing off some powerful modern ships. At first these 
vessels impressed everyone—except Togo, who, going in mufti to inspect 
them, thought them not so powerful as they looked. Later others were dis- 
illusioned by evidence of Chinese untidiness, such as hanging out laundry 
on the gun barrels. 

The year-end usually marked a step for Togo; in December 1891 he was 
posted to command the protected cruiser Naniwa and dispatched to Hawaii 
to protect Japanese settlers there, then numbering about 22,000. The queen 
of Hawaii had been deposed by American settlers who had formed a provi- 
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sional government not recognized by Japan. Togo acted in a mildly Nelson- 
ian way. He refused to give the provisional government the regular gun and 
flag salute, though all the other foreign ships accorded them. Then a Japa- 
nese escaping from prison ashore came aboard the Naniwa. Orders came 
from Tokyo to hand him over to the Hawaiian authorities. Togo did not 
comply and gave him to the Japanese consul, saying, more like a Pontius 
Pilate than a Nelson, “Do with him as you will, but not where I can see it.” 

In May 1893 the Naniwa cruised with a Japanese squadron visiting Vlad- 
ivostok. This was Togo’s first direct contact with the Russians. He thor- 
oughly surveyed the coasts of Siberia and northern Japan. Fresh troubles 
erupted in Korea in the summer of 1894 and the Naniwa convoyed troops to 
Chemulpo, in which area the Chinese also landed soldiers. As relations be- 
tween China and Japan worsened, Togo’s ship was assigned to the Japanese 
First Flying Squadron. In July, prior to a declaration of war, this force came 
upon some Chinese warships in the northern Yellow Sea and attacked them. 
One of China’s finest ships ran herself aground and a smaller one fled to 
China. A remarkable incident followed; a British merchantman in Chinese 

service under British officers, the Kowshing of Jardine Matheson and Com- 
pany, appeared carrying more than a thousand Chinese soldiers, as well as a 
German major. The Chinese troops prevented the British captain from com- 
plying with Togo’s signal, “Raise anchor and follow me.” Togo, standing no 
nonsense, took off the Europeans and sank the Kowshing with gunfire—Brit- 
ish flag and all, though that was the most respected ensign in the world and 
dear to Togo’s own heart. The only aspersion ever cast on Togo’s character 
was that Chinese survivors were machine-gunned in their boats or in the 
water, but in his defense it is asserted that some firing came from the Chi- 

nese, that the fugitives had not surrendered, and the Japanese were still men- 
aced by Chinese vessels presumed to be in the vicinity. 

This initiation of hostilities against China before a declaration of war 
was, of course, notoriously repeated later—most spectacularly at Pearl Har- 
bor, but at the same time against Hong Kong, Malaya, and the Netherlands 
East Indies, as it had been previously against China, French Indochina, and 

Thailand, without, in these cases, even a post hoc declaration. The con- 

sciousness of Westerners is indelibly scarred by those acts of treachery, but 
it behooves historians to consider the whole setting, the circumstances in a 

long train of events, and the outlook of the times. As for Togo, he made no 
demur on moral grounds. He was interested, even expertly, in international 

law, but philosophically, on an intellectual rather than an ethical basis. The 
need to advance the fashionable plea of post-1945, that one was “only follow- 

ing orders,” would never have crossed his mind. More generally, in addition 
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to the prevalence of fatalism in Oriental attitudes, that was how the world 
was in that epoch—a state, it may be remarked, of rather widespread free- 

booting. Let us consider what the devil’s advocate might have to say on this 
issue: Japanese jurists could—and did—adduce a large number of cases in 
which hostilities had begun prior to the delivery of a formal notice, both 
between Western powers and in the expansion of their colonial spheres of 
influence. Others can—and did—stress that this is not a simple matter of 
black and white, with the former turning at a stroke into the latter by a 
specific act and/or declaration, but a large and protean “gray area.” To vary 
the metaphors: a worldwide and many-sided operational field, on the map 
of which there is no particular Rubicon, to cross which means to go from 
peace to war (both of which are relative terms). A long and wide Great 
Game had been going on, not a single roll of the dice, winner-take-all. This 
was a spectrum, a succession of events from the lighter end, peace and ne- 
gotiability, through disputation and provocation to, at the darkest end, the 
final arbitrament of arms. By 1894, the world was far past the era of sending 
heralds to arrange when, where, and how overt hostilities were to begin. It 

had progressed (?) into the continuum of agitation, vituperation, boycotts, 
and acts of violence. So who, in hindsight—the devil’s advocate might con- 
clude—cast the first stone, and which stone was it? With this digression, the 

present account may, like history itself, pass on. 
The Kowshing incident made a profound impression on Togo, impelling 

his direct interest in international law and relations. Later, as an instructor 

at the Staff College, he taught that ship management and training were es- 
sentials, but another was diplomacy: a commander will constantly have to 
face decisions with possible consequences far beyond those immediate to 
him, which he must appraise not merely instantaneously but fully. That 
aspect certainly loomed large in the final part of this phase in Togo’s devel- 
opment, his rise to the highest competence in the naval profession. 

On 17 September 1894, the Chinese fleet was located at sea between the 

mouth of the Yalu River and Chinese-held Port Arthur, precipitating what 
became known as the Battle of the Yalu. The Chinese fleet—two mod- 
ern battleships, eight cruisers, and three destroyers—was drawn up in line 
abreast or echelon. The Japanese squadron under Admiral S. Ito consisted of 
eight cruisers, the old ironclad Fuso, and three smaller units. It approached 
in line ahead, with Togo’s ship the fourth in the leading Japanese group. The 
Japanese column swung around the starboard (western) flank of the Chi- 
nese—who failed, surprisingly, to redeploy or try to cross the T—and broke 
them up from the rear. Five of the Chinese cruisers were sunk and the re- 
maining vessels put to flight, while the Japanese suffered relatively slight 
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damage.* Chinese errors were serious, the Japanese operation almost like 
clockwork. 

Togo’s predilections were confirmed: full preparedness and sheer persis- 
tence. And he was always learning; ten years later he applied the same 
“hooking” maneuver against the Russians, but with a bold variation, despite 
much heavier enemy fire. In 1894—95 he also learned effective cooperation 

with land forces, which would distinguish Japanese operations against the 
Russians in 1904—05. The Chinese surrendered in 1895, but Russia, France, 

and Germany induced Japan to give up the Liaotung area (Dairen and Port 
Arthur) seized by its forces. Japan was, however, free to annex Taiwan. 
Togo was promoted to rear admiral. In both this war and the one with 
Russia, the Japanese navy gained in strength, not only materially and psy- 
chologically but in acquiring detailed knowledge of the whole Far East, to- 
gether with training and experience. Togo valued all those things, in fairly 
equal measure. 

At the end of 1895 Togo was appointed a member of the Council of 
Admirals and president of the Council on Naval Techniques and a few 
months later president of the Higher Naval College. Now “top brass” in- 
deed, he headed the Naval College for nearly three years, revising and mod- 
ernizing the curriculum. In January 1899 he became commander in chief of 
the Sasebo Naval Base and was operationally in place when serious trouble 
developed in China in the shape of the anti-foreign Boxer Rebellion of 1900. 
The powers organized a combined expeditionary force, which Togo joined 
as commander in chief of Japan’s Standing Squadron. 

In just over a year the revolt was crushed. Japanese troops made a great 
impression, both for bravery and for refraining from the extensive looting 
that contributed so much to museums and collections in the Western world. 
Togo, it goes without saying, observed and noted everything—particularly 
the Russians, who had not only contributed the largest contingent but used 
the occasion to occupy most of Manchuria, including the great natural for- 
tress of Port Arthur, which they proceeded to strengthen. Togo was as un- 
impressed with the Russians as he had been a few years earlier with the 
Chinese. He said their discipline was slovenly and their disposition to use 
warships to carry supplies was fatally unsound. This reminded him of the 
concept that guided Chinese naval operations in 1894—95—that the navy’s 

function was to deliver the army at landing points. He believed that the navy 
should sweep the seas to sustain as well as initiate the war on land. 

Togo was alarmed when Russians failed to withdraw from Manchuria 
as they had promised and rivaled Japan for the control of Korea. China had 
been dealt with, but still had to have an imperial eye kept on it. Clearly, 
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Russia had now to be reduced if the Far East in general was to be serene and 
the safety and progress of Japan, in particular, assured. At the turn of the 
century he pondered this, training himself and his forces, storing and sifting 
information. Navigation received special attention. The modern maritime 
history of Japan shows a high incidence of wrecks and strandings; small won- 
der, given the stormy and reef-strewn character of the region. Full surveying 
and charting therefore proceeded, also meteorological work and other aids 
to navigation. 

On the plane of grand strategy, in 1902 an alliance was made with Brit- 
ain, then the world’s paramount naval power and in other ways “number 
one” in Japanese eyes. France broadly supported Russia, Germany was self- 
assertive. When the inevitable war with Russia came in 1904, it had to be in 

two stages. The Russian empire had in the Far East a fine Pacific Squadron, 
with two naturally strong harbors—Vladivostok and Port Arthur—well for- 
tified and fairly well equipped. Nevertheless, this was a force the Japanese 
navy could match. Far away in Europe, however, the Russians had other 
units of the same or greater size—principally the Baltic Fleet, with possible 
additions from the Black Sea Fleet. When or if this second Russia armada 
reached the Far East, Japan’s situation would become more perilous. It was 

vital therefore to destroy the Russian Pacific Fleet before the Baltic Fleet 
could be brought to bear, and then to be in full readiness to meet the lat- 
ter. It was with this task that in February 1904 Togo, appointed commander 
in chief of the Japanese Combined Fleet in October 1903, sailed in his flag- 

ship Mikasa toward Port Arthur following the emperor's order to “prepare 
for war.”’? 

Despite the increasing friction between the two countries, Japan had yet 
to declare war and the Russian ships were lying at anchor, fully illuminated, 
when Togo’s three destroyer flotillas attacked Port Arthur.‘ In this engage- 
ment a Russian battleship was grounded and a second holed below the wa- 
terline. Another Japanese destroyer flotilla went to Dairen Bay, but found no 
Russian vessels there. (As Japanese intelligence was excellent throughout, it 
may be that the enemy’s absence was expected, but it was deemed worth- 
while to make a reconnaissance and show the flag.) Concurrently, effective 
action was taken against a cruiser and gunboat at Chemulpo, Korea. This 
was a ticklish situation, because they were in port among ships of neutral 
Western countries. The Russians were, however, induced to come out—a 
striking application of Togo’s “diplomacy’’—and did so bravely, with colors 
flying, only to scuttle themselves. Russian crews never lacked in courage, 
often manning their guns until their ship sank beneath them, but the inca- 
pacity of their superiors beggars description. 
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The ship categories used in some accounts can be confusing. Battleships 
averaged around 14,000 tons displacement each for the six on the Japanese 
side and 11,000 tons for the seven on the Russian, with speeds of 17 to 18 

knots. Vessels in lower categories were relatively small by later standards. 
The Japanese had eighteen cruisers averaging less than 4,000 tons each, with 
speeds of 18 to 21 knots. The Russian Pacific Squadron had twelve cruisers, 
some with slightly less speed, some with slightly more. Seven of these, simi- 
lar in size to the Japanese cruisers, were at Port Arthur. Five larger ones, 

averaging over 5,000 tons displacement, were based at Vladivostok, where 

there were no battleships, all those being at Port Arthur. In the category of 
destroyers, Japan had fifteen, of between 247 and 375 tons each; the Russian 

Pacific Squadron had twenty-seven, similar in size, all at Port Arthur. In this 
class, the Japanese had the edge in speed: 27 to 30 knots against the Russians’ 
24 to 27. The Japanese mustered five 600-ton gunboats, one of 1,300 tons, 
and one of over 2,000 tons; the Russians, two gunboats of as much as 1,500 

tons, capable of only 11 to 14 knots, plus two little 4o0-ton but 20-knot ones 
at Port Arthur and a fifth offstage at Shanghai. It is striking that the Japanese 
list no minelayers or minesweepers, but the Russians had two of the former 
at Port Arthur, each of 2,600 tons, 18 knots. At Vladivostok the Russians held 

a swarm of no less than seventeen tiny torpedo boats—from 140 tons down 
to 22 tons—but could mount no such mosquito fleet in the Yellow Sea. The 
Japanese had, of course, to keep “coast defense” capability for their territo- 
ries and the Russians for theirs around Vladivostok, yet the latter, unlike 

the Japanese, had no ships specifically designated for that purpose. Last but 
not least, Japan had many auxiliaries (nineteen merchant vessels “attached 
for special service,” totaling more than 54,000 tons), the Russians almost 

none. All this, plus massive cooperation with Japanese land forces advancing 
from Korea into Manchuria, illustrates the complexity of the analysis that 

Togo faced. 

To resume the chronological account: the Japanese, with great gallantry, 
made five unsuccessful attempts to sink blockships at the entry to Port Ar- 
thur and nine naval attacks on that citadel. In the process, they lost several 
ships to Russian mines, but gradually Japanese persistence and courage be- 
gan to wear down the Russians, inflicting losses that, for all their valor, they 
could not replace. Togo proved his obduracy, but also his farsightedness. 
The Japanese had methodically acquired great knowledge and experience of 
the area, while the Russians at Port Arthur and in their Far East territory 
(navally Vladivostok) had always had a fortress complex. 

Objectively and subjectively, all the advantages lay with the Japanese. 
Their homeland and heartland was nearby. It was industrializing rapidly: 
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witness the helpful presence of a substantial Japanese merchant marine. The 
masses in Japan were literate and directly conditioned to a martial tradition. 
Their government, administration, and command (at all levels) were com- 
petent and fairly democratic. They were Asians, able to merge with other 
Orientals, sometimes to pose as such people, and certainly to recruit them 
as agents or informants, since their patterns of thought and behavior had 
much in common. As for morale, in 1904-1905 the Japanese were as elated 

as they have ever been, even in 1941-42. 

The Russians’ situation was in all respects the opposite. Their center of 
gravity was far away, west of the Urals. Russia was industrializing, too, but 
almost solely at its European end; its springboard in this war was its own 
underdeveloped Far Eastern region, connected to European Russia only by 
the just-completed and rather inefficient Trans-Siberian Railroad. Its masses 
were largely illiterate; its autocratic government, administration, and officer 
corps grossly inefficient and strictly hierarchical. As for mixing with Orien- 
tals or using them in any confidential capacity, this was corporeally impos- 
sible and emotionally unacceptable to anything more than a very slight ex- 
tent. At the outset the Russians disdained the Japanese—until they learned, 

the hard way, to revise their estimate. 
In sum, in a classic service phrase, the Russian sailors and soldiers were 

bewildered and far from home, and so were all their superiors, whose rela- 

tions with each other were bad. The errors and ineptitudes of the Russian 
high command would take a whole volume to enumerate. If the present 
writer may interpolate his own philosophy in this connection, it is that (as 
adduced by Tolstoy in War and Peace) wars are not only won by the supe- 
rior cerebral capacity of the victor, but lost by the greater stupidity of the 
adversary. 

Togo did not attain his full historic standing in 1904, though he was 

rapidly gaining eminence; the apotheosis was his victory at Tsushima in 
1905. In March 1904 the czar sent a man of ability to command the fleet at 

Port Arthur, the only person of high caliber to appear on the Russian side. 
And he was soon to perish. This was Admiral S. O. Makarov, a considerable 
thinker on naval strategy. Togo greatly admired his works, had them trans- 
lated, annotated them in his own hand, and kept them near him. On 12 April 
1904, Makarov led his ships out to sea, but they turned back when his flag- 
ship, the Petropavlovsk, struck a mine and Makarov himself drowned. His 

successor, Admiral Vilgelm K. Vitgeft, made another sortie late in June with 
six battleships and five cruisers. They were repulsed but were able to return 
to Port Arthur, anchoring outside the harbor, as the inner roadstead was 

being shelled by Japanese land forces besieging the city. 
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In early August, St. Petersburg ordered its Pacific Squadron to move to 
Vladivostok. It set out at daybreak on 10 August and was met by Togo— 
who had been promoted to full admiral in June—in what is called the Battle 
of the Yellow Sea. Vitgeft’s flagship Tsarevitch, damaged the preceding day 
by gunfire inside Port Arthur, was hit in the steering gear and careened into 
her formation, creating massive confusion. Vitgeft and his whole staff were 
killed by a single shell. Otherwise, the Russians might have gotten through; 
as it was, they fled—the flagship and some destroyers to German-held Kia- 
ochow, one cruiser to Shanghai and another to Saigon, all to be interned 
and disarmed. Another cruiser made it to Sakhalin, but was sunk there. Five 

battleships and four smaller vessels returned to Port Arthur. 
Togo has been blamed for not thrusting ahead to demolish the fleeing 

Russians. Japanese reports counter by claiming that the light was failing 
(though later there was moonlight) and that the coup de grace was to be 
administered by destroyers and torpedo boats, in which the Japanese had a 
strong preponderance (but that was not achieved). Moreover, the noose was 
tightening around Port Arthur; the Russian ships might be captured or at 
least neutralized there. 

The Russians at Vladivostok also became more aggressive, but they too 
were defeated, one of their cruisers being sunk, another and a destroyer 
damaged. Bitter land fighting continued round Port Arthur for the rest of 
1904. Early in December the Russian squadron at Port Arthur was devas- 
tated by gunfire from land and sea. Japanese commentators said that by 
returning there it had “mounted its own scaffold.” Three battleships, two 
cruisers, a minesweeper, and a gunboat were sunk. There were, of course, 

Japanese losses throughout the war, but they were much fewer than the 
Russians’ and far less telling. The death-trap perspective was fulfilled on 
New Year's Day 1905: Port Arthur surrendered. The news rang round the 
world. In Russia it sparked the First Revolution, which broke out later in 
January. 

Round One having thus been completed, Japan geared up nimbly for 
Round Two, training and planning for almost a year before the Russian 
Baltic Fleet arrived in the Far Eastern arena. The latter, formally constituted 
as the Second Pacific Squadron at the end of April 1904, displayed the level 
of Russian efficiency by taking five-and-a-half months to leave the Baltic, 
which it did on 15 October. It proceeded forthwith to bring itselfinto general 
obloquy by firing on some British fishing trawlers in the North Sea, imag- 
ining that they were Japanese torpedo boats. The only slight justification 
was that Britain was so closely supportive of Japan as to be suspected of 
letting the Japanese use British harbors and even joining them in operations. 
The threat arose of war with Britain, and an indemnity had to be paid. 
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12. The Battle of Tsushima, 27-28 May 1905. Togo on the bridge of the Mikasa, his flagship, 
at the beginning of the battle. The admiral is holding the sword presented to him by the 
emperor and his Zeiss binoculars. At left, a seaman is hoisting the “Zed” flag conveying 
Togo’s famous message to the fleet. The hammocks abundantly in evidence have been rigged 
as splinter shields. (Mikasa Preservation Society photograph by William M. Powers, U.S. Na- 
val Institute Photographic Collection.) 

At Tangier, on the Atlantic coast of Morocco, the Baltic Fleet split, its 
lighter units proceeding via Suez, the heavier ones round the Cape of Good 
Hope: both conscientiously refraining from firing on native craft. They re- 
joined at Madagascar, vainly awaited some reinforcements (which were fi- 
nally left to catch up), and steamed across the Indian Ocean. At the begin- 
ning of April they passed Singapore and entered the China Sea, where they 
anchored in Camranh and Vanfong bays, off French Indochina. En route, 

the Baltic sailors learned that there were strikes and actual armed uprisings 
back home in Russia, including a mutiny on the battleship Potemkin in the 
Black Sea. 

This fleet was slow-moving, containing a number of supply ships and its 
own colliers. Every movement of its odyssey, from start to finish, was ob- 
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served closely and in detail by Japanese agents. Although the evidence for 

the following report is only anecdotal, it is illustrative. The name of the 

Russian commander, Admiral Z. P. Rozhdestvenski, baffled all non-Russian 

writers, who were unable to spell it correctly in any of the various modes of 
transliteration. All except, it is said, Japanese intelligence. In Russian “Rozh- 
destvenski” implies “the man of Christmas,” and Japanese agents reported 
continuously on the approach of “le pére Noél,” how many reindeer and 
sledges he had, and how they were loaded. The Russians had no such infor- 

mation on the Japanese and their communications were so poor that many 

key messages from Port Arthur were cabled via Nagasaki, where the Japa- 
nese read them before passing them on to St. Petersburg. 

The Russian fleet was sighted southwest of Japan at daybreak on 27 May. 
The Japanese had already acted to seal its final destination, Vladivostok, with 

715 mines. Rozhdestvenski’s force was stronger than the Pacific Squadron of 
which the Japanese had already disposed, especially in the weight of its eight 
battleships, averaging 12,100 tons each, of 15 to 18 knots, and three each coast 

defense “battleships” and armored cruisers averaging approximately 5,900 
tons, plus five protected cruisers and nine destroyers. Then there were eight 
“special service” auxiliaries, and now, significantly, two hospital ships. 

The fleet under Togo’s command consisted of four battleships (the other 
two with which Japan began the war having been sunk by Russian mines off 
Port Arthur), eleven armored cruisers, fourteen cruisers, and twenty-one 

destroyers, plus a number of torpedo boats and miscellaneous craft. Its in- 
feriority in capital ships was more than offset by its homogeneity and train- 
ing. The main force fell on the Russian fleet at 2:00 p.m. on the same day 
eastward of the island of Tsushima, which lies in the middle of the strait 

between Japan and Korea. There is the famous tableau of Togo hoisting a 
signal echoing Nelson’s at Trafalgar. Its wording may be rendered, “the fate 
of the Empire depends on this one engagement: let each man do his fitting 
part.” Here again some qualifications are in order. The signal was not ab- 
solutely new in the Japanese navy. A similar message, only slightly less 
graphic, had been made by Admiral Ito at the Yellow Sea the year before. 
Togo’s was in Chinese characters, a more classical format. The Japanese 
sailors were generally literate and would have understood it, but a more 
vernacular rendering was actually circulated for them. 

The Russians were heading from south to north, intent on reaching 

Vladivostok; the Japanese approached on the same line but in the other di- 
rection, from north to south, determined to destroy the Russians before 
they got any further. In textbook terms, Togo would likely intercept either 
by crossing the T or hooking into the enemy formation. Here, however, 
Togo made his most original and unorthodox move, which may be counted 
among the critical decisions with which this book is especially concerned. If 
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24. The Battle of Tsushima, 27 May 1905. (A) Russian battleships form line ahead. (B) The 

Russian fleet train, escorted by cruisers and destroyers; in the interests of clarity, the action 
between this formation and the Japanese cruiser divisions that intercepted it is not shown. 
(C) Japanese cruisers. (D) Togo’s turn under fire. (E) At 1450, the Russian flagship Suvorov is 
disabled and sheers out of line. (F) The Osliaba sinks at 1515. (G) The Suvorov sinks at 1730. (H) 

The Alexander III sinks at 1900. (I) The Borodino sinks at 1920. (J) At 1930, the Russian column 

disintegrates. 
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he had continued on course the two fleets would have passed each other in 
a short, sharp encounter, after which at least some of the Russian ships 
would continue to Vladivostok. If so, Japan’s situation might become par- 
lous, with a sword of Damocles hanging over the Sea of Japan. 

Togo therefore had his main fleet execute a U turn to take the same 
course as the Russians, alongside them. This meant taking very heavy fire 
during the upturn of the U, running south to north parallel to the Russians 
on their port side, while the leading Japanese ships masked the fire of those 
that were still on the downturn going north to south. Togo was confident 
that they could stand that grueling test and proceed to destroy the enemy. 
If Togo had not done this, he would have had to turn somewhere farther 

south and pursue the Russians on an unfavorable bearing. Underlying this 
bold stroke was, besides the element of courage and endurance, the basic 

psychological difference that the Japanese were determined to eliminate the 
Russian fleet there and then and were confident, especially after their signal 
victory the preceding year, of their ability to do so. The Russians, in con- 
trast, saw their salvation in reaching the bastion of Vladivostok, the only 

place from which they could continue the war. It was also a place of the 
highest subjective importance to them, its very name in Russian meaning 
“possessor of the East.” 

That was the Battle of Tsushima. The details have been extensively dis- 
cussed in the international literature, and there is no room here for any 

special recapitulation. The first phase, off Tsushima, was indeed a killing 
time. Four Russian battleships were sunk and the remainder of the fleet 
broken up and cast into deep dismay. Its surviving ships dispersed through- 
out the northern part of the Sea of Japan, so the second phase represented 

' Japanese actions for mopping up the scattered Russian remnants in quick 
succession. A Japanese historian divided this phase into no less than nine 
separate “encounters,” each ending in the capture or destruction of one or 
more Russian vessels. By noon on 28 May it was over. Of the Russians’ 
fourteen battleships and armored cruisers, none escaped. Only three vessels, 
the armed yacht Almaz and two destroyers, succeeded in reaching Vladivos- 
tok. A few others found sanctuary in Shanghai and Manila. The cost to the 
Japanese of this crushing victory was three torpedo boats. For czarist Russia, 
the war was indeed fini. 

At that apotheosis Togo was aged fifty-seven and still had nearly thirty 
years to live. His triumphant return to Japan was marred only by an acci- 
dental explosion on his flagship, the Mikasa, which sank only five days after 
the signing of peace between Japan and Russia at Portsmouth, New Hamp- 
shire. She was subsequently raised, to be used as a naval museum and (like 
the Victory) a national shrine. Togo reported to the Shrine of the Imperial 
Ancestors at Ise, then to the emperor himself, and was given an enormous 
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reception in Tokyo. Ticker tape was not in vogue, but there were floral 
adornments and great marches-past, with a detachment of His Britannic Ma- 
jesty s Royal Marines in a place of honor, expressing the Japanese regard for 
Britain as not only a great ally but virtually an elder brother. 

Togo himself was heaped with honors: made a count (eventually, on his 
deathbed, a marquis) and decorated with the First Class of the Order of the 
Golden Kite, Japan’s foremost military distinction. Could a citizen fly any 
higher? Yes, he was elevated with the Grand Cordon of the Supreme Order 

of the Chrysanthemum—to which a Collar was added in 1925. Britain con- 

ferred a rare honor in the shape of the Order of Merit, presented by a dele- 
gation of princely status. Photographs of Togo in full rig from then onward 
show him as bemedaled as dignitaries of the erstwhile Soviet Union. 

The tenor of the war of 1904—1905 was in general impressively chivalric. 

It extended into sentimentality, with which in that era such devoted militar- 
ists as the Germans and the Japanese appeared to be deeply imbued. Togo’s 
respect for Makarov has been mentioned. “Father Christmas” Rozhdestven- 
ski, Russian commander in chief at Tsushima, was shown great courtesy 

when he was captured, badly wounded, in the destroyer to which he and his 
staff transferred after the flagship was disabled. Togo visited him in the hos- 
pital in Japan and delivered a short homily on defeat and capture being part 
of the destiny of the fighting man. They exchanged expressions of mutual 
respect, clasped hands, and—according to Japanese reports, which may be 
exaggerated—looked into each other's eyes for some minutes. Russian pri- 
soners were paraded in Japan—but with dignity. The enemies saluted each 
other. It is startling to juxtapose the knightliness of this era with the Japanese 
bestialities in World War II, from Bataan to the River Kwai. Togo would not 
have tolerated such things. Had he been living, he might have slashed his 
own entrails in protest. 

Most Japanese were disappointed with the peace treaty. Russia appeared 
to be let down lightly by the “good offices” of the Western powers, includ- 
ing the great ally Britain (et tu, Britannia?), while Japan had to relinquish 
some conquered territory. The Westerners’ patronizing air was also re- 
sented; for example, habitual references, especially in Britain, to the “gallant 
little Japs.”” How would they like to be called the “brave hulking Brits”? The 
germs of reciprocal unease were already present. For the first time, Orientals 
employing thoroughly modern methods and equipment—and displaying 
startling bravery and self-sacrifice—had defeated a Western (-type) Power. 
The militarists who seized control of the Japanese government three de- 
cades later found this a bracing precedent. Togo himself would never go 
beyond being a strong nationalist, in the best sense of the term, demanding 
fair play for Japan and honorable relations among nations according to their 
merits rather than their physical strength, viewing the latter as coming nor- 
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matively from the former. On the other hand, as regards the terms of peace, 
he must have been among well-informed people who realized that Japan’s 
resources had been severely strained by the war, to the extent of being al- 
most as incapable as Russia of carrying it on much longer. 

For the remaining, fourth, part of his career Togo was cast essentially in 
the role of a man of peace. His personal name, Heihachiro, rather subtly 
suggests that classification. It may be translated “eighth son of peace,” a 
reference to the classical Sino-Japanese concept of the “eight corners” of the 
world coexisting under “one roof.” Less philosophically and in day-to-day 
functioning, Togo became something of an elder statesman. He also fulfilled 
the ceremonial duties that are characteristic of and essential to monarchical 
states, such as the especially emulated Britain. With the army commander 
in Manchuria with whom he had collaborated so well, General Nogi, he 

planned in 1907 and inaugurated in 1909 a war memorial, the “Tower of 

Loyalty,” at Port Arthur. Just before the dedication he had been relieved 
of his posts as chief of the Naval General Staff and member of the Council 
of Admirals, though appointed to an overall body of equal or higher stand- 
ing, the Supreme Military Council. 

From April through July 1911 Togo escorted the imperial prince and 
princess to England to represent the emperor at the coronation of King 
George V. Among the festivities he attended were the annual navy review, 
dinners with British admirals and other dignitaries, and an inspection of Boy 
Scouts. Possibly relevantly, sixteen years later a Togo’s Boys Association was 
formed in Japan. 

There was also an Old Boys’ reunion aboard the training ship Worcester. 
(The Japanese are no less prompt than the British to recognize and foster 
“Old School” ties.) One of the guests was a Captain Galbraith, whom Togo 
did not recognize but who eventually related that he had been the captain 
of the Kowshing in the awkward incident noted above during the Sino- 
Japanese War. Togo was moved to marvel at the inscrutability of the British 
character; this man had not divulged, at the time of the incident or in all the 
subsequent years, that they had been Worcester alumni. 

From Britain, Togo proceeded to the United States, where he was guest 
of honor at receptions in New York, at the White House, Annapolis, and 
elsewhere, to be home again via Niagara Falls and the Pacific Coast in Sep- 
tember. In July 1912 the great Emperor Meiji died. The funeral, with Togo a 
prominent mourner, was extremely impressive. General Nogi and his wife 
chose to follow their sovereign in death by committing suicide in the tradi- 
tional samurai manner. Not so Togo, who continued in his duty. 

As one of the World War I Allies, Japan rendered many services—and 
acquired dominance in China as well as some German territories in the 
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Eastern Hemisphere. Togo had no direct part in the operations but must 
have been influential behind the scenes. Before the war began he was ap- 
pointed to a task of positively sacred importance: head of the Office for the 
Education of the Crown Prince. This very high function he performed until 
1921, when the Crown Prince came of age. It was a most responsible com- 

mission and one that provides a significant connection of Togo with our day 
and age, because that Crown Prince was none other than the Emperor 
Hirohito, who was crowned in 1926. The liberal propensities of that mon- 
arch, comparative or stifled by the military dictatorship as they may have 
been, can accordingly be credited to some extent to Togo’s tutelage. 

The next decade, when Japan invaded China and established the puppet 
Empire of Manchukuo, embarking on the course to disaster, was a very 
painful time for Japan. While the skies darkened abroad, at home there was 
economic boom and bust. A great rise in Japanese exports—in those days to 
less developed countries—brought recriminations, boycotts, and tariff mea- 
sures. All around the Pacific Basin, Japanese immigration was disliked and 
feared, with hostile public demonstrations and official obstacles. In the navy 
sphere, the Washington treaties of 1922 restricted Japan’s capacity and am- 
bitions. Britain opposed Japan: their grand alliance came to an end. Togo 
was tightlipped about all this, in illustration of which the present writer may 
mention his own experience. The only time he had a personal conversation 
with Togo, at the very end of the 1920s, the old admiral completely refused 
to be drawn on any such issue, insisting instead on sounding out the reaction 
of a young Englishman born in Japan to current developments there. 

In the early 1930s Japanese politics took a violent turn to the far right. 
Political assassinations by fanatical young officers counted among their vic- 
tims some of Togo’s friends and even comrades in arms. It was a sad world 
for Togo in his last years. Finally his health failed. He had undergone an 
operation for bladder stones in 1907. His health has not been mentioned 

above; for the most part he was well and strong. In the 1880s he was sorely 
afflicted with rheumatism, which lasted intermittently for years, requiring 
frequent sick leaves, but he suddenly threw this off sometime before the war 
with Russia. At the end of 1933 he fell into his final illness—this time, cancer 

of the throat. At the beginning of 1934 he took to his bed. By 27 May he was 
critically ill and on the thirtieth he died. 

Some people write their own epitaphs, either on purpose as such or in 
phrases that may be quoted from their writings or sayings. It would have 
been most unlike Togo to do the former, and he was too economical with 

words to provide much in the way of the latter. There is, however, an ode 

that he composed while president of the Office for the Education of the 
Crown Prince, which may be deemed appropriate: 
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A dull man I may be 
But all my duties I fulfill 
in all sincerity. 
Look on my work, O gods above, 
And just my honesty approve.’ 

The world, besides respecting Togo for his professional competence, 
also admired his integrity and steadfastness. In 1937 Admiral Bradley A. Fiske, 
USN, made an interesting comparison. “A counterpart of Togo .. . in point 
of modesty and gentleness and loyalty,” he wrote, “was General Ulysses S. 

Grant.” ° 

NOTES 

1. The pronunciation of the surname is simply asin English, “toe go,” each o 
being in this case long—i.e., slightly dipthongated in almost the British manner. 

2. In this action Commander Philo McGiffen, a U.S. Naval Academy graduate 
serving in the Chinese navy, became the first American to command a battleship in 
action when the captain of the Chen Yuen fled the bridge. 

3. The same expression (junseji), which may be rendered either as “war- 
preparation period” or “semi-wartime,” was regularly and officially used in Japan 
in the 1930s. 

4. An interesting point arises in this connection. Both sides in this war dis- 
tinctly feared the torpedo. It was the latest in new weaponry, and there is always a 
tendency to exaggerate the striking power of an innovative device, at least to begin 
with. Nervousness about possible torpedo attacks continued all through the war on 
both sides, although this first salvo by the Japanese had limited success, some tor- 
pedoes sinking before reaching their targets. A more basic technological innovation 
of the war was, perhaps, that wireless telegraphy had become available. And there 
was one technical advantage—held by the Japanese—in the shape of a new gunsight 
of British provenance. 

5. The main citation on which this wording is based is in the concluding pages 
of N. Ogasawara’s Life of Admiral Togo (Tokyo: Seito Shorin, 1934), on which the 
present author has drawn at various points. He should perhaps add that, as a poem, 
it is not a gem of Japanese literature, and its sentiments need not be taken too 
literally given the Japanese propensity for self-deprecation, which may become an 
act of ritual upon receiving a high appointment. 

6. In the foreword to Edwin A. Falk, Togo and the Rise of Japanese Seapower 
(London: Longmans, Green, 1937), p. vii. 

NOTE ON SOURCES 

The rise of Japanese naval power has attracted a voluminous international litera- 
ture, focusing mainly on the Russo-Japanese War. Works have appeared in various 
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languages: principally Japanese, English, Russian, French, and German, in some- 
thing like that in order of both quantity and concern. The present writer draws here 
on all these, plus his own lifetime’s experience in East Asia, to offer a summary 
digest—with special reference to the character, conditioning, and motivation of 
Admiral Togo. That more personal aspect is largely submerged in the general his- 
toriography, so that there are not many publications that can be recommended as 
specially relevant to the subject of this essay—Togo as Togo. 

The judicious reader must further be advised that, broadly speaking, there are 
difficulties regarding the treatments in the different languages. The extensive ma- 
terial in Japanese is most varied and most difficult to transpose into terms of other 
cultures. Western writers, with very few exceptions, are insufficiently versed in the 
languages, usages, or other features—in some cases, even the topography—of the 
Far East. For example, the area of Tamshui in Taiwan is described by one writer as 

“steaming jungle.” It is in fact savannah, and happens to be the site of one of the 
best golf courses in the Far East. In addition, proper names, as well as concepts and 
emphases, are sometimes imperfectly rendered (over and above the vagaries of 
transliteration). Few Russian writings are impressively cogent, widely perceptive, 
or lucidly readable. Czarist material tends to be ponderous, while Soviet authors 
were doctrinaire and sadly schizophrenic in their attempt to combine denunciation 
of czarist rottenness with the New Soviet Patriotism, in which all things Russian 

were intrinsically good. Consequently, only a few references will be cited here. The 
listing is selective also in referring only to items reasonably accessible to the reader 
of English. Explanatory footnoting on every point would be very cumbersome: 
notes on the text have therefore been held to a minimum. 

Practically the only book that is entirely and exactly to the same purpose as 
this essay is the Life of Admiral Togo by Vice Admiral Viscount N. Ogasawara, well 
translated into English by J. Inouye, a close colleague of Togo’s, and his son T. 
Inouye (Tokyo: Seito Shorin, 1934). This is detailed, meticulous (except for Russian 

names), and well illustrated. It has been drawn upon in this essay for various per- 
sonal details concerning Togo, as it gives a clear picture of those aspects for the 
reader of English. Naturally, a close view is given by Admiral Togo’s nephew Kichi- 
taro Togo in his The Naval Battles of the Russo-Japanese War (Tokyo: Gogakukyokwai, 
1907). The works of Edwin A. Falk, Togo and the Rise of Japanese Seapower (London: 
Longmans, Green, 1937) and From Perry to Pearl Harbor: The Struggle for Supremacy in 
the Pacific (New York: Doubleday, Doran, 1943; reprinted Westport, Conn.: Green- 

wood Press, 1974), are useful and accurate. 

Also to be recommended, with special reference to the war of 1904-1905, is a 

most readable work of the highest-grade journalism, David Walder’s The Short Vic- 
torious War: The Russo-Japanese Conflict, 1904-1905 (London: Hutchinson, 1973), viv- 

idly depicting the ineptitudes on the Russian side. Georges Blond’s Admiral Togo, 
translated by Edward Hyams (London: Macmillan, 1960), is good on naval aspects 
but not in local knowledge. The Emperor’s Sword: Japan vs. Russia in the Battle of 
Tsushima, by Noel F. Bush (New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 1969), also merits mention. 

In the fictional or semifictional category there are two interesting Russian works— 
exceptions to the general dullness of the Russian treatment—namely, A. Novikoff- 
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Priboy’s Tsushima (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1936) and V. Semenov’s Ras- 
plata (The Reckoning), 2nd rev. ed. (London: John Murray, 1909-10). 

The foregoing comprises a “short list” for the general reader. The historian 
will obviously find heavier ammunition in the official histories. The British one is 
the Official History of the Russo-Japanese War (London: H.M. Stationary Office, 1910— 
20). There are also the Admiralty’s Reports on Technical Subjects, attaché reports, and 
other materials of the kind. The French official history has also been published in 
English translation. 
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The Dreadnought Revolution 

(1905-1916) 

LESS THAN A DECADE separated the end of the Russo-Japanese War from the 
beginning of World War I, but by the onset of the latter every capital ship 
afloat during the former had been rendered obsolete. The agent of their 
antiquation, laid down in October 1905 and rushed to completion a year 
later, was HMS Dreadnought, the first of the “all-big-gun” battleships that 
would be categorized by her name. Of course, neither she nor her prog- 
eny were literally all-big-gun battleships. Some precaution had to be taken 
against torpedo boats or destroyers that might slip close inboard, and the 
original Dreadnought mounted more than two dozen little quick-firers to deal 
with them. Her distinction lay in her main battery, for in contrast to the 
assortment of ordnance her predecessors carried, she mounted a uniform 
armament of 12-inch guns in five double turrets: one fore, two aft, and one 

on each beam. This arrangement gave her a broadside of eight big guns, 
twice as many as any other battleship in commission. Furthermore, the 
Dreadnought’s revolutionary quality did not end with her armament. She was 
also the first battleship to be powered by steam turbines, which had made 
their maritime debut only eight years earlier. More reliable than comparably 
powerful reciprocating engines, which tended to shake themselves to pieces, 
they also averted the design and protection problems posed by the growing 
height of the latters’ huge pistons. 

The idea of an all-big-gun battleship had been in circulation since the 
1890s, but its fruition was brought about largely by one man, Admiral Sir 
John Fisher. Dynamic, irascible, deliberately outrageous, Jacky Fisher had 
assumed the duties of First Sea Lord in October 1904. By then the Anglo- 
German naval race was well under way, and Fisher believed that Britain’s 
security depended on enhancing the Royal Navy’s fighting power with- 
out increasing its already alarming demands upon the treasury. Sponsoring 
the Dreadnought was among the numerous initiatives he took in pursuit of 
those goals. 

Although a few mixed-caliber battleships were started after the Dread- 
nought’s appearance, every other major navy soon began designing dread- 
noughts of its own. The most important innovation to ensue was “‘superfir- 

349 
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ing” —stepping a pair of centerline turrets so that the one in the rear could 

shoot directly over its twin—a system introduced in the U.S. South Carolina 

class in 1906-1908 and subsequently adopted worldwide. By the summer 

of 1914, the three leading naval powers—Britain, Germany, and the United 

States—had a total of forty-seven dreadnoughts in commission, and seven 

lesser powers had thirteen more. Each generation of these vessels was 
larger, swifter, and more powerfully armed than the last. The Dreadnought 
displaced 18,000 tons, could make 21 knots, and mounted ten 12-inch 

guns positioned as described above. The five Queen Elizabeth—class “super- 
dreadnoughts” laid down in 1912-13 and completed in time to fight at Jut- 
land displaced 27,500 tons, made 24 knots, and mounted eight 15-inch guns 

in superfiring twin turrets fore and aft. Of these increases, the most signifi- 
cant was in firepower. Because one of her amidships turrets was always odd 
man out, the Dreadnought and the Queen Elizabeths could bring the same 
number of guns to bear in broadside, but there the similarity ended. The 
difference in weight between 12-inch and 15-inch shells (870 to 1,920 pounds) 

enabled the Queen Elisabeths to throw approximately two and a quarter times 
as much explosive as the Dreadnought, making them more superior to her in 
that respect than she was to a pre-dreadnought. 

Traditionally, historians have viewed the dreadnought as the center- 

piece of Fisher’s matériel reforms. Recent research has revealed that this was 
not the way he viewed it.! Except for a professional consensus that not even 
he could ignore, Fisher would not have built any manner of battleship. His 
weapon of choice was the battle cruiser, the first three of which, the Invin- 

cible class, were authorized at the same time as the Dreadnought. An even 
greater departure from conventional design, battle cruisers carried the same 
all-big-gun armament as dreadnoughts and displaced as many or more tons, 
but they were more powerfully engined, significantly faster, and to keep 
their cost remotely within reason, much less heavily armored. 

These characteristics reflected Fisher’s credo that speed and firepower 
were a warship’s most important attributes. Convinced that recent improve- 
ments in the quality of naval gunnery had made it possible for future battles 
to be fought at ranges inaccessible to all except the biggest guns, Fisher 
reasoned that the battle cruiser’s combination of high speed and heavy ar- 
mament would enable her to dictate the terms of an engagement, holding 
and hitting an enemy at ranges that would virtually immunize her from 
being hit in return. The strength of her armor was therefore unimportant. 
That the battle cruiser would excel at catching and killing armored cruisers 
was obvious, but Fisher had bigger game in mind. He believed she would 
be equally adept at eliminating dreadnoughts. “She is,” he exulted, “a battle- 
ship in disguise!!!" Unlike the dreadnought, however, the battle cruiser did 
not inspire widespread imitation. At the coming of war, Britain had nine and 



SURVEY V 351 

Germany five battle cruisers in commission, but Russia and Japan were the 
only other powers to have begun building them. 

Afterward, the abstainers could congratulate themselves, for the battle 

cruiser, at least in her British format, did not prove a success. Three of the 

nine engaged at Jutland blew up, and a quarter-century later HMS Hood, 
the last and largest battle cruiser ever built, did the same in action with the 
Bismarck. In fairness, it is necessary to add that two of the problems that 
contributed to the disasters at Jutland had nothing to do with the battle 
cruiser concept per se. One was the tendency of British cordite charges to 
explode rather than merely burn if ignited. The other was the absence of 
adequate baffles in British shell hoists, which allowed the flash from turret 
explosions to shoot down the shaft into the shell-handling room at its base 
and from there to the adjacent magazine. The testimony of survivors and 
witnesses leaves no doubt that this is what occurred aboard the battle cruis- 
ers lost at Jutland. It was also true that, as Fisher grumbled, they had not 

been used to fight in the manner he had foreseen, although it was less than 
realistic to expect they always would. Yet none of this would have mattered 
had they worn enough armor to keep shells out. Four of the five better- 
protected German battle cruisers at Jutland were heavily damaged, but only 
the Liitzow went down, and she had limped to within sixty miles of home. 

There was still another reason why the battle cruiser failed to fulfill 
Fisher's expectations. His confidence in naval gunnery had been to an ex- 
tent misplaced. In the virtually point-blank battles still fought within living 
memory, gunners could aim directly at their target. As advances in ordnance 
and propulsion increased the range and speed at which battles took place, 
this ceased to be possible; the target would have moved before shells could 
reach it. For example: at 8,800 yards (5 miles) a ship making 20 knots would 
travel 120 yards during the 12 seconds a projectile would spend in flight. 
Thus it became necessary for gunners to aim, not at their target, but at the 
empty ocean surface they expected it to occupy when their shells arrived. It 
also became necessary for them to make allowance for their own ship’s roll, 
pitch, and yaw, which could throw off the most expert aim. 

Between 1898 and 1907, improvements in training methods and gunlay- 
ing techniques pioneered by Admiral Sir Percy Scott overcame most of the 
difficulties posed by a firing ship’s motions. There remained the infinitely 
more complex problem of calculating the degree of deflection required to 
compensate for her target’s movement. To solve it demanded determining 
not merely the target’s range and bearing, the latter being obtained by the 
triangulation of sights taken from the fore and after parts of the firing ship, 
but the rate at which the range was changing, as it must unless the two 
vessels were steering parallel courses in the same direction at the same 
speed. Further to complicate matters, the change of range rate was not nec- 
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essarily constant; depending upon their relative motion, it might itself be 

changing. So long as such a computation could be made solely on the basis 
of observation and experience, the prospect of getting it right was remote. 

Commencing around the turn of the century, a number of instruments 

and systems were developed to help deal with this problem. In 1902, a Royal 
Navy lieutenant, John S. Dumaresg, invented a trigonometric slide rule that 
became known by his name, on which the user set his ship’s speed and 
course and the target ship’s bearing and estimated speed and course. Subject 
to the accuracy of these estimates (a very considerable qualification) the 
resultant reading showed the change of range rate and the appropriate de- 
flection. Two years later, the Admiralty began trials that led to the adoption 
of a mechanical-range indicator, the Vickers Clock, designed by one of Brit- 
ain’s leading armaments firms. This instrument consisted of a clockwork 
motor that moved a pointer around a dial calibrated in thousands of yards. 
The pointer was set at a starting range and the motor adjusted to run at a 
speed reflecting a change of range rate obtained from either stopwatch ob- 
servations or a dumaresq. So long as that rate was constant or changing at 
a constant rate, the pointer would indicate the range at any given moment. 
Even though its mechanism could not deal with a rate of change that was 
itself changing, the Vickers Clock greatly reduced the element of guesswork 
in gunnery. It became even more helpful after 1906, when the odds of ob- 
taining an accurate starting range were improved by the introduction of a 
new Barr & Stroud rangefinder capable of measuring distances up to 7,000 
yards (4.0 miles) with an error not exceeding 1 percent and up to 10,000 yards 
(5.6 miles) with little more. 

A year earlier, Sir Percy Scott had begun developing director firing, a 
concept that dated from the 1880s but had remained impractical until elec- 
tric circuitry permitted shipboard communications to become instantane- 
ous. The idea was to concentrate control of a ship’s big guns in the hands of 
a “director” (her first gunnery officer) who, together with his enlisted assis- 
tants, would occupy a “director tower” high up the foremast. From this 
eyrie, excellently situated for observation with the director’s “master sight,” 
cables ran to a central “transmitting station,” from which he received firing 
data, and to the turrets, to which he relayed it. When the guns were laid, 

the director fired one or all by closing the appropriate circuits, and waited 
to spot the fall of shot. In the event the director tower was disabled, turrets 
would revert to local control. The Admiralty, where Scott was regarded as 
an obstreperous fanatic, long resisted adopting the director system, but re- 
luctantly relented after a highly successful trial in November 1912. Unfortu- 
nately, it relented slowly, and at the outbreak of war only a third of Britain’s 
dreadnoughts had been fitted with director towers. 
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Meanwhile, Arthur Hungerford Pollen, a well-to-do businessman with 

a profound grasp of technology, had produced a fire control system—in 
effect, an early analogue computer—that might have given British battle 
cruisers the gunnery advantage Fisher had assumed they possessed. By 1912, 
seven years after Pollen secured the Admiralty’s support for its development, 
his system’s salient components included a greatly improved rangefinder, a 
range clock with a variable-speed mechanism that, in contrast to its prede- 
cessors, gave an accurate indication of the change of range rate even if the 
rate was changing, and an automatic plotting table that maintained a con- 
tinuous real-time record of the courses and relative positions of the firing 
and target ships. 

Pollen’s was not, however, the only such system available to the Royal 
Navy. Ever since 1908, his innovations had been consistently countered by 
an alternative method or mechanism devised by Lieutenant (later Admiral 
Sir) Frederick C. Dreyer, a gunnery specialist in whom he had once con- 
fided. Dreyer’s efforts eventuated in the appearance of the Dreyer Table 
Mark I, a Rube Goldbergesque apparatus that plotted observed rates of 
change in a target’s range and bearing. The result, put through a built-in 
dumaresq, indicated the target’s speed and course and provided a mathe- 
matical change of range rate. Like all of Dreyer’s inventions, his table was— 
to an extent, deliberately—less sophisticated, and, except under ideal con- 
ditions, less reliable than the corresponding Pollen product. On the other 
hand, it was much less expensive and performed to its users’ satisfaction 
in some simple trials. That Dreyer was a naval officer in good standing, 
whereas Pollen was not only a civilian but, in the eyes of some senior off- 
cers, a pushy, grasping civilian, may also have influenced matters. In any 
case, in 1912 the Admiralty decided that the Dreyer Table was adequate to 
the navy’s needs and allowed its relationship with Pollen to lapse. Four im- 
proved models followed up to 1914, but none could equal the performance 
of the Pollen system. 

Whether the adoption of that system would have improved the Royal 
Navy’s shooting sufficiently to make a difference in World War I must re- 
main a matter of conjecture. One recent student has argued that it would 
not: accurate fire at very long ranges was simply beyond the bounds of tech- 
nological possibility prior to the appearance of radar and electronic com- 
puters.’ Still, there is no question that the developments outlined above, 
most of which were duplicated in other major navies, greatly extended the 
effective reach of ships’ guns. In 1904, long range meant upwards of 5,000 
yards (2.8 miles); in 1914, it meant upwards of 10,000 yards (5.6 miles). 

Yet as the ranges at which hits became frequent lengthened, those at 
which battles were fought increased. At the Battle of the Falklands in De- 



354 THE DREADNOUGHT REVOLUTION 

cember 1914, the only battle-cruiser action that followed Fisher’s scenario, 

the Invincible and the Inflexible exploited their superior speed to hold the 

hopelessly outgunned armored cruisers Scharnhorst and Gneisenau at ranges 

varying from 12,000 to 16,000 yards (6.8 to 9.0 miles) and sank both with 

negligible damage to themselves, but it took them four and a half hours and 

1,180 shells, and they scored approximately 6 percent hits. Six weeks later, 
the five British battle cruisers engaged at Dogger Bank achieved less than 1 
percent hits at 16,000 to 18,000 yards (9.0 to 10.2 miles). 

Neither of the battle cruisers present at the Falklands and only one of 
those at Dogger Bank were equipped with director firing, although all car- 
ried some sort of Dreyer Table. All except two of the dreadnoughts and 
battle cruisers engaged at Jutland in mid-1916 had received directors, how- 
ever, and their shooting showed little improvement. Overall, at ranges of 
7,000 to 21,000 yards (4 to 12 miles), their main batteries expended 4,598 

shells to score approximately roo hits, a rate of 2.17 percent. German ships 
shot better, hitting with 120 of 3,574 shells (3.33 percent) fired by director 

systems using apparatus comparable to that aboard British vessels except for 
the absence of any type of plotter. The disadvantage this deficiency seem- 
ingly imposed had been more than offset by three factors: the superiority of 
the German navy’s stereoscopic rangefinders, especially in poor visibility; 
the realism of its training, which accustomed German gunnery officers to 
cope with sudden and sharp changes in range, course, and bearing; and the 
manifestly limited utility of the Dreyer Table. 

In short, the gunnery revolution remained incomplete. As of 1914, con- 

sistent hitting still could not be achieved at the ranges guns could reach, but 
capital ships equipped with directors could attain a reasonable number of 
hits up to perhaps 12,500 yards (7.2 miles). At Jutland, for example, the Grand 

Fleet’s flagship, HMS Iron Duke, hammered the light cruiser Wiesbaden with 
seven of forty-three shells fired in a five-minute period at approximately that 
range. And if, on the whole, the fleets engaged in that battle scored about 
the same small percentage of hits as the U.S. forces at Manila Bay and San- 
tiago, they did so under considerably more difficult conditions and at up to 
ten times the range. 

The battle cruiser’s debut signaled the armored cruiser’s demise. Only 
one was laid down after its advent, Germany’s Bliicher, and she was sunk at 
Dogger Bank. Those already in inventory took part in the war, but they 
were a dying breed. Light (“scout”) cruisers, descendants of the protected 
cruisers of the late nineteenth century, emerged as the outriders of the 

fleet. Those in service in the Royal Navy in 1914 displaced from 3,300 to 

5,440 tons and could attain speeds of 25.5 knots. All except the earliest 
mounted 6-inch guns. Their slightly smaller German counterparts were 
equipped with 4.1-inch guns until 1912 and 5.9-inch thereafter. 
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Like every other category of combatant, destroyers gained in size dur- 
ing the prewar decade. They also became much more dangerous. This they 
owed to the invention of the heater torpedo, which used hot gas rather than 
simple compressed air to power its engine and could run twice as far as 
preceding types: in its German 1906 version, up to 6,000 yards (3.4 miles) at 

36 knots and for shorter distances at greater speeds. At the start of the war, 
the latest British destroyers, built according to a design philosophy that em- 
phasized their defensive function—that is, the destruction of other destroy- 

ers—displaced about 1,000 tons, carried three 4-inch guns and two torpedo 
tubes, and had a top speed of 29 knots. The latest German destroyers, built 
according to a philosophy that emphasized their offensive function—the 
destruction of big ships—displaced at most 800 tons and had only 3.5-inch 
guns, but mounted four torpedo tubes and could make 33 knots. Both types 
soon acquired the additional responsibility of screening their battle lines 
from hostile submarines. 

Submarines, the other principal beneficiary of the heater torpedo, had 
made great strides since 1904, when the French had solved the propulsion 
problem that compromised the performance or safety of earlier boats by the 
introduction of the diesel (surface) /electric (submerged) system that pow- 

ered submarines throughout both world wars. In 1914, recent models had an 

operational radius of nearly four thousand nautical miles and the ability to 
travel up to eighty nautical miles underwater before the need to recharge 
their batteries compelled them to surface. By then, Britain and France each 
had about seventy-five boats in commission. Germany, the last major power 
to begin building submarines—the first Unterseeboot was not launched until 
1908—had twenty-eight. At the close of a prewar VIP briefing extolling the 
capabilities of the new craft, Saxony’s notoriously plainspoken King Fried- 
rich August III had posed a very good question: “Well, then, why don’t we 
have more of them?” 

The answer was that, its progress notwithstanding, the submarine’s po- 
tential remained generally unrecognized. A Greek boat, the Delfin, had fired 
a dud at a Turkish cruiser during the First Balkan War (1912-13), but a ship 
had yet to be hit, much less sunk, by a submarine-launched torpedo. Despite 
the Royal Navy’s use of one of its boats in conjunction with the battle fleet 
in the 1910 maneuvers, submarines continued to be regarded primarily as 
instruments of coast defense. 

How seriously they had been underestimated was revealed in the war's 
opening months. When the British fleet declined to appear in German wa- 
ters, the Imperial Navy sent its U-boats out looking for trouble. On 5 Sep- 
tember 1914, Kapitdnleutnant Otto Hersing’s U-21 became the first submarine 
to destroy an enemy vessel, dispatching the light cruiser Pathfinder with a 
single torpedo, and one afternoon later that month Kapitdénleutnant Otto 
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Weddigen’s U-9 sank an entire squadron of armored cruisers, HMS Aboukir, 

Cressy, and Hogue, off the Dutch coast. Weddigen’s success proceeded in part 

from his victims’ faulty reactions (the first ship hit assumed she had struck a 

mine and the second was preparing to take off survivors when he torpedoed 
her), but it forever established the submarine as a major factor in war at sea. 

During the next four years, U-boats would account for more than sixty 
other warships. With a very few exceptions, however, these sinkings were 
the results of chance encounters. In 1915 and 1916, both sides made repeated 

attempts to integrate submarines into fleet operations, principally by estab- 
lishing patrol lines across which the enemy was to be enticed, but somehow 
something always went wrong: either destroyers held the submarines at 
arm’s length or the enemy force passed through the patrol line without be- 
ing sighted or it steered another course, after all. The great submarine am- 
bush that seemed so plausible in planning never took place. In a sense, that 
scarcely mattered. After Weddigen’s exploit, it was not necessary for a sub- 
marine to be anywhere in the vicinity to complicate the conduct of surface 
operations. The mere possibility that one might be sufficed. 

Moreover, by the turn of the year 1914-15 the German navy had decided 
its U-boats could be most productively employed to respond to the British 
surface blockade of Germany by establishing a counter-blockade of Britain; 
that is, by guerre de course. This was a task for which they were superbly 
suited in all respects save one. A submarine is armored in invisibility. When 
it becomes visible, it becomes vulnerable, and international prize law re- 

quired it to become visible. According to prize law, a commerce raider could 
not sink a merchant ship without confirming that her cargo included war 
material (contraband), which necessitated sending an officer to examine her 
papers, and making provision for the safety of her passengers, if any, and 
crew. To observe this etiquette, a U-boat had to come to the surface, and 

although some did, the practice was fraught with peril, especially after 
the British Admiralty began arming merchantmen and sending out decoys 
called Q-ships bristling with hidden guns. The alternative, to sink noncom- 
batant vessels without warning, struck prewar sensibilities as so barbarous 
that in January 1914 Britain’s First Lord of the Admiralty, Winston Churchill, 

scorned the idea that a civilized power would ever adopt such a policy. 
In February 1915 the Imperial Navy’s leaders did not perceive this to be 

a problem. The proclamation of a precisely delineated “ocean war zone” 
around the British Isles expressly warned that vessels, even neutrals, found 

inside it were liable to be sunk on sight. Intimidation was part of the pro- 
gram; moreover, from a German perspective the British blockade, including 
as it did foodstuffs, appeared no less inhumane. Six weeks later, the U-20 sank 
the British liner Lusitania, with the loss of 1,198 lives, including 128 Ameri- 

cans. President Woodrow Wilson responded with angry protests implying 
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that unless Germany abandoned unrestricted submarine warfare, the United 
States would declare war. The problem then became fully apparent. To re- 
spect international law forfeited the U-boats’ chief operational asset. To vio- 
late it risked adding the United States to Germany’s already daunting list of 
enemies. After months of haggling, the Imperial government acceded to the 
president's demands, but the final reckoning had merely been postponed. 

Mines, the other concealed weapon in the naval arsenal, also played an 
influential part in the world war. Indeed, their influence predated its out- 
break. In 1912 the extent of the minefields girding the German coast, coupled 

with the threat of surface and subsurface torpedo attacks, led the British to 
conclude that in the event of war it would be too costly to maintain a coastal 
blockade of the sort traditionally imposed on France. Instead, they decided 
to establish a “distant blockade” of the exits from the North Sea, thereby 

conceding the German navy unimpeded access to a body of water that 
lapped the British Isles. In the course of the conflict, some 247,000 mines 

were laid, 11,000 from specially configured German submarines. Altogether, 
mines sank approximately 140 warships—more than submarines’ torpe- 
does, more than other warships’ guns— including seven battleships (six pre- 
dreadnought) and, in an impromptu demonstration of the danger the Ad- 
miralty had apprehended, seven of eleven German destroyers that ran into 
Russian minefields in the Gulf of Finland one night in 1916. 

While mines and submarines created a new dimension of naval warfare 
under the sea, aircraft and airships opened one above it. Powered flight, 
made practical by the development of the relatively lightweight internal 
combustion engine, was achieved by Count Zeppelin’s rigid airship in 1900 
and the Wright brothers’ heavier-than-air craft in 1903. The interest with 

which admiralties began to monitor the progress of both technologies quick- 
ened after the French aviator Henri Fabre built the first seaplane in 1910, and 

despite the usual skeptics, by 1914 at least eight navies had instituted air ser- 
vices. Three even made provision to take a few aircraft afloat, converting 
existing vessels into seaplane carriers: the French the cruiser Foudre in March 
1912, the British the cruiser Hermes in May 1913, and the Japanese a former 

merchantman, renamed the Wakamiya, in November 1913. In the meantime, 

the Royal Hellenic Navy became the first to use an aircraft in combat when 
in February 1913 one of its seaplanes dropped four small bombs, all misses, 

on Turkish warships in the Dardanelles during the Second Balkan War. 
These pioneering activities notwithstanding, as of 1914 naval aviation 

remained embryonic. Upon its detachment from the Royal Flying Corps 
that July, Britain’s Royal Naval Air Service, then the world’s largest, num- 

bered 50 officers, 550 men, 91 aircraft, and 7 nonrigid airships. Following the 

outbreak of war, the belligerent navies rapidly and repeatedly increased the 
strength of their air forces. At the time of its incorporation into the Royal 
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Air Force in April 1918, the Royal Naval Air Service, still the world’s largest, 

numbered 5,000 officers, 43,000 men, 3,000 aircraft, and 100 nonrigid airships. 

The most important mission foreseen for both aircraft and airships 

was reconnaissance. In the crucial North Sea theater, the Imperial German 

Navy’s Zeppelins performed this task about as well as weather permitted— 

it kept them grounded three days out of four—during the war's opening 
years, when their high ceiling and rate of climb safeguarded them from in- 
terception by aircraft not airborne upon their approach. In 1917 advances in 
heavier-than-air technology put an end to their inviolability, but by then they 
had logged 568 scouting flights and reported observations of tactical value 
to the High Seas Fleet on several of its sorties. Fortunately for the British, 
high winds prevented five Zeppelins from carrying out a scheduled recon- 
naissance before the fleets made contact in Jutland. 

A prewar attempt by the Royal Navy to build a rigid airship having 
ended in ignominy, the Grand Fleet initially relied on aircraft flying from 
coastal bases or embarked in seaplane carriers. The results were disappoint- 
ing. Shore-based planes lacked the range to accompany the fleet far from 
land, and at sea weather conditions more often than not made it impossible 
for seaplanes to take off. At Jutland the Engadine, a seaplane carrier assigned 
to the British Battle Cruiser Fleet, succeeded in getting one of her four 
planes into the air early in the action. This aircraft, the first to participate in 
a fleet engagement, made a potentially helpful sighting report, but the mes- 
sage did not get through to the fleet flagship, and after a flight of thirty-nine 
minutes a broken fuel pipe forced it down. The British nonetheless persisted 
in the aim of incorporating aircraft into the fleet, and in 1917 they began to 
develop true carriers, an initiative examined in the following survey. 

In addition to reconnaissance, naval aircraft essayed most of the other 
missions they would perform between 1939 and 1945, attacking and defend- 

ing land and sea targets, harrying submarines, and correcting fire in shore 
bombardments. The major difference was that between 1914 and 1918 they 

could not carry big enough bombs or deliver them with sufficient accuracy 
to endanger surface vessels of any size. When in January 1918, the Turkish 
battle cruiser Yavuz Sultan Selim (formerly the German Goeben) spent five 

unhappy days aground in the Dardanelles, a sitting duck 612 feet long, British 
single-engine bombers showered her with fifteen tons of explosives during 
more than two hundred sorties and scored two trifling hits. Thus, despite 
the importance aircraft achieved in other contexts, their influence on high- 

seas surface operations was marginal. 
The limitations imposed by the use of low frequencies notwithstanding, 

radio played a vital role. By 1914 signals sent by very high-power transmitters 
could carry almost three thousand miles, and the colonial powers had be- 
gun building relay stations to link their overseas possessions. British forces 
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quickly severed Germany’s global communications net, but that did not af- 
fect operations in the North Sea, where both sides were within easy reach 
of home stations. Shipboard wireless equipment also had increased in range 
and reliability. Initially installed only in big ships, wireless had been added to 
destroyers and submarines well before the war, and soon became standard 
equipment in observation planes and airships. 

At the onset of hostilities, flag hoists and signal lamps remained a faster 
means of making tactical signals. “Repeated” by designated ships, a practice 
dating from the Age of Sail, they could be carried out in two or three min- 
utes, while because of time lost in handling, wireless signals took ten to 
fifteen minutes. By 1916, however, improved procedures allowed them to be 

executed with equal alacrity and the great advantage that they did not de- 
pend upon visual recognition. This was especially important in the North 
Sea, where pervasive fogs and mists deepened the obscurity in which coal- 
burning fleets firing cordite charges were apt to enshroud themselves. The 
forces engaged at Jutland could hardly have been maneuvered as effectively 
as they were without radio communications. 

But the capacity of the electronic envelope in which naval warfare now 
occurred exceeded the conduct of communications between friendly forces; 
it could be exploited to disseminate disinformation and plundered to gather 
intelligence. The first radio deception, unless Rozhdestvenski’s imposition of 
radio silence as his fleet neared Japanese waters can be considered such, was 
practiced by Vice Admiral Count Maximilian von Spee’s German East Asia 
Squadron in October 1914. Arriving off the coast of Chile after an undetected 
voyage across the South Pacific, it restricted its wireless traffic to the light 
cruiser Leipzig to give the impression that only a single German ship was in 
the vicinity. Rear Admiral Sir Christopher Cradock’s much weaker squadron 
was therefore surprised to encounter five of von Spee’s cruisers off Cape 
Coronel, where it went down to the first serious defeat the Royal Navy had 

suffered in more than a century. Later in the war, the Germans routinely 
transferred the High Seas Fleet flagship’s DK call sign ashore before the fleet 
sortied to preserve the appearance that it remained in port. Before Jutland, 
they even sent the flagship’s regular wireless operator ashore, so that British 
eavesdroppers would not detect the “touch” of an unfamiliar hand on 
the key. 

If intercepted messages might mislead, they could also be extremely 
enlightening. During the Russo-Japanese War, all that the antagonists had 
been able to learn from one another’s signals was that the sender was some- 
where within range of their receivers. Since then, the development of radio 
direction finding enabled two or more stations taking cross-bearings on the 
same transmission to pinpoint the position of senders hundreds of miles 
away. The operational implications were obvious, and by the spring of 1915 



360 THE DREADNOUGHT REVOLUTION 

the Royal Navy had built five stations to sweep the North Sea; later, other 

stations were positioned to reach into the North Atlantic. These facilities’ 

reports proved of great value to British forces in the surface campaign 

against the High Seas Fleet, and, together with the shipboard rangefinders 

the U.S. Navy began installing in its destroyers in 1917, helped to defeat 

the second unrestricted U-boat offensive. The Germans also established 
direction-finding stations on the North Sea, but the extreme reticence the 
British observed in wireless communications limited their productivity. 

Given that being able to determine the enemy’s whereabouts in the 
course of his operations was a great advantage, the advantage of being able 
to anticipate those operations was greater still. This was made possible by 
signals intelligence, the practice of analyzing the enemy’s radio traffic to 
detect changes in the pattern of his transmissions and breaking the ciphers 
in which he had veiled them. No navy had prepared to conduct such activi- 
ties prior to the war. Very soon after its outbreak, however, accidental in- 

tercepts of enciphered enemy messages inspired the British and German 
navies to institute signals intelligence services. The British became non- 
committally known as Room 4p, the office assigned it in the Admiralty Old 
Building in November 1914; the German, situated at Neumiinster, south of 

Kiel, was forthrightly entitled the Deciphering Service (Entzifferungsdienst or 
E-Dienst ). 

Before the end of 1914, Room 4o received an incredible windfall in 

the form of no fewer than three German naval code books: two retrieved 
from sunken warships and one seized aboard an interned merchantman. 
Although in time the Germans changed their ciphers, the insight that had 
been gained into their methods and their relatively unrestrained use of wire- 
less allowed Room 40 to read their signals almost without interruption 
throughout the war, even after the cipher began to be changed daily. Be- 
cause the Germans customarily transmitted their operations orders in writ- 
ing, limiting most of Room 40's intercepts to consequential communica- 
tions, such as instructions to minesweepers to clear a certain channel by a 
certain time, British cryptographers could seldom discover exactly what the 
High Seas Fleet was up to, but they could deduce that it was up to some- 
thing. Of the sixteen sorties it made after November 1914, Room 40 gave 

advanced notice of fourteen and reported the others while they were in 
progress. As the war wore on, the obvious excellence of British intelligence 
provoked the Germans to look for a source of leaks. They concluded that 
their ciphers could not be broken (a mistake destined to be repeated in 
World War II) and focused their suspicions on espionage and treason. 

German signals intelligence lacked the luck that facilitated its rival’s suc- 
cess. Whereas in 1916 Room 4o obtained still a fourth German code book 

from a Zeppelin downed over England, the E-Dienst never gained access to 
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one of their British equivalents. Furthermore, British reserve denied the 
E-Dienst more than a fraction of the material with which German garru- 
lity regaled Room 4o. That its achievements were modest does not seem 
surprising. 

The cumulative effect of the systems and technologies, electronic and 
otherwise, that had begun to appear in the Machine Age upon the conditions 
of World War I naval combat was profound. It was true that despite the 
intervention of the aircraft and the submarine, big ships mounting big guns 
remained supreme. It was also true that those ships fought in the traditional 
line ahead, so that all their heavy turrets could traverse to bear in broadside. 
But if the style of battle had not changed fundamentally, its dimensions and 
tempo had increased dramatically. 

Thanks to improvements in wireless and the introduction of direction 
finding, a fleet’s intelligence surround, tactical as well as strategic, might 
embrace an entire theater of war. In any event, it would extend as far in any 
direction as that fleet’s most distant component. The potential extent of the 
battle area also underwent a considerable though much less extreme expan- 
sion. This was most notable in the North Sea arena, where the effect of the 

advances in naval gunnery was compounded by the size of the opposing 
fleets. In the great clashes of the Anglo-Dutch Wars it had not been unusual 
for 80 to upwards of 100 vessels to be present on each side, but the strategic 
circumstances of the Anglo-French Wars were such that neither belligerent 
brought such numbers into any action after Barfleur, and except for Nava- 
rino, the battles fought since 1815 had involved lesser naval powers. There 
were, in all, 57 fighting ships at Quiberon Bay; 37 at the Nile; 69 at Trafalgar; 

22 at Mobile Bay; 58 at Lissa; 26 at the Yalu; and, excluding torpedo boats, 

gunboats, and fleet auxiliaries, 78 at Tsushima. At Jutland there were 249: 

150 British and 99 German. Although by the time the British battle line came 

into action patchy visibility limited the area in which ships were actually 
exchanging fire to approximately 25 square miles, the two fleets occupied at 
least 60 square miles, and immediately after the last exchange of fire prior 
to nightfall they extended over roughly 130 square miles. Even with the as- 
sistance of the staffs fleet commanders had acquired since the turn of the 
century—Jellicoe’s numbered sixteen officers*—to exercise effective control 
over forces engaged in operations on this scale was a difficult undertaking. 

Of still greater consequence to the conduct of battle than the expansion 
of its area was the acceleration of its pace. In the Age of Sail, the combined 
closing speed of two well-ordered lines of battle did not exceed four to six 
knots; that of two dreadnought battle squadrons was about forty knots. The 

hours that the fleets of years past had spent in visual contact before they 
could commence firing were compressed into minutes, and sometimes less: 

in poor light, hostile formations might not catch sight of one another until 
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they were near enough to open fire the instant they did. Such circumstances 

placed the power of decision at a premium. During the long approach to 

Trafalgar, Nelson had six hours to dispose his fleet. At Jutland, where insuf- 

ficient information as to the bearing of the enemy battle squadrons forced 
him to delay his deployment to the last possible moment, Jellicoe did not 
have many more than the twenty seconds he actually took.® 

In 1914, as in 1814, the Royal Navy was incomparably the strongest in 
the world. True, the German naval challenge—that most counterproductive 
attempt at coercion, which almost guaranteed that in the case of a general 
war Britain would intervene on the side opposed to Germany—had led to 
an apparent lessening of the margin of naval superiority the British govern- 
ment pledged itself to uphold. In 1912 the two-power standard formally in 
effect since 1889, stipulating that the Royal Navy should be maintained at a 
strength equal to that of the next two strongest navies plus 10 percent, was 
abandoned in favor of a one-power standard requiring it to be maintained at 
a strength equal to that of the next strongest navy plus 60 percent. While 
some observers interpreted the change as a retreat, the Admiralty calculated 
that should the second strongest navy (the German) substantially outbuild 
the third (that of the United States), the new standard would actually pro- 
vide a greater margin of superiority than the old. In fact, if applied to mod- 
ern capital ships at the outbreak of war, it would have produced exactly the 
same result. In July 1914, Germany had thirty in commission or under con- 

struction, and together Germany and the United States had forty-four. The 
maintenance of either the one-power or the two-power standard would have 
given Britain forty-eight. Construction having fallen below formula, she ac- 
tually had forty-two, which were immediately reinforced by the requisition 
of three being built for foreign powers. The augmented total, though still 
short of the magic number, gave the Royal Navy a commanding capital-ship 
superiority of exactly 50 percent. 

How these ships compared to their German opposites is a question that 
still exercises historians. German vessels were beamier and their underwater 
compartmentation was more minute. The former made them steadier gun 
platforms and allowed for better protection against mine and torpedo hits; 
the latter, achieved at the expense of crew comfort, facilitated damage con- 
trol in the event of flooding. (These were advantages for which the Royal 
Navy was unable to compete. The beam of its ships was constricted by the 
breadth of docks dating from Victorian times, and as a global force faced 

with the prospect of distant deployments, it could not sacrifice habitability 
with such abandon as one intended to operate close to home in the North 
Sea and the Baltic.) Finally, German ships carried more and thicker armor, 
which, together with the features described above, made them highly resis- 
tant to damage and extremely difficult to sink. 
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On the other hand, British capital ships were faster and more heavily 
armed. The first two classes of German dreadnoughts, eight vessels in all, 
had reciprocating engines that gave them a maximum speed of 19.5 knots, 
against the earliest British dreadnoughts’ 21 knots, and their turbine- 
powered successors remained 1.5 to 2 knots slower than British contempo- 
raries. Inferiority in firepower was the price German ships paid for their 
durability, since every ton of displacement allocated to armor meant one 
less for guns and munitions. Of the thirty-seven British dreadnoughts and 
battle cruisers at Jutland, twenty-two mounted 13.5- to 15-inch guns and 

none less than 12-inch; of the twenty-one German, none mounted more than 

12-inch and six only 11-inch. Even had the 12-inch-gunned British ships not 
been present, the remainder would have hurled almost twice the weight of 
metal as the German. Unfortunately for the Royal Navy, the benefit it might 
have derived from this imbalance was largely vitiated by the gunnery prob- 
lems already examined and the propensity of its armor-piercing shells to 
burst on impact. 

Which side’s ships were the better overall can be argued either way. 
Jellicoe expressed his opinion in a memorandum of 14 July 1914, warning 
that “assuming equality in design it is dangerous to consider that our ships 
as a whole are superior or even equal fighting machines.”’ Whether that 
was true, it cannot have been a comforting thought to a man who would 
shortly assume command of the Grand Fleet. 
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Technology's Victim 

(1859-1935) 

JAMES GOLDRICK 



HIS FINAL STYLE AND TITLES DESCRIBED HIS ACHIEVEMENTS. 

When John Rushworth Jellicoe died in 1935 at the age of seventy-five, he was 
an Admiral of the Fleet, an Earl, a Knight Grand Cross of the Order of the 

Bath and of the Royal Victorian Order, and a member of the Order of Merit. 
He had come far. Born at-Southampton on 5 December 1859, son of a 

Royal Mail Line captain, Jellicoe was the product of the Victorian English 
middle class and the traditions of service and self-improvement it cherished. 
In this he was also an exemplar of the Royal Navy’s tendency to derive its 
greatest leaders from that same middle class. 

Jellicoe was a marked man from the start. Described as “one of the 

cleverest cadets” ever to enter the training ship Britannia,’ he did equally 
well as a midshipman and in his examinations for lieutenant, gaining First 
Class certificates at every opportunity. Jellicoe’s academic abilities were ac- 
companied by sporting skills and a flair for practical work, notably in sea- 
manship. A natural leader, he was clearly destined for the top. 

Jellicoe was admired not only by his seniors and subordinates but by his 
contemporaries, that most critical audience. But courteous, friendly, and 

apparently unassuming as he was, Jellicoe was very sure of himself and de- 
termined to succeed. Before his entry to the Royal Navy, he did not conceal 
his ambition to become “Admiral Sir John Jellicoe.” 

Yet the ability to inspire both affection and admiration at all levels while 
sustaining an absolute conviction in his own rectitude means that Jellicoe 

represents a paradox for the historian, for that conviction hardened as he 
aged. Invariably tactful with mistaken superiors, he became unwilling to 
bear subordinates whom he thought to be speaking out of turn. Those who 
enjoyed Jellicoe’s confidence always declared that he was receptive to new 
ideas and lent his staff a sympathetic ear.’ In truth, his record of handling 
those zealous for reform was never good‘ and he suffered from an inability 
to delegate. This tendency was magnified by the inadequacy of the Admi- 
ralty’s bureaucracy, which found him having to occupy senior appointments 
in Whitehall with scant technical or clerical support. Doing everything him- 
self left little space for other views. 

Jellicoe was not alone in this failing. Social commentary on the Royal 
Navy of his era is unanimous on the extent of “Very Senior Officer Venera- 
tion.” But his restrictive ideas as to how the Grand Fleet should be fought 
and his lack of sympathy with any alternative confined the potential of his 
command within even tighter bounds than Jellicoe himself conceived. Be- 

365 
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cause his subordinates expected to have little to do on their initiative, that 
initiative atrophied; because uncontrolled aggression could put the Grand 
Fleet at risk, there would be no aggression at all; because there was little to 

gain from night fighting, in the event even less would be gained. As Admiral 
Sir Herbert Richmond was later to observe, “The tactical doctrine was the 

reflex of [Jellicoe’s] whole attitude. Safety was at the bottom of his mind 
throughout, not destruction of the enemy.” ° 

In two ways, Jellicoe’s career served to reinforce his natural caution. A 

gunnery officer closely associated with the early reforms of John Fisher, he 
was later not only a member of the committee that developed the design 
for the first all-big-gun battleship, the Dreadnought, but director of Naval 
Ordnance and Controller. Between 1884 and 1914 there were few technical 

weapon developments with which he was not concerned. This involvement 
instilled in Jellicoe a belief that the Royal Navy possessed as many weak- 
nesses as strengths. Essentially practical in his outlook, but neither engineer 
nor scientist, he was eventually overwhelmed by the ever-increasing com- 
plexity of the navy’s matériel problems. He would make do instead—but 
cautiously. 

Such technical judgments were congruous with Jellicoe’s seagoing ex- 
perience. The ability to make the best out of the material at hand was and 
is the hallmark of the successful executive officer of big ships. In this, as 
commander in the battleships Sans Pareil, Victoria, and Ramillies, Jellicoe was 

superlative. He gave further evidence of his ability to improvise when he 
served as chief of staff for the international naval force sent to relieve Peking 
during the Boxer Rebellion in 1900. His combination of tact in dealing with 
the foreign naval contingents and personal courage were sorely missed after 
his evacuation with a bullet in his left lung. 

It is important to note that Jellicoe saw little independent service until 
his command of the Atlantic Fleet in 1910. He did not even command a 

private ship—that is, one without a flag officer embarked—until the cruiser 
Drake as a forty-four-year-old captain. Jellicoe was a “company” man in ev- 
ery sense of the term. 

To ensure that he would be in command of the Grand Fleet, the newly 
assembled principal battle force in home waters, Jellicoe was sent posthaste 
to sea in August 1914 on the eve of war, with the warning that he must be 
prepared to take over as commander in chief from the incumbent, Admiral 
Sir George Callaghan. 

Jellicoe did not relish the prospect of peremptorily relieving an old 
friend, but the Admiralty was convinced that he was the only man to man- 
age the war at sea. Early in the morning of 4 August the change was made. 
As an acting admiral, Sir John Jellicoe was now commander in chief of the 
Grand Fleet. 
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The situation was not an easy one. The key to the British strategy was 
the distant blockade, by which the passages to the Atlantic were shut to 
German shipping. In theory, Germany was thus closed off to maritime com- 
merce, but the definition of contraband of war had become so narrow by 
1914 that it took many months and ruthless action in the face of neutral 

protests before the Allies could be sure that this economic weapon was hav- 
ing real effects. 

Distant, as opposed to close or observational, blockade was the result of 
the realization that steam power, the mine, and the torpedo had between 
them rendered impossible a constant watch upon the enemy in his ports. 
Successive prewar exercises had demonstrated not only how easily a hostile 
force could slip past a blockade but also the facility with which the blockad- 
ing force could be worn down. 

Sensible as the distant blockade was, it did little to protect the British 
east coast, which lay open to German raids. Jellicoe himself admitted that 
without adequate warning “it must be realised that the fleet cannot stop [a 
raid].”’ The increasing vulnerability of surface ships to submarines made 
matters worse. The CinC was forced to abandon the battle fleet sweeps into 
the southern North Sea that he had initiated at the start of the war.® 

The lack of bases on the east coast added another dimension to the 
problem. Plans to develop Scapa Flow as a fleet base and Rosyth as a dock- 
yard were little advanced in 1914 and neither they nor any other northern 
anchorage possessed realistic protection against submarines or mines. Much 

of Jellicoe’s energy in the first months of the war was consumed by his fran- 
tic efforts to improve these bases and to keep the Grand Fleet safe in the 
meantime. Despite the strain on men and machinery, the CinC was able to 
maintain both morale and efficiency throughout his squadrons® while push- 
ing the pace of improvements to harbor defenses as hard as he could. 

By 1916 there would be more than enough defended anchorages but 
they were concentrated in the north. No matter how well protected, no 
harbor south of Rosyth could take more than a squadron of heavy ships in 
all conditions of tide. 

Jellicoe’s approach to the raid problem was simple. He would do all that 
he could to get the German ships if they were to attempt any attacks upon 
the long and ill-protected east coast. But such raids could have little more 
than propaganda value. The most effective British reply would be destruc- 
tion of the perpetrators, which could practicably be achieved only after the 
event. This may have held little comfort for the inhabitants for the east coast 
towns, but it was the only choice. 

Jellicoe was also concerned with the risk of a defeat in detail. The loss 
of a single battle squadron would reduce the Royal Navy’s margin of supe- 
riority in the North Sea to nothing. This danger also applied to the battle 
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cruisers under Vice Admiral Sir David Beatty that were stationed at Rosyth 
from late 1914. As Jellicoe wrote to Beatty in March 1915, “It is quite all right 

if you keep your speed, of course, but it is the reverse if you have some ships 
with their speed badly reduced in the fight with the [German] battle cruisers, 

or by submarines.” '° 
In the process of impressing his ideas upon the Grand Fleet, Jellicoe 

began to develop comprehensive orders for its operations. His book, The 
Grand Fleet 1914-1916: Its Creation, Development and Work, is an indispensable 

reference in any consideration not only of this evolution of doctrine but of 
Jellicoe’s performance as a commander. Yet it is an apologia that must be 
treated with care. Jellicoe naturally sought to justify his actions as CinC and 
he tended to give.the impression that his analysis of the strategic and tacti- 
cal situation on assuming command was more coherent than was in fact 
the case. The Grand Fleet must therefore be studied in conjunction with the 
steadily developing Grand Fleet Battle Orders to gain a complete picture of 
Jellicoe’s intentions. 

In the first place, Jellicoe had an absolute belief in the reliance of the 
Germans upon “submarines, mines and torpedoes” and in “their actual su- 
periority”’ in these arms.’! Conversely, although he was equally convinced 
of the superiority of the Grand Fleet in heavy guns, he was conscious that 
this could be sustained only under certain conditions. The first of these was 
visibility. If this were to be reduced in the course of an action, the British 

would not only face a concomitant increase in the danger of a torpedo at- 
tack but the advantage of the heavier armament of their capital ships would 
be lost. 

Jellicoe extended this view to the subject of night actions, remarking 
that “night actions between heavy ships must always be largely a matter of 
chance, as there is little opportunity for skill on either side.” !* His idea was 
that preservation of the British battle line was paramount and to this effect 
he intended that the Grand Fleet flotillas first act in their destroyer role 
to neutralize any torpedo attack, only then themselves moving against the 
enemy heavy ships. 

Jellicoe went further. So convinced was he of the superiority of German 
night-fighting techniques that he was inclined to think that any encounter 
would have few benefits for the British, because “we were bound to suffer 

serious losses with no corresponding advantage.” 
The second factor derived from the inability of the Grand Fleet to sus- 

tain accurate fire while maneuvering. The gunnery fire control problem has 
been exposed at length in recent years in the debate over the relative merits 
of the Pollen and Dreyer systems.'* The fact is that the equipment opera- 
tional in 1916 was not helm free—that is, it could not maintain an accurate 

solution while the firing ship was in the turn or for some time afterward, 
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even when only one turn was involved, let alone multiple alterations in 
short succession. The fire control systems were also incapable of dealing 
with the high rates of change of range rate that were implicit when firing at 
a maneuvering target. 

The Grand Fleet could expect to achieve an effective number of hits at 
long range only if the engaged forces were meeting in the classical line of 
battle artillery duel. In but one other instance, that of crossing the enemy’s T, 

in which the geometry of the situation would place the least strain upon 
predictive systems, could the Grand Fleet have any confidence that it would 
be effective. ‘ 

Whatever Jellicoe’s part was in the decision to eschew Pollen in favor of 
the inferior Dreyer system, he was acutely aware of the limitations of British 
technology. Despite the naiveté suggested by Jellicoe’s plaint that “only I 
want to fight them fairly,”’’ his plans of action reflected not so much the 
wishful thinking suggested by some as that awareness. 

Apart from the obvious problems of command, it is likely that these 
same limitations in fire control prejudiced Jellicoe absolutely against divided 
tactics, whereby subordinate admirals could maneuver their squadrons in- 
dependently in order to exploit some local advantage. Implying as they did 
frequent turns at decreasing ranges to the enemy, there existed the dan- 
ger that squadrons so engaged would be open to a concentration of fire 
from nonmaneuvering opponents while themselves unable to shoot with 
any accuracy. 

Jellicoe also faced a dilemma over the use of armor-piercing shell as 
opposed to high explosive. Despite his subsequent protestations over the 
discovery of the inferiority of armor-piercing shell at Jutland,’ it is likely 
that he was aware of the problem from prewar experiments.’* He himself 
favored the use of high-explosive shells, believing that the “weight of burst- 
ing charge” ’ would disable an opponent’s fire control and command ar- 
rangements, ieaving him helpless. 

Gunnery was not the only difficulty. Jellicoe faced unprecedented prob- 
lems in maneuvering the Grand Fleet. The largest steam-powered tactical 
formation in history, it had to be handled at higher speeds and in more 
extreme conditions than had ever been attempted. In order to reduce his 
battle line to practical dimensions, Jellicoe ordered a standard distance of 
only five hundred yards for his dreadnoughts.” Even so, with twenty battle- 
ships in company the line was more than five miles in length. 

Given his need to place the two hundred guns of the battle fleet in the 
most favorable position, the tactical integrity of the big ships represented 
Jellicoe’s overweening preoccupation. Overcautious the CinC may have 

been, but the practical difficulties involved in any maneuver in a sea in which 
the visibility was not often sufficient for him to encompass all his command 
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cannot be underestimated. The German “battle turns together’ (Gefechts- 

kehrtwendung) at Jutland demonstrated what could be done in an emer- 

gency, but Jellicoe regarded the risks of such tactics as unacceptable. He felt 

that he had to confine himself to maneuvers that were safe in any visibility 

or sea state.” 

Jellicoe’s unwillingness to take risks resulted principally from his preoc- 

cupation with his concept of the “chosen moment.” He was convinced that 

the Germans could organize an assault at the time of their greatest strength, 
with no important units detached from the High Seas Fleet, and at the weak- 
est moment for the British. Since Jellicoe had to accept a regular program of 
refits in the interests of his fleet’s long-term efficiency, he was the more 
certain to set his face against any “operation tending to weaken [the] Grand 
Fleet.” In reality, the Germans had their own problems with dockyards 
and they were sometimes willing to act with an incomplete order of battle. 

The most extraordinary thing about Jellicoe as commander in chief is 
the extent to which he accepted the technological limitations of the Grand 
Fleet as they were when he took command. To some extent this was only 
proper. Responsibility for technical development rested in Whitehall, al- 
though the Grand Fleet’s record of innovation was not unimpressive.” But 
Jellicoe always felt that he could not devote time to experiments at the 
expense of current operational standards. This was one of his objections 
to attempting divided tactics.** Because Jellicoe believed that the High Seas 
Fleet could sortie with little or no warning he felt that he had to keep the 
fleet trained in what he knew it could do, not what it might achieve. 

Yet it is clear that Jellicoe adhered too closely to his self-imposed restric- 
tions as time passed. The dangers of simply accepting what he found and 
minimizing risks were as much psychological as material because they did 
not encourage that eye for the main chance that was essential if the Grand 
Fleet were to achieve substantial success against the Germans. In particular, 
Jellicoe did not make sufficient use of the wealth of operational experience 
that became available as the war went on. 

This information was directly utilized in only one significant area. As 
well as the Magdeburg, a series of fortunate encounters” placed all the Ger- 
man basic cyphers in British hands by the end of 1914 and the Admiralty 
was able to develop a highly effective system on this foundation. Known as 
“Room 40 Old Building,” it was by 1916 capable of decrypting the majority 
of German transmissions within a few hours—soon enough to be of real 
tactical as well as strategic value. Unfortunately, the organization lacked the 
understanding necessary between signal analysis and operations staff if de- 
cryptions were to be properly interpreted. Jellicoe himself sought to create 
a decryption cell aboard his flagship but a security-conscious Admiralty 
would not permit it. 
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The danger signs for Jellicoe’s ideal of fighting the enemy were there to 
be seen well before Jutland in the few abortive encounters that did take place 
between units of the Grand and High Seas Fleets. 

During the Battle of Heligoland Bight on 28 August 1914, British com- 
munications were poor and operations ill-coordinated. The Admiralty made 
the error of ordering a sweep by light cruisers and destroyer flotillas deep 
into German waters without thought of the risks to which these ships would 
be exposed if they met heavier German metal so far from their own ports. 
Jellicoe’s dispatch of Beatty’s squadrons as reinforcements and the latter’s 
speedy intervention saved the day. The Germans lost three light cruisers and 
a torpedo boat; the more thoughtful officers in the Royal Navy had been 
badly frightened. 

Although Jellicoe was able to ensure that command arrangements would 
never again be so muddled, there was insufficient close analysis of the affair 
for equally serious problems to become manifest. Few of the light cruisers 
or destroyers had been able to maintain an adequate navigational reckoning; 
there were discrepancies on such a scale that each squadron was hard put to 
reconstruct a coherent picture of events, let alone maintain one in “real 
time.” To compound this shortcoming, there had been no systematic efforts 
to relay sufficient enemy contact reports. Herein lay the seed of Jellicoe’s 
greatest but least comprehended difficulty at Jutland. 

Jellicoe was later to quip, “Never imagine that the CinC sees what you 
see’’—after a tactical floor reconstruction of the Battle of Jutland. Yet even 

he does not seem to have comprehended the extent of the shortcomings 
until it was too late. The truth was that there was no idea of an action 
information organization at sea in 1914-16. Not even flagships went so far 

as to have an officer designated for signal-writing duties at action stations.” 
Manning did not allow operation of a tactical plot except in the most senior 
flagships. Sir Arthur Wilson, a former First Sea Lord, put the problem in a 
nutshell when he complained in December 1914 that “very few Admirals 
have the ‘mooring board mind’! They steer for where the enemy is, not 
where he will be.” ”’ 

It was a vicious circle. Because they had no adequate methods for dis- 
playing, processing, and transmitting tactical information, the British com- 
manders had little chance of developing a comprehensible tactical picture. 
Without such a picture, sensible instructions could not be initiated nor as- 

sessments distributed to subordinate commands. With little or no knowl- 
edge of what was going on, the chance sighting could not be placed in per- 
spective and its significance comprehended by these subordinates. Schooled 
to keep their traffic to a minimum (and the signal system had a very limited 
capacity), they were too quick to assume that their seniors must be seeing 

what they themselves saw. 
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The engagement between detached British squadrons and the German 
scouting groups that raided Scarborough and Whitby on 16 December 1914 
sounded a further warning. Because of a confusion of signals and positions 
in restricted visibility, cruisers actually in contact with the Germans thought 
that a signal directing the remainder of the British force to concentrate on 
the flag was meant for them and broke off the engagement. 

Beatty's signals officer bore a measure of guilt for this error through his 
vague wording of the signal, but he was right to say that the withdrawal 
“broke elementary tactical principles.” Equally valid was his comment: 
“That this should have been so is not surprising, since no elementary tactical 
instructions existed. Special instructions were issued by the CinC . . . dealing 
with the particular mistakes made, but the lack of cohesion and confusion 

of tactical thought were not to be remedied in a moment.” 
Yet it was the lack of aggression implicit in this incident that should most 

have concerned Jellicoe and that demanded action of some kind, action that 

was not forthcoming. While he was rightly slow to dismiss subordinates for 
errors made in the heat of action, the CinC failed to put his squadron admi- 
rals under pressure to perform. 

The Battle of the Dogger Bank on 24 January 1915, the real rehearsal for 

Jutland, found the British claiming a victory but a vastly incomplete one. 
Yet another breakdown in signaling, poor teamwork, and, once more, a lack 
of aggression meant that the British forces failed to catch a German squad- 
ron already weakened by the near destruction of the flagship of the First 
Scouting Group, the battle cruiser Seydlitz. In the midst of a headlong pur- 
suit, Beatty’s flagship, the Lion, was hit hard and began falling astern. But 
Rear Admiral Sir Archibald Moore in the New Zealand became confused by 
an unexplained turn that Beatty had ordered to evade a chimerical subma- 
rine periscope. Moore was further confused by a new and poorly composed 
signal from Beatty to attack the enemy in the rear—which happened to be 
the crippled armored cruiser Bliicher. Instead of continuing after the German 
battle cruisers, Moore led the remaining British capital ships against the 
wretched Bliicher. 

Moore was later quietly removed from command. If the battle cruiser 
officers took notice of his fate, however, the lesson did not percolate to the 

Grand Fleet proper. That the command might be unable to give direction 
at the moment of crisis was completely missed. 

The Battle of the Dogger Bank was followed by more than a year of 
inactivity, largely due to the extreme caution of the ailing German com- 
mander in chief, von Pohl, but his relief by Vice Admiral Reinhard Scheer in 

January 1916 saw the war enter a wholly new phase. Determined that the 
struggle had to be “waged far more energetically,” ” Scheer embarked upon 
a campaign of coordinated measures against the British in home waters. 
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For its part, the Royal Navy resumed a program of seaplane attacks 
against the German Zeppelin bases to draw the High Seas Fleet out. Scheer 
would not take the bait; his entry into the North Sea would be on his own 
terms. He sortied once in March and twice in April; on the last occasion the 
German scouting groups attacked Lowestoft. Each time, Jellicoe sailed in 
an attempt to make contact, but weather and the considerable speed-time- 
distance problems that were still apparent, even with the benefit of crypto- 
graphic warnings, combined to defeat his intent. Nevertheless, with the two 
fleets set upon some kind of encounter, the North Sea was too small to 
sustain their indefinite separation. 

Scheer sought to capitalize on the British practice of sortieing to meet 
any German movement by stationing U-boats as “trip wires” outside the 
Grand Fleet anchorages while his heavy squadrons made a cautious thrust 
north against Allied shipping in the Skagerrak. The Germans sailed in the 
early hours of 31 May 1916. Ironically, the British—in response to the increase 
in German radio traffic—had left their own harbors several hours before. 

First contact came at 1420 on 31 May between light units of the German 
scouting groups and Beatty’s cruisers. Neither battle-cruiser admiral hesi- 
tated to close and within less than ninety minutes Beatty’s and Hipper’s 
heavy ships were exchanging fire. 

The duty of each commander was clear, Beatty to press home his recon- 
naissance and, if possible, cripple or destroy Hipper. The latter’s task was to 
entrap Beatty, whose six battle cruisers and four battleships (the Fifth Battle 
Squadron was temporarily attached to his fleet) represented exactly the 
powerful but vulnerable force that Scheer sought to isolate and annihilate. 

In what became known as the “Run to the South,” Hipper led Beatty 
toward the High Seas Fleet. In doing so, he destroyed the battle cruisers 
Indefatigable and Queen Mary at little cost to himself. It was only when the 
Fifth Battle Squadron came within range that the Germans began to suffer, 
but by this time Hipper had achieved visual contact with Scheer. 

At 1638, the light cruiser Southampton broadcast the critical information 

that she had sighted the enemy fleet. Beatty followed with his own signal to 
Jellicoe as he wheeled the battle cruisers around to the north with the aim, 
in his turn, of drawing the Germans on to the Grand Fleet. 

Up to this point, Jellicoe had no intimation that Scheer was at sea. In 
fact, he had been misled by a report from the Admiralty that had placed 
Scheer’s flagship still in her anchorage. But there could be no doubt about 
the reports he was now receiving. The Grand Fleet had already cleared for 
action. Jellicoe increased the formation speed successively to 17 and 18 and 
then to 20 knots, the practical maximum. The three battle cruisers under 
Rear Admiral Hood he sent on ahead. 
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Jellicoe had one advantage, unknown to him, as well as one problem of 
which he was acutely aware. His advantage lay in the fact that Scheer, over- 
confident in his intelligence and outlying U-boats, did not believe that the 
Grand Fleet was at sea. Jellicoe’s problem was that the action would take 
place too late in the day to allow a decisive result before dark. Because of 
the geography of the situation a late afternoon encounter was almost inevi- 
table and he had long feared it.*° 

By 1705 a signal from Beatty reported that he was facing the entire 
enemy fleet, some “26-30 battleships probably hostile” *! to the south- 
southeast. This estimate confirmed Jellicoe’s expectation that this was the 
Germans’ “chosen moment”—“not so great a disparity of force when the 
issues at stake were borne in mind.” ” He could not assume he was facing 
an inferior enemy.* 

The Grand Fleet was disposed in a cruising formation of six four-ship 
columns with the leading ships in line abreast. The columns were 2,000 
yards apart from each other; with the battleships at 500-yard intervals there 
was thus the space, with care, for what is termed an equal speed maneuver. 
This would involve a selected wing column steering in the direction of the 
deployment and the remainder falling in astern to form a single line. 

Despite the CinC’s efforts to create a reference system to reduce posi- 
tional inaccuracies, the anomalies within the signals coming into Jellicoe’s 
flagship, the Iron Duke, made it impossible to determine where within a 
southeast to southwest arc the High Seas Fleet lay. The most critical prob- 
lem concerned Beatty’s Lion; the cumulative discrepancy between her reck- 
oning and that of the Iron Duke was some ten miles. When the position of 
the Lion was finally confirmed, Jellicoe discovered that the High Seas Fleet 
was both farther north and farther west than he had believed—and thus 
closest to his starboard wing columns. 

While Jellicoe assessed that a deployment to starboard would bring the 
Grand Fleet most quickly into action and was his “first and natural im- 
pulse,” ** it would mean that the oldest and weakest ships could be heading 
toward a formidable torpedo-gun trap. Furthermore, the Grand Fleet units 
would be exposed to gunfire while themselves still in the turn and thus at 
their most vulnerable and least effective. 

Deploying in the other direction, to port, would keep the battle line 
clear of the enemy during the maneuver. It was likely to cross the T if the 
High Seas Fleet continued its advance north. Arthur Marder has noted an- 

* German capital ship strength at Jutland actually consisted of five battle cruisers, six- 
teen dreadnought and six pre-dreadnought battleships; British strength consisted of nine 
battle cruisers and twenty-eight dreadnoughts. In all, 99 German and 151 British ships were 

present. 
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other advantage; the positioning of the two forces would silhouette the Ger- 
man units against the evening light while concealing the British in the gloom 
to the east.*4 

But by far the most important benefit of the deployment to port was 
the fact that the movement east meant that Jellicoe could cut Scheer off 

from his bases. This is precisely what happened after Jellicoe gave the order, 
“Very well. Hoist equal-speed pendant SE by E.”’* 

The deployment was not a simple one, with Beatty being forced to cut 
across the front of the battle line to take up his proper position in the van 
and many battleships having to reduce speed to keep clear of each other. 
Nevertheless, by 1830, fifteen minutes after execution of the signal, the 
Grand Fleet was in action and hitting the Germans hard. 

This could not last and Scheer took the drastic step that was, in retro- 
spect, the only one open to him. The rapid Gefechtskehrtwendung, the turn 
together 180 degrees to starboard, was ordered at 1833 and completed in 

twelve minutes. 
It was left to Jellicoe himself to decide that the Germans had turned 

away. He thought at first that their disappearance was due to a reduction in 
visibility,*° because none of his subordinates thought to report. In any case, 
Jellicoe would not willingly pass over the same ground as the Germans be- 
cause of the danger of torpedoes and floating mines. There was nothing in 
the German actions to suggest a trap, but he dared not risk his battleships 
in conditions that so much favored the enemy light forces. 

At this point the merit of the port wing deployment became apparent. 
The Grand Fleet was obviously between the High Seas Fleet and its bases. 
If Jellicoe could maintain the line the Germans would be forced to come to 
him. If on 31 May he had missed the early start that he believed essential for 
a decisive victory, there was still 1 June. Jellicoe edged the fleet around to 
the southeast and shortly afterward to the south. No sooner had he done so 
than he found that Scheer had reversed course again in a second thrust at 
the Grand Fleet. The British dealt severely with Hipper’s battle cruisers and 
the battleships of the van, so much so that in minutes Scheer was once more 
attempting to withdraw, this time under cover of smoke and supported by 
a torpedo attack on the British line. 

Met by heavy fire from the battleships and an advance by the British 
destroyers, the German attack was not pressed as far as it might have been. 
The majority of torpedoes were fired at over seven thousand yards, effec- 
tively their maximum range. Although the attack was focused on his center 
and rear, Jellicoe nevertheless turned his entire line away, in accordance with 

Grand Fleet doctrine and as he had always said he would. 
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26. The Battle of Jutland, 31 May 1916. (A) Jellicoe deploys into battle line to port. (B) Scheer’s 

first battle turn. (C) Scheer’s second battle turn. (D) German destroyer attacks. (E) Scheer 

turns south. (F) Jellicoe takes up night cruising formation. Note: in the interests of clarity, 
after the initial contact only the tracks ofthe opposing battle squadrons are shown. The battle 
cruiser squadrons followed roughly parallel tracks. 
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The loss of time and distance was small—about twelve minutes and 
little more than a mile—but it was enough for the Grand Fleet to lose touch 
with the High Seas Fleet. For this decision as much as any other, Jellicoe has 

been greatly criticized. 
That is not entirely fair. Scheer would have adopted desperate measures 

to shake off the British. The result would have been a pell-mell action that 
might have been in the Nelsonic tradition but which would have evened the 
odds considerably. Even after their attacks on the British battle line the Ger- 
man torpedo boats had nearly two hundred torpedoes between them, twice 
as many as had been fired.” With much reduced ranges they must have 
achieved some success, particularly since the British defenses would have 
been operating piecemeal, with separate divisions of battleships and the de- 
stroyer flotillas struggling to keep up with the heavy units. 

Jellicoe, however, once more did not know that the Germans had turned 

away. His natural priority was to maintain the integrity of the battle line and 
thus the concentration of force that had already dealt so hardly with Scheer. 

In the event, by a little after 2000, the Grand Fleet was steering west at 
17 knots, with Beatty and his scouting forces southwest of the battleships, 
searching for the enemy’s van. When Beatty did meet the Germans again, a 
sharp but inconclusive action followed, significant because it forced the High 
Seas Fleet still farther to the west while Jellicoe turned southwest toward 
the gunfire he could hear. Light cruisers supporting the battle fleet then 
went into action at 2045, just after Beatty had lost sight of his opponents, 
the pre-dreadnoughts of the Second Squadron. With very little information 
trickling into the Iron Duke, however, Jellicoe could not be sure that these 

light cruisers to the west had correctly identified their opponents. Even if 
they were really engaging the enemy and not their own side, Beatty’s activi- 
ties indicated that the High Seas Fleet was disposed across an arc running 
west to southwest, heading south. In this case, a turn to the west might close 

the distance temporarily but it would also open the German avenue of es- 
cape. Jellicoe stood on. 

But the encounter itself was not well handled by his subordinates. The 
Germans were repeatedly misidentified and British destroyers hesitated to 
attack because of the range and the uncertainty of heavy support. Personal 
culpabilities aside, what strikes the historian is the extent to which sub- 
ordination within the Grand Fleet had damped down both curiosity and 
aggression. 

There was now no chance of a daylight action. After 2100 visibility was 
decreasing every minute, within an hour it would be measurable in hun- 
dreds of yards. Since “nothing would make [him] fight a night action,” Jelli- 
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coe “never had a harder task” than to decide on his line of action during the 
night and “it was a most anxious time.” ** 

Jellicoe determined to maintain a north-south barrier, steering the Grand 
Fleet initially south, his battleships in four columns with cruisers ahead and 
to the west. He disposed the destroyer flotillas astern to “protect the fleet 
from destroyer attack and at the same time be favourably situated for attack- 
ing the enemy’s ships.” *? As events proved, this was a well-conceived dispo- 
sition. With Beatty's ships to the west-southwest, the trap seemed shut. 

But the Germans were prepared to risk night action. Jellicoe’s convic- 
tion that Scheer would not seek a general action at night, or even one 
against his unsupported flotillas, betrayed him into assuming that his block- 
ing position would force the Germans into a long run south to the mine- 
free approaches to the Ems River or toward a gap in the British Heligoland 
Bight minefields that led to the Jade and Weser Rivers. This, too, entailed a 

lengthy transit for the High Seas Fleet and left sufficient daylight hours for 
the Grand Fleet to do its work. 

Scheer could not risk another day’s battle, particularly as he feared that 
the Grand Fleet might be reinforced by other units (such as the light cruisers 
and destroyers of the Harwich Force) the next morning. He turned his battle 
squadrons toward the east, directly for the Horns Reef, marking the nearest 
and most northerly of the passages to the inner bight. 

The polemic Riddle of Jutland described the events of that night. The 
two fleets 

steamed down the sides of a very long and slender V, and it was one of the 

most curious circumstances in history that they did not come together at 
the V’s point . . . the V became an X—the courses of the two fleets crossed, 

neither side was conscious of what was happening—and from then on- 
ward, from the hour of midnight onward, they began to draw apart.” 

What the Germans met was not the British battle line but the destroyer 
flotillas. In the series of brief but brutal encounters that followed, the supe- 
riority of the High Seas Fleet’s battle squadrons’ night-fighting techniques 
was clearly demonstrated. Fixated as they were upon the prospects of a 
dawn engagement, the British heavy ships displayed a total unfamiliarity 
with night fighting. Careless with their challenge and reply signals, slow to 
suspect that unidentified contacts might be hostile, and all too ready to as- 
sume that their superiors knew more about a fast-changing situation than 
they, the British missed many opportunities, despite the gallant performance 
of the destroyer flotillas. 
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Between 2148 and 0248 German heavy ships, both within Scheer’s main 
body and detached from it, were seen repeatedly by major and minor British 
units. As often as not, they were eventually correctly identified. But at no 
time was Jellicoe warned that his subordinates had come into contact with 
heavy forces. Worn out by the previous twenty-four hours, he and many 
others made the assumption that the activity in his rear came from German 
torpedo boats that had encountered his destroyers. 

The High Seas Fleet suffered in its push to the east but, well before dawn 
at 0310, the Germans were clear of the Grand Fleet. They did not loiter. Too 

late, Jellicoe was informed by the Admiralty that decrypted signals reported 
the High Seas Fleet approaching the Horns Reef lightship. This put the Ger- 
mans well to the northeast of the Grand Fleet. All Jellicoe could do was 
conduct a sweep to ensure that the High Seas Fleet had not left any strag- 
glers behind. By noon on 1 June the Grand Fleet was withdrawing to the 
north. . 

There were a few immediate footnotes to the battle. U-boats, upon 
which Scheer had placed such hopes, made abortive attacks on a number of 
heavy ships. One German battleship was damaged by a mine laid a month 
earlier by the Abdiel. Ironically, Jellicoe had despatched the minelayer to the 
Horns Reef late on 31 May as insurance, however inadequate, against the 

Germans attempting the shortest route home. 
Capital ships were not to meet each other in the North Sea again, de- 

spite another German sortie in August. It was not in Scheer’s interest to risk 

further encounters, the more so as it became clear that his submarines were 

not consistently effective against fast-moving and heavily escorted surface 
ships. 

In tactical terms, the Germans could and did claim victory. The statistics 

appeared to support them. Although outnumbered, they had sunk fourteen 
British ships of 111,980 tons at a cost of eleven ships of 62,233 tons to them- 

selves. Their advantage was, however, less striking if the comparison was 
continued, for no fewer than seventeen of the High Seas Fleet’s capital ships 
had suffered substantial damage, whereas only seven of the Grand Fleet’s 

had done so. 
But, in strategic terms, such comparisons were irrelevant. The essential 

fact was that the outcome simply confirmed the status quo in the North Sea. 
Mortifying as this may have been to British professional and public opinion, 
it meant that the blockade remained in effect. Strategically, the victory at 
Jutland belonged to the Grand Fleet. 

The depth of Jellicoe’s feelings in the wake of the battle is difficult to 
gauge. Certain as it is that he was “desperately” disappointed“ by the failure 
to bring the German fleet to a decisive action and however much he de- 
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plored the missed opportunity in private,’ he neither surrendered to despair 
nor refused to admit the defects within his organization. 

On 4 June he established committees to examine the action, with par- 

ticular emphasis on gunnery, protection, communications, and night fight- 
ing. The quantum improvements made by war's end attest to their success, 
even though Jellicoe’s selection of his flag captain, Dreyer, to head the gun- 
nery team was a dubious one in view of the latter’s vested interest in fire 
control. 

Although protective of subordinates, Jellicoe did not equivocate when 
he reported on the fleet’s inadequacies. He did not attempt excuses, admit- 
ting especially that “under night conditions we have a good deal to learn.” * 

Setting in train the work of reconstruction, while at the same time sus- 
taining morale within the Grand Fleet when it became apparent that the 
presumption that “they must come out before the end” no longer held 
true, was Jellicoe’s greatest achievement as commander in chief. The trag- 
edy was that he did not make the improvements in 1915. 

Jellicoe hauled down his flag in November 1916, going ashore as First 
Sea Lord with the task of combating the U-boat menace to merchant ship- 
ping. Overtired, still tending to overcentralize and, perhaps because of these 
two factors, now almost a pathological pessimist, he found himself in in- 
creasing conflict with the government. Slow to introduce the convoying of 
merchant ships, Jellicoe lost credit with the prime minister and the War 
Cabinet. Matters came to a head after the new First Lord, Sir Eric Geddes, 

insisted on the replacement of the admiral commanding at Dover, one of 
Jellicoe’s oldest friends. The First Sea Lord could not agree to the change, 

and this brought about his own dismissal on Christmas Eve 1917. 

After this Jellicoe remained in effective retirement until 1919, when he 

was dispatched on a tour of the empire. His brief was to report upon the 
future of imperial naval forces. The tour lasted just under a year, during 
which he was promoted to Admiral of the Fleet. 

Already a viscount, Jellicoe had reached the pinnacle of his profession; 

the promotion was sweetened by a parliamentary grant of £50,000. The fly 
in the ointment was that Beatty, who had succeeded him in command of 

the Grand Fleet, had been created an earl (a higher title), promoted to Ad- 
miral of the Fleet, and granted £100,000. 

Jellicoe’s reports from abroad were well conceived for the long term. 
His recommendations, centering as they did on the Pacific, were realistic in 

their estimate of the conflicts of interest that would arise with Japan. Inevi- 
tably, however, disarmament and economy combined to reduce his propos- 
als to a shadow of their intent. Nevertheless, Jellicoe’s emphatic recommen- 
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dations and his insistence on the need for a collective empire effort were 
largely responsible for the renascence of an Indian navy and the eventual 
creation of the Royal New Zealand Navy. 

Jellicoe was able to cap this tour with a highly successful appointment 
as governor-general of New Zealand from 1920 to 1924. Having married late 
but very happily in 1902, his years in that country allowed him to devote 
much time to his wife and five children. On his return he was made an earl. 
An active decade in Britain followed, which Jellicoe devoted to charitable 
work. His retirement was overshadowed by the “Jutland Controversy,” but 

Jellicoe was impatient with might-have-beens. He had produced two lengthy 
apologia in his books on the Grand Fleet and the U-boat crisis but, while 
ensuring that what he conceived to be the facts of the Jutland battle were 
not misrepresented, was wisely content to leave their interpretation to oth- 
ers. He died, greatly mourned, on 20 November 1935. 

It was said of Jellicoe that he possessed every Nelsonic virtue save that 
of insubordination. He was an admirable chief of staff but as an independent 
commander he had an absolute lack of originality. Although he could exe- 
cute policy superbly, he was fatally weak at innovation. The authoritarian 
methods and overcentralization prevalent in the Royal Navy of his day mag- 
nified his defects and, to this extent, Jellicoe was not so much the villain of 

Jutland as a victim of the system. 
That the Grand Fleet was capable of much more than it achieved at 

Jutland was clearly demonstrated by the extraordinary advances in fighting 
efficiency that were achieved in the months after the battle. Jellicoe had 
clung too closely to the concepts of operations that he viewed as being the 
practical limits when he took command. No one could have led the Grand 
Fleet more capably during the first months of the war. The pity was that 
Jellicoe could not encourage his subordinates to capitalize on his early work. 
The talent was there but he failed to use it. 

Yet it must be understood that the crushing victory of Nelsonic tradition 
was never really a possibility unless the Germans not merely sought battle 
but remained to fight it out. Where the British could have done more was 
in exploiting every opportunity and thereby inflicting the maximum pos- 
sible damage on the High Seas Fleet. If this had been done at Jutland, for 
example, few of the German battle cruisers would have made harbor. The 
tactical victory that the Germans claimed Jutland to be would have been at 
least a draw. 

It was all in the eye for the main chance that was so conspicuously 
absent from the Grand Fleet in 1916. More than 120 years earlier Nelson had 
written of a CinC’s decision to rest content with limited results: “Now, had 
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we taken ten sail, and allowed the eleventh to escape when it had been 

possible to have got at her, I could never have called it well done.” 
Jellicoe would have been the first to admit the truth of this statement. 

His tragedy was that, before 31 May 1916, he could not see how it could 

be done. 
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REINHARD SCHEER 

Intuition under Fire 

(1863-1928) 

Gary E. WEIR 



FULL OF ANTICIPATION, REINHARD SCHEER BOARDED THE 

cadet training ship of the Imperial German Navy, the sailing frigate Niobe, 
on 22 April 1879. With his sixteenth birthday only five months away, the 
sharp memories of Oberkirchen near Biickeberge, his birthplace, and of his 
home in Hanau on the River Main had not yet given way to the romantic 
intimacy with the sea that would hold him fast for the rest of his life. His 
long career with the kaiser’s navy would witness the creation of the High 
Seas Fleet by Admiral Alfred von Tirpitz and its long-awaited confrontation 
with the British Grand Fleet. But those developments lay far in the future 
on that April morning when nothing seemed more important to this adoles- 
cent than his impending voyage. 

The cruise lasted from June to September 1879 and provided Scheer 
with some of his first and deepest impressions of life at sea. Almost a half- 
century later he recalled this voyage in his autobiography and stressed the 
importance of the lessons he learned about precision, practice, and profes- 
sional experience. Night work on the masts and yards and navigation by the 
stars formed habits, instilled confidence, and shaped an officer’s invaluable 

professional intuition.’ He particularly singled out the duties of the watch 
officer for the qualities and the strength of character this responsibility de- 
manded of every cadet. In this role he learned shiphandling, the necessity of 
always remaining alert and vigilant, and the determination to overcome the 
unexpected.’ 

The voyage in the Niobe added instruction and practical experience in 
navigation, engineering, and stoking to the basic infantry training he re- 
ceived before the cruise began. Upon his return home, Scheer and his fellow 
cadets proceeded to the Naval School in Kiel as the next step in their forty- 
two-month training program as prospective officers in the Imperial German 
Navy. After entering the navy in 1879 with only a “satisfactory” on the cadet 
evaluation, in Kiel he posted the second highest grade on the Sea Cadet’s 
Exam in the Crew of 1880.* 

As far as Scheer was concerned the navy saved the best of the training 
experience for last. After the Naval School, he underwent six months’ special 
instruction in gunnery, torpedo warfare, and infantry field practice after 
which he reported to the artillery school-ship SMS Renown, and later served 

* The term “crew” was employed as the equivalent of the American term “class,” 
which would denote the year of graduation. 
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briefly on the armored frigate SMS Friedrich Karl.’ All midshipmen spent the 
last year of their education with the fleet, and Scheer drew a billet on board 

SMS Hertha, an armored corvette scheduled to participate in a voyage 
around the world. Before Scheer received his commission as an ensign, he 

honed his newly acquired skills on a trip that took him to Melbourne, Yo- 
kohama, Shanghai, Kobe, and Nagasaki. 

Soon after graduation, Scheer served two tours with the Imperial Navy's 
East African Cruiser Squadron, the first between 1884 and 1886, and the 

second from May 1888 to the early summer of 1890. Besides the experience 
he gained, the most profitable result of these assignments proved to be the 
contacts he made. During his first tour, spent on board SMS Bismarck, 
Admiral Eduard von Knorr’s squadron flagship, Scheer was befriended by 
Lieutenant Henning von Holtzendorff. A few years later Lieutenant Scheer 
served under von Holtzendorff in the cruiser SMS Prinzess Wilhelm on a trip 
to the Orient with a naval team interested in the Sino-Japanese War of 1895— 

96. This relationship proved personally and professionally rewarding when 
von Holtzendorff became commander in chief of the High Seas Fleet in 1909 

and asked then Captain Scheer to take over as his chief of staff. 
After his first African tour, Scheer, now promoted to lieutenant (jg), 

spent the next four years acquiring expertise in torpedo technology and war- 
fare. He passed through the torpedo course in the navy’s training ship, SMS 
Bliicher, from January to May 1888. In his second tour on the east African 
station he served as torpedo officer in the light cruiser SMS Sophie, and upon 
his return to Germany in June 1890 assumed the post of instructor at the 
Torpedo Research Command in Kiel. 

During the years 1888 to 1897, interrupted only by two short tours at 
the Naval Academy in 1894 and 1896 and his voyage to Asia in 1895-96, 

Scheer built a reputation as a torpedo and navigation specialist.’ In this ca- 
pacity he came into contact with the other most significant individual in his 
professional life, Admiral von Tirpitz. Scheer first attracted Tirpitz’s atten- 
tion at the Torpedo Research Command in Kiel. With the admiral’s appoint- 
ment to the post of state secretary of the Imperial Naval Office (Reichsmarine- 
amt—RMA)* in 1897, Scheer found himself transferred to Tirpitz’s direct 

command in the RMA Torpedo Section.° 
Tirpitz molded the Imperial German Navy to his own design with the 

full support of his patron, Kaiser Wilhelm II. To the kaiser’s delight, the 
admiral skillfully extracted a long-term commitment to fleet construction 
from the German Reichstag in the form of the Fleet Laws of 1898 and 1900. 
With this political coup, Tirpitz became the father and principal architect of 
the German High Seas Fleet. For the next eighteen years he governed the 

* A position roughly equivalent to the U.S. secretary of the navy. 
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RMA and remained the navy’s chief politician and one of its most important 
strategic thinkers. 

The state secretary based his construction plans and his choice of the 
types of vessels to join the fleet upon his grand strategy, the “Risk Theory.” 
This view held that Germany could defeat or at least restrain Great Britain 
by building a fleet of modern capital ships that would remain a permanent 
threat in the Baltic and North Seas. The British would not dare to oppose 
Germany’s emergence as a major naval power because the cost of preven- 
tion in money and lives would be too great to contemplate. 

But what if the impossible happened? Could Germany expect to engage 
the Royal Navy and succeed? The German Admiralty, conscious of the over- 
whelming British superiority in numbers, systematically trained its officers 
to develop tactical alternatives for use by the High Seas Fleet, assuming the 
possibility of a decisive battle against a quantitatively superior opponent.’ 
Tirpitz supported this effort, and when the Naval Academy fell under the 
control of the RMA after 1907, he revised the curriculum for sea cadets to 

include a more thorough technical education as part of an officer’s profes- 
sional training. This would provide his new navy with strategically com- 
petent officers who were entirely comfortable with the technology at their 
fingertips.® 

Scheer spent the crucial middle years of his career working with Tirpitz 
and learning from the master. From his first billet in the RMA in the Tor- 
pedo Section in 1897 to his appointment as chief of the Central Division of 
the RMA in 1903, Scheer absorbed the Tirpitz doctrine, as did most of his 

contemporaries.’ Naturally, he supported Tirpitz’s efforts to expand fleet 
construction via amendments to the existing Fleet Laws, but he was not 

himself politically active. Scheer’s careful professional and nonpolitical at- 
titude typified the outlook of the educated German middle class, which 
formed the backbone of the Imperial Navy’s officer corps.'° 

While under Tirpitz at the RMA, Scheer rose quickly to lieutenant com- 
mander in 1900 and commander in 1904. He made captain in 1905, a full two 

years before leaving the RMA to take command of the battleship SMS Elsass. 
In the absence of any personal papers, Scheer’s fitness reports—annual 

evaluations written by his superiors throughout his career—provide valu- 
able indicators of his ability and personality. The report filed on 1 December 
1907, the year he left the RMA, gives an excellent insight into the new com- 
mander of SMS Elsass. Scheer’s superiors at the RMA focused on his high 
sense of duty, selflessness, and technical competence. They believed that 
Scheer would make an excellent line officer because his men would respect 
him as an individual as well as an able commander. The RMA, always reluc- 
tant to lose a competent torpedo specialist, recommended him for the post 
of director of the Torpedo Inspectorate.” 
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Scheer remained captain of SMS Elsass for two years, from the autumn 
of 1907 until 1909, when von Holtzendorff offered him the position of fleet 

chief of staff. While he served in the Elsass, one of Scheer’s fitness reports 
prophetically read: “Filled the position well, very accomplished in gunnery. 
Should be well suited for a high staff position.” ” 

The Admiralty confirmed these estimates in its evaluations covering the 
period of Scheer’s transition from SMS Elsass to the staff of the High Seas 
Fleet. Recommending Scheer for greater responsibility without reservations, 
the report for 1 December 1909 went on to characterize him as energetic, 

sure, clear-headed, reliable, and adept at handling warships. While his friend- 

ship with the commander in chief of the High Seas Fleet certainly helped, 
these repeatedly confirmed personal qualities surely impressed the promo- 
tion board, for Scheer achieved flag rank less than six months after taking 
charge of von Holtzendorff’s staff. 

A rear admiral at the age of forty-seven, Scheer had the textbook career 
pattern for a German naval officer. Ever since his promotion to ensign in 
1882, all of his tours in administrative positions had propitiously alternated 
with valuable assignments at sea. In the Imperial German Navy the latter 
played the determining role in a promotion board’s deliberations." 

At sea Scheer’s character came to the fore and his colleagues and sub- 
ordinates felt the force of his personality. He entered into the life of his ship’s 
company with great zest. There he found the best in his crew and in himself, 
for the sea tested loyalty, friendship, and professional skills. On board ship, 
his crew and staff saw him as a joyful and spirited senior. Baron Ernst von 
Weizsiacker, his flag lieutenant at Jutland, recalled that “He was of cheerful 

disposition and had a quick mind, and was a man without pretensions.” !° 
His optimistic nature always recovered quickly from a setback. Natural 
fighting instincts led him to address problems energetically with new solu- 
tions as opposed to old formulas. His vigor led him to discover his own 
answers and take the initiative in important situations. As von Weizsacker 
wrote after the war, “Scheer had no use for rigid schemes. He was always 
ready to look at a problem from a new angle. Someone on his staff once 
called him the primesautier, which is a person who reacts on the first stimu- 
lus.” *° From his earliest days in the navy, Scheer freely voiced his opinions 
when he felt he could make a contribution, exhibiting the self-confidence 

and willingness to accept responsibility that characterized his whole career..” 
He displayed this confidence and earned the trust of his colleagues and 

subordinates in administrative assignments as well as operational command. 
After directing von Holtzendorff’s staff until the autumn of r1o11, Scheer re- 
turned to work for Tirpitz in the RMA as the chief of the General Naval 
Department for little more than a year.’* He then rejoined the High Seas 
Fleet as commander of the six battleships of the Second Squadron. His fit- 
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ness report of 1 December 1915 described him as an energetic and accom- 
plished officer with a high sense of duty. At one point the authors of this 
report commented that Scheer “possessed the trust of his commanders and 
officers.” '° Scheer’s subordinates trusted him no less than he trusted himself. 
He relied heavily on his training and a refined instinct developed over the 
nearly forty years since he boarded SMS Niobe in 1879. In his account of the 
High Seas Fleet in World War I, Scheer reflected on the nature of leader- 
ship and the split-second decisiveness expected of a naval commander in 
battle. He realized all too clearly that the correct choice relied completely 
on sound instinct and training, because long deliberation was a luxury re- 
served for the armchair strategists on the day after the battle. He admitted 
to himself and demonstrated by his actions that strategies had limits, com- 
menting that “the art of leadership consists in securing an approximately 
correct picture from the impression of the moment, and then acting in ac- 
cordance with it.” 7° 

The key to Scheer’s valuable instinct was the repeated and varied expe- 
riences that he gained in fleet exercises and during many years of service at 
sea.*! Textbook scenarios would not win battles, skill and experience would. 
These conclusions led him to place a high premium on his intuition and the 
absolute necessity of retaining the initiative. This would give him the advan- 
tage of choreographing an encounter, and keeping his opponent on the de- 
fensive, even if the opponent had the numerically superior force. 

Scheer went to the Second Squadron of the High Seas Fleet in January 
1913 and was promoted to vice admiral on 9 December. He remained at this 

post until January 1915, six months after the assassination of Archduke Franz 
Ferdinand had touched off the world war. Scheer then assumed command 
of the Third Squadron, which he held until January 1916. From the begin- 
ning of the war he advocated the use of the fleet, supported by airships and 
submarines, in limited engagements or bombardments that might draw the 
British piecemeal out of their bases. He knew that a decisive battle against 
the entire Grand Fleet invited disaster, but believed that a meeting between 

the High Seas Fleet and a portion of Admiral Jellicoe’s formidable force 
could end profitably for Germany. 

Thus he criticized Admiral Friedrich von Ingenohl, the first wartime 

commander of the High Seas Fleet, for his precipitate withdrawal from the 
Dogger Bank on 24 January 1915 after Rear Admiral Franz Hipper’s bom- 
bardment of Scarborough and Hartlepool indeed drew Admiral Beatty’s 
cruiser force into battle.” Hipper, left to his own devices, crippled Beatty’s 
flagship, HMS Lion, while losing SMS Blicher. Scheer felt that Ingenohl 
“had robbed us of the opportunity of meeting certain divisions of the en- 
emy according to the prearranged plan, which was now seen to have been 
correct.” ” 
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Ingenohl’s withdrawal left an indelible impression upon Scheer. He 

would never offer his back to the enemy. An action of this sort implied 

cowardice, abdicated the responsibility of a commander to engage the 

enemy if possible, and immediately granted the initiative to his opponent. 

By 1915 the admiralty had discarded the decisive battle against the Grand 

Fleet required by Tirpitz’s prewar strategic dogma. Like Scheer, its leaders 
believed that the only realistic course of action open to the Imperial Navy 
was to divide the Grand Fleet and defeat its component parts. A general 
engagement under circumstances favorable to Germany seemed unlikely. 

Ingenohl lost his command in February as a direct result of his perfor- 
mance at Dogger Bank and the kaiser’s reaction to the loss of the Blicher. 
His successor, Admiral Hugo von Pohl, held the post for only a year before 
resigning due to ill health. During that year the German battle fleet remained 
at anchor, a witness to the kaiser’s reluctance to risk the High Seas Fleet and 

the government's desire to preserve it as a diplomatic bargaining tool. 
In July 1915, the chief of the kaiser’s Naval Cabinet, Admiral Georg 

Alexander von Miiller, noted in his diary that the considered wisdom in 

Berlin cast Scheer in the role of the dark horse candidate to succeed the ailing 
Pohl as chief of the High Seas Fleet. Admiral von Tirpitz first emerged as 
the prime candidate, supported by the chief of the admiralty staff, Vice Ad- 
miral Gustav Bachmann.” However, Tirpitz’s reputation as a crafty politi- 
cian worked against him. Many members of the officer corps, while pleased 
with Tirpitz’s legislative success on behalf of the navy, distrusted anyone 
who meddled in politics. In addition, Tirpitz’s vacillation on the issue of 
taking the initiative with the fleet early in the war after years of proclaiming 
the doctrine of the “decisive battle” severely damaged his credibility. 

On 18 January 1916 Vice Admiral Reinhard Scheer became the com- 
mander in chief of the High Seas Fleet. For Erich Raeder, later Hipper’s chief 
of staff at Jutland and the first chief of Hitler’s navy, Scheer was the best 
possible selection. It pleased the officer corps to have a chief who had the 
extensive experience at sea that Tirpitz lacked. Scheer “not only had great 
practical common sense and a keen sense of perception, but he also pos- 
sessed that rare commodity, a delight in responsibility.” *° Von Weizsacker 
recalled: “We knew that Scheer was made of different stuff from Pohl. 
There were many stories of his exploits as a young lieutenant. His old 
friends had given him the odd nickname of ‘Bobschiess’ [Shooting Bob], on 
account, it was said, of his likeness to his fox terrier, which he was fond of 

provoking to bite his friends’ trousers.” *” 
Scheer chose a well-balanced and competent team of friends to work at 

his side. The calm and deliberate Captain Adolf von Trotha took over as 
chief of staff while the brilliant and impulsive Captain Magnus von Levet- 
zow directed operations.** Both the German navy and the British knew that 
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the High Seas Fleet would not remain dormant for very long if Scheer re- 
tained both his post and the support of the kaiser.’ 

German naval strategy underwent a series of changes between 1890 and 
1916, emphasizing the offensive from 1900 until 1912 and the defensive from 

1912 into the war. Initially, the anticipation of a close blockade by the British 
fleet prompted leaders of the German naval staff to propose offensive strate- 
gies designed to challenge the Royal Navy’s control of the North Sea coast 
and the Skagerrak area at the northern tip of the Danish peninsula. This 
offensive viewpoint prevailed through 1912, fueled by Tirpitz’s political suc- 
cesses and the RMA’s propaganda machine, which generated amazing public 
support for fleet expansion. The activities of the RMA guaranteed the navy 
increased budgets and supported the very ambitious construction program 
needed to sustain an offensive strategy against a British blockade or attack. 

Tirpitz’s political success came to an abrupt halt in 1912, when Reichstag 
financial priorities shifted back to the army as the best defense in an ever 
more unstable international situation. In these circumstances, the nature of 

the navy’s strategy changed as well. With the prospect of a dramatic slow- 
down in the growth of the fleet, the admiralty staff, under Vice Admiral 

August von Heeringen, came to view the prospect of war with a numeri- 
cally superior British fleet in a different light.*° Thereafter it planned not 
only to conduct operations close to German shores, but also to employ sub- 
marines, mines, and quick sorties by small task forces in actions designed to 
reduce British fleet strength to a level roughly commensurate with the High 
Seas Fleet.” 

As the war progressed, Scheer supported the most aggressive variation 
on this defensive strategy. In his operations order for 31 May 1916, Scheer 

made it abundantly clear that he wanted to deal with the British in a piece- 
meal fashion. His Scouting Force, under Vice Admiral Hipper, was to act as 
the bait. Hipper would threaten any advanced British patrol forces around 
the Skagerrak and along the southwestern coast of Norway as well as any 
merchant shipping in the vicinity. Scheer earnestly hoped that this would 
prompt the British to pursue Hipper, who would then draw his foe into the 
approaching main body of the High Seas Fleet. 'To cover both forces, Scheer 
ordered airship reconnaissance, and directed his submarines to take up of- 
fensive patrol positions off Scapa Flow, Moray Firth, the Firth of Forth, Ter- 
schelling Bank, the Humber, and the coast of Flanders.” 

At 3:48 p.m. (GMT) on the afternoon of 31 May 1916, Hipper’s Scouting 
Force opened fire on the British Battle Cruiser Fleet under Vice Admiral Sir 
David Beatty, the advanced guard of Admiral Sir John Jellicoe’s Grand Fleet, 
and the Battle of Jutland began.” The range between the two opposing 
battle lines quickly decreased to approximately 16,000 meters and a gunnery 
duel began as both forces ran parallel to the southeast at speeds approaching 
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25 knots. For the outnumbered Hipper it was imperative to draw Beatty into 

Scheer’s main force approaching from the south. Beatty’s best intelligence 

placed the High Seas Fleet at anchor in the Jade Basin and his aerial recon- 

naissance suffered from the same poor weather that had hampered Scheer's 

efforts to employ airships to his own advantage. 

The initial phase of the battle belonged to Hipper. The British Fifth 

Battle Squadron damaged the Moltke, Von der Tann, and Seydlitz. But thanks 

to the antiflash safeguards implemented after the Dogger Bank encounter in 

1915, Hipper’s force suffered little compared to the losses it inflicted. Two 
minutes after the battle began, the Germans struck the center turret of HMS 

Lion, inflicting enough damage to warrant flooding the turret magazines. 
SMS Von der Tann sent HMS Indefatigable to the bottom of the North Sea 
with 1,000 men, and the Derfflinger and Seydlitz destroyed HMS Queen Mary 

at approximately 4:30 p.m. with the loss of 1,300. 

Shortly after the Queen Mary’s demise, Beatty's cruisers sighted Scheer’s 
main force on the horizon. Instead of facing an overwhelmingly superior 
foe in Beatty’s Battle Cruiser Fleet, Hipper now joined with Scheer to turn 
the tables on the British. Without the Germans realizing it, the tables had 
indeed turned completely, for now Beatty assumed Hipper’s role and, at 
4:40, the British Battle Cruiser Fleet turned northwest and then north, lead- 

ing the Germans toward Admiral Jellicoe and the Grand Fleet only sixteen 
miles away. 

At 6:15 p.M., shortly before the two fleets came into contact, Jellicoe 

ordered the Grand Fleet to deploy from its four columns-abreast formation 
into a single line of battle to port. This inspired choice not only crossed 
Scheer’s T as the High Seas Fleet approached from the southeast, but also 
silhouetted the German ships against the western sky and allowed the Grand 
Fleet to take up a position between Scheer and his base.** 

Despite further success, notably the sinking of the British battle cruiser 
Invincible, Scheer realized, upon meeting the larger British force, that he had 
to extricate his fleet or face annihilation. Hipper’s flagship, SMS Liitzow, had 
to withdraw from the battle line after suffering repeated hits and soon the 
entire High Seas Fleet began to feel the power and numerical superiority of 
the Grand Fleet. Scheer therefore ordered a Gefechtskehrtwendung, or battle 
turn away to starboard at 6:36 p.m. In just a few minutes, every ship in 
Scheer’s force simultaneously completed this radical 180-degree change in 
course and steamed off to the east under the cover of smoke and a daring 
torpedo attack. ; 

At this juncture Scheer made the decision that has confounded analysts 
and historians to the present day. When Jellicoe did not pursue him, Scheer 
had the opportunity to assess the condition of his force. Because damage 



W
d
 

S5:9 
1e suolnsog 

—
-
 
—
 

uo
rp

en
bs

 
sa

st
mi

p 

42
48

17
 

pu
z 

0 

/ 
Bee 

ee 

o 

, 

“4 

: 

Ls) 

® 

°) 

> 

suorpenbs 

sasmmip 

o 

apreg 

pre—-Ist 

‘) 4 fa) 

o
j
 

uorpenbg 

fa) fa) O \ 

0 
rastnID 

puz 

ay 0 hy a) \ ad 

\ 

Oo 6 QO 

puz 

ny 

, 

6 

‘AIC 

3ST 

\ 

ya 

mE\ 

uo
rp
en
bg
 

sa
st
n.
ip
 

I
s
r
 

3s
t 

\ 

. 
uo

rp
en

bg
 

Ja
si

ni
p sa

yy
 

\ 
 % 

91
61
 

A
e
 

IE
 

‘W
a 

SS
:9
 

“
U
N
,
 

a
e
g
 

pu
od
ag
 

s.
ta
ay
og
 

“Z
z 

(s
ta

st
ni

d)
 

-
 

d
n
o
r
y
 

s
u
n
n
o
d
s
 

I]
 

(S
UI

Me
IP

YI
M)

 
MO

ZI
NT

] 
A
=
 

¢ 
CRN 

o
N
 

\
 

se
TM
op
y 

J
a
h
o
n
s
a
q
 

x]
 

pu
e 

)
 

U 

‘TA 
‘TL 
yaa 

Sinqsuasay 

oy 2 

(stasmndo 

apiyeq) 

7 

em 

dn
or
n 

su
nn

oo
s 

| 

(U
aP

eg
sa

tA
\ 

IA
AO
D 

0}
 

JU
AS

) 

ey
Ho
py
 

r
a
h
o
n
s
a
q
 

[I
] 

7 

Sry Yip 
H
e
e
 

wp 

6 

uspeqsain\, 

999 

«
?
 

O
o
 

—
 

Oo c
 

uo
jd
ur
ey
yi
no
g 

6 \ 

uo
ip

en
bg

 
Ja
sm
in
 

1y
sr

] 
pu

z 

1)
 

A
I
C
 

i
s
 

o
 (
 

ai
d 

th
o 

e
y
o
p
y
 

a
k
o
n
s
a
q
 

A
 

s
u
o
r
p
e
n
b
s
 

s
e
g
 

n
i
 

ey
Mo
py
 

1
a
A
o
n
s
a
q
 

II
 

A
y
 

ae 

=, 

S 
Py a 

jae 

Pee ag 

FZ 

. 

~. 

a 

)): 

oy) 

‘oe? 

dé 

IS
sS

OI
D 

Jo
p 

YO
LI

pa
ty

 

2 3<* 



398 THE DREADNOUGHT REVOLUTION 

14. SMS Friedrich der Grosse was Scheer’s flagship at Jutland. Commissioned in 1913, she dis- 

placed 24,330 tons, had a top speed of 19.5 knots, and mounted a main battery of ten 12-inch 

guns. In 1916 her complement numbered approximately 1,250 officers and men. (Imperial War 

Museum, London.) 

seemed minimal and the fleet was still battleworthy, he decided to order 
another battle turn to starboard at 6:55 p.m. Placing Hipper’s battle cruisers 
in the van, Scheer made straight for the center of the Grand Fleet in such an 
apparently reckless manner that the decision became the subject of endless 
investigation and debate after the battle. 

At 6:55 Scheer knew the approximate British position from a report sent 
ten minutes earlier by SMS Moltke placing Jellicoe’s force east by south of 
the High Seas Fleet. Actually, only HMS Canterbury, which the Germans had 
located by radio direction-finding, and the 2nd Light Cruiser Squadron lay 
in this direction; the true bearing of the Grand Fleet was northeast. Given 
the poor quality of his intelligence, caused by the weather and Jellicoe’s very 
conservative use of the wireless, it is not surprising that some confusion 
existed about the British position. Indeed, the possibility exists that Scheer 
did not yet know that he faced Jellicoe’s whole fleet. Otto Groos, the author 
of the German official history, and the American strategist Commander 
H. H. Frost suggest that only after Scheer’s flagship, SMS Friedrich der Grosse, 
received a message from the commander of Destroyer Flotilla IX at 7:48 
giving the approximate size and power of the opposing force did Scheer have 
firm evidence that the entire Grand Fleet lay before him. 

Scheer’s intuition and practical experience now took command. His in- 
stincts told him to seize the initiative at all costs. Forcing the British to react 
to the unexpected appeared the only way both to help the light cruiser Wies- 
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baden, crippled by the British Third Battle Cruiser Squadron, and to exhaust 
the hours until darkness might offer the High Seas Fleet an opportunity to 
escape.” 

Many historians have tried to attribute motives and insights to Scheer 
that the smoke, mist, rapid movement, and poor intelligence available at 

Jutland would never have permitted. For the German commander, this at- 
tack on the British seemed the most natural choice to make. He was a sea- 
man and a fighter. He would never consider showing his back to the British 
the way he felt that Ingenohl had done at Dogger Bank. Furthermore, the 
battered Wiesbaden needed help. Scheer would not abandon a crew to its 
fate if he saw an alternative. © 

He took pride in the way his command had executed the battle turn and 
extricated itself from Jellicoe’s grasp, but breaking off the engagement also 
meant losing the initiative. Thus far Scheer had kept Jellicoe guessing and 
had to a large degree determined the actual course of the battle despite the 
British numerical advantage. He felt that only by retaining that initiative 
could he hope to keep the British at bay until nightfall.* 

The withering fire from the Grand Fleet that his battle cruisers encoun- 
tered shortly after 6:55 did not catch Scheer by surprise. When he ordered 
the third and final battle turn away in order to save his ships at 7:18 he had 
not achieved his object of aiding the Wiesbaden. But he did force Jellicoe to 
take evasive action, in conformity with standing British battle orders, by 
turning two points away from the audacious torpedo attack that covered the 
German withdrawal. Again, Scheer retained the initiative and the High Seas 
Fleet escaped ruin. 

The Grand Fleet’s one-knot advantage in speed and a belief that Scheer 
would run south for the Frisian Islands, seeking safety in the Ems Estuary 
on his way to Wilhelmshaven, led the British to feel confident that the battle 
would resume at daybreak. Jellicoe proceeded on that assumption, hoping 
he could remain between Scheer and his base until dawn offered him a 
chance to renew the engagement on his own terms. Scheer instead chose 
the eastward route to Horn’s Reef. In a series of night actions with the 
light forces at the rear of the Grand Fleet, he broke through the British line 
and made good his escape, via the Amrum Channel and Heligoland to 
Wilhelmshaven.” 

In the avalanche of scholarship on Scheer’s performance at Jutland, his- 
torians have virtually discarded Otto Groos’s evaluation of the second battle 
turn. Most scholars dismissed his acceptance of the explanation Scheer of- 
fered as far too simplistic. Yet for Scheer, maintaining the initiative, saving 
the Wiesbaden, avoiding the appearance of a retreat, and disrupting the ene- 
my’s plans for the remaining daylight hours adequately explained his bold 
decision at 6:55 on 31 May.”® 
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For many who examined this last great clash between battleships, the 

thirst for resolution and a clear victor has demanded a more involved and 

intricate explanation. This explains the intense and acrimonious debate 

in Britain over the course of the battle after 1 June 1916 and the rush in 

the years since to propose more comfortable formulas for the failure of the 

Royal Navy to capitalize on a rare opportunity. A half-century later, the 

incomparable Arthur Marder, rushing to offer his own interpretation, con- 

demned Otto Groos and the German official history for comparing Scheer's 

tactics to those of Nelson. Unfortunately, Marder did not linger over Groos’s 
work long enough to realize that the German author actually rejected the 
view that Scheer had Nelson’s style of command in mind.” Like Com- 
mander Frost, Groos correctly perceived that on “the English side there has 
been, therefore, a tendency to underrate the fundamental reasons for the 

decision of the German commander.” “° Scheer accomplished his limited ob- 
jective of engaging and inflicting considerable damage on a portion of the 
Grand Fleet. But the British saw a second Trafalgar slip through their fingers. 
The apparently casual and simple reasoning behind Scheer’s decision at 6:55 
only compounded their frustration. 

In his 1936 examination of the battle, Commander Frost came closer to 

understanding the confusion about Scheer’s decision when he commented 
that his “motives were so simple that naval critics the world over seem un- 
able to credit them.” “' Scheer trusted his impressions and his judgment and, 
as Frost put it, “He was willing, contrary to Jellicoe, to leave something to 
chance.” He believed strongly in taking the initiative, acting boldly, and 
using surprise to his advantage, and there is every indication that he would 
have done so even if, as Churchill said of Jellicoe, he had been in a position 

to lose the war in an afternoon. His actions in the most critical hours of the 
battle were guided, not by a strict preconceived plan, but by the impulse of 
the moment that faithfully reflected decades of experience and a seasoned 
intuition.” In his memoirs von Weizsacker recorded a conversation in which 
Scheer discussed the second battle turn with his old friend, Admiral von 

Holtzendorff: 

Scheer, who was already in a mellow frame of mind, said: “My idea? I had 
no idea. I wanted to help the poor Wiesbaden. And then I thought I had 
better throw in the cruisers full strength. The thing just happened—as the 
virgin said when she got a baby.” To which Holtzendorff replied: “But you 
must admit, Scheer, that one has to give the virgin some of the credit for 

what happened.” ” 

Hailed as a hero upon his return from Jutland, Scheer was promoted to 
admiral on 5 June and awarded the Order Pour le Mérite, Prussia’s highest 
military decoration, on the same day. He retained control of the High Seas 
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Fleet until August 1918, when he assumed command of the newly created 

combined naval staff, or Seekriegsleitung. After the war ended, he retired 
from the navy, living another decade to write his memoirs of the wartime 
High Seas Fleet (1919) and his autobiography (1925). In 1928, Admiral Rein- 
hard Scheer died in Marktredwitz, Bavaria, at the age of sixty-five. 
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NOTE ON SOURCES 

Admiral Scheer is a difficult figure to assess because there is a bare minimum of 
primary source material that explores his personality and background. 

Friedrich Forstmeier’s article in Marine Rundschau provides a good secondary 
framework for a discussion of Scheer’s personality and its effect on the way the 
admiral fought at Jutland. He also calls the reader’s attention to the most valuable 
published sources and thereby furnishes an excellent point of departure for the 
historian just beginning research on Scheer. 

The Bundesarchiv-Militararchiv, now in Potsdam outside Berlin, has the Fitness 
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Reports, or Qualifikationsberichte, covering Scheer’s career, but the admiral left be- 
hind no personal papers to help the historian probe his personality, motives, and 
attitudes. Therefore, next to these reports on his professional life, the best primary 
sources are Scheer’s autobiography, Vom Segelschiff zum U-boot (Leipzig: Quelle und 
Meyer, 1925), and his operational history of Germany’s High Seas Fleet in the World 
War (London: Cassell, 1920; New York: Peter Smith, 1934; original German edition, 

Berlin: A. Scherl, 1920). 

The best primary supporting materials on Scheer are the memoirs left by those 
who knew and worked with him. Both the von Weizsacker and the Raeder memoirs 
are available in English and German and contribute helpful insights into his char- 
acter, habits, and nature. 

The Battle of Jutland (Skagerrak) has inspired mountains of analytical literature 
offering a variety of viewpoints on Scheer’s performance. The works by Corbett, 
Campbell, Marder,*Frost, and Groos are the best and most complete. In addition, 

the National Archives and Records Administration in Washington, D.C., holds a 
great deal of material on the battle and a number of excellent international evalua- 
tions of the performance of both sides. The Chief of Naval Operations Intelligence 
Division Naval Attaché Reports in Record Group 38 and the Naval Records Collec- 
tion Subject Files (ZO5—Battle of Jutland) in Record Group 45 also proved valuable 
in the preparation of this chapter. 



SURVEY VI 

The Advent of Air-Sea Warfare 

(1916-1945) 

IT IS SOMETIMES SAID that the High Seas Fleet never came out after Jutland. 
That is incorrect. Scheer took his battle squadrons back to sea in August and 
again in October 1916. On both occasions, British signals intelligence inter- 
cepted his orders for the German fleet to sail. In August, with the benefit of 

this information, the Grand Fleet nearly succeeded in springing another 
Jutland-style surprise, but in the outcome neither sortie brought the oppos- 
ing forces into contact.’ Even before these operations, however, Scheer had 
concluded that promising as it appeared in theory, in reality the chance that 
the High Seas Fleet could whittle its enemy down to size was impossibly 
remote; Germany's surface strategy had failed. Accordingly, on 4 July 1916 
he submitted a memorandum to the kaiser advocating the resumption of 
unrestricted submarine warfare. 

The problem Germany faced in unleashing its U-boats was that to do so 
would almost certainly bring the United States into the war on the Allied 
side. Blistering notes from President Woodrow Wilson following the sinking 
of the Lusitania in May 1915 had been responsible for the cancelation of the 
first unrestricted submarine campaign. Under these circumstances, Chancel- 
lor Theobald von Bethmann-Hollweg and the German Foreign Office took 
a dim view of launching another. The navy’s leaders dismissed civilian fears, 
insisting that Britain could be starved into submission before American in- 
tervention became militarily meaningful. Their calculations showed that the 
U-boats could accomplish this goal by sinking a monthly average of 600,000 
tons of merchant shipping for five consecutive months, an achievement they 
guaranteed. The army high command endorsed the admirals’ arguments, 
and in January 1917 the kaiser gave the navy its head. 

Although the United States did indeed declare war, on 6 April 1917, for 

a time it seemed that Germany’s gamble would pay off. Between the begin- 
ning of February and the end of July 1917, the U-boats actually exceeded 
expectations, sinking a monthly average of 658,000 tons of Allied and neutral 

shipping. By the end of April, a despondent Jellicoe had become convinced 
that the war was lost. He and the Germans erred on two counts. The first 
was by overestimating the effect that such losses, awesome as they were, 

405 
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would have on the flow of supplies to Britain. The second was by failing to 

foresee the possibility and consequences of the adoption of convoy, the Age 

of Sail practice of sending merchantmen to sea in groups under naval escort 

rather than letting them take their chances sailing alone. 

For months, Jellicoe resisted recommendations from Admiralty staff of- 

ficers to implement convoy, convinced that it was infeasible. Finally, late in 

April, he decided to give it a try. By the end of August, convoy systems had 

been organized for both homeward- and outward-bound ocean shipping, 
and thereafter sinkings declined by almost 50 percent, though not on ac- 
count of what might seem the self-evident reason. The convoys’ success did 
not derive so much from their ability to fight off U-boats as to elude them, 

for the swarm of.independently routed vessels that previously blanketed the 
North Atlantic had been drawn into knots the raiders seldom sighted. The 
U.S. Navy’s Cruiser-Transport Force carried a million American soldiers to 
Europe without losing a ship or a man to enemy action. The German guerre 
de course had failed. 

The events and aftershocks of 1914-18 shaped the postwar naval order. 
Victory’s terrible cost so weakened the British economy that the Royal Navy 
was compelled to abandon its traditional preeminence and accept parity 
with the U.S. Navy. Two other major navies fared far worse. The Russian 
navy virtually disappeared amid the chaos of war, revolution, and civil war, 
and the terms of the peace imposed at Versailles reduced the German navy 
to little more than a coast guard. 

The relative strength of the five remaining great navies was reflected 
and regulated by the Washington Naval Treaty of February 1922. This in- 
strument established a ceiling on battleships and battle cruisers of 525,000 

tons each for the United States and Great Britain, 315,000 tons for Japan— 

the 5:5:3 ratio that so offended many Japanese, to whom it translated as 

“Rolls-Royce: Rolls-Royce: Ford”—and 175,000 tons each for France and 
Italy. Limitations were also placed on aircraft carriers, the United States and 

Britain being allowed 135,000 tons, Japan 81,000, and France and Italy 60,000. 

In addition, no new capital ships were to be laid down during the treaty’s 
ten-year term. 

The big three powers agreed to extend these arrangements for five years 
at the London Naval Conference of 1930. By the time the Second London 

Conference convened to renegotiate them in December 1935, the tide had 

turned against arms limitations. Japan demanded equality with the United 
States and Great Britain. Upon being rebuffed, Japan withdrew from the 
conference. The English-speaking powers and France then concluded a 
treaty consisting primarily of escalator clauses. For practical purposes, naval 
arms limitations came to an end with the expiration of the First London 
Treaty on 31 December 1936. Between that date and the outbreak of war in 
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Europe thirty-two months later, the five powers that had signed the Wash- 
ington Treaty laid down sixteen battleships and ten aircraft carriers. 

A sixth, nonsignatory power also began building big ships. In 1935 Adolf 
Hitler announced that Germany would no longer abide by the Treaty of 
Versailles. By the end of 1936 he had authorized the construction of four 
battleships and an aircraft carrier, and in March 1939 he approved a major 

building program, Plan Z, designed to produce a powerful, balanced fleet by 
1948. Fortunately, the war into which he rushed six months later left this 

project in limbo. In contrast to the Kaiserliche Marine of 1914, the Kriegsmarine 
of 1939 could not even dream of challenging the Royal Navy for command 
of the sea. Guerre de course was its only offensive option. Once again, the 
German submarine arm threatened to depopulate the sea lanes upon which 
Britain’s survival depended, but once again, it went down to defeat. The 

difference was that this time there were no great battles in the North Sea. 
The fleet actions of World War II took place in the Mediterranean, where 

the concentrated strength of Italy’s regional navy compared favorably to the 
forces its global commitments allowed Britain to assign to that theater, 
and, on a vaster scale, in the Pacific, where at the onset of hostilities the 

Imperial Japanese Navy was substantially superior to the U.S. Asiatic and 
Pacific Fleets. 

Technological innovations of the interwar years profoundly influenced 
the format of the new war at sea. The most spectacular was the develop- 
ment of the aircraft carrier, a weapon system destined to supplant the bat- 
tleship as the ultimate instrument of sea power. The supremacy that carrier 
aviation quickly asserted came as a surprise to most admirals, who had be- 
lieved that big guns would determine the outcome of engagements in which 
carriers acted as auxiliaries to the battle line. Their failure of imagination 
has been the subject of considerable and, in part, undue criticism, for that 

failure was far from complete. 
As noted in the preceding survey, navies were quick to sense the poten- 

tial applications of aircraft to sea warfare. Although in World War I the great 
majority of naval aircraft flew from shore bases, the Royal Navy pointed the 
way to the future by taking some of its machines to sea. Several of its sea- 
plane carriers had short flying-off decks forward for launching land planes, 
as did HMS Furious, a light battle cruiser modified by the removal of her 
fore turret, which joined the Grand Fleet in July 1917. The only way any of 
these vessels could recover an aircraft once it had become airborne, how- 

ever, was to hoist it back aboard with cranes. This time-consuming proce- 
dure made it impossible for a carrier operating seaplanes to keep up with a 
fast-moving fleet and meant that unless they could reach shore, land planes 
were obliged to ditch in the sea. 

The answer to these difficulties appeared in August 1917, when Squad- 
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ron Commander E. H. Dunning succeeded in landing his Sopwith Pup on 

the flying-off deck of the Furious while she was under way. Eugene Ely, an 

American civilian aviator, had landed on a temporary platform aboard an 

anchored U.S. cruiser in 1911, but never before had a plane touched down on 

a ship in motion. The Admiralty quickly recognized the operational pos- 

sibilities this opened. Procurement of seaplane carriers halted; the Furious 

was sent back to the yard to have her after turret removed and a separate 

landing deck installed; and the conversion in process on the unfinished liner 

that emerged as HMS Argus-was altered to include a continuous flight deck. 

The Furious rejoined the fleet in March 1918. She was not a success. Her 

battle-cruiser superstructure had been retained, dividing her flight deck into 
fore (flying off ).and aft (landing) segments, and swirling funnel gases that 
made the after deck almost unusable. It therefore fell to the Argus, com- 
pleted in September 1918 with an uninterrupted flight deck 565 feet in length, 
to confirm the practicality of recovering as well as launching aircraft aboard 
ship. Plans to use her to attack the High Seas Fleet in harbor were overtaken 
by the signing of the Armistice, but she had already earned a niche in naval 
history as the prototype of the modern carrier. 

The idea of employing a ship to stage aircraft into battle was in itself 
not new. Between 1914 and 1916 British seaplane carriers had attempted ten 

raids on German Zeppelin bases on the North Sea coast. Seven of the these 
operations were aborted because of fog or rough seas, and none managed 
to put more than a single seaplane over its target, to which it did no harm. 
The reappearance of the Furious encouraged another try, and on 19 July 1918 
she launched seven Sopwith Camels that destroyed two Zeppelins in their 
sheds at Tondern in the first real carrier air strike. 

Impressive as the range of wartime activities in which naval aircraft 
engaged may appear, in the final analysis they had not accomplished very 
much. No battle or campaign had been determined or decisively influenced 
by aviation, and no surface combatant larger than a coastal motorboat had 
been destroyed by aerial action. Probably the most fruitful naval application 
of aircraft was to counter the second unrestricted U-boat offensive by stand- 
ing patrols and, to the extent their range allowed, convoy escort. In 1917 and 
1918, British aircraft and airships sighted 361 boats and were able to attack 
237. Their primitive depth bombs sank only one, but their intrusions inhib- 
ited the others’ operations. 

That the multiengine bombers built late in the war could destroy big 
ships—at least, under ideal conditions—was proven in the summer of 1921 

by a series of tests held by the U.S. Navy to explore the survivability of 
surface vessels under air attack. Surrendered German warships served as the 
targets. The U.S. Army Air Service responded to an invitation to participate 
in their immolation by contributing a “provisional air brigade” that flam- 
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boyant Brigadier General “Billy” Mitchell organized for the event. The cli- 
max came on 21 July, when the old dreadnought Ostfriesland, badly damaged 
the preceding day, went down after being hit by seven specially designed, 
two-thousand-pound bombs dropped in rapid succession from an altitude of 
two hundred feet. 

Mitchell and other air power advocates proclaimed that the Ostfries- 
land’s annihilation heralded the ascendancy of the aircraft over the battle- 
ship. Most naval officers heatedly rejected this conclusion, asserting that air- 
men could not replicate the destruction wreaked on the helpless Ostfriesland 
on a ship that was manning her guns, repairing her damage, and maneuver- 
ing to throw off their aim. They were probably right. The state of aviation 
technology in 1921 makes it unlikely that Mitchell's bombers could have in- 
flicted much woe on a dreadnought in condition to defend herself. 

Overall, then, at the time the Washington Conference convened in No- 

vember 1921, the employment of aircraft in naval operations had demon- 
strated great promise and little else. If scarcely an officer outside the aviation 
community listened seriously to Sir Percy Scott and a handful of other dis- 
tinguished old iconoclasts who insisted that the aircraft had made surface 
warships obsolete, the majority realized that it could become an important 
element of sea power. By the close of the decade, four of the five treaty 
navies had carriers afloat. 

Its wartime conversions gave the Royal Navy an early lead. As of 1921 it 
had two true carriers in commission, the Argus and Eagle; the interrupted- 
deck Furious awaiting modification; and a new Hermes, the first purpose-built 
carrier, under construction. The U.S. Navy finished converting the fleet col- 
lier Jupiter into the carrier Langley in 1922. The Hosho, designed and built 
with the assistance of a British technical mission, joined the Japanese fleet 
later that same year. The French navy completed the Béarn in 1927, making 
Italy's Regia Marina the only treaty navy that, to its subsequent discomfit, 
chose not to acquire a carrier between the wars. Between 1927 and 1930, the 
United States commissioned the largest carriers of the prewar period, the 
Lexington and Saratoga, 37,000-ton sister ships that had begun life as battle 

cruisers canceled by the Washington Treaty, and Britain and Japan each 
completed two carriers, also built on hulls originally intended for capital 
ships. More were authorized in the following decade, especially after the 
collapse of the treaty system, so that by the resumption of war in September 
1939 the Royal Navy had seven carriers in commission and six under con- 

struction, and both the U.S. and Japanese navies had five in commission 
(excluding a Japanese training carrier) and two under construction. The 
most commodious of these vessels could carry upwards of ninety aircraft, 
as many as today’s supercarriers. 

By then, great progress had been made in mastering the complex tech- 
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niques of launching, recovering, and servicing aircraft at sea. Much thought 
and many exercises had also addressed the role of carriers in future conflicts. 
Orthodox opinion held that the battleship remained the weapon of deci- 
sion, but that. the carrier had become its most helpful handmaiden. The 

Royal Navy took the most conservative approach. Its carriers, more heavily 
gunned and armored than their U.S. and Japanese counterparts but embark- 
ing at best only two-thirds as many aircraft, were intended to be tied more 
tightly to the battle line and used within range of land-based air. U.S. carriers 
sometimes slipped the leash during the navy’s annual fleet problems, with 
startling results. In 1929, the Saratoga executed an end-run that enabled her 
to “bomb” the Panama Canal, and in 1932 she and the Lexington launched a 

surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, an exceedingly pregnant precedent repeated 
in several subsequent games. Nevertheless, the four missions that U.S. Navy 
doctrine assigned its carriers at the time of the real attack on Pearl Harbor 
were all in support of the battle line: reconnaissance and observation; cor- 
recting ships’ fire; defense against enemy aircraft and submarines; and at- 
tacking retiring enemy formations to reduce their speed so that the bat- 
tleships could catch up. In a fleet engagement, carriers were to position 
themselves prudently on the battle line’s disengaged side. Admiral of the 
Fleet Sir Ernle Chatfield, Britain’s First Sea Lord from 1933 to 1938, summa- 

rized every navy’s official position in the last years of peace when he de- 
clared that as an element of naval power, aircraft were second in importance 
only to gunnery. 

The events of 1939-45 would prove this position mistaken; yet it was 

less wrongheaded than slightly out of date. Not until the mid-1930s, with 
the experience gained from the second generation of carriers, did the U.S. 
and Japanese naval air arms attain the operational competence prerequisite 

to tackle heavy surface units. The British took even longer, and high- 
performance monoplanes of the type that would fight the great Pacific air- 
sea battles did not reach any fleet until 1937. After a long adolescence, carrier 

aviation came of age quickly. 
Almost equally revolutionary in their impact on naval combat were two 

electronic innovations: the invention of radar and the adoption of high- 
frequency radio. Radar proved to be the most important in fleet engage- 
ments. Scientists had known since 1886 that electromagnetic waves can be 
reflected from metal objects and in 1922 Marconi suggested that radio waves 
could be used for long-distance detection. During the following decade three 
navies secretly and independently set out to investigate that possibility: the 
United States in 1930, the German in 1933, and the British in 1935. 

The Germans were the first to get radar to sea, beginning trials on a 
range-finding set called Seetakt in 1935. Both their competitors installed ex- 
perimental sets aboard ship two years later. Seetakt went into production in 
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1939, but its reach did not extend more than eleven miles, and subsequently 

German research languished. The British and Americans, in contrast, forged 
steadily ahead. By the end of 1940 a number of ships in both navies, including 
every U.S. carrier, had been equipped with air-search radar; a U.S. surface- 
search radar was about to enter service; and the British had developed an 
airborne search radar and a fire-control microwave radar. They shared these 
technologies with the Americans, whose own versions of them appeared in 
1941. Ironically, the U.S. Type 79 fire-control set was superior to the British 

model, giving not only range and bearing but spotting the fall of shot. Its 
introduction completed the gunnery revolution that had begun early in the 
century. Now ships could deliver accurate fire on a target the human eye 
could not see. 

Anglo-American radar capabilities continued to improve in succeeding 
years. By 1944, U.S. air-search radar had achieved a range of 150 miles. To- 

gether with voice radio, an American invention dating from World War I, it 
was the key to the almost choreographic precision that distinguished U.S. 
carrier flight operations in the last two years of the war. Furthermore, the 
advantage of radar remained virtually an Allied monopoly. Aside from a 
radar detector that registered the receipt of waves from a sender set, Ger- 
man developments subsequent to Seetakt were negligible. The major battles 
in the Mediterranean had already been fought by the time the Italian navy 
received its first satisfactory shipboard radars in October 1942. The Japanese 
navy began to install air-search radar in big ships in mid-1942 and also pro- 
duced a radar detector, but the sum of its efforts remained insignificant in 

comparison to those of its American adversary.” 
Navies converted from low-frequency to high-frequency radio, capable 

of reaching any corner of the globe, during the 1920s. For the first time, 
worldwide communications became independent of undersea cables. This 
and other advances in radio technology, however, remained subject to com- 

promise by enemy traffic analysis, direction finding, and worse yet, code- 
breaking. The accomplishments of the British Admiralty’s Room 40 had be- 
come widely known in the interwar years, and by the eve of World War II 
every major navy had established signals intelligence activities to attack 
enemy transmissions. 

To safeguard the security of their own communications, the German, 

Italian, Japanese, and U.S. navies acquired cipher machines of such sophis- 
tication—the permutations and combinations possible with the German 
Enigma eventually reached 10'7—that messages emanating from them were 
confidently assumed to be unbreakable. This assumption proved unwar- 
ranted. Allied operations benefited immensely from “Ultra” intelligence 
gathered by breaking enemy machine ciphers as well as by the penetration 
of lesser codes and the more prosaic practice of traffic analysis. The flow of 



412 THE ADVENT OF AIR-SEA WARFARE 

information was never continuous. Changes in codes could cause months’- 

long blackouts, and some signals defied decryption until the usefulness of 

their contents had been overtaken by events. Even after the codebreakers 
had done their best, a degree of guesswork was usually necessary, but their 
best often proved invaluable. It was, for example, thanks to the U.S. Navy's 
Operation Magic that before the Battle of Midway Admiral Chester W. 
Nimitz, commander in chief of the U.S. Pacific Fleet, had the privilege of 

reading 85 percent of the operations order issued by Admiral Isoroku Yama- 
moto, commander in chief of the Japanese Combined Fleet. Not that the 

flow of information was wholly one way. Although Axis signals intelligence 
produced nothing approaching the importance of Ultra, the success the Ger- 
man navy’s B-Dienst (Funkbeobachtungsdienst or Radio Surveillance Service) 
enjoyed in breaking British naval codes until the summer of 1943 made a 
substantial contribution to the effectiveness of U-boat operations prior to 
that date. 

Of other interwar innovations, the most important in its operational 
consequences was every fleet’s completion of the change, begun shortly be- 
fore World War I, from coal to oil fuel. The use of oil enabled ships to refuel 
through hoses passed from oilers steaming beside them, a procedure pio- 
neered by the U.S. Navy. Such “under-way replenishment,” impractical in 
the days of coal, significantly increased a fleet's flexibility and endurance. In 
1944 the U.S. Pacific Fleet carried this concept to its logical conclusion by 

organizing a huge fleet train of support vessels—oilers, tenders, store ships, 
ammunition ships, repair ships, even an ice cream ship—that made it vir- 
tually independent of shore bases during the last phase of the war against 
Japan. 

Improvements in the design and capabilities of surface ships other than 
aircraft carriers were evolutionary. Compared to the dreadnoughts that 
fought at Jutland, the battleships launched after 1936 were from 35 to 50 

percent faster, considerably larger—at 57,540 tons full load, the USS Iowa 

displaced practically twice as much as Jellicoe’s Iron Duke—better protected 
against bomb and torpedo hits, and on the average, somewhat more pow- 
erfully armed, but they were not fundamentally different. What most distin- 
guished the new generation of dreadnoughts was the quality of their gun- 
nery, which radar direction and electromechanical computers enabled to hit 
targets at unprecedented ranges, regardless of visibility, and whether day or 
night. Yet their guns rarely trained on the targets that, more than any other, 
they had been designed to hit. Between 1939 and 1945 there were only six 

occasions—four in the European theater and two in the Pacific—on which 
battleships fired at their own kind on the high seas.’ 

Cruisers and destroyers, too, grew larger and faster, and both branched 
into two types, light and heavy. Heavy cruisers—in a sense, the second 
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coming of the armored cruisers of the pre-World War I period—were an 
unplanned product of the Washington Naval Treaty, which allowed cruisers 
to displace up to 10,000 tons, almost twice as much as the light cruisers that 
fought in World War I, and to mount 8-inch guns. Especially in view of the 
freeze on battleships, it was inevitable that numbers of big cruisers would 

be built up to these limits. Prewar light cruisers generally displaced from 
5,200 to 7,500 tons and carried 5- or 6-inch guns in their main batteries. 

(There were, as always, exceptions. For various reasons, both the Royal 
Navy and the U.S. Navy put 6-inch guns in some 10,000-ton platforms, which 
were referred to as light cruisers.) American and British cruisers had top 
speeds of 30 to 33 knots; their less well-protected Japanese and Italian oppo- 
sites were up to 4 knots faster. 

Nearly all World War II destroyers displaced between 1,350 and 2,650 

tons, and mounted 4- or 5-inch guns. They could make from 35 to 38 knots. 

“Light destroyers” appeared while the war was in progress. The Royal Navy, 
which originated the type, called them escort destroyers; the U.S. Navy, 
destroyer escorts. Used to screen convoys and escort small carriers, they had 
displacements of 1,000 to 1,450 tons and miniature main batteries of 3- or 

4-inch guns. Their best speeds ranged from 20 to 23 knots in the U.S. Navy 
up to 27 to 28 knots in most others. 

The development of submarines was also evolutionary. The diesel / elec- 
tric boats of World War II were more reliable, dove deeper, and handled 

better underwater than their World War I predecessors. They were also 
more formidable, firing larger salvos of more destructive torpedoes from a 
greater number of tubes. On the other hand, their speed and endurance 
(surfaced and submerged) had not changed much, and until the appearance 
of the German Schnorkel in 1944 they remained submersible boats rather 

than true submarines, obliged to surface to recharge their batteries and take 
on air for their crews. The major improvement in their performance came 
about through the application of electronic technologies. Electromechani- 
cal computers produced immediate solutions to fire-direction problems; 
surface-search radar (used by the Allies) located ships at night; and most 
important of all, radio enabled headquarters ashore to assemble all the sub- 
marines within reach into a wolfpack to attack a convoy sighted by a single 
boat, a German inspiration that came close to bringing the Kriegsmarine suc- 
cess in the Battle of the Atlantic. 

The improvements in radio also gave promise that submarines could be 
integrated into fleet operations. In the Pacific, the Japanese and U.S. navies 
repeatedly sought to capitalize upon this possibility, but the difficulty of po- 
sitioning submarine forces in the right place at the right time no less re- 
peatedly frustrated their efforts. The first success came at the Battle of the 
Philippine Sea in June 1944, when U.S. boats reported the approach of the 
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Japanese Mobile Fleet and in the action itself penetrated its screen to sink 

the carriers Shokaku and Taiho. Four months later, at Leyte Gulf, Pacific 

Fleet submarines again furnished early warning of the Japanese advance, 

during which they destroyed two heavy cruisers and crippled a third. In 

neither case, however, was their intervention decisive; carrier aviation de- 

termined the outcome of both battles. Although the considerable number 

of warships they picked off on patrols affected the naval balance, subma- 
rines’ most productive role continued to be war on trade. 

What all this meant was that at the outbreak of World War II two gen- 
erations of admirals who had spent their careers in the expectation that fu- 
ture fleet actions would take the form of great gunnery duels a la Jutland 
abruptly found themselves engaged in a mode of combat in which the big 
gun, for centuries the dominant weapon in war at sea, was eclipsed by the 
aircraft. Surface engagements did not cease to be fought—indeed, ten of the 
eighteen admirals killed in action afloat died in them—but all except a hand- 
ful occurred at night, when existing technology precluded effective air op- 
erations against sea targets, and capital ships were seldom engaged. The new 
Jutland never took place. 

The curtain raised on the Age of Air-Sea Warfare on 11-12 November 
1940, the night twenty-one obsolescent, open-cockpit, canvas-covered Fairey 
Swordfish torpedo planes from the British carrier Illustrious surprised the 
Italian fleet at anchor in its base at Taranto, sinking one battleship and put- 
ting two others out of commission for months. Any idea that this event had 
been an aberration was dispelled on 7 December 1941, when the Imperial 

Japanese Navy staged its own super-Taranto at Pearl Harbor. Ironically, by 
eliminating the Pacific Fleet’s battle line, the Japanese left the Americans no 

choice but to begin using their carriers as capital ships. The first encounter 
between U.S. and Japanese carrier forces, the Battle of the Coral Sea in May 
1942, was also the first engagement in which the opposing vessels traded 
blows by proxy. Carrier aircraft played the decisive role in each of the five 
great fleet actions to follow—Midway, the Eastern Solomons, Santa Cruz, 

the Philippine Sea, and Leyte Gulf. 
The nature of these battles differed radically from that of their prede- 

cessors in the Age of the Gun. In a sense, naval combat had come full circle. 
No longer did ships fight ships. The aircraft carrier was an assault ferry, like 
the galleys and cogs of the Age of Shock Action, except that in place of the 
marines they had borne into battle it embarked aircraft. Of course, it can be 
argued that those aircraft were-simply flying artillery, a means of delivering 
projectiles to ranges beyond the reach of the heaviest guns, but even grant- 
ing that proposition, the enormous quantitative change they brought to the 
practice of sea warfare imposed an immense qualitative change, as well. 
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Perhaps the most striking aspect of this change was the expansion of the 
battle area. The longest range at which a battleship’s big guns could reach 
an enemy with reasonable consistency was about twenty miles.‘ U.S. carrier 
aircraft could do so comfortably at two hundred miles; Japan's less sturdy, 
longer-legged models at three hundred. Arbitrarily assuming that its attack 
squadrons would make their flights within a 60-degree arc opening toward 
their target, a Japanese fleet launching at 300 miles would be conducting 
operations over an area slightly in excess of 47,000 square miles—half the 
size of the United Kingdom. Throughout most of their time aloft these 
squadrons would be unopposed, but as they neared the U.S. fleet they would 
encounter its combat air patrol. If the interception took place at a conser- 
vative 60 miles from the U.S. carriers, and assuming that the ensuing action 
occurred within a 60-degree arc extending from them, the actual battle area 
would encompass approximately 1,880 square miles. 

Imposing as they are, these figures would apply only to straightforward 
battles such as Midway and the Philippine Sea, in which the opposing forces 
were organized in relatively compact formations—although in those cases 
one side’s attacks on enemy airfields ashore made the actual field of combat 
larger than that hypothesized above. Even so, their dimensions paled in 
comparison to those of Leyte Gulf, the naval war’s most complex battle, 
involving three Japanese task forces (one in two echelons) operating up to 
eight hundred miles apart, Japanese land-based aviation units, and two U.S. 
fleets. The tactical theater of this vast action, embracing virtually the entire 
Philippine Archipelago, measured some ro degrees in longitude and 12 de- 
grees in latitude, or 432,000 square miles, and the battle area extended over 

110,000 square miles—more than 7,000 times the area of the last major en- 

gagement fought in Philippine waters, the Battle of Manila Bay in 1898.’ 
Paradoxically, the new mode of combat caused both a lessening and a 

quickening of the tempo of naval battle. By the outbreak of World War I, 
ships had attained a speed and their guns a range that allowed mutually 
inclined formations to begin exchanging fire in something like a quarter- 
hour after establishing tactical (visual) contact. After a carrier force estab- 

lished contact with an adversary, generally by aerial reconnaissance, and 
commenced launching, two to three hours might elapse while its air groups 
assembled overhead and proceeded toward the enemy before their leading 
elements engaged him. 

Once attackers closed with the enemy’s ships, combat was compressed 
into a relatively few minutes of extreme violence. The fate of the Shoho, the 
first Japanese carrier sunk, anticipated the brevity and intensity of the con- 
flicts to come. Jumped by two U.S. carrier air groups at the Coral Sea, she 
was struck by thirteen bombs and seven torpedoes in the twenty-five min- 
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utes she remained afloat. In the morning’s action at Midway, the Japanese 

First Carrier Striking Force was under attack by U.S. carrier aircraft for fifty- 

three minutes—longer than it should have been, for in the confusion that 

enveloped the U.S. air groups after launching, their torpedo squadrons deliv- 

ered three almost inevitably unsuccessful, independent attacks—but the cli- 
max of the battle occurred in a five-minute period during which two dive- 
bomber squadrons destroyed three Japanese carriers. At the Philippine Sea 
in June 1944, the Mobile Fleet’s four strike waves kept the ships of the U.S. 

Fifth Fleet actually under attack for little more than an hour. By that stage 
of the war, however, the exponential expansion of the U.S. carrier force— 
from the three platforms that could be mustered for Midway to the seven- 
teen at Leyte Gulf—enabled its commanders to stage serial raids that greatly 
increased their air groups’ time over target. In the Cape Engafio component 

of the Battle of Leyte Gulf in October 1944, six strikes mounted by two U.S. 

task groups over a span of eleven and a half hours spent some three hours 
in contact with the Japanese Northern Force, sinking all four of its bait car- 
riers. At the Battle of the East China Sea in April 1945, three waves totaling 

386 U.S. aircraft subjected the super-battleship Yamato and her screen to a 
virtually uninterrupted assault for two and a half hours before she rolled 
over and sank, having been hit by a number variously estimated at from 
nineteen to thirty-four bombs and torpedoes. 

The complexity naval operations had now attained made it necessary 
for fleet commanders to be assisted by substantial staffs. As commander of 
the Grand Fleet, Jellicoe had had a staff of sixteen officers. As commander 

of the Fifth Fleet, Spruance, who sought to keep his staff as small as practi- 
cal, had about twenty—a chief of staff, operations, logistic, communica- 

tions, assistant communications, navigation, air, and intelligence officers, a 

flag secretary, a flag lieutenant, a meteorologist, Marine Corps and Army 
liaison officers, a Japanese linguist, and eight junior communications and 
plotting officers. When Halsey commanded the same force (redesignated 
the Third Fleet), he had more than forty. 

The admirals of World War II received the advice and relied upon the 
expertise of such staffs in planning and conducting the operations of the 
sophisticated fleets under their command, but as the following essays make 
clear, they did not necessarily accept their staffs’ counsel. If Andrew Cun- 
ningham had done so on the evening of 28 March 1941, for instance, there 

probably would not have been a Battle of Cape Matapan. As in the past, the 
responsibility for and power of decision rested on the admiral alone. In this 
respect, despite the myriad changes the centuries had brought to war at sea, 
it had not changed at all. 
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NOTES 

1. The High Seas Fleet’s only subsequent sortie, in April 1918, proved equally 
unproductive. 

2. Another electronic innovation of the interwar era was the submarine detec- 
tion system the Royal Navy, which began work on it in World War I, called Asdic 
(probably after the Admiralty’s Anti-Submarine Division) and the U.S. Navy, sonar 
(for Sound Navigation and Ranging). This device, similar in principle to radar, 
emitted a note of supersonic sound from an underwater oscillator that produced an 
echo upon coming into contact with a submarine’s hull. Its range was less than a 
torpedo’s, limiting its utility to very close combat. 

3. In the European theater: the Action off Calabria, between elements of the 

British Mediterranean fleet and the Italian fleet, 9 July 1940; the Battle of the Den- 

mark Strait, in which the Bismarck destroyed HMS Hood, 24 May 1941; the sinking of 

the Bismarck, 27 May 1941; and the sinking of the Scharnhorst, 26 December 1943. In 

the Pacific: the battleship night action in the Naval Battle of Guadalcanal, 14-15 
November 1942, and the Battle of Surigao Strait, 24-25 October 1944. In addition, 

battleships were engaged on both sides in the actions fought by British and Ameri- 
can forces, respectively, with Vichy French fleet units in port at Oran, 3 July 1940, 

and Casablanca, 8 November 1972. 

4. In the Action off Calabria in July 1940, the British battleship Warspite, not 

yet equipped with radar, scored a single, lucky hit on the Italian battleship Giulio 
Cesare at a range of thirteen miles. This appears to be the greatest distance across 
which a ship’s shell ever found its way to a sea target. 

5. For all except the last of these figures, see Giuseppe Fioravanzo, trans. 
Arthur W. Holst, A History of Naval Tactical Thought (Annapolis: Naval Institute 

Press, 1979), p. 203. 
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The Best Man of the Lot 

(1883-1963) 

ErIc J. GROVE 



THE TIME WAS 2225 ON 28 MARCH 1941, THE PLACE THE 

eastern Mediterranean off Cape Matapan, Greece, about 35°30/N, 21° E. 

Three old but powerful British battleships, all veterans of the Battle of Jut- 
land, were sliding purposefully through the calm sea. Each carried eight 15- 
inch guns, which were trained to port in the expectation of an imminent 
meeting with the Italian enemy. On the crowded bridge of HMS Warspite, 
the leading ship, Captain Douglas Fisher had just been joined by the com- 
mander in chief and his staff. On the left breast of the admiral’s immaculate 
Number 5 blue uniform were four rows of ribbons, among which an expert 
might have noted the red and blue of the Distinguished Service Order, a 
coveted gallantry award second only to the Victoria Cross. Two small ro- 
settes on the ribbon showed that the admiral had been awarded the DSO 
three times. Admiral Andrew Cunningham’s zest for action was clearly un- 
diminished as he paced the side of the bridge nearest the expected position 
of the enemy and anxiously scanned the darkness with his binoculars. Then 
Commodore John Edelsten, his newly appointed chief of staff, spotted three 
dark shapes ahead, crossing from starboard to port. Cunningham soon had 
them in the binoculars, too, and Commander Power, the Staff Officer Op- 

erations, used his submariner’s skills of ship recognition to identify two of 
them as enemy 8-inch gun cruisers of the Zara class. Cunningham was an 
old destroyer man and he had drilled his battle squadron to act like destroy- 
ers; on a wireless signal the three ships swung to starboard and lined their 
guns and searchlights up on the target." 

Cunningham never forgot that moment; as he wrote a few years later: 

The battlefleet were turned back into line ahead and in the dead silence 
in the ship, a silence that could almost be felt, one heard only the 

voice of the gun control personnel getting the guns onto the new target. 
One heard the orders repeated in the director tower behind and above the 
bridge and saw the 15” guns swing round until they pointed at the enemy 
cruisers. I do not know that I have experienced a more thrilling moment 
than when I heard from the director tower “Director layer sees the tar- 
get[,]” a sure sign that all was ready and that his finger was itching on the 
trigger.” 

Captain Fisher ordered his chief yeoman to challenge the ships now only 
about two miles away, but “A.B.C.” would have none of it; according to the 
yeoman the admiral snapped, “Challenge my foot—shoot!”’ 

419 
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Cunningham had always been impatient to get to grips with his oppo- 

nent. In the training ship Britannia, where bullying was almost always a 

problem, the small, intelligent Scot, with his strange accent and slightly alien 

culture, soon found that a certain capacity for physical violence was vital. 
“Fight you on Sunday” was the accepted way of settling scores. Although 
his memory was of not being “particularly quarrelsome as a boy,” his nick- 
name “Meat Face” told of many bare-fisted Sunday meetings in local quar- 

ries or on the playing fields.‘ 
A willingness to fight for what they considered to be the right was a 

long-standing Cunningham family trait. Andrew’s first known ancestor was 
a minister of strong Covenanting views ejected in 1662 from the parish of 
Ettrick for refusing to conform to the compromise Restoration Scottish 
religious settlement. The Cunninghams combined this strength of will with 
considerable intellectual gifts. Andrew’s grandfather, the Very Reverend 
Dr. John Cunningham, was a classic success story for the egalitarian and 
meritocratic Scottish tradition of progress through education. The son of an 
ironmonger, he became one of Scotland’s most distinguished churchmen. 
Andrew’s father was Professor Daniel Cunningham, who, while still in his 

early thirties, in 1882 received the Chair of Anatomy at the Irish Royal Col- 
lege of Surgeons. Thus it was in Dublin on 7 January 1883 that Daniel's wife, 
Elizabeth (née Browne), gave birth to their third child, Andrew Browne. 

Professor Cunningham was soon appointed to the Anatomy Chair at 
Trinity College, Dublin, and became a leading member of the scientific com- 

munity in Ireland. The Cunningham children saw little of their workaholic 
father and Andrew less than most, as he was sent to live with aunts in 

Edinburgh so that he could attend the academy there. The little boy from 
Dublin found it “rough going” at first and it was probably here that Andrew 
first honed his skills with his fists. Andrew “had always liked boats and the 
sea” and received a telegram from his father one day: “Would you like to 
go into the Navy.”* Encouraged by his aunt, Andrew telegraphed by return, 
“Yes, I should like to be an admiral.” * So, after three happy years at Fosters, 
a specialized “crammer” at Stubbington House Fareham, he sailed through 
the demanding entrance examination into the Britannia, the static training 
ship moored just above Dartmouth. Cadet Andrew Cunningham joined 
with the term that entered on 15 January 1897; he was a week over fourteen 

years of age. 
From his Cunningham ancestors Andrew inherited a number of traits 

that provided the foundation for his successful naval career and his develop- 
ment into a great leader of men: an excellent intellect, a determined indi- 
vidualism, an ambitious self-confidence, and enormous energy. His mother 
provided a leavening of kindness, Scots common sense, cheerfulness, and a 

sense of humor, all of which combined to make Cunningham a magnetic 
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and likable as well as respected character. Cunningham’s relationship with 
his remote and rather formidable father also gives a clue to another feature 
of his character that was to have a great influence on his career—his attitude 
to discipline. This was in part a reflection of his Calvinist background— 
“discipline” has been a central tenet of the Scottish church since the days of 
John Knox—but one feels that Andrew’s later passion for pleasing difficult, 
authoritarian superiors, something in which he achieved considerable suc- 
cess, had much to do with the deep psychological desire to prove himself 
to his distinguished father, whose capacity for hard work he knew he did 
not share, at least when the subject matter did not interest him. As he later 
wrote, in a passage that was toned down in the published version of his 
autobiography: 

I think I developed very young, I was usually top of my class and got 
several prizes at Fosters. Mathematics came easily to me and I was pretty 
good at Euclid’s propositions. On the other hand Latin, French and English 
I could not abide and was quite useless at. I never found I had to work 
hard in fact I have always been lazy.’ 

Cunningham used his native ability and training at Fosters to cope more 
than adequately with the mathematical gymnastics of the Britannia course: 
he came third in the half-term examinations that were purely mathematical, 
but his impatience with foreign languages brought down his final passing- 
out result. Cunningham’s disciplinary record reveals a boy of high spirits 
prone to “skylarking” who was in trouble a little more than most, especially 
when his patience toward the end of the fifteen-month course began to wear 
a little thin.* But Andrew was careful not to push his rebellion too far. He 
was always able to judge the boundary between individualism and indiscip- 
line. When he passed out on May 1898 Cadet Cunningham’s conduct was 
considered “Very Good” overall, the top grading. “Much” as opposed to 
“Very Much” application to study had achieved tenth place on the list, with 
Firsts in Mathematics and Seamanship but only a Second in French and Ex- 
tra Subjects.’ 

Cunningham now continued his training at sea. At his own request he 
was posted to the Cape Station and on the way out in the liner Norman 
demonstrated his precocity by sitting at Cecil Rhodes’s table in the saloon 
and beating the great man in the ship’s chess tournament. With the coming 
of the Boer War in 1899 Cunningham wished to serve with the naval artillery 

ashore and was eventually forced to wake his formidable and notorious flag 
captain “Prothero the Bad,” asleep in his cabin, to obtain permission. It was, 
he later said, “the bravest act” of his life, but it was an initiative crowned 

with the usual Cunningham success.’° He saw action near Pretoria, but 
“Dan” Cunningham had used influence with his friend Lord Roberts, the 
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British commander in chief, to get the young midshipman to the front. This, 

and Cunningham's being summoned to join his distinguished father when 
the latter came out on a medical commission of investigation, had not gone 

down well with someone in authority. Cunningham was the only surviving 
midshipman from his ship who had seen combat with the brigade not rec- 
ommended for early promotion, despite a certificate from the brigade com- 
mander commanding his “coolness, endurance and energy.” 

Cunningham completed his midshipman’s time in a battleship of the 
Channel Squadron, a boy ratings’ training brig, and a large cruiser. This gave 
good experience and helped him attain a First in Seamanship, but little in 
the way of a theoretical professional foundation. Except in the first few 
months, Cunningham had “practically never . . . been under a proper naval 
instructor” at sea and his war service had not given him much time for 
study.’2 He paced himself to settle for only a Second Class Pass in the Sub- 
lieutenants’ Navigation Course at Greenwich but was genuinely shocked to 
receive only a Second in Pilotage and was not able to do any better at the 
Gunnery School at Whale Island. Cunningham always found HMS Excellent 
and its apparently mindless drills and bullying staff “detestable,” and when 
his “mutinous” feelings for once got the better of him, he received a “not 
satisfactory” conduct rating.” 

Cunningham was happier at the torpedo school at HMS Vernon and ob- 
tained another First, which at least meant that he did not lose seniority, but 

the classical ladder to the top had been shut off, distinction in the sub- 
lieutenants’ courses and specialist training, especially in gunnery. Cunning- 
ham chose a different path, one that made him a rather different kind of 

officer. He began it in 1903 after only a few weeks in his first appointment as 
a fully commissioned sub-lieutenant, the smart Mediterranean battleship 
Implacable, whose routine the young man found “rigid and irksome.” ™ 
Then Cunningham heard that the destroyer Locust needed a new second in 
command: “I was tired of having no responsibility and too little to do so I 
asked the commander to ask the captain to apply for me to go. I had the 
feeling that they were quite glad to see the back of me so I got the job 
right away.” 

The Locust’s commanding officer, Lieutenant A. B. S. Dutton, was no- 

toriously difficult to please but gave Cunningham considerable independent 
responsibility to keep the little ship clean and efficient—a professional chal- 
lenge that had proved too much for some of Cunningham’s predecessors. 
The new sub-lieutenant thrived on it and earned his CO’s approbation; Cun- 
ningham, Dutton wrote, was “a hard working and able officer well up in his 
work and always to be relied upon.” * Dutton became something of a role 
model for Cunningham, who consolidated his self-confident disdain for ser- 
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vice bureaucracy with which he was unsympathetic. He shocked his next 
captain in the destroyer Orwell by consigning an unwelcome official letter to 
the wardroom fire. There were no repercussions. 

Acquiring his second stripe as a lieutenant at the end of March 1904, 

Cunningham next spent a happy couple of years in training cruisers, con- 

solidating his own professional knowledge by teaching, a responsibility that 
he enjoyed and performed with “zeal and ability.” '” In 1906 he once more 
joined Dutton, who was now first lieutenant of the armored cruiser Suffolk. 

Her commanding officer was “Rosy” Wemyss, later to become a distin- 
guished First Sea Lord. Cunningham observed with care his new captain’s 
judicious mix of courtesy blended with bursts of fiery but just severity. We- 
myss noted Cunningham’s qualities, too, and arranged for his next appoint- 
ment to be command of a new “coastal destroyer,” Torpedo Boat No. 14, part 
of the Reserve Fleet with only a “nucleus crew.” This first exercise in com- 
mand was a great success, and Cunningham was next appointed to com- 
mand an old coal-burner in the same flotilla, the Vulture. He had the te- 

merity to inform the flotilla commander, Captain Reginald Tyrwhitt, that 
he considered his new command inferior to the little “oily wad.” Tyrwhitt 
was “rather annoyed” but he regarded Cunningham as a “most capable and 
keen destroyer officer” and, when he could, gave him a newer destroyer, 
the Roebuck.’'* This little ship soon developed boiler trouble and it looked as 
if Cunningham might have to return to a battleship or cruiser, as the Admir- 
alty preferred for officers after two or three years in torpedo craft. Cun- 
ningham hated this idea and enlisted the aid of Tyrwhitt’s replacement to 
help arrange a more attractive appointment. Cunningham could not have 
achieved a better result: command of one of the newest destroyers in the 
navy, the Scorpion of the First Flotilla, which he joined at the beginning 
of 1911. 

Cunningham was once more, very much to his taste, having to please a 
rigid disciplinarian, as his new captain (D—destroyer) was that most patho- 
logical of martinets, Sir Robert Arbuthnot. The two got on well; Cunning- 
ham later wrote of Arbuthnot: “I learned to like and admire him and he 
taught me a lot about discipline. He was hardhearted and inhuman but he 
expected nothing of one that he was not fully prepared to exact from him- 
self.” Arbuthnot in his turn appreciated Cunningham’s efficiency and 
ability to make his ship come up to his exacting and sometimes unreason- 
able standards.”° Arbuthnot helped Cunningham avoid most of the necessary 
command examinations and did not demand his head when the Scorpion’s 
officer of the watch made an error and collided with a sailing ship during a 
night exercise in the channel. Cunningham was perhaps the only man in the 
flotilla sorry to see Arbuthnot go in mid-1912. 
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Cunningham’s flotilla, by then commanded by Captain Cecil H. Fox, 
was ordered to the Mediterranean in 1913. Fox was, in Cunningham’s words, 

“a fine destroyer officer, a most pleasant man and a good disciplinarian.” 
Fox thought equally highly of his young subordinate, writing that Cunning- 
ham was “a most able destroyer commander. Strongly recommended for 
promotion.”’?! This did not come straightaway, however, and Cunningham 
became a lieutenant commander in 1914 when all senior lieutenants were 

thus redesignated. 
The Scorpion was still in the Mediterranean when war broke out that 

year and “A.B.C.,” as he was to become affectionately known, was to spend 
almost the entire war in this theater. He thus avoided the boredom of Scapa 
Flow and the frustration of Jutland, experiences that would dominate the 
perceptions of his contemporaries. Instead, Cunningham took part in the 
unsuccessful chase of the German battle cruiser Goeben and was involved in 
the Dardanelles operations from beginning to end, the Scorpion being en- 
gaged in minesweeping and bombardment operations. Her captain won his 
first DSO and was promoted to commander. After the withdrawal from 
Gallipoli, Cunningham operated off the Turkish coast in the Dodecanese 
with his own small force, exploiting every opportunity to lead picket-boat 
assaults on small harbors himself. After taking his ship home for a refit in 
1916 he went back to the Mediterranean to the destroyer Rattlesnake. On the 
Scorpion’s return Cunningham, whose reputation for efficiency and going 
through first lieutenants was now second to none, had the challenge of 

raising her new “hostilities only” crew to the ship’s previous standards of 
smartness and effectiveness. One of the arrivals was Sub-Lieutenant R. V. 
Symonds Tayler, DSC, who later as a flag officer himself described the Cun- 
ningham style of leadership: 

A.B.C. expected nothing but the best and yet he was most patient in train- 
ing me, an inexperienced youngster. “Oh miserable Sub what are you 
doing!” was a common cry. . . . After a few months, the then First Lieu- 

tenant left, and I became A.B.C.’s 13th First Lieutenant. 

From then onwards, instead of “miserable Sub” the cry was “First 

Lieutenant, what do you think you're doing!” when things were not as he 
wished them to be. He helped, advised and guided me in the running of 
the ship, which was extremely clean and efficient. 

Life was strenuous, discipline was very strict, and one had to be on 

one’s toes all the time. He had an eye like a hawk and the “balloon” went 
up frequently. Having delivered a “rocket,” usually on the quarter-deck, 
I well remember him saying: “Right, come and have a drink.” Down we 
would go to the Wardroom and the incident was never mentioned again, 
I never heard him admonish anyone in the wardroom, where all was jolly 
and cheerful. 
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Occasionally, after a particularly bad “rocket,” I was sent to my cabin 
under arrest! There I remained, sometimes for several hours, till I was 

sent for and released. In spite of all this, 1 knew that A.B.C. was a friend 
who trusted me and who, if need be, would stick by me through thick 
and thin.” 

The Scorpion suffered a collision shortly after her return and following 
repairs spent some months escorting convoys. Cunningham found this work 
dull. He therefore turned down the job of command of all destroyers at 
Malta when offered it and wrote to a previous flotilla commander now on 
the Naval Staff in London to arrange a transfer to see some action with the 
Harwich Force or the Dover Patrol. The Scorpion was duly called home at 
the end of 1917 and Cunningham, who considered ships “expendable,” was 
untypically sad to leave the “staunch little vessel” that had been his home 
for seven years.” He was sent temporarily to the Grand Fleet destroyer 
Ophelia in the Firth of Forth and his disappointment at having his plans 
confounded was not improved by his shock at the ship’s appearance and the 
slackness of her crew. His solution was to keep his men busy and he per- 
suaded his flotilla commander to adopt a more demanding daily routine. His 
superiors were sorry to see Cunningham go when he obtained the first avail- 
able vacancy in the Dover Patrol, command of the powerful destroyer Ter- 
magant—which he at once proceeded to try to smarten up. 

To his disgust, Cunningham’s only part in the attempt to block the 
U-boat base at Zeebrugge was screening monitors, and a boiler defect kept 
Termagant out of the Ostend blocking operation. His frustrations continued 
in May 1918 when he went off in pursuit of some German destroyers. He 
turned a Nelsonic blind eye to recall signals from the monitor Terror, whose 
screen he commanded, but all to no avail, as Cunningham’s aggression was 
not matched by his ship’s gunnery. Fortunately, the commodore at Dunkirk, 
who had known Cunningham in the Mediterranean, disregarded Terror’s 

complaints. Next Cunningham was sent to Chatham to organize an opera- 
tion to use the obsolete battleship Swiftsure to block Ostend. This was even- 
tually called off, much to Cunningham’s disappointment, and he returned 
to the Termagant. For his activities in the Dover Patrol, Cunningham ob- 

tained the first bar to his DSO. 
Happily for Cunningham, the end of the war did not bring an end to 

action. His new ship, the destroyer Seafire, was ordered to join Rear Admi- 
ral Walter Cowan’s squadron backing the newly independent Baltic states 
against the Bolsheviks and the Germans. Cowan was another martinet, un- 
der whose peppery authority Cunningham thrived. He had the confidence 
and willpower to stand up to Cowan when he thought the admiral was 
being unreasonable. After some tricky moments in a most sensitive diplo- 
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matic situation, Cunningham returned in the spring of 1919 with glowing 

reports; Cowan assured the Admiralty that Cunningham was as “as good an 

officer as he could remember.” ** On 1 January 1920, A.B.C. was duly in- 

formed that he had been selected for early promotion to the rank of captain: 

he was thirty-seven years old. The war had done Cunningham a lot of good; 

he was the kind of officer whose qualities of practical leadership were best 

displayed in real combat situations. 
His first appointment in his new rank was president of the subcommis- 

sion charged with demolishing the German fortifications on Heligoland, a 
task that, carried out with the usual Cunningham energy, was finished early. 
After rapidly updating his naval knowledge in the first part of the Senior 
Officers Technical Course at Portsmouth, Cunningham found himself given 
a welcome “pierhead jump” to the command of the Sixth Destroyer Flotilla. 
This was in reserve but Cunningham was able to squeeze the maximum sea 
time out of his limited supplies of men and fuel. A few months later, at the 
end of 1922, he was appointed to a fully operational destroyer flotilla, the 
First, on loan to the Mediterranean Fleet because of the Chanak crisis with 

Turkey. Morale was not high and Cunningham was in his element smart- 
ening up the flotilla. As one of its officers later wrote, “For a month after he 
took over the 1st Flotilla wondered what had hit it.” ** Cunningham was far 
from well, with internal problems eventually diagnosed as a grumbling ap- 
pendix, which did not improve his temper, but his sense of humor and real 
generosity of spirit made his subordinates endure the constant pressure and 
occasional fits of emotion. Soon the First Flotilla was taking pride in its 
reputation for impeccable seamanship, an image it retained when it rejoined 
the Home Fleet. 

Cunningham was appointed captain of HMS Columbine, the Firth of 
Forth destroyer base in 1924, but moved from the destroyer world two years 

later when offered a appointment that would have daunted lesser men, flag 
captain and chief of staff to the dreaded Sir Walter Cowan. The old fire-eater 
wanted to take Captain Cunningham with him to command his new flag- 
ship on the America and West Indies Station, where Cowan was to become 
the new CinC. This was the light cruiser Calcutta and she remained the 
standards both of admiral and captain—who was now hoping for better 
health minus his appendix. Cunningham’s secret was his instinct to respect 
in others those qualities of originality, courage, and initiative that he ex- 
pected of himself. His subordinates sensed, as Cunningham did of Cowan, 
that “His ideals and duty and honor were of the highest and never sparing 
himself he expected others to do the same.” ** Based on this mutual respect, 
Cunningham and Cowan built up not only a professional relationship of 
“intimate trust and confidence” but a very close and sincere friendship.”’ 
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The main duty of the America and West Indies Squadron was “showing 
the flag,” making friends and influencing people and maintaining local per- 
ceptions of British power and prestige. It was a significant station in this 
period, although its social demands posed a hazard to the hardiest constitu- 
tion. In 1927 the Calcutta was replaced by the slightly larger Despatch, and the 
following year the exhausting social round finally came to an end. Cunning- 
ham had been a great success in a role that exploited the softer side of his 
character. The Chilean newspaper Mercurio De Antofagasta referred to him 
approvingly as an “excessively affable sailor” who “had a smile on his lips 
the whole time.” # 

Cunningham had never received any formal command training and the 
Admiralty took advantage of his having no better potential appointment to 
send him on two successive courses, the army’s Senior Officers Course at 
Sheerness and the Imperial Defence College (now the Royal College of De- 
fence Studies) in London. Cunningham surprised himself by liking the intel- 
lectual broadening he thus obtained. He also took the opportunity to ac- 
quire a wife, a vital social attribute for an officer at this stage of his career. 

At the end of 1929 Cunningham took command of the new battleship 
Rodney, a novel experience for the destroyer man but a vital prerequisite for 
advancement to flag rank. The officers and ship’s company of the battleship 
found their captain not quite the “frightening” and ferocious “tiger” they 
had expected, and put it down to his recent—and very happy—marriage.”° 
Nevertheless, the Rodney’s commanding officer’s commitment to excellence 
and competitive success was as strong as ever, which appealed to Admiral 
Sir Ernle Chatfield, the fleet commander. Chatfield was beginning to explore 
the possibilities of fleet action at night. Despite the lesson of Jutland, night 
action was still anathema to some officers, including Vice Admiral Sir How- 

ard Kelly, second-in-command of the Mediterranean Fleet, whose unwilling- 

ness to fight after dark ruined the spring maneuvers of the combined fleets. 
Cunningham found night fighting second nature, as destroyers were already 
expected to attack after dark to “produce opportunities for obtaining deci- 
sive results in a subsequent attack by capital ships.” *° He was later to exploit 
with consummate skill the expertise in handling the fleet at night built up in 
the 1930s. 

In the prevailing atmosphere of economy, captains being groomed for 
promotion were being limited to a year’s sea time and Cunningham left 
Rodney at the end of 1930 to become commodore of the Royal Navy Barracks 
at Chatham. He was in this key post when the Invergordon Mutiny occurred 
in 1931. This brought out Cunningham’s basic generosity of spirit. In his 
memoirs he took his share of responsibility for not having sufficiently rec- 
ognized the financial hardship pay cuts would bring to the men. Cunning- 
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ham kept a firm grip on his barracks but tempered this with humanity and 
understanding, spending day after day in five hundred interviews having 
his eyes opened to the everyday financial problems of the 1931 naval rating. 
There was little trouble at Chatham. 

In 1932 Cunningham was informed that he was to become a rear admi- 
ral. After senior officers’ technical and tactical courses at Portsmouth, he 

was granted his perfect appointment, rear admiral (D) in the Mediterranean 
in charge of the navy’s three premier destroyer flotillas. Since 1930 the Medi- 
terranean Fleet had been working at the night action problem; Chatfield, 
appointed that year as CinC, had been determined “to continue the investi- 
gation of the problem whenever opportunity offers as it is without doubt a 
problem of pressing importance and of great opportunities.” ** He had been 
strongly supported by his able second-in-command, the awesome W. W. 
Fisher, who took over the Mediterranean command in October 1932 and 

kept up the good work. Cunningham thus inherited a destroyer force whose 
night-fighting abilities were second to none; his job was to improve them 
still further. Fisher was also keen to explore the possibilities of using bat- 
tleships at night. In the combined fleet exercises of March 1934, shortly af- 

ter Cunningham’s arrival, the Mediterranean Fleet soundly “defeated” the 
Home Fleet thanks to a surprise night encounter in which Cunningham’s 
destroyers made a preliminary torpedo attack in heavy seas that allowed 
Fisher’s battleships to engage on favorable terms. 

The Mediterranean Fleet’s Battle Instructions that in Kelly’s day had 
stated that night action between ships was to be avoided were amended to 
state that such action was to be positively welcomed.** Cunningham was 
exactly the right kind of admiral for these tactics that required decisiveness, 
initiative, courage, imagination, and a willingness to take risks, and for every 

ship to be handled with a verve traditionally reserved for destroyers. Cer- 
tainly the new, mature, healthy, and slightly mellower Cunningham seemed 
to his destroyer captains to be the perfect commander for the Mediterranean 
flotillas at this critical time, when as a result of the Abyssinian crisis war 
with Italy was a real possibility. 

Cunningham left the Mediterranean in 1936 and “this final severence 

from the destroyer service” was a wrench after almost three decades in the 
little ships.** What made it worse was that the Admiralty had no immediate 
employment for him, especially after he became a vice admiral in July and 
thus too senior for courses. At the beginning of 1937 employment came in 
the shape of chairmanship of a committee on the accommodation and ven- 
tilation of HM’s ships, where reform was overdue. More active work was 
on the way, however, as the navy began to suffer that series of losses to ill 
health that almost decapitated it just before the outbreak of World War II. 
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The exhaustion and strain caused by World War I, then very stringent 
economy, then rearmament and international crisis, compounded by a pro- 
fessional style not to delegate and to take far too much work on oneself, 
tested even the strongest constitution; the result was sickness, premature 

retirement, and early death. Cunningham had never had quite the leadership 
style of his “big ship” and gunner contemporaries and his enforced rest, 
irksome though it was, did him a great deal of good. He was thus able to 
emerge in the right place in the seniority lists to provide precisely the com- 
bat leadership skills the navy needed. 

W. W. Fisher, who had become CinC at Portsmouth, was the first to go; 

a sad Cunningham attended his funeral. The news from the Mediterranean 
was that Admiral Sir Geoffrey Blake, commander of the Battle Cruiser 
Squadron, was also seriously ill and Cunningham was offered the job of 
temporary stand-in. Blake was eventually diagnosed as too ill to continue in 
the service and Cunningham’s appointment turned out to be longer than 
expected. He rushed to Malta and hoisted his flag in the pride of the Royal 
Navy, HMS Hood. The rest of the squadron was made up of the smaller 
battle cruiser Repulse, the carrier Glorious, and the repair ship Resource, and 
Cunningham was effectively second-in-command of the entire fleet. The 
CinC was Sir Dudley Pound, who got on well with Cunningham and en- 
couraged him to speak his mind. Cunningham had an able flag captain in 
A. F. Pridham and was soon handling his squadron with all his usual style. 
The Glorious tended to operate on her own, but a British carrier could not 

keep enough aircraft in the air to do this safely, as was proved on exercise, 
and Cunningham learned the apparent lesson that a carrier needed to oper- 
ate as an integral part of the battle fleet and under its cover. This was not 
the way of the future, but such apparently old-fashioned attitudes were 
more than just a natural response from a destroyer man jealous of the po- 
tential subversion of important destroyer roles by aircraft. For a number of 
reasons, Britain could not deploy naval air power in the quantity that the 
United States and Japan were beginning to do; in these circumstances, lim- 
ited numbers of aircraft tied to the battleships could achieve a great deal and 
were far too important to throw away. 

It was still a delicate time in the Mediterranean with the Spanish Civil 
War and the necessity for naval patrols to prevent the Nationalist navy and 
air force from enforcing unrecognized belligerent rights—and to deter Ital- 
ian submarines from sinking ships on sight. The Hood sailed around the 
Spanish coast and Cunningham spent a great deal of time negotiating firmly 
but amicably with the Nationalist naval commander. He also helped enter- 
tain the Italian fleet at Malta when it visited in June 1938 as part of the at- 

tempted rapprochement between Britain and Italy. 
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Cunningham’s next job would also demand political skills. In February, 

Pound had told A.B.C. that he had been selected by the retiring First Sea 

Lord, Chatfield, and his successor, Sir Roger Backhouse, to become deputy 

chief of the Naval Staff in London. Cunningham would have preferred to 
have stayed in the Hood and in an interview with his boss-to-be claimed to 
be untrained and inarticulate on paper. Backhouse knew better and just 
smiled; Cunningham was one of the exceptional men whose innate abilities 

made lack of formal staff training unimportant. 
Cunningham could not know it, but he was to become not just a deputy 

but acting First Sea Lord: Backhouse was struck down with a fatal tumor in 
March 1939. At the same time the Third Sea Lord also had to resign through 

ill health—and all this the same month that Hitler marched into Czecho- 
slovakia, causing Britain’s policy of appeasement of Germany to be trans- 
formed into a policy of confrontation! Much devolved on Cunningham, 
who had to stand in for his chief in the Chiefs of Staff Committee and the 
Committee of Imperial Defence. Unlike Backhouse, Cunningham could 
delegate and was a great success in this first, brief essay at the top of his 
profession.” 

The growing crisis in Europe put serious question marks over the ac- 
cepted British Far Eastern naval priority and the idea of sending the main 
fleet to Singapore. It is possible that Backhouse, who seems to have had a 
more Eurocentric view than Chatfield, chose Cunningham as his deputy 
partly for this reason. Certainly, it was natural for Cunningham, with his 
long experience of the area and his lack of exposure to staff convention, to 
throw his weight behind a new emphasis on Mediterranean concerns. A 
fleet fully committed to war with Italy could not be quickly withdrawn to 
be sent east. On 5 April 1939 Cunningham produced a paper that announced 
the change in blunt terms: “there are so many variable factors which cannot 
at present be assessed that it is not possible to state definitely how soon after 
Japanese intervention a fleet would be dispatched to the Far East. Neither is 
it possible to enumerate precisely the size of fleet it is proposed to send.” *° 

Cunningham also liked the new idea of attacking Italy first as the weak- 
est of the Axis partners. The attempt to detach Mussolini from Hitler had 
apparently failed; indeed, Mussolini’s hostility was confirmed by the inva- 
sion of Albania only two days after Cunningham signed the above paper. A 
week later, on 13 April, Cunningham was a member of the key C.I.D. Com- 
mittee considering the chiefs of staff “Appreciation” of European strategy, 
which produced an interim report that endorsed the potential of operations 
to “knock out” Italy.*° 

Having helped define this new strategy, the aggressive Cunningham was 
the obvious man to put it into effect. In May, Pound was called home to 
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relieve the dying Backhouse, and Cunningham, now Sir Andrew following 
the award of a K.C.B.* in February, was chosen to replace him as CinC 
Mediterranean Fleet in the acting rank of admiral. He hoisted his flag in 
HMS Warspite on 6 June 1939. 

Soon, however, Cunningham was dismayed to find that in his absence 

and with the increase of friction with Japan, more traditional priorities 
had reasserted themselves in London. On 24 July, Pound wrote to Cunning- 
ham to tell the new CinC his doubts about any early attempt to knock out 
Italy, and to restate the old dilemma of interwar British naval strategy; fight- 
ing someone somewhere might lead to insoluble complications elsewhere. 
Throwing the battle fleet prematurely against the Italian coast would expose 
it to losses, especially from air attack, which, “if Japan was wobbling,” might 
encourage it to enter the war.” 

Pound had always told Cunningham to be frank, and so he did not hide 
his feelings. He replied that he had been both “worried” and “most de- 
pressed” by the First Sea Lord’s note and that his “views were at variance 
with some of those expressed therein.” ** Cunningham argued that there was 
little point in restraining the battle fleet, as it was more vulnerable in its 
poorly protected harbors than it was at sea; much better to use it to the full 
against the Italians and perhaps force the enemy fleet to sea. As he wrote, “T 
could see no point in holding back the battleships from doing their utmost 
against a power we were at war with in case we should have to fight another 
in the future.” ” 

Alas for Cunningham, Italy did not join Germany when war came in 
September 1939 and the Royal Navy’s finest fighting admiral had to watch 
his fleet be run down to support the campaigns in the Atlantic. Even before 
the German invasion of France, however, it was felt prudent to build up 

Cunningham’s fleet and in May 1940 the CinC hoisted his flag again in the 
Warspite, returned from the Atlantic. This gave Cunningham four capital 
ships with which to begin operations against Italy when it finally came into 
the war in June. He had already decided that he would use his fleet to com- 
mand the eastern Mediterranean and cut off the Dodecanese, with only pe- 
riodic sweeps into the central Mediterranean. This made the most of his 
limited assets but paid due regard to his shortage of light forces and aircraft. 
When he communicated these intentions to London, he received a signal 
from Pound, for which the latter subsequently apologized by private letter, 
that Churchill considered them too “defensive.” This “astonished” and “in- 
furiated” Cunningham, especially in the context of the exchange of letters 
of the previous year.*° Cunningham signaled the Admiralty that “my chief 

* Knight Commander of the Order of the Bath. 
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fear is that we shall make contact with little or nothing except aircraft and 

submarines and I must get the measure of these before attempting sustained 

operations in the Central Mediterranean.” ** 
This kind of “backseat driving” was anathema to Cunningham's concept 

of higher command. His fury still showed when he came to draft his mem- 

oirs. He had imbued his men with a healthy sense of superiority over the 

Italian fleet: 

whatever the number of their capital ships and the reports varied from 3— 
5 to 7 we were quite confident that the fleet we had at the outset could 

deal with them. Our difficulty as we realized but those at home particu- 
larly the PM did not, was how the devil to find them with the reconnais- 

sance we had, practically nil, secondly when we had found them how to 
fix them until we could get near enough. . . . It was in that type of signal 
that the PM was so bad. It couldn't possibly do any good. If the C in C 
who knows all the chances was not prepared to get at the enemy on every 
possible occasion he just ought not to be there. To make “buck up” signals 
to him was just an insult.” 

The fall of France saw Cunningham demonstrate both his moral cour- 
age and diplomatic skills in fighting off pressure from London to take violent 
action against the French ships at Alexandria and achieving their peaceful 
demilitarization. Then, in an action fought off Calabria during one of his 
sweeps in July 1940 he asserted a superiority over the Italian fleet, notably in 
long-range gunnery, that inhibited Italian movements for the rest of the war. 
Yet Cunningham’s fears about air capability proved sadly justified: the avail- 
able carrier, HMS Eagle, was unable to fix the fleeing enemy or do much 
against the disturbingly efficient Italian high-altitude bombers. When the 
Eagle was supplemented by the more modern IIlustrious, however, Cunning- 
ham was able to put into effect the long-nurtured Mediterranean Fleet am- 
bition to make an attack on the Italians in their base. The Taranto raid in 
November 1940 effectively halved the strength of the Italian battle fleet, sink- 
ing two battleships and disabling a third. The only unfortunate effects of this 
success from Cunningham’s point of view were that it made a fleet action 
even less likely and it brought to the Mediterranean the Luftwaffe’s Stuka 
dive-bombers, which came close to sinking the Illustrious in January 1941. 

Cunningham pursued a vigorous operational program covering con- 
voys and conducting bombardments and air raids, but like Nelson or Jellicoe, 
he could not induce an inferior fleet to come out and be defeated. He got 
his chance when the British reinforcement of Greece by sea in March 1941 
stimulated the Germans to goad the Italians into making a move with their 
still powerful fleet. On 26 March “Ultra” code-breaking intelligence pro- 
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vided warning of the Italian sortie, which allowed Cunningham to move the 
troops out of danger, “to clear area concerned and so endeavor to make 

enemy strike into thin air while taking all action possible damaging him 
while he is doing so.” ** Cunningham was concerned that if the Italians got 
wind of a movement by his fleet in the direction of the planned operation 
they would simply stay in harbor until shortage of fuel forced the British 
back to base. It was thus vital to take them by surprise and Cunningham 
organized a deception plan on 27 March, playing a part himself by going 
ashore at Alexandria to play golf and carrying a suitcase to suggest that he 
planned to spend the night there. He was back on the Warspite to lead his 
fleet out of harbor at 1900 that evening. An RAF flying boat had confirmed 
that an enemy force of cruisers and destroyers was at sea moving toward 
Crete. Indeed, there were three separate Italian forces at sea, one including 

the new battleship Vittorio Veneto. Flying his flag in her and in command of 
the whole operation was Admiral Angelo Iachino, CinC of the Italian fleet. 

Part of the British fleet, a force of four light cruisers and four destroyers, 
was already at sea covering the troop convoys and under the command 
of Vice Admiral Light Forces, Mediterranean Fleet, Vice Admiral Henry 
Pridham-Wippell, who had been a destroyer captain in the same flotilla as 
Cunningham’s Scorpion in World War I. V.A.L.F. was ordered to rendezvous 
with Cunningham off Gavdhos (Gaudo) Island southwest of Crete on the 

morning of 28 March, but before he could do so, aircraft from Cunning- 

ham’s new carrier, the Formidable, spotted an Italian surface force in the 
same area. All uncertainty was removed when Pridham-Wippell’s cruiser 
Orion sighted one of the Italian cruiser-destroyer groups. He immediately 
turned to draw the enemy into the guns of the three battleships of the First 
Battle Squadron. His force was slowed by engine problems in the Gloucester, 
its most powerful ship, but luckily for the British, the more heavily armed 
Italian cruisers were hampered by poor rangefinders. 

To support his old colleague, Cunningham sent Valiant, his fastest capi- 
tal ship, ahead together with his two most powerful Tribal-class destroyers. 
Before they could arrive, the Italians tried the lure trick and turned back 
toward their battleship. Cunningham reconcentrated his force and pressed 
on at the partially modernized battleship Barham’s best speed of 22 knots. 
He had held back his air strike as long as he dared so as to allow his relatively 
slow battleships the maximum opportunity to exploit any damage inflicted 
but the danger to V.A.L.F.’s cruisers was such that first he ordered in Sword- 
fish based in Crete and then the Formidable’s Albacores. His instinct was 
vindicated when the British cruisers spotted the Italian battleship and came 
into serious danger. They were saved only by the timely arrival of the Al- 
bacores, which caused Iachino to retire northwestward. 
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@ GAVDHOS 

28. The Battle of Cape Matapan, 28 March 1941. Following its morning action with the Brit- 
ish cruiser force (A), the Italian fleet (B) retires in three formations: (1) The Vittorio Veneto and 

four destroyers; (2) the 3rd Cruiser Division (three ships) and three destroyers; and (3) the 1st 

and 8th Cruiser Divisions (five ships) and six destroyers. It is pursued by Cunningham’s ist 
Battle Squadron (C) and cruiser force (track not shown) and subjected to air attacks from 

Greece and Crete. The Vittorio Vento is damaged by a strike from the Formidable (D), but 
soon regains way. An hour and three-quarters later, Iachino concentrates his fleet, ordering 
the rst Cruiser Division (Zara, Fiume, and Pola) (E) to join the main body. The Pola is subse- 

quently disabled (F) by a strike from the Formidable. Soon thereafter, Iachino deatches the 
Zara and Fiume and three destroyers (G) to assist her, leading to the night action with the 
British fleet (H). 

Cunningham’s worst fears of provoking a premature turn away had 
been realized, and the British tried desperately to fix the fleeing foe with air 
strikes. At 1519, four Albacores and two Swordfish from the Formidable put a 

torpedo into the Italian battleship’s stern. The successful Albacore was shot 
down, but the Vittorio Veneto lay dead in the water. Because of conflicting 
aircraft reports, the situation appeared confused to Cunningham, who sent 
Pridham-Wippell to find out what was going on. This also allowed the avail- 
able carrier aircraft to be concentrated for one last strike in the early eve- 
ning. Iachino had deployed his forces in a protective ring around his stricken 
battleship. She had been coaxed back into movement by the time the British 
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torpedo-bombers arrived. The defenders held off the carrier planes, but a 

Swordfish from Crete torpedoed the heavy cruiser Pola, which the retreating 
Italians had to leave behind. At 2018 Iachino, who had not received a vital 

sighting report that would have told him of Cunningham’s presence, sent 
back the rest of the Pola’s group, the cruisers Zara and Fiume, and four de- 
stroyers to look after their crippled companion. 

Cunningham was also making a difficult decision, one of the key deci- 
sions of his life. At long last, in the late afternoon a report from an experi- 
enced observer flying in one of the Warspite’s Swordfish gave him a good 
idea of what lay ahead, but the news that there were at least six cruisers and 
no less than eleven destroyers skillfully concentrated around the damaged 
battleship made pressing on seem foolhardy. Any British officer in such a 
situation would have welcomed the opportunity to lay a destroyer-torpedo 
trap for his pursuers.** Cunningham’s staff members counseled caution, es- 
pecially as the fleet had not had much recent practice in night action. Re- 
portedly, about 2000, with “the well known steely blue look in [his] eye,” 
A.B.C. called them “a pack of yellow-livered skunks” and, as it was his cus- 
tomary supper time, said that he was going off to eat alone and “see after 
supper if my morale isn’t higher than yours.” ** Over the meal Cunningham 
weighed a number of factors. He knew that British night-fighting techniques 
were second to none in Europe and far superior to the Italians’ techniques.*° 
Waiting for the morning would be even more dangerous than pressing 
ahead, as it would bring the fleet well within range of German Stukas. “The 

question was whether to send the destroyers in now to attack this difficult 
target or wait until morning in the hope of engaging at dawn but with the 
certainty of exposing the fleet to a heavy scale of air attack. The decision 
was taken to attack with destroyers and follow up with the battlefleet.” *’ 

Given Cunningham’s style and background, no other decision was pos- 
sible. His blend of instinctive aggression leavened by a brilliant intellect and 
years of experience and training directed toward this very moment came up 
with the right answer. Certainly his men, with their “healthy contempt” for 
the Italian foe, expected no less.** At 2037, Cunningham sent eight destroyers 

forward under Captain Philip Mack to engage the enemy with torpedoes 
while he followed with the battleships. The result was described at the be- 
ginning of this chapter; the Fiume and Zara were blown out of the water by 
Cunningham’s battleships and the Pola was finished off by Mack’s destroyers. 
Two Italian destroyers were also sunk, and all for the loss of a single Alba- 
core in the attack on the battleship. 

Regrettably, Cunningham let the adrenalin go to his head and at 2332 
made a signal, “All forces not engaged in sinking the enemy, retire north 
east.” This was intended to get as many ships as possible “clear from the 
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destroyer melee and was made under the impression that cruisers and strik- 
ing force were in contact with the enemy.” * Sadly, however, they were not 
directly engaged and Pridham-Wippell interpreted the “extremely bad” sig- 
nal literally and withdrew. As Cunningham was also taking his battle force 
eastward out of danger, the remainder of the Italian fleet was able to escape. 

Perhaps more formal staff training would have produced a signal that 
could not have been misunderstood. Cunningham was a big enough man to 
admit his error. 

Looking back one is conscious of several things that might have been done 
better but it is a very different matter sitting in an armchair and thinking 
calmly and being on the bridge of a ship at night. In no other circum- 
stances as in a night action does the fog of war completely blot out one’s 
knowledge of what is taking place. But still, looking back I cannot find the 
reason for deciding to steer a course with the battlefleet so far to the East 
after the action with the cruiser, nor yet a good and sufficient reason for 
ordering forces not engaged in sinking the enemy to withdraw.”! 

Cunningham’s enthusiasm had, however, secured far from insignificant 
results before it went over the top. The destruction of the three heavy cruis- 
ers removed a menace to the much less powerful British cruiser force. More 
importantly, the Italian navy had received yet another lesson in its inferi- 
ority, one that kept it in harbor until autumn. In Cunningham’s own words, 
the successful British evacuation from Greece and Crete “may be said to 
have been conducted under the cover of the Battle of Matapan.” *” The 
threat from the air was bad enough and the CinC’s maintenance of morale 
in these travails was a masterpiece of leadership in adversity. 

Never again would Cunningham lead his fleet in a major surface action. 
It was his diplomatic, political, and policy-making skills that would be relied 
on for the rest of the war. In April 1942 Cunningham became head of the 
British Admiralty delegation in Washington. This led to his return to the 
Mediterranean as naval CinC of the Allied Expeditionary Force that invaded 
North Africa in November 1942. Promoted to Admiral of the Fleet early in 
1943, he resumed the post of CinC Mediterranean, oversaw the Sicily and 

Salerno landings, and had the satisfaction of taking the surrender of the Ital- 
ian fleet in September 1943. 

The following month another brain tumor, this one Sir Dudley Pound's, 
took him back to London as First Sea Lord. Given their previous conflicts, 

Churchill had opposed Cunningham’s appointment and the latter continued 
to prove “impervious to Churchill’s spell,” which was a welcome change 
after the Pound era.*? Because of his undoubted bravery in action, Cunning- 
ham was one of the few admirals whom Churchill respected, a feel that was 
reciprocated by A.B.C. This mutual respect made Cunningham a successful 
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First Sea Lord. No other “fighting admiral” had A.B.C.’s intellect and, there- 
fore, perhaps only Cunningham could combine ability and full confidence 
of the prime minister. Created a Knight of the Thistle in 1945, Lord Cun- 

ningham in Churchill’s resignation honors list, and Viscount Cunningham 
of Hyndhope in the New Year’s Honours of 1946, A.B.C. finally left the Ad- 
miralty in June of that year. After an active “retirement,” he died in 1963 and 

was buried at sea from the new guided missile destroyer Hampshire. 
Despite his success at the very top, Andrew Cunningham’s real forte 

remained leadership at sea. The peak of his career was 1940 and 1941 in the 
Mediterranean, when Britain stood alone against the Axis powers. The char- 
ismatic Cunningham, “fiery, aggressive and intolerant . . . scintillating, suc- 
cessful and inclined to be schoolboyishly boastful,” a “champion charger” 
who had on occasion to be reined in by his staff, was what the desperate 

situation demanded.* In May 1940, just as that crucial period began, Sir Wal- 
ter Cowan had sent one of his numerous letters to his friend Cunningham. 
“Ned,” the formidable old martinet wrote, “I think when it’s all trium- 

phantly over you'll have proved yourself the best man of the lot.” * He did. 
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Also of great use for an assessment of Cunningham is Stephen Roskill’s Churchill and 
the Admirals (London: Collins, 1977). 

Captain Pack wrote two books on Matapan, The Battle of Matapan, published in 
Batsford’s “British Battles” series in 1961, and Night Action off Cape Matapan, No. 2 in 
the “Sea Battles in Close-Up” series published by Ian Allan of Shepperton, England, 
and the Naval Institute Press of Annapolis in 1972. Both cover much of the same 
material in the same way and sometimes in the same words. The latest updated 
account of the battle in English appears in Sea Battles in Close-Up: World War II, by 
Martin Stephen and edited by Eric J. Grove, published by Ian Allan and the Naval 
Institute Press in 1988. The classic exposition of the Italian side of the story is given 
in Admiral Iachino’s Gaudo e Matapan (Milan: Mondadori, 1946); there is a typewrit- 

ten translation in Cunningham’s papers. The latest Italian account is II Giallo di 
Matapan: Revisione di Giudizi, by Francesco Mattesini, published in two volumes by 
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Edizioni dell’Ateneo, Rome, 1985. Another useful non-British source is “Matapan’’ 

by Marc Benoist, La Revue Maritime, March and April 1948 (consulted in the trans- 

lation produced for the Royal Naval Staff College, Greenwich, London, and now 
in the keeping of Professor Till). The secret intelligence aspects of Matapan are 
covered in British Intelligence in the Second World War (London: H.M.S.O., 1979), I: 

403-6. 

The most important original sources of Cunningham’s life are the twenty-eight 
volumes of Cunningham Papers in the British Museum, Additional Manuscripts 
52557—84. These are in process of rearrangement and the folio numbers cited in the 

Notes may be changed. The Public Record Office contains Cunningham’s long Mata- 
pan dispatch in the War History Cases and Papers, “The Battle of Cape Matapan,” 
references ADM 199/781. This must be supplemented by Chapter XXII on Matapan 
in “Admiralty Use of Special Intelligence in Naval Operations,” a once “Top Secret 
Ultra” study by Captain G. E. Colpoys, RN, kept in the PRO at ADM 223/28. Per- 
haps the best source of facts on the battle is the Naval Staff History, Battle Summary 
No. 44, “The Battle of Cape Matapan, 28th March 1941,” written in 1950 and num- 

bered BR1736(35) in the Official Publications series. It is available for public consul- 

tation at the PRO at ADM 186/795. 
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THE ROLE OF INDIVIDUAL COMMANDERS IN TWENTIETH- 

century warfare presents obvious problems of interpretation and evaluation. 
Warfare in modern times has assumed a complexity and scale beyond the 
capacity of any single intelligence to control and direct, and the develop- 
ment of staff and doctrine necessarily supplies the elements of constancy 
and continuity in the never-ending processes of personnel change and tech- 
nological development. The commander is clearly important, but the extent 
to which any individual, irrespective of rank or position, can provide lead- 
ership and direction is an open question. Assessing the role and leadership 
of Fleet Admiral Isoroku Yamamoto, commander in chief of the Japanese 
Combined Fleet from September 1939 to April 1943, thus presents a problem 

of separating the man from the system. 
This task is further complicated by difficulties of historiography and 

methodology. Though warfare in the present age is fought between socie- 
ties and systems in a manner distinctly different from that in previous 
times, Anglo-American historiography remains heavily influenced by Car- 
lyle’s “great men” approach that presents war in terms of a gladiatorial 
contest between national champions. Such an interpretation demands the 
naming of Yamamoto as the Japanese entry in the lists, as Time magazine 
presented him in its first issue after Pearl Harbor. The conceptualization of 
history in these terms, questionable at best, is especially dubious in light of 
the diffusion of power within the Japanese decision-making process, which 
makes the identification of personal responsibility highly problematical. 
Moreover, any analysis of the Japanese performance in World War II is con- 
ditioned by the reality of defeat, the fact that Japan’s bid for supremacy in 
the Far East was in the nature of a national kamikaze effort. This being so, 
the limits of individual culpability are hard to define when set against the 
conclusion that defeat was unavoidable. 

Even more difficult in an assessment of Yamamoto is the fact that for 
the better part of four decades a very simple and persuasive picture of the 
admiral has found uncritical acceptance in the West. The picture has pro- 
vided Japan and the Imperial Navy with alibis in the examination of a record 
that otherwise would do neither any credit. In its general outline, the view 
of Yamamoto that has gained currency in the postwar world is of a moderate 
nationalist and patriot who vainly tried to stem a headlong rush into war 
spurred by the Imperial Army, but who was determined, when war became 
inevitable, to wage it to the full in an attempt to secure a victory that, pri- 
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vately, he recognized to be beyond Japan’s reach. His often-quoted predic- 
tion that Japan could command success for a year or eighteen months in a 
war with the United States, but that thereafter problems would multiply,’ is 
cited as proof of realism and foresight, which by implication is associated 
with the Imperial Navy as a whole. 

This picture of Yamamoto is very convincing—after forty years it could 
hardly be anything else. Whether it is accurate is another matter. The Im- 
perial Navy, as its activities at Shanghai in the 1930s clearly demonstrated, 
was hardly a model of restraint and moderation. It was the navy, not the 
Imperial Army, whose eyes were fixed on the Asian mainland, that pressed 
for war in southeast Asia in 1941; and it was Yamamoto, not the Navy Min- 

istry or the Naval General Staff, that insisted that war in southeast Asia had 
to include war with the United States. And the Battle of Midway, the Guad- 
alcanal campaign, and the Japanese air offensive in the southwest Pacific in 
April 1943 hardly represent stunning strategic or tactical successes on the 
part of “the greatest admiral since Lord Nelson.” * With such a track record, 
one wonders where the likes of Jellicoe and Nimitz stand in the all-time 

pecking order. 
Similar problems beset any attempt to evaluate Yamamoto’s prewar ca- 

reer and his personality. There is little in the way of English-language litera- 
ture about Yamamoto. Much of the Japanese material is trivial and lauda- 
tory, and the fatalism that attaches itself to Japanese accounts avoids the 
posing of searching questions. What emerges in and between the lines writ- 
ten about Yamamoto as a person is not altogether attractive. His treatment 

of wife and family passed beyond mere neglect. A womanizer, he was given 
to personal indulgence and was an obsessive gambler. To have risen to the 
top of a service wracked by intrigue required a well-developed instinct for 
survival, and he was ruthless toward personal rivals and disdainful of those 
of lesser abilities.’ In his last years he became increasingly autocratic. He 
made no attempt to argue the merits of his Midway plan, and used his pres- 
tige to overcome reasoned criticism from superiors and subordinates alike. 
After Midway, when qualities of resilience and foresight were at a premium, 
he appears to have lost much of his former self-assurance. On the other 
hand, he had a very strong sense of duty, was not moved by desire for ma- 
terial possessions, and disliked the extravagances of the cult of personality. 
Moral courage was an important ingredient in his makeup, and though small 
in stature, he had an immediate and intimidating presence. 

Yamamoto, born Isoroku Takano at Nagaoka, Niigata Prefecture, on 
4 April 1884, was to occupy the post of commander in chief of the Combined 
Fleet for longer than any other admiral in the history of the Imperial Japa- 
nese Navy. The son of a schoolteacher, he graduated from the Etajima naval 
academy in the Class of 1904 and served in Togo’s fleet at the Battle of Tsu- 
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shima, in which he was wounded in the right leg and lost two fingers of his 
left hand. Both his parents had died by the time he reached twenty-nine and 
he was adopted into the Yamamoto clan, adult adoption being a common 
practice in Japan. In r919 he was sent to study English in the United States, 
where he remained until mid-1921, living in the Boston suburb of Brookline. 

Following his promotion to captain, he returned to the United States to 
serve as Japanese naval attaché, 1926-28. Yamamoto was popular among his 
American acquaintances, although he formed a poor opinion of their navy, 
which he dismissed as “a social organization of golfers and bridge-players.” * 

After his return from the United States, Yamamoto, whose career had 

begun in the gunnery branch, progressed from command of a fleet carrier 
in 1928 to flag rank in 1929 and command of a carrier division in 1933. Nev- 

ertheless, it was in a series of administrative and political posts that Yamamoto 
marked himself as “the coming man”: as a member of the Japanese delegation 
at the London naval arms limitations conferences of 1930 and 1935, as head of 

the Technical Division of the Aeronautics Department and later of the de- 
partment itself, and then as vice minister of the navy in four successive gov- 
ernments between 1936 and 1939. He first came into public prominence, both 

domestic and international, as a result of the London conferences. His stand- 

ing within the navy itself was not enhanced by the fact that throughout the 
1930s he was identified with three causes that were opposed by mainstream 
service opinion. The first was his general adherence to the principle of naval 
limitations that had begun with the Washington Naval Treaty of 1922, 
through which the ratio of capital-ship strength between the United States, 
Britain, and Japan was set at 5:5:3. The second was the development of carrier 

aviation, which in the Japanese as in other navies was opposed by tradition- 
alists convinced of the continuing supremacy of the dreadnought. The third 
was resistance to Japan’s alignment with the European Axis powers, a course 
of action strongly favored by many officers in both the army and navy, es- 
pecially the army. Despite the myths that developed after his death, Yama- 
moto did not command the loyalty and affection of the fleet at the time of 
his appointment as its commander in chief. To the contrary, the reputation 
by which he was known within the fleet was far from flattering. He had made 
many enemies, and one of the main reasons for his appointment was his 
superiors’ desire to place him beyond the reach of assassins from the various 
patriotic associations that bedeviled Japanese public life. 

The outcome of the issues in which Yamamoto made himself contro- 
versial was mixed. Although by late 1941 Japan had more carriers in commis- 
sion, ten of all classes, than any other power, on the two critical questions 

of foreign policy—naval limitations and association with Germany and 
Italy—the moderates were worsted. Neither defeat occurred while Yama- 
moto held a position of responsibility, however. On the matter of naval 
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limitations, which was crucial to Japan’s relations with the United States, 

Yamamoto was too junior to have had a major influence in shaping policy, 

and Japan’s commitment to the Axis camp came after he had left Tokyo for 

the fleet. Given the divisions between the Navy Ministry, the Naval General 

Staff, and the Combined Fleet, between the pro- and anti-limitation factions 

that had persisted since 1922, and a command structure that “necessitated 
[senior officers] having a number of protégés who could be used in various 
ways .. . to bring about their rivals’ early downfall,’’ Yamamoto, Navy 
Minister Mitsumasa Yonai, and like-minded colleagues faced a monstrous 

challenge. Perhaps the most they could do was to see that the manipulation 
of senior officers by middle-ranking subordinates did not become as perva- 
sive in the navy as it had in the army. That, and at least the postponement 
of Japan’s alignment with Germany, may have been the limits of the power 
of those nominally responsible for the navy. Under the circumstances, these 
would have been no mean achievements. 

Yamamoto went to the fleet base at Hashirajima with a status, appar- 
ently conceded by his opponents, as an extremely able commander, closely 
associated with carrier aviation. These two strands form the basis of his 
reputation as a great admiral of the twentieth century. The fact remains, 
however, that Yamamoto had never commanded one of Japan’s subordinate 
fleets before 1939, and his period as commander of a carrier division between 

October 1933 and May 1934 hardly constituted sufficient time to learn the 

practical aspects of this new dimension of naval warfare, still less to dem- 
onstrate competence, flair, and powers of innovation. Indeed, this whole 

aspect of Yamamoto’s career and reputation is puzzling to the Western ob- 
server; not only was there a lack of sea time between 1929 and 1939 in which 

Yamamoto could have demonstrated tactical ability, but he does not seem 
to have had any obvious personal impact upon the development of Japanese 
naval doctrine either before or after 1939. His reputation as an innovator and 

pioneer of Japanese naval aviation also seems to have little basis in reality. In 
his thinking Yamamoto was outpaced by Vice Admiral Shigeyoshi Inoue by 
a very considerable margin, and although it is true that the Japanese aviation 
industry made very great advances in the time that Yamamoto filled various 
posts in the Navy Ministry, his personal contribution to a much bigger pro- 
cess of industrial development is hard to discern. It is sometimes asserted 
that during his service at the Aeronautics Department Yamamoto was in- 
strumental in the development of the Mitsubishi Zero, the world’s premier 
naval fighter in 1941, but while ‘he undoubtedly supported the Zero, so did 
many others. There is no firm evidence that he should be considered its 
sponsor or in any way especially responsible for it. 

The question of Yamamoto’s strategic and operational ability is best 
considered, not in terms of the operation with which he is most closely 
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identified, the attack on Pearl Harbor, but the Battle of Midway. A careful 

examination of the Combined Fleet’s doctrine, organization, and procedure 
in the planning and conduct of the Midway campaign, the only occasion 
when Yamamoto commanded the Combined Fleet in battle, shows that 

Japanese method in 1942 had scarcely changed from that of a decade earlier. 

The same careful examination must preclude Yamamoto’s being considered 
one of the great captains of naval warfare. 

Like Pearl Harbor, Midway was an operation mounted on Yamamoto’s 
insistence: he imposed it upon a reluctant and skeptical Naval General Staff 
and he decided its timing. The staff favored prosecuting the offensive in the 
southwest Pacific, with the strategic objective of isolating Australia from the 
United States. Yamamoto, in contrast, was resolved upon a return to the 

Central Pacific. By the occupation of Midway Island, only a thousand miles 
from Honolulu, he intended at one fell swoop to force the Pacific Fleet’s 

carriers to give battle and be destroyed, thereby completing the task left 
unfulfilled in December 1941, and to secure an advanced outpost that would, 

among other things, reduce the prospect of a repetition of the American air 
raid on the home islands in April. In the end, a fatal compromise was 
reached. An amphibious assault would be made on Port Moresby, the base 
for Australian operations in eastern New Guinea, in May; the Midway op- 
eration would follow in June. The need to prepare the Combined Fleet 
for the latter venture precluded the covering forces allocated to the Port 
Moresby operation being adequately invested. This was a major factor in 
the outcome of the Battle of the Coral Sea (7-8 May 1942), in which the 

Japanese invasion force was turned back with the loss of one light carrier 
sunk and a carrier division too badly mauled to be made available in time 
for the Central Pacific offensive. 

In the case of Midway itself, Yamamoto approved plans that were flawed 
on a number of counts. He endorsed a submarine reconnaissance plan with 
scouting lines that consisted mostly of gaps that could not be covered by eye 
and available search equipment. With eight carriers available, and a ninth if 
he had been prepared to wait a month, Yamamoto accepted a division of his 
force that resulted in the reduction of Japanese strength at the point of con- 
tact to four carriers tasked with two contradictory objectives—neutraliza- 
tion of Midway and the defeat of the American fleet—and with no real 
margin of superiority over an enemy with just three carriers. The overall 
Japanese deployment involved a dispersal of force throughout the western 
Pacific, from Midway to the Aleutians, that ensured that no single formation 
could be supported when subjected to attack and defeat. The major part of 
the air formation that was to be moved to Midway to provide a critically 
important shore-based air capability in the battle expected to develop when 
the Americans responded to the occupation of the island was embarked in 
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the two carriers directed to the Aleutians. By no standard can the Japanese 
plan of campaign, for which Yamamoto bore sole responsibility since it was 
conceived, prepared, and finalized by the Combined Fleet staff, be consid- 

ered even competent. Perhaps the most telling comment on the Japanese 
arrangements for Midway is the fact that in the course of a battle that saw 
the Combined Fleet deploy 24 submarines, 109 surface units, and 433 aircraft, 

the Japanese managed to attack exactly one American warship while losing 
four fleet carriers and a heavy cruiser.® 

In terms of doctrine and operational procedures, what is most remark- 
able about the Japanese plan for Midway is that the majestic clockwork 
whereby the Japanese were to establish themselves in the Central Pacific and 
annihilate the Pacific Fleet was no advance over the elaborate and unreal 
concept of “the decisive battle” that had been developed in the interwar 
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period. Centered around the gun and night torpedo attacks, this schema 
could trace its pedigree back to Tsushima’ and made no serious attempt to 
integrate the fleet carrier within a balanced organization. There was the 
obvious concession to the proven ability of carrier aircraft to sink warships, 
yet after six months of war, during which Yamamoto had been at Hashira- 
jima watching and presumably studying American and Japanese carrier op- 
erations, apparently neither he nor his staff attempted to resolve the diver- 
gence of objectives. Furthermore, they failed to recognize and rectify the 
most serious single weakness of their plan—the fact that the vanguard had 
only a minimal reconnaissance capability, while the main battle force, hun- 
dreds of miles astern, had a surplus. 

The inherent weakness of such arrangements is obvious, and indeed as 
Yamamoto’s staff completed the Midway plan there was sufficient contem- 
poraneous evidence of the risks run by carrier formations in attacking shore- 
based targets without adequate reconnaissance to provide against the pres- 
ence of enemy naval forces in position to counterattack. Off Ceylon (Sri 
Lanka) in April the Japanese had found British units at sea only after their 
initial attack on shore and port facilities, and at the Coral Sea in May the 
Japanese plan came apart as formations operating independently of one an- 
other proved unable to overcome shore-based air power supported by a 
carrier force. On both occasions, and particularly at the Coral Sea, the Japa- 
nese fleet carriers thus committed had been fortunate to escape the full 
consequences of cursory reconnaissance, but such warnings went unheeded 
by commanders and staffs seemingly impervious to the dictates of common 
prudence, much less the rigorous demands that staff training should have 
imposed. Those experiences notwithstanding, in May 1942 the Combined 
Fleet sailed with a plan of campaign that never even addressed basic tactical 
problems and with reconnaissance provisions that can best be characterized 
as pathetic. Under Yamamoto’s overall supervision, the staff played war 
games that were fixed to ensure a Japanese victory rather than tackle the 
problems that these games were intended to reveal, as in fact they did. 

The First Carrier Striking Force was defeated off Midway on 4 June 1942 
by an outrageous combination of circumstances—the compromise of Japa- 
nese naval codes, the unfortunate order in which events unfolded, and a luck 

that favored the Americans—but a lack of professionalism and competence 
on the part of the Combined Fleet command exposed its vanguard to defeat 
in detail, despite what should have been an overwhelming numerical advan- 
tage. Once the vanguard had been destroyed there was nothing that Yama- 
moto, flying his flag in the super-battleship Yamato in the main battle force, 
could do to retrieve this situation. For all the very considerable strength that 
remained to the Combined Fleet, at 0015 on 5 June he was compelled to turn 

his force to the west to avoid being caught within range of enemy aircraft at 
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daybreak even before learning that the American fleet's movements elimi- 

nated any possibility of engaging it in a night surface action. The general 

verdict of history upon the Battle of Midway has been that responsibility for 

the Japanese defeat lay with the breaking of Japanese codes by U.S. naval 

intelligence and operational errors on the part of Vice Admiral Chuichi Na- 

gumo, commander of the First Carrier Striking Force.* The fact of the mat- 

ter is that fundamental errors of doctrine, organization, and planning ex- 

posed the Striking Force to defeat, and even if this force did not fight the 

most skillful of battles, its commanders had at least recognized the tactical 

problems they faced, only to have their reservations preemptorily dismissed 

by none other than Isoroku Yamamoto.” 
If an objective examination of the Battle of Midway must preclude 

Yamamoto’s being considered a master of sea power, much the same can be 
said about the attack on Pearl Harbor. Despite the suggestions that he con- 
ceived the idea for this operation in early 1941, Yamamoto was not its au- 

thor, but he was certainly its sponsor and he forced it upon the Naval 
General Staff. The plan was prepared under his auspices, and the carriers 
trained for it under his supervision. The contrast between the plans made 
for Pearl Harbor and for Midway, less than a year later, is so striking that it 
is hard to believe that the difference of peacetime and wartime routine was 
wholly accountable. The main cause seems to have been the casual assump- 
tion of the Combined Fleet in 1942 that success was guaranteed irrespective 
of what plans were prepared, whereas in 1941 the absence of “victory dis- 
ease’ bred by past successes had ensured proper attention to detail. 

The Pearl Harbor attack represented a soaring achievement in terms of 
strategic imagination. The largest carrier raid to date in the European war 
had involved only a single carrier. At Pearl Harbor, the Japanese committed 

no fewer than six fleet carriers to a strike against the enemy's main base 
some 3,900 nautical miles from Tokyo. In matters of detail as well as its 

wider context, however, the Pearl Harbor attack raises questions—most ob- 

viously whether it was the operation with which the Japanese should have 
begun hostilities. Yamamoto’s insistence upon an attack on Pearl Harbor as 
the essential prerequisite for the conquest of southeast Asia was prudent and 
correct from a purely military perspective. It made little strategic sense for 
the Japanese to attempt to breach the Malay Barrier while leaving the Phil- 
ippines unreduced in their rear, the U.S. Pacific Fleet intact on their flank, 
and a hostile United States poised to make its move at a time of its own 
choosing. Moreover, behind the rationale for an attack on Pearl Harbor 
were decades of animosity between Japan and the United States and the self- 
fulfilling belief they shared that war between them was inevitable. Yet in 
1941 Admiral Osami Nagano, chief of the Naval General Staff, opposed Ya- 

mamoto’s proposal for an attack on Pearl Harbor on the grounds that the 
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seizure of British and Dutch possessions in the Far East did not have to 
involve war with the United States. It appears hard to fault Nagano’s asser- 
tion that President Roosevelt could not have taken the United States into a 
war in defense of European colonies." There is a fine irony in the fact that 
the historiography of Pearl Harbor has paid so much attention to Yamamo- 
to’s having devoted so much effort to an operational plan for a war that he 
did not want and so little to the effort he dedicated to overruling his nominal 
superior when the latter attempted to defend the very views that Yamamoto 
is supposed to have held. There is another aspect of these proceedings that 
has commanded but little historical attention. In order to get his way over 
the Pearl Harbor operations, ‘and again in 1942 over Midway, Yamamoto 

used his official position and personal influence to overcome opposition: he 
never used that same position and influence to oppose Japan’s final align- 
ment with Germany and Italy in 1940. 

In the argument within the Japanese high command about the Pearl 
Harbor operation, Nagano was certainly correct in one sense: a war along 

the Malay Barrier did not have to involve war with the United States 
in December 1941, and Roosevelt would have faced great, probably insur- 

mountable, congressional opposition to any attempt to go to war except in 
defense of the Philippines or American national territory. Acceptance of this 
premise would suggest that Yamamoto’s determination that war must begin 
with an attack on the Pacific Fleet in order to destroy American capacity to 
interfere with Japanese operations in southeast Asia condemned Japan to 
fight a war that it could have avoided and, indeed, the only war that it could 
have lost. By such reasoning, Yamamoto’s relentless insistence upon begin- 
ning hostilities with an attack on Pearl Harbor would appear to have been 
an act of the grandest folly. 

Yet the premise of this argument may well be invalid, in that by 1941 the 
deeper tides of history ensured that a clash between Japan and the United 
States was unavoidable and that Yamamoto, not Nagano, was in tune with 

reality. In 1941 the Imperial Navy had to face the consequences of its atti- 
tudes and actions of two decades. It could not escape the situation created 
by singling out the United States as its hypothetical enemy when that enemy 
became real. It could not escape the situation created by its insistence upon 
the deregulation of navies when the United States embarked upon a building 
program guaranteed to reduce the Imperial Navy to an irrelevance within 
three years. It could not escape the situation that arose when its attempt 
to free itself from the perceived ignominy of the naval limitation treaties 
threatened to lead only to the real ignominy of being rendered powerless 
even in waters it considered its own. When its attempt to secure the means 
whereby Japan could insure itself against American power and malevolence 
provoked the American embargo, Japan really had no recourse other than a 
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trial by arms. Given the convergence of these developments in 1941, Naga- 

no’s defeat may well have been inevitable and Yamamoto’s plan to attack 

Pearl Harbor quite possibly the best option open to Japan. 
Be that as it may, the attack itself demands attention on a number of 

counts. First, although the Japanese were unlucky in that no American car- 
riers presented themselves for destruction on the day of infamy, even if the 

entire U.S. Pacific Fleet had been destroyed at Pearl Harbor on 7 December 
1941 and if the Japanese had completed their remaining construction pro- 
gram without losing a single ship in the meantime, by mid-1944 the Imperial 
Navy would still have been outnumbered two to one by the U.S. Navy. 
Second, the Combined Fleet’s plan for the attack did not set out the need 
for follow-up strikes, and it did not assign Nagumo’s carrier force the task 
of destroying vital base facilities. Moreover, no attempt was made to seize 
Oahu, an omission recognized by the Combined Fleet in the aftermath of 
the attack to have been a major error. This lapse cannot in fairness be laid 
at Yamamoto’s door, for the original decision not to attempt landings on 
Oahu was the result of commitments elsewhere. The failure to include 
follow-up operations against base installations was more serious. With six 
fleet carriers available for the attack, the Japanese had the physical means to 
stand off Oahu for four or five days and pound base and fleet into ruination, 
not merely content themselves with a tip-and-run raid. The latter took cour- 
age; the former demanded real imagination. Third, the idea of a preemptive 
strike that would divide and demoralize American society represented a 
profound and fatal misreading of American psychology. If nothing else, the 
attack on Pearl Harbor ensured Japan’s defeat, because, once at war, the 

United States faced all-or-nothing alternatives: the United States could not 
make peace without total victory or total defeat, and it was beyond Japan’s 
resources to totally defeat the United States. 

Yamamoto’s admirers have noted that he was appalled to learn that a 
Sunday morning staff shortage at the Japanese Embassy in Washington had 
delayed the delivery of the Japanese note of 7 December 1941 until after his 
aircraft had devastated Battleship Row. “It does not do to cut a sleeping 
throat,” he is reported to have remarked.” Yet as early as November 1940 

Yamamoto had identified his priority as the destruction of the American 
fleet, “in order to demoralize the U.S. Navy and people decisively,” ? and ex 
post facto doubts about timing would seem to be utterly irrelevant when 
set against a mistaken rationale that had been thirteen months in gestation. 
The note finally presented to the State Department by the Japanese envoys 
was not technically a declaration of war, and in the final analysis whether 
the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor before or after its delivery was immate- 
rial, because American opinion was not likely to make fine distinctions 
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when confronted with the reality of the attack. Yamamoto’s observation 
may have been appropriate, but it was late in the day for such rectitude. 

Taken together these considerations point to one, seemingly incontro- 
vertible, conclusion: that the Imperial Japanese Navy did not understand the 
nature of the war it initiated in 1941. Great industrial powers can be defeated 

only in protracted struggles, yet the Imperial Navy sought to cripple Ameri- 
can naval power and demoralize the American people at the outset of hos- 
tilities and then to break American resolve by fighting a defensive campaign 
in the western and Central Pacific over the next three years. With the excep- 
tion of Inoue and a few like-minded colleagues, not including Yamamoto, 

the Imperial Navy had no inkling of how an air war in the Pacific would be 
fought. It had no idea of how the Americans might set about the reduction 
of Japan’s positions in the Central Pacific. It had no appreciation of the im- 
portance of trade defense to Japan’s ability to wage war, and in adhering to 
the concept of “the decisive battle” it showed that it had no real understand- 
ing of naval history. Even at the height of its naval mastery, Britain’s su- 
premacy at sea had never been the product of a single battle, and never had 
victory in battle automatically conferred that supremacy. The British ability 
to exercise command of the sea in successive wars was ensured by victories 
in fleet actions, but even the most conclusive of these victories had not 

eliminated the need to continue blockade and trade defense operations. The 
Imperial Navy was selectively imitative and esoteric in the evolution of its 

‘ doctrine, and its success in local wars with China and Russia around the turn 

of the century provided it with the basis of a concept of sea control and 
denial that otherwise was belied by historical experience. From the absence 
of evidence suggesting that Yamamoto recognized the flawed nature of Japa- 
nese naval doctrine, it would seem that he shared the conventional wisdom 

of his time and service. Put most simply: for all its undoubted technical and 
tactical qualities, the Imperial Navy did not understand the business of war, 
and Yamamoto did not possess the strategic insight to rise above the system 
of which he was a product." 

What was on Yamamoto’s part at best a questionable performance on 
the strategic plane was matched by an indifferent record at the tactical level 
in the course of the Guadalcanal campaign from August 1942 to February 
1943 and the air offensive in the southwest Pacific in April 1943. Although the 

main cause of the Japanese failure in the struggle for Guadalcanal was stra- 
tegic rather than tactical, the Combined Fleet was slow to respond to the 
situation that developed and its handling of the two carrier actions during 
the campaign, the Eastern Solomons in August and Santa Cruz in October, 
was flawed. In both, the Japanese persisted with the dispersal of force that 
had proved so disastrous at Midway, with the result that they sacrificed the 
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chance of attaining important results even when, as at Santa Cruz, they had 

the better of the exchanges. The recasting of organization by the employ- 

ment of surface-action forces in the vanguard to absorb punishment that 

would otherwise be directed against the carriers was no more than a pallia- 

tive: it could not be a substitute for effective screens of the scale needed 

in 1942. 

An inability to revise doctrine and organization extended beyond Yama- 
moto. The continuity of policy and doctrine throughout the closing years 
of the Imperial Navy’s existence testifies to a corporate failure to learn op- 
erational lessons in the course of the war. If, once again, Yamamoto does 

not seem to have had the capability to rise above the system, this same 
conformity was equally apparent in another aspect of command. One of the 
most curious features of the Pacific conflict is what seems to have been 
a lack of feel for a battle on the part of most Japanese commanders—the 
ability to sniff out the enemy, discern his intentions, to interpret the true 
course of events, and to recast plans during action in order to turn defeat 
into victory. 

The Japanese air offensive in April 1943 appears to indicate that Yama- 
moto himself did not have the ability to read a battle and provides an inter- 
esting insight into the Combined Fleet’s conduct of operations in the middle 
phase of the war. The Japanese objective was to neutralize American air 
power in the southwest Pacific and to cripple or at least delay the buildup of 
Allied power in this theater. After the Guadalcanal campaign, which had 
lasted six months, cost the Japanese 893 planes’ and ended in defeat, this 

offensive took the form of four raids, none mounted with more than 180 

aircraft, against Allied bases at Guadalcanal, Oro Bay, Port Moresby, and 
Milne Bay between 7 and 14 April. How such an offensive, with its dispersal 
of effort and relatively small scale, was supposed to achieve results that had 
eluded the Japanese for the past nine months is not readily evident. Never- 
theless, Yamamoto uncritically accepted his airmen’s vastly inflated claims 
of the results that had been obtained. His death on 18 April was a reflection 
on Yamamoto’s conduct of the offensive: the aircraft in which he was fly- 
ing was shot down by American fighters operating from Guadalcanal, sup- 
posedly neutralized on 7 April. 

Any evaluation of Yamamoto’s leadership must concentrate upon those 
years when he exercised command of what was in 1941 the largest and most 

powerful single naval force in the world. In these years Yamamoto emerged 
as the arbiter of strategic policy within the navy, his position as fleet com- 
mander and the immense prestige he enjoyed after Pearl Harbor allowing 
him to override the Naval General Staff. This division of authority and the 
ability of the fleet commander to dictate policy to the supposedly superior 
level of command are only two aspects of the cultural difference between 
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Japan and the democracies that makes an appraisal of Yamamoto so difficult 
for a Westerner. The manner in which the Imperial Navy conducted itself 
on occasions seems beyond belief. When told that his carrier division would 
not take part in the attack on Pearl Harbor, Rear Admiral Tamon Yama- 
guchi, much the worse for drink, physically assaulted the force commander, 
Nagumo, who was rescued by subordinates and the promise that Yamagu- 
chi’s division would indeed be allowed to participate in the raid.!* This was 
the same Nagumo who in the 1930s had tried to intimidate Inoue with a 

thinly veiled threat of assassination because of Inoue’s moderation.” At all 
levels of command there was’a manipulation of superiors by subordinates 
and an extraordinary deference by senior commanders to juniors, particu- 
larly to staffs, which would never have been forthcoming from the likes of 
Cunningham and Nimitz. With whom—if anyone—the power of decision 
rested within the Imperial Navy is a question that is crucial to any balanced 
assessment of Yamamoto, but one that defies a ready answer. 

Yamamoto was lucky in one respect: he died at the right time. His pe- 
riod as commander in chief of the Combined Fleet witnessed Japan’s greatest 
victories, and he vanished from the scene before the reality of defeat became 
apparent. Responsibility for that defeat was to fall upon his successors, al- 
though there is no reason to assume that Yamamoto would have been more 
successful than they in trying to stem the advance of American power across 
the Pacific. His record as commander in chief of the Combined Fleet was a 
reflection of Japan’s record in the Pacific war: it contained elements of bril- 
liance and imagination, but little of the steadiness needed to underpin and 
give substance to these qualities. The brittleness of Yamamoto’s wartime 
performance stands in sharp contrast to his effectiveness as vice minister to 
Yonai, when the latter’s dogged determination and stubbornness comple- 
mented his more brilliant subordinates’s mercurial talents. 

Nevertheless, Yamamoto’s historical reputation remains secure. His is 
the name all but synonymous with the Japanese dimension of the Pacific 
war. Herein, perhaps, lay his most enduring service both to the Imperial 
Navy and to a state that did not see fit to grant him the posthumous enno- 
blement that might have been expected. Of the fifteen defendents on whom 
the Tokyo war crimes tribunal passed judgment between 4 and 11 November 
1948 only one, former Navy Minister Shigetaro Shimada, was a naval officer; 

the Imperial Navy, in the form of ten of its senior officers, took responsibility 
for the outbreak of the Greater East Asia War. At a time when the United 
States sought Japan’s rehabilitation as an ally in an uncertain postwar world, 
Yamamoto’s name and credentials as an opponent of the alliance with Ger- 
many, as a moderate who wished to avoid first a breach and then a war with 
the United States, and as a realist who recognized the certainty of defeat in 
a conflict with the democracies, was politically convenient in the cultivation 



456 THE ADVENT OF AIR-SEA WARFARE 

of the idea of a Japan frog-marched into war, despite the resistance of a 

temperate navy, by a power-crazed military clique. The truth was very dif- 

ferent. Yamamoto’s credentials are not all that they appear, and the manner 

in which they have been presented would seem at best selective and at worse 

mendacious. In either case, the record has been written in a way that has 

ensured that in death Isoroku Yamamoto provided an alibi for the Imperial 

Japanese Navy. 
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FOR A COMMANDER, SUCCESS IN WAR RESTS UPON A GREAT 

number of factors. Some are inherent in the man himself, his intellect, char- 

acter, and the other attributes of leadership. Others arise from the situation 
in which he finds himself, and the strength and situation of the opposing 
forces. Still others are random. The so-called fortunes of war often come 

down simply to being in the right place at the right time. One of the most 
important aspects of command is the opportunity to exercise it in the first 
place. Raymond A. Spruance made the most of his opportunity. 

As the first six months of war in the Pacific neared an end in late May 
1942, the strategic situation confronting the United States appeared bleak. 
Admiral Chester W. Nimitz, commander in chief of the Pacific Fleet (CINC- 

PAC), had learned on the basis of radio intelligence that powerful forces of 
the Japanese Combined Fleet were about to descend upon tiny Midway Is- 
land. Midway was only 1,150 miles northwest of the U.S. fleet base at Pearl 
Harbor on Oahu in the Hawaiian Islands. For the first time since the surprise 
carrier attack that devastated the American battle line on 7 December 1941, 

the Japanese were challenging the Pacific Fleet to decisive battle. 
To meet this challenge, Nimitz relied primarily on his own carrier force 

led by the senior aviator in the Pacific Fleet, Vice Admiral William F. Halsey. 
With two of the three available carriers—the Enterprise and Hornet—Hal- 
sey's Task Force 16 was the single most powerful element in the fleet. On 
26 May, however, Nimitz was shocked to learn that Halsey was too ill to 
retain command. Without hesitation, Halsey recommended the comman- 
der of his cruiser screen, Rear Admiral Raymond Spruance, as his replace- 
ment. Nimitz concurred. 

From this unforeseen opportunity, Spruance emerged as the chief archi- 
tect of victory in the Battle of Midway (4—6 June 1942) and thereby entered 
the first rank of naval leaders. Midway proved to be the first decisive en- 
counter in a wholly new type of naval warfare, combat between oppos- 
ing aircraft carriers. As a result of his performance at Midway, Spruance 
earned further opportunities at high command and led the amphibious of- 
fensives that comprised the Pacific Fleet’s greatest contribution to victory 
over Japan. 

What was Spruance’s professional background and how did it reflect the 
personal qualities that engendered so much confidence in him on the part 
of Nimitz, Halsey, and others? Born in Indianapolis on 3 July 1886, Spruance 
came from a middle-class family with no ties to the military. A 1903 con- 
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gressional appointment to the U.S. Naval Academy (USNA) at Annapolis 

was a way for him to obtain a college education. Midshipman Spruance was 

a thoughtful, quiet, and reserved young man, but also independent and 

strong-willed. He did not care for the horseplay and cliquishness of academy 

life, nor was he particularly impressed with the quality of academic instruc- 
tion. Spruance stood well up in the Class of 1907, which was graduated early 
in September 1906. His final ranking was 25 of 209. 

Spruance’s first duty assignments were in the capital ships of the grow- 
ing U.S. Fleet. The greatest event of his early naval service was the 1907— 
1909 circumnavigation of the globe by the sixteen battleships of the “Great 
White Fleet.” Serving in the Minnesota, Ensign Spruance was delighted by 
the experience. According to his biographer Thomas Buell, this voyage very 
likely helped Spruance decide once and for all to make the navy his career.’ 
He soon demonstrated definite talents in engineering, gunnery, and other 
technical subjects. Early in 1913 he received his first command, the old de- 
stroyer Bainbridge, operating out of Subic Bay in the Philippines. 

During World War I Lieutenant Commander Spruance spent most of 
his time at home ashore as a technical specialist. He had no opportunity to 
see combat—as was true of most U.S. naval officers. His only sea duty came 
in late November 1918, when he served as executive officer of the troop 
transport Agamemnon, formerly the German liner Kaiser Wilhelm II. 

In 1920 Spruance received a position much to his pleasure, command of 
the new destroyer Aaron Ward in the Pacific. Under Rear Admiral Henry A. 
Wiley and later Captain William Veazie Pratt, the Pacific Fleet destroyer 
force emerged as an elite unit renowned for its seamanship and tactical skills. 
Spruance stood out as a fine destroyerman among the best in the navy. His 
division commander was none other than Bill Halsey (USNA 1904). So dif- 

ferent in personality, the two became lifelong friends. 
The remainder of the 1920s offered Commander Spruance few chances 

for sea duty. For a time he continued to specialize in turboelectric propul- 
sion systems, but soon realized that his future was as a line officer. Staff duty 
in Europe and a tour as skipper of the destroyer Osborne were fol- 
lowed in 1926 by enrollment at the Naval War College at Newport, Rhode 
Island. It was an interesting time to attend the college. The new superinten- 
dent, Rear Admiral W. V. Pratt—Spruance’s former commanding officer— 
worked vigorously to upgrade the curriculum and stressed its importance in 
qualifying graduates for higher command. Spruance completed the senior 
course, then spent two unremarkable years as assistant director of the Office 
of Naval Intelligence. 

In 1929 Spruance became executive officer of the battleship Mississippi, 

where he again demonstrated his fitness for command. Two years later he 
returned to the Naval War College, this time as a member of the faculty. In 
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1933 Captain Spruance was appointed chief of staff to the Commander of 
Destroyers, Scouting Force. Two years later he found himself unwillingly 
assigned again to the Naval War College. At first head of the Tactics Section, 
he later took charge of the Operations Department. This tour gave him the 
opportunity to work with some of the navy’s prominent younger strategists, 
among whom he became known as an undemonstrative and rather con- 
ventional character, but a careful thinker. Certainly, he was not an unsung 
prophet of air power. Spruance’s strength as a strategist and tactician was 

his deeply logical, unemotional approach to problem solving. He displayed 
great flexibility and adaptability in reaching solutions. 

In the spring of 1938 Spruance received an assignment that pleased him 
greatly, command of the Mississippi. Even though his performance was flaw- 
less, Spruance—never one to politic for promotion—believed he would be 
passed over for admiral. Fortunately, his superiors recognized his compe- 
tence and in 1940 selected him for advancement. Rear Admiral Spruance’s 
first flag duty was as commander of the newly created Tenth Naval District, 
with headquarters at San Juan, Puerto Rico. There he oversaw the buildup 
of U.S. bases in the Caribbean, threatened by the growing European war. 

In September 1941 Spruance returned to sea. At Pearl Harbor he as- 

sumed command of the Pacific Fleet’s Cruiser Division 5 with four heavy 
cruisers: the Northampton, Pensacola, Salt Lake City, and Chester. Disappointed 
not to be in battleships, Spruance could not know that under the circum- 
stances there were few better positions from which to see the fleet into war. 
Admiral Husband E. Kimmel divided the fleet into three task forces, each 

containing battleships, cruisers, destroyers, and one carrier. Spruance’s divi- 
sion was part of Vice Admiral Halsey’s Task Force 2. In the years since they 
last served together, Halsey had turned to naval aviation, earning his wings 
of gold in 1935 at the age of fifty-two. Commander, Aircraft, Battle Force, 

Pacific Fleet, he was the navy’s senior carrier commander. 
On 28 November 1941, Halsey’s Task Force 2 sailed from Pearl Harbor 

on what appeared to be a routine deployment. At sea, however, it was mys- 
teriously split into two parts. The battleships soon returned to port, but the 
newly designated Task Force 8, consisting of the Enterprise, three of Spru- 
ance’s cruisers and nine destroyers, steamed westward on a secret mission. 
It was bound for Wake Island, only seven hundred miles north of Japanese 
bases in the Marshalls. Privy to a “war warning” message from Washington, 
Halsey expected a fight and issued his “Battle Order Number One.” On 
4 December, twelve Marine fighters flew off the Enterprise to establish a 
modest air defense for the exposed American outpost. The voyage back 
to Pearl Harbor was uneventful except for heavy seas, which delayed the 
force’s return until the evening of 7 December. Only by accident did it es- 
cape the debacle of the Japanese strikes against Oahu. 
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Spruance remained the cruiser screen commander of Halsey’s carrier 

task force for nearly six months. December was frustrating in the extreme. 

Shocked by the crippling surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, the Pacific Fleet 

looked for some way to retaliate. Spruance himself took the lesson of the 

destruction of the battleships to heart and recognized the growing impor- 

tance of air power more quickly than most. Wake Island fell after a glorious 

defense on 23 December because a caretaker CINCPAC was unwilling to 

risk the loss of precious carriers in order to relieve the besieged island. For 

the navy the most positive events of the month were the appointments of 

Admiral Ernest J. King (USNA 1901) as commander in chief of the U.S. Fleet 

(COMINCH) and Chester Nimitz (USNA 1905) as the new CINCPAC. 

Spruance’s first taste of combat occurred on 1 February 1942, during 
Halsey’s raid against the northern Marshall Islands. This was the Pacific 
Fleet’s first counterpunch. In concert with air strikes from the Enterprise, the 
cruisers of Task Force 8 bombarded enemy installations on two atolls. At 
Wotje Spruance’s warships dueled with shore batteries and tried hitting na- 
val auxiliary vessels in the lagoon. Attacking Taroa, the Chester also had to 
endure several air attacks, as did the Enterprise. Understandably, given the 
inexperience of the crews and the disappointing performance of some of the 
matériel, the results were not particularly satisfying. Spruance himself dis- 
played a calm, careful demeanor in the face of these adversities and acted 
fearlessly under fire. He knew that the efficiency of his division, if barely 
adequate at the moment, was something he could improve. 

On 24 February, Halsey’s task force conducted another coordinated air- 
ship bombardment of a Japanese base, this time Wake Island. Spruance 
showed he was willing to innovate by adopting a plan proposed by his chief 
of staff. During the night, Spruance took his task group of two heavy cruisers 
and two destroyers around to the west of Wake. He hoped to surprise its 
defenders at dawn by emerging out of the western darkness. Things did 
not work as planned; the Japanese were not surprised, and the glare of the 
rising sun adversely affected Spruance’s fire control. To top off the morn- 
ing’s misadventures, the Enterprise’s aircraft were late in attacking. Fortu- 
nately, the Japanese lacked the strength to do any real damage. Even so, 
Spruance learned a valuable lesson about the difficulty of coordinating car- 
rier air operations. 

On Halsey’s next two operations, the Marcus Raid (4 March) and Task 
Force 16’s celebrated Tokyo Raid (18 April) by army B-25 medium bombers 
flying off the carrier Hornet, Spruance was pretty much a spectator. He felt 
that the Doolittle Raid, despite its importance to morale, was a waste of 

effort in that it tied up the services of two of the Pacific Fleet’s four carriers 
for a month. Events proved him correct, for by mid-April radio intelligence 
was pointing toward a major Japanese amphibious movement against Port 



RAYMOND A. SPRUANCE 463 

Moresby, the Allied base of supply in eastern New Guinea, in early May. 
To counter the threat Nimitz sent Rear Admiral Frank Jack Fletcher’s Task 

Force 17, with the carriers Yorktown and Lexington, to the Coral Sea. On 

30 April Halsey’s Task Force 16, with the Enterprise, Hornet, and Spruance’s 
cruisers, departed Pearl Harbor to join Task Force 17 in the southwest Pa- 

cific. There Halsey would take overall command. Nimitz had deployed his 
entire carrier force to meet the advancing enemy head-on. 

From 4 to 8 May, Fletcher fought the Battle of the Coral Sea. At the cost 
of the Lexington and two smaller ships, he sank the light Shoho, damaged the 
big carrier Shokaku, and most importantly, turned back the Port Moresby 
invasion force. However, the Yorktown was also damaged, and it was not 

known whether she could be repaired swiftly at Pearl Harbor. During this 
battle, the first between opposing aircraft carriers, Halsey and Spruance 
were bitterly disappointed to be distant spectators, still nearly a thousand 
miles away. American and Japanese forces both withdrew from the Coral 
Sea. On 15 May, at Nimitz’s express orders, Halsey allowed Task Force 16 to 
be spotted by the Japanese, which caused the enemy to cancel invasions of 
Ocean and Nauru Islands. The next day Halsey received orders to return to 
Pearl Harbor. There Task Force 16 ended its frustrating cruise on 26 May. 
Big surprises were in the offing. 

After his own flagship docked, Spruance went to the Enterprise to make 
the customary arrival call on his old friend Halsey. He was surprised that 
the admiral was not on board. Suffering from a severe case of dermatitis 
aggravated by stress, Halsey had reluctantly followed doctor’s orders to en- 
ter the hospital. Informed of the impending Midway operation, he unhesi- 
tatingly recommended that Spruance be given command of Task Force 16. 
In this case, Spruance was the man on the spot. Having served the past 
eight months with Halsey, he knew the task force and the capabilities of 
its captains. Nimitz left word on the Enterprise for Spruance to come to 
headquarters. 

Dismayed by Halsey’s inability to exercise command in what was shap- 
ing up to be the decisive carrier battle of the war, Nimitz reviewed his op- 
tions. What about Ray Spruance? Although he had never served with Spru- 
ance, Nimitz well knew his character and reputation. Nimitz had been chief 
of the Bureau of Navigation (later Naval Personnel) when Spruance was 
selected for admiral. He had already indicated his confidence in Spruance by 
choosing him as his next chief of staff. 

Regarded as highly intelligent by fellow officers, Spruance was known 
for his “cold and careful calculation” both at sea and in solving problems at 
the Naval War College. Logical, calm, and deliberate, Spruance could act 
decisively once he had made up his mind, but he did not allow himself to be 

swayed by emotion. He remained unshaken in adversity and never raised 
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16. The USS Enterprise, Spruance’s flagship at Midway, photographed in Pearl Harbor in May 
1942. The “Big E” was probably the most famous American carrier of World War II, during 
which she earned the remarkable total of twenty battle stars. Commissioned in 1938, she 

displaced 19,800 tons, could make 33 knots, and carried a complement of 2,919, including 

aviation personnel. At Midway her air group consisted of 79 aircraft: 27 fighters, 38 dive- 

bombers, and 14 torpedo-bombers. (National Archives photograph, U.S. Naval Institute Pho- 
tographic Collection.) 

his voice. A reserved and modest man, he shunned self-advertisement, pre- 

fering to let his deeds speak for him. He had the ability to work with a staff, 
listen to the ideas of others, and delegate authority. Physically, Spruance 
was tough, renowned for taking very long walks in any kind of weather. 
Yet despite his generally serious mien, he had an understated, dry sense of 
humor. 

There is no evidence that Nimitz seriously considered anyone else to 
command Task Force 16. Probably the only other candidate was Rear Ad- 
miral Leigh Noyes (USNA 1906), a naval aviator who had just come from 

Washington to be Halsey’s administrative deputy, but who lacked combat 
experience. Spruance was a member of the “gun club” of battleship and 
cruiser admirals, not a naval aviator. To the displeasure of the aviation com- 
munity, however, his appointment was not unusual. Of the five flag offi- 
cers who had led Pacific Fleet carrier task forces since the outbreak of the 
war, three were nonaviators. Indeed, next senior to Halsey was Frank Jack 
Fletcher (USNA 1906), the cruiser specialist who commanded Task Force 17 
in the Battle of the Coral Sea. Spruance was told to bring only his flag lieu- 
tenant with him to the Enterprise. For advice in aviation matters, Spruance 
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would rely on Halsey’s aviation staff, headed by the temperamental Captain 
Miles R. Browning. 

That afternoon Spruance learned of his new command and the reason 
for all the concern. After a swift turnaround in port, Task Force 16 was to 

sail on 28 May to defend Midway from a major Japanese invasion force that 
could include four big carriers. Nimitz expected the enemy to strike early in 
June. If the Yorktown could be made battleworthy in time, Fletcher’s Task 
Force 17 would follow. In that event, Fletcher would assume command of 

the three carriers; otherwise, Spruance would make do with his two. An- 

other carrier, the Saratoga, was at San Diego following repairs and a refit. 
She was to proceed to Pearl Harbor as soon as possible, but only if the 
Japanese were considerably delayed would she be in time to fight at Midway. 
The Pacific Fleet battle line of seven old battleships, organized as Task 

Force 1, did not even figure in the plans to defend the island. Convinced that 
the elderly dreadnoughts were too slow and too vulnerable to air attack, 
Nimitz had sent them to safer waters off the West Coast. 

Nimitz stressed to Spruance the need for taking calculated risks to inflict 
as much damage as possible on the enemy without unduly endangering the 
American carriers. That was like being told to jump into the water but try 
not to get wet. The carriers depended heavily upon Midway’s land-based air 
strength for long-range reconnaissance and attack on enemy forces. Nimitz 
emphasized that Midway could be recaptured, which would be preferable to 
holding the island but losing the carriers. 

On the morning of 27 May Spruance attended an important conference 
with Nimitz and the top army commanders in the Central Pacific. The staff 
discussed the intelligence that underlay the estimates of the imminent Japa- 
nese moves against Midway and the Aleutians. Its source was the decryption 
and analysis of enemy radio messages. Nimitz expressed confidence in his 
decoders and intelligence personnel. The Japanese were to precede the Mid- 
way attack a day or two by carrier strikes against American bases in the 
Aleutians. Decrypts pointed to 5 or 6 June as “N Day,” when the Japanese 
main body, steaming east from Saipan, would land troops at Midway. Indi- 
cations were that the enemy’s striking force, built around the four big car- 

riers Akagi, Kaga, Soryu, and Hiryu, operated in advance of the main body or 
support force. It seemed likely that about N-2 Day the enemy carriers 
would conduct air strikes to destroy Midway’s defenses. Put on the spot by 
a direct question from Nimitz, Lieutenant Commander Edwin T. Layton, 

the fleet intelligence officer, forthrightly gave his opinion that the Japanese 
carrier force would be sighted about 0700 on 4 June at a point bearing 325 

degrees and 175 miles from Midway.’ 

Whether or not such a precise statement could be sustained, the fact 

that the Japanese carriers would be launching a powerful dawn strike against 



466 THe ADVENT OF AIR-SEA WARFARE 

Midway offered a real opportunity for American carriers lurking on their 

left flank to surprise them. Thus Nimitz desired his carriers to take a posi- 

tion 350 miles northeast of Midway and wait for the enemy to appear, ideally 

on schedule. 
In the afternoon of 27 May, Task Force 17 arrived at Pearl Harbor after 

an unprecedented tor days at sea. A quick inspection of the battle-scarred 
Yorktown determined that after emergency repairs she could sail for Midway 
on 30 May. Frank Jack Fletcher would therefore command the American 
carrier force. Time for the two admirals to coordinate their planning was 
limited, because Task Force 16 would soon depart. However, Spruance 
knew that once the enemy carriers were located, his two carriers were to 
attack with their full strength. Captain Browning and the rest of the aviation 
staff undertook detailed planning and preparations based on that premise. 

Task Force 16 put to sea on the morning of 28 May. It consisted of 2 car- 
riers (150 operational aircraft), 5 heavy cruisers, 1 light antiaircraft cruiser, 

and 9 destroyers. Spruance set course north of the Hawaiian Islands, away 
from enemy submarines. Secrecy was paramount. He even ordered that the 
radio keys on the airplanes be secured so that no transmissions could be sent 
inadvertently. On 1 June, after fueling, Task force 16 moved into position 
northwest of Midway. The next afternoon, Fletcher’s Task Force 17 ap- 

peared on the horizon at “Point Luck,” 325 miles northeast of Midway, with 

I carrier (71 operational planes), 2 heavy cruisers, and 6 destroyers. Fletcher 
brought the two task forces together, but he did not combine them into a 
single formation. Instead, he ordered Spruance to operate ten miles south- 
east of Task Force 17—within visual signaling range, to preserve radio si- 
lence—and conform to its movements. To avoid an accidental encounter 
with the Japanese should they be early, Fletcher steered northeast away 
from Midway during the day, reversing course at night to remain within 
the assigned area. From now on, Spruance held his aircraft in reserve, ready 
to launch the main strike, while the Yorktown conducted the necessary 
searches. Once battle was joined, her air group would act as the reserve. 

On the morning of 3 June, while the American striking force maneu- 
vered northeast of Midway, the first real confirmation was received of the 

elaborate intelligence framework upon which Nimitz had based the entire 
operation: there had been a Japanese carrier strike against Dutch Harbor in 
the Aleutians. Just before noon, Fletcher and Spruance learned that Midway- 
based search planes had sighted enemy ships seven hundred miles west of 
the island. From Pearl Harbor, Nimitz quickly warned all commanders this 
was the main body with the transport force, not the enemy carriers. Pre- 
sumably the latter were already considerably closer to and northwest of 
Midway, preparing to strike at dawn. Throughout the day, the storms that 
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covered the American carriers also hid the enemy flattops from the Midway 
search. 

During the night Fletcher's task forces steamed southwest at a leisurely 
13.5 knots. At dawn on 4 June, the Yorktown sent ten dive-bombers northward 

on a precautionary search, then reversed course according to plan. Spru- 
ance’s Enterprise and Hornet were on full alert. Midway was ready to do its 
part to repulse the Japanese. Twenty-two PBY flying boats departed on 
search and sixteen Boeing B-17 heavy bombers took off to attack the Japa- 
nese main body closing from the west. Thirty-seven dive-bombers, torpedo 
planes, and medium bombers were ready to depart once Midway’s radar 
detected incoming enemy planes. The feeling of anticipation was terrifically 
intense. 

Totally unaware that the enemy was fully aroused against it, Vice Ad- 
miral Chuichi Nagumo’s Kido Butai (Striking Force) with four carriers, two 

fast battleships, two heavy cruisers, one light cruiser, and eleven destroyers 
had arrived on schedule. At dawn (0430, Zone plus 12, Midway local time) 
this formation was 240 miles northwest of Midway and only 200 miles west 
of Fletcher's striking force. The four carriers had a total of 228 flyable carrier 
fighters, bombers, and attack planes, plus 21 additional fighters destined for 
the new Midway garrison. Nagumo promptly launched a strike of 108 planes 
against Midway and prepared a second wave of 108 planes in the rather un- 
likely event that his own search located any American ships in the area. The 
Japanese were supremely confident that they had achieved surprise. 

At 0534 the American carriers intercepted a PBY voice radio transmis- 

sion: “Enemy carriers.” Eleven minutes later another plane reported: “Many 
planes heading Midway bearing 320, distance 150 miles.” * Thus the antici- 
pated Midway strike was inbound, but where were the carriers? Fletcher 
decided to detach Spruance and send him out on his own in the probable 
direction of the enemy carriers. The Yorktown began blinking a message to 
Task Force 36: “Proceed southeasterly and attack enemy carriers as soon as 
definitely located. I will follow as soon as planes recovered.” * 

While this order was being signaled, at 0603 the long-awaited sighting 
report sounded on the radio: “Two carriers and battleships bearing 320 from 
Midway, distance 180 miles, course 135, speed 25 knots.” * There they were, 

at least two of the Japanese flattops. At 0607 Task Force 16 logged Fletcher's 
orders authorizing Spruance to go after the enemy. These two messages set 
the stage for the first of Spruance’s three crucial decisions in the Battle of 
Midway. 

In the flag shelter, Spruance and the staff swiftly plotted the reported 
enemy position, 247 degrees and 175 miles from Task Force 16. From their 

location and course, it appeared that the enemy carriers would continue 
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steaming toward Midway in order to recover the strike they had already 
sent against the island. Browning wanted nothing more than to deliver the 
attack after these carriers had recovered their aircraft and before they could 
get off a second strike. Spruance’s primary concern was, as he later wrote, 
“the urgent need for surprise and a strong desire to hit the enemy carriers 
with our full strength as early as we could reach them.”’* Satisfied that the 
enemy was within range, he gave the order: “Launch the attack.”” Two 
carriers were about all Task Force 16 could handle at one time; it would 

have to worry about the other flattops later. 
The staff examined the situation in detail before implementing Spru- 

ance’s order. Complicating matters was the fact that 175 miles was close to 
the maximum effective range of the torpedo-bombers and escort fighters. 
The launch could begin immediately. Fletcher had dispatched attacks from 
that distance during the Battle of the Coral Sea. Indeed, the Hornet’s Captain 
Marc A. Mitscher expected such an early departure. He soon ordered his 
pilots to man their planes. However, in order to launch, the carriers had 

to steam southeast into the wind at high speed on a course that sharply 
diverged from the target. This lengthened the mission and permitted less 
time for search if their targets were not where the strike groups expected to 
find them. 

Consequently, Browning recommended that the launch be delayed for 
forty-five minutes while the carriers closed the enemy. Deferring to Brown- 
ing’s aviation expertise, Spruance agreed. At 0614 Task Force 16 turned left 
to course 240 degrees and increased speed to 25 knots. If the enemy carriers 
maintained their reported course and speed, at 0700 they would bear 239 
degrees and 155 miles from Task Force 16. Should the launch take another 

forty-five minutes, as expected, the planes would still have about 175 miles 
to go to reach the target. 

The delay also allowed Midway to authenticate in code the original 
voice contact. This message reached Spruance at 0634. Four minutes later 

the strike orders drawn up by Spruance’s staff were transmitted to the wait- 
ing Enterprise and Hornet air groups. Along with giving the position, course, 
and speed of the two enemy carriers as of 0600, they specified 0700 as launch 
time. Each group was to attack one carrier. The orders revealed the in- 
tended Point Option course—used to tell the pilots where their carriers 
should be when they returned—by noting that Task Force 16 would con- 
tinue closing to about one hundred miles from the enemy. Given the state 
of American carrier doctrine at the time, the staff did not try to combine 

the groups or provide any particular course for the strike groups to follow 
to the targets. That was left up to the individual carrier captains and their 
air group commanders. As events transpired, the Enterprise and Hornet lead- 
ers had radically different ideas as to where to find the enemy carriers. 
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At 0656 Task Force 16 split into two groups and turned southeast into 
the wind and began launching aircraft at 0700. In line with his assigned 
role, Spruance was sending every strike plane he had, sixty-seven SBD dive- 
bombers and twenty-nine torpedo-bombers, escorted by twenty out of fifty- 
four available fighters. Not all of these aircraft could be spotted on the flight 
decks at the same time. It was necessary to launch the first “deck load,” then 

bring up the rest from the hangar deck. So that the squadrons within indi- 
vidual air groups could proceed to the target together and execute a coor- 
dinated attack, the initial deck load had to circle overhead until the second 

batch got away. 
The launch turned out to be a lengthy process, longer than Spruance 

expected. He grew more and more impatient at the delay. At 0742 the last 
Hornet plane lifted off. Inexplicably, the Enterprise was much slower. Only 
the thirty-three SBDs were aloft; her second deck load of ten fighters and 
fourteen torpedo-bombers still was being spotted aft on her flight deck. It 
was about ninety minutes since Spruance had given Browning the order to 
launch the strike. Now the event he feared had come to pass. It appears that 
the Enterprise intercepted a voice radio message from a Japanese search plane 
reporting the sighting of American ships northeast of Midway. Spruance 
quickly ordered the Enterprise SBDs to “proceed on mission assigned” with- 
out waiting for the other planes. To get at least some of the Big E’s planes 
pointed toward the enemy without further delay, Spruance had to sacrifice 
the integrity of the group attack.*® 

The Enterprise completed her launch at 0806, when Task Force 16 finally 
resumed the base course of 240 degrees to close the enemy. By that time 
Spruance’s strike force had fragmented into three separate groups flying out 
of sight of each other (and would split again before discovering the enemy 
carriers). Departing at 0746 to the west (265 degrees) were thirty-four Hornet 
dive-bombers and ten fighters under the group leader, Commander Stan- 
hope C. Ring. The Hornet brain trust deduced that the Japanese carriers 
either had or soon would turn away from Midway. Trailing Ring were the 
fifteen planes of the Hornet’s Torpedo Squadron Eight and the ten Enterprise 
escort fighters, which had latched onto them by mistake. Following the ad- 
miral’s orders, Lieutenant Commander Clarence Wade McClusky, the Enter- 

prise air group commander, gathered his thirty-three SBDs and left at 0752. 
He assumed the enemy carriers would continue closing Midway and took a 
southwesterly course (231 degrees) in order to intercept them. The Enter- 
prise’s Torpedo Squadron Six followed the Task Force 16 base course (240 
degrees) and thus flew between the other two groups.’ 

Spruance soon had confirmation that the Japanese had indeed sighted 
Task Force 16. At 0815 the Northampton’s radar detected an enemy search 
plane lurking thirty miles to the south. Now Spruance had to hope that his 
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30. The Battle of Midway, 4 June 1942. The action opens at 0634 with a Japanese air strike on 

Midway (A). Between 0705 and o900 the Kido Butai beats off counterattacks by Midway-based 
aircraft (B), recovers its strike force, and emerges unscathed from a succession of virtually 

suicidal runs (C) by three U.S. torpedo-bomber squadrons (VT). Before it can launch against 
the U.S. carriers, however, dive-bomber squadrons (VB) from the Enterprise and Yorktown 

deliver an attack (D) that reduces the Akagi, Kaga, and Soryu to flaming wrecks. The remain- 
ing Japanese carrier, the Hiryu, then gets off a strike that damages the Yorktown (E). The Hiryu 
hits the Yorktown with a second strike (not shown) at 1445, but a little over two hours later 

the Enterprise’s dive-bombers bring her opeations to an end (F). 

strike would knock out the enemy carriers before they could counterattack 
the American flattops. 

At 0857 Spruance learned that someone else was giving the enemy’s 
striking force a rough time. A Midway-based flight reported damaging a 
Japanese carrier. More encouraging word came at 0914, when another com- 
batant entered the lists. Now over the horizon north of Task Force 16, 

Fletcher radioed that the Yorktown had dispatched three-fourths of her strike 
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group. He had waited as long as he dared for additional sighting reports to 
locate the other two Japanese carriers should they not be with the force 
already sighted. Finally, he sent seventeen dive-bombers, twelve torpedo 
planes, and six fighters against the same targets sought by Spruance’s air- 
craft. For follow-up attacks or searches, he retained seventeen SBDs in 
reserve. 

Not until later did Spruance learn of the valiant, if unsuccessful, actions 

of the Midway-based planes. The Japanese strike virtually destroyed Mid- 
ways defending Marine fighters. From 0705 to 0820, a total of six navy tor- 
pedo planes, four torpedo-carrying army medium bombers, twenty-seven 
Marine dive-bombers, and sixteen army heavy bombers had attacked the 
Japanese carrier force. These Midway flyers sustained heavy losses, totaling 
eighteen aircraft, but failed to achieve a single hit. Midway had shot its bolt; 
everything depended on the success of the carrier air groups. 

Ranged around the radio receiver in the flag shelter on the Enterprise’s 
island, the staff grew increasingly nervous as the time passed 0930, when 

they had expected the strike groups to find the enemy carriers. After this 
point, fuel became a vital consideration. No contact reports emerged from 
the static. Undoubtedly there were some, but poor radio communications 
plagued the combatants the whole day. Deciding that the Japanese carri- 
ers must have turned away from Midway, at 0954 Spruance changed course 
20 degrees right to 260 degrees. 

Finally at 0956 came the first word vouchsafed Spruance from his strike 

groups. The Enterprise intercepted two radio messages from the commander 
of Fighting Squadron Six, Lieutenant James S. Gray, Jr., who led her ten 
escort fighters. Gray reported he was flying over two enemy carriers, two 
battleships, and six destroyers. He then repeated the enemy’s strength, gave 
their course as “about north,” and advised that he would have to return 

because of dwindling fuel. On the Enterprise Browning mistakenly thought 
that Wade McClusky had sent the message. Infuriated, he grabbed a micro- 
phone and shouted, “McClusky attack, attack immediately!” !° 

To match the enemy’s northerly course, Spruance turned northwest. At 
1014 he informed Fletcher of the sighting report, gave the enemy’s course 
and advised that Task Force 16 was on course 285 degrees. A few minutes 
later the radio relayed snippets of excited messages from carrier pilots order- 
ing attacks and assigning targets. Exactly what they were doing and where 
could not be ascertained, but things sounded favorable, especially since a 

Japanese attack on Task Force 16 had yet to materialize. 
Meanwhile, the Enterprise and Hornet proceeded with routine air opera- 

tions for the combat air patrol (CAP). Gray’s escort fighters had a swift trip 
back from the target area and landed around 1100. While Gray was being 
debriefed, Fletcher radioed Spruance for the position, course, and speed 
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of the enemy carriers once they could be ascertained from the returning 

planes. Yorktown had another squadron of dive-bombers and escorts ready 

to go. At 1110 Spruance replied with the enemy position as learned from 

Gray. He suggested to Fletcher that the Yorktown planes be used to find and 
track the carriers already hit by the strike groups of the two task forces, and 
that they search the northwest quadrant for any other enemy carriers that 
might be operating separately. This was excellent advice. Spruance added 
that his own groups upon their return would be readied to attack again.” 

Up to this point, both Fletcher and Spruance had worked in a near 
vacuum of outside information as to the progress of the battle. As they 
circled the Yorktown, Fletcher’s returning dive-bombers happily informed 
him at 1115 that they had sunk one enemy carrier. Deciding that he had 
finally been sighted by the enemy, Fletcher assigned ten dive-bombers to 
search two hundred miles to the northwest, as Spruance had suggested. 
They began taking off at 1133 and freed the Yorktown’s flight deck so she 
could land her strike planes. 

About the same time, the Enterprise and Hornet began landing their at- 
tack groups, which had straggled back in small groups. Their losses were 
staggering. Talking with a wounded Wade McClusky and some of the other 
‘surviving pilots gave Spruance and the staff an idea of the great triumph and 
tragedy that had taken place 150 miles to the west. Only fourteen of the 
thirty-two Enterprise SBDs that had made it to the target area returned. Most 
were lost trying to find their way back home.” They had fought a force of 
four enemy carriers with battleships, cruisers, and destroyers spread out 
across a wide expanse of ocean. McClusky’s planes had bombed two carriers, 
flight decks crowded with aircraft, and left both as raging infernos, certain 
to sink. They saw the Yorktown dive-bombers deal a death blow to a third 
enemy flattop. This left the fourth apparently untouched. Only four of Tor- 
pedo Squadron Six’s fourteen aircraft came back to the Enterprise. Their 
crews told of a lone charge right through the enemy task force fiercely de- 
fended by Zero fighters. They were bitter that their own fighters had not 
protected them. 

The Hornet discovered tragedy rather than triumph. Of the fifty-nine 
planes she launched, only Ring with twenty dive-bombers returned. They 
had not sighted the enemy at all. Thirty-nine planes were missing. Midway 
soon reported that eleven Hornet SBDs had sought sanctuary there, but that 
meant that all fifteen torpedo planes, ten fighters, and three dive-bombers 
had been lost. 

It has taken years for researchers to piece together the events of the 
attack that destroyed three Japanese carriers and gave victory to the United 
States at Midway. Even after learning that the Americans had at least one 
carrier within range, Vice Admiral Nagumo procrastinated over organizing 
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a strike. He wanted to recover and rearm the planes he had sent against 
Midway. The last of these aircraft landed at 0918, at which time Nagumo 

changed course left to 030 degrees. He would head northeast toward the 
American ships readying a second, massive strike to destroy them. 

Two minutes later the Kido Butai sighted the first planes from Task 
Force 16, the fifteen aircraft of Lieutenant Commander John C. Waldron’s 
Torpedo Squadron Eight from the Hornet. From low level Waldron had fol- 
lowed Ring’s dive-bombers westward for about forty minutes, when he de- 
cided they were going too far west. In a rather acrimonious radio exchange 
with Ring, Waldron gave his opinion of the group commander's plan and 
turned his squadron southwest. From high altitude Lieutenant Gray’s Enter- 
prise escort fighters followed the torpedo planes. Waldron’s change in course 
uncannily took him directly toward the Japanese carriers, while Ring con- 
tinued west. Not until he returned to the ship did Ring realize his error. 
At 0920 Torpedo Eight gallantly attacked alone, but scored no hits. Zeros 
swiftly shot down all fifteen. Clouds hid their plight from Gray’s escort fight- 
ers circling overhead waiting for McClusky’s dive-bombers to arrive.” 

Next to find the Japanese carriers was the Enterprise’s Torpedo Squadron 
Six, led by Lieutenant Commander Eugene E. Lindsey. It sighted the enemy 
ships about 0940 from the southwest and spent the next thirty to forty min- 
utes pressing its attack west to east through the center of the Kido Butai. 
Zero fighters shot down nine of fourteen aircraft (another ditched later), 
and the squadron made no hits on the enemy carriers. Overhead but again 
unaware because of the clouds, Gray’s escort fighters circled until after his 
two messages to the Enterprise, then he set course for home. 

McClusky, leading the Enterprise dive-bombers, had flown too far ahead 
of the Japanese task force. By 0935 he realized he had missed the target. 
Unlike Ring, he alertly flew a systematic “box” search to cover the area to 
the north before dwindling fuel would force him to return to the Enterprise. 
At 0955 he spotted the rooster-tail wake of a lone destroyer (the Arashi) 

steaming northeast at high speed. McClusky took her course and at 1000 was 
gratified finally to sight the enemy thirty-five miles to the northeast. 

Before McClusky could reach the target, the Yorktown strike group of 
seventeen dive-bombers, twelve torpedo planes, and six fighters appeared 

on the scene. Launched over an hour after Task Force 16’s strike, the York- 

towners flew an almost straight line to the target. Lieutenant Commander 
Lance E. Massey’s Torpedo Squadron Three spotted the Japanese ships at 
1003 and turned the group northwest in their direction. Cloud cover and 
radio difficulties again prevented a coordinated effort. Covered by the six 
fighters, the twelve torpedo planes made for the nearest enemy carrier at 
about the same time that the remnants of Torpedo Six completed their vali- 
ant attack. Together the two squadrons and the Yorktown’s fighters drew the 
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17. The Battle of Midway, 4 June 1942. Douglas SBD Dauntless dive-bombers from the Enter- 

prise and Yorktown attack the Japanese carriers Kaga, Akagi, and Soryu in R. G. Smith’s painting 
of the climax at Midway. (R. G. Smith.) 

defending Zeros down to low level. Torpedo Three lost ten of its twelve 
aircraft during the fight.” 

The sacrifice of Lindsey’s and Massey’s crews unwittingly cleared the 
way for McClusky, approaching from the southwest, and for Lieutenant 
Commander Maxwell F. Leslie’s Bombing Squadron Three to the east. At 
1020 the stage was set for a most dramatic reversal of fortune. Having beaten 
off numerous attacks in the past hour, Nagumo’s carriers were ready to 
launch their strike against the American carriers. They were too late. By 
1030 McClusky’s SBDs had mortally wounded the Kaga and Akagi, while Les- 
lie’s squadron devastated the Soryu. Only the Hiryu had escaped attack. 

Shortly after 1200, even as Spruance was being advised of her presence, 
the fourth enemy carrier struck Task Force 17. Fighters from the Enterprise 
and Hornet raced to help her own planes defend the Yorktown, now visible 
on the horizon to the northwest. Task Force 16 could see the distant flashes 
and black dots of her antiaircraft fire, then a pall of black smoke over the 

Yorktown. She lost power after sustaining three bomb hits from Hiryu air- 
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craft. Fletcher had to shift his flag to the heavy cruiser Astoria. For the time 
being, control of the Striking Force tacitly passed to Spruance. Unbidden, 
Spruance at 1230 dispatched two heavy cruisers and two destroyers from his 
screen to assist Task Force 17. At 1313, after completing more air operations 

he turned Task Force 16 northwest to close the stricken Yorktown, whose 

aircraft aloft were taking refuge on the Enterprise and the Hornet. 
Heavy on Spruance’s mind was the location of the undamaged Japanese 

carrier. His own air groups, in a shambles after their heavy losses, were busy 
absorbing the Yorktown dive-bombers and fighters to fill the gaps. Spruance 
felt that he did not have the strike planes to spare to launch another search 
unless it became certain that the planes sent by Fletcher at 1145 would not 
find the target. He rejected the advice of Browning, who proposed dispatch- 
ing some sort of search-and-attack mission in hopes of turning up the enemy 
carrier. 

At 1445 two significant events transpired. One of the Yorktown search 

planes radioed the location, course, and speed of the remaining enemy car- 
rier. As reported, she was 130 miles northwest of Task Force 16. At almost 

the same instant, Task Force 17 came under attack again. The Yorktown, 

which had gallantly worked back up to 19 knots, was hit twice by Hiryu 
torpedo planes. Now totally without power, she took a steep list to port and 
threatened to capsize. The order was given to abandon ship, and the other 
vessels of Task Force 17 began taking on the survivors. 

On the basis of the report so providentially provided by the Yorktown 
plane, Spruance ordered an immediate air strike. Because it was necessary 
to relieve the CAP, it took nearly an hour for the Enterprise to complete the 
launch of twenty-five SBDs (including fourteen Yorktown planes). The Hor- 
net, operating separately, did not get the word from Browning in time and 
belatedly dispatched her strike of sixteen SBDs at 1604. 

Spruance at 1611 took the opportunity to advise Fletcher in the Astoria 
that his two air groups were attacking the fourth enemy carrier. His inten- 
tion was to steam westward until he recovered the strikes. He concluded: 
“Have you any instructions for future operations?” Realizing that he could 
not run the battle from his present location, Fletcher responded: “Negative. 
Will conform to your movements.” * Command now officially passed from 
one admiral to the other. 

On their flight westward toward the setting sun the Enterprise and York- 
town dive-bombers flew past the three sinking carriers they had plastered 
that morning. At 1650 they caught sight of the Hiryu and her escorts. Within 
fifteen minutes the SBDs had hit her four times and left her burning as 
fiercely as her three sisters. The Hornet strike did not even waste any more 
bombs on the Hiryu, but attacked her screen without success. 

With the Hiryu fatally damaged, the Japanese were no longer in a posi- 
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tion to win the Battle of Midway, but Spruance still could lose it. That eve- 

ning as his two carriers recovered their strike groups, he made his second 

key decision of the battle. Task Force 16 would withdraw eastward for five 
hours, then retrace its course and close Midway from the northeast. The 

next morning it would then be in position to support the island in the event 
the Japanese continued with the invasion. Spruance knew that nearby the 
enemy had powerful surface forces, including fast battleships, which out- 
gunned his cruisers. Directed by float planes that had shadowed Task 
Force 16 until dark, these forces could attack him that night if he continued 

westward in pursuit. Such an action could benefit only the Japanese, for the 
American carrier planes could not participate. Besides, the enemy might 
have a fifth carrier, a possibility indicated by pre-battle intelligence, or one 
of the crippled flattops might have become operational again. At 1915 Spru- 
ance changed course to 090 degrees, speed 15 knots, and temporarily disen- 
gaged his forces. Fletcher with Task Force 17 (minus Yorktown and a de- 
stroyer) soon appeared ten miles to the east." 

Spruance’s reasoning was correct, if not very popular with those who 
wanted Task Force 16 to charge after the enemy. Unbeknownst to anyone 
on the American side, Admiral Yamamoto was at sea with a strong force of 
battleships backstopping the fleets attacking Midway. He tried to orchestrate 
a night surface attack against the American carriers by Nagumo and most of 
Vice Admiral Nobutake Kondo’s Second Fleet. By 0300, 5 June, a total of 

four battleships, six heavy cruisers, three light cruisers, and nineteen destroy- 

ers were to have converged on a position that Task Force 16 could have 
reached had Spruance pressed westward that evening. At the same time a 
submarine, to be followed by four heavy cruisers and four destroyers, was 
to bombard Midway. However, from his search plane reports, Nagumo 
wrongly deduced the Americans had three or four carriers. Faced with such 
overwhelming air power, after midnight Yamamoto canceled the Midway 
Operation and began withdrawing all his ships. 

Not privy to the intentions of the enemy commander, Spruance still had 
reasons to believe the Japanese threatened Midway. After 0300, 5 June, Task 
Force 16 learned of a report by the U.S. submarine Tambor of “many uniden- 
tified ships” ” only about ninety miles west of the island. Spruance thought 
the Japanese might still try to invade and swung southwest toward Midway. 
Actually the ships sighted by the Tambor comprised the erstwhile bombard- 
ment force of four heavy cruisers and four destroyers. The most exposed 
element of the Japanese fleet, they were already retiring. Adding to their 
woes was a collision between the cruisers Mogami and Mikuma. 

Spruance spent the morning of 5 June determining that Midway was 
safe from attack. From the island’s morning search, he learned that the 

enemy had mostly cleared out. Only two groups were sighted. One to the 
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northwest included what was reported as a burning carrier, while to the 
west were two “battleships” (actually the damaged Mogami and Mikuma). 
Spruance finally decided to chase the carrier withdrawing to the northwest. 
He did not know that she was the Hiryu, which had already slipped beneath 
the waves. 

During the afternoon no new information reached Spruance, so he fi- 

nally decided to launch a long-range search-and-attack mission by his dive- 
bombers. Browning directed that 1,000-pound bombs be carried by the 
SBDs. The pilots immediately protested. They thought the bomb load was 
too heavy for the distance they would have to fly. Wade McClusky, their 
spokesman, confronted Browning in the flag plot. Spruance ended the fierce 
argument by declaring, “I will do what you pilots want.” * He delayed the 
proposed launch for an hour and ordered only 500-pound bombs to be used. 
Shocked and enraged by the admiral’s rebuff, Browning descended to the 
Enterprise’s bridge, raised havoc with his ranting, and retired to his cabin. 
Later he somewhat sheepishly returned to duty. 

Beginning at 1512 the two carriers sent fifty-seven dive-bombers in three 
groups to the northwest. They went as far as 315 miles and sighted nothing 
but a lone enemy destroyer, which most of them attacked without success. 
The late launch and long mission brought the planes to their flattops after 
dark. To enable them to land, Spruance risked submarine attack by ordering 
the carriers to turn on their deck lights. The maneuver was eminently suc- 
cessful. Despite many inexperienced pilots, only one SBD had to ditch. After 
debriefing the crews, Spruance still did not know for certain whether the 
enemy carrier had sunk. However, he felt the enemy force would turn west, 

and decided to follow at a more sedate pace, 15 knots. This would conserve 

fuel, which for his destroyers was becoming a real problem, and prevent any 
surprise night encounters with the enemy. 

At dawn on 6 June, Task Force 16 launched its own search for the first 
time during the battle and quickly located the Japanese “battleship” group 
only 128 miles southwest. That morning and afternoon three strikes from 
the Hornet and Enterprise plastered the enemy force of two heavy cruisers 
and two destroyers and ultimately sank the hapless Mikuma. 

During the day Spruance drew closer to Wake Island and to a decision 
as to whether he would continue westward overnight. If he did so, the next 
dawn would see him well within range of enemy bombers from Wake. 
Counterbalancing the desire to continue harrying the fleeing enemy were a 
number of factors. Spruance knew his aviators were tired and that the squad- 
rons desperately needed a chance to regroup. Dwindling fuel had compelled 
him to detach all but four of his destroyers. Underlying all was the sense 
that Task Force 16 had already done everything it could to harm the enemy 
without taking undue risks: “I just had the feeling that we had pressed our 
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luck to the westward about far enough.” ”” At 1907, a triumphant, exhausted 

Task Force 16 changed course to 050 degrees for a fueling rendezvous north 

of Midway. 
Spruance’s third major decision, to break off the battle, was undoubt- 

edly correct, for Admiral Yamamoto was desperately hoping that Wake’s 

land-based bombers could reach Task Force 16 on 7 June. His surface forces 

would then deliver a night attack. The Japanese even resorted to radio de- 

ception by transmitting, in the clear, fake calls for help by a supposedly 

crippled battleship. Spruance was having none of it. Like his decision to 

withdraw to the east on the night of 4 June, his refusal to pursue after 6 June 

drew criticism from those who thought he should have been more aggres- 
sive..It was the one question about the battle that bothered Spruance. Later 
in 1942 Commander Layton obtained information on Japanese intentions 

and movements on those two occasions. They clearly demonstrated the 
dangers that Spruance’s swift action had adverted. When Layton told him, 
Spruance gratefully replied: “The weight of a score of years has been lifted 
from my shoulders.” *° 

The United States had won an enormous victory at Midway. The ene- 
my’s only success during the battle came on 6 June, when the submarine 
I-168 torpedoed the damaged Yorktown before she could be towed to safety; 
she sank at dawn on 7 June. The loss of four big carriers crippled the Impe- 
rial Navy’s offensive power. On 13 June, Task Force 16 returned to Pearl 

Harbor, and Spruance went ashore as Pacific Fleet chief of staff. The victors’ 
elation was tempered by the knowledge that Japan remained strong, the war 
had just begun, and soon it would be their turn trying to burst through 
enemy defenses. There was no time to rest on laurels. Within a few weeks 
the Pacific Fleet was committed to an offensive to prevent Japan from con- 
solidating its hold on the Solomon Islands. 

Spruance’s reputation was greatly enhanced as a result of his success in 
the Battle of Midway. It was only the first of an unbroken series of brilliant 
victories. His performance on Nimitz’s staff, which brought out his strategic 
talents, ultimately earned him the highest operational command in the fleet. 
Vice Admiral Spruance led the Central Pacific amphibious offensive that 
captured the Gilbert Islands (November 1943) and the Marshalls ( January— 

February 1944). As a full admiral commanding the Fifth Fleet, he invaded 

the Marianas in June 1944, in response to which the Japanese fleet came out 

in force for the first time since late 1942. The ensuing Battle of the Philip- 

pine Sea—also known as the Marianas Turkey Shoot—was the second of 
Spruance’s great carrier air victories. Although, once again, some members 
of the aviation community criticized him for excessive caution, the end of 
the action found the enemy fleet in retreat toward home waters, having lost 
three carriers and virtually its entire air crew. Subsequently, Spruance com- 
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manded the Fifth Fleet in the invasions of Iwo Jima (February—March 1945), 

and Okinawa (March-June 1945). After the victory over Japan, he briefly 

served as CINCPAC. Until his retirement in July 1948 he was president of 
the Naval War College. From 1952 to 1955, he served as U.S. ambassador to 

the Philippines. He died on 13 December 1969. 

Admiral Nimitz, his old commander, summed up the virtues Spruance 

demonstrated at Midway and elsewhere: “Spruance has excellent judgment. 
He was the type who thought things through very carefully after a thorough 
examination of all the facts, and then when he decided to strike, struck 

hard.” *? Nimitz added, “I sorely needed commanders of that type.” Well 
could he say that, for admirals of the quality of Raymond Ames Spruance 
have only very rarely appeared in the annals of naval history. 
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The Bull 

(1882—1959) 

CLaRK G. REYNOLDS 



“A REAL OLD SALT” IS HOW “WILLIE” HALSEY’S CLASSMATES 

described him in their 1904 U.S. Naval Academy yearbook, adding that he 
“looks like a figurehead of Neptune.” He had at least as much salt water in 
his veins as any American naval officer of his generation, having descended 
from a long line of seafaring men. His formidable head continued to evoke 
images of the Roman god of the sea as he matured, leading his midshipmen 
students at Annapolis a dozen years later to regard him as “the Bull’”—a 
nickname reinvented by reporters during World War II. Aside from his 
looks, however, Halsey consciously acted and performed in the manner of 
the sea dogs of old—the last in any navy before naval warfare passed into 
the nuclear war—managerial age.’ 

William Frederick Halsey, Jr., was the most famous American admiral 

of World War II, a renown based primarily on his flamboyant personality 
and command achievements in the Pacific during 1942-43. Controversial 

decisions made later in the war never diminished his public image; he was 
the only flag officer to adorn the cover of Time magazine twice—November 
1942 and July 1945.* Quite simply, Halsey personified the layman’s vision of 
swashbuckling sea fighters like Drake and Nelson—or John Paul Jones and 
David Farragut cf his own navy. It was an accurate impression, uncompli- 
cated as the man himself—in contrast to his calculating, businesslike, and 

relatively reserved contemporaries of the managerial style: Ernest J. King, 
Chester W. Nimitz, Raymond A. Spruance, and John H. Towers, to name 

but a few. 
Halsey inherited the tradition of the aggressive, independent naval com- 

mander embodied in the meleeist school of eighteenth-century naval tactics. 
That is, he aimed to seek out, engage, and destroy the enemy fleet by deci- 
sive action. He gathered the necessary intelligence on enemy movements 
but exploited opportunities whenever they presented themselves, rather 
than waiting for more complete data, as did peers like Spruance in similar 
situations. He tended to throw caution to the winds in a manner reminiscent 
of the “general chase” option of the Royal Navy’s Fighting Instructions in 
the Age of Sail, if a calculated risk seemed to offer immediate victory. And 
like the meleeists of the Nelsonian era, when this style succeeded, as at 

Guadalcanal, he was applauded. When it was less successful, as at Leyte 

Gulf, he was roundly criticized within the navy. And since the risks increased 
with the complexities of modern warfare, his seemingly impulsive tactics 
became ever more questionable. 

483 
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Born in Elizabeth, New Jersey, on 30 October 1882, Halsey was the son 

of a naval officer, Lieutenant William F. Halsey, a graduate of the Naval 

Academy Class of 1873, and Anne Brewster Halsey, a descendant of William 

Brewster of the early Massachusetts Bay Colony. The family, which included 

a younger sister, moved frequently as the father changed duty stations. 

Though young Willie was consequently shunted between schools, he always 
desired to follow his father in a naval career. After repeated failures for ap- 
pointment to Annapolis, however, he enrolled at the University of Virginia 
in 1899, hoping to enter the navy via a medical degree. The following year 
he finally gained admission to the Naval Academy, where he played foot- 
ball and participated in numerous extracurricular activities. No scholar, he 
graduated forty-third in the Class of 1904's sixty-two men. He married Fanny 
Grandy of Norfolk in 1909; she bore him first a daughter, then a son. This 

small family became a source of satisfaction to him, especially when his son, 
Willam F. Halsey III, also entered the navy. Sadly, on the eve of World War II 
Fanny developed serious emotional problems, which remained a great con- 
cern to the admiral thereafter.’ 

Schooled in the art of ship command, Halsey devoted the first thirty 
years of his career to the surface line, not only in gunnery but especially 
torpedo warfare. After preliminary service in two battleships and a gunboat, 
he spent nearly two decades aboard destroyers, practicing surface torpedo 
tactics as well as antisubmarine operations and general escort duties—plus 
one year as executive officer of the battleship Wyoming. As commanding 
officer of single destroyers (ten times!), destroyer divisions (twice), and a 

destroyer squadron (once), Halsey profited from the experience of indepen- 
dent leadership so conducive to his style of command. Long interested in 
aviation, he managed to obtain a waiver for his corrected vision to enter 

flight training in 1934 and earn his wings the following year—at age fifty- 
two! He immediately assumed command of the aircraft carrier Saratoga and 
further honed his tactical skills during the fleet problems of 1935-37. Though 

no talented pilot himself, he quickly learned to appreciate the offensive pos- 
sibilities of carrier aviation, at which he became a proficient tactician.‘ 

Even when assigned for a year each at the navy and army war colleges 
in the early 1930s, Halsey related all of his thinking to command. In his thesis 
at the Naval War College in 1933—entitled “The Relationship in War of 

Naval Strategy, Tactics and Command” —he concluded: 

Command is the nerve center that directs, controls, and coordinates the 

strategic and tactical. They are command’s right and left hands. As com- 
mand controls these hands, so command controls the war. Strategy, tac- 

tics, and command may be called the trinity of war; and the greatest of 
these is command.® 
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A warm, friendly, and popular captain, Halsey—known to his friends 
simply as Bill—always produced “happy” ships, the supreme accolade for a 
successful skipper. Thus he was a natural choice for selection to rear admiral 
in 1938 and command of a carrier division, making him one of only five flag 
officers with an aviation designator at the time. He refined his tactics in the 
fleet's war games of 1938-40 at the head of a two-carrier division, amply 

displaying his talents aboard his flagships Yorktown and Saratoga. By then, he 
had carefully managed to obtain mostly seagoing billets, with only an occa- 
sional tour of duty ashore. His experience afloat led to his elevation in mid- 
1940 to the most coveted aviation billet, the “Carrier Command” —Com- 

mander Aircraft, Battle Force—in the rank of vice admiral.® 

With the U.S. Fleet concentrated in the Pacific to deter Japan, Halsey’s 
task was to develop its four carriers into an effective component of the Battle 
Force. The tactical problems of the preceding years had led to sharp dis- 
agreements between the battleship admirals and the aviation community 
over the proper tactical role of the carriers in war. Repeated mock air attacks 
on Pearl Harbor, the Panama Canal, and “enemy” fleet formations had con- 

vinced the aviators that the carriers must exploit their tactical mobility by 
operating independently of the battle line. Halsey was no exception and 
steadfastly opposed the battleship men who wanted to tie the carriers to the 
battle line as defensive insurance. 

But Halsey also knew that the airmen’s arguments had a hollow ring 
until improved aircraft could extend the striking range and attacking power 
of the carriers. In July 1940, immediately upon assuming the Carrier Com- 
mand, he complained to Rear Admiral John H. (“Jack”) Towers, chief of the 
Bureau of Aeronautics, that his carrier planes were “seriously deficient from 
a modern standpoint, both in performance and in numbers available.” The 
Grumman biplane fighters and assorted scout-bombers were obsolescent 
and the new Douglas TBD monoplane torpedo-bomber only “mediocre.” 
He begged for more new monoplane fighters and scout-bombers, namely 
the Brewster F2A Buffalo fighter and Douglas SBD Dauntless dive-bomber, 
and even went so far as to suggest that the Douglas company be forced to 
cut back production of its DC-3 commercial airliner in favor of the SBD. 
Justifiably anxious, he admitted his ignorance of the overall production pic- 
ture, to which Towers quickly enlightened him: the newer Grumman F4F 
Wildcat was even better than the F2A, SBD deliveries would soon increase, 

and ever more modern planes were already in the experimental stage. But 
such zeal was what impressed Halsey’s superiors; he wanted to fight, and 
fight to win.’ 

Until better and more planes became available, Halsey spent 1940-41 
sharpening carrier tactics with existing equipment for the war with Japan 
that seemed only a matter of time. His selection of tactical officers for 



486 THE ADVENT OF AIR-SEA WARFARE 

his staff revealed much about Halsey. Rejecting the officers recommended 

by the Bureau of Aeronautics, he picked Commander Miles R. Browning, 

a brilliant air tactician but an abrasive, unpredictable individual.* Halsey 

simply overlooked Browning’s personality quirks in his zeal to exploit the 

man’s considerable talent. He was interested in results and soon elevated 

Browning to be his chief of staff. Browning no doubt appealed to Halsey as 
a fighter, not unlike himself, a preference clearly reflected in Halsey’s war- 
time relations with scrappers like John S. (“Slew”) McCain and Frederick C. 

(“Ted”) Sherman. Despite McCain’s recklessness and Sherman's bombast, 

Halsey enjoyed the rough-and-tumble give-and-take with men of their ilk. 
Needless to say, such confidence generated a mutual loyalty, and Halsey 
fiercely defended his subordinates, notably Browning, who was later re- 
moved from the war zone for personal indiscretions and errors of profes- 

sional judgment.° 
As war suddenly seemed imminent to Halsey, on 1 December 1941 he 

took the extraordinary and officially questionable step of placing his flagship 
Enterprise and escort on a war footing when they departed Pearl Harbor to 
deliver Marine Corps planes to Wake Island. His initiative was vindicated six 
days later when the Japanese struck Pearl Harbor, and he was immediately 
sent to prowl around Hawaii in search of the enemy fleet. Halsey’s fighting 
image and pronouncements acted as an elixir for the stunned Pacific Fleet, 
making him the obvious choice to lead the first carrier raids on Japanese 
island outposts—the Marshalls, Wake, and Marcus—in late January, Febru- 

ary, and March 1942. “Bill Halsey is a grand man to serve under, especially 
at a time like this,” reported his escort commander, Rear Admiral “Ray” 
Spruance, to his wife during these strikes. A month later Spruance ap- 
plauded Halsey as “a splendid seaman [who] will smack them hard every 
time he gets a chance.” ”° 

Halsey’s initial exploits caught the attention of the public, but only the 
high command and the participants knew of the top secret mission he was 
assigned to lead in April 1942—the bombing of Tokyo by Army Air Force 
(AAF) bombers launched from the carrier Hornet. The operation required 

audacity, and Halsey provided it. “I am not kicking so long as I can go to sea 
with Bill Halsey,” wrote Spruance at the beginning of the month. “Things 
will happen, and happen well, wherever he goes and is allowed some initia- 
tive.” ' Spruance was right. With his flag in the Enterprise, Halsey took the 
two carriers to a point 620 miles from the Japanese coast and launched six- 
teen B-25 Mitchell bombers under Lieutenant Colonel James H. Doolittle 

that struck Tokyo on 18 April and crash-landed in China. 
Not surprisingly, Halsey’s continuous combat duty since the Pearl Har- 

bor attack took its toll on him physically. Late in May he came down with a 
severe case of shingles, an irritating skin rash that caused such discomfort 
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he was unable to get enough sleep. Admiral Nimitz, the Pacific Fleet com- 
mander, had no choice but to order him to the hospital—on the eve of 

the epic Battle of Midway! Unable to command the carriers in that action, 
Halsey selected Spruance—a nonaviator—to do so in his stead with the sup- 
port of his well-honed staff, including Miles Browning. The exact credit due 
Halsey’s staff for that monumental victory is impossible to measure, but its 
role was indisputably vital. 

Following his recovery and recuperation in the States, Halsey returned 
to the Carrier Command in October, expecting to lead the Enterprise and 
Hornet in the desperate defense of the Marines’ toehold at Guadalcanal in 
the southwestern Pacific. Upon his arrival there, however, Halsey received 
unexpected orders to relieve Vice Admiral Robert Lee Ghormley as com- 
mander of the South Pacific Forces. His fighting tenacity made him a natural 
choice to overcome the sense of despair that had enshrouded Ghormley’s 
command. Elevation to a theater command took him ashore—to Nouméa, 

New Caledonia—and out of a seagoing billet. Before long, all surviving 
American carriers were either sunk or immobilized by battle damage, forc- 
ing Halsey to depend on shore-based air.’ 

With no time to spare, Halsey succeeded in turning the tide, at the cost 
of many ships and lives lost in the Battle of the Santa Cruz Islands and the 
titanic Naval Battle of Guadalcanal, both waged during his first month in 
command. Carefully weighing the stakes, he assembled and committed all 
available men and material to decide the issue for Guadalcanal. “If I have 
any principle of warfare burned within my brain,” he later wrote, “it is that 
the best defense is a strong offense. Lord Nelson expressed this very well: 
‘No captain can do very wrong if he places his ship alongside that of an 
enemy.” ? It was this offensive spirit that inspired the confidence of the 
South Pacific Forces. Although the Allies had not yet won the campaign for 
Guadalcanal, the victory in the Naval Battle of mid-November foresha- 
dowed its outcome. 

Halsey’s reward was immediate promotion to the rank of full admiral. 
It was his finest hour; Nimitz’s faith in him had been fully justified. Halsey 
exploited the situation to heighten the morale of his forces by rashly pre- 
dicting that Japan would be defeated during 1943 and visiting units of his 

command to make a famous speech that consisted of just one line: “Kill Japs, 
kill Japs, kill more Japs!” 

Halsey’s tenacity proved crucial in consolidating the Allied hold on the 
southern Solomons, particularly after the enemy evacuated Guadalcanal 
early in 1943. Air battles raged daily and nightly, with the Japanese sending 
planes down the Solomons from their big airdrome at Rabaul in the Bis- 
marck Archipelago. Shorn of carrier strength, Halsey minimized the ex- 
posure to land-based air of his two repaired fleet carriers Saratoga and En- 
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terprise and three Sangamon-class escort carriers—a tactical caution that 

became fundamental to his thinking—and depended on his own land-based 

air forces (navy, army, marines, and New Zealand) to wrest control of the 

air from the Japanese. It was an exhausting campaign of attrition in which 
American tactics, equipment, airmanship, and the policy of rotating tired 
veteran pilots home proved ultimately superior. 

As commander of the South Pacific Area and Forces, Halsey was 
charged with planning and leading one of the three prongs of the American 
counteroffensive against Japan. Beginning in the summer of 1943, his forces 

would advance up the Solomons toward Rabaul, while General Douglas 
MacArthur's forces leapfrogged along the coast of New Guinea and Nimitz’s 
moved into the Central Pacific. Because this theater-size Solomons cam- 
paign required careful interservice coordination, Admiral King, commander 
in chief of the U.S. Fleet and chief of naval operations (CNO), wanted Halsey 
to have a less contentious chief of staff than Captain Miles Browning. King 
and Halsey finally agreed upon Rear Admiral Robert B. (“Mick’’) Carney, 
who was promoted to the post from command of a cruiser after the initial 
assault on New Georgia Island in June. Carney was the complete opposite 
of Halsey in personality—a steady, careful thinker who could provide a 
counterweight to his exuberant boss. Carney became so essential as Halsey’s 
chief of staff that when he tried to obtain a sea command later in the war 
Admiral King told him, “You'll stay there as long as Halsey can fight.” ” 

The success of the Solomons campaign demonstrated Halsey’s strategic 
flexibility. After six weeks of heavy fighting secured New Georgia, Halsey 
took his staff’s advice and fooled the Japanese by bypassing his next os- 
tensible objective, Kolombangara, to seize Vella Lavella against only light 
opposition in mid-August. Similarly, in order to avoid a long and costly 
campaign for the heavily defended island of Bougainville in the northern 
Solomons, Halsey decided to neutralize the southern end of the island by 
air attacks while landing at Empress Augusta Bay on the west coast. Like the 
bypassing of Kolombangara, the idea for this maneuver originated with the 
staff “dirty tricks department” that Halsey had created to think of ways to 
keep the Japanese off balance. The risks of a heavy Japanese air and sea 
counterattack from Rabaul were accepted. 

Halsey’s assault troops went ashore at Bougainville on 1 November 1943, 
and his covering gunships drove off four Japanese cruisers and six destroyers 
that tried to interfere. Then, learning that six enemy cruisers had assembled 
at Rabaul to threaten his amphibious shipping, Halsey followed his staff’s 
thinking to order Rear Admiral Ted Sherman to attack the Japanese base 
with all his planes from the Saratoga and new light carrier Princeton; the 
carriers were protected by land-based fighters. The gamble paid off when 
Sherman’s planes so damaged the cruisers at Rabaul on 5 November that 
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they withdrew to Truk in the Carolines. Thereafter, only Japanese planes 
attacked the landing forces—without success." 

Halsey’s style of command worked well in the Solomons because of his 
tactical flexibility and his ability to work with MacArthur, who respected 
him as a fighting leader. The neutralization of Rabaul as a naval base enabled 
Halsey to extinguish it as an airdrome by seizing surrounding islands for 
airfields between December 1943 and February 1944. All of this was accom- 

plished despite the vague command relationship in which he operated under 
the strategic direction of MacArthur as commander in chief of the southwest 
Pacific but with naval forces provided by Nimitz as commander in chief of 
the Pacific Fleet and Pacific Ocean areas. Rarely did MacArthur and Halsey 
disagree, however. The only time they differed was over whether Nimitz or 
MacArthur should have jurisdiction over the base development of the Ad- 
miralty Islands. When Halsey accused MacArthur to his face of wanting 
control for political reasons—to reach the Philippines ahead of Nimitz— 
MacArthur backed down, but the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) soon gave him 
jurisdiction anyway.’” 

The Halsey-MacArthur dual push from the south reflected credit on 
both men for having neutralized Rabaul, making an invasion unnecessary. 
Simultaneous victories by Spruance’s Central Pacific Force in the Gilberts 
and Marshalls culminated in a decision by the JCS in March 1944 to bypass 

mighty Truk, neutralizing it by air attacks in the same way as Rabaul. Mac- 
Arthur had advocated concentrating all American forces in the Pacific for a 
concerted drive from the south toward the Philippines, with himself in over- 
all command and Halsey as his naval commander. Though eschewing the 
command role, Halsey had agreed with MacArthur’s proposal, as had most 

of Nimitz’s key advisers. But Admiral King’s strategy prevailed in the March 
1944 JCS decision—to continue the dual drives by MacArthur’s SoWesPac 

and Nimitz’s CenPac forces toward Luzon and Formosa (Taiwan) to keep 

the Japanese off balance.’® 
Correct as events proved King’s strategy to be, the decision was a fateful 

one for Halsey, for it perpetuated the theater command divided between 
MacArthur and Nimitz. In June 1944, with the SoPac theater now a rear area, 

Halsey received a new assignment. He was designated Commander Third 
Fleet, the very same “big blue fleet” battle force then operating under Spru- 
ance as the Fifth Fleet. Spruance retained command during the conquest of 
the Marianas in the summer of 1944, while Halsey and his staff were at Pearl 

Harbor with Nimitz, planning the next operation. That operation would 
be the liberation of the Philippines, during which the fleet would simply 
change numbers. Unlike Spruance, who operated directly under Nimitz’s 
command, Halsey would resume his dual role, in this instance providing 

strategic cover for MacArthur's forces while operating under Nimitz’s au- 
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thority. And Nimitz and MacArthur were responsible only to the JCS in 

Washington. That the division continued was due to the singular fact that 

the navy did not trust MacArthur to use its new Fast Carrier Task Force 

without undue risk—a feeling that MacArthur reciprocated by denying the 
navy control of his ground forces. 

An additional wrinkle loomed that might affect Halsey’s ability to per- 
form effectively during the Philippine campaign. Although he held the title 
of Commander Third Fleet, he was not to have control of the amphibious 
forces, as he had in the Solomons. In fact, for the first time in more than 

two years, Halsey was to have direct command of the fleet’s carriers. When 
he had left the old seagoing Carrier Command in 1942, he had had charge 
of only two—the Enterprise and Hornet. Now, in late August 1944, he re- 

turned to sea at the head of no fewer than sixteen—the new Essex-class 
carriers, plus his beloved “Big E.” Since the amphibious responsibilities be- 
longed to the Seventh Fleet under MacArthur's authority, the Third Fleet 

was for all intents and purposes the Carrier Command. Administratively, it 
was known as Task Force 38, and it had its own tactical commander, Vice 

Admiral Marc A. Mitscher, who had held the same position under Spruance. 
Mitscher would rotate back to Pearl Harbor with Spruance as soon as his 
relief, Vice Admiral Slew McCain, learned the ropes as a task group com- 
mander. Yet Halsey was in tactical command and would again be leading his 
carriers with the same flair and independence he had exhibited in the early 
days of the war.’? The new fast battleships—in one of which, the New Jersey, 
Halsey raised his flag—were distributed among the carrier groups’ screens 
but could be formed into a battle line as Task Force 34. Coordinating his 

movements only indirectly with MacArthur could entail serious risks for 
Halsey, given the complexity of the forthcoming invasion. 

The operation began in early September 1944 with carrier strikes on 
Japanese airfields on Mindanao in the southern Philippines, during which 
Halsey was surprised at the weak enemy resistance. His task was to elimi- 
nate Japanese air defenses prior to MacArthur's landings at Mindanao on 
15 November, followed by Leyte in the central islands on 20 December, and 

Luzon or Formosa later in the winter. Once islands were taken, they could 
be developed in AAF airfields to help support the next landing. The carriers 
shifted to targets in the Visayas group of the central Philippines on 12-13 
September, again with minimal enemy response. A carrier pilot shot down 
over Leyte and rescued by Filipinos learned firsthand of the weakness of 
Japanese air defenses in the central islands, a revelation passed on to Halsey 
after the man was returned to the fleet by a seaplane.”° 

Halsey and his staff at once concluded that it would be possible to bypass 
Mindanao and assault Leyte much earlier than planned. The fast carriers and 
a dozen or more Seventh Fleet escort carriers would suffice to support the 
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landing until airfields could be constructed ashore. Halsey fired off this rec- 
ommendation to Nimitz at midday on 13 September. Nimitz and MacArthur 
concurred on the fourteenth and asked for approval from the Allied Com- 
bined Chiefs of Staff, then meeting in Canada. They, too, agreed and stepped 
up the Pacific timetable by two months: Leyte rather than Mindanao would 
be assaulted and on 20 October instead of November or December. Min- 
doro, just south of Luzon, was to be invaded 5 December, and Luzon it- 

self on the twentieth, though these latter operations were later postponed. 
Troops earmarked for Mindanao and several lesser objectives had to’be re- 
shuffled to suit the new plan. Also, a certain risk was involved, since the 

seasonal rains might hamper army airfield construction on Leyte in Novem- 
ber. But it had been a bold calculation, typical of Halsey, and showed that 
he had lost none of his nerve and sense of opportunity. 

Halsey spent the rest of September using the fast carriers to pound Japa- 
nese air defenses in the Philippines. The final tally was nearly 900 enemy 
planes destroyed (mostly on the ground) and 224,000 tons of merchant and 
minor naval shipping sunk. The Third Fleet then retired to newly won island 
anchorages in the Central Pacific to prepare for the Leyte landings.”! 

Halsey’s task was clear enough. The Third Fleet—or TF 38—was to 
isolate Leyte Island from enemy air and naval interference and seaborne 
troop reinforcements. This meant that his four fast carrier groups would 
attack Japanese airfields and shipping throughout the Philippines before, dur- 
ing, and after the 20 October assault. Vice Admiral Thomas C. Kinkaid’s 
Seventh Fleet, under MacArthur’s direct jurisdiction, would provide tactical 

support for the army troops—the older battleships, plus cruisers and de- 
stroyers, by shore bombardment, and eighteen escort carriers by close-in 
strafing and bombing. The key unknown factor was the Japanese fleet. Al- 
though it was not expected to sortie until landings had been made at Min- 
danao or Luzon on the western side of the Philippines, Nimitz hoped that 
the attack on Leyte would draw it out to the east of the islands, from which 
a retreat to its bases would be extremely hazardous. 

If Japan’s carriers and battleships gave battle in defense of Leyte, Nimitz 
left no doubt in Halsey’s mind that he was to engage and destroy them. “In 
case opportunity for destruction of major portion of the enemy fleet is of- 
fered or can be created,” read Halsey’s orders, “such destruction becomes 

the primary task.” The reason for such a direct order was Nimitz’s regret 
that the Japanese fleet had not been decisively defeated in the Battle of the 
Philippine Sea in June. In that action, Spruance had kept the fast carriers 
close to the amphibious forces lest Japanese fleet units slip in behind them 
to contest the landings on Saipan. Three Japanese carriers and four hundred 
planes had been destroyed, but six carriers had escaped to fight again. Nimitz 
had not issued explicit orders to Spruance; hence his decision to give Halsey 
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a clear mandate for Leyte. In view of Bull Halsey’s aggressiveness, there 
seemed little chance that he would let any enemy ships slip around the Third 
Fleet to get at MacArthur's beachhead.” 

So Halsey faced a potentially dual mission—shielding MacArthur from 
air attacks, a defensive task near Leyte; and fighting a naval battle, which 
would require independent, offensive tactics in the open sea. It was the clas- 
sic problem that had confounded so many earlier naval commanders: Span- 
ish and French admirals in centuries of repeated attempts to invade the Brit- 
ain Isles; American admirals in the fleet problems of the 1930s; the Japanese 

at the Coral Sea, Midway, and Guadalcanal; and Spruance in the Marianas— 
if the enemy fleet appeared, which mission had priority, remaining on the 
defensive to guard the invasion force, or breaking away to fight an offensive 
naval engagement? The answer was plain enough: destroy the enemy fleet 
and thereby protect the landing. The difficulty, apparent ever since the Anglo- 
Dutch repulse of the Spanish Armada in 1588, was that very close coordina- 
tion was essential between the battle fleet and the amphibious force. 

No evidence exists that either Halsey or any of his staff were close stu- 
dents of such seemingly archaic naval history, nor indeed had they absorbed 
the fine “lessons” of previous such tactical choices in the Pacific war. Events 
were moving too quickly for relevant, in-depth war college analyses to be 
made. As in all wars, therefore, the tactical lessons would have to be learned 

anew, on the spot. How well constituted was Halsey’s staff to advise the 
boss and to ensure close coordination with the amphibious forces of Kin- 
kaid’s Seventh Fleet? The latter task was not automatic; the division of the- 
ater responsibilities between Nimitz and MacArthur meant that any infor- 
mation between Halsey and Kinkaid had to be especially transmitted—a 
time-consuming chore easily overlooked in the heat of battle. The danger at 
Leyte was that commanders of the Third and Seventh Fleets might have to 
take too much tactical information for granted.” 

Halsey had won his plaudits as Carrier Commander in 1942 by operating 
with a typical carrier staff—virtually all of them aviators, headed by the 
shrewdest tactician of them all, Miles Browning. This was the very same 
staff that Spruance had inherited just before Midway. It was also the one 
Halsey had taken to the South Pacific, where it had been reshaped from a 
seagoing carrier staff into a broadly based theater organization dealing with 
war plans, logistics, amphibious units, base development, and ship and air- 
craft movements. Browning had been replaced by Mick Carney; a Marine 
brigadier general, William R. Riley, was added for war plans; and a nonavia- 

tor, Captain Ralph E. Wilson, was made operations officer. The staff had 
only one career aviator, Lieutenant Commander L. J. Dow, and he was com- 

munications officer. Two others had returned to active duty—Commanders 
H. Douglas Moulton, air operations, and M. C. Cheek, intelligence. 
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During the South Pacific campaign the staff had melded into a closely 
knit body, adjusting to Halsey’s style. Like him, it was informal, loose, even 
sloppy in its techniques—all traits that, however, had succeeded in winning 
the Solomons campaign. Halsey had brought this same theater staff with 
him to what was again the Carrier Command. It lacked the carrier expertise 
to which he had been accustomed in 1942. That now belonged to the staff 
of Admiral Mitscher’s TF 38, but Halsey was exercising tactical command as 
head of the Third Fleet. Halsey and his staff were capable men, to be sure, 
but they had no experience as a carrier command organization. Should the 
Japanese fleet choose to give battle at Leyte, they would face very difficult 
decisions.” 

The Third Fleet sortied early in October to eliminate land-based enemy 
air power north of the Philippines. The carrier planes struck Okinawa on 
10 October, Aparri on northern Luzon on the eleventh, and the many air- 
dromes on Formosa from the twelfth through the fifteenth. The Japanese 
reacted with fury and lost more than five hundred planes in the four-day air 
battle over Formosa. Two of Halsey’s escorting cruisers were severely dam- 
aged, however, and had to be taken in tow to the east, toward the advanced 

base at Ulithi atoll in the western Carolines. Halsey and his staff decided to 
use this “crippled” force as bait to draw out the Japanese fleet. At first, their 
ploy seemed to work. Three enemy cruisers sortied from Japan, but they 
retired upon learning that the Third Fleet was still largely intact. Halsey and 
the staff had erected a game board in the New Jersey, on which they worked 
out possible Japanese fleet movements. When the enemy cruisers withdrew, 
they concluded that the Japanese fleet would not make a serious attempt to 
interfere with the Leyte operation.” 

On 15 October the Third Fleet began striking targets on Luzon on a 
daily basis through the landing on the twentieth and until the twenty-third. 
Kinkaid’s escort carriers along with AAF planes from New Guinea and 
Morotai joined in the attack on the central and southern Philippines. Halsey’s 
strategic coverage of the landing was an unqualified success. The only real 
problem was heavy rains, which prevented the airstrips from being expedi- 
tiously completed for the AAF on Leyte. With MacArthur ashore and units 
of the Sixth Army moving inland, Halsey detached McCain’s five-carrier task 
group and a sixth carrier for rest and replenishment at Ulithi, planning to 
rotate all four groups during what seemed to be a fairly routine covering 
operation. He was left with eleven fast carriers. 

Suddenly, on the morning of 24 October, Halsey received word that U.S. 
submarines were attacking heavy enemy fleet units in the Palawan Passage 
west of the Philippines.” Indeed, they sank two cruisers and disabled a third. 
A search strike by carrier planes sighted the enemy force, which included 
several battleships. Then another, smaller gun force was spotted southwest 
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of Mindanao. Both were converging on the central Philippines. Alerted that 
the Japanese fleet was going to contest the landings after all, Halsey ordered 
his three available task groups to cover the eastern exits from the Philip- 
pines—Ted Sherman's TG 38.3 off Luzon to the north; Gerald F. Bogan’s 

TG 38.2 off San Bernardino Strait to watch for the “Center Force,” as the 

Americans came to refer to the formidable surface-action group sighted in 
the Palawan Passage; and Ralph E. Davison’s TG 38.4 to cover Surigao Strait 

and the “Southern Force.” He also recalled McCain’s TG 38.1, then refueling 
six hundred miles to the east, so far away it might arrive too late to partici- 
pate in the anticipated battle. But where were the Japanese carriers? 

As the Center Force entered the Sibuyan Sea, obviously aiming to pass 
through San Bernardino Strait, Halsey concentrated his planes against it. 
Sherman had to fend off repeated Japanese attacks from the airfields on 
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Luzon; a direct hit on the light carrier Princeton soon proved fatal, and she 
had to be scuttled. Nevertheless, Halsey’s strikes mortally damaged the 
superbattleship Musashi and obliged the Center Force to turn back to the 
west in retreat by early afternoon. The Southern Force pressed on toward 
Surigao Strait, but Halsey decided to let Kinkaid’s fire-support battleships 
deal with it in a gunnery action that night. And Sherman sent searches to 
the north, the direction in which Halsey suspected the Japanese carriers 
would appear. 

By 1500 on the twenty-fourth Halsey had ably and successfully executed 
Nimitz’s orders to turn all his attention to destroying the enemy fleet. And 
just in case the weakened Center Force reversed course to the east, at 1512 

he issued a preparatory order for the fast battleships to form a battle line— 
TF 34, under Vice Admiral Willis A. Lee—for a gunnery duel at San Bernar- 

dino Strait similar to the one anticipated at Surigao Strait. It was only a 
contingency plan, whose execution would depend on the receipt of intelli- 
gence that the Center Force was reentering the fray. Halsey could not 
know that Kinkaid’s communications personnel had intercepted the message 
and that Kinkaid concluded that the battleship task force had actually been 
formed! The divided chain of command now jeopardized the operation, for 
Kinkaid was not privy to Halsey’s thinking. Nor did Kinkaid question the 
tactically unsound possibility that Lee’s battle line—four battleships, five 
cruisers, and fourteen destroyers—would be detached from Halsey’s for- 
mation without air cover and in range of Luzon’s airfields. Yet that was not 
really Kinkaid’s business as naval support commander. 

Then, at 1640, Sherman’s searches made contact with Japanese carriers 

190 miles north of the Third Fleet. The discovery of this “Northern Force” 
of four carriers, two hybrid battleship carriers,* plus cruisers and destroyers 
completed the puzzle: the Japanese fleet was converging on Leyte Gulf from 
three directions. Excited at the prospect of annihilating Japan’s carriers, Hal- 
sey considered the options with the staff. He rejected a suggestion to leave 
Lee’s battle line (TF 34) and a carrier group off San Bernardino Strait and 

head north with only two groups, reasoning that he must remain tactically 
concentrated to repel Luzon-based air attacks and avoid losing any more 
ships. Divided, his fleet could be attacked piecemeal—a prospect to be 
avoided, according to all fleet doctrine. And if the Center Force did pass 
through the strait—which it could not reach before morning, at the ear- 
liest—Kinkaid’s battleships could handle it after disposing of the smaller 
Southern Force around midnight. Halsey could even destroy the Northern 

* These were the sisterships Ise and Hyuga, whose two after 14-inch turrets had been 
removed in 1943 to make place for a flight deck. Neither one had aircraft aboard at Leyte 
Gulf. 
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Force and turn south to cut off the Center Force should it reach Leyte Gulf. 

With the Northern Force now opening the distance to three hundred miles, 

Halsey had to act. About 1945 he put his finger on the plot of the Northern 

Force and told. his staff, “We will run north at top speed and put those 

carriers out for keeps!” 
In general, Halsey’s tactics were sound. Although his staff was not sure 

whether one or two Japanese northern forces existed, they would in any 
case be operating in close proximity for mutual support. When at least one 
staff member dissented from the admiral’s decision, Halsey overruled fur- 
ther debate. Accepting his aviators’ exaggerated accounts of the damage in- 
flicted on the Center Force, Halsey knew that the destruction of Japan’s 
carriers would mean the end of the Japanese surface navy. In accordance 
with Nimitz’s edict, he was going after them, and at 1950 he informed Kin- 

kaid that he was heading north with all three carrier groups. But since he 
made no mention of Lee’s TF 34 battle line, Kinkaid erroneously assumed 

that it was being left behind to cover San Bernardino Strait. Minutes later, 
at 2006, a night fighter reported that the Center Force was heading eastward 
toward the strait again after all. Halsey relayed the contact to Kinkaid and 
went to bed, exhausted by the day’s events.” 

Typically combative as Halsey’s tactics were, they took too much for 
granted. Acting as tactical commander of the fast carriers, he solicited no ad- 
vice from those most experienced in carrier operations—neither Mitscher, 

any of Mitscher’s task group commanders, nor Lee. Furthermore, he contin- 
ued to reject contrary views, including a message from Lee suggesting that 
the Northern Force was merely a decoy to lure him away from Leyte, which 
was in fact its mission. Then, as the carriers steamed north, Halsey slowed 
their speed from 25 to 16 knots, apprehensive that the Northern Force might 
slip around him during the night. When a night fighter sighted enemy ships 
eighty miles distant at 0205 on the twenty-fifth Halsey—on Mitscher’s rec- 
ommendation—ordered Lee to form his battle line for a night action, a 
delicate maneuver that required a further reduction in speed. A report that 
Kinkaid’s battleships were engaging the Southern Force in Surigao Strait also 
caused Halsey to reduce his speed. Then contact was lost with the North- 
ern Force. With the battle now enormously complicated, and without exact 
knowledge of the whereabouts of the Northern Force, Halsey had become 
uncharacteristically cautious.”* 

Inasmuch as Halsey was preoccupied with the Northern Force and 
Kinkaid with the Southern Force, neither man nor their staffs gave much 

thought to the Center Force, each assuming that the other was going to 
intercept it. The first message they exchanged concerning the Center Force 
on the twenty-fifth reached the New Jersey at 0648: Kinkaid asked Halsey if 
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TE 34 was indeed guarding San Bernardino Strait. Surprised, Halsey replied 
in the negative. But it was too late. At the very moment that Halsey received 
Kinkaid’s query, the superbattleship Yamato and her consorts of the Center 
Force were sighted visually by Kinkaid’s crews at Leyte Gulf! By that time, 
Halsey’s planes were closing in on the decoy carriers, and as they began their 
attack Halsey received pleas for help from Kinkaid. Halsey simply assumed 
Kinkaid’s old battleships and eighteen escort carriers could protect the gulf. 
He could not know that Kinkaid’s battleships had pursued the remnants of 
the Southern Force sixty-five miles down Surigao Strait, nor that the planes 
of the escort carriers were armed to attack only shore targets, not steel ships. 
Confusion reigned in the navy high command. Kinkaid now knew that TF 34 

was with the fast carriers, but not everyone knew it, and at 1000 Halsey 
received a message from Nimitz at Pearl Harbor: “Where is, repeat, where 

is Task Force 34. The world wonders.” Though the latter phrase was prob- 
ably only padding added to confuse enemy radio intercepts, the message 
demonstrated the sad reality that efficient communications between the 
Third and Seventh Fleets had broken down.” 

After an hour of fuming at this rebuff from Nimitz and reluctantly de- 
ciding to split his force, Halsey ordered Lee’s battleships and Bogan’s carriers 
to turn south to try to cut off the Center Force. Again, he was too late. After 
mauling one of the Seventh Fleet’s escort carrier forces, the Center Force 
headed back to San Bernardino Strait and escaped destruction during a 
night transit. Meanwhile, Halsey’s carriers had sunk all four conventional 
carriers of the Northern Force, though not the two hybrid battleship carri- 
ers. McCain's task group reached Leyte just after noon of the twenty-fifth 
but inflicted little damage, while the Japanese committed their first kami- 
kaze planes, which sank one escort carrier and damaged others. MacArthur's 
beachhead and most of his amphibious shipping had been saved, but ships 
and planes—and lives—had been lost. 

The culprit in the near-debacle had been the divided command that 
prevented the Third and Seventh Fleets from remaining in routine com- 
munication with one another. Given such a state of affairs and the separate 
missions of the two admirals—a fleet action versus amphibious support— 
Halsey and Kinkaid had been forced to initiate special messages between 
one another. Neither did so effectively, though both subsequently denied 
any error, while analysts and historians have remained divided in their criti- 
cism ever since. Perhaps Samuel Eliot Morison came closest to the mark 
when he said of Halsey that “in his efforts to build public morale in America 
and Australia, Halsey . . . built up an image of himself as an exponent of 
Danton’s .. . ‘Audacity .. . always audacity’ . . . the real reason for his fumble 
in the Battle for Leyte Gulf.” ° 
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Halsey’s charismatic image within the navy was undermined by having 
allowed his fleet to be lured away from the beachhead by a decoy force. 
None could fault his aggressiveness, but such a trait, wholly adequate in the 
dark days of 1942, was no substitute for meticulous tactics in the complicated 

operations of 1944. Neither Halsey nor his staff were familiar with the com- 
plexities of the Central Pacific offensive—nor did Halsey exhibit the good 
sense of soliciting advice from the real expert, Mitscher. He preferred direct 
action, without giving thorough attention to alternative courses of action or 
to adequate interchanges with Kinkaid. 

In fairness, Halsey could have been excused for having made one mis- 
take in his otherwise sterling performance in the Pacific war. After all, Spru- 
ance had made an equally controversial decision in the Battle of the Philip- 
pine Sea, one that had resulted in the escape of the Japanese fleet. But Leyte 
Gulf proved to be only the first in a string of miscues and blunders during 
Halsey’s remaining months in command of the Third Fleet—all of which 
occurred for similar reasons. 

Following Leyte, Halsey was charged with continuing the Third Fleet’s 
strategic support of MacArthur's operations in the Philippines. Although the 
Japanese fleet no longer posed a serious threat, the complications of this 
tedious campaign were challenging indeed: the kamikaze menace; the ty- 
phoon season; continuous operations at sea with underway replenishment; 
multiple missions of attacking airfields, merchant and naval shipping, coastal 
defenses, industrial facilities, and railroads; and enemy submarines and 

mines. Halsey retained the same staff, while Vice Admiral McCain relieved 
Mitscher at the head of TF 38. It quickly became evident that McCain lacked 
Mitscher’s expertise and was downright slovenly in his administrative and 
operational habits. In a word, Halsey and McCain were too much alike, in 
both their personalities and style of command. Simple aggressiveness would 
not suffice in the final campaigns against Japan’s inner defenses. 

Halsey’s ad hoc brand of leadership immediately became obvious to the 
fast carrier admirals accustomed to the precise procedures of the Spruance- 
Mitscher team. This had tragic consequences when, in mid-December 1944, 

Halsey allowed the fleet to sail directly into a typhoon; three of his unbal- 
lasted destroyer escorts turned turtle and sank with heavy loss of life. Halsey 
defended his actions on the usual grounds—combativeness, in this case the 
determination to meet his support-strike schedules for MacArthur. Early the 
next month he took the Third Fleet into the confined waters of the South 
China Sea, covering MacArthur’s assault at Lingayen Gulf on western Lu- 
zon, though he was more interested in finding and destroying the two hy- 
brid carriers that had escaped his planes at Leyte Gulf. He even passed up a 
sizable merchant convoy in order to maintain the element of surprise against 
those by now nearly useless warships, which in any case he never found. 
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After striking Indochinese targets, the Third Fleet found its exit from the 

South China Sea blocked by monsoon storms, leading Halsey to request 

permission to withdraw through the narrow confines of Surigao Strait. 

Such a risky exposure to kamikaze attack led Nimitz to reject the idea and 

order Halsey to wait for the weather to clear to make his exit northward. 

And, stung by the loss of the Princeton off Leyte, Halsey perpetuated the 

reluctance he had shown in the South Pacific to take his carriers too close 

to enemy airfields by launching from extreme ranges—which reduced his 
planes’ time over target and the weight of their bomb loads (because of the 
extra fuel needed), caused pilot fatigue and consequent losses, and thereby 
minimized the number and general effectiveness of his strikes.” 

Replaced in the rotation by the Spruance-Mitscher team during the am- 
phibious campaign for Iwo Jima and Okinawa, February to May 1945, Halsey 
and McCain returned to command for the opening stages of the planned 
invasion of Japan. Responsible only for attacking airfields in southern Japan, 
they promptly led the Third Fleet into another typhoon in early June. Ad- 
miral King thereupon placed the blame for getting the fleet in both typhoons 
squarely on Halsey. This sort of ineptitude could not be tolerated in the final 
decisive action of the Pacific war, and in mid-July, just as the carriers began 

a month of strikes on industrial targets and airfields in the Japanese home- 
land, King announced the command setup for the autumn invasion: Spru- 
ance would direct the assault forces, while Halsey would be assigned his by 
now customary mission of providing strategic cover by ranging up and 
down the Japanese coast. And the ineffective McCain—in ill health, any- 
way—would be replaced by meticulous Vice Admiral Jack Towers as com- 
mander of Task Force 38. But Japan surrendered in mid-August, making the 
invasion unnecessary.” 

By V-J Day, the style of naval warfare in which Halsey had excelled— 
audacious, independent command—had been overtaken by the complexi- 
ties of electronics, missile (kamikaze) countermeasures, and amphibious 

operations with enormous logistical and managerial requirements. His in- 
spiring leadership during 1942 had been a major factor in raising American 
morale and turning the tide of battle in the South Pacific. For these consid- 
erable accomplishments, Halsey richly deserved his postwar promotion to 
the rank of fleet admiral in December 1945. 

Although he had played no major role in the strategic decision-making 
process, which had been left to keener minds, Halsey had showed a stroke 

of genius in recommending bypassing Mindanao and accelerating the assault 
on Leyte. His miscue during the Battle of Leyte Gulf did not lead to defeat 
or even a major slowdown in the Philippines campaign, but it wasted lives, 
ships, and planes. The same can be said of his two typhoons. Aggressive 
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leadership was Halsey’s strong suit, but public pronouncements, such as the 
intention to ride the emperor's horse through Tokyo, served only to accen- 
tuate criticism of him within the fleet during the final twelve months of the 
war. Also, he was plainly tired from his long and arduous duty. Between his 
mistakes and his antics, he became something of an embarrassment, sadly 
tarnishing his otherwise outstanding war record. He retired in April 1947. 
Criticisms by historians and analysts plagued him through the years until his 
death of heart failure on 16 August 1959.4 

In the long view of command at sea over the centuries, however, Bull 

Halsey’s charismatic image will prevail—thanks to his dynamic personal 
qualities in the early carrier raids, at Guadalcanal, and in the Solomons cam- 

paign. As with Nelson before him, an idolizing public and his own men 
could overlook his shortcomings in their need to find comfort and security 
in a great war leader. Such is the stuff of legend, particularly when a hero 
like Halsey passes, along with his era, into the warm memory of a seemingly 
more innocent time. 
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The following abbreviations are used to specify the nationality of ships: A = Austria; C = 
Chile; CH = China; CS = Confederate States of America; D = Denmark; F = France; G = 

Germany; GB = Great Britain (or, irf the case of those predating the Act of Union, England); 

GR = Greece; I = Italy; J = Japan; N = the Netherlands; P = Portugal; R = Russia; S = 

Spain; SW = Sweden; T = Turkey; US = United States of America. Merchant vessels are 

identified as such; all others are warships. Entries for ship types, weapons, and technologies 
generally relate to their development and characteristics rather than employment. 
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dition to West Indies (1585), 21; religious 

view of conflict with Spain, 20, 21, 25; sus- 

picions of, 22, 25; expedition to Iberia 

(1587), 19, 21-30; raid on Cadiz, 26; ven- 

detta against William Borough, 28, 29—30; 

in Battle of the Spanish Armada, 30; expe- 

dition to Iberia (1589), 19, 30-31; expedi- 

tion to West Indies (1595-96), 19, 31; death 

of, 31; character and leadership of, 20, 21— 

22, 26, 27, 30 

Drake (GB), 366 

Draken (SW), 124 

Drake and the Tudor Navy, 22 

Drayton, Percival, Captain, 271 

Dreadnought (GB) (battleship), 252, 349, 350, 

366 

Dreadnought (GB) (galleon), 22 
Drebbel, Cornelius, 249 

Dreyer, Sir Frederick C., Admiral, 353, 382 

Dreyer fire control system, 368—69 

Dreyer Table, 353, 354 

Drouault, Captain, 228, 232 

Duchaffault, Admiral, 174, 176, 178 

Duff, Robert, Commodore, 158, 159, 160, 

162, 163 

Duguay-Trouin, René de, Admiral, 188 

Dumaresgq, 352, 353 

Dumaresq, John S., Lieutenant, 352 

Duncan, Adam, Admiral, 138, 148, 197 

Dundas, Lord, 201 

Dungeness, Action off (1629), 40 

Dungeness, Battle of (1652), 53-54, 68, 69 

Dunkirk (GB), 164 

Dunning, E. H., Squadron Commander, 408 

Duquesne, Abraham, Admiral, 108, 188, 189 
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Duro, Cesareo Fernandez, 19 

Dutton, A.B.S., Lieutenant, 422, 423 

Eagle (GB) (carrier), 432 

Eagle (GB) (ship of the line), 249 

East China Sea, Battle of the (1945), 416 

Eastern Solomons, Battle of the (1942), 414, 

453 
Ecole des gardes de marine, 173 

Edelsten, John, Commodore, 419 

E-Dienst, 360, 361. See also Signals intelligence 

Edward II, King of England, 3, 4 

Eendragt (N), 109 

Effingham, Charles, Lord Howard of, Lord 

High Admiral, 23, 30 

Egidy, Moritz von, Captain, 4o1-2n 

Egyptian Club, 211 
Eighty Years War (1568-1648), 43 

Elisabeth (A), 281 

Elizabeth I, Queen of England, 20, 23 

Elizabeth Bonaventure (GB), 22 

Elsass (G), 391, 392, 401n 

Empress Augusta Bay, Battle of (1943), 488 

Engadine (GB), 358 

Enomoto, Admiral, 329 

Enterprise (US) (carrier): delivers aircraft to 

Wake Island, 461; raids Marshalls, 462; on 

Doolittle Raid, 486; misses Battle of Coral 

Sea, 463; at Midway, 467ff.; in Southwest 

Pacific, 487, 488; mentioned, 464, 490 

Enterprise (US) (ferry), 242 

Entzifferungsdienst, 360. See also E-Dienst 

Ericsson, John, Captain, 243, 247 

Erzherzog Ferdinand Max (A), 286, 289, 301 

Erzherzog Friedrich (A), 282, 283, 286 

Escort destroyers, 413 

Essay on Naval Tactics, An, 139, 178 

Essex class (US), 490 

Essex (GB) (eighteenth-century third rate), 

168 

Essex (GB) (seventeenth-century third 
rate), 70 

Essex Junior (US), 259 

Essex (US), 256, 257, 258, 265 

Etajima (naval academy), 444 

Evertsen, Cornelis, Vice Admiral, ror 

Excellent (GB), 422 

Fabre, Henri, 357 

Falklands, Battle of the (1914), 353-54 

Falsterbo, Battle of (1657), 115 

Fantasque (F), 174 

Farragut, David Glasgow: birth and back- 
ground of, 255; adopted by David Porter, 

256; midshipman at age nine, 256; in War 

of 1812, 256—59; service between 1815 and 

1861, 260; marriages of, 261-62; leaves 

Norfolk when Virginia secedes, 262-63; 

at Battle of New Orleans, 265-67; opera- 

tions on the Mississippi, 267-68; Dewey 
adopts as role model, 308—9, 313, 314, 317; 

at Battle of Mobile Bay, 269-74; honored, 

274; character and leadership of, 260, 261, 

265, 275 

Farragut, George, 255 

Farragut, Loyall, 262 
Farragut, Mrs. George, 255 

Farragut, William, 255, 261 

Ferdinand Maximilian, Archduke of Austria 

(later Emperor of Mexico), 282, 283, 284, 

285, 286, 292 

Fighting Instructions (British): issued by 
Lord Lisle (1545), 6; the Generals at Sea 

(1653), 11, 71; James, Duke of York (1664, 

1665), 11; Prince Rupert and Albemarle 

(1666), 12; Duke of York (1672-73), 12; 

printed (1689), 12, 136; Russell (1691), 136; 

Rooke (1702), 136; “General Printed In- 

structions” (so-called Permanent Fighting 
Instructions), 137; liable to modification, 

137; contents, 140—41; Article 17, 140, 144; 

Article 19, 141; Article 21, 141, 145; tactical 

limitations imposed by, 139-40; Mathews 

judged to have violated at Toulon, 142; ef- 

fect of this judgment, 143; Hawke makes 

bold use of, 156, 160; his Additional In- 

structions (1747), 145, 161; Howe’s instruc- 

tions of 1783, 148; old Printed Instructions 

discarded, 147; mentioned, 211, 483. See 

also Tactics; Signals 
Finisterre, First Battle of (1747), 145, 150n, 

156 

Finisterre, Second Battle of (1747), 145, 150n, 

156, 166, 173 o 
Fire control. See Guns 

Fireships, 16n, 223-25 

Firm (GB), 160 

First captain, 16 

Fisher, Douglas, Captain, 419 

Fisher, Sir John (“Jacky”), Admiral: intro- 
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duces the dreadnought, 252, 349; introduces 

the battle cruiser, 350; overestimates the 

efficiency of naval gunnery, 350, 351, 353; 

mentioned, 354, 366 

Fisher, W. W., Admiral, 428, 429 

Fiske, Bradley A., Admiral, 318, 346 

Fiume (1), 435 

Flamborough (GB), 153 

Fleet Laws, German, 390 

Fleet Tactics under Steam, 250 

Fletcher, Frank Jack: at the Battle of Coral 

Sea, 463, 464; at Midway, 465 ff. 

Foley, Thomas, Captain, 196, 204 

Folsom, Charles, 260 

Foote, Andrew H., Flag Officer, 267, 268 

Forbin, Count de, Captain, 180 

Formalists, 14, 126. See also Tactics 

Formidabile (1), 290 

Formidable (F), 165, 166 

Formidable (GB), 433, 434 

Fort Gaines, 270 

Fort Jackson, 265, 266, 308 

Fort Morgan, 270-71, 273, 274 

Fort Powell, 270 

Fort St. Philip, 265, 266, 308 

Fortune (GB), 159 

Foudre (F), 357 

Four Days Battle (1666), 12, 88 

Fox, Cecil H., Captain, 424 

Fox, Gustavus V., 265, 268 

Franklin (US), 274 

Franz Joseph, Emperor of Austria, 282, 291, 

292, 294 
Frederik III, King of Denmark-Norway, 113, 

114, 115 

Frederick Henry, Stadtholder of the Nether- 

lands, 40, 41, 42, 43 
Fredericus Tertius (D), 124 

Friedrich August III, King of Saxony, 355 

Friedrich der Grosse (G), 398 

Friedrich Karl (G), 390 

Frigates, 9, 14, 132, 242 

Froberville, Huet de, 181 

Frost, H. H., Commander, 398, 400 

Fulton, Robert, 241, 248 

Fulton (US), 241 

Funkbeobachtungsdienst, 412. See also Signals 
intelligence 

Furious (B), 407, 408, 409 

Fuso (J), 330, 332 

‘ 

Gabbard Bank, Battle of (1653), 11, 54, 70— 

71, 86 

Galbraith, Captain, 344 

Galleass, 4 

Galleon, 4, 6 

Galley, 2, 4, 414 

Gardiner, Arthur, Captain, 144 

Geary, Francis, Rear Admiral, 158 

Geddes, Sir Eric, 382 

Gefechtskehrtwendung, 370, 377, 396, 399 

Gelderland (N), 39, 40 

General Printed Instructions. See Fighting 
Instructions 

Généreux (F), 210 

George II, King of England, 155 

George III, King of England, 195 
George IV, King of England, 234 

George V, King of England, 344 

George (GB), 59, 76 

German Confederation, 280, 283, 284 

Gerontas Bay, Battle of (1824), 230-31 

Ghormley, Robert Lee, Vice Admiral, 487 

Gibraltar Roads, Battle of (1607), 44 

Gillespie, Dr., 199 

Gillray, James, 199 

Giulio Cesare (1), 417n 

Gloire (F), 246, 251, 252 

Glorious First of June, Battle of (1794), 137, 

148-49, 197 

Glorious (GB), 429 

Gloucester (GB), 433 

Gneisenau (G), 354 

Goeben (G), 358, 424 

Golden Lion (GB), 22, 28 

Goliath (GB), 204, 210 

Goodwin, Ichabod, 310 

Goodwin, Susan Boardman, 310 

Gordon, Thomas, 225 

Gouden Leeuw (N), 96 

Gould, Davidge, Captain, 204 

Grancey, Marquis de, Chef d’escadre, 101, 104 

Grand Fleet, 1914-16, The: Its Creation, Develop- 

ment and Work, 368 

Grandy, Fanny, 484 

Grant, Ulysses S., 267, 268, 308, 346 

Grape-shot, 15 
Grasse, Count Frangois-Joseph-Paul de, Ad- 

miral: commands fleet sent to the Antil- 

les, 173; at Battle of the Virginia Capes 

(also called the Chesapeake), 180, 187; at 
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Grasse (continued ) 

Battle of the Saints, 184, 187; mentioned, 

176, 197 

Graves, Thomas, Rear Admiral, 180, 197 

Graviére, Jurien de la, Admiral, 231 

Gray, James S., Jr., Lieutenant, 471, 472 

Great Eastern (GB) (merchantman), 292 

Greek fire, 2 

Greek Revolution, 241 

Greek Revolutionary Committee, 241 

Grenada, Battle of (1779), I50n 

Grenier, Viscount de, Admiral, 177 

Gridley, Charles V., Captain, 318 
Groos, Otto, 398, 399, 400 

Grumman F4F Wildcat, 485 

Guadalcanal campaign (1942-43), 444, 453— 

54, 487 
Guadalcanal, Naval Battle of (1942), 417n 

Guerre de course: defined, 134; advocated by 

Vauban, 135; in Anglo-French wars, 135— 

36; Jeune Ecole espouses, 299; Mahan re- 

jects, 303; in World War I, 356, 405-6; and 

World War II, 407 

Guerre d’escadre, 134 

Guerrier (F), 210 

Guichen, Count Luc-Urbain de, Admiral, 

187, 189 

Guillaume Tell (F), 210 

Gun, Age of the, 1-2, 4, 414 

Guns: first taken to sea, 4; invention of gun- 

ports, 4; outboard loading of, 6; increase 

in numbers, 8; inboard loading of, 10; pro- 

duce revolution in naval tactics, 4, 6, 11, 

13; rates of fire, 6, 10, 302; vary in size be- 

tween rates, 9; eighteenth-century im- 

provements, 132; shell guns, 241, 244-46; 

rifled breechloading, 245, 297; introduc- 

tion of cordite, 297; quick-firing, 299; su- 

periority reaffirmed, 301; problems and 

improvements in fire control, 302, 351— 

54; hitting in World War I, 354; and 

radar, 411; and computers, 412; range, 15, 

132, 251, 301, 353, 415, 417n. See also Direc- 

tor firing; Dreyer, Frederick C.; Dreyer 
fire control system; Dreyer Table; Duma- 
resq; Pollen, Arthur H.; Pollen fire con- 

trol system; Shell; Shot; Turret; Vickers 

Clock 

Gustavus Adolphus, King of Sweden, 43 

Haas, Cornelis de, 39 

Haas, Diana de, 39 

Habsburg (A), 286 
Haen, Jan de, Vice Admiral, 109 

Hakluyt, Richard, 19, 28 

Hallowell, Benjamin, Captain, 196, 204, 211 

Halsey, Anne Brewster, 484 

Halsey, William F., Jr., Admiral: birth and 

background of, 484; attends U.S. Naval 

Academy, 484; marries, 484; service prior 

to World War II, 484—85; friendship with 

Spruance, 460; earns wings at age fifty- 

two, 484; early carrier raids of, 462; praised 

by Spruance, 486; and staff, 486, 488, 492— 

93; recommends Spruance as his replace- 

ment, 459, 463, 487; commands South Pa- 

cific Forces, 487—89; flexibility of, 488, 

489; appointed to command Third Fleet 

for the invasion of the Philippines, 489; 

recommends accelerating invasion date, 

490-91; potential dual mission of, 491- 

92; at Battle of Leyte Gulf, 493-97; subse- 

quent war service of, 499-500; character 

and leadership of, 483, 485, 487, 500-501; 

mentioned, 189 

Halsey, William F., III, 484 

Halsey, William F., Lieutenant, 484 

Hamelin, Baron Francois, Vice Admiral, 244 

Hamilton, Lady Emma, 195 

Hamilton, Sir William, 204, 205 

Hampshire (GB), 438 

Hampshire (GB) (merchantman), 330 

Hampton Roads, Battle of (1862), 247, 267, 

269, 270 

Hannibal (GB), 175 

Hardy, Thomas, Captain, 196, 200, 202, 213n 

Hartford (US), 271, 272 

Hastings, Frank Abney, Captain, 241, 245 

Havana, Battle off (1748), 145, 146, 150n 

Hawke, Edward, 153 

Hawke, Edward, Admiral: birth and back- 

ground of, 153; marries, 154; at Battle of 

Toulon, 142, 154-55; saved from prema- 

ture retirement by King George II, 155; in 

Second Finisterre, 145, 155-56; at Qui- 

beron Bay, 157-69; achievements of, 153; 

honored, 156, 169; character and leader- 

ship of, 162, 169; mentioned, 177, 193 

Hawke, Elizabeth, 153 
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Hawkins, Sir John, 20, 31 

Hazen, Mildred McLean, 321 

Hébé (F), 159 

Heemskerck, Jacob van, Admiral, 37, 44 

Heeringen, August von, Vice Admiral, 395 

Heimdal (A), 284 

Heligoland, Action off (1864), 251, 284 

Heligoland Bight, Battle of (1914), 371 

Hellas (GR), 234, 235, 236, 237 

Helsingfors, Battle of (1362), 4 

Henry VIII, King of England, 20 
Heracles (GR) (merchantman), 220 

Heraklion, Battle off (1824), 232’ 

Hermes (GB) (aircraft carrier), 409 

Hermes (GB) (seaplane carrier), 357 

Héros (F) (ship of the line lost at Quiberon 

Bay), 166, 168 

Héros (F) (Suffren’s flagship), 176, 181, 188 

Hersing, Otto, Kapitdnleutnant, 355 

Hertha (GB), 390 

Het Tuchthuis (N) (merchantman), 39 

Heuglin, von, 282 

Heureux (F), 210 

Heyn, Piet, Admiral, 40, 41, 91 

Hiei (J), 330 
Hinchinbroke (GB), 194 

Hipper, Franz von, Admiral: at Dogger 

Bank, 393; at Jutland, 374, 377, 395, 396; 
mentioned, 394 

Hirohito, Emperor of Japan, 345 

Hiryu (J), 465, 474, 475, 477 
Hitler, Adolf, 407, 430 

H.L. Hunley (CS), 249-50 

Hogue (GB), 356 

Holland, John P., 300 

Holland (US), 300 

Holtzendorff, Hennig von, Admiral, 390, 

392, 400 

Hood, Horace L., Rear Admiral, 374 

Hood, Lord Samuel, Admiral, 180, 193, 194, 

195, 196 

Hood, Samuel, Captain, 196, 204, 206, 210 

Hood (GB), 351, 417N, 429, 430 
Hope, Captain, 202, 204 

Horn, Henrik, General-Admiral, 122, 123, 124 

Hornet (US) (carrier): and Doolittle Raid, 

462, 486; misses Coral Sea, 463; at Mid- 

way, 467 ff.; in Southwest Pacific, 487; 

mentioned, 459, 490 

Hornet (US) (ship sloop), 257 

Hosho (J), 409 

Hosref Pasha, 227, 232 

Hoste, Paul, Pére, 138, 139 

Hotham, Sir William, Admiral, 194, 201 

Housatonic (US), 249, 250 

Howe, Lord Richard, Admiral: at Quiberon 

Bay, 161, 164; introduces divisions, 199; in- 

troduces numerical signal code, 147—49; 

and Glorious First of June, 137-38, 148— 

49; quoted, 146; mentioned, 193 

Hughes, Sir Edward, Rear Admiral, 175 ff. 

Hunley, Horace L., 249-50 

Hyder Ali, 175, 184, 185 

Hydra (GR), 236, 237 

Hyuga (J), 495n 

1-168 (J), 478 
lachino, Angelo, Admiral, 433, 434, 435 

Ibrahim Pasha, 232, 233 

Illustre (F), 181 

Illustrious (GB), 414, 432 

Implacable (GB), 422 

Indefatigable (GB), 374, 396 

Indiana class (US), 298 

Inflexible (F), 168 

Inflexible (GB), 354 

Influence of Sea Power upon History, 1660-1783, 
The, 302 

Ingenohl, Friedrich von, Admiral, 393, 394 

Inoue, Shigeyoshi, Admiral, 446, 453, 455 

Instructions for the better ordering of the Fleet in 
Fighting (1653), 11, 71 

Instructions for the better Ordering His Majes- 
ties Fleet in Fighting (1672 or 1673), 12 

Intelligence. See Signals intelligence 
Intrépide (F), 166 

Invincible (GB), 354, 396 

Ironclads, 247, 297 

Iron Duke (GB), 354, 375, 379, 412 
Ise (J), 495 
Isherwood, Benjamin F., Engineer-in-Chief, 

271 

Isla de Cuba (S), 315 

Isla de Luzon (S), 315 

Ito, S., Admiral, 332 

James I, King of England, 249 

James II, King of England (formerly Duke 
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James II (continued ) 

of York): fighting instructions of, 11-12, 
141, 148; at Battle of Lowestoft, 12, 16, 86; 

at Battle of Solebay, 94 

James (GB), 67 

Japanese air offensive (April 1943), 444, 453, 

454 
Jardine Matheson and Company, 331 

Java (GB), 257-58n 

Jellicoe, Sir John R., Admiral: birth and back- 

ground of, 365; service between 1884 and 

1914, 366; opinion of German ships, 363; 

CinC of Grand Fleet, 366—81; staff of, 361, 

363n; fear of defeat in detail, 367; concern 

over quality of gunnery and armor-piercing 
shells, 369; difficulty of maneuvering fleet, 

369-70; rejection of night action, 368; and 

signals intelligence, 370; at Battle of Jut- 
land, 374-81, 395-98; compared to Scheer, 

400; fleet reforms after Jutland, 381-82; 

First Sea Lord, 382, 405-6; postwar career 

of, 382—83; honored, 365, 382, 383; charac- 

ter and leadership of, 365-66, 370, 383-84 

Jervis, Sir John, Admiral. See St. Vincent, Earl 

Jeune Ecole, 299 

Jingei (J), 330 
John, King of Portugal, 63 

Johnstone, George, Commodore, 173, 176 

Jouett, James E., Lieutenant Commander, 271 

Judith (GB) (merchantman), 20 

Juel, Erik, 113 

Juel, Jens, 113, 122, 126 

Juel, Niels: birth and background of, 113; 

serves in Dutch navy under Tromp and 
de Ruyter, 113-14; in Swedish-Danish War 

of 1657—60, 114-15; marriage and family 

of, 115, 127; in Scanian War, 116—26; at- 

titude toward foreign officers in Danish 
navy, 118, 119; seizes Gotland, 118; at Battle 

of Bornholm, 119; at Battle of Oland, 119- 

20; at Battle of Moen, 120-21; at Battle of 

Kjége Bay, 121-26; appointed commander 
of Danish fleet, 126; honored, 116, 126; in 

later years, 127-28; character and leader- 

ship of, 118, 126 

Juno (GB), 159 

Jupiter (US), 409 

Juste (F), 166, 168 

Jutland, Battle of (1916): accounts of, 374-82, 

395-400; battle cruisers at, 351; gunnery 

INDEX 

at, 354; aircraft at, 358; importance of radio 

in, 359; number of ships engaged in, 361; 
dimensions of battle area, 361; pace of, 

362; High Seas Fleet sorties subsequent to, 

405, 417; mentioned, 350, 370, 371, 412, 414 

Jylland (D), 284 

Kaga (J), 465, 474 
Kaiser (A), 289, 290 

Kaiser Wilhelm II (G) (liner), 460 

Kaiserin Elisabeth (A), 283 

Kanaris, Konstantinos, Admiral, 225, 227, 

232, 235, 236, 237 

Kapodistrias, Count Ioannis, 234, 235, 236, 237 

Karl X Gustav, King of Sweden, 115 

Karteria (GR), 241, 245 

Kasuga (J), 329 

Katsonis, Lambros, Captain, 219 

Kearsarge (US), 248, 251 

Kelly, Sir Howard, Vice Admiral, 427 

Kentish Knock, Battle of (1652), 68 

Keppel, Augustus, Admiral, 146—47, 163, 166 

Kimmel, Husband E., Admiral, 461 

Kinburn, bombardment of (1855), 246 

King, Ernest J., Fleet Admiral, 462, 483, 488, 

489, 500 

Kinkaid, Thomas C., Vice Admiral, 4o1ff. 

Kioutsouk-Kainartzi, Treaty of (1774), 218, 

237n 

Kjége Bay, Battle of (1677), 121-26, 127 
Knorr, Eduard von, Admiral, 390 

Knowles, Charles, Rear Admiral, 145 

Kondo, Nabutake, Vice Admiral, 476 

K6niggratz (Sadowa), Battle of (1866), 292 
Kountouriotis, Lazaros, 222, 238n 

Kowshing (GB) (merchantman), 331, 332, 344 

Kronan (SW), 119 

Lagos Bay, Battle of (1759), 146, 150n, 157, 174 

Lambert, Moy, Commodore, 37, 38 

Langley (US), 409 

Langridge, 15 

L’Art des Armées navales, 138 

Las Cases, Count Emmanuel-Augustin de, 

189 

Laughton, John Knox, 61 

Lave (F), 246 

Layton, Edwin T., Lieutenant Commander, 

465, 478 
Leander (GB), 204 
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Lee, Ezra, Sergeant, 249 

Lee, Willis A., Vice Admiral, 495, 496, 497 

Leicester, Robert Dudley, Earl of, 21 

Leipzig (G), 359 
Le Manoeuvrier, 146, 148 

Leng, Robert, 19 

Leopold, Archduke of Austria, 285, 286 

Leslie, Maxwell F., Lieutenant Commander, 

474 
L’Espagnols sur mer, Battle of (1350), 3-4 

Lestock, Richard, Vice Admiral, 141-43, 154 

L’Etenduére, Marquis Desherbiers de, Chef 

d’escadre, 178 ; 

Levetzow, Magnus von, Captain, 394 

Leyte Gulf, Battle of (1944): dimensions of 

battle area, 415; air attack contact time at 

Cape Engafio, 416; Halsey’s conduct of, 

493-99; consequences of, 500; Japanese 

casualties at, 16 

Lewis, Charles Lee, 266 

Lexington (US), 409, 410, 463 

Liefhebber, Vice Admiral, 40, 42 

Lincoln, Abraham, 247, 274 

Lindsey, Eugene E., Lieutenant Com- 

mander, 473, 474 
Line of battle. See Tactics 

Lion (GB), 373, 375, 393, 396 
Lisle, Lord, 6 

Lissa, Battle of (1866): account of, 289-91; 

number of ships engaged in, 361; influence 
on tactical thought, 301; mentioned, 253, 

292, 294 

Little Lucy (GB), 194 

Locust (GB), 422 

London Naval Conference, First (1930), 406, 

445 
London Naval Conference, Second (1935- 

36), 406, 445 
London Naval Treaty, First (1930), 406 

Long, John D., 312, 315 

Lorenzo, Guillaume, 219 

Louis, Thomas, Captain, 196, 204, 211 

Louis XIII, King of France, 52 

Louis XIV, King of France: ambitions of, 94, 

131; honors de Ruyter, 93, 109; comments 

on Barfleur, 134, 188 

Louis XV, King of France, 162 
Louis XVI, King of France, 188 
Lowestoffe (GB), 194 

Lowestoft, Battle of (1665), 12, 16, 86 

Loyall, Virginia, 262 

Lund, Battle of (1676), 120 

Luppis, Johann, Commander, 298 

Lusitania (GB) (liner), 356, 405 

Liitzow (G), 351, 396 

Lyme, Siege of (1644), 62 

MacArthur, Douglas, General: advances 

along coast of New Guinea, 488; concurs 

in Halsey’s recommendation to accelerate 
invasion of the Philippines, 491; and the 

invasion, 489-90, 492, 493, 497, 499 
Mack, Philip, Captain, 435 

Magdeburg (G), 370 

Magic, Operation, 412. See also Signals 
intelligence 

Magnanime (GB), 161, 164, 166 

Mahan, Alfred Thayer, Captain, 29, 302, 304n 

Mahmud Il, Sultan of Turkey, 228 

Maidstone (GB), 161 

Maine (US), 312 

Majestic (GB), 204, 210 

Makarov, S. O., Admiral, 337, 343 

Malaga, Battle of (1704), 16, 136—37, 139 

Malcolm, Sir Pulteney, Captain, 193 

Malta, Order of, 173, 174, 175, 178 

Manassas (CS), 308 

Manila Bay, Battle of (1898), 301, 302, 303, 354, 

415 
Marchant, Susan, 261 

Marconi, Guglielmo, 300-301, 410 

Marder, Arthur, 375, 400 

Marianne (A), 281 

Maria Theresa, Empress of Austria, 279 

Marqués del Duero (S), 315 

Marryat, Frederick, Captain, 242 

Mars (GB), 158 

Martini, von, Vice Admiral, 281 

Martinique, Battle of (1780), 146, 150n 

Martinique, Battle of (1781), I50n 

Mary Tudor, Queen of England, 20 
Massey, Lance E., Lieutenant Commander, 

473, 474 

Massing, 138. See also Tactics 

Mathews, Thomas, Vice Admiral, 141-43, 

144, 147, 154, 155, 158 
Mattingly, Garrett, 19 

Maurville, Bidé de, Captain, 180 

Maximilian, Emperor of Mexico. See Ferdi- 
nand Maximilian, Archduke of Austria 
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McCain, John S. (“Slew”), Vice Admiral, 

486, 490, 493, 494, 497, 499 

McCauley, Charles, Captain, 271 
McClusky, Clarence Wade, Lieutenant Com- 

mander, 469, 471, 472, 473, 474, 477 

McCulloch (US) (revenue service cutter), 312, 

318 

McKinley, William, 312, 321 

Medina-Sidonia, Duke of, 6 

Medway expedition (1667), 88—89 

Meiji, Emperor of Japan, 344 

Meiji Era, 329 

Meleeists, 14, 126. See also Tactics 

Mémoire sur la course, 131 

Mémorial de Sainte-Héléne, 189 

Merrimack (US, then CS), 247, 267, 269, 270, 

271, 273 

Metacomet (US), 271 

Methoni, Battle off (1825), 233 

Miaoulis, Andreas, Admiral: birth and back- 

ground of, 217-18; piratical activities of, 

219; merchant career of, 219—21; meets 

Nelson, 220; family life of, 221; joins revo- 

lution, 222—23; uses fireships, 223-25, 241; 

at Battle of Nauplia, 225-27; and cam- 

paigns of 1823-24, 228-32; at Battle of 

Gerontas Bay, 230-32; resupplies Misso- 

longhi, 233; replaced by Cochrane, 234; re- 

lations with Kapodistrias, 234-35; sup- 

presses piracy in central Aegean, 236; 

revolts against Kapodistrias regime, 236— 
37; honored, 235, 237; character and leader- 

ship of, 218—19, 225, 228, 230, 234 

Miaoulis (GR) (merchantman), 218 

Midway, Battle of (1942): role of signals intel- 

ligence in, 412, 450; Halsey recommends 

Spruance as his replacement prior to, 487; 

errors in Japanese planning and conduct 
of, 447—50; account of, 467—78; dimension 

of battle area, 415; U.S. air attack contact 

time in, 416; mentioned, 414, 444, 459 

Mignonne (F), 174 

Mikasa (J), 334, 342 
Mikuma (J), 476, 477 
Miller, R. W., Captain, 196, 198, 204 

Mine warfare, 248-49, 300, 357 

Minerve (GB), 202, 213n 

Minnesota (US), 460 

Minorca, Battle of (1756), 141-43, 146, I50n 

Minotaur (GB), 204, 211 
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Mississippi (US) (battleship), 460, 461 
Mississippi (US) (steam frigate), 242, 308, 309 

Missolonghi, Siege of (1825), 233 

Mitchell, “Billy,” Brigadier General, 409 

Mitcher, Marc A., Admiral: at Midway, 468; 

in Philippine campaign, 490, 493, 496; sub- 

sequent war service of, 499, 500 

Mitsubishi Zero, 446 

Mobile Bay, Battle of (1864), 270-74, 361 

Moen, Battle of (1677), 120-21 

Mogami (J), 476, 477 
Mohammed Ali, 225, 227 

Mohammed Ali, Viceroy of Egypt, 228 

Moltke (G), 396, 398 

Monck, George, Admiral. See Albemarle, 

Duke of 

Monitor (US), 247, 248, 269, 270, 273 

Monitors, 247—48 

Monson, Sir William, 19, 27 

Montagu, Edward, General at Sea, 73, 74 

Montecuccoli (A), 280, 281 

Montojo y Pasarén, Don Patricio, Rear Ad- 

miral, 314, 315, 318, 319, 320 

Moonlight Battle, the (1779), 150n 

Moore, Sir Archibald, Rear Admiral, 373 

Morison, Samuel Eliot, 497 

Morogues, Viscount Bigot de, Admiral, 139, 

177 
Morse, Samuel, 248 

Moulton, H. Douglas, Commander, 492 

Miiller, Georg Alexander, Rear Admiral, 394 

Musashi (J), 495 
Mussolini, Benito, 430 

Mutine (GB), 202, 204, 205, 206 

Nagano, Osami, Admiral, 450-52 

Nagumo, Chuichi, Vice Admiral: and attack 

on Pearl Harbor, 452; assaulted by Yama- 

guchi, 455; at Battle of Midway, 450, 467, 

472-73, 474, 476 

Naniwa (J), 330-31 

Nanshan (US) (collier), 313, 318 

Napoleon I, Emperor of the French: and 
campaign of the Nile, 193, 200, 206; and 

Continental System, 136; mentioned, 185, 

212, 279 

Napoleon III, Emperor of the French, 246, 
247, 266 

Napoléon (F), 243, 244 

Narragansett (US), 311 



INDEX 527 

Nauplia, Battle of (1822), 225-27 

Naval Battle of Guadalcanal (1942), 487 

Naval Cadets School, Greek, 237 

Naval School, German, 389 

Naval War College, U.S., 460, 484 

Navarino, Battle of (1827), 234, 341, 361 

Navigation Act, First (1651), 52, 53, 65, 84 

Navigation Acts, 7, 89 

Negapatam, Battle of (1746), 150n 

Negapatam, Battle of (1758), 150n 
Negapatam, Battle of (1782), 175, 178, 180 

Nelson, Edmund, Reverend, 194 

Nelson, Fanny, 194 

Nelson, Horatia, 195 

Nelson, Horatio, Admiral: achievements 

and fame, 193; early years, 194; marries, 

194; at Battle of St. Vincent, 194—95; rela- 

tionship with captains, 197-98; pursuit of 

Brueys, 201-5; at Battle of the Nile, 205— 

11; affair with Lady Hamilton, 195; auto- 

biographical sketch (1799), 195; supporters 

of, 195-96; at Battle of Copenhagen, 195; 

tactics of, 197—98, 211; concern for and 

popularity with crews, 198—99; Miaoulis 

meets, 220; honored, 195; at Trafalgar, 138, 

193, 212, 303, 362; character and leadership 

of, 194, 196-97, 198—200; religious faith 

of, 199-200; ideological view of struggle 

with France, 212; quoted by Farragut, 270; 

quoted by Halsey, 487; Togo compared 

with, 327—28 

“Nelson Touch,” 197 

Neptunus (SW), 119 

Nes, Aert van, Lieutenant Admiral, 89 

Newbury (GB), 69 

New Jersey (US), 490, 493, 496 

New Orleans, Battle of (1862), 266-67 

New Zealand (GB), 373 

Niels Juel (D), 284 

Nightingale, Gamaliel, Captain, 160, 164 

Nile, Battle of the (1798): account of, 206-11; 

British tactics at, 197; Nelson praises ships’ 

companies for conduct at, 198; variant of 

Howe’s code used at, 148; number of ships 

engaged in, 361; mentioned, 138, 193, 200 

Nimitz, Chester W., Admiral: CINCPAC, 

462; sends Fletcher to Coral Sea, 463; or- 

ders old battleships to West Coast, 465; 

signals intelligence provides with Japanese 
plans for Midway, 412, 459; positions carri- 

ers off Midway, 466; Spruance serves as 

chief of staff, 478; praise of Spruance, 479; 

commands Central Pacific offensive, 488; 

concurs in Halsey’s recommendation to 
accelerate invasion of the Philippines, 491; 

command relationship with MacArthur, 
489, 490, 492; orders to Halsey before in- 

vasion of the Philippines, 491, 495, 496; que- 

ries Halsey during Battle of Leyte Gulf, 
497; mentioned, 266, 444, 455, 483, 500 

Niobe (G), 389 

Nogi, Maresuke, General, 344 

Norman (GB) (liner), 420 

Norris, Sir John, General, 30 

Northampton (US), 461, 469 

Nouvelle Force Maritime, 244 

Novara, Battle of (1849), 281 

Novara (A), 282, 283, 293 

Nuestra Senora del Rosario (S), 30 

Obham, van Wassenaer van, Admiral, 86, 115 

Obligado, Argentina, action off (1845), 244 

Oland, Battle of (1676), 119-20 

Olympia (US), 298, 312 ff. 

One-power standard, 362 

Ophelia (GB), 425 

Oquendo, Don Antonio de, Admiral, 45-50 

Oran, Battle of (1940), 417n 

Orange, House of, 53, 84 

Orient (F) (first-rate ship of the line), 193, 

202, 207, 210 

Orient (F) (third-rate ship of the line), 184 

Orion (GB) (cruiser), 433 

Orion (GB) (ship of the line), 202, 204, 210 

Orlof, Alexander, Admiral, 217 

Orna, Miguel de, 44 

Orwell (GB), 423 

Osborne (US), 460 

Ostfriesland (G), 409 

Otto, King of Greece, 237, 283 

Paixhans, Henri-Joseph, General, 244, 245, 246 

Pakenham, Edward, Midshipman, 164 

Palermo, Battle of (1675), 108 

Palestro (I), 290 

Palmer, Frederick, 320 

Pangborn, Z. K., 307, 310 

Paris, Treaty of (1763), 187 

Parker, Foxhall, Commodore, 250 

Parker, Sir Hyde, Admiral, 195 
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Parker, Sir Peter, Rear Admiral, 194 

Parma, Duke of, 37 

Pathfinder (GB), 355 

Pavillon, Chevalier du, 146 

PBY Catalina, 467 

Peacock (GB), 257-58 

Pearl Harbor, attack on (1941), 16, 414, 450-53 

Penn, Sir William, Admiral, 12, 14, 71, 73 

Pennington, Sir John, Admiral, 45, 47, 48, 51 

Pensacola (US), 461 

Pepys, Samuel, 12, 89 

Permanent Fighting Instructions. See Fight- 
ing Instructions 

Perrin, Mary, 307 

Perry, Matthew C., Commodore, 243, 244, 328 

Persano, Count Carlo di, Admiral, 288, 280, 

290, 292n 

Petrel (US), 312, 318 

Petropavlovsk (R), 337 

Pett, Peter, 8 

Pett, Phineas, 8 

Peyton, John, Captain, 204 

Philip II, King of Spain, 6, 7, 29, 43 

Philippine Sea, Battle of (1944): U.S. sub- 

marine success at, 413—14; dimensions of 

battle area, 415; Japanese air attack contact 

time in, 416; outcome of, 478, 491; men- 

tioned, 499 

Phoebe (GB), 259 

Pitt, William, the Younger, 200 

Plan Z, 407 

Plongeur (F), 299 

Plymouth, Battle off (1652), 85-86 

Pock, Friedrich von, Rear Admiral, 285, 286 

Poder (S), 155 

Pohl, Hugo von, Admiral, 373, 394 

Pola (1), 435 
Pollen, Arthur Hungerford, 353 

Pollen fire control system, 368—69 

Pomone (F), 243 

Pondicherry, Battle of (1759), 150n 

Popham, Edward, General at Sea, 63, 64, 65 

Popham family, 61, 63 

Popham, Sir Home, Rear Admiral, 149 

Port Arthur, attack on (1904), 299, 334 

Port Arthur, siege of (1904-05), 336, 338 

Porter, David, Captain, 255 

Porter, David, Commodore: procures Sea 

Gull, 242; adopts Farragut, 256-57; in War 

of 1812, 257-59; mentioned, 260, 265, 267 

INDEX 

Porter, David Dixon, Admiral, 265, 268 

Porter, William, Commodore, 268 

Portland, Battle of. See Three Days Battle 

Portland (GB), 154 

Porto Farina, Battle of (1655), 72-73 

Porto Praya, Battle of (1781), 176, 178, 186 

Potemkin (R), 339 

Pound, Sir Dudley, Admiral, 429, 430, 431, 437 

Power, Manley L., Commander, 419 

Pratt, William Veazie, Captain, 460 

Pride, Thomas, Colonel, 62 

Pridham, A. F., Captain, 429 

Pridham-Wippell, Henry, Vice Admiral, 433, 

434, 437 
Prince Albert (GB), 247 

Prince Royal (GB), 8 

Princeton (US) (carrier), 488, 495, 500 

Princeton (US) (corvette), 243 

Prins Hendrik (N), 41 

Printed Fighting Instructions. See Fighting 
Instructions 

Prinzess Wilhelm (G), 390 

Privateering, 135 

Proctor, Redfield, 312 

Prothero, Reginald (“the Bad”), Captain, 421 
Provedien, Battle of (1782), 175, 178, 180, 181, 182 

Psara, Battle of (1824), 229 

Q-ships, 356 

Queen Charlotte (GB), 149 

Queen Elizabeth class (GB), 350 

Queen Mary (GB), 374, 396 

Quiberon Bay, Battle of (1759), I50n, 161-68, 

361 

Radar, 410—11, 413 

Radetzky, Josef, Field Marshal, 281 

Radetzky (A), 284, 285 

Radio, 300-301, 358—59, 361, 410, 411 

Radio direction-finding, 359-60, 398 

Raeder, Erich, Grand Admiral, 394 

Rainbow (GB), 22 

Raisonnable (GB), 194 

Raleigh (US), 312, 318 

Rams and ramming, 2, 251, 288-89, 301 

Ramillies (GB) (battleship), 366 

Ramillies (GB) (ship of the line), 158 
Rates, 9 

Rattler (GB), 2.43 

Rattlesnake (GB), 424 
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Real Felipe (S), 142, 143 

Reason, Age of, 14 

Recalde, Juan Martinez de, 26 

Re di Portogallo (1), 290 

Re d'Italia (1), 290, 301 

Regulations and Instructions, 149 

Reign of Terror, 135 

Reina Christina (S), 315, 318 

Renown (G), 389 

Replenishment, underway, 412 

Repulse (GB), 428 

Resolution (F), 168 

Resolution (GB), 166 

Resource (GB), 428 

Ressel, Josef, 243 

Reynolds, John, Captain, 160 

Richelieu, Cardinal, 43 

Richmond, Sir Herbert, Admiral, 366 

Ricord, Admiral, 236 

Riddle of Jutland, The, 380 

Riley, William R., Brigadier General, 492 

Ring, Stanhope C., Commander, 469, 472 

Rioms, Albert de, 183 

Risk Theory, 391 

Rochambeau, Count Jean-Baptiste, General, 

187 : 

Rodman, Hugh, Ensign, 314 

Rodney, Sir George, Admiral: at Battle of 

the Saints, 137, 147; mentioned, 148, 158, 

193, 196 

Rodney (GB), 427 

Rodsteen, Marvar, Admiral, 124 

Roebuck (GB), 423 

Rooke, Sir George, Admiral, 136, 137 

Room 40, 360, 361, 370, 401. See also Signals 

intelligence 
Roosevelt, Franklin D., 451 

Roosevelt, Theodore, 312 

Rosas, Juan Manuel, 244 

Rottauscher, Cadet, 285 

Roundshot, 15 

Rowley, William, Rear Admiral, 142, 143, 154 

Royal Charles (GB), 89 

Royal George (GB), 158 ff. 
Rozdestvenski, Z. P., Admiral, 301, 343, 359 

Rupert, Prince: at Four Days Battle, 12, 88; 

blockaded and pursued by Blake, 63, 64; at 

First Battle of Schooneveld, 101, 103, 107; 

at Battle of the Texel, 108 

Russell, Edward, Admiral, 134, 136 

Russo-Japanese War (1904—05), 300, 301, 349, 

359 

Russo-Turkish War (1768-74), 217 

Russo-Turkish War (1788-92), 219 

Sachtouris, George, Admiral, 229, 230 

Sadras, Battle of (1782), 150n, 175, 178, 180 

Saida (A), 285 

Sail, Age of: rates in, 9; rarity of decisive vic- 

tories, 193; and fireships, 16n, 223-25; Na- 

varino last fleet action of, 241; limitations 

of tactics in, 250; “repeaters” in, 359; clos- 

ing speed during, 361; convoys, 406; men- 

tioned, 8, 298, 327, 483 

Sailing & Fighting Instructions (1689), 12, 136 

Sailing e Fighting Instructions for His Majes- 
ty’s Fleet, 137 

St. George (GB), 200 

St. James's Day Fight (1666), 88, 95, 96 

Saints, Battle of the (1782): account of, 147; 

encourages innovation, 147; French disap- 

pointment over, 184, 187, 188; mentioned, 

137, 148, 149, 196 

St. Vincent, Earl of, Admiral (Sir John Jer- 

vis): at Battle of St. Vincent, 138, 197-98; 

uses variant of Howe’s signal code, 148; 

and campaign of the Nile, 196, 201, 202, 

204, 205; Nelson reports to, 211; Nelson 

approves his severity, 200; quoted, 140; 

mentioned, 194, 199, 212 

Salt Lake City (US), 461 

Samos, Battle of (1824), 229-30 

San Felipe (S), 28 

Sangamon class (US), 488 

San Jacinto (US), 243 

San Josef (S), 195 

San Nicolas (S), 195 

Sans Pareil (GB), 366 

Santa Cruz, Battle of (1942), 414, 453-54, 487 

Santa Cruz de Tenerife, Battle of (1656), 60, 

75-76 

Santa Cruz, Marquis of, 26, 27, 29 

Santa Maria (S), 4 

Santa Teresa (P), 49, 50 

Santiago, Battle of (1898), 301, 302, 320, 354 

Santiago (S), 46, 50 

Saratoga (US): construction of, 409; in pre- 

war fleet problems, 410; commanded by 

Halsey, 484; misses Midway, 465; in South- 

west Pacific, 488; mentioned, 485 
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Sartine, Gabriel de, 176 

Saumarez, James, Captain, 196, 202, 205 

Scanian War (1675-79), 117 

Scharnhorst (G) (armored cruiser), 354 

Scharnhorst (G) (battleship), 417n 

Scheer, Reinhard: enters navy, 389; attracts 

attention of Tirpitz as torpedo specialist, 
390; serves in RMA, 391, 392; captain of 

battleship Elsass, 391-92; chief of staff to 

CinC High Seas Fleet, 392; commands 2nd 

Battle Squadron, 392-93; appointed CinC 

High Seas Fleet, 394; at Battle of Jutland, 

375ff-, 395-400; turns toward the Grand 

Fleet, 398—400; compared to Jellicoe, 400; 

honored, 400; advocates unrestricted sub- 

marine warfare, 405; assumes command 

of Seekriegsleitung, 401; character and lead- 

ership of, 391-92, 393, 394, 399, 400 
Scheveningen, Battle of (1653), 11, 54, 71, 86 

Schleswig-Holstein War (1848-51), 248 

Schnorkel, 413 

Schooneveld, First Battle of (1673), 92, 95-107 

Schooneveld, Second Battle of (1673), 107 

Schwarzenberg (A), 283, 284, 285, 286 

Scorpion (GB), 423, 424, 425, 433 
Scott, Sir Percy, Admiral, 351, 352, 409 

Screw propeller, 243-44 

“Seabeggars,” 37 

Seafire (GB), 425 

Sea Gull (US), 242 

Seahorse (GB), 153 

Seaplane Carrier, 357, 358, 407, 408 

Seetakt, 410, 411. See also Radar 

Sehested, Karen, 113 

Sehested, Sophie, 113 

Sérieuse (F), 210 

Seven Years War (1756-63): French guerre de 

course in, 135; Hawke’s service in, 153, 156 ff-; 

Suffren’s service in, 174; mentioned, 131, 

147, 188, 279 

Sévere (F), 180, 189 

Seydlitz (G), 373, 396, 401n 

Seymour, Michael, Rear Admiral, 249 

Shell, 241, 244-46, 297, 350 

Sherman, Frederick C. (“Ted”), Rear Admi- 

ral, 486, 488, 494, 495 
Sherman, William T., General, 274 

Shimada, Shigetaro, Admiral, 455 

Ship of the line, 13, 132 

Shock Action, Age of, 1-4, 10, 414 

Shoho (J), 415, 460 

Shokaku (J), 414, 463 

Shot, 15 

Sidewheel steamers, 241-44 

Signal Book for the Ships of War, 148 

Signals (flag), 13, 146, 147—49, 197, 359 
Signals intelligence: in World War I, 359-61, 

370; at Jutland, 374, 381; in World War II, 

411-12; and Cape Matapan, 432; and Mid- 

Way, 412, 465 

Sinope, Battle of (1853), 245, 246 

Sint Antonius (N), 39 

Sjéblad, Admiral, rar 

Smith, Francis Pettit, 243 

Smith, George Charles, 200 

Solebay, Battle of (1672), 94-95 

Soleil Royal (F), 163, 165, 166, 168 

Sonar, 417n 

Sophie (G), 390 

Sopwith Camel, 408 

Sopwith Pup, 408 
Sorte Rytter (D), 114 

Soryu (J), 465, 474 
Souillac, de, 175, 186 

Sound, Battle of the (1658), 115 

Southampton (GB), 374 

South Carolina class (US), 350 

Sovereign of the Seas (GB), 8, 9 

Spanish Armada, Battle of the (1588), 1, 6-7, 

8, 30, 44 

Spee, Count Maximilian, Vice Admiral, 359 

Spencer, Earl of, 196, 198, 201, 204, 212 

Sphinx (F), 242 
Spitfire (US), 244 

Spragge, Sir Edward, Admiral, 96, 97, ror 

Spruance, Raymond A., Admiral: birth and 
background of, 459; attends U.S. Naval 

Academy, 459-60; in World War I, 460; 

service between 1919 and I94I, 460—61; 

commands cruiser screen in early carrier 
raids, 462; praises Halsey, 486; Halsey rec- 

ommends as his replacement before Mid- 
way, 463, 487; at Battle of Midway, 459, 

464-78; chief of staff to Nimitz, 478; and 

Central Pacific offensive, 478, 489; staff of, 

492, 496; at Battle of the Philippine Sea, 478, 

491; subsequent career of, 479, 500; praised 

by Nimitz, 479; character and leadership 

of, 460, 461, 463-64; mentioned, 483, 490, 

499 
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Spy (GB), 22 

Squadron Tactics under Steam, 250 

Staffs, 16, 361, 416 

Stayner, Richard, Captain, 74, 75 

Steam-powered warships, 241-44, 245, 250— 

52, 297, 349 

Stickney, Joseph L., 317 

Strategy, 132, 134-36, 302—3, 304n 

Stromboli, Battle of (1675), 108 

Submarines, 249-50, 299-300, 355-57, 415 
Suckling, Maurice, Captain, 194 

Suenson, Commodore, 284, 285 

Suffolk (G), 423 

Suffren de Saint-Tropez, Pierre-André de: 
appointed to conimand in Indian Ocean, 
173, 176; professional interests, 174; attacks 

British fleet at Porto Praya, 175-76; cam- 

paigns in the Indian Ocean, 175-87; ag- 

gressive tactics of, 177; acclaimed by con- 

temporaries, 177-78, 187—88; failure to 

win a decisive victory, 178, 187; dissatisfac- 

tion with captains, 178-84; compared to 

Napoleon, 185; talent for improvisation, 

186; honored, 176, 188—89; character and 

leadership of, 174, 177, 182—84, 189; men- 

tioned, 135 

Superb (F), 166 

Surigao Strait, Battle of (1944), 417n 

Svardet (SW), 119 

Swallow (GB), 159, 160 

Swiftsure (GB) (battleship), 425 

Swiftsure (GB) (ship of the line), 204, 207, 

210, 211 

Swordfish, 414, 434, 435 
Symington, William, 242 

Tactics: ages of, 1; in Age of Shock Action, 

2-4; initially unchanged by the gun, 4, 6; 

first standoff battles, 6, 8; in Battle of the 

Spanish Armada, 6—7; emergence of the 
line of battle, 8-13; limitations imposed by 
signal systems, 13, 146; formalist and me- 

leeist schools, 14, 126; French, English, and 

Dutch, 136; introduction of (British) Gen- 

eral Printed Fighting Instructions, 136-37; 

methods of breaking a line of battle, 138— 

39; difficulty of bringing a line into battle, 
140; indecisiveness, 137, 141—45; Royal 

Navy’s creativity in late eighteenth cen- 
tury, 146-48; and advent of steam power, 

242, 250; interest in ramming, 250-51, 301; 

reaffirmation of the primacy of the gun 
and line ahead, 301-2; impact of aircraft 

in World War I, 358, 407—8; role of car- 

riers in interwar doctrine, 409—10; ad- 

vent of the Age of Air-Sea Warfare, 414— 

16. See also Fighting Instructions; Rams 

and Ramming 
Tactique Navale (d’ Amblimont), 177 

Tactique Navale (Morogues), 139, 177 

Taiho (J), 414 

Tambor (US), 476 

Taranto, raid on (1940), 414, 432 

Taunton, Siege of (1645), 62 

Taurus (A), 282 

Tayler, R.V. Symonds, Sub-Lieutenant, 424 

Tecumseh (US), 271 

Tegetthoff, Karl von, 279 

Tegetthoff, Wilhelm von, Admiral: back- 

ground and upbringing of, 279; enters Na- 

val Cadets College, 279; in Revolution of 

1848, 280-81, 286; service between 1849 

and 1864, 281—83; in Action off Heligo- 

land, 284; relations with Archdukes Ferdi- 

nand Maximilian and Leopold, 285; ap- 

pointed fleet commander at outbreak of 
War of 1866, 286-87; tactics of, 288, 301; 

at Battle of Lissa, 289-91; heads Navy Sec- 

tion of Ministry of War, 293-94; death of, 

294; honored, 282, 284, 292, 294; character 

and leadership of, 284-86 
Telegraphic Signals, or Marine Vocabulary, 149 

Tennessee (CS), 269, 270, 273 

Termagant (GB), 425 

Terpsichore (GB), 202 

Terror (GB), 425 

Texel, Battle of the (1673), 90, 108 

Themistocles, 225, 237 

Thésée (F), 166 

Theseus (GB), 198, 204, 210, 211 

Thirty Years War (1618-48), 43, 113 

Thompson, Thomas B., Captain, 204 

Three Days Battle (1653), 54, 70, 86 

Tippoo Sahib, 184, 185 

Tirpitz, Alfred von, Grand Admiral, 389, 390, 

391, 392, 394 

Togo, Heihachiro, Admiral: as “Nelson of 

Japan,” 327-28; birth and background of, 
328; enters navy, 329; studies in England, 

329—30; service between 1878 and 1893, 
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Togo (continued ) 
330-31; in Sino-Japanese War, 331-33; and 

Kowshing incident, 331-32; at Battle of the 

Yalu, 332—33; in Russo-Japanese War, 334— 

43; operations against Port Arthur, 334-38; 

at Battle of the Yellow Sea, 338; relies on 

radio, 301; at Battle of Tsushima, 338-41; 

honored, 343; as elder statesman, 344-46; 

character and leadership of, 327-28, 333, 

343, 346 
Tokyo Raid (1942). See Doolittle Raid 

Tonnant (F) (ship of the line at the Nile), 210 

Tonnant (F) (ship of the line at Quiberon 

Bay), 166 

Tonnante (F), 246 

Torbay (GB), 163, 166 

Torpedo, 298-99, 346, 355, 413 
Torpedo boat, 299 

Torpedo boat destroyer, 299 

Torpedo Boat No. 14 (GB), 423 

Toulon, Battle of (1744), 137, 141-43, 146, 

150N, 154-55, 158 

Tourville, Count Anne-Hilarion de, Vice 

Admiral, 134, 137, 138, 177, 188, 189 

Towers, John H. (“Jack”), Vice Admiral, 483, 

485, 500 

Trafalgar, Battle of (1805): Nelson’s signal 

codes at, 149; Nelson’s death at, 195; Brit- 

ish tactics during, 197; number of ships en- 

gaged in, 361; pace during, 362; outcome 

of, 138, 198; confirms British naval mas- 

tery, 212, 303; mentioned, 193, 289, 329 

Trincomalee, Battle of (1782), 175, 178, 181, 

182, 183, 187 

Triumph (GB), 23 

Tromelin, Captain, 178, 180, 181 

Tromp, Cornelis, Admiral: at St. James’s Day 
Fight, 88; reconciles with de Ruyter, 96; at 

First Schooneveld, 97 ff; commander in 

chief of Danish navy, 118 ff: 
Tromp, Maarten Harpertszoon, Admiral: 

birth and background of, 37; goes to sea as 

his father’s cabin boy, 37-38; captured by 

pirates, 38, 39; early naval and merchant 

service, 38—39; marriages of, 39, 41, 52; . 

Piet Heyn appoints flag captain, 40; sea- 
men accord sobriquet Bestevaer, 41, 92; re- 

signs from navy, 41; rejoins as commander 

in chief, 42; operations against Dunkirk 

corsairs, 43—45; at Battle of the Downs, 

45-51; tactics of, 10-11, 46, 48—49; rela- 

tions with government, 42, 45, 52; hon- 

ored, 40, 41, 45, 52; at First Anglo-Dutch 

War, 52—54, 65-67, 68—69, 70, 85; Niels 

Juel serves under, 114; killed in action, 54, 

71, 86; character and leadership of, 38, 39, 

44, 51; mentioned, 84, 88, 91, 118 
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