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improbability of the evidence being published at an early date, we have embodied in our
report copious extracts from the statements made to us by many of the witnesses. This
has, of necessity, lengthened our report to a greater extent than we should otherwise have
wished. We have also inserted marginal references showing the passages of the evidence
on which we base the facts we have given and the opinions we have expressed. They
may be useful in the event of the full evidence being published at some future time.

The extent to which the public may be admitted to the sittings of the Commission,
which will be held at the later stages of our proceedings, will form matter for future con-
sideration. There will be no such exclusion unless it be manifestly demanded in the best
interests of the country.

7. We are particularly desirous of stating that the witnesses who appeared before us
answered all the questions addressed to them with the utmost frankness. Neither was the
least reluctance displayed to produce all such confidential documents as were necessary for
the full elucidation of the questions which formed the subject of our enquiry. Further,
the necessary steps were taken to enable us to learn what happened at meetings of the
Cabinet. This latter point is, however, of less importance than might at first sight appear,
for the reason that, as will beshown in the sequel to this Report, the principal discussions
occurred and the most important decisions were taken, not at the meetings of the Cabinet,
but at those of the War Council, which was in part composed of Cabinet Ministers. On
the whole, we may state with the utmost confidence that we were furnished with all the
materials necessary to form a correct and deliberate judgment upon the questions upon
which Parliament had delegated us to express an opinton.

8. Before going any further, there are two preliminary observations which we wish
to malke,

In the first place, it has to be remembered that the events which we shall have to
narrate happened in the last five months of 1914 or the first three months of 1915 ; that at
that time a very heavy strain of work was thrown on all the Departments of the Govern-
ment which were concerned ; that in respect to many points of considerable importance the
various witnesses called have had, in the absence of complete written records, to speak
from memory of what actually occurred, and that the constant strain of work resulting from
subsequent events of equal, or perhaps even of greater, importance may possibly, in view
of the period which has elapsed, have, to some extent, obscured their recollection of all the
circumstances. It can, therefore, be no matter for surprise that the evidence given as to
the views expressed at the time by some of the leading officials should be, in certain cases,
somewhat conflicting. We have, of course, attached special importance to opinions which
were unquestionably expressed during the period when the desirability or otherwise of
making an attack on the Dardanelles was under consideration. Without casting any
sort of imputation on the good faith of the witnesses themselves, it is conceivable that,
in giving to the Commission an account of the past they may have been to some extent
unconsciously influenced by their knowledge of subsequent events.

9. In the second place, we have to remark that the premature and deeply regretted
death of Lord Kitchener naturally renders it impossible for us to state, with the same
confidence as that which obtains in the case of living witnesses, whether we have faithfully
represented the opinions he entertained and the aims which he had in view at different
periods of the proceedings. The difficulty is enhanced owing to the strong opinion which
Lord Kitchener entertained as to the absolute necessity of maintaining the strictest secrecy
in respect to all matters connected with military operations. Sir Maurice Hankey,
indeed, stated that some difficulties at times arose owing to Lord Kitchener’s unwillingness
to impart full information even to the members of the War Council. We have, however,
done all that is possible to ascertain both his views and intentions by closely examining
such contemporaneous records as exist and by enquiry from those who were associated
with him during his life-time. Tt is, in this connection, singularly unfortunate that that
gallant officer, Colonel Fitzgerald, who was Lord Kitchener’s personal military secretary,
and who was probably better acquainted with his opinions than any other individual,
shared the fate of his distinguished chief. We have not thought that we should be justified,
in deference to the consideration which is rightly shown to the memory of the illustrious
dead, in abstaining from a complete revelation of the action which Lord Kitchener sook
during the various phases of the events under consideration, nor have we hesitated to
express our views on that action. It is necessary to do justice to the living as well as to the
dead. DMoreover, it must be steadfastly borne in mind that, at the time when the attack
on the Dardanelles was under consideration, Lord Kitchener occupied a position such as
has probably never been held by any previous Secretary of State for War. The circum-
stances of the case cannot be understood unless the nature of his position is fully realised.
In this connection, we may quote the following passage from the evidence given by Mr.
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He was the sole mouthpiece of War Office opinion in the War Council. Everyone had the
greatest admiration for his character, and everyone felt fortified, amid the terrible and
mealculable events of the opening months of the war, by his commanding presence.
When he gave a decision it was invariably accepted as final. He was never, to my belief,
overruled by the War Council or the Cabinet in any military matter, great or small. No
single unit was ever sent or withheld contrary, not merely to his agreement, but to his
advice. Scarcely anyone ever ventured to argue with him in Council. Respect for the
man, sympathy for him in his immense labours, confidence in his professional judgment,
and the belief that he had plans deeper and wider than any we could see, silenced mis-
givings and disputes, whether in the Council or at the War Office. ~All-powerful, imper-
turbable, reserved, he dominated absolutely our counsels at this time. If the course of
my observations and the documents it is my duty to lay before you appear to constitute
any reflection upon his military policy, I wish here to testify to the overwhelming weight
of the burdens laid upon him, to his extraordinary courage and patience in all the difficulties
and perplexities through which we were passing and to his unvarying kindness to me.”

Although, however, we have thought that we should be failing in our duty if we did
not deal fully with the part Lord Kitchener played in these transactions, we would ask
those who may read this report to remember, in justice to his memory, in the first place,
that it has not been possible to check his recorded opinions by the light of subsequent
explanation, and, secondly, that if, in the eyes of any critics, he may, under circumstances
of very great difficulty, be held to have committed some errors of judgment, the fact
cannot in any way obscure the very distinguished services which he rendered to his country
in other directions.

II. HicHER ORGANISATION PREVIOUS TO THE QUTBREAK OF WAR.

10. Before proceeding to deal with the facts connected with the origin and inception
of the Dardanelles Expedition, we think it will be desirable to explain, in the first place,
the higher organisation for the conduct of war which prevailed at the time of its outbreak,
and, secondly, the changes which were subsequently made in that organisation. Further,
we trust that we are not interpreting erroneously the wishes either of His Majesty’s
Government or of the Legislature when we say that, if our enquiry is to be of any real
practical use for future guidance, we should not confine ourselves to a bald statement of
facts, or even to the mere assignment of a proper share of responsibility to individuals
or departments in connection with past events, but that we should go somewhat further
and indicate briefly and in general terms the conclusions at which we have arrived in
respect to the merits and demerits of the original, as also of the revised organisations which
have been instrumental in conducting the war. It would, however, be exceeding the
scope of our functions if we were to discuss in detail the measures which should be taken
to remedy any administrative defects which the light of recent experience has revealed.

11. Before the war, and after its outbreak until nearly the end of November, 1914,
the higher direction of military and naval operations was vested in the Cabinet, who were
assisted by the Committee of Imperial Defence. This Committee was tentatively
Initiated in 1901 and recon-tructed in 1904. The main functions of the Secretanat, as
set forth in a Treasury Minute dated May 4th of that year, were “to collect and co-
ordinate for the use of the Committee information bearing on the wide problem of Imperial
Defence,” and “to make possible a continuity of method in the treatment of the
questions which may from time to time come before the Committee.” It was laid down
that the Committee was to be ““ merely a consultative or advisory body.” This view was
frequently confirmed in statements made by responsible Ministers in Parliament. 1t is
quite correct in this sense that the Committee exercised no executive functions, that it was
not a body which supervised the proceedings of the War Office or the Admiralty, that it
was not a Court of Appeal against the decisions of either of those two Departments, and
that it did not interfere in any War Office or Admiralty details. Nevertheless, the view
that the Committee was purely advisory requires some qualification. In practice, it did
more than advise. It decided. On being asked whether the Committee ““ decided on
certain courses,” the Secretary, Sir Maurice Hankey, replied in the affirmative, and, on
being further asked whether * action was taken on their decisions,” he replied : “ Yes, what
would happen would be that after the meeting the conclusion would be notified by me
officially to the Department responsible for taking action.”

12. It might, at first sight, perhaps be thought that, under such circumstances, the
Committee might possibly encroach on the constitutional prerogatives of the Cabinet.
Fears that, this would happen have, indeed, from time to time been expressed. In dealing
with this subject, however, the composition of the Committee has to be borne in mind. It
varied slightly as occasion might demand, but the Prime Minister was always the President,
and he usually invited the attendance of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Secretaries
of State for War, Foreign Affairs and India, and also the First Lord of the Admiralty.
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“ (. You were not aware that any decision was come to ?—4. No; I do not
remember 1t ; no more does Wilson.” .
On the other hand, Mr. Asquith states very positively that the decision taken on
January 13th was read out before the Council broke up, although possibly some of the

members may have left before this was done. Mr. Asquith’s description of what
occurred is confirmed by Sir Maurice Hankey.

29. The following are the conclusions to be drawn from the evidence which wc have
received as to the proceedings of the War Council :—

1. It was not the practice to ask the experts attending the Council to express
their opinions.

2. The experts themselves did not consider it their duty either to express
any opinions unless they were asked to do so, or to intimate dissent, at the
Council board, if they disagreed with the views set forth by the Ministers in
charge of their respective Departments.

3. The Cha'rman and the Minister al members of the War C.uncil looked to the
naval and mil tary experts to express their opinions if they dissented from
the views put forward by th- heads of their respective departments. As the
experts did not express their opinions the Council was in teclinical mat!ers
guided wholly by the views laid before them by the Secretary of State for
War and the First Lord of the Admiralty.

4. The functions of the experts were, to a great extent, differently understood by
the experts themselves and the Ministerial members of the Council.

We have dwelt at some length on this subject, as it has a very important bearing
on the events which we are about to narrate.

(2) The Admiralty.

30. The Committee of Imperial Defence was not the only body which underwent
consitderable changes after the outbreak of the war. Important alterations were also
made in the methods of conducting business both at the Admiralty and the War Office.

31. The authority of the Board of Admiralty is based on ILetters Patent issued
under the Great Seal in pursuance of certain Acts of Parliament, and on various Orders
in Council, the latest and most important of which hear the dates of August 10th, 1904,
January 7th, 1912, and July 19th, 1912.

The Board consisted at the commencement of the war, and still consists, of :—

A First Lord.

Four Sea Lords.

Two Civil Lords.

The Parliamentary Secretary.
The Permanent Secretary.

The First Lord is “ solely responsible to the Crown and Parliament for all the business
of the Admiralty.”

The functions of the First Sea Lord are defined, inter alia, in the following terms :—

“ Preparation for war. All large questions of Naval policy and Maritime warfare—
to advise.”

The other members of the Board are charged with various Departmental duties.

Neither the First Lord, nor the First Sea Lord, are under any legal obligation to
consult either the Board collectively or any individual members of the Board. but the
“ Official Procedure and Rules,” p. 51, contains the following note :—

“1It is to be understood that in any matter of great importance the First Sea Lord
is always to be consulted by the other Sea Lords, the Civil Tord, the Additional Civil
Lord, and the Patliamentary and Permanent Secretaries; bhut each Member of the
Board and the Parliamentary and Permanent Secretaries will communicate direct with
the First Lord.”

32. Immediately after the outbreak of war, and whilst Prince Louis of Battenberg
was still First Sea Lord, a War Staff Group was formed at the Admiralty. At lLord
Fisher’s instance this Staff Group was “ greatly strengthened ” in November, 1914, and
“became still more the supreme and isolated centre of Naval war direction.” IFrom
that time onwards it consisted of the First Lord, the First Sea Lord, the Chief of tie
Staff (Vice-Admiral Sir Henry Oliver), Admiral of the Fleet Sir Arthur Wilson, the
Secretary to the Board (Sir Graham Greene) and the Naval Secretary (Commodore
de Bartolomé). The Second Sea Lord (Admiral Sir Frederick Hamilton), who was
previously included in the War Staff Group, ceased to be a member of that body.
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33. The creation of a War Staff Group inevitably tended to diminish the authority and
to minimise the collective activity of the Board of Admiralty. The meetingsof the Board
were less frequent than before the war. In 1913, Mr. Churchill being then First Lord,
twenty-four meetings were held. From August 4th, 1914, to May 17th, 1915, when a changre
in the constitution of the Board took place, only twelve meetings were held.  The frequency
ot infrequency of the official meetings of the Board afford, however, little or no real indication
of the influence and authority exercised by its members, either collectively or individually.
The functions of the Board, in its collective capacity, have never formed the subject
of any very precise definition. The Second Sea Lord (Sir Frederick Hamilton) said :
“There was considerable misapprehension always as to what the precise powers of the @.3856-5.
Board were. The popular notion, I fancy, is that the DBoard are severally and p 34,
collectively responsible for anvthincr that takes place, or any measures that are decided
upon. In theory that may be very well but in practice I doubt if it has ever been the
case. Although undoubtedlv the Board is collectively responsible for any large questions
of policy . . . it is very difficult to say where a thing ceases to be a matter of detail
and becomes a large question of policy.”

34. In point of fact, the position occupied by the Junior Lords of the Admiralty
depends almost wholly on the attitude assumed towards them by the First Lord, and,
in a minor degree, by the First Sea Lord. The former especially can, at his will, atilise
their services in matters lying outside their purely departmental duties, or he can “decline
to do so. Mr. McKenna informed us that, during the time he was First Lord of the Q. 5999.
Adiralty, the Board was habitually consulted on all important matters. He stated
that in practice he never found any difficulty in harmonising the sole responsﬂ)lhty of the
First Lord with the collective responsibility of the Board, If,” he added, “ I were ; gogs
First Lord of the Admiralty and 1 did not consult my Board but consulted expert )
advisers, I should suggest to the Prime Minister that the Board ought to be changed.
The expert advisers to whom the First Lord would naturally look would be his Board.”

35. Sir Graham Greene informed us that from time to time a good deal of discontent ¢, 5129.
had existed at the Admiralty owing to the dubious positions occupied by the Junior Sea
Lords. On being asked whether this discontent was especially acute at the period w 1th
which we are dealing, he replied : ““ It may have been felt rather more keenly at that g 594,
time, because there were two very active and strong personalities in the position of First
Lord and First Sea Lord.”

36. There can, indeed, be no doubt that, at the commencement of the war, the
Junior Sea Lords resented the position in which they were placed. None of them were
consulted about the Dardanclles Expedition.
The Second Sea Lord, Sir I'rederick Hamilton, though generally of opinion that the
Board of Admiralty had ““ a right to give their views on large matters of policy,” did not g sa5g,
complain of the treatment the Board received in the special case of the Dardanelles.
He considered that that was ““ a matter for the Cabinet to decide.” The Third Sea Lord ¢. 3873,
(Rear-Admiral Tudor) said that the only opportunity he had of expressing an opinion g g9;1-12,
on the subject was in the course of an mmformal conv er@atmn with Mr. Churchill.  ITe ¢ 9926,
added that his action © was not welcomed and it had no effect.”
The Fourth Sea Lord (Commiodore TLambert) testified to the fact that the Board
had not been consulted about the Dardanelles Expedition, and expressed an opinion that Q. 4092,
“ it would have been a wise and proper subject for the Board’s discussion.”
On November 22nd, 1915, the Junior Sea Lords addressed collectively a Minute
to the present First Lord (Mr. "Arthur Balfour), in which they said : “ The principle on Statement
which the Order in Council is based that the supremacy of the First Lord is complete and :‘a"‘%ed m
. . . L hy Com-
unassailable has been pushed too far, and has tended to imperil and at some future time - "
may again tend to imperil national safety .o Lembert.
“The present time may not be the proper one tor effecting drastic changes, but of
this we are certain, it is the proper and opportune moment to again call the attention of
the First Lord to these matters and to express our conviction that had the naval members
of the Board been regularly and collectively consulted on large questions of war policy
during the progress of the present naval campaign, some at least of the events which the
Empire does at this moment deplore so bitterly would not have happened, and that until
the authority and responsibility of the Sea Lords is enlarged and defined, there will be
no adequate assurance that similar disasters will not recur n the future.”
It should be added that in answer to a Minute addressed to him by the Junior
Lords on May 18th Mr. Churchill wrote :—
“T agree that the four Sea Lords should be more fully consulted on large questions
of War policy as apart from the day to day conduct of the War, where action must
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proceed easily and rapidly. But neither Prince Louis of Battenberg nor Lord Fisher
were in favour of this practice, considering that War plans and War policy lay wholly in
the domain of the First Sea Lord, with the First Lord directly over him exercising
supreme executive power. It would appear desirable in future that the War situation
should be reviewed each week by the naval members of the Board under the Presidency
of the First Lord.” .

Lord Fisher does not, however, appear to have concurred in this view. In the
course of the evidence which he gave before us, he said: “With regard to the other
Sea Lords, they were tremendously occupied with their business m providing the
personnel and stores and other things for the Fleet. 1 think it would have been a very
great pity to have taken them away from their proper duties to have sat round that
table.”

37. It is thus abundantly clear that, although no formal and official change was
made, the spirit in which the business of the Admiralty was conducted underwent a great
transformation immediately after the outbreak of the war. The Board of Admiralty sank
into insignificance, its place being taken by the War Staff Group. The Board was, even
to a less extent than previously, able to assume any ‘‘ collective responsibility * for the
general conduct of aftairs. The individual members of the Board were not kept well-
mformied of passing events. They were not consulted before the naval attack on the
Dardanelles was made. It is clear that Mr. Asquith was ill-informed as regards the
methods under which Admiralty business was conducted when he stated to the Com-
mission that the Members of the War Council ““ were entitled to assume ” that any view
laid before them by the First Lord of the Admiralty “ was the considered opinion of the
Board of Admiralty as a whole.”

(8) The War Office.

38. The superior administration of the War Office is regulated by Letters Patent,
dated February 6th, 1904, and by various Orders in Council issued in 1904, 1909 and 1910.
Of these, the most important is the Order dated August 10th, 1904.

As in the case of the Admiralty, the Secretary of State is solely responsible to the Crown
and to Parliament for ‘“ all the business of the Army Council.”

The Council consists of :—
A first Military Member, the Chief of the General Staff.
A second Military Member, the Adjutant-General.
A third Military Member, the Quartermaster-General.
A fourth Military Member, the Master-General of the Ordnance.
A Finance Member.
A Civil Member.

The Secretary of the War Office is also Secretary to the Army Council.

All the members of the Council are responsible to the Secretary of State for the
performance of such duties as he may from time to time assign to them, the duties
assigned to each member being specified in King’s Regulations, 1914, Appendix IV.

39. In consequence of the lllness and subsequent death, in October, 1914, of Sir Charles
Douglas, Sir James Wolfe Murray became Chief of the Imperial General Staft almost
immediately after the war commenced. Otherwise, no changes took place in so far as
the Military members of the Army Council were concerned. Sir Henry Sclater remained
Adjutant-General, Sir John Cowans Quartermaster-General, and Sir Stanley Von Donop
Master-General of the Ordnance.

40. Neither did any formal change take place in the duties and responsibilities of the
Council. Viscount Haldane has informed us that, during the time he was Secretary of
State for War, formal meetings of the Council were not of frequent occurrence, that they
were usually held merely to register decisions which had already been taken, and that the
informal were of far greater importance than the formal meetings. So far as outward
form was concerned, the practice adopted by Lord Kitchener constituted no innovation
on the practice which prevailed nnder his predecessors.

On the other hand, on Lord Kitchener’s becoming Secretary of State for War con-
siderable changes had taken place in the military personnel at the War Office, and morve
important changes were introduced by him in the methods of administration.  As regards
personnel, according to an arrangement which Sir Reginald Brade informed us had heen
made previous to the outbrealk of war, several of the most important members of the
General Staff left the War Office and assumed commands or Staff appointments in the
field. Numerous changes were also made amongst the junior members of the Staff.
Mr. Winston Churchill, in speaking of the relations between the War Office and the
Admiralty, said : ““ All the principal officers we were accustomed to work with went off to
the war, and a new staff came in.”
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Further, the works of Mr. Julian Corbett and other authorities had familiarised the
general public with the view that it had become almost a fundamental principle of naval
strategy that the attack of ships on forts, without military aid, was rarely productive of
satisfactory results.* The experience gdmed at Port Arthur Santiago, Wei-Hai-Wei
and elsewhere was held to confirm this view.

44. It was contended that the improvements made in modern artillery, the
experience recently gained in Belgium, in connection especially with the bombardment
of Litge, Namur and Antwerp, and the use of aircraft, had rendered any analogy between
the present and the past of hittle value. A fortiori, the experience gained by Admiral
Duckworth in 1807 was valueless. We shall revert presently to this subject, with a
view to discussing how far thesz precedents were applicable to the case of the recent
attack on the Dardanelles.

45.

46. On October 31st, Turkey declared war. On November 3rd, the outer forts of the
Dardanelles were bombarded for about ten minutes. The object of this bombardment was
merely to find out, by a practical test, the effective range of the guns of the Turkish forts.
Sir Henry Jackson has expressed the opinion, in which we concur, that this bombardment
was a mistake, as it was calculated to place the Turks on the alert. Commodore de
Bartolomé characterised this demonstration as ** unfortunate.” The orders to bombard
emanated solely from the Admiralty and the War Council was not consulted.

47. On November 25th, the idea of making a sertous attack on the Dardanelles was
discussed at a meeting of the War Council.  Mr. Churchill said that the best way to
defend Egypt was to make an attack on some part of the coast of Asiatic Turkey, and,
as an extension of this idea, he suggested an attack on the Gallipoli Peninsula, anLh,
if successful, would give us the control of the Dardanelles and enable us to dictate terms
at Constantinople. e added that this would be a very difficult operation and would
require a large force. Lord l\'itchonel agreed that 1t might become necessary to make a
diversion by an attack on the Turkish commumcatlons but considered that the moment
had not yet arrived for doing so.

* ¥ * ¥ *

48. A propusal to collect transport, horse-hoats, etc., at some British port in the
Mediterranean was also discussed. The idea at the time was that a feint attack might
be made on the Gallipoli Peninsula, in order to convey the impression that a landing
was intended there, whereas the real point of attack would be made at some other point
on the Turkish coast. This proposal was rejected owing to the shortage of tonnage for mer-

cantile purposes, due partly to military demands. It was thought undesirable to aggravate
this evil. Nev extheless on November 30th, Vica-Admiral Siv Henry Oliver, the ‘Chief of
the Staff at the {(hmmltv again proposed that transport should be collected in Egypt
sufficient to convey one division. Mr. Churchill passed this suggestion on to the War
Office, adding that he thought transport should be collected, or kept in Iea(lmess at
short notice sufticient to convey 40,000 men. Lord Kitchener at once repiied @ “ 1 will
glve the Admiralty full notice. 1 do not think transports need be detained in Egypt
yet.”  On receipt of this Iepl} , Mr. Churchill ** put the project on one side and thought
no more of it for the time.” Nevertheless, horse-boats continued to be debpat(hed to
Alexandria whenever the occasion was offered, " in case the War Office should, at a later
stage, wish to undertake a j« int naval and military operation in the Tastern )leditermnean.”

* Sir Arthur Wilson, however, who has given special attention to this subject, dues not accept the
validity of this principle (see unswer to Q. $66V).
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65. At that time the rival armies in the Western theatre of war had reached a state of
deadlock. The desperate attacks made by the (Germans on the British position at Ypres
had been repulsed with great losses to the enemy. It seemed tolerably clear that
no attempts to break through the French and British lines could prove successful.
On the other hand, the Allies were not in sufficiently superior strength to justify
any hope that they would speedily break through the German lines. In the Eastern
theatre of war, the Austrians had sustained some serious defeats. But the Russian
position, though for the moment satisfactory, was in reality somewhat precarious,
owing to a lack of munitions and inadequate railway communications, both being
defects which could not be speedily corrected. In Serbia the position was very
menacing. The attitude likely to be assumed by DBulgaria was the dominating factor
in the Balkan DPeninsula. All attempts to secure the military co-operation of
the Balkan States had failed. “ Diplomacy,” as Lord Grey explained to us, *“ was
perfectly useless without military success.”  Bulgaria was still neutral, but the
proclivities of its ruler were well known. It was thought that a decisive military success
on the part of the Allies would prove the most eflective method for securing the continued
maintenance of his neutrality. Italy was still neutral. It was under such circumstances
that the British Government had to consider in what direction a blow could most effectively
be delivered, in order at one and the same time to relieve the pressure on Russia and to
deter Bulgaria from active adherence to the cause of the Central Powers.

66. We do not think it necessary, neither, so long as the war lasts, would it be at all
advisable, to dealin a report intended for publication with the alternative projects which
at the time came under the consideration of the Government. It will suffice to say that
for various reasons, some political and others either naval or military, all, save the proposal
to make an attempt on the Dardanclles, were rejected. The entrance of the Allied Ifleets
into the Sea of Marmora, followed, as would probably have been the case, by the occupation
of Constantinople, would, it cannot be doubted, have exercised a profound effect on the
future course of the war, The advantages capable of being secured by success in this
enterprise were, indeed, so obvious that it is unnecessary to dwell on them at any length.
But they may be briefly mentioned. It would, without doubt, have finally deterred
Bulgaria from joining the cause of the Central Powers. It would have enabled the Russian
Government to import the war material of which they stood greatly in need. It would,
to the great advantage of Russia herself and of the rest of the world, have enabled Russian
agricultural products to be exported. Finally, it would have gone far to settle a question
which has been a constant source of trouble to Europe for centuries past. T'hese advantages
were so great that they may possibly have produced a tendency on the part of the members
of the War Council to be governed by them to an excessive degree, and to neglect unduly
the sole question which was really open to discussion, namely, the advisability of under-
taking at that time a purely naval enterprise. That question was obviously one on which
only the opinions expressed by naval and military experts would be of any value. It
becomes, therefore, essential to consider what were the views entertained and expressed
on January 13th by the naval and military advisers of the Government.

The principal and, indeed, the sole adviser of the Government on military questions
was lord Kitchener. The actual proposal on which Lord Kitchener had to give an
opinion at the meeting held on January 13th was thus summarised in Sir Maurice
Hankey’s notes of the proceedings of the Council : “ Mr. Churchill said he had inter-
changed telegrams with Vice-Admiral Carden, the Commander-in-Chief in the
Mediterranean, in regard to the possibilities of a naval attack on the Dardanelles. The
sense of Admiral Carden’s reply was that it was impossible to rush the Dardanelles, but
that, in his opinion, it might be possible to demolish the forts one by one. To this end
Admiral Carden had submitted a plan. His proposal was first to concentrate his fire on
the entrance forts. When they were demolished he would proceed to deal with the inner
forts, attacking them from the Straits and from the seaward side of the Gallipoli Peninsula.
This plan was based on the fact that the Dardanelles forts aré armed mainly with old guns
of only thirty-five calibre. These would be outranged by the guns of the ships, which would
effect their object without coming into range. Three modern ships, carrying the heaviest
guns, would be required for reducing some of the more modern works, and about twelve
old battleships would deal with the remainder. These could now be spared for the task
without reducing our strength in the main theatre of war. Among others, he mentioned
the ““ Triumph,” ““ Swiftsure,” “ Goliath,” “ Glory,” and * Canopus,” all of which had
been employed hitherto for trade protection. Four of the Majestic class, which were to
have been ““ scrapped,” their 12-inch guns being utilised for monitors, could also be made
available, though this would entail a delay in the completion of the monitors. Two
battle-cruisers were, he said, already in the Mediterranean. The new battle-cruiser
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“ Queen Elizabeth” was already to be sent to Gibraltar for gun trials, and it would be
feasible to allow her to conduct her trials against the Dardanelles forts, instead of against
a target.

# The Admiralty were studying the question, and believed that a plan could be
made for systematically reducing all the forts within a few weeks. Once the forts were
reduced the minefields would be cleared, and the Fleet would proceed up to Constantinople
and destroy the ‘ Goeben.’ They would have nothing to fear from field guns or rifles,
which would be merely an inconvenience.”

Sir Maurice Hankey then records : —

“ Lord Kitchener thought the plan was worth trying. We could leave off the bom-
bardment if it did not prove effective.”

Lord Fisher said nothing, but it is essential to inquire fully as to what views he
really entertained at this moment. He occupled a position of great responsibility. It
is highly probable that if either Lord Kitchener or Lord Fisher had, from the first,
expressed, on technical grounds, strong objections to the attack on the Dardanelles, the
project would have been abandoned, and it may be regarded as quite certain that, under
this hypothesis, the plan would have been much more carefully examined than appears
to have been the case. Lord Crewe, in the course of his evidence, stated : “1 should
be very sorry indeed to state what the effect would have been on our minds if Lord Fisher
had made a full statement of his actual objections from the naval point of view, speaking
as First Sea Lord. Of course then the Government would have had to consider whether
the political advantages were worth the risk. I cannot say what the ultimate decision
would have been, but I have not the least doubt that it would have altered the form
and manner of our consideration of the whole subject to a great extent.” Lord Grey
also said : “ Of course if we had thought that we were forcing upon naval officers an
operation which they were reluctant to undertake, I think we should not have con-
templated it for a moment ; but we understood that the naval officers who were on the
spot who were to carry it out, and who had advised about it, were in favour of it, and
we were attracted by what we were told about big guns and forts, and so forth, and we
were prepared to authorise the operation being proceeded with.”

67. Lord Fisher made a very full statement to us of the views which he entertained.
Mr. Churchill also dwelt at length on this subject, and allusion has been made to it by
many other witnesses. We think that we can now confidently describe the attitude he
assumed both on January 13th and at later periods. It is certain that Lord Fisher did
not underrate the importance of the Dardanelles enterprise. On January 3rd, in
a “private and personal ” letter to Mr. Churchill, Lord Fisher said: “1 consider
the attack on Turkey holds the field.”” He then sketched out the broad out-
lines of a general plan of operations in the Kastern theatre of war. This plan
involved, <nter alia, the withdrawal of a considerable force from France, and was,
therefore, at all events for the time being, incapable of execution. Lord Fisher, in
fact, like all other experts, both naval and military, was in favour of a combined
attack, but not of action by the Fleet alone. It is certain that, from the very first,
he disliked the purely naval operation, but it is especially to be observed that his
main objection was not based upon the impracticability of the scheme, considered
on its own merits, but on the strong opinion which he entertained that the British
Fleet could be better employed elsewhere. All the evidence we have received, including
that of Lord Fisher himself, tends to confirm the perfect accuracy of the following
statement made to us by Mr. Asquith :—

“ As I understand, because I had frequent conversations with him, Lord Fisher’s
objection to the Dardanelles operations was not so much a technical objection upon
naval grounds. It is quite true that, I think throughout, he thought the best chance
of success for such an operation would have been a combined operation in which both
the land and sea forces were engaged ; but Lord Fisher’s main objection, at least the one
he always impressed on me, was not based in any degree upon the technical or naval
merits or demerits of the Dardanelles operations, but upon the fact that he preferred
another objective. . . . So far as I understood, from all the conversations I had
with him, it was much more upon that ground than upon any specific objection on what
you may call technical naval grounds that he was opposed to it.”

68. We have already mentioned (para. 2) that in our present Report we propose
only to deal with events which occurred up to March 23rd, but it may be advisable so
far to forestall the contents of our future Report as to say that throughout the whole
of the proceedings Lord Fisher consistentlv maintained the attitude described in the
above extract from Mr. Asquith’s evidence. He reluctantly acquiesced in the Dardanelles
operations so long as he thought they would not seriously interfere with the plans which
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he wished to carry into execution elsewhere. But when in the month of May he
became convinced that the demands made on the Fleet for action in the Dardanelles
would prejudice his alternative schemes, he resigned his post at the Admiralty. It should
be clearly understood that his resignation was due solely to this cause and not to
objections he entertained to the original scheme for attacking the Dardanelles considered
exclusively on its own merits. Lord Fisher did, indeed, state in the course of his
evidence that he ““ was dead against the naval operation alone because he knew it must
be a failure.” He also said, “ I must reiterate that as a purely naval operation I think
it was doomed to failure.”” But he did not at the time record any such strongly adverse
opinions as these, neither does he appear to have impressed others with the strength
of his objections. Lord Grey stated: “ We (the Members of the War Council) under-
stood that the naval authorities, who were to be charged with the carrying out of the
operation, considered it a practicable operation by naval means alone.” Lord Grey
“got to know that Lord Fisher did hold views of his own,” but he thinks that this fact
did not come to his knowledge until after the decision of January 13th had been taken.
Mr. Asquith, on being asked in what light he interpreted the views of the experts,
replied : ““ Very favourable. Mr. Churchill told me so, and I thought they were.”
Further, on bemng asked whether Lord Fisher had ever given him to understand that
from the first he considered that the Dardanelles expedition was ““ doomed to failure,”
Mr. Asquith replied : ““ No, he never said that to me. He would always have preferred
a conjoint military and naval operation, but he never said it was doomed to failure;
and I do not think he thought it was.”

Mr. Churchill said te us: ““ I think I am entitled to state that it was my impression,
and it was the impression of every one present at this meeting of the 13th, that in what
I said I carried with me the full agreement of those who were there.” It is perhaps some-
what overstating the case to say that Lord Fisher was in “ full agreement,” but it is
undeniable that, by not dissenting, Lord Fisher may reasonably have been held to agree,
and that, so far as we have been able to ascertain, he did not, before the meeting, express
anything approaching to strong disapproval save on the ground to which we have already
alluded, namely, that he feared that the Dardanelles operations would interfere with the
execution of other schemes which he favoured. Indeed, on January 12th, Lord Fisher
initialled and passed on to the Chief of the Staff the following Minute, which had been
written by the First Lord : ““ Secret. Minute by the First Lord to Secretary, First Sea
Lord, Chief of Staff. The forcing of the Dardanelles as proposed and the arrival of a
squadron strong enough to defeat the Turkish Fleet in the Sea of Marmora would be
victory of first importance and change to our advantage the whole situation of the war
in the East. It would appear possible to provide the force required by Admiral Carden
without weakening the margin necessary in Home waters, as follows.” The details
connected with the proposed movements of ships were then given. Moreover, on
January 14th, Lord Fisher concurred with a Memorandum which was sent from the
First Lord to the Prime Minister in which the following passage occurs: ° The attack
on the Dardanelles will require practically our whole available margin. If that attack
opens prosperously it will very soon attract to itself the whole attention of the Eastern
theatre, and if it succeeds it will produce results which will undoubtedly influence every
Mediterranean Power. In these circumstances we strongly advise . . . that we
should devote ourselves to action in accordance with the third conclusion of the War
Council, viz., the methodical forcing of the Dardanelles.” We shall have presently to
revert to the views entertained both by Lord Fisher and Sir Arthur Wilson when
we come to deal with a further meeting of the War Council, which took place on
January 28th.

69. The actual decision arrived at by the War Council on January 13th, after hearing
the views expressed by Lord Kitchener and Mr. Churchill—Lord Fisher, Sir Arthur
Wilson and Sir James Murray remaining silent—was couched in the following terms :—

“ The Admiralty should prepare for a naval expedition in February to bombard
and take the Gallipoli Peninsula, with Constantinople as its objective.”

70. It is impossible to read all the evidence, or to study the voluminous papers
which have been submitted to us, without being struck with the atmosphere of vagueness
and want of precision which seems to have characterised the proceedings of the War
Council. We have already (para. 28) mentioned that some of those present at the meetings
of the Council left without having any very clear idea of what had or had not been
decided. The decision of the Council, taken on January 13th, is another case in
point. The Admiralty was to “ prepare” for a naval expedition, and nothing more.
It would naturally be inferred from the wording of the decision that the matter
was to be reconsidered by the Council when the preparations were complete, and after
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