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individual attention than I ever got at school. There I was turned into
a field to play either cricket or football for so many hours (how long
they scemed) daily. At Dartmouth I went boat sailing, boxing, blue
boats, beagling, etc. Is there any comparison?

In my case, even taking into consideration the short period of
training we then had, I have not the slightest hesitation in saying that
by no means should I have done as well as I have, or have obtained
any more helpful know]e(ige by remaining on at my public school for
two more years.

I left school, became a naval officer, and was proud of it.

To the HonN. EDITOR,

The Navar ReviEw.

June 1st, 1920.

Tre King’s UnirorM. A FuUrTHER RePLY.

Sir,—I do not know if you can find room for a third letter on
this subject, but I would submit that it is an important one, bearing
very immediately on the comfort and contentment of the naval officer,
and, in my opinion, both the original article and the reply have left
untouched some of the fundamental reasons for the naval officer’s
 extraordinary etiquette ’’ in this matter. It is the object of this letter
to call attention to the more obvious of them. Like the author of “* A
Reply,” 1 also exist on the ‘‘ princely stipend,”” and am in other ways
equally qualified to chip in, being apparently about his own standing.

Primarily, I would wish to state it as my most definite conviction-
that, in this, the naval officer is not for one moment bound by ‘¢ cast-
iron custom,’’ as suggested in the original article, In this century no
part of the community long adhere to custom purely out of respect for
such custom when it is to their own zzmconvenience to do so: witness,
for instance, the untimely fate of the plain-clothes frock-coat, the
introduction of smoking in the streets of London, etc. No! Where
one finds a large body of men, particularly young men, such as naval
officers, reverting with joy and relief to a custom, the exercise of which
has been denied them for nearly five years, then, I maintain, that cus-
tom is congenial to, not forced upon, those who observe it.

To my mind, the objections to the wearing of uniform on shore
are not far to seek. Permit me to enumerate some of them:—

1. In uniform one is conspicuous and an object of idle inte-
rest to the passer-by. Of course, the war has for the moment
almost entirely removed these objections, but before the war they were
uncomfortably real, and will soon be so again. I remember going to
a levée of the late King Edward, and, in a moment of misguided
economy, I travelled by ‘“ Tube’ in full dress; in the carriage the
passengers speculated audibly as to what ‘“it was.”” The probability
of my being connected with Earl’s Court or the Tower of London was
vigorously discussed. In the lift some genius stated, with the convinc-
ing air of the well informed, that I was a Royal Marine (I was a
lieutenant, R.N.), and further pointed out the richness of my epau-
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lettes, etc., explaining indignantly, ‘‘ That’s what we taxpayers have
‘to pay for.”’

2. Saluting. No one will deny that this is an infernal nuisance.
Not that the salutes that are properly tendered are irksome (except
when they are so frequent as every two or three paces) but it is those
sheepishly made, when the saluter is two points abaft the beam, or
those entirely omitted, that make saluting truly vexatious. None of
us like looking for salutes, but we all realisg that our uniform demands
respect, and that it is up to us who live inside it to see that it is so
treated. On every occasion that a sailor or soldier stares one in the
face on passing and offers no salute, so often is one more or less dis-
composed, being made an unwilling accessory to a breach of discipline,
in that one allowed one’s uniform to be treated without the respect
which is ordered to be shown to it.

3. Travelling in public conveyances. To those who have been
many years under the Naval Discipline Act, it seems most incongruous
to observe a four-striper, or, indeed, any officers, struggling for a billet
in a train or 'bus and being finally ousted, perhaps by a burly Tommy,
or even to see a senjor officer suspended from a strap while those of
lesser degree are seated. The days are past when one could afford to
take a cab! ‘

4. Uniform is most decidedly uncomfortable, except to stand up
in. Being buttoned up, it very soon gets creased and drawn when used
to lounge about in. As for the mess jacket—very neat and smart on
the young and slim—but on portly figures it approaches the unseemly,

“and is extremely treacherous to its older patrons.

5. If one is going ashore in uniform one feels bound to wear one’s
best, or, at any rate, a smart suit with fairly new lace. In the English
climate, what with mud and rain and travelling in public conveyances,
such suit will not remain smart long, particularly in London, where
the lace soon tarnishes and white cap covers last no time whatever.

And so on and so on. There are several less important draw-
backs to the general wearing of uniform into which there is not space
to enter, such as the complication of double luggage—uniform and
plain clothes ; being taken for a porter at stations or the commissionaire
at music-halls ; one is expected to tip more generously (I wonder why);
also a very decided prejudice on the part of one’s male friends outside
the Service, etc.

So much for my ideas as to the true explanation of the naval
officer’s prejudice in favour of plain clothes. They give him a sense
of freedom from responsibility and the restraint of discipline which,
though inpalpable things, are weighty and closely associated with the
wearing of uniform.

There are still one or two points in the original letter that I should
like to go into.

The author’s general interpretation of the Regulations as construed
by the naval officer is exactly to the point, but I have endeavoured to
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show it is for very real reasons, and not for those put forward by him.
The example of an officer shifting to go to the station is not a typical
one. Before the war, at the naval ports many officers living ashore
landed and came off in uniform; I, personally, would never have
dréamt of shifting to go to the station unless I intended, as was prob-
ably necessary, to stay on shore for a bit.

Further, I do not think that the naval officer considers whether
his appearance is altered for the better or the worse by wearing plain
clothes ; he does so for reasons such as I have outlined, but not for one
moment to improve his appearance. As to his plain clothes being ill-
fitting and his bowler musty, the naval officer—particularly the young
naval officer—is far better dressed than his civilian brother. Of course,
there are officers who wear shabby plain clothes, but my experience is
that the man who went ashore in a musty bowler in peace time went
ashore in a fusty monkey jacket in war time.

Lastly, the author thinks it hard lines that he cannot afford a
topper, etc. Why? Dr. Johnson said, ‘‘ You find an officer who has,
properly speaking, no money, is everywhere well received and treated
with attention,”’ and this is true to-day, though I doubt its being true
to-morrow ! Now, surely this does not mean that it is hard lines on
the officer if he cannot afford to attend all the functions to which his
position renders him eligible. If he is really living on his lieutenant’s
pay, he should withhold from ¢’ social functions in town,’’ ¢ fashion-
able race meetings,”’ etc., leaving such to be patronised by his more
affluent brethren who cen afford to turn up in their ‘‘ toppers, ’’ and
perhaps their motor cars, too.

I have endeavoured to show that the naval officer is really un-
comfortable in his uniform on shore, I hope, with some success;
as for his being ‘‘ ashamed’ of his uniform, it is his pride in and
respect for that uniform that prevents him taking it where it may be
jostled or treated with neglect, -or, at any rate, without that respect
which we are most properly brought up to believe is due to it.

To the Hon. EbDITOR,

The Navar ReviEw.

May 1st, 1920.

Freer TENDERS.

Sir,—I should like to congratulate the writer on the above subject
upon his article (Vol. VIII., No. 2). The points he makes are of
practical and immediate interest. It is highly important that destroyers
and other expensive and heavily-manned vessels should not be diverted
from their proper use either in peace or war. I should like to suggest
that the command of a drifter in harbour would be a very suitable job
for a senior midshipman or acting sub-lieutenant. It would provide an
opportunity for the exercise of that imiziative and power of command,
qualities which would appear, according to some, to have been the
exclusive property of the Victorian generation of naval officers.

To the Hon. EpiTOR,

The Navar RevViEw.
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ApmiraL Sik GrorFREY HoORNBY.

Sir,—With regard to a remark as to Admiral Geoffrey Phipps Hornby’s
record as a captain which occurs on page 55 of No. L, Vol. VIIL, of the
NavaL Review, the following may be of interest. :

Commander F. M. Norman, writing in 190z of a commission in China
of H.M.S. Tribune during which Captain Hornby relieved a Captain
Edgall, says of the former, ¢. . . Bitterly did he complain of such a long
period of forced inactivity.! Vet he had every detail, low and aloft, at his
finger tips, and not only revealed himself as an organiser, a disciplinarian,
and a leader of men, but also as a ¢ sailor man.” The truth is that he was
a ‘sailor by intuition, it having been born in him . . .’ He had profited
by whatever experience he had had five-fold more than the average man
would have done. He was certainly one of the many prizes among many
blanks which the lottery of promotion by interest secured for the Navy.”

That the admiration was not a mutual one is shown by Captain
Hornby’s “ Biography ” (Blackwood, 1896). Speaking of the Tribune he
says she is a “queer craft” with “helpless men” who are “singularly
adrift,” and that he ‘““despairs of ever geiting things done man-o-war
fashion ! ”

Again says Commander Norman, “The Captain on his part never
spared himself, and as proof of his indomitable energy I may say that in
the middle of the night, during my watch, he himself went aloft to the
mizzen topsail yard during a gale to help the ‘lambies’ to get their reef in,
for the sail had taken charge. The first and only time I ever saw a
captain go ‘above a deadeye.””

Possibly I think Sir G. P. Hornby’s record as a captain, at least as
captain of the Tribune in 1858, 4id presage his becoming “one of the
greatest admirals the Service ever knew.”

1 Previous long time on half pay. ¢

2Note BY THE HoN. EDITOR.—I served as a young lieutengnt in the Liverpool,
flagship of Rear-Admiral Hornby in the First Flying Squadron, during its cruise round
the world under sail in 186g-70.

He was not only a highly cultivated man possessing many attributes, but also a
splendid seaman and diciplinarian, tempered with gocd sense and justice. Ile was cer-
tainly the greatest admiral we possessed of his generation, and initiated many ideas which
are only now coming into vogue. I retained his friendship all his life, and he said to me
once, “I am a self-taught man, everything I know 1 owe to my own work.” Fad
opportunity offered he would certainly have made a name which would have lived in
history.




