
BROADSIDES OF INK: A STUDY OF THE CONTROVERSIES 

ABOUT THE BATTLE OF JUTLAND 

APPROVED: 

lajor Professor 

Minor Profess 

irector o 

Dea*n of the Graduate School 



/ 9 / . 

Summers, Herbert R., Broadsides of Ink; A Study of the 

Controversies About the Battle of Jutland. Master of Arts 

(History)/ August, 1973, 197 pp., 2 appendices, bibliography, 

54 titles. 

This thesis is an analysis of the arguments over the 

major questions about the Battle of Jutland. These questions 

include ones on naval strategy, tactics, materiel, and the 

effect of the battle. 

The major sources are The Times (London) 1916-1937, 

Times Literary Supplement 1918-1964, The Spectator 1920-1921. 

The most important secondary sources were Bacon's Jutland 

Scandal, Corbett's Official History of the War: Naval . 

Operatj ons, Churchill's World Crisis, 1916-1918, Gibson and 

Harper's Riddle of Jutland, Frost's Battle of Jutland, 

Chalmers's Life and Letters of David, Earl Beatty, Harnett's 

Swordbearers, Bennett's The Battle of Jutland, Marder's 

From the Dreadnought to Seapa Flow, and Irving's Smoke Screen 

of Jutland. 

The first chapter narrates the battle to provide basic 

information. The second chapter discusses the controversies 

revolving around the battle. Next follows an analysis of 

letters to newspapers. Major themes concern naval doctrine, 

strategy and. tactics, the comparison of the modern navy with 

Nelson's navy, and the storm over the Barper Report. The 

next chapters are a chronological analysis of book length 



studies of the battle as well as letters. The final chapter 

sums up the major questions of strategy, tactics, materiel, 

and the conduct of individual commanders. 

Jutland brought about few changes. The line of battle 

used at Jutland was retained until 1940. A few changes 

allowing individual initiative by the battle squadron 

commanders were instituted, but they were minor. 

Materiel changes were important, for example, improved 

shells and improved flash protection for magazines. Lack of 

armor was not the problem. There was unanimous agreement 

that the operations officers of Room 40, the top secret 

intelligence division, were responsible for Jellicoe's not 

receiving vital information and that they were negligent. 

Room 40 was later reorganized. 

Hoi Iowa y Frost contended that the British had lost, their 

moral ascendancy over the seas at Jutland. The battle also 

served to show that leadership and initiative were being 

stifled by the naval system. 

Regarding the leadership of Jellicoe and Beatty, Beatty 

was criticized for his poor signals and his failure to 

concentrate his forces. He was also taken to task for his 

failure in his primary duty of reconnaissance for the battle 

fleet. Most informed sources upheld Jellicoe's views 

concerning deployment of the fleet, his tactic of turning 

away from torpedo attacks, and his decision not to fight at 

night. 



The conclusions about the ink battle fought in th© 

British press were that it had little effect on the strategy, 

tactics, and materiel of the navv. The conflict caused by the 

Harper Report was detrimental, for it divided the navy into 

two groups and clouded the good service rendered by Beatty 

and Jellicoe. One incidental point emerged: the free flow 

of information must be considered one force in the development 

and maintenance of military and naval traditions. 

The last conclusion of this thesis is that the Germans 

won the Battles of Jutland. The British claimed victory 

because they held the field at the end of the battle, and the 
/ 

German fleet surrendered at the end of the war. The German 

battlecruiser squadron defeated Beatty1s vessels decisively 

and inflicted nearly as much damage on the Grand Fleet as 

they received. The Germans gained their immediate objectives 

while the only objective achieved by the Grand Fleet was 

strategic control of the North Sea, but they possessed 

this before the battle. 



PREFACE 

On 31 May 1916 the Battle of Jutland Bank occurred off 

the coast of Denmark in the North Sea. It was the first and 

last time that two great fleets approaching equal strength 

did battle with their gigantic dreadnought battlships. These 

fleets were the Grand Fleet of Britain and the High Seas Fleet 

of the German Empire. The indecisive battle that occurred 

created an opportunity for British writers to trade broadsides 

of ink. This thesis deals primarily with that paper battle. 

The first major questions raised concerning the battle 

were on strategy and tactics. Perhaps unfortunatelyr the 

questions later centered upon the personal actions of the 

leaders at Jutland. The sources used in this thesis in an 

attempt to answer these questions were newspapers and 

periodicals contemporary with the battle and book length 

studies written shortly after the battle, as well as books 

published as recently as the 1960s. 

An analysis of these sources provides answers to some of 

the questions about Jutland and some insight into the effect 

which the eventual disclosure of the truth in a free press 

has on the development and maintenance of military tradition. 

Perhaps some decision will come from this effort, and perhaps 

it will be possible to decide to whom should be given the 

mantle of victory at Jutland. 

xxx 
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CHAPTER I 

"I MOURN THE LOSS 0? BRAVE MEN" 

On 31 May 1916 the bow of the Danish freighter N. J. Fjord 

slid slowly through the tranquil North Sea under cloudy skies. 

To the crew of that steamer it must have seemed at the time 

that nothing important could possibly happen, at least not 

in that patch of ocean; but just over the horizon, zigzagging 

across that same placid sea, moved the two largest battle 

fleets ever to ply the oceans: the Grand Fleet of Great 

Britain and the High Seas Fleet of the German Empire. They 

met because of the N^ Fjord.1 

At 2:15 p.m. the Galatea, a British light cruiser of the 

Royal Navy's Battlecruiser Fleet commanded by Vice-Admiral 

Sir David Beatty, sighted first the smoke, then the mast, and 

then the funnels of the steamer. The commander of the Galatea, 

Commodore E. S. Alexander-Sinclair, decided to investigate 

from his westerly position, but to the east, the Elbing, a 

German scouting cruiser of Vice-Admiral Franz Kipper's 

battlecruiser force, had earlier sighted the neutral vessel 

and had sent two destroyers, B-109 and B-110, to board and 

search the vessel. As the Galatea closed on the freighter, 

the British and German light forces sighted the funnel smoke 

•j 
"Glimpses of the Jutland Naval Battle," Literary Digest 

52 (June 17, 1916): .1792. ~ — — 



2 
and masts of each other. At 2: 20 p.ir,, the Galatea radioed 

to the British battlecruisers: 

Urgent. Two cruisers [destroyers mistaken for 
cruisers], probably hostile in sight bearing ESE, 
course unknown. . . .3 

The Battle of Jutland began at 2:28 p.m. as the muzzles of 

the eight 6-inch guns of the Galatea spat forth the initial 

shots of the action. As the Elbing answered the British fire, 

from a distance of 12,000 yards she made the first hit. 

Ironically, this first shell, from one of the Elbing's eight 

4 

5.9-inch guns, failed to explode. The contact of these two 

units of the respective battlecruiser forces led first to an 

engagement between the German and British battlecruiser forces 

and ultimately to the meeting of the Grand Fleet and the 

German High Seas Fleet. 

The British Battlecruiser Fleet was commanded by the 

dashing young hero of the Battle of Heligoland Bight and 

Dogger Bank, Vice-Admiral Sir David Beatty, the youngest 

admiral in the Royal Navy. Beatty was an independently 

wealthy protege of Winston Churchill and had distinguished 

himself as commander of a gunboat during the Egyptian and 

Sudanese campaigns in the late 1890s. During Churchill's 

^Donald Macintyre, Jutland (London; Evans Brothers, 
1957) , p. 90. ~ 

3 
W.S. Chalmers, The Life and Letters of David, Earl 

Beatty (London? Hodder and Stoughton 1951), p. 227. 

^Geoffrey Bennett, The Battle of Jutland (London; 
B.T. Batsford, 1964), p.~69. 



tenure as First Lord of the Admiralty Beatty was promoted 

over the heads of older officers to the command of the 

Battlecruiser Fleet.^ 

The main units of the Battlecruiser Fleet included the 

fast, hard-hitting battlecruisers, the Indefatigable, Princess 

Royal, New Zealand, Tiger, Queen Mary, and Beatty's flagship, 

the Lion. In addition to these ships, the Fifth Battle 

Squadron, under the command of Admiral Hugh Evan-Thomas, 

was temporarily attached to Beatty's command. The Fifth 

Battle Squadron consisted of four Queen Elizabeth class 

battleships, the Barham, Valiant, Warspite, and Malaya. 

These fast (25 knots), heavily armed (eight 15-inch guns), 

and armored battleships proved a useful addition to Beatty*s 

forces. In addition Beatty's light forces included twelve 

light cruisers and twenty-nine destroyers. Facing this 

impressive array of British might was the German battlecruiser 

force under the able leadership of Vice-Admiral Franz Hipper. 

Hipper"s forces consisted of five battlecruisers, the Lutzow, 

Derfflinger, Seydlitz, Moltke, and Von der Tann. In addition 

Hipper had four light cruisers and thirty destroyers. The two 

battlecruiser forces were not alone on the North Sea that day, 

for, unknown to Beatty, sixty miles to the south steamed the 

entire German High Seas Fleet, and unkown to Hipper, sixty-
5 

John Irving, The Smoke Screen of Jutland (New York: David 
McKay Co., 1967), p. 13. 



five miles to the north steamed the most powerful naval 

force assembled at that date, the British Grand Fleet. 

Battlecruisers differed from the dreadnought battleships 

mainly in speed and protection. The battlecruisers had been 

developed because of the naval philosophy which held that 

• saving the weight of heavy armor would allow for more 

powerful engines and, in some cases, larger armament for 

greater striking power. In other respects the two ship types 

resembled each other. The armament of the British battlecruisers, 

eight 1.3.5-inch guns on the Lion class battlecruisers and eight 

12-inch guns on the Indefatigable class, was equal to or better, 

in gun size, than all but the newest British battleships of the 

Grand Fleet. Only the Queen Elizabeth class and Revenge class 

battleships had larger (15-inch) armament. While the 

German guns were only a few inches smaller in bore, an 

increase in the diameter of the shell made a great deal of 

difference in the weight of the shell. (Appendix 1). The 

speed of the battlecruisers, 27 knots for the Lion class, 

28 knots for the Tiger and 25 knots for the Indefatigable 

class, was 2 knots greater, except for the Indefatigable, 

than the Queen Elizabeth class battleships and 6 knots greater 

than the battleships in the Grand Fleet. There was little 

difference in displacement tonnage; fleet battleships had 

displacements from 18,600 tons to 29,0 00 tons while the Tiger, 

6Antony Preston, Battleships' of World War I (Harrisburcr. 
Pa: Stackpole Books, 1972), p7~T33. " ~ 



the largest battlecruiser, displaced 28,500 tons. The 

smallest British battlecruisers, the Invincible class, 

7 

displaced 17,370 tons. The German battlecruisers ranged 

in displacement tonnage from the Derfflinger's and Lutzow's 

26,280 tons to the Von der Tann's 19,000 tons. They were 

.armed with smaller naval rifles than the British battlecruisers 

which had 13.5- and 12-inch guns to the 11- and 12-inch guns 

of the Germans. Therefore the weight of the broadside of 

the British battlecruisers was significantly higher than the 

Germans'. The speed of the German battlecruisers.ranged from 

24.8 knots for the older Von der Tann and 26.5 for the Seydlitz 

to the Derfflinger that could steam at 27 knots. The tactics 

of the period dictated that the battlecruisers fight together 

in line ahead which made the speed of the fleet the speed 

of its slowest member. For this reason the British 

Battlecruiser Fleet, at least until the destruction of the 

Indefatigable, was only slightly faster under battle conditions 

than the German squadron. 

The battlecruiser engagement began with the first salvos 

rippling from the German vessels at 3?48 p.m. A few seconds 

later the British ships opened fire. The Lion fired the first 

British salvo. Beatty was facing the German battlecruisers 

with his battlecruisers alone; apparently the Fifth Battle 

7BennettBattle of Jutland, p. 64. 



Squadron with its powerful Queen Elizabeth class battleships 

under the command of Rear-Admiral Evan-Thomas failed to 

see Beatty's signal, sent by flag, to turn from north to east 

along with the Battlecruiser Fleet. As a result, when the 

battlecruisers opened fire, Evan-Thomas's battleships were 

ten miles from the Lion rather than the 9,000 yards which 

would have been the case had they seen Beatty's signals. 

Consequently, thirty minutes passed before the Fifth Battle 

8 

Squadron came to Beatty's support. 

Beatty pressed the Germans and fought them on a parallel 

course curving to the southwest and then to the south-southeast. 

Steaming with all available speed Beatty's battlecruiser force 

was entering a trap set by Admiral Reinhard Scheer and the 

High Seas Fleet. The entire body of the German Fleet was 

waiting for the chance to maul the British force. Beatty, 

in his fight with Hipper, got the worst of it; the Indefatigable 

anc^ Queen Mary were both torn asunder by magazine explosions, 

which were thought to have been caused by cordite flash. The 

cordite charges, which were the propellant for the shells, were 

encased only in silk and provided no protection in case of fire. 

Therefore, when the cordite charges were ignited, by enemy fire, 

in the turrets, a flash fire occurred that was sent into every 

accessible area. In addition, in the Queen Mary, Indefatigable, 

Invincible, and Defence, the protective doors to the magazines 

8Geoffrey Bennett, "The Battle of Jutland," Part I, 
History Today, 60 (May,1960), 317. 



were either removed or opened to facilitate speed of loading 

and were completely vulnerable to the fire set off by the 

9 

cordite flash. Both the Queen Mary and the Indefatigable 

sank with the loss of most of their one thousand man crews; only 

seventeen men from the Queen Mary were rescued by the destroyer 

Laurel.10 The destruction of these great ships staggered 

the British but did not slow the fight. At this point 

Beatty uttered one of those phrases destined to be remembered 

as part of naval tradition: "There seems to be something 

wrong with our bloody ships today."1"'" Toward the end of the 

action the Fifth Battle Squadron of Evan-Thomas belatedly 

drew within range, and the fire from their 15-inch, 1,950 

pound armor-piercing shells had an immediate effect on the 

German battlecruiser squadron. Firing from the extreme range 

of 19,000 yards, the Barham quickly registered a hit with one 

of its giant 15-inch shells on the Von der Tann. The shell 

hit aft and did extensive damage, though the excellent German 

damage control limited the amount of flooding. As more of 

Evan-Thomas's squadron drew within range the Von der Tann and 
12 

Moltke were battered severely. The amount of metal hurled 

9 
Arthur J. Marder, From the Dreadnought to Scapa Flow 

(London: Oxford University Press, 1966) , p. "3T. 

10Great Britain. Admiralty. Group ADM53/46272. "Logbooks 
Laurel." Public Record Office, London, England. (Xerox). 

11Bennett, Battle of Jutland, p. 84. 

12 
Hoiloway H. Frost, The Battle of Jutland (Annapolis: 

United States Naval Institute, 1936) , ~pp7~21T^7l. 2 . 



during the action was staggering. Each ship under the 

13 

direction of Beatty fired about 600 tons of steel. Despite 

this no German ship was mortally stricken by British shells. 

At 4:33 p.m. Beatty received a report that he was heading 

into the jaws of the German High Seas Fleet. He was not taken 

by surprise because Commodore W. E. Goodenough, in the light 

cruiser Southhampton, had pushed ahead and observed the 

approaching van of the German Fleet. Beatty informed Jellicoe 

by signaling through the Princess Royal because his wireless 
had been shot away: 

Urgent. Priority. Have sighted enemy's battle fleet 
bearing S. E.^4 

This message was a great surprise to Jellicoe, the Commander-

in-Chief of the Grand Fleet who had, at 12:48 p.m. been 

informed by the Admiralty, through the services of the top 

secret deciphering unit, Room 40, that the German battle fleet 

was at anchor. The British directional station had placed 

Scheer's call sign "DK" at Wilhelmshaven harbor. In order 

to confuse British intelligence Scheer had transferred the 

sign to the wireless telegraph station in port. This was not 

uncommon, and the code experts in Room 40 were aware of this 

ruse. In this particular case the operations officer, Rear-

Admiral Thomas Jackson, had been in a hurry and did not double 

13 
Thomas G. Frothingham, "A Review of the Battle of Jutland " 

Current History, 8 (May, 1918), 334. 
14 

^ ?r3;tain/ Admiralty, Battle of Jutland: Official 



check the signal with Room 40. Had Jackson bothered to check, 

Jellicoe could have been correctly informed of Scheer's 

whereabouts so that he could have brought the Grand Fleet 

and the Battlecruiser Fleet closer together with possible 

decisive results. The worst problem was that Jellicoe * s 

faith in Admiralty intelligence was given a severe jolt. Later, 

during the night action, reports from the Admiralty and Room 

40 which could have made a great difference in the outcome 

of the battle were disregarded in favor of reports from fleet 

15 

units which were less reliable. 

Beatty, who obviously was not in sufficient strength 

to challenge the German battle line, saw his position was 

untenable, and he swung around 180 degrees at 4:40 p.m. and 

set out at full speed in a northerly direction to lead the 

Germans to the approaching Grand Fleet. Evan-Thomas, however, 

did not receive the orders to turn until he was alongside 

Beatty's flagship, so that his turn was not made until 4:57 

p.m. This delay resulted in Evan-Thomas's battleships coming 

under the concentrated fire of the leading battleships of the 
16 

of the High Seas Fleet. All of the ships of the Fifth 

Battle Squadron made the turn and received only minor damage 

with the exception of the Warspite which received several 

hits that caused limited damage and some loss of life. 
I5,, 
Marder, Dreadnought to Scapa Flow, pp. 41-2.. 

X 6 riXm 
Chalmers, Life and Letters of David Beatty, p. 2 39. 
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The Warspite later had to drop out of the fight because of 

this damage. The Fifth Battle Squadron turned and followed 

Beatty with the German Fleet and Battlecruiser Squadron in 

close pursuit. Fire between the Fifth Battle Squadron and 

the German battle fleet was exchanged until 5:30 p.m. when the 

British battleships drew out of range because of their 

greater speed. Now the High Seas Fleet was following the 

British battlecruisers into the waiting jowls of the Grand 

Fleet commanded by Sir John Jellicoe, Jellicoe, hero of the 

Boxer Rebellion, was a cautious, unruffled officer of great 

naval and administrative experience. He was a gunnery 

expert who was knowledgeable about all types of naval weapons. 

By his ceaseless work, the Grand Fleet was as efficient as 

17 

could be expected under the circumstances," 

The Grand Fleet, whan added to Beatty's battlecruisers 

and Evan-Thomas's battleships, numbered about one hundred 

fifty ships. Thirty-five of these were dreadnought battleships 

or battlecruisers, six were armored cruisers, twenty-three 

were light cruisers, and about eighty were destroyers. (See 

Appendix 2). Ready to meet this impressive force was the High 

Seas Fleet of ninety-seven vessels. Twenty-one of the 

German ships were battleships or battlecruisers, including 

six old pre-dreadnought battleships which were obsolete and 

a liability in a major fleet action. The remainder of the 

17 
Irving, Smoke Screen of Jutland, p. 12. 
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German fleet was composed of ten light cruisers and 

sixty-one destroyers. 

Upon an examination of the evidence and despite the 

X 8 
testimony of Admiral Scheer, the German admiral likely 

did not desire any real test of strength with the whole of the 

1 Q 

•Grand Fleet. It is probable that Scheer had hoped to catch 

some smaller contingent of the British fleet, such as 

Beatty1s force, and annihilate it with overwhelming force. 

Later Scheer contended that he wanted to fight the Grand 

20 

Fleet, * but a test of strength between the battlelines was 

probably not his desire on 31 May 1916. 

As Jellicoe ordered his deployment on the port side, 

the two fleets converged with the Germans first running into 

Jellicoe's scouting forces at 6:20 p.m. The German battlecruisers 

again enjoyed some success at the outset by destroying the 

obsolete armored cruiser Defence and damaging the armored 

cruiser Warrior so critically that it later sank under tow. 

At 6:54 p.m. the German battlecruisers sank the battlecruiser 

Invincible in the same explosive manner as the Indefatigable 

and Queen Mary. The log of the destroyer Achates related 
18 
Admiral Reinhard Scheer, "The Jutland Battle: The German 

Point of View," The Fortnightly Review, 111 (April, 1919) : 436. 
19 
Archibald Hurd, "The Truth About the Battle of Jutland," 

The Fortnightly Review, 111 (April, 1919): 535. 
20 
Frost, Battle of Jutland, p. 328. 
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71 
stoically: "Observed Invincible blow up and sink.'"' 

Admiral Jellicoe later wrote of the Invincible: 

At about 6:34 p.m. the Invincible, which had 
already been hit more than once by heavy shell 
without appreciable damage, was struck in "Q" 
turret. The shell apparently burst inside the 
turret, as Commander Dannreuther saw the roof 
blown off. A very heavy explosion followed 
immediately, evidently caused by the magazine 
blowing up, and the ship broke in half and sank 
at once, only two officers, including Commander 
Dannreuther, and four men being subsequently 
picked up by the destroyer B a d g e r . 2 2 

By a masterful deployment of his six divisions of 

battleships into a single battle line, in order to use all 

of the firepower of his dreadnoughts, Jellicoe turned his 

fleet to the east and deployed on the port column. In doing 

this he succeeded in crossing the "T" of his German adversary, 

The use of the single battle line had become almost axiomatic 

as a rule of naval tactics since its successful use by the 

Japanese Admiral Togo at the Battle of Tsushima in 1905 

where the Russian fleet was totally destroyed by the new 

Japanese navy. Despite the problems with the inflexible line 

23 

of battle the British did not abandon it until 1940. The 

crossing of the "T" of an enemy in battle was an accom-

plishment usually only dreamed about by admirals and rarely 
21 
Great Britain, Admiralty, Group ADM5 3/3260, "Logbooks 

of Achates," Public Record Office, London, England. (Xerox). 
22 . 
Sir John Jellicoe, The Grand Fleet: 1914-1916 {New 

York: George H. Doran, 1919) p". 3*37" ~ ~~ *™ 
23Marder, Dreadnought to Scapa Flow, p. 221. 
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ever carried out. Sir John Jellicoe did it .twice in one day. 

In capping the "T" of the High Seas Fleet, the full broadsides 

of the British dreadnoughts were brought to bear on the 

Germans while only the forward guns of the German ships 

could be employed. Also, the German ships steaming in line 

• ahead masked the fire of each other, and those who fired 

risked hitting their own ships in front of them. Depending 

upon the design of the various British and German battleships, 

each British ship could use from eight to twelve large guns 

broadside compared to two or four guns that could be fired 

bow-on by the German ships. 

As Scheer broke through the mist in his flagship 

Friedrich der Grosse, he was faced by a line of British 

battleships stretching from northwest to northeast, all 

24 
blazing away at the German battle line. Scheer was 

obviously in an untenable position though he denied this in 

25 

his writings. Desiring to extract his fleet from the trap 

into which he had steamed, Scheer ordered the Gefechtkehrtwendung, 

or "battle turn-away" which is a simultaneous 180 degree turn 

of all the ships in the battle line together. To cover 

this maneuver, which was ordered at 6:40 p.m., Scheer sent in 

his torpedo boat flotillas to attack, as Churchill related: 
24 
Marder, Dreadnought to Scapa Flow, p. 102. 

25 
Admiral Reinhard Scheer, Germany's High Sea Fleet in the 

World War, (London: Cassell and Company™ Ltd. ,~l9"20) , p.T75~I 
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This thoroughly practised evolution was performed 
with success and even precision, in spite of the 
pressure and dissarray of battle. Jellicoe, 
threatened by the torpedo stream, turned away 
according to his long-resolved policy. The fleets 
fell rapidly apart., the Germans faded into a bank 
of mist, and Scheer found himself alone a g a i n . 2 6 

The battle line usually turned "in succession," that is, 

the first ship in the line turned at a given point, and the 

rest of the ships in line turned at that same point. 

In the German battle turn away, all of the ships in line 

turned simultaneously and steamed in the opposite direction. 

The problem with the turn away was that, especially under 

fire, skillful seamanship had to be exercised in order to 

keep collisions from occurring. It was a maneuver that • 

Jellicoe did not expect and did not know about until several 

years after the war. For many years, the British Commander-

in-Chief never knew exactly how the High Seas Fleet had 

escaped his clutches. 

At 6:55 p.m. Scheer repeated his turn away and headed 

back toward the British battle line. Scheer himself 

testified that his purpose in these movements was to "send 

out torpedo boats from our van against the long-drawn 

British battle line in front of us." He commented on his 

action: 

This turn which brought our opponents into the 
favorable position of being able to "cross the 
T," has been designated as a tactical error, 

2 6 
Winston S. Churchill, The World Crisis (New York: 

Charles Scribners Sons, 1931), p. 644. 
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but its success attests the correctness of this 
maneuver. The superxority in the matter of 
gunfire was sacrificed by them because of their 
anxiety in view of the probable losses through 
the attacks of the torpedo boats.27 

To these words a British critic replied: 

This is truly remarkable! An Admiral executes 
a maneuver which brings his opponents into what 
he himself describes as a "favorable position"— 
in other words he blunders into a position in 
which he finds "his T crossed," makes a frantic 
signal to his battle-cruisers to "ram"—five 
unfortunate battle-cruisers are, in the face 
of the fire of the three quarters of the Grand 
Fleet, to get close enough to ram—turns his 
fleet around and bolts, leaving his battle-cruisers 
to their fate, and then has the coolness to 
tell us afterwards "its success attests the 
correctness of the maneuver."28 

Scheer believed that the British Grand Fleet at 6:55 p.m. 

was five miles south of its true position, which led him 

to perform the 180 degree turn again in order to carry across 

the rear of the British fleet and make for the safety of 

2 Q 

German anchorages. Again the Germans ran headlong into 

the center of the British fleet with its belching guns. 

At 7:17 p.m. Scheer gave his orders for a third 180 degree 

turn heading to the southeast and losing his fleet in the 
27Scheer, "German Point of View,", p. 437. 

2^F.D. Butt, "A Reply to Admiral Scheer," The Fortnightly 
Review 128 {October, 1927): 586. 

29 
Churchill, World.Crisis/ p. 644. 



mist and darkness. To cover his retreat Scheer gave his 

battlecruisers the order to charge the British, and the 

German destroyer flotillas launched thirty-one torpedoes 

at the British battle line. Following a long considered plan, 

Sir John Jellicoe turned his battleship squadrons away from 

the torpedoes. Several torpedoes entered the battle line 

but were at the end of their runs and could be avoided. This 

turn away from the torpedoes, however, gave the Germans time 

to disappear in the mist and approaching darkness. 

Jellicoe, declining a major night battle as too risky, 

took up night cruising formation and steamed south hoping to 

remain between Scheer and his base until morning when the 

Germans might be engaged again. Jellicoe desired no night 

action because he felt that he was ill-equipped to fight 

such an action, and he feared that the darkness might 

30 

neutralize the advantage of numbers enjoyed by the British. 

During the night Scheer was able to cross the thinly defended 

rear of the Grand Fleet, smashing the armored cruiser Black 

Prince and several British destroyers. The tiny British 

ships exacted their toll, however, sinking the old pre-

dreadnought battleship Pommern and the cruisers Frauenlob 

and Elbing. Despite these losses the High Seas Fleet reached 

the safety of home ports. 

3 0 
Jellicoe, Grand Fleet#- pp. 370-2 
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After the war, an important factor in the successful 

escape of the German fleet was shown to have been the incorrect 

handling of dispatches from the Admiralty to Jellicoe. Room 

40 had received several messages Scheer's flagship had sent. 

One dispatch gave the projected course of the German fleet 

which the Admiralty felt would give its chosen escape route. 

Due to the earlier misinformation of the Admiralty about the 

position of Scheer's flagship a few hours before the battle-

cruiser action and in light of conflicting reports from his 

own light units, Jellicoe disregarded the Admiralty message; 

31 

he believed it was equally incorrect. It was also reported 

later that not all of the decoded dispatches were sent to 

Jellicoe, and one message from Scheer to his home port asked 

for Zeppelin reconnaissance at the Horn Reef area the next 

morning. If Jellicoe had had this information, he might have 

been waiting for the Germans when they attempted to steam 

to safety.^ 

The great sea battle of the European War of 1914-1918 

had ended. It had, many authors would claim later, been an 

indecisive battle and one which would naturally lead to 

controversy. To be sure, the battle proved to be a 

disappointment to the British and to the sailors of the 

Grand Fleet. Even the King's message to Sir John Jellicoe 

31 
Marder, Dreadnought to Scapa Flow, p. 149. 

32 
Ibid., pp. 149-154. 
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echoed a somber tone: 

I mourn the loss of brave men, many of them 
personal friends of my own, who have fallen in 
their country's cause. Yet even more do I regret 
that the German High Seas Fleet, in spite of its 
heavy losses, was enabled by the misty weather to . 
evade the full consequences of an encounter they • 
have always professed to desire, but for which, 
when the opportunity arrived, they showed no 
inclination.33 

Since Nelson's great victory over the French in 1805, 

the British concept of victory had come to mean annihilation 

of the enemy battle fleet as an effective fighting force. 

The disappointment was severe for the British who had grown 

up on tales of Rodney, Hood, and Nelson. One thing was 
1 

evident: Jutland was no Trafalgar, and those in charge 

would have to justify the reasons why. 

33 
King's Message to Sir John Jellicoe as quoted in "The 

Great Sea Fight," Living Age 290 (July 15, 1916) : 173. 
34 
Lord Sydenham to editor, The Spectator 126 (January 1. 

1921): 14-15. * ' 



CHAPTER II 

"THE URGENT NEED WAS FOR A LITTLE MORE OF 

HAWKE'S SPIRIT": CONTROVERSIES 

OVER THE BATTLE OF JUTLAND 

As soon as the official news release about the Battle of 

Jutland appeared on 2 June, a veritable deluge of questions 

and criticisms arose about the conduct of the fleet, its 

officers, and the quality of the materiel at Jutland. Since 

most of the questions concerning the conduct of the fleet 

were necessarily linked with the personal conduct of the 

participants in the battle, especially its commanders, the 

criticisms often praised one admiral at the expense of the 

other. Perhaps as significant as any other factor in the 

battle, the failure of British materiel contributed to the 

inconclusive results of Jutland. The controversies which 

began immediately following the battle raged for several 

years, and in the 1930s new questions appeared concerning 

the Admiralty's failure to relay intelligence reports to 

Jellicoe. 

The battle also sparked a heated debate on naval doctrine 

which is discussed in Chapters III and IV. The two adversaries 

divided on the question of the necessity of bringing the enemy 

to battle in modern naval warfare. The Sydenham group, of 

which Reginald Custance was the most learned spokesman, 



contended that Jellicoe should have done more to bring the 

German fleet to battle and that this idea most closely 

followed the Nelsonian ideal. Jellicoe was defended by Mark 

Kerr and others who asserted that maintenance of lines of 

communication or command of the sea was the first function 

of the navy. Jellicoe's supporters considered it rash to 

chance the superiority which the British held just to attempt 

to destroy the German fleet. 

The controversy relating to Sir David Beatty's conduct 

as commander of the Battlecruiser Fleet began over Beatty's 

failure to consolidate his forces prior to the action with 

the German battlecruiser squadron. Was Beatty justified in 

raising his speed and moving quickly against the Germans, or 

should he have fallen back on Evan-Thomas's Fifth Battle 

Squadron? In Beatty's defense Churchill noted that the 

Battlecruiser Fleet at that moment consisted of six powerful 

battlecruisers, any one of which both Beatty and Churchill 

believed was fully capable of handling any of the five German 

battlecruisers. Had Beatty waited for the Fifth Battle 

Squadron, his striking power would have been overwhelming, 

but it would have been more difficult to bring Hipper to 

battle. The questions pertaining to consolidation of forces 

were analyzed by all of the major sources available. 

Closely related to the problem of consolidation of his 

forces was Beatty's difficulty in signaling the Fifth Battle 

Squadron to inform them of his intentions concerning the 
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German forces that had been sighted by the Galatea. When 

Beatty received warning from his scouting cruisers that 

enemy units were operating in the area, he raised steam and 

gave flag signals to the Fifth Battle Squadron that he 

intended to investigate the enemy forces sighted. Accustomed 

to close work with Beatty, the battlecruisers followed 

immediately as Beatty turned and hastened after the enemy. 

The Fifth Battle Squadron, however, temporarily assigned to 

Beatty's command, could not see the flag signals given, and 

Beatty did not repeat his signals by searchlight as he might 

have done. Ignorant of the orders to turn, Evan-Thomas*s 

battleships continued on their northeastward course, opening 

the distance between Beatty's battlecruisers and the Fifth 

Battle Squadron from five miles, as was ordered, to a 

distance of ten miles. When Evan-Thomas finally turned, for 

whatever reason, his problem was compounded by the great 

speed of the battlecruisers compared to his battleships, and 

there was a significant lapse of time before his battleships 

could join the fight and only then at extreme ranges. Evan-

Thomas discussed this problem in a letter to The Times. 

Marder was mildly critical of Beatty, recognizing his problems 

in the matter and noting the results of his failures. Frost, 

Harper, Bacon, and Irving were critical of Beatty's performance 

during this action, while Bennett laid the blame more upon 

Evan-Thomas than upon Beatty. 



A third major criticism of Beatty centered around his 

tactics during the baltlecruiser action. His critics 

especially pointed out that he had waited too long to open 

fire on the German battlecruisers: Beatty13 ships armed 

with 12- and 13.5-inch guns could have opened fire before 

the smaller German 11- and 12-inch guns could come into 

action. Beatty closed to approximately 16,000 yards before 

opening fire, which was within the effective range of the 

German guns. At this point Beatty did not know the exact 

range of his enemy because, according to those who excused 

him on this point, visibility was poor. Also, Hipper had 

turned sharply toward Beatty's forces, and the converging 

courses of the two forces made range-finding difficult. 

Beatty's detractors point out that the Grand Fleet Battle 

Orders emphasized that gun duels be begun at long range and 

then brought to close range as the fight continued, and 

1 
the enemy was neutralized. Hipper was fearful that the 

British battlecruisers would fight at extreme ranges; 18,500 

yards was the maximum effective range of Beatty's 13.5-inch 

2 

guns. Beatty would have preferred to have opened fire from 

outside the range of Hipper's guns and then moved closer 

to the enemy ships. 

^"Arthur J. Marder, From the Dreadnought to Scapa Flow, 
vol. 3 (London: Oxford University Press, 1966), p. 17. 

2 
Geoffrey Bennett, The Battle of Jutland (Great Britain: 

Dufour Editions, 1964), p. 76. 
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Bacon and Corbett discussed Beatty's deployment with 

the Grand Fleet after the run to the north with the German 

fleet chasing him. The main point of their criticism was 

that Beatty's passing in front of the Grand Fleet caused it 

to bunch up, delaying Jellicoe's deployment. It was claimed, 

that this delay prevented the Grand Fleet from having the 

time necessary to complete its deployment and surprise the 

German Fleet completely. Bacon discussed the related matter 

of whether Beatty's funnel smoke, as he passed in front of 

the battle fleet, was a decisive factor that limited the 

success of the shooting of the Grand Fleet. 

Beatty was charged by his detractors with having failed 

to communicate properly the German fleet's position to 

Jellicoe in time for the Commander-in-Chief to assess the 

situation concerning deployment properly. Jellicoe needed the 

position and direction of the German fleet to know on which 

wing to deploy. The most important sources on this point 

are Frost and Marder. 

The poor shooting performance of Beatty's battlecruisers 

during the battlecruiser action also came under criticism. On 

the run to the south, the Germans had received only fifteen 

hits while the British had received twenty-eight. Beatty was 

apparently very sensitive about this issue, since he later 

attempted to manipulate the information about it in the 
3 

Harper Report. This attempt caused great tensions within 

^Ibid., p. 190. 
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the navy and led to the withdrawal of that report from 

publication. Harder, in a masterful presentation of 

the reasons for the British performance, shows that most 

of the reasons for the poor shooting were beyond Beatty's 

control. 

Turning to the contrcversi.es surrounding Sir John 

Jellicoe's conduct in the battle, Churchill, Sydenham, and 

Frost criticized Jellicoe's choice of deployment prior to 

engaging the High Seas Fleet. Three choices of deployment 

were open to him, and Jellicoe chose to deploy on the port 

column. The advantages of this deployment pointed out by 

Harper, Bennett, and Harder were that it crossed the "T" 

of Jellicoe's adversary with only a ten minute delay over 

the starboard deployment. The port deployment cut off Scheer 

from his base and gave the Grand Fleet an advantage in visi-

bility that was of great value in the battle.^ A second 

possible deployment was on the starboard column, a suggestion 

of Frost and Churchill. The major argument of this deployment 

was that it would have brought the British into action sooner 

5 

and at decisive gun ranges. A third possible deployment 

and one championed by Churchill was a deployment on 

Jellicoe's center column. Marder pointed out that theoretically 

it might have been the best, but was considered to be, at the 

4 
Marder, Dreadnought- to Scapa Flow, pp. 91~2. 
5 
Ibid., p. 92. 
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time, too complicated, for use in action. Corbett, Harder? 

and Irving pointed this out in their studies. 

Concerning Jellicoe's turn-away of the British Fleet when 

it came under torpedo attack, Admiral Mark Kerr eloquently 

defended Jellicoe in a series of letters to The Times and 

The Spectator in the 1920s.^ On the other hand,. Frost 

criticized Jellicoe's tactic and supplied statistical data 

to support his view. Marder disagreed with Frost's views by 

noting that a turn toward the German Fleet would possibly 

have been dangerous by opening the British battle line to 

further German destroyer torpedo attacks. 

Frost alone questioned Jellicoe's refusal to fight at 

night. The other major sources concurred with Jellicoe. 

Jellicoe felt that his fleet was improperly equipped to fight 

after dark. Frost argued that a resolute commander would have 

used his superior fleet and closed with the enemy fleet. 

Finally, Jellicoe's overall tactics, exclusive of the 

questions previously raised, became the object of praise and 

attack. Depending upon their allegiance in the controversy, 

writers contemporary with Jellicoe described him as either a 

consummate genius of naval warfare, leading the fleet in the 

best possible manner, or a tragic, incompetent blunderer who 

threw victory away. Frost and Churchill severely attacked him 

6Ibid. 

7 
See pp. 94-5. 
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for what they considered his throwing away of the opportunity 

to destroy the Germans. Bacon and Harper defended Jellicoe, 

indicating that they felt Jellicoe had done as well as 

possible under difficult circumstances. Harder, Bennett, 

Barnett, and Irving were mildly critical of Jellicoe, 

indicating that he was too cautious, but all considered the 

reasons for his caution and discussed the problems of command 

with understanding. 

Part of the controversies centered around the materiel 

of the British. Probably one of the most important factors 

contributing to British ineffectiveness were the defective 

British sjiells. Jellicoe, as controller in the Admiralty 

in 1910, had ordered extensive testing of armor piercing 

shells. These tests showed that in flat trajectory, close 

range firing, British shells were adequate, but that in long 

range firing where the shell met the armor at an oblique 

angle the shells were inadequate to penetrate the armor. 

Further, the shells were fitted with fuses which burst the 

shell upon oblique impact, thereby precluding any chance of 
8 

piercing the armor. Admiral Frederic Dreyer estimated 

that if the British had possessed effective shells, at least 

six and perhaps more German dreadnoughts would have been 

9 
sunk. 

8 
Corelli Barnett, The Swordbearers, (New York: William 

Morrow & Co., 1964), p. 123. 
Q 
Harder, Dreadnought to Scapa Flow, p. 169. 
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Another important, materiel question dealt with the 

British range finding equipment, Jutland proved that the 

British range finders were inadequate for long range gunfire. 

Corbett, Marder, Bennett, and Barnett discussed the effects 

of this equipment as well as the development of adequate 

range finders later after the battle. 

Warship construction was thought to have affected the 

outcome of the battle. The Indefatigable, Queen Mary, 

Invincible, and armored cruiser Defence all blew up and sank 

after being hit by a few salvos of 11-inch shells, while 

German ships were repeatedly struck by 12-, 13.5-, and 

15-inch shells and made port. Jellicoe and Frost thought 

that the problem lay in insufficient armor protection, 

particularly on deck and turret tops, Marder, Barnett, and 

Bennett, on the other hand, felt that the armor protection 

was sufficient, but that cordite"'""'" flash was to blame. They 

asserted that proper flash protection would have resulted in 

no British capital ships being sunk at Jutland. 

Another matter related to warship construction was the 

difference in water-tight divisions between the German and 

British ships. The German ships were divided into more 

adequate water-tight compartments and were thus almost 

"^Bennett, Battle of Jutland, p. 71. 

"^Cordite, given this name because of its stringy 
appearance, was a smokeless explosive containing nitroglycerin, 
gun cotton, petroleum jelly and acetone. 
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unsinkable. British authors stared that British ships 

had been built for long, empire-ranging voyages and were, 

therefore, built with more room for habitation which was 

often months in duration. The German ships were not designed 

for long voyages; the German sailors lived in barracks .on 

land. Since the German ships were not required to have the 

same habitability, they could be subdivided and compartmented 

without thought for the comfort of the sailors. 

In the 1930s a question appeared dealing with the top 

secret decoding section of the British Admiralty known as 

Room 40. Early in the war, the Russians had captured and 

forwarded to the British a copy of the German naval code. 

A special intelligence division was set up in Room 40 at 

Whitehall to serve the Admiralty with intelligence on German 

naval movements. The main job of this division was to 

monitor all German radio communications and to inform the 

Admiralty of their content. Knowledge of Room 40 was 

highly classified information and was not made public until 

the late 1930s. For these reasons Corbett, Frost, and 

others were unable to include this highly significant 

information in their studies because they were unaware of 

its existence or were forestalled by its secret nature from 

using this information. Bennett, Marder, and Barnett were 

among the first writers to use this information in studies 

about the Battle of Jutland. 
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These were the major controversies that, upon a sea 

of paper, the Battle of Jutland was to be refought time and 

again. Questions of strategy and tactics were argued 

ad nauseum in the pages of The Times and in other British 

papers. Added to the real questions raised by Jutland came 

forth personal clashes between those in and out of the navy -

who defended Beatty or Jellicoe. These personal clashes 

reached print in many cases in book length studies, as well 

as in letters to the editor columns. With the exception of 

Julian Corbett's Naval Operations, few books were.written 

in the 1920s that did not present some partisan view. 

Holloway Frost's studies in the 1920s and 1930s were a notable 

exception. Finally, in the 1960s, with the works of Barnett, 

Bennett, Marder, and Irving, full evidence and more objective 

interpretation were available. This thesis will deal with 

the letters and books and their attempts to resolve the 

controversies over Jutland. 



CHAPTER III 

VISIBILITY ZERO 

The first salvos to be fired in the paper confrontation 

were between the British and German media. The progress of 

this battle was, in many ways, as incredible as the actual 

battle. Most surprising, perhaps, was the failure of the 

British Admiralty to make full use of the propaganda 

potentiality of Jutland. To be sure, British use of the 

media could be quite effective? the stories of German 

atrocities during the invasion of Belgium which are still 

seen in modern documentaries are evidence of that. Why, 

in the face of the seemingly unfavorable results of Jutland, 

the British chose to be so forthright and accurate when 

they finally did report the battle to the public is beyond 

comprehension. More sophisticated reporting of the battle 

immediately following it would certainly have made Jutland 

more palatable to the British public that had, during the 

preceding centuries, become accustomed to great naval 

victories. The Admiralty could also have averted worldwide 

speculation that the teeth of the British lion had finally 

been pulled. As it was, the British report on the battle 

came late, on 3 June 1916, two days after the battle 

ended: 

30 
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On the afternoon of Wednesday, 31st May, 
a naval engagement took place off the coast of 
Jutland. The British ships on which the brunt of 
the fighting fell were the Battlecruiser Fleet 
supported by four fast battleships. Among these 
the losses were heavy. The German battlefleet, 
aided by low visibility, avoided prolonged action 
with our main forces, and soon after these 
appeared on the scene the enemy returned to port, 
though not before receiving severe damage from 
our battleships. The battlecruisers Queen Mary/ 
Indefatigable, Invincible and the cruisers 
Defence and Black Prince were sunk. It is also 
known that the destroyers Tipperary, Turbulent, . 
Fortune, Sparrowhawk and Ardent were lost and six 
others are not yet accounted for. No British 
battleships or light cruisers were sunk. The 
enemy's losses were serious. At least one 
battlecruiser was destroyed, one battleship was 
reported sunk by our destroyers during a night 
attack and two light cruisers were sunk. The 
exact number of enemy destroyers disposed of 
during the action cannot be ascertained with any 
certainty, but it must have been large.1 

Although it hardly bears repeating, this report was 

poorly handled. The British public was confused, and some 

people were outraged by its tenor. H. Armytage wrote to 

The Times: 

Who were the idiots responsible for the 
Admiralty reports published on Saturday? They 
first announced that our Fleet, "supported by 
four fast battleships. Among these the losses 
were heavy," clearly referring to the battleships. 
But lower down comes the. statement that no battle-
ships were lost. If the Germans scooted for home 
pursued by our ships, searchlights on, and firing 
for all they were worth at Germans fleeing at 30 
knots, as stated by a neutral observer, why were 
we given the impression that both sides broke off 
and made back to their own ports? This impression 
being strengthened by the second report:—German 

''"Geoffrey Bennett, "The Battle of Jutland," History 
Today 60 (May, 1960), 313. 
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battle cruisers . . . Another was . . . seen to be 
disabled and stopping suggesting that we were so . 
knocked about we could not go in and finish a 
vessel disabled and stopping. Why give us, with 
childish braggadocio, the information that we 
actually hit one of the German battleships.2 

A study of the letters on the subject of Jutland which 

were published in the London Times allows those interested in 

the battle and its results to follow the early thinking on 

the importance of Jutland. The first group of letters tended 

to follow many divergent tacks. On 7 June 1916, Lord Sydenham 

of Combe^ made one of the first attempts to sort out the 

confusing reports and lack of information and to outline the 

Battle of Jutland in broad terms. In certain particulars, 

however, Sydenham erred because he failed to distinguish 

between the battlecruiser action and the meeting of the 

combined fleets. He indicated that Beatty had flung his 

battlecruisers against the whole of the High Seas Fleet: 

It may be thought that the flinging of a fraction 
of our forces against the whole German High Seas 
Fleet was a rash proceeding; but at least it was 
a supremely gallant action, and it must be remem-
bered that, if it had been delayed, the Germans 
. . . would most probably have retired before they 
could be effectively attacked. If so the severe 

2H. Armytage to editor, The Times (London), June 6, 1916, 
P a 9 • 

3 
George Sydenham Clarke (Lord Sydenham of Combe) held 

many posts; Secretary to the Colonial Defense Committee, 
Secretary of the Royal Commission on Navy and Army adminis-
tration, Committee of Imperial Defense, and Chairman of Royal 
Commission on veneral disease. His letters on all subjects 
were found in great numbers in The Times (London), The 
Spectator, and in all of the Britrsh media. ~ 
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punishment which has certainly been administered 
was due to Sir David Baattv's decision. 

Sydenham then ended with an emotional note characteristic 

of the era: 

They have added a shining page to our naval history, 
upheld the best traditions of Drake, Hawke, St. 
Vincent and Nelson, and they have finally disposed 
of any hope that the enemy may have entertained of 
contesting our sea supremacy, Requieseant in pace,^ 
and in the love and admiration of their countrymen. 

While his letter was factually incorrect, Lord Sydenham had 

come forward with the first attempt to praise Beatty and make 

him the hero of Jutland. 

Another letter attempted to ascertain the objects of the 

German venture into the North Sea. Sir Robert Biddulph"* 

decided that "if their object was to break the blockade and 

let out cruisers to prey on our commerce and perhaps to raid 

our coasts, it has signally failed." On the British side the 

author contended that the British objective was simply to 

contain the Germans, an objective which proved to be 

successful.^ 

The first really informed attempt to deal with the 

particulars of Jutland came with the 15 June letter of the 

4 
Lord Sydenham to editor, The Times (London), June 7, 

1916, p. 9. — 

5 
General Sir Robert Biddulph served in the Crimea, .in 

China, and during the Indian mutiny. He was High Commissioner 
and Commander-in-Chief of Cyprus, Director-General of military 
education from 1889-1893, Governor and Commander-in-Chief of 
Gibraltar and Array Purchase Commissioner in 1904. 

6 • 
Sir Robert Biddulph to editor, The Times (London) 

June 15, 1916, p. 9.' 

"''ibid. 
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Q 

retired Admiral William Hanrtam Henderson, Much of the letter 

attempted to explain or justify Beatty1s part in the early 

phase of the battle. The letter implied that in the inner 

naval circles a question had been raised as to whether Beatty 

had acted rashly in engaging the German. Battlecruisers. 

Henderson concluded that "The strategical necessity of bringing 

the enemy advanced group to an action may have been so great 

as necessarily to override the obvious tactical necessity of 

massing the forces on the engagement."9 Henderson then 

dipped back into British naval history, that deep depository 

of naval wisdom and truth, which, like the Bible, can prove 

whatever any advocate wishes, and he demonstrated where 

Nelson and Hawke took equal risks and came out with "smashing 

successes. Admiral Henderson said, "It must be confessed 

that those people who grumble at Beatty's apparent precipitancy 

would have grumbled as much or nearly as much at Hawke."-'*® 

He also noted that "the public never has and never will 

understand naval warfare." Henderson then criticized, perhaps 

justly, the Admiralty's first announcement of the battle: 
If there was anyone with a spark of imagination or 
knowledge of human nature at Whitehall, a modest, 
firm and expressive announcement could have been 

8 
Admiral William Hannara Henderson held a number of major 

sea commands before retiring in 1906. 
9W.H. Henderson to editor, The Times (London), June 15, 

1916, p. 9. — 

10Ibid. 
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drawn up which should have concluded with the plain 
statement that "the German fleet, &s soon as our 
main body got into action, retreated with precipi-
tation and returned to its home ports, pursued by 
our whole Fleet and flotillas, reports from whom 
have not been received. The command of the sea is 
not only unshaken, but more firmly established."H 

Henderson's letter was important for several reasons. It 

strongly indicated the failure of the Admiralty to use the 

media properly, and, most important, it indicated for the 

first time the existence of some anti-Beatty sentiment in 

naval circles. 

Henderson's letter also was considered by some observers 

to be critical of Beatty, and John Leyland^ wrote to The Times 

answering Henderson: 

The Admiral seems to be conscious of some 
current of opinion in criticism of the action of 
Sir David Beatty, which, I think, has not been 
reflected in The Times, but there can be no 
judgment on that point pending the presentation of 
dispatches and complementary reports and official 
statements. . . . They do not, we may be sure, 
belong to that "hot-headed" sort of persons with 
whom Nelson refused to be classed. What constraint, 
if any, strategical or other, may have been placed 
upon Sir David Beatty we have no means of knowing. . . . 

It was impossible for Sir John Jellicoe to get 
at the German Fleet in the recent action in any 

^Ibid. 

12 
John Leyland was a writer on naval, international and 

historical subjects. He wrote for The Times (London), Twentieth 
Century, Edinburg Review and other periodicals. He was the ~ 
editor of several service magazines, notably The Navy, from 
1917-1918, and he was attached to the Admiralty~War~Staff durincr 
World War I. J 



decisive fashion, and the reasons for that condition 
of things will be deemed of the highest significance 
by future naval historians.^3 

Leyland was then joined by the retired Admiral Sir Edmund 

R. Freemantie: 

Fortunately, the naval tradition is that of Nelson, 
"to finish the business," which generally meant a 
bold attack by which alone such victories as Quiberon 
Bay, the Nile, and Trafalgar are secured. Criti-
cisms may be expected, and perhaps justified to some 
extent, but Beatty's prompt action truly represents 
the Nelson tradition and will show all, whether 
friends, neutrals or enemies, that the spirit of 
the Navy is that of Hawke and Nelson.15 

These letters were the first drops in a torrent of letters 

that centered around the ghost of Nelson. It must, indeed, 

have been a difficult time to have been a British naval 

officer in command. In any naval action the shade of Nelson 

and other lesser naval lights peered over the shoulder of 

every British sailor from the lowest rank to Admiral. It 

was a difficult assignment to live up to the traditions of 

the Nile and Trafalgar in an age when naval combat was vastly 

different from that of the early 1800s. Added to the 

13John Leyland to editor, The Times (London), June 16, 
1916, p. 9. — 

14 
Retired Admiral Sir Edmund Robert Freemantle held 

several major sea commands and took part in many small 
Imperial incidents such as the successful expedition against 
to Sultan of Vitu in British East Africa. He retired from 
the Navy in^1901. He wrote on naval subjects and was very 
interested in the problems of shipbuilding policy, defending 
the battleship as a major warship type. 

15 
Admiral E.R. Freemantle to editor, The Times (London), 

June 16, 1916, p. 9. — ~ 
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psychological difficulties was the. rapid development of 

naval materiel, most of which had not been tested under 

battle conditions. The letters in the newspapers which.followed 

centered around Beatty*s battlecruiser action, and the question 

was raised as to whether Beatty had indeed proved, to be the 

inheritor of the "Nelson touch." 

By 17 June it was known that Beatty, or so it seemed, 

had a numerical advantage when he moved on Hipper's force, 
1 £ 

which fact was acknowledged in Herbert W. Wilson's letter 

to The Times. In his letter Wilson took a verbal swipe at 

those who had praised Beatty even though it was presumed t̂ hat 

he had attacked a superior force: 
. . . it is permissible to point out that those who 
have first argued that Admiral Beatty attacked a 
greatly superior force with an inferior force, and 
have contended that Nelson's teaching sanctioned 
such action, misunderstand what has been called 
"the Nelson touch."17 

In the latter portions of his letter Wilson brought out an 

interesting point about inferior against superior strength 

in naval warfare when he said that "it appears doubtful 

whether in modern naval war the force which is much inferior 

X 6 
Herbert Wrigley Wilson was the author of naval books, 

the most notable being Battleships in Action (1926). He was 
f a n < ^ assistant editor of the Daily Mail from 
1898-1938. He supported battleship construction» 

17 
H.W. Wilson to editor, The Times (London), June 17, 

1916, p. 7. 
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can do much injury to the superior enemy."Wilson's letter 

was, in part, seconded by another letter from John Moresby 

who related the words that his father had allegedly recorded 

as a midshipman on one of Nelson's ships, "Gentlemen, the 

French are probably there; the Victory will take three, the 

Canopus, Spartiate and Belleisle will take two each and the 

rest of you one apiece. Now, gentlemen, the fleets are 

equal."2® An interesting aspect of these letters is that 

often Jutland became completely overwhelmed, at least 

temporarily, in the desire to discuss once again the genius 

of Horatio Nelson. 

At the same time, others had not forgotten Jutland, 

and Filson Young,author of several flag waving books 

about the British fleet, let go with the most unrestrained 

broadside against Beatty's critics: 

18Ibid. 

19 
Admiral John Moresby was an explorer who did extensive 

mapping studies in the Torres Straits and on the Coasts of New 
Guinea. From 1872-1874 his survey covered 1,200 miles of 
unknown coast line and about one hundred islands. He also had 
taken part in the suppression of the Taipei Rebellion in 1862. 

20 
Admiral John Moresby to editor, The Times (London), 

June 20, 1916, p. 7. ~ — * 

21 
Alexander Bell Filson Young was a poet, novelist, 

and author of naval books, his best work being With the Battle 
Cruisers, written during a period from 1914-1915~wKenrr"as~a~ 
iieutenant in the Royal Navy Volunteer Reserve he was assigned 
to the staff of Sir David Beatty on the Lion. He was later a 
war correspondent for the B.E.F. in FranceTn 1916-1917. 
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Certain murmars of criticism concerning the 
naval fight have crept to utterance. For the most 
part they are a confirmation of Admiral Henderson's 
remark that "the public will never understand naval 
warfare." 

As for the suggestion—nowhere openly lent, 
in several cases inferentially made—that Sir 
David Beatty's action in engaging the enemy and 
keeping him engaged is open to criticism, it is 
hardly worth confuting. Is it seriously suggested 
that on sighting the German battlecruisers Sir 
David Beatty should have turned tail and run away? 
Those who know even a very little of the Navy will 
smile at such an idea. 

Then Young really became emotional: 

But war is, fortunately, not only a demon-
stration of physcial force and scientific qualities, 
but also of spirit and moral qualities. In the 
Battle of Horn Reef we proved ourselves supreme in 
both. . . . 

He [Beatty] was leading a force consisting of men 
whose single idea it is to get at the Germans and 
fight them; to challenge on every occasion and if 
necessary at the high expense of life and material 
which-we can afford, their right to be abroad on 
the seas at this time.22 

Young's wordy barrage obviously hit one of H. W. Wilson's 

tender areas, for in The Times the following day was flung 

the following salvo by Wilson: 

Mr. Filson Young, in an otherwise excellent 
letter, practically tells us that the only 
course for a British naval officer is to steam 
straight at the enemy regardless of odds. 

My only desire is to establish tactical principles, 
though tactics would be abolished if Mr. Young's 
plan were seriously adopted. 

22 
1916 F^ l s o n Youn<? t o editor, The Times (London) , June 20, 
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Once again Nelson was resurrected to prove a point: 

Did Pie [Nelson] rush impetuously on the enemy or 
wait patiently for the proper opportunity? Was 
he afraid of what people might say? . . . 

Where does the legend come from^that Nelson 
simply taught "Engage more closely?"" 

In a letter signed "J. G. G." several possibilities 

about the reasons for the battle were entertained. First the 

author contended that some "six or eight capital ships were 

sunk, the crews that manned them are no more . "24 Thie author 

stated that both British and German sailors * hats had been 

washed ashore in Denmark, and he theorized that "in the big 

ships sailors are not exposed and their caps cannot fall 

25 

overboard," offering this as proof that German battleships 

had been sunk. Then "J. G. G." attempted to probe into the 

reasons that the High Seas Fleet chose to come out, and at 

the same time he praised Beatty and his "fast squadron": 
In my opinion the German enterprise "northwards" 
was nothing less than the throwing of the whole 
of their battle cruisers, including their newest 
ships completed since the outbreak of the war on 
to the Atlantic and Indian Ocean. . . . If a 
large number of the fastest and most powerful 
vessels afloat could be put on the trade routes 
England could be brought to her knees. . . . It 
is one thing to run down and destroy an Emden, 
quite another a Lutzow or a Hindenburg. 2"5 

23 
H.W. Wilson to editor, The Times (London), June 21. 

1916, p. 7. — 

24 
J.G.G., to editor, The Times (London), June 21, 1916, 

p. 7. 

25 
Ibid* 
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On 23 June Filson Young fired back another barrage in 

his duel with H. W. Wilson. He succeeded in bringing forth 

some more details of the Jutland battle. Young stated Wilson 

had criticized Beatty for attacking the German High Seas 

Fleet and committing the "tactical sin of a weak force."^ 

Young continued: 

It is obvious that he engaged and chased the German 
battle cruisers, and that when he met their High 
Sea Fleet he turned and drew away from it. How 
otherwise could he have led the whole German 
fleet northwards to Sir John Jellicoe and the 
Grand Fleet?28 

Young was substantially correct in the particulars of 

the engagement. From his position as a member of Beatty's 

staff in the Battlecruiser Fleet, he knew many naval officers 

and had inside information others did not have. He had, 

however, in his paper engagement with Wilson, left himself 

open to a more learned broadside, which he did not in any 

form dispute publicly. John Leyland criticized Young on an 

important point: the discussion of those naval officers 

whose "single idea is to get at the Germans and fight them-— 

to challenge them on every occasion.Leyland continued: 

. . . no admiral that I am acquainted with in the 
pages of naval history has thrown caution to the 
winds in the spirit which Mr. Filson Young extols. 

26 
Ibid. 

27 
Filson Young to editor, The Times (London), June 23. 

1916, p. 7. ' 

28T, . , 
Ibid. 
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. . . From Torrington's action to the actions of 
modern times, the principle has been to conserve 
naval strength. The object of strategy has been 
to use it in circumstances of the greatest advantage. 
The "Nelson touch" implies the use of it in such 
circumstances. The caution of the admirals and of 
the Admiralty has often restrained the ardour of 
young officers who have wished to challenge the 
enemy in every circumstance. . . . We must not 
allow the principle of challenging the enemy at 
any cost, including the :,high expense" of life 
and material, even if we can afford to lose both, 
to be exalted into a doctrine in these critical 
times.30 

An analysis of these letters brings out several currents 

of thought existing shortly after the Jutland battle. First, 

there was little concrete information concerning the battle, 

the particulars of which had to wait for the end of the war. 

The reason for this was that the British were ignorant of 

the exact movements of the German Fleet at Jutland until after 

the war when German accounts of the battle were published. 

Second, anti-Beatty and anti-Jellicoe schools of thought, 

which must surely have existed to some extent before the 

great battle, were given great impetus. This rivalry was to 

continue for many years and perhaps is hardly settled yet. 

Third, along with the Beatty-Jellicoe rivalry came the 

realization that there was wide divergence on the basic naval 

strategy proper for the conduct of a modern war held by line 

officers and the Admiralty. The argument centered around the 

role that the fleet should take. Should the British fleet, 

superior at least in bulk, take the passive, defensive role 

Ibxd. 
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assigned to it by Jellicoe (according to Beatty's defenders), 

controlling lines of communication and fighting only when 

victory was assured or should it fight at every opportunity 

and attempt to destroy the enemy fleet completely, as 

Beatty's supporters advocated, 



CHAPTER IV 

VISIBILITY IMPROVING 

By October of 1916 the debate concerning the meaning 

and significance of Jutland heated up again. Winston 

Churchill, in speech and in writing, had considered the role 

of the British Navy to be "essentially defensive" even 

before the war.̂ " That he had changed his mind when he was 

First Lord of the Admiralty during the war was not likely. 

His reiteration of this view in the October 1916, London 

Magazine called forth a veritable fusillade of words. In 

a letter to The Times Lord Sydenham quoted Churchill as 

contending that it did no harm for the German Fleet to 

take a "promenade at sea." He further quoted Churchill as 

asserting that the British Fleet need not challenge the 

High Seas Fleet, but remained assured of command of the sea 

by taking no chances and fighting only when great advantage 

existed. Lord Sydenham developed the following criticisms: 

It may fairly be said that these new theories of 
naval strategy violate the whole teaching of the 
great masters of war. . . . now and always, the 
one supreme naval object is to capture or destroy 
the enemy's armed ships . . . . Mr. Churchill 

Winston Churchill, quoted by Ensign M. Kryske, "Ruler 
of the Queen's Navee," United States Naval Institute Proceedincjs 
99 (January, 1973), 74. ~ " ~"~ 

2 
Lord Sydenham to editor, The Times (London), October 4. 

1916, p. 6. . _ 
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strangely fails to realize that nothing would 
exercise a more profound influence on the situation 
present and future than a decisive and final Fleet 
action. His implied doctrine is that the present 
naval situation is perfectly satisfactory, and • 
that we should not fight unless "the most 
conservative calculations" lead to the 
"consciousness of overwhelming superiority," 
failing which we should "fall back upon the safe . 
and far stronger position of forcing the enemy 
to come right over to our coasts." If ever 
Boards of Admiralty and naval commanders afloat 
become imbued with ideas of this kind . . . we 
may bid farewell to the dominion of the sea.^ 

Sydenham further criticized Churchill for what Sydenham 

alleged were his tactical ideas: 

Mr. Churchill pictures the consummate commander 
"regulating almost by gesture from moment to moment 
the course of the supreme and intense battle." The 
most cursory study of naval war will show that a 
commander can never direct a great fleet in action 
as a maestro handles an orchestx'a. This naive 
notion must have been derived from the precision 
of fleet evolutions as practised at manoeuvres; 
but the admiral who bases his battle tactics on 
instructions given "from moment to moment" can 
securely count on f a i l u r e . ^ 

A few days later Lord Sydenham's letter drew some return 

fire in a letter to The Times signed "Flag Officer." This 

letter took Sydenham to task for suggesting that the British 

Navy should close with the Germans on the qoast of Denmark. 

He further criticized Sydenham for the manner in which he 

had used Nelson, Hawke and Drake as examples, feeling that 

using them would "require considerable modification before 

adoption in the present day." He continued; 

^Ibid. 

4 I b i d . 
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We have to recognize that since those days the 
defensive limits of coasts and ports have been 
pushed far cut to sea with the coming of the 
submarine and the mine, and that closing the 
enemy's coast as done in the old wars is as 
much a thing of the past as is a Battle of the 
Nile or the laying of the Victory alongside 
the Redoubtable. . . . I suggest that areas 
where the enemy's minefields and submarines 
are likely to be found are not from our point 
of view the most suitable for a general 
engagement.5 

In The Times of 9 October 1916 came another barrage from 

one critical of Churchill and his defensive doctrines of 

naval warfare. This letter, one of the two best written 

letters of that controversy, was by Sir Reginald Custance® 

and clearly outlined the controversy: 

Mr. Winston Churchill has lately been raising 
the question whether the British Navy need fight. 
His words are:—"Without a battle we have all the 
most victorious of battles could give us." May I 
be permitted to explain the full bearing of those 
words and of his article? 

The generally accepted doctrine is that the 
aim or object in war, vzhether by land or sea, is 
to destroy, disarm, or contain—that is, neutralize 
the action of—the enemy's armed force, and that 
this can only be brought about by battle or the 
threat of battle. Some 10 years since another 
theory was enunciated, and has been widely 
propagated. Its exponents assumed that the 

5 
Flag Officer to editor, The Times (London), October 1. 

1916, p. 9. ' 

6 
Admiral Sir Reginald Neville Custance held several 

high level positions in the Royal Navy, among them the 
Director of Naval Intelligence, second in Command of the 
Channel Fleet.^ He was publically critical of Admiralty policy 
and was retired in 1912, He believed in the study of naval 
warfare and opposed the development of the battiecruiser in 
favor of slower, heavily armored vessels• 
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larger naval operations "must always have for their 
object passage and communication—that is, the Fleet 
is mainly occupied in guarding our communications 
and seizing those of the enemy." They laid down 
that the aim or object in war is "command of the 
sea," which according to them means "control of 
communications." We are to note that the phrases 
"command of the sea" and "control of communications" 
are really omnibus terms introduced to cover the 
consequences which result from destroying, 
disarming, or containing the enemy's armed force. 
Such terms are wanting in scientific accuracy and 
are misleading, because the consequences vary greatly 
in degree, those resulting from the destruction of 
the enemy in battle greatly exceeding those arising 
from simply containing him without a battle. For 
example, if the German fleet had been destroyed 
in the Battle of Jutland the Baltic would have been 
open to us, a close watch of the German ports both 
there and in the North Sea could have been estab-
lished, the German submarines could have been 
confined to their ports, and direct communication 
with Russia opened? whereas none of these measures 
is now feasible, because the German fleet has not 
been destroyed and is only contained in the North 
Sea. And, further, the new theory derives from 
the accepted doctrine thus:—The destruction of 
the enemy's armed ships is the aim or object in 
war; the control of communications is given by the 
destruction of the enemy's armed ships; therefore, 
the control of communications is the aim or object 
in. war. The exponents of the theory adopt the 
conclusion without any reference to the major 
premise; they consider only the ends and omit all 
mention of the means; they make no reference to 
battle, and even go so far as not to include the 
destruction of the hostile navy among the functions 
of the Fleet. These are declared to be "the 
furtherance or hindrance of operations on land, 
the protection or destruction of commerce, and the 
prevention or securing of alliances, which functions 
may be discharged by direct territorial attacks or 
by getting command of the sea--i.e., establishing 
ourselves in such a position that we can control 
the maritime communications of all parties concerned, 
so that we can operate by sea against the enemy's 
territory, commerce, and allies, and they can 
operate against ours " 
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No reference is here made to operations 
against the hostile navy, which is entirely ignored. 
A theory which omits all reference to battle, with 
its immense mental ana moral consequences, and 
places in the forefront such functions as the above 
is not calculated to lead to decisive battles at 
sea. It represents the policy which led to failure 
of the French navy in the 18th century. It tends 
to breed leaders of the type of Howe and Hotham, 
rather than of Drake, Hawke, and Nelson. Mr. 
Churchill has evidently adopted this precious 
theory—unwittingly, it may be—and is using it to 
justify not destroying the German fleet if 
opportunity offers. 

The next letter was penned by Lord Sydenham and was his 

attempt to answer "Flag Officer." Sydenham responded that he 

did not suggest that the navy fight on the Danish coastal 

areas, but he emphasized that he was pointing out the lack of 

offensive spirit shown by the Royal Navy in its actions in 

World War I. Sydenham conceded "defensive limits of coasts 

and ports" but reminded the readers that at Jutland only one 

British capital ship had been hit by a torpedo and one 

apparently had struck a mine. He continued: 

All I wish to emphasize is the vital difference 
between the spirit on which all the most glorious 
traditions of the Royal Navy have been built up and 
certain quite recent theories destructive to that 
spirit and unsupported by war experience. That a 
"Flag Officer" can suggest that some "limiting 
distance" might be laid down beyond which the action 
of our Fleet should be debarred is a proof of the 
spread of heresies that, if allowed to prevail, 
will imperil the foundations of the Empire.8 

7_ 
Reginald Custance to editor, The Times (London), October 

9, 1916, p. 6. 
8 
Lord Sydenham to editor, The Times (London), October 10, 

1916, p. 6. ~ 
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A letter of II October 1916 by N. Bowden-Smith agreed 

with the general thesis of "Flag Officer," but his letter is 

important for it brought on the following salvo from 

Admiral E. R. Freemantle: 

Undoubtedly tactics must be changed to some extent 
by new weapons, but our admirals in sailing days 
had their own difficulties to contend with, in 
shifts of wind, loss of spars, or a lee shore. . . . 

The point is whether our naval actions are to 
be fought in accordance with the Fabian tactics . 
. . . or if we are to preserve the best naval 
traditions of Drake, Hawke, Nelson and Cochrane. 
. . . and all our principal actions, St. Vincent, 
Camperdown, Trafalgar, were fought near the enemy's 
coasts. If we are to retain our maritime supremacy 
and the confidence of our seamen, we must attack 
any enemy that appears at sea. 

' As it was in the old time long ago 
.And as it still shall be.^ 

In an attempt to clarify the debate, Admiral W. H. 

Henderson agreed with Sydenham on strategic principles. One 

point of divergence did exist, however: Henderson believed 

that the conditions of Quiberon Bay and Aboukir were not 

applicable to the situation in the North Sea. He also 

asserted that the heritage of Drake, Hawke and Nelson were 

the heritage of the navy and that that heritage had been 

fully maintained on 31 May in the North Sea.^ 

9 
E.R. Freemantle to editor, The Times (London), October 16. 

1916, p, 9. ~ *—"— 

10W.H. Henderson to editor, The Times (London). October 17, 
1916, p. 9. 
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The letters outlined above solidified the positions on 

the debate concerning Jutland. In these letters and the 

following group, the major points of contention dealt with 

naval doctrine. What was the aim of naval warfare: 

destruction of the German fighting force or maintenance of 

lines of communications? It was also necessary to consider, 

as the next group of letters shows, whether the acceptance 

of one strategical idea necessarily excluded the other. The 

groundwork for the future verbal battles had been laid and 

some of the best naval minds in Britain were about to meet 

on the pages of The Times. 



CHAPTER V 

THE FOG BEGINS TO LIFT 

The next group of contemporary letters came in May of 

• 1917. Spenser Wilkinson"®" began the duel anew with a lengthy 

letter in which he discussed the weaknesses of current naval 

administration. His main point was that those in charge of 

fighting commands were responsible for both aspects of naval 

warfare: military and supply. While being able to command 

ships in battle, the naval commander had at the same time to 

be adept at "providing ships, guns, officers, and men, 

ammunition, food and money. . . Wilkinson noted that 

these two roles had been divided in the days of Nelson with 

results commensurate, because he said, "In war the movements 

of the ships against the enemy need to be directed by 

3 

someone who understands the art of winning victories. . . 

His further observation about the two responsibilities of 

naval warfare was that "a man may be good at the one without 

being equally good at the other, and to perform either task 

Henry Spenser Wilkinson was a military historian and 
journalist for the Manchester Guardian and Morning Post, He 
was professor of military "History at Oxford from 1"9(T5̂ T9 2 3 
and he wrote several important books, including The Brain of 
the Army and The Brain of the Navy. * 1 — 

2 
Spenser Wilkinson to editor, The Times (London), May 4, 

1917, p. 7. — 

^Ibid. 
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is quite enough for one man." Wilkinson suggested that the 

type of officer who had risen in the ranks of the Royal Navy 

had been one who excelled in the area of logistics. No names 

were mentioned, but it was quite clear that the intent of the 

letter was to be critical of Jellicoe. 

While Wilkinson's letter did not draw fire itself, it 

unleashed once again a torrent of debate over naval doctrine, 

Reginald Custance was first in a letter which pointed out 

that those in charge of the navy had "by word and deed" 

endorsed the idea that the destruction of the enemy battle 

fleet was of "secondary importance."4 Custance went on to 

note that the proof of this alleged acceptance of false 

doctrine was seen in the manner that the Royal Navy had been 

employed in the North Sea. Custance outlined and criticized 

what he considered a false, defensive doctrine of naval 

warfare. He quoted Jellicoe as saying that capital ships 

must stay out of torpedo range to engage enemy forces with 

guns, and he used this type of thinking as proof that Jellicoe 

had accepted the defensive doctrine. Custance continued; 

"Of what use is a greatly superior fleet if no part of it is 
C 

to be risked when the decisive moment arrives?" He then 

concluded his letter: 

4Reginald Custance to editor, The Times (London), May 7, 
1917, p. 7. " 

^Ibid. 
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May I be allowed to assure Mr. Churchill that 
no one regretted more than myself to see his keen 
offensive spirit paralysed at sea by the apostles 
of a false doctrine? Mr. Churchill did not invent 
the doctrine. He found it at the Admiralty and 
adopted it. He was misled by professional opinion. 
May I also assure him that my strictures are directed 
not against individuals, but against a whole school 
of thought—against a doctrine which I believe to 
be the root cause of the failure of the Navy to 
destroy the enemy's armed ships and of our present 
submarine difficulties?® 

Custance1s letter was answered the next day by Lord 

George Hamilton^ who posed the question, "Why had naval 

officers not adopted the ideas that Custance championed as 

policy?" He answered the question by explaining that the 

power of defensive measures in 1916, submarines, forts, and 

long range guns had assured the success of the defensive 
! 

measures over offensive measures. He further noted that the 

submarine difficulties alluded to by Custance were actually 

a direct result of British mastery of the sea. Custance 

meant that the Germans were forced by British ascendancy on 

the ocean surface to emphasize the German submerged forces 

operating beneath the sea. Hamilton noted: "The whole 

ingenuity, building power, and resource of Germany are devoted 

to submarine methods, because they cannot otherwise seriously 
o 

damage us." 

^Ibid. 

7 
Lord George Frasier Hamilton was a member of Parliament 

from 186 8-1874, Fxrst Lord of the Admiralty from 1885-1886 and 
1886-1892. During his tenure naval reform and construction were 
extensive. He held several administrative posts in British 
government both in and out of England. 

8 
George Hamilton to editor, The Times (London), May 8, 

1917, p. 7. • 



Reginald Custance lost no time in replying; The Times 

contained his letter answering Hamilton the next day. He 

reiterated his contention that the main aim of naval warfare 

was to destroy enemy vessels of all types. He noted that the 

major problem of the submarine war lay in the inability of 

British small vessels to "interpose" between the German ports 

and German submarines returning to port. Custance pointed 

out that the massed fleet and the submarine were complementary 

and that the destruction of the High Seas Fleet would have led 

to the solution of the submarine difficulties which Britain 

was experiencing in 1917.^ 

A letter from W. H. Henderson attempted to find compromise 

in the situation. He stated that strategically, the control 

of communications as the overriding naval doctrine did not, 

necessarily, disagree with the object of destroying the enemy 

fleet: " . . . there is nothing antagonistic between the two, 

but that they are in fact closely related and mutually 

dependent on each other."x Henderson felt that pressure on 

enemy communications must ultimately result in decisive action 

between the fleets. He then made an important contribution 

to the debate when he stated that the "offensive in tactics is 

quite clear and definite,, and of an altogether different 

9 . 
Reginald Custance to editor, The Times (London), May 9, 

1917, p. 7. ™ 

10 
W.H. Henderson to editor, The Times (London), May 11, 

1917, p. 7. ~ ~~ ~ 
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order from the offensive in strategy. . , . Henderson 

perhaps was attempting to explain his belief that the 

strategic objective of the fleet was not always the bringing 

of the enemy battle fleet to action while the tactical 

objective would always be the destruction of the enemy fleet. 

Control of communications as the major effort of the fleet 

did not, to Henderson, mean that if the chance presented 

itself, agressive, Nelsonian tactics could not be used to 

destroy enemy ships. Control of communications as a goal did 

not preclude agressive attempts to destroy the enemy fleet. 

Custance reloaded and blazed back with fervor. He 

stated that the problem with Henderson (he did not name 

Henderson, but it was obvious whom he was discussing) was 

that he "put the cart before the horse." He maintained that 

control of communications was secondary and a direct result 

of the destruction of the enemy armed forces. Custance 

further noted that, in his opinion, the prevalent idea of 

destruction of the enemy forces as secondary and as a means 

to an end had been expanded to another doctrine: ". . .—the 

destruction of the enemy's fleet is not necessary or again— 

the destruction of the enemy's fleet is not worth the risk of 

1 2 
a battle at decisive ranges in the open sea." 

-̂•'-Ibid. 

12„ . 

May 14, 19l7^pd g U S t a n c e t o editor, The Times (London), 
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At this point fresh blood entered the fray as Albert 

F. Pollard responded to the controversy. He contended that 

high British losses to submarines were, in themselves, a 

measure of confirmation that Britain controlled the sea, 

simply because the presence of more British mercantile vessels 

on the high seas created more opportunity for loss. He 

produced statistical data from the Napoleonic Wars showing 

British mercantile losses to be significantly higher than 

the French because the French, who lacked control of the sea, 

did not dare risk their ships outside of their ports. The 

British, enjoying sea superiority, had ships in more situations 

in which they might be destroyed or captured. Pollard did 

not feel that the German Fleet in port denied Britain command 

of the sea, and he ended his letter quoting Sir Geoffrey 

Hornby who had said, "When I am able to move an expedition to 

any point without fear of interference from the enemy's fleet, 

I consider that I have command of the sea."^ 

Reginald Custance restated that the primary aim of the 

navy was to destroy the fighting forces of the enemy: 

To destroy means permanently to place the armed 
force out of action . . . . Stress is laid on 
the armed force, which at sea means armed ships, 
including submarines, because the decisive act 

13 
'Albert Frederick Pollard was an historian and leading 

authority on the Tudor navy and a frequent contributor to 
ri>imes (London) and Times Literary Supplement. He also 

founded the Historical Association. 

14 
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in war is the fight. , . . What is the consequence 
of the destruction or neutralization of the armed 
force? The victor can do as he pleases . . . .^5 

Custance continued in an analysis of the general term 

"command of the sea." He felt that it was a term widely 

misunderstood and that the term had often led to a situation 

in which the need to fight was lost."^ Custance's contention 

was simple: first came the priority of the destruction of 

the enemy battle fleet. Then one, with no doubts, held 

command of the sea. 

John Leyland wrote a letter that was perhaps one of the 

best written, most scholarly and most lengthy letters of the 

entire exchange. He attempted to resolve some of the major 

points of conflict. He stated that previous letters had 

indicated that many in command of the navy had accepted a false 

doctrine in developing wrong priorities concerning control of 

communications and destruction of the enemy fleet. He noted 

that it had been asserted that the Grand Fleet had been placed 

in the far north expressly to control communications instead 

of further south where they would be better able to fight. 

Leyland then attempted to answer these ideas: 

I would submit that there is no evidence that 
the Fleet was placed in the north merely to control 
communications. A survey of the East Coast and of 

15 
Reginald Custance to editor, The Times (London), May 17, 

1917, p. 7. ~ 

16Ibid. 
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its hydrographic conditions suggests rather that the 
northern anchorage was selected on̂  grounds arising 
mainly from these considerations ' 

Leyland also noted that the "destruction of an enemy's fleet. 

must be an operation difficult to separate from the control 

of the communications of that fleet . . . unless the enemy 

can be attacked in his own port or anchorage. "^8 H e cited 

historical evidence showing similar situations in which 

British commanders had blockaded enemy ports waiting for the 

enemy to issue forth. He compared the situation in the North 

Sea to that of Nelson waiting for Villeveuve outside of the 

port of Toulon. The object of the blockade was to be in a 

position to destroy the enemy if he left the safety of port. 

Leyland cited several examples where Nelson and Cornwallis 

had refused to enter a fortified enemy port, but waited for 

the enemy to come out. Leyland ended his letter with an 

excellent analysis of the situation of the naval war in the 

North Sea: 

It is universally recognized that close blockade 
of an enemy's ports is now impossible. The destroyer, 
submarine, and mine, not to speak of the airship and 
aeroplane, have made distant blockade imperative. 
It is characteristic of naval warfare that an enemy 
may withdraw his naval forces from the field of 
action altogether if he so pleases. The Germans 
can do this, and have done it, in a manner impossible 
to Hindenburg on the West Front, who, fighting on 
land, cannot refuse action when we choose to attack 

17John Leyland to editor, The Times (London), May 18, 
1917, p. 7. ~ ~—" 

18T, 
Ibid, 
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him. On the other hand, the distant character of 
the blockade unavoidably allows the enemy a measure 
of freedom of movement within a limited area. These 
are the dominant characteristics of the situation 
in the North Sea. I submit that there is no 
evidence of a desire to make the destruction of the 
enemy's force secondary to the controlling of his 
communications. The two things are parts of the 
same operation, and if the enemy should choose to 
"fight for the central area"—an object perhaps 
a little difficult to define—I am quite sure the 
Grand Fleet will not deny him the opportunity.19 

Leyland's letter, perhaps because of its comprehensive nature, 

appeared to signal the zenith, at least during the war, of 

the verbal duel in The Times. 

The debate trailed off with three final letters. Gerard 

20 

Fxennes defended the actions of the fleet at Jutland. 

Quoting from Mahan, Fiennes gave examples showing that Nelson 

fought only with an inferior force as a last resort and that 

he would have approved of the restraint used in the battle 

71 

of Jutland. Fiennes' letter, poorly written, was criticized 

the next day by Arthur Pollen^ whD argued against Fiennes" 

suppositions: 
Mr. Fiennes italicizes a sentence not so 

treated by Mahan, omits Mahan"s italics, suggests 
what seems to be a purely imaginary reason why 

"^Ibid. 

20 
Gerard Yorke Fiennes was a newspaper reporter and writer 

on naval matters for the Observer and Daily Graphic. He wrote 
several books and magazine articles on the navy. 

21&:rard Fiennes to editor, The Times (London), Mav 22. 
1917, p. 7. J ' 

22 
. Arthur J.H. Pollen was a businessman and writer on naval 

affairs. He was also a pioneer in fire control devices. 
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Nelson might delay his attack, and ends up by 
telling us that Nelson's words show that had he 
been in command of the Grand Fleet a year ago he 
would resolutely have declined to fight. The 
process of reasoning is perhaps a shade obscure. 
It seems to run like this: — ''When the enemy was 
twice his strength, Nelson, expecting defeat, was 
still determined to fight. With an enemy of half 
his numbers and less than half his gunpower he 
would decline action 'til all the conditions 
suited him.' " Mr. Fiennes propounds a very 
interesting riddle. What other conditions would 
a modern Nelson want? With the relative strength 
at one to two, he would clearly fight; multiply 
it by four, so that he is four to two, he would 
decline. Is there not a catch s o m e w h e r e ? 2 3 

The letter which was to mark the end of the wartime 

written conflict over Jutland in The Times was penned by 

A. F. Pollard and was an attempt to answer and come to a 

common ground with Reginald Custancei 

I am grateful for Sir Reginald Custance's 
enlightenment, but I was far from attempting to 
criticize anything he had written. My point was 
simply to suggest that the phrase "the command 
of the sea" is as applicable to our naval situation 
to-day as it ever has been in the past, and it 
indicates not unfairly the real difference between 
the German and our own position on the sea. We 
need not deny its existence because it is not 
perfect; and I imagine we all agree with Sir 
Reginald that there is an element of satisfaction 
and completion in a command of the sea obtained 
through the destruction of the enemy's fleet 
which does not attach to a command operating 
through his mere refusal to challenge it. 

The contention of the so-called defensive 
school is, I take it, that, enjoying that command 
and its fruits, our first duty is to preserve them 
and not to run unnecessary risks in attempts to 
make the decree nisi absolute. No one holds that 

23 
Arthur Pollen to editor, The Times (London), Mav 23, 

1917, p. 7. "—• 



reasonable risks should not be taken; but the 
balance between them and rashness varies from place 
to place and hour to hour, and can only be struck 
by the admiral on the spot, acting on the intuition 
of the moment and informed of a mass of mutable 
details. I doubt if it can be laid down as a matter 
of general principle. Whether the admiral will 
decide more correctly when bred on the offensive 
or defensive doctrine is a question for the Naval 
War College, which can hardly be determined by 
public discussion, and certainly is not settled by 
the charge that the Navy is losing the war by merely 
defending Great Britain's command of the sea. ̂ 4 

This series of letters is notable because they concentrate, 

for the most part, on r.aval doctrine. It is obvious that the 

best use of naval forces is still a matter of debate at 

this point. This debate, of course, had been going on before 
/ 

Jutland, but a naval battle of the magnitude of Jutland 

provided fertile field for sowing new ideas and discussing 

old ones. 

24A. F. Pollard to editor, The Times (London), May 22, 
1917, p. 7. — 



CHAPTER VI 

THE OFFICIAL FOG DESCENDS 

Any British naval battle, won, lost, or indecisive, 

would be placed under the closest sort of scrutiny in 

order to promote the development of better naval doctrine, 

strategy, and tactics. This was to be expected. The latter 

part of 1920 saw the Beatty-Jellicoe controversy in full 

swing with both sides firing volleys hot and heavy. In 

the case at hand, however, the Royal Navy split into two 

factions : those who supported David Beatty and the 

supporters of John Jellicoe.^" In addition to the natural 

rivalry between the Battlecruiser Fleet and the Battle 

Fleet were added many other antagonisms. The contrasting 

styles of the two admirals fueled the fire once it had 

begun. In addition, many of the older officers held 

resentments based on several points, not the least of 

which was the rapid promotion of Beatty over the heads 

of officers senior to him. Beatty possessed a flamboyant 

style along with his image as inheritor of Horatio Nelson's 

mantle. The press had tended to portray Jutland as a 

battle in which Beatty's Battlecruiser Fleet made victory 

"'"Geoffrey Bennett, Naval Battles'of the First World War 
(London; B.T. Batsford, 1968), p. 259. 
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•possible while the too cautious tactics of Sir John Jellicoe 

had thrown that victory away. 

At the end of the war, First Sea Lord Admiral Wester 
3 

Wemyss, on learning that Jellicoe planned to write his own 

version of Jutland, later published as The Grand Fleet, 

4 

1914-1916, decided to constitute an impartial committee to 

study the facts and compile an official narrative. The job 

was turned over to Captain J. E. T. Harper who, with a 

committee, developed a thorough study of the battle.^ 

Wemyss, because of the controversy raging around him, 

planned not to allow either Beatty or Jellicoe to see the 

Harper Report before publication. Before the Harper Report 

could be published, however, Beatty took the place of Wemyss 

as First Sea Lord and gained access to the report, and, on 

seeing that the Harper Report did not hold his leadership 

of the Battlecruiser Fleet in the same esteem as the press, 

he required Harper to make some alterations. Beatty further 

included a forward, at the expense of Jellicoe, which he 

felt would better fit his image as the inheritor of Nelson.^ 

2Ibid. 

3, 
Rosslyn Erskine Wemyss (Baron and First Sea Lord Wester 

Wemyss) was successor to Jellicoe in 1919, and a very popular 

asm S UH^ e S S t Uv r e p l a c e m e n t ' k n o w n f o r his ability and enthusi-
The*Navv i ^ t ^ T fe^ionately as "Rosy." He later published dVy 111 the Dardanelles Campaign, 

- - . -

Sir John Jellicoe, The Grand Fleet, 1914-1916 (Now vn-v. 
George H. Doran C., 1919) , p."2597 ' ^ 

5Ibid#/ p. 260. 

^Ibid. 
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Harper hotly contested the required changes. Beatty had 

attempted to hide the poor gunnery of the Battlecruiser 

Fleet by manipulating the record. Harper refuted this 

7 

with documentary evidence. The record was then examined 

by John Jellicoe who, with some justification, objected to 

the alterations and Beatty's forward. The forward implied 

that Beatty had challenged Hipper with an inferior force 
8 

and that Jellicoe had been slow in coming to his aid.. The 

matter had become bogged down in such a morass of personalities 

that the Admiralty cancelled the publication of the Harper 

Report which was eagerly sought by the press and the public 

and set the stage for the controversy in the British press. 

The new conflict began with an article in The Times 

entitled, "The Jutland Silence: Why the Facts Are Important," 

authored by "Naval Officer." The article was critical of 

the Admiralty for cancelling the publication of the Harper 

Report: 
. . . the whole Navy is being deprived of the 
greatest opportunity of learning how to fight, 
and in the second place that at a time when 
shipbuilding programs are on the brink of 
revolutionary changes we are all deprived of 
the opportunity of studying these matters in 
the only naval battle where Dreadnoughts have 
fought and great destroyer attacks have been 
made on those Dreadnoughts.9 

^Ibid. 

8Ibid., p. 262. 

9 
Naval Officer, "Why the Facts Are Important," The Times 

(London), October 29, 1920, p. 11. ~ ' 
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On the heels of this article came a letter from Lord 

Sydenham expressing the hope that the facts of Jutland would 

not, like Trafalgar, be one hundred and ten years in coming. 

Sydenham, as before, pointed out that two schools of naval 

strategy existed and expressed his hopes that the Harper 

Report would be published and settle the issue of which 

school was correct.^ 

Sydenham's view was seconded in the same issue of 

The Times by an editorial, criticizing the decision of the 

Admiralty to withhold the report. The editor called for the 

Government to review the Admiralty decision and demanded 

immediate publication. The editorial strongly suggested 

that perhaps the Admiralty had something to hide.^ 

The controversy over the Harper Report was carried 

on in Parliament. The Parliamentary Questions for 

1 2 

1 November 1920 contained an inquiry by George N. Curzon" 

on the Jutland papers. Curzon remarked that he had learned 

that the cancelled Harper Report would be made available 
j 

"^Lord Sydenham to editor, The Times (London), October 30, 
1920, p. 11. 

ll"The Battle of Jutland," The Times (London), October 30, 
1920, p. 11. 

12 
George Nathaniel Curzon was an English statesman and 

authority on Asian affairs. He held numerous government posts 
overseas, most notable being two terms of service as Viceroy 
of India; and was Foreign Secretary in 1919, until his 
differences with Lloyd George. 
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1 ̂  

to Sir Julian Corbett"""" for his Naval History of the War, 

and he asked if the "official account/" as he put it, 

would be included intact in the history. Curzon was curious 

whether Corbett would be able to censor the narrative. The 

Prime Minister Lloyd George answered that it was not a matter 

of censorship but that as an historian, Corbett's responsi-

bility was to examine the evidence and nothing beyond that. 

Another Member of Parliament, George Lambert/ inquired as 

to why the Admiralty could not publish an official and 

impartial account of Jutland. To this Lloyd George agreed 

(to cheers among the members) to have the Admiralty publish 
14 

all the reports and dispatches on the subject. 

Lloyd George had not, however, agreed to release the 

Harper Report, and reaction was swift. A letter to The Times 

penned by "Nauticus" declared that there was danger in 

publishing only the documents because of their bulk and 
15 

"technical nature." He requested three sets of material: 
(1) an unexpurgated statement of the naval policy 
of the Cabinet at the time of the battle, and the 
strategy this involved; (2) the instructions of 
the Admiralty Board to the Commander-in-Chief 

•*-%ir Julian Stafford Corbett was an Oxford naval historian 
and lecturer at the Naval War College, Greenwich. He wrote books 
on all facets of naval warfare, including The Successor of Drake, 
The Campaign of Trafalgar, and Naval Operations, Volumes 1-3. 

14 
Great Britain, Parliament, Hansard's Parliamentary 

Debates, 5th ser., Vol. 134 (1 November-19 November, 1920), pp. 
42-3. 

•^Nauticus to editor, The Times (London), November 3, 1920, 
p. 8. 
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of the Grand Fleet, to Admiral Beatty, and to the 
other officers commanding divisions at Harwich 
and in the Channel? (3) the uncensored dispatches 
of Admirals Jellicce and Beatty, and the reports 
of the captains of ships under their command. 

The same issue of The Times also included another letter 

in which Sydenham criticized publishing only the reports and 

dispatches because these " . . . are too frequently edited, 

modified by request, or subject to excisions which affect 

17 

their value as historical documents." Sydenham felt that 

the documents would only confuse the public, and he once again 

mentioned that an impartial committee (The Harper Committee) 

existed that had already cut through the confusion and that 

that committee's report should be immediately published. 
If the report of this committee is not now 
published, there will be no solid basis for 
independent judgment. The work of constructing 
a great naval battle from "reports and dis-
patches," which may be partly irreconcilable, 
is far beyond the capacity of all except a few 
leisured and technically expert individuals.^8 

November of 1920 saw the battle between the two 

Jutland schools reaching a zenith of personal and vindictive 

attacks. Of the many defenders of Jellicoe whose letters 

were published in The Times and in other British publications 

16Ibid. 

17 
Lord Sydenham to editor, The Times (London), November 3, 

1920, p. 8. 
18,., Ibid. 
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19 
one of the most erudite was Admiral Mark Kerr who sought 

to answer some of Arthur Pollen's criticism of Jellicoei 

Certainly the Allies have reason to thank God 
that Admiral Jellicoe was in command in the North 
Sea during the Great War and not Mr. Arthur Pollen. 
Whether Mr. Pollen's effusions on the tactics of 
Jutland are dictated by the valour of ignorance or 
by personal spite that blinds judgment, I know not, 
but I should like to point out that Mr. Pollen is 
neither a naval officer nor does he speak with 
authority on naval strategy and tactics.^0 

Kerr continued pointing out his belief that Pollen might be 

motivated by a personal grudge emanating from Jellicoe's role 

in the refusal of the Royal Navy to accept a fire control 

instrument which Pollen had invented. Kerr then moved to a 

discussign of the command of the sea. He asserted that the 

situation that existed before Jutland was satisfactory for 

"the command of the sea is obtained when the enemy's communi-

cations are cut absolutely, and where one's own communications 

21 

are unimpeded absolutely." Kerr expressed the viextf that 

the naval strategy of the Grand Fleet was to "risk nothing 

which might alter the perfection of the status quo." Kerr 

19 . 
Vice Admiral Mark E. F. Kerr served in the Egyptian War 

and in the Sudan, and became Major-General in the Royal Air 
Force in 1918. Published poems on naval and flying subjects 
and essays such as "Spirit of Nelson" in periodicals. 

20 
Admiral Mark Kerr to editor, The Times (London), November 

4, 1920, p. 8. — 

21 
Ibid. 

22 , . , 
Ibxd. 
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declared that the role of the German High Seas Fleet was 

to alter that status quo. He then launched into a discussion 

of the possible benefits of a smashed High Seas Fleet. He 

believed that the defeat of the German Fleet would have 

brought no appreciable change in Britain's command of the 

sea because, even with the German Fleet intact, there was 

little interruption of British communications. Kerr felt, 

however, that had Jellicoe taken unnecessary risks and lost 

his fleet in battle, the High Seas Fleet then could have 

cleared the ocean of supplies for Britain. Kerr explained 

his view of why Jellicoe decided to fight at Jutland and 

the tactics used: "In the words of Nelson, Jellicoe said 

'he would not fight unless the enemy gave him an offer too 

tempting to be resisted,1 when he would succumb to temptation 

in order to keep up the morale of his men. That is why he 

fought at Jutland."^ 

Kerr added that Admiral Jellicoe's tactics were motivated 

by his desire to take no unnecessary chances, and along these 

lines he noted the reasons for two controversial tactical 

decisions by Jellicoe. On Jellicoe's turn-away from the 

German torpedo attacks Admiral Kerr made a significant 

statement: 

Note.--the fleet in line of battle extended for 
about seven miles; half of this line was ship 
and half water. Turned away by subdivisions, 

23Ibid. 
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the .line became about 300 yards of ship and all 
the rest water. About 40 torpedoes crossed the 
line where ships would have been had Jellicoe 
not turned away. In line of battle half of 
those would have been hit., perhaps m o r e . 2 4 

Concerning Jellicoe's refusal to follow the German fleet 

after it had turned away from his "T," Kerr asserted that 

Jellicoe felt sure that the Germans were trying to draw the ' 

Grand Fleet over mines and into the tracks of torpedoes 

from destroyers and submarines. Kerr summed up his letter 

by commenting on the results of Jellicoe's tactics. The 

German Fleet, he reported, never again was a serious threat 

to Allied communications, and the German Fleet finally 

25 surrendered at the end of the war. 
/ 

In an editorial of 4 November 1920 entitled, "Jutland 

Again," The Times pushed hard for the publication of the 

facts concerning Jutland: "Obviously, the Admiralty 

and the Navy are divided on the fundamental principles 

which were and are to direct the naval policy of this 

country. Yet, on these principles depend the organization 

of the existing naval forces of the Empire, the programme 

of shipbuilding and the nature of our defences."2® The 

editorial further called for three major points of information: 

24Ibid. 

A^Ibid. 

2^Editor, The Times (London), November 4, 1920, p. 13. 
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the policies of the Admiralty prior to Jutland as reflected 

in Admiralty instructions before the battle; chart tracks 

and diagrams showing the progress of the battle; and signals 

27 

and movements taken from the logs. The Times took 

cognizance of the Beatty-Jellicoe schools on Jutland and 

called for publication of all of the evidence, citing the 

public's right to know over the personal feelings of 

28 

individuals. 

On 5 November, the Government bowed to intense criticism 

caused by its failure to publish the Harper Report, and Lloyd 

George announced that the Jutland Papers, but not the Harper 

Report, would be published. As the news of this appeared in 

The Times the same issue contained a letter penned by George 

Curzon congratulating the paper for its part in pressing for 

publication; Curzon contended that the Jutland Papers would 

never have seen the light of day except for the efforts of 

the press. He also declared that the delay of publication 

had led to many different interpretations of the battle with 

partisan groups springing to the colors of this admiral or 

that. He finished his letter with the following reflection: 

"I maintain that the country has a right to know the truth 

about all the mysteries of the late war, both on sea and 
27Ibid. 

28Ibid. 



72 

land, and this it can only obtain if the press will, 

29 

as in this instance, lend its all-powerful aid. 

In that same issue of The Tiroes H. W. Wilson criticized 

Admiral Mark Kerr for his statement in the letter of 

4 November 1920. Wilson remarked that enemy communications 

are cut "absolutely" and friendly communications "unimpeded" 

only when the enemy battle fleet had been smashed. Wilson 

asserted that destruction of the enemy fleet coincided 

most closely with the old Nelsonian ideal and was still 
30 

the best way for modern naval warfare. He continued 

discussing the consequences of not destroying the German 

Fleet at Jutland. Wilson alleged with little doubt, drawing 

his information from Scheer's Germany's High Sea Fleet 
31 

xn the World War, that the German U-Boat menace persisted 

with the continued existence of the High Seas Fleet. He 

wrote that Admiral Scheer had stated that the bulk of 

U-Boat personnel came from the Battle Fleet. Wilson had 

theorized that had the High Seas Fleet been destroyed, 

" . . . there would have been no supply of trained officers 

available for the U-Boats, and our minelayers and torpedo-

craft could have pushed close in to the German coast and 
29Lord Curzon to editor, The Times (London), November 5, 

1920, p. 13. 
30 
H. W. Wilson to editor, The Times (London), November 5, 

1920, p. 13. 

31 
Admiral Reinhard Scheer, Germany's High Sea Fleet in 

the World War (Cass.ell and Company, London, 1920), pp. 195, 
202, 280. 
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have 'absolutely' sealed the German naval bases." ~ Wilson 

also pointed out that the failure to destroy the German 

Fleet left the British Isles open to possible invasion 

so that a large military force had been retained in Britain 

when it was sorely needed in France. He felt that if the 

British Fleet had been handled in a more determined manner, 

it would have annihilated the German Fleet. He ended his 

letter calling for the publication of the documents so that 
33 

judgments could be made as to the handling of the fleet. 

With Wilson's letter in The Times a letter from Rear-

Admiral Thomas B. S. Adair^ was printed; he offered three 

points in favor of Jellicoe. He theorized that when Jellicoe 

led the Grand Fleet into battle, there was no great reserve 
i 

such as Britain had possessed during Nelson's time, so 

that Jellicoe could afford to leave nothing to chance. Next 

he alleged that Jellicoe went into battle knowing that 

three of his battlecruisers had been destroyed, probably 

due to defects; this contention was refuted in a later 

letter by Austin Taylor. Finally, he asserted that Jellicoe's 

responsibility was greater than any commander in history 
32Ibid. 

33Ibid. 
o % 

Rear-Admiral Thomas Benjamin Stratton Adair was a 
Member of Parliament and retired in 1906. He was also 
Rear-Admiral Head of gund department of W. Beadmore and 
Co. 
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for if the Grand Fleet had been defeated, the war 

35 

would have been lost. 

The Times for 6 November contained some return fire 

from the pen of Admiral Mark Kerr concerning Wilson's letter. 

Kerr took the position that in some cases, the destruction 

of the enemy battle fleet might not be the totality of 

strategy: "To use a reductio ad absurdum: If the German 

Fleet were on the Lake of Geneva, would he still recommend 

their destruction? They were as much use in Kiel Harbour 

as they would have been in Switzerland." Kerr stated 

that when the submarine menace was at its worst, the High 

Seas Fleet, was partially unarmed because a large part of 

its crews was assigned elsewhere. He concluded his letter 

with a discussion of Admiral Jellicoe's turn-away from the 

torpedoes at Jutland. Kerr remarked that before the battle 

a penetrating investigation had been conducted and that 

the consensus of the study had been that the best way to 

defeat a torpedo attack was to turn away from the track of 

the torpedoes. He quoted Jellicoe's response to the findings 

of the study: "I accept your conclusions because they are 

35 
Rear-Admiral T. B. S. Adair to editor, The Times 

(London), November 5, 1920, p. 14. 
3 6 
Admiral Mark Kerr to editor, The Times (London), 

November 6, 1920, p. 9. 
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37 

middle of action has to act upon them!" 

The same issue that contained Kerr's remarks included 

a letter from Curzon which criticized Rear-Admiral Adair 

for implying that there was no reserve of battleships behind 

Jellicoe's fleet when it went into battle at Jutland. He 

proceeded to name several battleships that were in reserve, 

being refitted or being built at the time of the battle. He 

further questioned the strategic views of Admiral Mark Kerr. 

Curzon's position was that "every officer of the War Staff" 

whom he had ever heard on the subject had indicated that if 
I 

the High Seas Fleet had been destroyed, the German mine 

fields could have been swept up, and the submarines could 
O 0 

have been contained in port. ° 

A letter written by John Leyland, while distinctly 

supporting Jellicoe's position, is important because it 

clearly gives the broad outlines of the Beatty-Jellicoe 

controversy. Leyland expressed his view that Jellicoe was 

willing for the Harper Report to be published and pointed 

out that it was Beatty who was holding it back. Leyland 

believed that most of Jellicoe's critics were of the 

armchair type and did not possess the experience to judge 
37Ibid. 

•^Lord curzon to editor, The Times (London), November 6, 
1920, p. 9. 



76 

correctly his movements at Jutland. In this vein he 

continued: 

There is abroad a gratuitous and shameful 
assumption that Lord Jellicoe was unwilling to 
fight, for which nothing that we know gives th© 
slightest justification. He made a masterly 
manoeuvre, which had for its object to cut off 
the German High Sea Fleet from the Skagerrak 
and ultimately to intervene between it and the 
Heligoland Bight. . . . We do not so fully 
understand the larger conditions that governed 
Jutland. What were Lord Jellicoe's orders? 
What intelligence reached him? What orders 
were given to other admirals in the same 
strategic theatre? Perhaps the most vital 
matter may be the relations of the Admiralty, 
in the modern conditions of instant communi-
cations, with the admirals, and the relations 
of the admirals in independent commands with 
one another.39 

Leyland observed that Jutland with its modern weapons and 

speed of ships could not be compared with other naval 

battles such as Trafalgar, and concerning the papers 

that were soon to be published on the battle, he cautioned 

that "they will demand long, close and exhaustive study. 

Unhappily they may form a ready armoury from which hostile 

critics may draw weapons wherewith to belabour one 

admiral or another.Leyland concluded by commenting 

that the Admiralty and not the public would apply the 

lessons of Jutland. 

39 
John Leyland to editor, The Times (London), November 8, 

1920, p. 8. 

^Ibid. 
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In the same issue of The Times there was a short 

letter by Austin Taylor * which presented a significant 

point of contention with Admiral Adair's letter. Taylor 

stated that Adair erred when he said that Jellicoe knew 

of the sinking of the battlecruisers when he deployed 

the Grand Fleet for action at Jutland. Taylor pointed out 

that Jellicoe himself had said in his book that he did not 

learn of the destruction of the Queen Mary and the 

42 

Indefatigable until the morning of 1 June 1916. Taylor 

was proven to be correct by the dispatches published by the 

Admiralty in a Blue Book entitled, Battle of Jutland: Official 
/ 

Despatches. A dispatch from Jellicoe to Beatty by wireless 

asked "When did Queen Mary and Indefatigable go? Reply: 

Indefatigable sank 4:00 p.m., Queen Mary, 4:30 p.m."^ 

The Times spoke editorially concerning the publication 

of the Jutland Papers on 9 November. The editorial made 

note of the fact that while most of the information about 

the battle would be included in the papers published, the 

Battle Orders were to be withheld. The Times quoted the 

Government; it justified its withholding this information 

41 
Austin Taylor was a retired shipowner who spent time 

in local politics and gave addresses on Captain Mahan and 
the French Revolution. 

^Austin Taylor to editor, The Times (London), November 
8, 1920, p. 8. 

^Great Britain, Admiralty, Official Despatches: Battle 
of Jutland (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1920), 
p. 509. 
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because the orders were still In force, and their 

publication might compromise the security of the Navy. The 

editorial questioned this line of thinking by saying, "The 

excuses offered, first for delay and then for refusal, 

were too many, too varied, and too unconvincing to warrant 

complete confidence in the good faith of the Admiralty 

44 

towards the nation." The editorial continued to point 

out that this reservation should have been made at the 

first request and suggested that the withholding of 

information was based mainly on the fact that two conflicting 

views were held within the navy- The Times stated that it 

had held firm demanding information because the two 

opposing opinions demanded facts to decide the superiority 

of one over the other. The editorial further asked that 

the Jutland Papers include "the revelation of any general 

theory of naval policy by which the Admiralty, on its own 

responsibility or under instructions from the Cabinet, 
45 

may have limited the freedom of the Commander-in-Chief." 

Included in the same issue with the above editorial 

was a letter from H. C. Ferraby who contended that the 

facts of history showed that a decisive victory at Jutland 

would not have shortened the war. His main point was 

that the defeat of the High Seas Fleet could not have ended 

^Editor, The Times (London), November 9, 1920, p. 13. 

45Xbid. 
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the submarine campaign. Ferraby felt that a study of the 

battle would show the importance of three factors: "the 

influence of speed upon tactics, the influence of the 

torpedo and the mine upon tactics, and the problems of 

4 f\ 

communications and intelligence." ° He stated that in order 

to discuss intelligently the influence of the factors named, 

all of the information would have to come forth. 

In an acid letter to The Times Arthur Pollen fired a 

salvo at Mark Kerr's letter of 4 November. He vehemently 

defended himself from Kerr's charge that his attacks on 

Jellicoe were motivated by any grudge. Pollen accused 

Admiral Kerr of dragging in such matters to hide the fact 

that he was ignorant of the real issues: 
No sane man now doubts that the failure to destroy 
the High Seas Fleet at Jutland was calamitous. 
The questions needing reply are these. Was Lord 
Jellicoe responsible for the failure? If yes, 
were his errors such as were to be expected the 
first time a fast and numerous fleet was taken 
into a long range action? Or were they due to 
the obsession of false principles?^ 

Another letter attacking Admiral Mark Kerr was penned 

by Carlyon Bellairs^® who felt that the strategical ideas 

^H. C. Ferraby to editor, The Times (London), November 9, 
1920, p. 13. 

^Arthur Pollen to editor, The Times (London), November 12, 
1920, p. 8. 

48 
Commander Carlyon Bellairs was a retired naval officer 

and Member of Parliament. He occasionally lectured for the 
war cause to senior students at the Royal Naval College and 
wrote The Battle of Jutland: The Sowing and The Reaping. 
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of Kerr best exemplified ths defensive school of naval 

thought and not basic strategic principles of naval warfare. 

Bellairs theorized that Jellicoe, under the sway of the 

defensive school of strategy, was content with driving the 

German Fleet into port. He further asserted that the 

excuse used by supporters of Jellicoe that no dreadnought 

reserve existed was groundless, and he noted that seven 

dreadnoughts, three battlecruisers, and a number of pre~ 

dreadnoughts were built or being built at the time of Jutland. 

There also existed potential help from French, Italian, and 

Japanese fleets. Bellairs praised H. W. Wilson and Arthur 

Pollen for "dispelling some of the mist," and he praised 

the "powerful intervention of The Times," because "the true 

doctrine of naval war will stand out and once more England 

will learn most of all from an historic mistake. 

With the wrangling in The Times extolling this admiral 

and that admiral, discussions over naval doctrine also found 

their way into The Spectator. The Spectator echoed The Times 

in demanding, "What we want is the truth, the whole truth 

and nothing but the truth about Jutland, not for the purpose 

of exalting this individual or abasing that one, but for the 

purpose of setting our naval doctrine on a solid foundation."^0 

49Carlyon Bellairs to editor, The Times (London), November 
13, 1920, p.. 6. 

50 
"Naval Doctrine,5' The Spectator 125 (November 13, 1920), 

626-7. ' 



The Spectator article commented that the truth about 

Trafalgar had been unknown for one hundred years after 

the event and that Ignorance had had dire results on 

strategic and tactical development. The article further 

called for all naval officers to accept one school of naval 

strategy in order to forestall confusion in time of crisis. 

The Spectator felt that the spirit of Nelson was not 

exemplified by the school of strategy which held that 

control of communications was the object of the fleet: "A 

doctrine which tells a young naval officer that he can 

obtain all the effects in naval warfare which are necessary 

by containing the enemy, or by tricking him, or by anything 

rather than destroying him, is sure, as it seems to us, to 

51 

have a bad influence." The Spectator editorial closed 

with the belief that the fact that the German Fleet never 

again came out was an inadequate argument by those contending 

that the destruction of the German Fleet was not essential. 

The Spectator further concluded that if the German Fleet 

had been smashed, the war would have ended sooner. 

In a very long letter to The Times in defense of Lord 

Jellicoe, Sir Reginald H. Bacon52 noted, in a discussion of 

51, . , 
Ibid. 

52 . 
Sir Reginald Hugh Spencer Bacon was a torpedo specialist, 

and as assistant to Lord Fisher, he was mainly concerned with the 
development of the design for H. M. S. Dreadnought. He commanded 
the Dover Patrol in 1915-1917 and was involved in action many 
times. He was dismissed at the same time as Jellicoe and proved 
to be one of Jellinnp' a ^ -• - • * 
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the battlecruiser action, the great preponderance of 

British strength and the failure to destroy the German 

squadron; however, he carefully, and perhaps sarcastically, 

pointed out that this did not "reflect on Lord Beatty."^3 

He next commented that Jellicoe's deployment on the column 

farthest away from the enemy was the wisest deployment 

because it led to the crossing of the "T" of the High Seas 

Fleet. Bacon registered his opinion that to deploy on the 

other column would have led to the crossing of the British 

"T" by the German Fleet and the sinking of several British 

dreadnoughts. In considering Jellicoe's turn-away from the 

German torpedoes, Bacon echoed others by noting that the 

consequences cf a turn-away and a turn-toward the torpedoes 

had been carefully considered, and the turn-away had been 

54 
determined to be the wisest action. 

Only armchair critics can afford to minimize the 
dangers of torpedo attack with present-day 
weapons; only armchair critics can afford to 
gamble with our Battle Fleet and the destinies 
of our Empire. Attempts have been made to 
seize on these two manoeuvres—the deployment 
on the column farthest from the enemy and the 
"turn away" during torpedo attack—to vilify 
Lord Jellicoe and to destroy the reputation 
of that great sea officer in the eyes of the 
nation. The British public will do well to 
ponder on what might have been the result had 
our Commander-in-Chief followed the Bolshevist 

Reginald H. Bacon to editor, The Times (London), 
November 15, 1920, p. 8. 

54 
Ibid. 
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ideas of some of our naval critics—Bolshevist 
in that their theories are dictated by ignorance 
bred of the absence of practical experience and 
responsibility.55 

Bacon went on. cataloguing the dire results if the tactics 

suggested by Jellicoe's critics had been used at Jutland and 

concluded: 

In conclusion, the details of the battle of 
Jutland leave with the sea officer conversant 
with naval tactics one feeling that supersedes 
all others, and one which future generations, 
if not the present one, will echo to the full. 
Thank God, Lord Jellicoe commanded our fleet 
in that historic battle.56 

Admiral Mark Kerr drew more fire in response to his 

letter, but this time from one of Jellicoe's supporters, 

Admiral Lowther Grant, who felt Kerr's letter was 

"apologetic" where no apology was necessary concerning the 

manner in which Jellicoe led the Grand Fleet at Jutland. 

Grant praised the manner in which Jellicoe had developed 

his battle tactics in cooperation with his flag officers 

in the Grand Fleet. Grant viewed with disdain the attacks 

on Lord Jellicoe and declared that Great Britain owed him 
p nr 

"a debt which the Navy, at any rate, will never forget." 

The ongoing battle over strategic principles was kept 

alive in a letter by Reginald Custance to The Times. As 

55Ibid, 

56T, . , 
Ibid. 

IT 7 
Admiral Lowther Grant to editor, The Times (London), 

November 16, 1920, p. 8. 
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before, Custance asserted that the primary aim of each side 

in the conflict was to destroy the fleet of the enemy. 

Second, as one awaited the decisive battle, one weakened 

his enemies by intercepting seaborne trade. Custance 

contended that the two functions were confused so that 

destruction of military force and interception of trade 

were merged and not separated until well into the war. 

Custance felt sure that the experience of the war had served 

to discredit the school which taught that control of communi-

58 

cations was the primary role of the navy. 

H. C. Ferraby's letter of 9 November was attacked on 

several points in a letter to The Times signed "R. N." 

"R. N." mentioned that Ferraby had compared the situations 

of Trafalgar and Jutland to prove that a decisive victory 

at Jutland would not have greatly affected the mercantile 

losses of 1917. "R. N." refuted this and felt that the 

small number of "bolt holes" in Germany and the Mediter-

ranean could have been effectively plugged. As far as the 

criticism of the historical analogy of Jutland with 

Trafalgar was concerned, "R. N." observed that "if we are 

to use history, let us have enough of the facts to ensure 
5 9 

that we are comparing like with like." 

5 8 
Reginald Custance to editor, The Times (London), 

November 16, 1920, p. 8. 

59-
R. N. to editor, The Times (London), November 16, 

1920, p. 8. 
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In a letter to The Times which he called his "last 

contribution" to the debate, Admiral Mark Kerr attacked 

Carlyon Bellairs, noting that Bellairs "cannot understand 

how the tactics of a battle are governed by the higher 

necessities of strategy."60 Kerr accused Bellairs of 

conceiving of the battleship as the only effective weapon, 

and he observed that underwater warfare was a different 

type of war unsuited to battleships. He felt that Bellairs 

did not fully understand the "Nelson touch" though Bellairs 

espoused it. Kerr referred to his earlier letters for 

the "principles of warfare" as taught by naval tradition 

f i 1 

and history. 

That raw nerves were exposed in public letters showing 

the conflicting viewpoints creates speculation about the 

type of argument on a private and more personal level. Some 

of this is seen in George Hamilton1s letter to The Times in 

which he calls the Battle of Jutland "the biggest naval 

triumph recorded in history."62 Hamilton praised Lord 

Jellicoe and stated that Jellicoe was deserving of praise 

and at the least, fair play: 

60Admiral Mark Kerr to editor, The Times (London) 
November 17, 1920, p. 8. 

61,., 
Ibid. 

6 2 
George Hamilton to editor, The Times (London), 

November 17, 1920, p. 8. 
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Certain pressmen and naval failures, not many, it 
is true, but very persistent, keep on attacking 
and misrepresenting Lord Jellicoe's objects, 
motives, and orders. "If [say they] he had 
continued to attack and not run away submarine 
warfare would have collapsed, and the war 
terminated two years earlier than it did." 
This and a good deal more, conjectural rubbish 
of about the same value is poured out in volumes 
by the defamatory clique. . . .63 

Hamilton praised Jellicoe for his tactics which allowed 

his ships to effectively dodge the torpedoes, and he 

concluded that "the spirit of Nelson is the ideal of 

Jellicoe's detractors, but Nelson was not a fool, though 

some of his would-be admirers apparently think that he 

was."64 

I 

The next letter to The Times was an attempt by Reginald 

Custance to illuminate the controversy between the rival 

schools of thought by first comparing the naval situation 

of 1789 and 1793. He noted that 1789 had seen the same 

confusion on naval strategy seen in 1916 with the merging 

of the objects of destruction of enemy forces being confused 

with protection of trade. He then pointed out. that 1793 had 

seen this confusion cleared, and the destruction of enemy 

forces became the overriding object of naval warfare. 

Custance felt that the issue concerning doctrine had been 

made a personal one when it should not have been so. "May 

63Ibid. 

^^Ibid. 
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I venture to suggest that our efforts should be directed 

not to blame the past, but to help the future, by seeking 

to evolve a theory of war at sea." " 

66 

In a long letter to The Times Cyprian A. G. Bridge 

attempted to throw some light on the origin of the two 

opposing schools involved in the controversy. He called 

one the "play for safety" or "materiel" school, and its 

opposite the "go for the enemy" school. Bridge cited as 

the prime philosophy of the materiel school "to provide 

yourself with material superior to, or at all events 
6 7 

bigger and heavier than his." This, Bridge felt, had 

led to a Situation where the real losers had been the 

taxpayers who had to provide the massive amounts for the 

equally massive ships. Bridge saw the prime philosophy of 

the second school as to "discover the most effective 
6 8 

methods of using material in war." He asserted that 

the nature of the second school precluded the "publicity 

and popularity" that the materiel school was able to court, 
^Reginald Custance to editor, The Times (London), 

November 19, 1920, p. 6. 
Admiral Sir Cyprian Arthur George Bridge was a naval 

theorist and writer and expert on the German navy. He held 
numerous important sea commands while on active duty and was 
Director of Intelligence for the Admiralty in 1889-1894. 

®^Admiral Cyprian A. G. Bridge to editor, The Times 
(London), November 23, 1920, p. 8. 

68Ibid. 
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and thus, the first school became dominant. Bridge 

alleged that naval officers who subscribed to the second 

school were handicapped and "kept out of all influential 
70 

positions or banished to the other side of the world." 

He expressed surprise that an officer, of such "high promise" 

'as David Beatty was not forced to some such post as head of 

the Hong Kong dockyard. Beatty, Bridge explained, was 

looked upon as "merely a devil may care Irishman who could 

play polo and could keep well to the front in a hard run 
71 

with the Pytchley." Bridge also praised Lord Sydenham 

for his support of the navy and true naval strategy. He 

then pointed out that Scapa Flow had been chosen by the 

materiel school because of safety and not for strategic 

reasons. Bridge ended his somewhat long and involved 

letter by saying, "Perhaps now it will be understood why— 

four and a half years after it was fought—we can find 

people who will still wrangle about Jutland. 

An argument added to the existing differences over 

strategy was over the future of battleships and battle 

fleets in future warfare. Rear-Admiral S. S. Hall asserted 

in an article for The Times entitled, "If Germany Had Won 

69Ibid. 

70Ibid. 

•^Ibid. 
72ifc>id. 
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Jutland," that even if the Grand Fleet had been annihilated, 

the Germans could have done little. Hall claimed that 

submarines, destroyers, and mines could have stopped any 

attempted invasion of Britain. He further claimed, disagreeing 

with most of the other experts on the subject, that the 

German ships were not adapted for commerce raiding and that 

they could not have seriously impeded cross-Channel traffic. 

Hall noted that the European War had shown that the capital 

ship was ill-equipped to protect trade and that they absorbed 

inordinate amounts of men and officers needed to combat the 

submarine menace in future wars.'^ 

With this group of letters the bad feelings that had 

been engendered by the opposing schools of thought which 

defended Jellicoe and Beatty were really allowed to come to 

the surface. Discussions of doctrine were forgotten to call 

each other names, and deep resentments were allowed to come 

to print and utterance. The real impact on the morale of the 

Royal Navy is difficult to estimate, but certainly no one 

was a winner in that particular situation. 

^^Rear-Admiral S. S. Hall, "If Germany Had Won Jutland," 
The Times (London), December 11, 1920, p. 11. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE FOG REMAINS 

At long last, after years of debate on Jutland came 

the first real step forward in finding out the facts as 

to what had occurred on those two days in the North Sea. 

Those who eagerly awaited this information, however, were 

to be bitterly disappointed by the disparity between what 

they expected and what they received. 

The 18 December 1920 London Times finally published 

Jutland Despatches which had appeared as a Blue Book 

[Cmd. 1068]. That Blue Book1 unleashed a torrent of infor-

mation on the public. The same issue found a letter by 

Carlyon Bellairs calling for the publication of the 

Harper Report. Bellairs also called for a more exhaustive 

study of the battle similar to the works produced by the 

2 

French Army. 

Prior to the publication of the Jutland Despatches 

former First Sea Lord Wester Wemyss criticized the with™ 

holding of the Harper Report in a letter to The Times. 

He had decided that the public should be made cognizant of 

^Great Britain, Admiralty, Official Despatches: Battle 
of Jutland (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1920), 
p. 509. 

^Carlyon Bellairs to editor, The Times (London), 
December 18, 1920, p. 18. 
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the Harper matter. Wemyss declared that the report was 

begun during his term as First Sea Lord in order to satisfy 

the public demands for information about Jutland. 

The selection of Captain Harper for the carrying 
out of this task was no mere chance. He was 
chosen on account of his well-known accuracy and 
proficiency in work of this nature. His instruc-
tions were that he was to produce in a tabulated 
form a plain, unvarnished account of facts, 
together with a track chart indicating the actual 
and relative positions of the opposing forces 
during the engagement. He was not to produce a 
narrative, nor was he to deduce any conclusions 
or make any remarks. He was to reject all 
personal and hearsay evidence, and was to make 
use of official documents and records only; and 
for this purpose all logs, gunnery records, Sc., 
were placed at his disposal. The report, in 
fact, was to be a full and concise statement 
of verified facts, drawn upon in such a manner 
as to make the progress of events clear to all 
readers, lay or naval.3 

Wemyss said that the report had been finished shortly before 

he left the Admiralty, but he said that he had read the 

document and that it had fulfilled all requirements. He 

concluded: "I regret that the Admiralty should withhold from 

the public a paper which was designed for their information, 

and which would have materialLy assisted them in forming an 

opinion upon a somewhat involved subject."4 

With an editorial entitled, "Jutland, Official 

Blundering," The Times followed the lead of Wemyss and 

Bellairs in calling for the publication of the Harper 

3 
Lord Wester Wemyss to editor, The Times (London), 

December 16, 1920, p. 12. 
4Ibid. 
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Report. The editorial expressed the view that the Jutland 

Despatches had done little to diminish the controversy over 

the battle. The Times editorial observed that Jellicoe 

might have been overcautious, that concern shown for 

torpedo attack was out of proportion to the real danger, 

and that hesitation caused by the first two factors caused 

the British to lose an excellent chance to smash the High 

Seas Fleet. The editorial suggested that since the proposed 

tactics eventually used at Jutland were approved by the High 

Command, it raised some doubts on the ability of the High 

Command. For these reasons, The Times considered a full 

airing of the facts by the publishing of the Harper Report 

to be more essential than ever.^ 

The Spectator joined The Times and others in commenting 

on the Jutland Despatches. It noted that the papers were 

confusing in their bulk and also joined in calling for the 

publication of the Harper Report. The Spectator covered the 

major points of the Despatches, and the editor took the 

occasion to reiterate his belief expressed on 13 November 

that the "one object of naval warfare is to destroy the 

enemy." The editor also believed that the passive school 

of naval strategy supported a strategy which was "morally 

bad," for it replaced the Nelsonian spirit with "tricks, 

5 
Editor, The Tiroes (London), December 21, 1920, p. 11. 

6 
"The Jutland Despatches/' The Spectator 125 {December 

25, 1920), 842-3. . * 
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evasions, and subtleties" that "for metaphysical as well 

as for physical reasons, is an essential part of the 

equipment of the fighting man.' 

The comments of The Spectator proved to unleash 

another interesting and significant group of letters from 

some of the combatants from the pages of The Times. Lord 

Sydenham used the occasion to fire once more a broadside 

at Winston Churchill for his statements supporting the 

defensive school of naval doctrine. Sydenham declared: 

"The psychology which had taken possession of the Admiralty 

and of some, at least, of the commanders afloat, who were 

its selections, was such as gravely to reduce the chances 

8 

of a great victory." Sydenham pointed out that the 

dispatches had shown Jutland to have been fought according 

to a preconceived plan which "must have tended to weaken 

initiative, which, if exercised at one fleeting moment, 

would have altered the course of the battle." 

Admiral Mark Kerr, another veteran of the wars in 

The Times, recognized the articles in The Spectator and 

answered from a different vantage point. Kerr registered 

his opinion that a true reconstruction of the battle was 

not possible from the published dispatches and that the 

7Ibid. 
8 
Lord Sydenham to editor, The Spectator 126 (January 1, 

1921), 14. 

^Ibid. 
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ships' logs were necessary to develop a true judgment of 

the situation. "The public will never know the truth or 

how much they owe to the wisdom and ability of Lord Jellicoe 

until the Harper narrative and plans are issued to the 

public for whom they were written."^ Kerr also felt that 

the discussion of a "defensive school" came about through 

the misunderstanding of "amateurs" attempting to explain 

naval strategy and tactics. Then, turning to other arguments, 

he said, "It has been argued that if the High Sea Fleet had 

been sunk the enemy's submarine warfare would have failed. 

I have not been able to find anyone who could tell me why." H 

Kerr believed that German submarines and marine mines were 

the determining factors in keeping the Grand Fleet away 

from enemy shores and that these problems would have to 

be handled by vessels other than battleships. He felt that, 

though the submarine menace had been acute, it would have 

been far more dangerous for the cruisers of the High Sea 

Fleet to be on British trade routes if the Grand Fleet 

had been defeated at Jutland. Kerr closed with an interesting 

though undocumented statement relating to Jellicoe's turn-

away from the torpedoes: 

As to the vexed question of making a turn when 
attacked by submarines, experiments have shown 
that the hits are in the following proportion: 

10Admiral Mark Kerr to editor, The Spectator 126 (January 
8, 1921), 43-4. 

l̂ -Ibid. 



Turning towards the enemy, sixty hits received? 
not turning, forty hits received; turning away, 
two hits received. This evidence shows that the 
Grand Fleet would have been practically destroyed 
if it had acted otherwise than it did. J-2 

Contained within the same issue of The Spectator was 

a letter by another Times regular who signed his letter 

"R. N." and who defended Jellicoe's deployment. "R. N." 

conceded that a deployment on the starboard column would 

indeed have been the quickest method in closing the German 

Fleet; however, he believed that this also would have 

resulted in the crossing of the British "T" with dire 

results for the leading battleships in the van. "R. N." 

believed that the port deployment actually carried out 

resulted in the opposite's occurring: Scheer's "T" had been 

crossed, and the High Seas Fleet had received a tremendous 

pounding. "R. N." believed that the strategy Jellicoe used 

in the battle had been developed by meetings of the 

Commander-in-Chief and his flag officers along with practical 

exercises at sea. "R. N." compared Jellicoe's critics with 

"slap-dash enthusiasts as would endeavor to win a game of 

chess by taking any available piece on the board regardless 

of their opponent's next move."^ 

"The offensive" as a strategy at sea no 
more betokens blind, bald-headed hussar charges 
on the part of the main body than it does on 
shore. Around this crude conception is built 

-^Ibid. 

13 
R. N. to editor, The Spectator 126 (January 8, 1921), 

44. - . . . -
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up a considerable modifying edifice of highly 
technical 2nd practical lore, which it takes 
some few men a lifetime to learn, and which 
very many men never achieve. To few only is 
the wisdom vouchsafed by patient study and 
long practice, which enable them to say just 
where the offensive ceases to be sound and 
becomes unsound. In a case where a particular 
advocated action lies very near the dividing 
line, surely uninstructed opinion, and even 
the opinion of those instructed, indeed, but 
not to the uttermost, would be well advised 
to be guided by the wisdom of the few who 
have achieved. Of these, Lord Jellicoe is 
the only one who has commanded a modern 
battle fleet in action.14 

Lord Sydenham wrote to The Spectator/ and his letter 

was published on 22 January. In his letter he attempted 

to answer both Kerr and "R. N." Calling again for the 
/ 

publication of the Harper Report,he questioned Admiral 

Kerr's statistics on the proportion of torpedo hits under 

various circumstances discussed in Kerr's letter of 

8 January. Sydenham particularly questioned the higher 

number of hits for a turn-toward than when the ships 

remained on their original courses. He theorized that 

the turn toward would cut down the area of hull exposed 

for hits to be received. Sydenham expressed his doubts 

that a turn-toward the torpedoes would have led to the 

destruction of a significant number of ships in the Grand 

Fleet at Jutland. He then questioned "R. N."'s assertion 

that deployment on the starboard column would have led to 

"^Ibid. 
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the crossing of the Grand Fleet's "T". He ended with 

a flourish: 

The Admiralty had made a picture in which the 
torpedo assumed terrific proportions. It had 
come to be thought that a superior fleet was 
justified in retiring if an inferior enemy 
was well supplied with these weapons. . . . 
Most fortunately for the British Navy, the 
picture was not hanging in Sir D. Beatty's 
cabin. 

Admiral Mark Kerr used The Spectator as a forum to 

answer Lord Sydenham's statements. He first discussed the 

matter of the efficacy of the experiments noted before on 

probability of torpedo hits: 

After the Armistice the experiment was again 
carried out on a much larger scale and produced 
the result that I gave in my last letter. Now 
for the reason of this result. When ships turn 
towards a torpedo attack the speed or part of 
the speed of the ships must be added to the forty 
miles an hour of the torpedo to arrive at the 
closing rate. This rate will be from 50 to 
60 miles an hour according to the angle of 
the ship's course with the course of the 
torpedo. This speed makes dodging a torpedo 
a practical impossibility, as it is not until 
a torpedo is nearly on you that you can see 
its track or from what direction it is coming, 
and it must be remembered that the torpedo is 
a long way ahead of its track on the surface. 
In addition to this there are several torpedoes 
coming in your direction from different angles, and, 
to crown the difficulty, you are steaming at a speed 
of at least twenty miles an hour with a huge vessel, 
at a distance of only five hundred yards, on either 
side of you, who is doing the same thing as you are, 
viz., trying to avoid the torpedoes . . . .16 

15 
Lord Sydenham to editor. The Spectator 126 (January 

22, 1921), 136-7. 

X 6 
Admiral Mark Kerr to editor, The Spectator 126 

(January 29, 1921),•136-7. " 



Kerr then considered the advantages of the turn away, 

a situation in which the speed, of the ship is subtracted 

from the speed of the torpedo, making it much easier to 

dodge and lessening the danger of ship collision. Kerr 

then took on Sydenham's criticism of Jellicoe's deployment 

and stated that a port deployment would have crossed the 

"T" of the British van and led to the sinking of the leading 

battleships. Kerr then attacked Sydenham personally: 

It seems a pity that a man of Lord Sydenham's 
weight with the public should criticize prac-
tically all the admirals afloat on their decision 
on a vital subject on which he has no practical 
knowledge. There is a proverb in the Navy that 
"a ton of theory is not so useful as an ounce of 
practice." In these matters we have had the 
"ton of theory" supplemented by many "tons of 
practice," while Lord Sydenham, one would judge, 
has to subtract all the practice from his 
knowledge on the subject and is left with 
considerably less than a "ton of theory."-^ 

The concluding letter of The Spectator was another by 

"R. N." who revealed in the first sentence that he was one 

of Captain Harper's assistants on the Harper Committee, and 

he declared that seven months were spent on reconstructing 

the battle. "R. N." supported Admiral Jellicoe's deployment 

as the best possible and supported Admiral Kerr's statements 

on the turn away: 

As regards the turn-away, Admiral Kerr's figures 
are from the Fleet, and his views on them those 
of a practised seaman. Lord Sydenham cannot find 
the smallest evidence in support of them? the 

Ibid. 
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answer would appear that this evidence lies 
mostly out of sight of land. . . . 

In conclusion, may I cay that if the 
torpedoes played so disappointing a role in the 
Battle of Jutland, this was due to Lord Jellicoe's 
adroit side-stepping to avoid them? Because a 
fencing master avoids his adversary*s point is no 
proof that the sword is not a lethal weapon. 
Because he falls back a pace before his adversary's 
lunge is not a reason for imbuing him with 
grotesque mental images, nor for an exclusive cry 
of "Retirement. 

As late as March of 1921 Lord Sydenham was reported 

by The Times as calling for the Harper Report in Parlia-

mentary sessions. In one such question he was told by Lord 

Lee of Fareham, then First Lord of the Admiralty, that 

errors had been found in the chart of the battle, so it had 

been decided that a revision of the chart would be issued 

under the authority of the Board cf the Admiralty. This 

being completed, it was decided that this revision should 

be sent to Lord Jellicoe for the opportunity to make 

"observations." As this was in progress at the time of 

Sydenham's question, the First Sea Lord promised the chart's 

19 

publication as soon as Jellicoe had released it. The 

Harper Report, however, was still in limbo. 

In a Times article entitled "Lord Jellicoe and Jutland" 

an interview with Lord Jellicoe revealed many of the facts 

N. to editor, The Spectator 126 (January 29, 1921), 
137. 

-^Great Britain, Parliament, Hansard1s Parliamentary 
Debates, 5th ser., Vol. 134 (1 Noverciber-19 November, 1920), 
pp. 42-3. 
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of Jutland. Lord Jellicoe said that in 1919 the Admiralty 

commissioned Captain Harper and his committee to draft an 

account of Jutland, and the Harper Report was completed 

early in 1920. At that point the Admiralty, under David 

Beatty, proposed alterations to the Harper Report. The 

report with Beatty's amendments and forward were sent to 

Lord Jellicoe. Jellicoe questioned Beatty's right, because 

of his close connection with the battle, to alter the report. 

At this point the Admiralty decided not to publish the 

report at all. Then a second account was proposed, written 

by the Naval Staff, whose principal officers had not served 

in the Battlecruiser Fleet during the action. On completion, 

the second account was forwarded to Jellicoe for approval, 

and Jellicoe found numerous inaccuracies in the study, but 

he desired that his full remarks be received and included 

20 

in the study before publication. This request was denied, 

and The Official Narrative of the Battle of Jutland was 

issued and noted in the 28 July 1924 London Times. 

The last letter which can be considered contemporary 

to the event was written in 1927 by Admiral (now retired) 

Hugh Evan-Thomas, Commander of the Fifth Battle Squadron 

which distinguished itself at the Battle of Jutland. 

Evan-Thomas was answering criticisms that he felt blamed 

him for his failure to follow Beatty's battlecruisers 

20 
"Lord Jellicoe and Jutland: An Interview in New 

Z0clla.nd « 11 Th TP1 moc ( T v-s vs .-3 * ** 1 ~ - - - -
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immediately as they raced against Hipper's ships. He wrote 

that the battlecruisers had been "drawing their coal fires 

forward and making a tremendous smoke,"21 and this had made 

it impossible to see the flag signals. Evan-Thomas 

reported that the extent of his knowledge at that time was 

that two enemy light cruisers had been sighted and that 

the battlecruisers were changing course, but no signal came 

by wireless or searchlight from the Lion. 

It was not until Tiger asked Lion by wireless 
whether the signal to turn was to be made to 
Barham that the Vice-Admiral seemed to realize 
the situation. But these lost minutes turned 
out afterwards to be a most serious matter. 
After all, isn't it one of the fundamental 
principles of naval tactics that an admiral 
makes sure that his orders are understood 
by distant parts of his Fleet before rushing 
into space, covered by a smoke s c r e e n ? 2 2 

Thus ended the contemporary discussions regarding the 

Battle of Jutland. The verbal battle, like the real one, 

had been confusing and inconclusive. The true interest of 

British citizens, including retired Admirals, newspaper 

reporters, and men from all walks of life had been joined 

by an unfortunate split within the Royal Navy itself. What 

was the meaning of the discussions which were held in the 

pages of The Times and The Spectator? The answer might be 

9 1 
•'•̂ -Admiral Hugh Evan-Thomas to editor, The Times (London) , 

February 16, 1927, p. 15. 
22Ibid. 
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considered in the context of the virtues of the informed 

public. That the Englishman had a fondness for the Royal 

Navy would not be overstating the case. Since Trafalgar 

and even since the Spanish Armada, the Royal Navy had 

provided her people with a winning image. Any naval 

officer who went into battle knew what was expected of him: 

victory. This attitude, however, with the development of 

the modern dreadnought fleet was perhaps modified by the 

fact that no one really knew how to fight with these great 

cities of steel. 

The Sydenham group seemed to have a great deal of 

trouble understanding why the navy didn't simply flush out 

the Germans and make them fight. This attitude tended to 

forget the technical problems faced by Jellicoe and the 

other participants in the battle. 

The letters also showed that the Grand Fleet was 

materiel conscious and perhaps to the point that the 

importance of human initiative was subverted to the great 

floating cities. This was the secret that Nelson had 

developed, and Jellicoe had not yet found: human control 

over the materiel factors of war. 

At any rate, the letters of Jutland, the paper struggle, 

may have hastened or motivated the Royal Navy to develop 

better materiel and a more aggressive and modern attitude 

toward naval warfare as shall be seen. 



CHAPTER VIII 

CALM IN THE TEMPEST: SIR JULIAN CORBETT 

ON JUTLAND 

In the period around 1920 as the "Harper Record" failed 

to appear, rumors of all types abounded. Some felt that the 

Admiralty was protecting Lord Jellicoe, while others feared 

that it would be found that the Germans had won at Jutland 

after all."*" Sir David Beatty's supporters seized the 

opportunity to attack Jellicoe and spread tales of the brave 

leader of the Battlecruiser Fleet. These attacks were often 

highly partisan attacks and stretched the truth to the 

breaking point. All of Jellicoe's actions in the battle 

were singled out and condemned, while Beatty had done no 

wrong. Many of these hostile attacks from men of letters 

came from a group of politicians and newspaper men and 

correspondents who had been at odds with Jellicoe and the 

2 

Admiralty even before the battle. Jellicoe also had his 

partisans who dealt with Beatty in a similar manner. To 

them Jellicoe had done no wrong and Beatty had done nothing 

right. To expect such an assemblage of writers to seek 

anything approaching objectivity in the study of Jutland was 

perhaps expecting too much. 

"^Langhorne Gibson and J.E.T. Harper, The Riddle of Jutland 

2̂. Au*-hentic History, (London: Cassell and Co., Ltd., 1934, p. 378. 
2Ibid., p. 379. 
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That Jellicoe was upheld less in the newspaper battles 

than Beatty was the result of many of his supporters still 

being in the Navy, and thus they could not speak openly 

in his defense. Only those officers who were retired could 

speak for him."* 

Great hopes had been held for the publication of the 

Battle of Jutland; Official Despatches pxiblished by the 

Admiralty in 1920; however, the confusing dispatches only 

added fuel to an already raging fire. Even worse was the 

partisan (to Beatty) "Narrative of the Battle of Jutland" 

published by the Admiralty in 1924. 

The years 1919 and 1920 saw the publication of books 

by Commanders of the opposing fleets who expounded their 

views on Jutland. A drawback of both Jellicoe's The Grand 

Fleet, 1915-1916 and Scheer's Deutschlands Hochseeflotte 

in Weltkrieg (Germany's High Sea Fleet in the World War) 

was that they were both written at a time when each author 

was ignorant of all the facts of Jutland, at least as far 

as the movements of the respective enemy fleets were 

concerned. 

The first really objective attempt to deal with Jutland 

came in 1923 with Sir Julian Corbett's History of the Great 

: Naval Operations . Corbett was an eminent naval 

historian and expert on the Tudor Navy. Torn between becoming 

3Ibid. 
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a novelist and a serious naval historian# he finally 

turned to the latter. In 1910 he published his The Campaign 

of Trafalgar, which came to he called the first staff 

history of a naval campaign. This book and others such as 

Some Principles of Maritime Strategy were welcomed by officers 

in the Royal Navy. When the war broke out in Europe in 1914, 

Corbett volunteered his services and organized a bureau for 

the collection of material for the sea war. He had, just 

before the outbreak of hostilities, finished an official 

history of the naval campaigns of 1904-1905, published in 

1915 under the title Maritime Operations in the Russo-
I " ~ — -

Japanese War. The experience he gained in the research for 

this book was of inestimable value in writing the Naval 

Operations, the official history of the European war at sea. 

He had just completed Volume Three containing his account 

of the Battle of Jutland when he died, and the book was 

published posthumously. For the first time the real facts 

about Jutland were studied and placed in print by a 

competent historian. It was a scholarly, well-written 

account which discussed the conduct of Jellicoe and Beatty 

objectively rather than through partisan eyes. Pertaining 

to the controversies of Jutland, Corbett wrote generally in 

a low key, choosing to state the facts simply or, in a few 

cases, to praise one admiral or the other. He never 

descended to the rank depths that some of Jellicoe's and 

Beatty's partisans ctid. 
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Discussing the Admiralty's signal placing the. German 

Flagship in the Jacle, Corbett indicated his belief that if 

Jellicoe had known that the High Seas Fleet was out, "here 

would have arisen a situation differing materially from 

that which actually occurred, and one much less favourable 
A 

for the Germans." 

Corbett also discussed Beatty's gunnery problems at 

the beginning of the battlecruiser action noting that 

Beatty's ships overestimated the range. The fact that 

Beatty's ships fired at approximately 16,000 yards when they 

estimated the distance at 18,000 yards was explained by 

Corbett as being due to atmospheric conditions which masked 

the forms of the German ships in mist while the British ships 

were outlined clearly against the bright western sky. Due 

to this advantage the Germans were able to pick up the range 

quickly and score early hits.^ 

Corbett discussed fully the problems Jellicoe faced 

because of inadequate information from his scouting forces? 

it was often incomplete, garbled and inaccurate. Corbett 

discussed Jellicoe's alternatives in the question of 

deployment and judged; "It is scarcely to be doubted that 
6 

his [Jellicoe1s] reasoning was correct," and he catalogued 

4 . 
? i r J uf i a n Stafford Corbett, History of the Great War: 

Naval Operations, Vol, .3 (London: Lonamans f Green and r.o. . 
1923, pp. 330-1. 

5Ibid,, p. 334. 

6Ibid., p. 362. 
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the results of the deployment of the Grand Fleet: "Thus 

did Admiral Jellicoe attain the tactical position which on 

his unrivalled experience of manoeuvres and exercises under 

those masters he had regarded as most desirable."' Corbett 

did note that Jellicoe's deployment, which had gone well 

to that point, was marred by the necessity of Beatty's 

battlecruisers taking their place at the head of the line; 

however, he did not fault Beatty because Beatty was 

following orders in maneuvering his ships to that position. 

It was Corbett who, for the first time in a British 

account of the; battle, announced the tactic used by Scheer 

to extract his fleet from destruction. This was the 

"Battle Turn-Away" and was carried out under cover of smoke 

screen and torpedo attack. Corbet noted the effectiveness 

of this tactic in allowing Scheer's forces to disengage 

successfully.® 

Corbett then discussed Scheer's attempt to pass behind 

the British battle line only to have his "T" crossed once 

again. He discounted Scheer's claim that the situation, 

as it occurred, was not accidental but a well-considered 

plan to surprise the British: " . . . it cannot be recon-

ciled with his high.reputation as a tactician or even with 

sanity. 

7Ibid.t p. 364. 

8 

Ibid., pp. 369-70, 

9Ibid., p. 375» 
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On Jellicoe's tactic of turning away from torpedo 

attack Corbett noted that Jellicoe used the method he had 

judged best by experiment through maneuvers, He gave further 

evidence of his support for Jellicoe's decision by stating 

that "the failure of the German flotillas was due to the 

ease with which their torpedoes were avoided. 

As darkness fell on the Grand Fleet on 31 May, Jellicoe 

decided not to fight until the next morning. Corbett said/ 

"Modern developments had only hardened the long-established 

objection which condemned the fleet action by night as 

inadmissible, and for Admiral Jellicoe all that remained 

was to determine what course to take so as to intercept the 

enemy in the morning.,,^J" 

Corbett also attempted to come to grips with the 

Admiralty messages, or lack of them, sent to Jellicoe 

during the night of 31 May-1 June. He noted that the 

Admiralty sent summaries of Scheer's intercepted dispatches 

rather than the actual dispatches. One German signal called 

for airship reconnaissance off Horn Reef the next morning, 

and a second message ordered retirement and gave the course 

to be steered during the night by the German fleet. Corbett 

related that the Admiralty summaries sent to Jellicoe 

reported only the German course intercepted, but it neglected 

10 — — • • . 
Ibxd., p. 382. 

xlIbid., p. 389. 
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to mention the Horn Reef route because the Admiralty felt 

that the course information in the summary would indicate 

to Jellicoe the route the Germans would take for home. 

According to Corbett, Jellicoe was influenced by the 

inaccuracies of the dispatches from the Admiralty during 

the earlier part of the preceding day, and he felt that 

these new dispatches were erroneous as the other messages 

had been, so that "there was nothing to warrant a change 

in his considered plan for the night, and he continued, his 

12 

course south." 

In Corbett"s consideration of Jellicoe*s having 

stationed/ his destroyer flotillas at the rear of the 

Grand Fleet during the night, he noted that these destroyers 

failed to report to Jellicoe that the German Fleet was 

escaping by smashing through the destroyer flotilla screen. 

They had been overpowered by the Germans who, Corbett said, 

had methods of dealing with them at night, which proved for 

the most part, more than adequate.^ 

Commenting on the escape of the High Seas Fleet 

Corbett said: "He [Jellicoe] saw too plainly the bitter 

truth that there was now no possibility of recovering the 

lost chance of the vital hour when he had first caught his 

skillful adversary unawares, and the latter, aided by 
12Ibid., p. 403. 

13Ibid., p. 406. 
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misty conditions had effected his escape." There was 

now no chance to bring the enemy to battle again. 

Corbett's study of the battle avoided criticism of 

either admiral, even at the points where they perhaps 

deserved it. He praised Jellicce for his deployment and 

his turn away from torpedoes. He was objective and fair 

in his assessment of Beatty's conduct. He did not, however, 

actually praise Beatty at any point; therefore Corbett 

would have to be listed among Jellicoe's supporters. He 

was as fair and impartial as any British naval historian 

could possibly have been considering the vituperative 

charges that had already been printed and the heated 

discussions that had occurred. 

Corbett finished his narrative of the Battle of Jutland, 

but before he could conclude his study, he died, and the 

concluding remarks on Jutland were made by his successor 

as author of the next volumes of the Naval History, Sir 

Henry Newbolt. Newbolt, whose paternal grandfather had been 

a naval officer and had written many poems about the sea, 

was a poet and man of letters. He had served at the Admiralty 

and in the Foreign Office during the war and had been 

controller of wireless and cables. In 1923 the Committee 

of Imperial Defence chose him to complete Sir Julian Corbett's 

unfinished Volumes Four and Five of History of the Great War: 

14Ibid., p, 415. 
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Naval Operations. Whether Newbolt significantly changed 

Corbett's conclusions on Jutland is unknown, but as the 

narrative carefully shunned controversy, the remainder 

concentrated on the materiel aspects of Jutland, dealing 

with technical rather than human failures. 

The next volume of the Naval History was not published 

until 1928. Newbolt first considered the result of the 

action and noted that the Germans had gained an initial 

advantage with world opinion by prompt and incomplete news 

releases. He pointed out the candor of the first British 

news releases which some interpreted as signs of defeat. 

Newbolt called Jutland the turning point at sea because 

neither side looked any longer to a decisive naval battle 

as the final key to the winning of the war. The British 

looked to the blockade as the final answer while the 

15 

Germans looked to the U-boat. 

Newbolt then discussed "professional opinion" on the 

lessons of the battle. He considered the problems of the 

battlecruisers and their tendency to blow up. He first 

noted that the Germans had gained the range with "extra-

ordinary rapidity" and that fleet committees had called for 

improved British range-finding instruments. Newbolt further 

concluded that the sinking of the battlecruisers had been 

caused by the cordite flash spreading from a stricken turret 

15 
Henry Newbolt, History of the Great War: Naval Operations, 

Vol. 4 (London: Longmans, Green and Co., 19T8") , pp7 lT-̂ TT, • 
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to the magazines. Newboit disputed Jellicoe's impression 

that the problems of battlecruisers were due to thin armor? 

he concluded that the basic design of British battlecruisers 
16 

was sound. Newboit also added the information that the 

fuses of British shells were defective, and he discussed 

the development of a new shell designed to penetrate armor 

effectively before exploding. 

Newboit concluded his discussion of Jutland with a 

section on "Effect on Fleet Tactics." He noted that changes 

were made in Grand Fleet Battle Orders allowing for more 

initiative on the part of battleship squadron commanders? 

henceforth they could depart from the rigid battle line. 

Newboit believed that Jellicoe had learned from Jutland 

that an enemy who refused to be brought to battle could not 

be forced to do so by the cumbersome line of battleships. 

Only by independent initiative of the commanders of battleship 

squadrons could this type of enemy be successfully dealt 
. .. 17 with. 

Taken as a whole, the Naval History by Corbett and 

Newboit is a remarkable historical work written during a 

period of bitter criticism and acrimony of contending 

schools of British naval thought. Although written from 

the British viewpoint, it is a fair and unemotional attempt 

to deal with the facts of Jutland. 

16Ibid./ p. 15. 

17Ibid., p. 17l 



CHAPTER IX 

THE TEMPEST 

The Jutland Scandal by Sir Reginald Bacon, was published 

in 1925 as a result of attacks on Jellicoe in the British 

press. It was a highly partisan attack on Beatty's leadership 

and a thorough defense of Jellicoe's conduct at Jutland."®* The 

book was somewhat of a sensation because Bacon held little 

back in his acid criticism of Beatty. 

A prote'ge' of Lord Fisher, Bacon had worked on the design 

of the Dreadnought, had commanded the Dover Patrol during 

World War II, and was retired from the service at the same 

time as Jellicoe. Ee authored several books on naval strategy 

and was one of Jellicoe's staunchest supporters. 

Bacon's book, though thoroughly one-sided, was also 

interestingly written and instructive. The dedication of 

his book read: 

DEDICATED TO 

THOSE TWO NEGLECTED GODDESSES 

JUSTICE AND TRUTH 

NOW WORSHIPPED IN AN OBSCURE CORNER 

OF 

THE BRITISH PANTHEON 

1Langhorne Gibson and J.E.T. Harper, The Riddle of Jutland: 
An Authentic History, (London: Cassell and Co.,~Ltd., 19 34)7 p."385, 
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Bacon's author's note expressed- the belief that Jellicoe 

and Evan-Thomas had not received just treatment from the 

British press and that Beatty had not received an objective 

analysis of his role at Jutland. 

Bacon's efforts made his book highly instructive in 

understanding the rudiments of naval strategy and tactics 

in the pre-Jutland and Jutland periods. His chapter on 

"Essentials" discussed the importance of the navy and its 

role in war. The second and third chapters dealt with the 

differences in naval war in the time of Nelson and in modern 

days. Bacon emphasized the new developments in warships, 

guns, torpedoes, armor, projectiles, submarines, and mines. 

His chapter on fleet maneuvers was and remains an excellent 

introduction for understanding the naval background for 

tactics used at Jutland. 

Bacon devoted several chapters to the battle itself. 

In his chapter entitled "Phase I," Bacon roundly criticized 

Beatty for not confirming the signals sent to the Fifth 

Battle Squadron concerning his intention to inspect the 

enemy force encountered by his cruiser screen. Bacon said 

that "he [Beatty], full of ardour, raced away at high speed." 

He also criticized Beatty for not consolidating his 

battlecruisers with the Fifth Battle Squadron before going 

into action with Hipper: "Had our Battle Cruiser fleet been 

2 
Admiral Sir Reginald Bacon, The Jutland Scandal, 

(London: Hutchinson and Co., 1925), p. 48. 
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closed up, the ensuing action, instead of being practically 

a defeat for our ships, might well have been a brilliant 

success. Annihilation should always be the result aimed 

at. Annihilation can only be achieved by numbers. Further# 

Bacon felt that the Admiralty Narrative published in 1924 

defended Beatty and unfairly blamed Evan-Thomas for the gap 

that had opened between the squadrons as a result of the 

signaling mistake.^ 

Bacon commented on Beatty1s distribution of fire orders 

which called for the first two ships in the British line to 

fire at the leading German ship, Lutzow, while each of the rest 

would engage their opposite number. Bacon related that the 

second and third ships in the British line missed the 

signal and counted from the bow for their targets. Thus the. 

second German ship, the Perfflinger, received no fire and 

could be more effective in directing her own fire. This mistake, 

according to Bacon, reflected "gravely on the signal organi-

zation of the battlecruisers."5 Then he commented on the 

effect of the Fifth Battle Squadron as it gradually drew 

within range with some effect: "What a tragedy that they, 

3 

Ibid*, p„ 59. 

4Ibid. 
5Ibid., p. 61. 
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a good shooting squadron, had not commenced the action at 

6 

the same time as the battlecruisers„ 

In summarizing "Phase I" Bacon commented not only 

on Beatty's failure to communicate properly his intentions 

to his own commanders, but also on his failure to inform 

Admiral Jellicoe of the situation; Admiral Jellicoe 

desperately needed the information. As the High Seas Fleet 

followed Beatty back to the north toward Jellicoe, Beatty's 

action with the German fleet was criticized because it 

prevented him from giving the information to Jellicoe 

concerning the German fleet's course and position, which 

information would have enabled Jellicoe to deploy his fleet 

properly. Bacon expressed the belief that since Beatty had 

fourteen light cruisers under his command, he should have 
7 

been able to supply this information. 

In a full discussion of Jellicoe's deployment Bacon 

again noted the problems caused by Beatty's failure to 

provide accurate information on the direction that the 

enemy was steaming, and he quoted Corbett's laudatory section 

on the virtues of Jellicoe's deployment. Bacon also 

provided excellent diagrams to show the development of the 

deployment. With these diagrams, Bacon pointed out the 

advantages of three possible deployments from which Jellicoe 
6Ibid. 

7Ibid., p. 65. 
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could choose, pert, starboard, or center: "His brain had, 

previously, time after time, ruminated over the possibilities 

that varying emergencies might suddenly spring upon him and 

therefore he was ready and prepared to make a vital decision 

instantly and correctly."® 

Bacon discussed, in his usual praising manner, Jellicoe's 

tactic of turning away from torpedoes. He felt that the 

British battleships avoided the torpedoes largely due to 

Jellicoe's maneuver, and if they had not turned, Bacon 

believed that several battleships would have been lost with 

no certain advantage to the British. 

Bacon completed his discussion of the fleet action at 

Jutland and remarked that the battlecruisers had failed in 

their primary function of keeping in touch with the enemy 

at all times: "The paramount value of such independent 

action on the part of the high speed battlecruisers does 

not seem to have occurred to Admiral Beatty."-'-® 

Bacon sympathized with the problems involved in 

Jellicoe's decision not to fight at night. He said that 

Jellicoe thought that at night the German fleet would have 

had the initiative and that offensive action by the British 

Battle Fleet would have been a "ghastly gamble. 

8 Ibid., p. 77 

9Ibid., p. 86. 

10Ibid., p. 87. 

11 
Ibid., p. 90, 
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Bacon concluded his book with stinging criticisms of 

Beatty's defenders and of Beatty himself. He used some 

quotations, taken from a Sunday Express interview with 

Admiral Scheer by Filson Young, which were quite uncompli-

mentary to Jellicoe. This was the material that led to 

litigation over copyright infringement, Bacon went on to 

criticize Beatty for allowing the criticism of Jellicoe to 

go on without defending his old Commander-in-Chief. Bacon 

felt that this "failure of chivalry on his [Beatty's] part" 

would "never be forgotten or forgiven by the Royal Navy.""'"̂  

A fair evaluation of Bacon's study is most difficult. 

Much in his book is instructive, and overall it is a most 

interesting study of Jutland. Bacon had an ax to grind, however, 

and he noted in his book that he felt that Jellicoe had been 

miserably treated by his detractors. His purpose in writing 

the book had been to defend Jellicoe and to attack 

Beatty and those who championed him. Nevertheless, his 

partisanship makes for some of the most interesting material 

on the subject, even if it is not the most objective. 

In 1927 Winston Churchill published The World Crisis, 

1916-1918, which proved to be highly critical of Jellicoe's 

conduct at Jutland and highly complimentary to Beatty. 

Churchill had been First Lord of the Admiralty until 1915, 

following the disastrous Dardanelles Campaign. By the 

x2Ibid., p. 131. 
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time of Jutland, he was not a part of the government. In 

the normal Cburchillian pi-ose this study of Jutland asserted 

that "the dominant school of naval thought and policy are 

severe critics of Sir John J e l l i c o e . " ^ 3 

Churchill discussed Jellicoe's fear of torpedo attack 

and the Commander-in-Chief's strategy drawn up to nullify 

possible German moves to use torpedoes. He contended that 

the cautious approach was justified early in the war when 

Jellicoe's ideas were placed before the Admiralty because 

the British superiority was slim. Churchill said, however, 

that he disagreed with Jellicoe on the "relative strength 

and quality of British and German fleets." Churchill 

believed that ship for ship the British could master the 

German vessels.^ He believed that the naval actions in 

1915 demonstrated that the 13.5-inch guns had made the 

British battlecruisers clearly superior to the German 

battlecruisers. Churchill further admitted that when he 

had been First Lord of the Admiralty, he had approved 

Jellicoe's cautious tactical approach to possible naval 

battle, but he felt, however, that in May of 1916 Jellicoe's 

strength relative to Scheer's was vastly greater than 

13W.inston S. Churchill, The World Crisis, (New York: 
Charles Scribners Sons, 1931), p. 589. 

14 
Ibid., p. 593. 
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before and that new tactical principles were called for 

at Jutland. ̂  

Churchill made several points in his study of the 

Fifth Battle Squadron's failure to follow the battlecruisers 

as they turned to face the German battlecruiser force (though 

they did not know when they turned that this was their 

foe). Evan-Thomas knew, according to Churchill, that at 

2:20 p.m. enemy ships had been sighted by Beatty's scouting 

cruisers. At 2:30 p.m. Barham received a wireless message 

giving the Lion's projected course. Churchill asserted that 

Evan-Thomas's orders were to keep "supporting station" five 

miles from the Lion, and since the turn to the south by the 

battlecruisers 9,000 yards away could not have been missed 

on Barham's bridge, no signal should have been necessary 

for Evan-Thomas to follow Beatty's turn. Closely related 

to the problem of coordination between the Fifth Battle 

Squadron and the Battlecruiser Fleet was Churchill's 

discussion of the question raised by Beatty's critics 

concerning what they considered his failure to concentrate 

forces with the Fifth Battle Squadron. Churchill agreed 

that it was the duty of a commander to use superior force 

if possible, but he argued, Beatty's force was superior 

to any force of battlecruisers that Hipper could possibly 

throw at them. Churchill further argued that the six minutes 

15Ibid., p. 594. 



required to steam away and concentrate meant 6,000 yards 

in pursuit, and he stated: 

The last time Beatty had seen German ships 
was when Hipper's battle-cruisers faded out of 
sight of the crippled Lion sixteen months before 
at the Dogger Bank. The impression that every 
minute counted was dominant in his mind. Why 
should he wait to become stronger when by every 
test of paper and every memory of battle he 
was already strong e n o u g h ? ! ^ 

Churchill concluded that if Beatty had retired to 

concentrate with the Fifth Battle Squadron, he might have 

lost the opportunity of meeting Hipper at all. 

Moving to criticism of what Churchill considered 

Evan-Thomas's slowness in the turn-away from the High Seas 

Fleet prior to the run to the north, he contended that the 

Barham was signaled to turn about as she passed Lion which 

had already turned about and was heading the other direction. 

Churchill explained that Evan-Thomas delayed three or four 

minutes longer, by which time he came under the fire of 

the leading battleships of the battle line of the German 

fleet. 

Jellicoe's fleet organization and system of command 

also fell under the criticism of Winston Churchill because he 

felt that it was too centralized and left little room for the 

initiative of individual commanders: " . . . throughout the 

battle he endeavored personally to direct the entire Fleet. 

16Ibid., p. 599. 

17Ibid., p. 605. 
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Churchill's discussion of Jellicoe's deployment 

asserted that a starboard deployment could have been used, 

but would have risked the concentrated fire of the German 

Fleet on the leading ships of the British line. The port 

deployment, actually used by Jellicoe, drew the British 

battle line 10,000 yards further from the Germans and 

outside the range of their fire. Thus Jellicoe's "opening 

movement in the battle" would have been "a retirement. 

Churchill suggested a third deployment which he considered 

superior to the other choices, and this was the deployment 

which Bacon called the center deployment. Churchill wrote 

that Jellicoe could "lead his own division out of the mass 

and make the others follow after him in any sequence he 

might choose."^0 Churchill felt that this would have 

given Jellicoe complete control over his battle fleet. He 

criticized Jellicoe for working on a "preconceived" plan 

and not considering the center deployment. He further 

felt that Jellicoe should have sent the battleships of the 

Fifth Battle Squadron (the Warspite had been disabled) on 

the "disengaged" side of the German fleet to destroy 

the old Deutschland squadron. Churchill theorized that 

Scheer then would have been forced to rescue his obsolete 

battleships from the powerful Queen Elizabeth class battle-

19Ibid., p. 618. 

20 . 
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ships of Evan-Thomas1s squadron and would have had to 

fight. Churchill saw this use of the Fifth Battle Squadron 

as their reason for being, but that "neither the Commander-

in-Chief nor their own Admiral could think of any better 

use for them than to let them steam uselessly along in the 

rear of the Fleet at seventeen knots . . . . "21 

Again attacking Jellicoe's port deployment Churchill 

asserted that Beatty and the Fifth Battle Squadron had been 

in place for the starboard deployment. He noted that when 

Jellicoe used the port deployment, Beatty was forced to 

steam at high speed in front of the Grand Fleet masking the 

battleships' view with his funnel smoke and causing Jellicoe 

to slow his advance and let Beatty pass. This caused the 

bunching and overlapping at the turning point, but he laid 

the fault at the door of Jellicoe and his choice of 

22 

deployment. 

In discussing Jellicoe's turn-away from torpedoes 

after the second crossing of Scheer's "T", Churchill felt 

that the fleet could have been easily divided in half with 

the Fifth Battle Squadron leading the starboard division, 

and they could have caught the enemy between two fires. 

He further believed that Jellicoe should have used a 
21Ibid., p. 618-9. 
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counter attack of British destroyer flotillas and cruiser 

squadrons to break up the German torpedo attack. 

One point of agreement between Churchill, Beatty, 

and Jellicoe was on the problem of a night battle. A night 

battle was just too risky, and Jellicoe's best course of 

action was to remain between Scheer and his base until the 

23 

next day when he could be smashed. Jellicoe was 

faulted, however, by Churchill for not being in a position 

to bring Scheer to battle the next day because he believed 

that the two most plausible escape routes open to Scheer 

were Horn Reef and Heligoland Channels: "But Jellicoe 

seems to.have formed the opinion that the alternative lay 

between the Heligoland Channel and The Ems, and he nowhere 

mentions the possibility of the Horn Reef which was prima 

facie the most likely."24 Churchill also believed that 

by positioning his fleet about ten miles south-westward 

of Horn Reef light Jellicoe would have been in a favorable 

position when Scheer steered either to Horn Reef or to 

Heligoland Channel."2*' 

Churchill also criticized Jellicoe for disregarding 

the Admiralty's message which gave the course of the High 

Seas Fleet, and, according to Churchill, the answer to the 

Ibid., p. 626. 
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choice of Scheer's escape route.. Jellicoe evidently was 

not as sure as Churchill concerning the significance of the 

Admiralty message. 

Churchill ended his narrative with a shot at Jellicoe 

for throwing away the chance of victory: 

The chance of annihilating victory had been 
perhaps offered at the moment of deployment, had 
been offered again an hour later when Scheer made 
his great miscalculation, and for the third time 
when a little before midnight the Commander-in-
Chief decided to reject the evidence of the 
Admiralty message. Three times is a lot.26 

In his discussion of materiel factors at Jutland, 

Churchill added nothing new, and his explanations of thin 

armor and magazine explosions in the battlecruisers agreed 

with earlier accounts. He also used the opportunity to 

defend his own public service as he suggested that he 

had "recoiled" in 1911 from the battlecruiser and suggested 

instead for the "Board of Admiralty to cancel the battle-

cruiser projected for the program of 1912, and to build 

instead of one battlecruiser and four slow battleships, 

five fast battleships of the Queen Elizabeth class."^7 

In his concluding remarks on Jutland, Churchill 

acknowledged his appreciation of the difficulties Jellicoe 

faced and his decisions in the face of such awesome 

26Ibid., p. 633. 

27 
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problems, bat Churchill nevertheless blamed Jellicoe 

for not being another Nelson: 

The ponderous, poignant responsibilities 
borne successfully, if not triumphantly, by Sir 
John Jellicoe during two years of faithful 
command, constitute unanswerable claims to the 
lasting respect of the nation. But the Royal 
Navy must find in other personalities and other 
episodes the golden links which carried forward 
th.rough the Great War the audacious and con-
quering traditions of the past; and it is to 
Beatty and the battlecruisers, to Keyes at 
Zeebrugge, to Tyrwhitt and his Harwich striking 
force, to the destroyer and submarine flotillas 
out in all weathers and against all foes, to the 
wild adventures of the Q-ships, to the steadfast 
resolution of the British Merchant Service, that 
the eyes of rising generations will turn.28 

In 1927 Admiral J. E. T. Harper published a partisan 

study entitled The Truth About Jutland which took 

Jellicoe1s side in the controversy. The book included 

detailed replies to attacks on Jellicoe's handling of the 

Grand Fleet at Jutland. This book was superseded in 1934 

when Harper teamed with Langhorne Gibson to produce 

The Riddle of Jutland. From the introduction written by 

Sir Archibald Hurd, which was highly critical of Beatty 

and adulatory of Jellicoe, to the text of the book (no 

less critical of Beatty) echoed the personal conflict 

between Harper and Beatty. That Beatty had been somewhat 

unfair in his handling of the episode with Harper is one 

question, but in Riddle of Jutland Harper was perhaps 

2®Ibid., p. 639. 
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equally unfair to Beatty. It echoed, in reverse, 

Churchill's World Crisis, and this time it was Beatty 

who could do nothing right. 

Despite its shortcomings, the book ranks as the 

most superb work ever written about Jutland in its prose. 

Despite partisanship of its authors it stands as a 

beautifully written and interesting study of Jutland. It 

reads like a novel with short chapters which give background 

information about all aspects, human and materiel, and 

then it discusses the battle. Unlike Bacon's hammer-like 

blows against Beatty in The Jutland Scandal, the same 

criticisms are woven into the narrative so that the 

reader is almost unaware of their presence. 

The manner in which the naval battle is brought to 

life in the book is seen clearly in the chapter entitled 

"The Run to the South" which describes the obliteration 

of the Queen Mary: 

There were men within Queen Mary, in 
compartments deep within her hull, to whom 
isolation had been the battle; they felt the 
ship shudder as she fired, heard the distant 
turmoil of the shooting, knew that a great 
contest was waging, and that their part in 
it was to tend a pump, or to fill buckets 
with coal, or to watch the bearings of a 
machine, or wait until the call went up 
for stretcher-bearers. 

They were plunged into darkness as the ship's 
lights went out. There was the shock of a terrific 
explosion which threw them off their feet. The deck 
lurched—the magazines were blowing up. As they lay 
bruised and half stunned, they could feel everything 
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toss convulsively higher and higher, and then 
begin a plunge downward. Living men were 
carried down with the sinking ship, in compart-
ments penetrated by water with gurgling voracious 
tenacity. Twelve hundred and fifty-eight officers 
and men went to their deaths, annihilated in one 
extraordinary moment which spared only seventeen 
souls of the entire c r e w . 2 9 

Gibson and Harper were critical of Beatty on almost 

every point of his conduct in the battle. Beatty*s signal 

organization was attacked for failing to relay a searchlight 

signal to Evan-Thomas to follow the battlecruisers as they 
OA 

turned to investigate the German vessels sighted. Beatty 

was, at the same time, stringently criticized for not 

concentrating his forces prior to fighting Hipper, so that 

the British force would possess overwhelming superiority. 

Also questioned was Beatty's drawing up to the German ships 

until within the range of the German 11- and 12-inch guns. 

The authors felt that he could have opened fire sooner and 

made use of the longer x-ange of his 13.5-inch guns.^l At 

this point in their narrative, the authors inserted a dis-

cussion of defective British armor-piercing shells: "The 

British shells struck with terrific impact, but in many cases 

?o 
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broke up as they did so ,• spending their force on the 

outside of the armor."32 

Gibson and Harper discussed the deployment of the Grand 

Fleet and which deployment was best. The right wing, Jellicoe 

decided, would bring the weakest squadrons to action first 

and would bring the battle-lines within torpedo range immedi-

ately . Gibson and Harper considered the center deployment 

too uncertain. They described the port column deployment as 

a "masterly decision" since it led to the crossing of the "T" 
•5-3 

of the High. Seas Fleet. They crxticized Beatty for crossing 

in front of the Grand Fleet and masking the visibility of the 
O A 

battle line at a critical period in the battle. In their 

discussion of Jellicoe's tactics in the face of torpedo attack, 

Gibson and Harper noted that experience had shown the 

Commander-in-Chief that the one way to escape torpedo damage 

was to turn away from the direction of the torpedoes. The 

authors agreed with Jellicoe's fundamental tactical principle, 

which was to assume the defensive against torpedo attacks and 
O EL 

to assume the offensive when danger from torpedoes was past. 3 

32Ibid,, p. 134. 

33Ibid., p. 172. 
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The authors considered Jellicoe's decision to refrain 

from fighting at night wise because of the risk of collision, 

loss of order, mistaking enemy for friend, and vice-versa. 

Additionally, they and Jellicoe considered the Germans better 
O g 

equipped to fight at night. 

Gibson and Harper stated that the meeting between 

Beatty and Hipper and the short action between the Lutzow, 

Derfflinger, and Invincible were German victories. They 

felt that the second, third, and fourth meetings of the 

British and German battlecruisers and the Fifth Battle 

Squadron1s run to the north under heavy fire from the High 

Seas Fleet were British victories. They also considered 

as British victories the actions between the main fleets 

and the day and night torpedo attacks which had hit the 

Seydlitz and Rostock and had sunk the Pommern and Frauenlob. 

Gibson and Harper stated that the Grand Fleet was most 

effective at the most crucial point of the battle because 

it brought the concentrated fire power of the British dread-

noughts to bear upon Scheer in his most vulnerable situation: 

when he was unable to put his full gun power into action. 

Scheer, "the man who must attack," was rendered incapable of 

doing so, and this was the ultimate factor which determined 

the winner at Jutland and "the war upon the seas."^' 

36Ibid., p. 214. 
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In discussing some of the questions prompted by Jutland, 

Gibson and Harper noted that three-fourths of the British loss 

of life resulted from defects in magazine protection which 

caused ships to blow up. Half of the German loss of life 

was due to the blowing up of the Frauenlob and the Pommern, 

both old ships of weak construction- The authors came to 

the conclusion that gun fire had not been as devastating, 

particularly to the British, as faulty construction and 

design of magazine protection had been. ° 

That the torpedo threat had failed to reach the 

proportions expected by naval experts before the battle 

Gibson arid Harper felt could be attributed to Jellicoe's 

defensive tactics. These included the battle turn-away which 
O Q 

was so criticized by Jellicoe's detractors. 

Gibson and Harper concluded that the German battlecruisers 

were markedly superior to British vessels of the same type in 

their ability to take punishment and to make port. They felt 

that "Germany's designers and ship builders had approached the 

ideal of the contemporary battlecruiser type. . . ." ̂ 0 

Concerning battleship design, the authors felt that the British 

Queen Elizabeth class ships had shown themselves superior to 

all German vessels in their ability to take and give punishment, 

38 
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They felt that, in comparison, the merits of the older 

British and German battleships had been similar.^ 

Discussing British communications, the authors noted 

that they had run the gamut from brilliance to failure. They 

pointed out that British communications were made most diff-

cult by the large size of the fleet. They judged German 

communications, however, to have been excellent.^ 

Gibson and Harper gave an excellent discussion of the 

reasons for Jellicoe's conservative tactics at Jutland. 

Arguing against those who asserted that Jellicoe's purpose 

should have been to "annihilate" the enemy, the authors 
/ 

proposed'that such a battle could only have been fought at 

great cost of British men and materiel, and at that point, 

the British would have achieved no more than they already 

possessed: command of the sea. A battle to the finish, the 

authors contended, would have reduced the power of the 

British Fleet to the point that it would have no longer 

dominated the sea. That result would have had great effects 

on Britain as the "pivotal point of world affairs. 

The assessment of the relative merits of the British 

commanders shows very clearly the bias of the authors. 
Jellicoe's greatness—his power—lay in an 

essential clarity and directness of thought. He 

41 
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administered a power far mightier than a fleet—• 
he administered sea power, in which the checking 
of the High Sea Fleet was only one factor, and 
not the most important factor at that. Jellicoe 
was an admiral of the modern age, thinking and 
acting on a strategic plane higher than that of 
the other naval leaders afloat in his day. At 
Jutland he displayed every quality of the great 
commander—he was a courageous, aggressive fighter, 
a collected and brillian t tactician, and a strate-
gist of the first w a t e r . 4 4 

Contrasted with this description of Jellicoe was the assessment 

of Beatty written by Gibson and Harper: 

Beatty, courageous as a lion, was an instinc-
tive and bull-dog type of fighter—but a man 
betrayed by his temperament into incaution more 
than dangerous when the fates of nations are at 
stake. He had been given weapons, and failed 
to make use of them—given ten ships, and he 
chose to attack with six. He had not yet 
developed the breadth of conception necessary 
in a great commander. His, moreover, proved 
itself the major unit least trained to meet 
a foe against which only the highest standards 
would do. Beatty's defeat was made good by 
Jellicoe's arrival.45 

The extent of partisan feeling found in these assessments 

certainly was strong. That the above statements do justice 

to either man is unlikely, for Jellicoe was neither as good 

nor was Beatty as bad as Gibson and Harper indicated. 

The most thorough study ever done of the battle was 

written by an American naval officer, Commander Holloway H. 

Frost, and was titled, The Battle of Jutland. Published in 

1936, it was the product of eighteen years of study and 
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worked with Beatty long enough to anticipate and forestall 

4 6 

such communications problems. 

Frost was also critical of Beatty for his failure to 

concentrate his forces. He thought that Beatty could have 

cut off the German battlecruisers from their bases not only 

with his battlecruisers, but also with the Fifth Battle 

Squadron. Frost summarized his belief: "It is certain that 

the Fifth Battle Squadron was never brought across the German 

line of retreat as might easily have been done."^ 

Frost, agreeing with other critics of Beatty, noted 

that as the range closed between the two groups of battle-

cruisers,' Beatty lost an opportunity to take advantage of 

the greater range of his 12- and 13,5-inch guns and thus 

lost the opportunity to get the first hits. Frost reported 

that Hipper had been concerned by this factor, but was able 

to decrease the range to what Frost estimated as 16,500 

yards, which was well within the range of the German 11- and 

12-inch guns.^® 

Despite his earlier criticism of Beatty on the use of 

the Fifth Battle Squadron, Frost pointed out some advantages 

that the British inadvertently acquired. Hipper was ignorant 

of the presence of the Fifth Battle Squadron, and he therefore 

46 
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readily engaged the British battlecruiser force. Evan-

Thomas then might have entered the fight at a highly critical 

stage, which actually occurred, and in case of success by 

the Germans, the British battlecruisers could have fallen 

back on the battleships.49 Discussing the accuracy of the 

British fire at the beginning of the battlecruiser fight, 

Frost was critical of Beatty's squadrons: "The British range-

finding was poor and combined with this was an evident failure 

to realize that the two lines were converging at such a sharp 

5 0 

angle." For these reasons the British salvos fell beyond 

their targets, in some cases by 2,000 yards. Frost also 

explored, the fire distribution mistake which resulted in the 

Derfflinger's being left free of fire. He faulted Beatty 

for stationing six destroyers of the 9th and 10th Flotillas 

in the line of fire because their smoke obscured the targets. 

Other than this and disagreeing with almost all other Jutland 

scholars, Frost contended that visibility was good.51 

In his consideration of the destruction of the 

Indefatigable and the Queen Mary, Frost attributed their 

obliteration to 7-inch turret armor in Indefatigable and 9-inch 

turret armor in Queen Mary which he felt were unequal to 

resisting 11- and 12-inch armor-piercing shells. He also 
49 
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felt that the effects of three shells hitting closely 

52 

together caused the destruction of the battlecruisers. 

In discussing the lateness of the Fifth Battle Squadron's 

retreat before the High Seas Fleet, Frost criticized both 

Beatty and Evan-Thomas. He believed that the Barham should 

have picked up the wireless communications of the light cruiser 

squadrons which reported the enemy battle fleet and realized 

the situation. Further, Frost criticized Beatty1s order given 

to Evan-Thomas as he raced to the north and passed the Fifth 

Battle Squadron. This order was to turn in succession to 

starboard. Frost believed that Evan-Thomas should have 

turned his ships about together rather than in succession 

as ordered by Beatty, but he noted that it should have been 
S3 

left up to Evan-Thomas to decide how to turn his squadron. 

Frost pointed out weaknesses in the reconnaissance 

scouting of Beatty's light cruisers. There was a blank 

interval between 5:00 p.m. and 5:40 p.m. during what he called 

the "most critical point of the approach of the Battle Fleet." 

The German battle line made several changes of course during 

this period which went unreported by any of Beatty's light 

cruiser forces. Ending his discussion of this matter, 

Frost stated: "Thus the Battle Cruiser Fleet had failed in 

the performance of one of its most elementary duties. If its 
52 
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mission were to lead the High Seas Fleet toward the -Battle 

Fleet, it evidently was necessary that the commander of the 

latter be kept continually informed where and how this was 

being done." ̂ 4 

In his discussion of Jellicoe1s deployment of the 

Grand Fleet, Frost saw two disadvantages in the port 

deployment used by Jellicoe. The Grand Fleet lost the 

chance to surprise the High Seas Fleet, and the battle-

cruisers were forced to cross in front of the deploying 

battle fleet, so that for a time they were in the line of 

fire, and their funnel smoke made the deteriorating visi-

bility even worse. Frost said that the reason that isolated 

British units such as the armored cruiser Defence and 

Hood's battlecruiser Invincible were overwhelmed by the 

concentrated German Fleet was that Jellicoe's main units 

55 

were slow comxng into action due to his deployment. 

Frost charged Beatty with causing confusion in the British 

battle line as he took his place at the head of the line. 

In order to allow Beatty1s ships to pass ahead, Jellicoe 

reduced speed in his battleship divisions to 14 knots. 

This caused a bunching up of rear ships, and some even 

had to stop to avoid collision. Other divisions had to 

turn away from the Germans to clear Beatty. All of 

^Ibid., p. 270 . 

55 Ibid., p. 307. 



138 

this confusion caused some battleships to overlap and 

56 

masked the fire of the others for considerable periods. 

Frost thoroughly discussed Jellicoe's turn-away tactic 

when faced by torpedoes at Jutland. He faulted Jellicoe 

for not using his destroyers and cruisers to break up this 

•attack. Considering the turn-away itself, Frost felt that 

one should attempt to put himself in Jellicoe's shoes. The 

Marlborough had just been hit by a torpedo, and reports of 

submarines were rampant. Frost reported that the turn-away 

was the safest answer and that Jellicoe's cautious policy 

had been approved beforehand by the Admiralty. Frost 

thought that the Admiralty and not Jellicoe should be 

faulted for Jellicoe's too cautious tactics at Jutland. 

On this point he argued: "If the Admiralty desired to 

carry on a Nelsonian plan of campaign, it should have 

relieved Jellicoe upon the receipt of his letter of October 

30, 1914, and Sir Roger Keyes should have have been appointed 
57 

to the command." The letter referred to by Frost was 

discussed in The World Crisis by Churchill. The main points 

of the letter were that the weaker German fleet would 

probably try to weaken the Grand Fleet in an engagement by 

retreating from the British and attempting to draw the 

British across mines or into a submarine trap. Jellicoe 
56Ibid., pp. 320-1, 324-5. 

57Ibid., p. 375. 
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said that he would decline to be drawn into such a trap 

even though to refuse to chase the enemy through such 

tactics might "bring odium upon me."^ 8 Frost believed that 

the tactics condoned by the Admiralty were proof that the 

British Navy had changed its "attitude" since the days of 

'Hawke, Drake, and Nelson. 

Then it was young; now it had grown old. 
In the old days, England was a small country 
fighting for its place in the sun. Its policy 
was aggressive. Its statesmen, soldiers, and 
sailors were willing to take their chances. 
When they won, they doubled the stakes and 
gambled again. Now the British Empire covered 
the globe. Its task was not to get more, but 
to hold what it had. Its national policy was 
defensive, rather than offensive. That affected 
its naval strategy and tactics and turned the 
British Navy to thoughts of defense, rather 
than of offense.59 

Frost believed that Jellicoe should have turned toward the 

torpedoes. He believed that some torpedo hits would have 

occurred, estimated by him to be two out of the thirty-

one actually fired by the German flotillas. At the most, 

even if a total of fifty-two torpedoes had been fired, only 

six hits were probable at the cost of perhaps one battle-

ship sunk and two others disabled. Frost thought that the 

turn-toward would have granted the British battleships 

fifteen minutes of fire at the German battleships at a time 

when they were in the midst of a difficult maneuver. He 

^8Churchill, World Crisis, p. 591. 
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fait that the price would .have been little for that advantage. 

Frost also pointed out two favorable aspects of the turn-

toward: first, the German ships disabled could be destroyed 

while this would not happen to disabled British ships; 

second, the British destroyer forces could have been very 

effective against the damaged ships and German pre-dreadnought 

battleships at night while the German destroyers would have 

used ail of their torpedoes in attacks on the British battle 

line and would have been disorganized and rendered ineffective 

by the nature of their torpedo attacks on the British 

forces. 

Frost felt that the British excuse put forward that 

failing light was a factor was lame. He noted that at 

7:20 p.m. there were still one hundred minutes of fighting 

time before it became too dark.^ 

Frost theorized that this would have been an excellent 

tiiue to experiment to find out the real danger from 

destroyer torpedo attack. He believed that: "Two ships 

would be a cheap price for definitely removing that one 

6 2 

large question from the problem of naval tactics." 

In disagreement with most other professional opinion on 

the subject, Frost criticized Jallicoe for not fighting at 

60Ibid., p. 377. 
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night. He believed that It was true, as Jellicoe had said, 

that a night engagement was risky* but he also believed that 

with the superiority of Jellicoe's forces the chances were 

£ 
in favor of the British. Frost believed that a commander 

like Paul Jones, Perry, Farragut, or Nelson "would have 

6 4 

endeavored to annihilate the High Seas Fleet." Frost 

counted the failure at night as just one of six chances 

given to Jellicoe that, if taken, would have led to complete 

victory for Britain. 
In every one of the situations he found a 

different set of reasons why it was better to 
refuse the present opportunity thrust into his 
hands in order to wait for a better one. Thus, 
one after the other, he refused six highly 
favorable opportunities to fight to a decision. 
He had the fatal defect of not being able to 
leave something to chance. He who will not risk 
cannot win.65 

As Jellicoe set his fleet into night cruising formation 

to defend against German night torpedo attacks, Frost wondered 

why, if Jellicoe were so fearful of German destroyers, did 

he not order his own to attack at night rather than forming 

a defensive wall at the rear of the fleet? Frost saw this 

as an excellent opportunity to hurt the German battleships, 

cause confusion among the German units, find out exactly 

where the German battleships were, and stop the German 
£ c 

destroyer attacks. 
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Frost summarized his monumental study by judging 

the relative effectiveness of both fleets. He gave Hipper 

the laurels and judged Evan-Thomas the British commander 

with the best tactical leadership. He ranked Hood next to 

Evan-Thomas. He judged Jellicoe to have handled the Grand 

Fleet in an excellent manner given, in Frost's belief, his 

mistaken idea of naval tactics, while he showed Beatty to 

have possessed little tactical skill. ̂  Frost, thought 

that the German battlecruisers had proven superior to the 

British, but he noted that the Fifth Battle Squadron had 

outfought the Germans in situations where equal forces 

were engaged. He judged the handling of the German battle 

line to be excellent and German torpedo attacks to be good. 

In summary Frost contended: "In general, we believe that, 

ship for ship, the High Seas Fleet was somewhat more efficient 

than the Grand Fleet, but by no margin that came close to 

counter-balancing the great British superiority in numbers." 

Of the works of Bacon, Harper, Churchill, and Frost, the 

last stands by itself in objectivity. Harper was as know-

ledgeable as Frost concerning the technical aspects of naval 

warfare, but his personal problems with Beatty clouded his 

judgment. If Frost had a bias in his study, it would 

®^Ibid., p. 517. 

68Ibid., pp. 517-8. 



probably be a slight German bias brought on, perhaps, by 

his obvious approval of the tactical leadership of Hipper. 

Frost was also probably too critical of all of the British 

commanders, which seems somewhat odd, considering the fact 

that Frost himself was an officer with sea experience. 

Bacon, because of his close relationship with Jellicoe/ 

could not be objective about Jellicoe and was unfair to 

Beatty, attacking his conduct at nearly every point. 

Churchill was Bacon's opposite because he was unfair at 

every point to Jellicoe, the Commander-in-Chief, as he 

built up Beatty. The problem with most of these writers 

was that they were, with the exception of Frost, too close 

to the events and personalities and really could not be 

expected to be objective. There was, however, one redeeming 

quality of these partisan studies: of all the literature 

on Jutland these were probably the most interesting to read. 



CHAPTER X 

THE FOG HAS CLEARED: MODERN 

STUDIES OF JUTLAND 

Although most of the important questions concerning 

Jutland have been resolved since the late 1930s, it was not 

until the late 1960s that any major study appeared which 

even began to parallel Holloway Frost's work. The opening 

of the Jellicoe letters in the .1950s and the publication of 

Beatty's biography opened the way. Since the 1940s the Harper 

Report had become available, as well as the personal papers 

of many other individuals connected with the battle. One 

major contribution to the literature of Jutland was Corelli 

Barnett's superbly written multiple biography, The Swordbearers, 

Jellicoe and Jutland were included as one of several studies 

of the leaders; of World War I. While Barnett's work was not 

as precise as Arthur J. Marder's From the Dreadnought to 

Scapa Flow, it raised some interesting criticisms of Jellicoe 

and, to a greater extent, of Beatty. 

Barnett first dealt with Jellicoe's personal efficiency, 

which he assessed as professional, and with his attempts to 

solve the gigantic problems faced by the British Navy. These 

problems included such matters as safe anchorage, training of 

the fleet, correction of materiel defects, and development of 

tactics. Barnett noted that Jellicoe had great trouble in 

1/1/1 
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delegating authority and that he was obsessed by tiny 

details. He commented on the battle orders devised by 

Jellicoe. 

The tradition that only the Commander-in-Chief has 
a brain was too strong for both Jellicoe and his 
subordinates: - the Battle Orders were a huge and 
complicated volume of foolscap sheets, not a summary 
of principles, and admirals and captains continued 
to wait for the flagman's signals.J-

Barnett wrote that Jellicoe was highly cognizant of 

the progress made in naval materiel by the Germans. From 

1906 to 1913 Jellicoe had closely watched and studied both 

British and German ships, and he had been convinced that the 

German ships could well be superior to British ships of the 

same size and mission. 

Barnett produced an excellent narrative of the Battle 

of Jutland which is highly objective as far as Jellicoe1s 

role in the action but highly critical and perhaps unfair in 

his assessment of Beatty's conduct. The sources listed for 

his narrative, with the exception of Holloway Frost's 

excellent book, are those who were detractors of Beatty, such 

as Bacon, Harper, and Corbett, and he further used Jellicoe's 

books which were written when the movements of the German 

fleet were still unknown (1919).3 This may explain, in part, 

1 
Corelli Barnett, The Swordbearers (New York: William 

Morrow & Co., 1964), p. 121. 
2Ibid., p. 123. 

3Ibid., p. 132. 
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Harriett's obvious bias against Beatty. Despite its draw-

backs, the narrative is lively and interesting. 

In discussing Beatty's signaling problems with the 

Fifth Battle Squadron, Barnett blamed both Evan-Thomas and 

Beatty. 

Both Beatty and Evan-Thomas were in error—Beatty 
for trying to give another flag officer specific 
detailed instructions rather than a general 
directive; Evan-Thomas for not using his initiative 
and common sense in following Beatty round 
without orders.4 

One of Barnett's major criticisms of Beatty was related 

to what he felt to be Beatty's failure to concentrate his 

forces vrith. Evan-Thomas's forces. He noted that for Beatty 

to challenge the German battlecruisers as he did with a 

slightly larger force than the Germans', he had to believe 

that his vessels were equal or superior to his opponent's, 

Barnett pointed out that the German armor thickness and ship 

protection were, in fact, superior to the British and that 

Beatty was negligent in not knowing it. "That Beatty and 

indeed Churchill were so ignorant of even the published facts 

is sufficient comment on their professional depth." Barnett 

did not consider the British battlecruisers to be strong 

enough to take on the German battlecruisers without the 

support of the strong Fifth Battle Squadron. 

4Ibid,, p. 142. 

^Ibid., p. 146. 



Barnett criticized Beatty for his late signal to 

Evan-Thomas to come about in the face of the High Seas Fleet. 

As others had suggested, Barnett favored leaving the type 

of turn to Evan-Thomas's initiative. Barnett felt that 

the order specifying the type of turn placed the Fifth Battle 

Squadron in unnecessary danger. 

Barnett criticized Beatty for his failure to provide 

Jellicoe with the proper information about the position of 

the German fleet. He pointed out that Beatty sent few 

dispatches, and those he sent were often incomplete and of 

no use to Jellicoe. The major problem for Jellicoe was that 

this lack;of proper intelligence held up his decision on the 

proper deployment of the Grand Fleet.^ 

Barnett believed that Jellicoe's deployment was the 

best available. He disagreed with and criticized Jellicoe's 

detractors on this matter, especially Churchill. Referring 

to Churchill's suggestions on deployment in The World Crisis, 

Barnett said that the left center column suggested by 

Churchill would have been confusing and difficult and that 

it might possibly have led to the Grand Fleet's coming 

under fire while in the midst of deployment.^ 

Examining the first escape of Admiral Scheer from what 

had appeared to be certain destruction, Barnett indicated 

6Ibid., p. 155. 

^Ibid., p. 159. 
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that the - battleships to the rear of the Iron Duke had seen 

the Germans turn but had neglected to notify Jellicoe of 

this fact. Jellicoe1s light cruisers did not venture out 

as far as they should have to locate the Germans. Barnett 

noted, perhaps being critical of Jellicoe: 

. . „ the fact was that now and throughout 
the rest of the battle the British fleet operated 
as a single cumbersome unit seven miles long, 
responding with passive obedience only to the 
specific orders of the Commander-in-Chief.8 

Barnett was highly critical of the communications in the 

Grand Fleet in his discussion of the escape of the German fleet 

at night. He wrote that with the large number of isolated 

actions being carried on during the night of 31 May-1 June, 

only one report of contact was flashed to Jellicoe. Every 

contact with the British, however, had been radioed by the 
Q 

German ships to Scheer. Barnett further noted that the 

failure of British units to deliver proper intelligence was 

coupled with the failure of the Admiralty to pass on decoded 

messages which told of definite German intentions? these were 

the problems which were insurmountable to Jellicoe. 

In analyzing the deficiencies of the British naval 

system, Barnett believed that while Fisher had built a modern, 

technical navy, the men who worked the ships did not possess 

8Ib.id., p. 168. 

9Ibid., p. 180. 



149 

"habits of mind" to use them effectively.1® Barnett called 

the British navy at Jutland the "Victorian navy" and noted 

that unquestioning obedience and refusal to act without 

orders was part of the attitude of the Victorian navy. He 

as.serted that that attitude accounted for the lack of "tactical 

•resource, initiative of flexibility" anywhere in the Grand 

Fleet in Jutland.11 Barnett judged Jellicoe's performance 

at Jutland. 

Given the Grand Fleet as it was, it is 
difficult to fault Jellicoe's general handling 
of it. His prudent tactical sense enabled it 
to fight the High Seas Fleet twice at a great 
advantage and where its weakness of organization 
and officer-quality would not tell. Contrasting 
this low-keyed realism with Beatty's initial dash 
and results, it is difficult not to conclude that 
more risky and aggressive tactics might have 
resulted in a disaster. Jellicoe himself was a 
product of the Victorian navy; despite his 
intelligence and technical knowledge he could 
not shake free of its rigidity and hierarchy; 
but he was thus well-suited to his fleet.12 

Barnett disagreed with many other writers on materiel 

defects in British ships. He reported that there was not 

documentary evidence to support the contentions of other 

writers that the division of British ships into water-tight 

compartments to provide better living conditions made the 

British, ships inferior to German ships.13 Barnett believed 

•̂ O-Lbid. / p. 182. 

11Ibid./ p. 185. 

1 2Ibid. 

13Ibid., p. 187. 



that German ships were stronger,, better divided, and provided 

with heavier armor because German engines were lighter and 

smaller, and German guns were lighter. He said that, the 

12-inch guns in the Helgoland weighed 48 tons while the 

British 13.5-inch guns weigned 76 tons. Barnett claimed that 

the German 12-inch guns had equaled the British 13.5-inch guns 

in performance at Jutland, and he attributed this to better 

14 

construction and better steel. 

In his discussion of defective British shell, Barnett 

stated: "It was thus mainly the Admiralty's research and 

development organization, and the British steel, chemical and 

armaments industries that robbed Jellicoe of sunk German 

ships during his total of forty minutes bombardment at 
IS 

Jutland. . . . " He further pointed out that the Royal Navy 

had no research organization which could have solved problems 

beforehand, such as the cordite flash problem that proved to 
X 6 

be so deadly at Jutland. 

Comprehensively, Barnett saw at Jutland the result 

of the general decadence of British industry, finance, 

and society, and he called Jutland " . . . part of a vast 

process of dissolution that began about 1870, when the 

British forgot that life is a continued response, with 14 

Ibid., p. 188. 

15Ibid., p. 189. 

"^Ibid. , p. 190. 
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daily new beginnings; that nothing is permanent but what 

is dead. 

In 1964, Geoffrey Bennett, one of the two best Jutland 

scholars of modern times, published his study of the battle 

called The Battle of Jutland. Taken with his more recent 

Naval Battles of the First World War (1968) which expanded 

coverage to the sea battles of the Falkland Islands, the 

Heligoland Bight, and Dogger Bank, as well as. Jutland, 

Bennett is well established as an authority on Jutland. 

In The Battle of Jutland Bennett discussed the problems 

which made Room 40's operations ineffective. He particularly 

pointed out the lack of cooperation between the Admiralty 

Intelligence Group and Room 40. This lack of cooperation 

cost the British greatly because it led to an incorrectly 

deciphered signal by the Room 40 staff which they mistakenly 

interpreted to mean that the German fleet was still at anchor. 

This signal was the call sign for Scheer's flagship which was 

at sea; but the call sign had been transferred to a ship that 

remained in the harbor, and it was reported that the flagship 

was at anchor. The Admiralty sent the information as they 

interpreted it to Jellicoe who, had he known that Scheer's fleet 

was out, could have closed the distance between Beatty's forces 
TO 

and the Grand Fleet. 

•'ibid., p. 193 . 
18 
Geoffrey Bennett, The Battle of Jutland (London: 

B. T. Batsford, 1964), p. 69. 
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In an illuminating discussion of the technical aspects 

of gunnery, Bennett said that the British fire control was 

superior to Gentian fire control. He said this was due to 

the use of Admiral Sir Percy Scott's director ana to Captain 

E. C. Dreyer's "table," which enabled the British fire to be 

coordinated by one man. The Germans had no such control; 
i 

each turret was operated independently, but Bennett pointed 

out that the German stereoscopic range-finders were more 

accurate than the British coincidence type. The relative 

merits of both systems allowed the German ships to score hits 
! 

with initial salvos, but the British were better able to 

hold their targets once they hajd found the range. This gave 
| 

the advantage to the Germans in a quick engagement and the 

advantage to the British if thej engagement were prolonged.-®-® 

Bennett's description of iqhe signaling problem between 

rom other descriptions of 

thur J. Harder. Bennett 

his battlecrui.se.rs to investi-

ruisers Evan-Thomas saw him 

Beatty and Evan-Thomas varied f 

the problem, notably that of A 

believed that as Beatty turned 

gate the reports of his light c 

turn, and Captain A. W. Craig of the Barham urged him to 

follow. As Beatty's orders, made only by flag, were too 

distant to be seen, Evan-Thomas refused to turn without orders, 

and those orders did not come f^r seven minutes. This left 

the Barham ten miles astern of the Lion and out of the action. 

"^Ibid., p. 71. 
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Bennett observed: "A signal error, coupled with Evan-Thomas's 

refusal to act without orders, thus deprived the battlecruisers 

of the immediate support of the four most powerful ships in 

the Grand Fleet. 

In his narrative of the running battlecruiser action to 

the south, Bennett discussed the cordite flash problem and 

the manner in which the Lion had been saved; it had closed 

its magazine door just prior to the flash. Bennett speculated 

that the magazine doors of the Queen Mary and the Indefatigable 

were open when the flash penetrated their handling rooms. 

Bennett reported that as Beatty's scouts reported the 

High Seas Fleet approaching from the south, Beatty signaled, 

again only by flags, to come about and head for the.Grand 

Fleet. This signal, as before, could not be seen by the Fifth 

Battle Squadron that was seven miles away, and Evan-Thomas 

refused again to act without orders. Evan-Thomas could not 

make out the flag signal until the Barham was abeam of the 

Lion. Bennett was critical of Beatty's orders to the Fifth 

Battle Squadron for specifying a starboard turn in succession 

because he believed that a port turn together would have been 

better. In addition, he felt that the decision on the type 

21 

of turn should have been left to Evan-Thomas. 

In discussing Jellicoe's deployment, Bennett agreed with 

those who felt the choice made by Jellicoe was the best possible. 

20Ibid., p. 72. 
21Ibid., p. 87.-
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Bennett answered some of the criticism leveled at Jellicoe 

on this matter. He rioted that Jellicoe had been criticized 

for the port deployment because it opened the range of the 

gunnery duel too much, but he pointed out that the range 

soon fell within 10,000 yards. He stated that the line which 

formed ahead of the enemy at a bend of 110 degrees was concave 

to the enemy so that no British ships would be masked by other 

friendly ships. Bennett believed that the starboard deploy-

ment would have led to a bend convex to the enemy which would 

have masked the fire of half of the Grand Fleet for twenty 

minutes while it was under fire of the German fleet. Bennett 

criticized the suggestion Churchill made in The World Crisis 

for the center deployment, since the maneuver would.have caused 

confusion in the battle line and would have also masked half 

of the fire of the Grand Fleet at the time when the Germans 

22 

would have been within effective gun range. 

Bennett then discussed the two crossings of the German 

"T" and the German escape. He defended Jellicoe for his 

actions, citing the difficulties of the fight such as its 

brevity and the ensuing darkness which allowed Scheer to 

escape. In defense of Jellicoe on the second meeting of the 

two battle lines, Bennett indicated that Jellicoe believed 

the fleet threatened by more torpedoes than were actually 

fired. Twenty torpedo boats attacked at under 8,000 yards 

^Ibid. , p. 106. 
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and fired thirty-one torpedoes, but both Beatty and Jellicoe 

felt that many more had been fired. It was believed that 

without drastic avoiding action, thirty per cent of the 

torpedoes would hit their targets, and Jellicoe turned away 

in obedience to his own Grand fleet Battle Orders.2^ Concer-

ning Jellicoe1s problems in making tactical decisions, 

Bennett believed that in the action before and during the 

main engagements, Jellicoe was poorly served by light and 

heavy units in the fleet because they saw the Germans turn 

but failed to report it to him. 

In his discussion of materiel factors in the battle, 

Bennett contended that the German ships were divided into a 

larger number of water-tight compartments than the British 

ships. The newest German dreadnoughts had six engine rooms 

and six boiler rooms to three of each in the British ships. 

In discussing the poor magazine protection of British ships 

at Jutland Bennett contrasted the German protection. "Nine 

turrets of Hipper1s battlecruisers were pierced by British 

shells on 31st. May, some being burnt out by the resulting 

fires, but there was no magazine explosion."2'® 

Bennett saw the cause of the British failure not in 

defective materiel, as others did, but in the British system 

of command and in Jellicoe's overcautiousness. The rigid, 

23Ibid., p. 121. 

24Ibid., p. 156. 
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centrally-controlled, line-ahead gun duel should have been 

abandoned for more flexible tactics allowing for individual 

initiative on the part of battleship division commanders. 

Success would then have had to depend upon the initiative 

of individual admirals and captains acting on the circumstances 

of the moment. Bennett believed that Jellicoe was too 

cautious and placed too much emphasis on the danger of the 

U-boat and mine-laying operations during a fleet action. He 

believed that much reason for Jellicoe's cautiousness in 

command lay in the tremendous responsibility that weighed upon 

him as the single controller of all Britain's dreadnoughts and 

, 25 one who could not gamble with the future of the empire. 

Bennett included in his book an interesting account of 

the post-Jutland controversy based on the Harper Report. 

While writing his book, Bennett had access to the Harper Papers 

which gave information on the contents of the original report 

that was edited by Beatty. Bennett noted that it was the 

records of the gunnery of the ba ttlecruisers that Beatty had 

attempted to alter in his favor, along with the 360 degree 

turn of the Lion due to compass failure which embarrassed him 

2 6 

so that Beatty ordered the record to show a 90 degree turn. 

The most recent and perhaps best work written on Jutland 

is Volume Three of Arthur J. Marder's From the Dreadnought 

25Ihid., p. 173. 

26Ibid., pp. 192-3. 
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to Scapa Flow. From the standpoint of completeness, accuracy, 

and objectivity, Harder's work is superior to all others. 

While Holloway Frost's book is more complete in the discussion 

of some parts of the battle such as the action of the light 

forces, Marder's book has a comprehensiveness not found in 

Frost's. Although Frost's work was written before all of 

the information on Jutland was available, it stands along 

with Marder's work above all other studies of the subject. 

Marder opened his book with a study of Jellicoe's tactics, 

and he made four specific observations about them. First, . 

Jellicoe planned for a battle in which the Germans would 

stand and-fight, and when they did not, he had no alternative. 

Second, Jellicoe's line of battle was over centralized and 

left no room for the individual initiative of his officers. 

Third, Jellicoe did not make full use of all the naval weapons 

available; he chose to rely on the artillery duel, and he did 

not consider coordinating all his possible weapons. Fourth, 

once battle orders were formed, they took on the mantle of 
n n 

dogma, and Jellicoe was hesitant to consider changes. 

In his section on the "Battlecruiser Phase" Marder was 

critical of Jellicoe for the approximate sixty-nine mile 

distance between the Grand Fleet and Beatty's battl.ecruise.rs. 

The major problem was that the large distance between the 

two fleets led to the problems of position discrepancies 

0 7 
'Arthur J. Marder, From the Dreadnought to Scapa Flow 

(London: Oxford University Press, 1966), p. 31. ~ 
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which plagued Jellicoe throughout the battle, especially 

during his deployment. 

Marder discussed whether Beatty had not properly 

concentrated his forces and had erred in signaling, but he 

took no firm line in establishing blame. Marder felt that 

'neither Beatty nor Evan-Thomas should shoulder all the blame 

but that the fault really lay in the fact that Evan-Thomas 

and Beatty had never worked together before. 

Marder criticized Beatty'3 signal to Evan-Thomas ordering 

him to come about in the face of the High Seas Fleet. Evan-

Thomas did not see the signal until he passed the Lion in 

the opposite direction, but the flags were not hauled down 

(the signal for execution) until after the Lion had passed. 

Marder believed that the execution signal should have been 

given before the Barham had passed. Marder also agreed 

with other writers that the turn should have been made 

together to port and not in succession to starboard. The 

starboard turn carried the Fifth Battle Squadron even 

further away from Beatty's battlecruisers. A port turn 

would have allowed Evan-Thomas's battleships to support 

the battlecruisers more closely. 

In discussing Jellicoe's turn-away from torpedoes Marder 

stated: "Perhaps, in the light of later knowledge, especially 

28Ibid., p. 55. 

29Ibid., p. 64. 
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with the hindsight obtained in the last war, it would have been 

30 

wiser to have turned towards the destroyer attack." ^ Most 

important, in a fascinating discussion, Marder shewed that 

even if Jellicoe had possessed full knowledge of the German 

movements and ordered a general chase, he could not at that 

time have caught even the old 18 knot pre-dreadnoughts of 

the German battle line. Besides, a general chase would have 
O] 

held the danger of mines and further German torpedo attacks. 

Marder was in general agreement with Jellicoe's decision 

not to fight at night. Marder said that even with modern 

technical developments a night action was still a matter of 

chance. The British searchlights and director firing gear 

in a night engagement were either inadequate or non-existent 

on the battleships of the Grand Fleet. Referring to Jellicoe's 

decision to wait for daylight Marder wrote: "Given the circum-

stances of the moment, it was both natural and correct. 

In a discussion of the reasons why the Admiralty did 

not pass on to Jellicoe the highly important messages which 

actually mentioned Horn Reef, Marder noted that confusion still 

exists concerning the responsibility for the reports being 

filed and not passed on to Jellicoe. Marder suggested that 

the truth about the true responsibility will never be known 
^Ibid. , p. 119. 

31Ibid., p. 122. 

•^Ibid. , p. 133. 
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since none of the officers from the Operations Room are 

alive. 

In the chapter entitled, "Jutland: Comparisons and 

Reflections," Marder first discussed materiel factors. He 

compared the British and German range-finding methods. The 

German stereoscopic range-finders enabled them to target their 

opposition immediately. Marder noted that experience had 

seemed to bear out British contentions that while the Germans 

were immediately accurate, their accuracy diminished as action 

continued. The British, using the "coincidence" principle, 

were usually off the mark at the beginning, but once the 

target was straddled the British could hold it. Marder 

believed that stereo-ranging was partly a psychological process 

which was disturbed by battle, and the individual on optical 

instruments can "lose his touch."^ Marder's judgment was: 

"Overall, British director gear and fire control (that is, 

finding and holding the range), if not their range-finding 

O C 

proved superior to the German." 

In analyzing the relative merits of ship construction, 

Marder concluded that the German ships were tougher. Side, 

deck, and turret armor were thicker and covered more area. 

With ships of even tonnage the Germans used more of their weight 

"^Ibid., p. 154. 

•^Ibid., p. 167. 

35Ibid. 
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for armament. Harder further discussed the reasons that 

British ships were not divided into as many compartments 

as the German vessels were. There was greater need for 

living space on board British ships since they were inhabited 

for long periods of time, and this led to their bulkheads 

being pierced with doors making them unable to stand pressure 

3 6 

as well as the German ships. 

In his discussion of British shells, Marder discussed 

the problems noted earlier by others, such as lyddite 

explosive and defective fuses which caused the force of the 

explosion of the shells to be expended on the outside of the 

ship where only superficial damage was done. "This happened 

often enough to rob the Grand Fleet of full marks for their 
3 7 

good shooting." Marder quoted Admiral Charles Dreyer who 

indicated that if the Grand Fleet battleships had been provided 

with the 1918 type armor-piercing shell, six or perhaps more of 
38 

the German capital ships would have been sunk. Another point 

was that the Grand Fleet Battle Orders ordered the first salvos 

to be common shell (for light armor only) and then to switch to 

armor-piercing shell after targeting the enemy ship. Since the 

time of the engagement was so short, these orders cost the 

Grand Fleet some critical hits.^ 
36Ibid., p. 168. 
3'lbid., p. 169. 

•^Ibid. 

39ibid., P. 171. 
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Marder disputed the argument put forward by Jellicoe 

and by others later that the loss of the battlecruisers was 

due to insufficient armor protection. "Excepting a small 

piece of shell which penetrated the crown of the 6-inch 

magazine of the Barham, no German projectile ever reached 

the vitals—magazines, engine room, or boiler—of any British 

capital s h i p . M a r d e r believed the cause of the destruction 

of the British battlecruisers was the lack of adequate 

protection ageiinst cordite flash. "But for this mortal 

weakness, it is doubtful that the Navy would have lost any 

capital ships. " ̂  

The most recent book on Jutland is Commander John Irving's 

narrative of the battle, The Smoke Screen of Jutland. This 

book is more of a popular type which emphasizes the action 

of the battle, but interwoven skillfully through the narrative 

are discussions of most of the major points of contention 

concerning Jutland. 

Irving expanded the controversy surrounding Room 40. He 

first supplied an excellent background on the development of 

that unit. On August 26, 19.14, the German light cruiser 

Magdeburg was driven aground by two Russian cruisers and burned, 

After the ship had burned, the Russians examined it and found 

the safe to be intact. They found in the safe the German 

40Ibid., p. 172. 

^Ibid., p. 174. 



163 

secret naval code, operating chart, top secret coding and 

decoding machine, and a copy of the Battle Orders of the 

German High Seas Fleet. These findings were later transferred 

to London where it was hoped they could be of some use. 

When the material arrived in London, the Director of 

Naval Intelligence, Sir Henry Oliver, who was later succeeded 

by Admiral Sir Reginald Kali, set up a cryptographic department 

known as Room 40, Through hard work, Room 40 was able to break 

almost all of the German secret code. 

The major problem concerningRoom 40, however, was that 

the Naval Operation Staff of Naval Intelligence considered the 

personnel-working in Room 40 incapable of interpreting properly 

the messages they decoded. The "old line" officers felt 

simply that although the personnel in Room 40 were highly 

intelligent, they probably did not have enough common sense 

for correct interpretation, and they were civilians as well. 

Irving explained: 

. . . It was not long before a strong element 
of friction entered into the relationship of the 
important and predominantly civilian staff of Room 
40 and the service staff of the Admiralty's Opera-
tions Department to which the decoded enemy signals 
were passed. . . . While freely admitting that the 
experts of Room 40 were indeed possessed of no mean 
intelligence, the Naval opex*ations personnel would 
not concede that they were clever enough to add any 
naval interpretations to the signals they decoded. 
The operations staff seeems, moreover, to have been 
unable—or unwilling--to take immediate action on 
decoded signals. . . . ̂ 2 

^2John Irving, The Smoke Screen of Jutland (New York: 
David McKay Co., 1967), p. 13. 
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Irving noted that the distance between the 2:00 p.in. 

rendezvous positions had been a point of some debate. The 

distance between Jellicoe and Beatty of approximately sixty-

nine miles had been criticized as being too great a distance 

for the battlscruisers to be from the Grand Fleet. Irving 

showed that the distance was normal when the "motives of the 

43 

enemy were obscure and the initiative lay in German hands." 

When the British were on the offensive, a normal distance 

would have been forty miles or less. Irving quoted Jellicoe 

as observing that Beatty's force had sufficient speed to 
44 

outrun superxor enemy forces. 

Irving presented one of the best discussions of the 

signaling failure between the Fifth Battle Squadron and the 

Battlecruiser Fleet. He pointed out that Evan-Thomas's 

squadron had been given a definite station and had no right 

to depart from that station unless ordered to do so or in 

a drastic situation. At 2:32 p.m. Beatty hoisted a general 

flag signal ordering them to turn to south-southeast after 

the German force. Without making the signal for execution by 

hauling down the flags, Beatty turned and increased his speed. 

The other battlecruisers followed, but the signal was not 

seen on the Barham, either because of the smoke caused by 

the increase in speed of the battlecruisers or because the 
^Ibid. , p. 26. 

~^Ibid., p. 27. 
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Lion's fore-control top tended to obscure signals fore and 

aft. Irving observed that "although the signal to turn had 

not been seen, the turn of the battlecruisers themselves had 

not passed unnoticed; but without an order to turn, Evan-

Thomas would have been wrong to do so on his own initiative. 

Evan-Thomas was waiting for orders to turn his battleships. 

By 2:35 p.m. the Barham received the signal from the Galatea 

that German heavy forces were present, and on his own 

46 

initiative, Evan-Thomas turned at 2:38 p.m. to follow Beatty. 

Irving was critical of Beatty for what he called his "tactical 

blunder" in sending the Fifth Battle Squadron away from the 

direction in which he might encounter enemy forces. "It is 

an obvious axiom of warfare to enter battle with as much 

concentrated strength as possible, irrespective of the 

enemy's numerical inferiority."47 Irving felt that after the 

enemy had been sighted by the Galatea, Beatty had ten minutes 

in which he could have closed up his force and concentrated 

it. That this was not done was termed by Irving "inexplicable," 

but he defended Evan-Thomas from the critics who blamed the 

whole problem on him. Irving placed the fault on the signaling 

problem and failure to concentrate squadrons on Beatty.4® 

4^Ibid,, p. 48. 

46Ibid. 

47Ibid., p. 49. 

48'£bid. f p. so. 
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On visibility during the battlecruiser action to the 

south, Irving noted in contradiction to Frost's contention 

that visibility was good, that the British ships stood out 

against the western horizon while the German ships were "dim 

and hazy shapes almost merging into the mist-laden eastern 
49 

sky." The British range-finders proved inadequate, while 

the optical range-finders of the Germans gave them a 

distinct advantage.^ 

Irving discussed the signaling error on fire distribution 

which allowed the Derfflinger to engage without being fired 

upon. He called this a serious error caused by poor training 
51 

of the squadron's signaling staff. 

Irving was quite critical of Beatty for causing the 

delay of the turn of the Fifth Battle Squadron after the High 

Seas Fleet had been sighted. Beatty signaled the turn by flags 

and turned north without hauling the flags down. The signals 

were not seen by the Barham eight miles away, and they were 

not repeated. The Barham, intent upon the German battlecruisers, 

passed the Lion on an opposite course before seeing the signal 

to turn. The signal was to turn sixteen points in succession 

to starboard. By that time such a maneuver placed the 

Fifth Battle Squadron in grave danger, but Evan-Thomas followed 
^Ibid. , p. 60. 

"^Ibid. , p. 61. 

SI 
Ibid., P- 64. 
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orders. Allowing Evan-Thomas to use his own initiative 

and turning together, according to Irving, would have 

saved many lives and a great deal of damage to the 

battleships. 

Irving commented on Jellicoe's tactics, noting that 

Jellicoe imparted flexibility to the normally inflexible 

single line of battle. He did this by using two fast 

free squadrons, the Fifth Battle Squadron and the Battle-

cruiser Fleet. Jellicoe planned for them to open fire 

at extreme gun ranges, and as the Germans were neutralized 

and British fire supremacy established, he could move into 

decisive range.5-* 

Jellicoe's tactics against torpedoes were also 

discussed in Irving*s book. His tactics were based on 

experiments using torpedoes with dummy warheads on lines 

of battleships under all conditions. Due to these experi-

ments, Jellicoe figured a forty per cent loss unless evasive 

54 

tactics were used. The idea of having to turn all or part 

of the line, according to Jellicoe, led to the discussion 

of decentralized command with flag officers acting in many 

cases on their own initiative.55 Irving defended Jellicoe's 

52Ibid., p. 78. 

53Ibid., p. 116. 

54Ibid., p. 117. 

55 
Ibid. 
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Grand Fleet Battle Orders as a system that allowed sufficient 

5 6 

decentralisation and flexibility for that tactical system. 

On the Grand Fleet's deployment Irving stated that 

Jellicoe had placed the British in a position of incomparable 

advantage while the Germans were in great danger. He argued 

against the starboard deployment suggested by some of 

Jellicoe's critics and said that calling the port deployment 
. . . 57 

"away from the enemy" was a meaningless criticism. . Irving 

felt that the starboard deployment would have been an 

advantage for the Germans, a fact stated by the German 
58 

Official History. 

Irving defended Beatty from critics who said that the 

smoke from his battlecruisers kept Jellicoe from destroying 

the German fleet early, for according to the Grand Fleet 

Battle Orders, Beatty*s station was several miles ahead of the 

King George V, and he had to use his maximum speed to reach 

that point. The smoke did cause a problem, but it was not 

his fault.^ 

Irving argued with many naval experts on Jellicoe's 

tactics at the time of the German battle turn-away. He 

said that the tactics used by Jellicoe were not part of the 
56 

Ibid. 
57Ibid., p. 130. 
C p 

Ibid., p. 131. 

59Ibid., p. 133 
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long-resolved policy so often spoken of in accounts of 

Jutland. Jellicoe's cautious policies, according to Irving, 

were the result of insufficient, information from his 

subordinates. Jellicoe did not believe that his margin of 

speed would allow his ships to overtake the fleeing Germans 

before dark. Also, Jellicoe did not even know which way the. 

Germans had turned, and therefore, because he felt he was 

between the Germans and their home port he remained where 

, 60 he was. 

Some critics believed that Jellicoe should have divided 

the fleet and sent fast units to harrass and envelope separate 

squadrons of the enemy. These ideas had been feasible in the 

Royal Navy by .1911, but given the poor conditions present at 
61 

the time, Jellicoe could not risk it. 

In a full discussion of all aspects of the problem of 

avoiding torpedoes, Irving supported Jellicoe in using the 

turn-away as the proper procedure. He felt that a turn-

toward, as some of Jellicoe's critics said, might have been 

feasible in single attacks, but he commented that to turn 
62 

into a series of torpedo boat flotillas was not wise. 

Irving also pointed out that if the Commander of the British 

flotillas (Commodore Hawksley) had shown more initiative, 
60Ibid., p. 144. 

61Ibid. 

62Ibid., p. 168. 
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British destroyers might have broken up the German torpedo 

attack. 

Irving was critical of the Admiralty for its editing 

of deciphered messages before sending them to Jellicoe. This 

had a most important effect on Jellicoe's ability to appraise 

the situation. Room 40 deciphered no less than seven messages 

which, if they had been sent to Jellicoe, would have told him 

the route the German fleet was taking home. He could have been 

waiting off Horn Reef when the Germans arrived. 

Its [the message's] arrival in Iron Duke would 
have resolved all Jellicoe's doubts and diffi-
culties: that it should have been withheld was 
almost criminally negligent. . . , For this 
fateful neglect, the Admiralty's Operations 
Division was absolutely responsible. The 
civilian decoders had played their part magnifi-
cently as had our wireless monitoring services. 
The onus of the blunder lay with Rear-Admiral 
Jackson and his Naval Operations Staff.^4 

Letters bringing new light on the Harper incident were 

brought forth as the result of a book review in the Times 

Literary Supplement in 1964 on Geoffrey Bennett's The Battle 

6 5 

of Jutland. The reviewer noted several interesting aspects 

of Bennett's work that were to bring about controversy. He 

reported that Bennett alleged that Jellicoe had taken the 

initiative in the development of the convoy system, an 

®^Ibid., p. 173. 

^Ibid. , pp. 222-4. 

65 . 
Tunes Literary Supplement, September 24, 1964, p. 877. 
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opposite view to virtually all other works on the subject. 

Additionally, Bennett supposedly claimed that he was the 

first historian since Julian Corbett to see all of the 

evidence,, including the "Naval Staff Appreciation," the 

Harper Report, and the Harper P a p e r s . T h e s e claims led 

S, W. Roskill of Churchill College, Cambridge, to write a 

letter which included a great deal of information concerning 

the Harper affair. Roskill indicated that copies of Captain 

Harper's "Record," held by the Royal United Service Institute, 

had been made available to students "some years ago."^ 

He reported that the Admiralty under Beatty's direction had 

cut one complete paragraph out of the Harper Report and had 

made a few less important changes. The paragraph deleted 

was a paragraph in which Harper had been critical of Beatty"s 

handling of the battlecruisers. Roskill related, however, 

that Weiuvss had charged Harper with making a detailed study 

of the facts, and Harper had been given specific .instructions 

not to enter into criticism. Roskill also commented 

on the "Naval Staff Appreciation" written by Captains 

A. C. Dewar and K. G. D. Dewar which was so prejudiced 

in its account against Lord Jellicoe that Jellicoe himself 

objected to its publication. The Admiralty ultimately, though 

unsuccessfully, ordered all copies of the "Appreciation" 

66Ibid. 

6 7 
S. W. Roskill to editor, Times Literary Supplement, 

October 22, 1964, p. 959. 
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destroyed. Roskill ended his contribution with a discussion 

of Beatty' s use of his official positi.on to "suppress 

evidence,." He asserted that not only had Beatty 

tampered with the Harper Report and the "Naval Staff 

Appreciation," but ". . . Beatty was very active in trying 

to get his own views incorporated into various official 

accounts." Roskill further commented that Jellicoe held 

no official position in the Admiralty after December, 1917, 

and thus was in a position that all he could do was object 

to tampering with the evidence.^ 

The last letter on Jutland is not last chronologically, 

but last .because it stands alone. N. 0. M. Cameron stated 

in 1960, "I still hold it is best regarded as a battle that 

70 

never was fought, by the battlefleets, that is." Cameron 

then discussed the reasons that the fleet action was indecisive 

and speculated as to what might have occurred if the British 

fleet had intercepted the High Seas Fleet the next morning. 

He concluded: 
One may muse on the likelihood that the German 

Fleet lost the war for its country through its mere 
existence. If the Germans had never started to build 
it, British suspicions might never have been aroused, 
and Great Britain might not have entered the war at 
all. Nor, since there would have been no submarine 
campaign, would the United States.71 

68Ibid. 

69Ibid. 

7 0 
N. O. M. Cameron to editor, History Today 10:797 

(November, 1960), p. 406. 

71Ibid. 
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The research of the 1960s, building particularly on 

the work already done in Hoi lev; ay Frost's extensive study, 

bolstered by the personal papers of J, E. T. Harper and 

others, has established the factual framework of the battle. 

Related subjects such as the role of the Admiralty in the 

battle have also been explored. On most of this material, 

as well as on the former points of controversy, there is 

basic agreement. In spite of this, the Battle of Jutland 

remains a fertile field for further research. There has 

been no modern study of the role of the light forces, 

cruisers, and destroyers, and in this area Frost remains the 

final word. No work on the Harper controversy has yet 

been published, although Stephen Roskill has a study in 

preparation.^ Another area which could be of further 

interest is the relationship of the outcome at Jutland with 

the highly aggressive and successful tactics used by the 

British Navy during World War II in the Atlantic and in the 

Mediterranean. 

7 2 
Harder, Dreadnought to Scapa Flow, p. 201. 



CHAPTER XI 

THE BATTLE OF SKAGERAK: CONCLUSIONS ON JUTLAND 

As the questions of Jutland began to be analyzed, the 

importance of the battle, though obscured by controversy, 

began to be grasped and acted upon. Beneath the public 

uproar in England and the accolades in Germany, there remained 

the British and German navies who had to learn from the 

practical experience gained. 

The assessment of the controversy surrrounding Beatty's 

signals both at the beginning of the battlecruiser phase and 

at other points during the battle seems to be critical of 

Beatty, with the exception of Churchill and Bennett who felt 

Evan-Thomas should have turned on his own. Bacon and Harper 

were, because of the nature of their prejudices, quite 

critical of the signal operations of Beatty's Battlecruiser 

Fleet. Frost's ideas on the signaling problems were accepted 

by Barnett as they blamed both Beatty and Evan-Thomas. Marder 

pointed out what he considered a lamentable failure of signaling 

on Beatty's part and excused Evan-Thomas on the grounds that he 

was reacting in a manner that should have been expected in the 

Victorian navy. In this matter Marder was seconded by Irving. 

In the discussion of Beatty's decision to fight the 

German battlecruisers without concentrating his forces with 

the Fifth Battle Squadron there is little argument among the 

174 
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major sources: all were critical of his action. Only 

Churchill, who was responsible for Beatty's receiving the 

command of the Eattlecruiser Fleet, defended him on this 

question, Churchill accepted Beatty's action because he 

still believed that the British battlecruisers were 

superior to their German counterparts. 

Similar agreement is found on Beatty's conduct in his 

reconnaissance duties. Again Churchill is the only source 

who felt that Beatty had fulfilled his primary mission. 

There is basic agreement among the rest of the sources 

that the battlecruisers served poorly in gathering 

information. 

There is more divergence of opinion on the merits of 

Jellicoe's deployment. Bacon and Harper, true to form, 

considered Jellicoe's pork deployment to be the best of all 

possible deployments. Churchill criticized the deploy-

ment and suggested instead the center column deployment. 

Marder criticized Churchill's suggestion. Bennett and Irving 

claimed that the center deployment was theoretically sound 

but not practical under the misty conditions of 31 May. All 

recent writers considered Jellicoe's port deployment to have 

been the best under the circumstances. On this question 

Frost stands alone in that he believed that the starboard 

deployment would have brought the High Seas Fleet under the 

guns of the Grand Fleet for a longer period of time with 

decisive results. , 
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There is similar divergence of opinion concerning 

Jellicoe's tactics against torpedo attacks. Bacon and Harper 

lauded the skillful Jellicoe as his fleet nimbly avoided the 

German torpedoes. Barnett and Irving support Jellicoe"s 

turn-away, while Churchill and Frost preferred the turn-toward. 

Bennett was non-committal on the subject, but he noted that 

later evidence suggested that the turn-toward was the best 

choice. Harder judged the turn-away as the best available 

tactic, given the state of the naval art in 1916. 

Of all the sources, only Holloway Frost felt that Jellicoe 

should have fought the Germans at night. All other sources 

agreed that a night fight threw away the superiority of the 

British fleet. Frost felt that though night was an equalizer, 

Jellicoe's fleet was superior enough to have defeated Scheer 

if Jellicoe had been resolute. 

In the controversy over the tendency for British battle-

cruisers to blow up, Bacon and Frost agreed with Jellicoe 

that the armor protection of these ships was insufficient. 

All other sources* believed that improperly shielded cordite 

flash fires that reached into open magazines in the battle-

cruisers caused the ships to blow up. 

Concerning the problems of Room 40, there is general 

agreement on criticism of the Operations Staff of the Admiralty, 

Only Churchill, who could seldom be fair to Jellicoe, spoke 

well of Room 40. He blamed Jellicoe for disregarding what 

information had been sent. 



Strategic changes were extensive or minute depending 

on whether the German or British navies are being discussed. 

British strategy in the North Sea was changed little by 

Jutland. Despite localized German successes Br.itish control 

and communications in the North Sea remained unimpaired. ̂  

The only major strategic change after Jutland was the decision 

to shift the Battle Fleet to Rosyth as soon as it was made 

secure from submarine attack. The strategic views of the 

Germans, however, were significantly changed by the results 

of Jutland. Jutland convinced them that, though they might 

be, ship for ship, equal to the Grand Fleet (although this 

had realty only been proved by the German battlecruisers), 

the British were too great in numbers for the High Seas Fleet 

2 

to challenge successfully. This thinking is supported by 

the fact that the German fleet ventured to sea only three 

times more daring the war, and when faced with the possibility 

of meeting superior British forces, they declined to remain in 

the area. The strategic thinking of the Germans turned to 

the submarine as the major weapon with which to bring the 

British to their knees. The German fleet was, for the rest 
of the war, degraded to protecting the submarine havens 

3 

from attack. 

1 
Arthur J. Marder, From the Dreadnought to Scapa Flow, 

Vol. 3 (London: Oxford University Press, 1966) , p. 205. 

^Ibid., p. 207. 

^Ibid. 
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A matter of some strategic importance: that, became 

impossible after Jutland was the opening of the Baltic to 

Allied shipping. The blockade could have been extended to 

cut off Germany from such essentials as iron ore from Sweden. 

The Russians could have been supplied, making them a formidable 

4 

force for the Germans to deal with on the Eastern front. 

Concerning tactics, Jutland brought about no immediate 

major changes, although some minor changes were made. The 

line-ahead gun duel was retained, and the Commander-in-Chief 

still retained practical control of the battle line. A few 

small changes were made in the Grand Fleet Battle Orders 

which ren/ained the thick, elaborate, initiative-stifling 

directions; however, room was made for a new signal, "M. P.," 

which allowed the flag officer of each squadron to use his own 

initiative to maneuver his squadron independently when effective 

control from the flagship was impossible. This could be done 
5 

only after a signal from the flagship. Jellicoe also 

introduced some flexibility of the battle line when under 

torpedo attack. One idea was to allow the flag officer of the 

van squadron when the battle line was under torpedo attack to 

press the attack as the other squadrons turned away from the' 

torpedo attacks. Jellicoe also planned to use light cruisers 

and destroyers to break up attacks of torpedo boats.® 
4Ibid., p. 210. 

^Ibid., p. 222. 

®Ibid., p. 224 . 



Perhaps the most important immediate result of the Battle 

of Jutland was the improvement of materiel. The most serious 

deficiency was the British armor-piercing shell. Though it 

was not easy for Jellicoe and Beatty to convince the Admiralty 

that new shells were really necessary, a new shell was finally 

produced. The "green boys," as the new shells were called, 

were highly efficient. The 15-inch, 1,920 pound shell used 

at Jutland would break up without penetrating 6-inch armor 

at the oblique angles caused by ranges of 16,000 yards. The 

new shell could pierce 10- to 12-inch plates from the same 

7 

range and explode twenty to thirty feet within the ship. 

A farther significant change was the designing of 

anti-flash devices in turrets, handling rooms, and magazines 

of British ships. Doors dividing magazines from handling 

rooms were designed like horizontal revolving doors of a type 

used vertically in hotel doors and thus were always closed. 

In connection with this matter was the controversial question 

of armor protection, particuarly for the magazines and turrets. 

It had been asserted that this armor protection, or lack of 

it, had been responsible for the disasters at Jutland. This 

hsd generally been the views of Jellicoe and Beatty. This 

matter had been disputed by the Director of Naval Construction, 

Tennyson-d'Eyncourt, who, from a monumental study of the 

problem, concluded that cordite flash had been the cause of 

"ibid., p. 216. 
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the magazine explosions at. Jutland and that the magazine 

8 

armor had not been pierced by German shells. 

Another improvement that also benefited the basic 

strategic situation in the North Sea for the British 

was improvement and reorganization of Room 40. Changes 

included new leadership for Room 40. It was decided 

that the intelligence gathering group should become an 

intelligence center rather than merely a deciphering unit. 

After this reorganization, Room 40 sent intelligence reports 

to the operations divisions. Thus the cryptographers who 

had gained much experience in naval matters were allowed to 

use theii knowledge to the benefit of the fleet.^ 

A more difficult to analyze but perhaps most important 

result of the Battle of Jutland dealt with the moral results 

of the battle. Holloway Frost, the American naval officer, 
V 

said: "The spectacle of four large British ships blowing 

up must have had a sobering influence upon the hundreds of 

officers and men who beheld one or more of those dramatic 

and horrible disasters.""*"̂  Frost considered that the British 

at Jutland lost the ascendancy that they had possessed since 

Trafalgar. That Britain was still "mistress of the seas" was 
Q 
Naval Staff Monograph, Home Waters From June, 1916 to 

November, 1916, December 19, 1916; as quoted in Marder, p. 218 

^Ibid., p. 221. 

•^Holloway H. Frost, The Battle of Jutland (Anapolis: 
United States Naval Institute, 1936), p'.' 513. 
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now no longer accepted on faith,, but challenged not only by 

Germany but also by the new navies of Japan and the United 

States. Frost placed importance on the moral results of 

Jutland: 

. . . it is strongly believed that a Trafalgar 
on May 31, 1916, would have re-established British 
naval supremacy for a long time to come. Such 
ascendancy depends as much upon moral as upon 
materiel factors and . . . the British lost that 
imponderable and invaluable moral ascendancy at 
Jutland. 

It was also considered that a victory at Jutland would have 

boosted the allied soldiers in the trenches of France at a 

time when they needed such news. It would also have been a 

severe blow to German morale. But whether another Trafalgar 

at Jutland would have substantially shortened the war is 

questionable. 

Another important result of the Battle of Jutland was 

to make the British Navy realize its crisis of leadership. 

It made the British realize that all of the materiel develop-

ments since Trafalgar had not made the Nelsonian spirit 

obsolete but as much or more important than before. The impor-

tance of the men controlling the modern weapons had to be 

rediscovered, and nerve, initiative, and tactical skill were 

not to be considered things of the past. That the British realized 

these factors was not plain until the British attitude toward 

"^Ibid., p. 514. 

1 ? 
Marder, Dreadnought to Scapa Flow, p. 209. 
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the naval offensive was exhibited in World War II. Though 

Nelson was missing on the bridges of the Iron Duke and Lion 

at Jutland, he was again present when the Exte.r, Aj ax, 

and Achilles challenged the formidable Graf Spee and drove 

it into a neutral harbor. Nelson was again with the Eritish 

Mediterranean Fleet as it smashed the Italian Navy. He was 

also with Admiral Tovy, who had commanded the destroyer 

Onslow at Jutland, when he hunted and destroyed the Bismarck 

in World War II. 

A less clear matter was the result of the paper battle 

fought in the British press, in periodicals, and finally in 

book length studies. The effect of this public discussion 

on Jutland, and the subjects revolving around it, such as 

naval doctrine and tactics, is difficult to measure. The 

effect of the arguments over doctrine in the newspapers, 

though exciting, likely had little effect on the navy itself. 

Changes in naval strategy, tactics, and materiel obviously did 

result from the battle, but these changes, for the most part, 

came from within the navy which scrutinized the battle to 

find the keys to victory that were lacking. 

The controversy over the Harper Report was lamentable 

as the split within the service between Beatty's and Jellicoe"s 

supporters could not have been healthy. The books written by 

Reginald Bacon and J. E. T. Harper are testimonies to the 

bitterness that these types of personal bickerings can bring. 

Differences of opinion always exist among individuals in any 
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organization, but seldom do they or should they reach the 

heights of acrimony the debate over the Harper Report did. 

It finally became a question of whether all of the facts 

would become public. Beatty, while First Sea Lord, saw to 

it that that facts about the poor gunnery of the Battlecruiser 

Fleet and his 180 degree turn were repressed so that his image 

might not be tarnished. To be fair to Beatty, if these facts 

had become public, more would have been made of them than 

they deserved by Beatty1s adversaries in and out of the navy. 

At any rate, the Harper Report was not published until many 

years later, 1927, and for these reasons, the fault of the 

controversy lies squarely on Beatty1 s shoulders. 

This leads to a consideration of the effect of the public 

disclosure of the facts and the effect of it on officers in 

the Royal Navy and other navies. When the British officer 

entered battle, he understood that the weight of the tradition 

of Hawke, Rodney, and Nelson lay heavily upon him. If he 

failed to live up to the expectations of the nation and the 

navy, he realized that all would be found out. This must have 

been a most powerful incentive for a commander to perform the 

tasks necessary to emerge victorious. After seeing the 

public attacks on Jellicoe, would any commander desire to 

command at an indecisive battle or at a British defeat? This 

is not to claim that Jellicoe did not do his utmost to gain 

a victory at Jutland. He was fighting with untried and 

undeveloped weapons and using an obsolete, inefficient system 
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that even his personal efficiency could not overcome. . A 

Nelson would probably have overcome these problems and 

emerged victorious, but that lies in the realm of speculation. 

It would seem, then, that a true measure of the effect 

that free speech and press in a society has on the military 

traditions and actions of military officers is a real but 

intangible factor. The effect of Jutland on the British 

fleet during World War II has already been mentioned. The 

free flow of information in any society must be considered 

one strong force in the development and maintenance of 

military and naval traditions within the armed forces of a 

nation, /it is, of course, true that military traditions 

exist in nations in which there is little or no free flow 

of information, and these armies and navies have developed 

other sources for development and maintenance of traditions. 

A final question which must be dealt with by all who are 

concerned with the study of the Battle of Jutland is "who won 

at Jutland?" In a nearly indecisive melee such as Jutland 

this depends, more often than not, upon the partisan views 

of the observer. It seems, however, on balance, that the 

victory should be awarded to the Germans. British writers 

have argued that Jutland was a British victory because the 

German fleet retired from the scene of battle and was finally 

turned over to the Allies at Scapa Flow after the armistice 

in November, 1918. These are strong arguments, but they are 

inconclusive. Excuses are made by British writers for the 
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failure of the British to gain a convincing victory such as 

defective materiel, misty weather, and'lateness of the day. 

While these are important, the defects iri the British 

tactical system and the skillful handling of ships and guns 

by the Germans are equally important. It must be considered 

• somewhat of a German victory that the High Seas Fleet was 

able, for whatever reasons, to survive the tactical situation 

into which their commander had led them. It must further be 

considered that since Scheer's objectives did not include 

slugging it out with the entire Grand Fleet but that his 

primary objective was to trap a part of the Grand Fleet such 

as the Ba/ttlecruiser Fleet, it would seem that he partially 

achieved that objective. It was achieved brilliantly 

through the outstanding tactical leadership of Hipper, 

superior materiel, and superior marksmanship of the German 

battlecruiser squadrons before the High Seas Fleet had joined 

the battle. Even if the two meetings between the battle fleets 

failed to produce such spectacular results as the battle-

cruiser action, though the sinking of the Defence and the 

Indefatigable might be considered spectacular, the very fact 

that the German fleet was able to leave the field of battle 

is a condemnation of the British claim to victory at Jutland. 

By all existing criteria the German fleet should not have 

made port. Whatever the reasons, the Grand Fleet lost the 

opportunity to win a battle that they should have won. Once 

Scheer was brought to battlethe British objective was to 
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leave the sunken hulks of the High Seas Fleet rusting in the 

fathoms of the North Sea. When Scheer realized that he faced 

the entire Grand Fleet, his objective was to escape, and he 

did. Of the battle objectives of the two fleets, the Germans 

most nearly achieved their objectives, and the force which 

achieves its objectives in battle must be considered the 

winner. It is true that the strategic situation in the 

North Sea was little changed by the Battle of Jutland, but 

the Germans did not expect it to be. 

Nevertheless, the British claim to victory because 

they won at the end of the war seems illogical. To carry 

the British line of reasoning to its logical conclusion: 

If the Grand Fleet won at Jutland because Germany was finally 

brought to her knees, then Custer won at The Little Big 

Horn because the Sioux ultimately lost the Indian Wars. 



APPENDIX I 

RELATIONSHIP OF BORE SIZE 

TO PROJECTILE WEIGHT1 

A small increase in the bore of the gun barrel allowed 

for a large increase in projectile weight: 

BORE PROJECTILE WEIGHT 

11-inch 66 5 lbs. 

12-inch 890 lbs. 

13^5-inch 1,250/1,400 lbs. 

15-inch 1,920 lbs. 

^Geoffrey Bennett, The Battle of Jutland (London: 
B. T. Batsford, 1964), p. 64. 



APPENDIX 2 

THE BRITISH GRAND FLEET1 

COMMANDER-IN CHIEF: ADMIRAL SIR JOHN JELLICOE 

THE BATTLE FLEET 

BATTLESHIPS 

2nd Battle Squadron 

King George V 10 13.5-in. guns Vice Admiral Sir Martyn 
Jerram 

Ajax 10 13.5-in. 
Centurion 10 13.5-in. 
Erin 10 13.5-iri. 
Orion 10 13.5-in. Rear--Admiral A. C. Levenson 
Monarch i 10 13.5 in. 
Conqueror- 10 13.5 in. 
Thunderer 10 13.5 in. 

4th Battle Squadron 

Iron Duke 10 13.5-in. Admiral Sir John Jellicoe 
Roya1 Oak 8 15-in. 
Superb 10 12-in. Rear-Admiral A. L. Duff 
Canada 10 14-in. 
Benbow 10 13.5-in. Vice-Admiral Sir Doveton 

Sturdee 
Bellerophon ' 10 12-in. 
Temeraire 10 12-in. 
Vanguard 10 12-in. 

1st Battle Squadron 

Marlborough 10 13.5-in. Vice-Admiral Sir Cecil 
Burney 

Revenge 8 15-in. 
Hercules 10 12-in. 
Agincourt 14 12-in. 
Colossus 10 12-in. Rear-Admiral E. F. A. Grant 
Collingwood 10 12-in. 
Neptune 10 12-in. 
St. Vincent 10 12-in. 

Stuart Legg, Jutland: An Eye-Witness Account of a Great 
Battle (London: Rupert Hart and Davis, 19 6b'") , pp. "iTd-150~ 
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BA'TTLECRUISERS 

3rd Battle-Cruiser Squadron 

Invincible 8 12-in. 

Inflexible 
indomitable 

8 12-in. 
8 12-in. 

ARMOURED CRUISERS 

1st Cruiser Squadron 

Defence 

Warrior 
Edinburgh 

Black Prince 

2nd Cruiser Squadron 

Minotaur 
Hampshire 
Cochrane 
Shannon 

I 

LIGHT CRUISERS 

4th Light Cruiser Squadron 

Calliope Commodore C. E. LeMesurier 
Constance 
Caroline 
Attached 

Active 
Bellona 
Blanche 

DESTROYERS 

4th Flotilla 

Tlpperary Broke 
Capt. C. J. Wintour Christopher 

Acasta Contest 
Achates For time 
Ambuscade Garland 
Ardent Hardy 

Midge 

Rear-Admiral The Hon. 
H. L. A. Hood 

Rear-Admiral Sir Robert 
Arbuthnot 

Rear-Admiral H. L. Heath 

Royalist 
Comus 

Boadicea 
Canterbury 
Chester 

Ophelia 
Owl 
Porpoise 
Shark 
Sparrowhawk 
Spitfire 
Unity 
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DESTROYERS (continued) 

11th Flotilla 

Castor {light cruiser) 
Commodore J. Hawks.ley 

Kempanfelt 
Magic 
Mandate 

Manners 
Marne 
Martial 
Michael 
Milbrook 
Minion 

12th Flotilla 

Faulknor 
Capt. A. S. B. Stirling Menace 

Maenad Mindful 

Mary Rose 

Marksman 
Marvel 

OTHER SHIPS 

Mischief 
Munster 
Narwhal 

Mons 
Moon 
Morning Star 
Maunsey 
Mystic 
Ossory 

Nessus 
Noble 
Nonsuch 
Obedient 
Onslaught 
Opal 

Abdiel ' Minelayer 
Oak Destroyer tender to Fleet Flagship 

THE BATTLE-CRUISER FLEET 

SENIOR OFFICER: VICE-ADMIRAL SIR DAVID BEATT¥ 

BATTLE-CRUISERS 

Lion 8 13.5-in guns 

1st Battle-Cruiser Squadron 

Princess Royal 
Queen Mary 
Tiger 

8 13.5 in. 
8 13.5 in. 
8 13.5 in. 

2nd Battle-Cruiser Squadron 

New Zealand 
Indefatigable 

8 12-in. 
8 12-in. 

Vice-Admiral Sir David 
Beatty 

Rear-Admiral 0. de B. BrocJ 

Rear-Admiral W. C. Pakenhan 
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FAST BATTLESHIPS 

5th Battle Squadron 

Barham 
Valiant 
Warspite 
Malaya 

8 15-in. 
8 15-in. 
8 15-in. 
8 15-in. 

Rear-Admiral H. Evan-Thomas 

LIGHT CRUISERS 

1st Light Cruiser Squadron 

Galatea Cmdre. E. S. Alexander-Sinclair 
Phaeton 

2nd Light Cruiser Squadron 

Southampton Cmdre. W. E. Gcodenough 
Birmingham 

3rd Light Cruiser Squadron 
! 

Falmouth Rear-Admiral T. D. W. Napier 
Yarmouth 

DESTROYERS 

1st Flotilla 

Fearless {light cruiser) 
Capt. C. D. Roper 

Acheron 
Ariel 

Attack 
Badger 
Defender 
Goshawk 

Inconstant 
Cordelia 

Nottingham 
Dublin 

Birkenhead 
Gloucester 

Hydra 
Lapwing 
Lizard 

9th and 10th Flotillas (combined) 

Laurel Lydiard 
Com. M. L. Goldsmith 

Landrail 

13th Flotilla 

Champion (light cruiser) 
Capt. J. U. Farie 

Moresby 
ISiarborough 

SEAPLANE CARRIER • 

Engadine 

Liberty 
Moorsom 

Nerissa 
Nestor 
Nicator 
Nomad 

Morris 
Termagent 
Turbulent 

Obdurate 
Onslow 
Pelican 
Petard 
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THE GERMAN HIGH SEAS FLEET 

COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF: VICE-ADMIRAL REINHARD SCHEER 

THE BATTLE FLEET 

BATTLESHIPS 

3rd Battle Squadron 

Konig 10 12-in. guns Rear-Admiral Paul Behncke 
Grosser Kurfurst 10 12-in. 
Kronprinz Wilhelm 10 12-in. 
Markgraf 10 12-in. 
Kaiser 10 12-in. Rear-Admiral Nordemann 
Kaiserin 10 12-in. 
Prinz Regent 
Luitpold 10 12-in. 

1st Battle Squadron 

Friedrich/der 
Grosse 10 12-in. Vice-Admiral Reinhard Sche€ 

Ostfriesland 12 12-in. Vice-Admiral E. Schmitt 
Thuringen 12 12-in. 
Helgoland 12 12-in. 
Oldenburg 12 12-in. 
Posen 12 11-in. Rear-Admiral Engelhardt 
Rheinland 12 11-in. 

Engelhardt 

Nassau 12 11-in. 
Westfalen 12 11-in. 

2nd Battle Squadron 

Deutschland 4 11-in. Re ar-Admira1 Mauve 
Hessen 4 11-in. 
Pommern 4 11-in. 
Hannover 4 11-in. Rear-Admiral F. von 

Dalwigk zu Lichtenfels 
Schlesien 4 11-in. 

Dalwigk zu 

Schleswig-Holstein 4 11-in. 

LIGHT CRUISERS 

4th Scouting Group 

Stettin Crndre. von Reuter 
Munchen 
Hamburg 

Frauenlob 
Stuttgart 



DESTROYERS 

Rostock (light cruiser) Cradre. Michelson 
1st Flotilla (half) 

4 boats 
5th Flotilla 

11 boats 

3rd Flotilla 
7 boats 

7th Flotilla 
9 boats 

(German destroyers were numbered, not named.) 
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THE BATTLE-CRUISER FLEET 

SENIOR OFFICER: VICE-ADMIRAL FRANZ VON HIPPER 

BATTLE-CRUISERS 

1st Scouting Group 

Lutzow 

Derfflinger 
Seydlitz 
Moltke 
Von der Tann 

8 12-in. guns 

8 12-in. 
10 11-in. 
10 11-in. 
8 11-in 

Vice-Admiral Franz von 
Hipper 

LIGHT CRUISERS 

2nd Scouting Group 

Frankfurt Rear-Admiral Bodicker 
Wiesbaden 

DESTROYERS 

Regensburg (light cruiser) Cmdre. Heinrich 

Pillau 
Elbing 

2nd Flotilla 
10 boats 

9th Flotilla 
11 boats 

6th Flotilla 
9 boats 
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