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One Anchor, in Iron * Steel olnss C
list, 17 feet long ; 1C feet 3 inches
v.'ide, v;ei>jriin^. 16 tons, Owner's Fis1/
;
station to station,
1
11/7 per ton

s 1J;e| cross Channel charge Fleetv/ood to Belfast Quay is
31/2 -fer ton,
Owin^ to the exceptional di^en^ions ci" this Anchor
it wil| oe necessary for it to leave Dudley on a Friday
evening =3 special v.orkin^ is necessary over part of the
route to Pleetwood during Sunday.

> : etherton Iron Works, Tlr Dudley.

Builders to Provide Double Bottom
and Sides for the Gigantic.
LONDON. April 21.—It is understood
that the plans of the White Star line
! steamship Gigantic, which is now being
built at Belfast and was to have been
1,000 feet long, will be modified.
It is probable that the new plans will
provide for double cellular bottom, and
sides, such as the Mauretan\ and Liusitania have, as a stipulated condition of
receiving Government subsidy.

Top: Messrs. N. Hingley & Sons, Ltd.,
maintained a chain and anchor order book
for the period August 1911 to June 1914.
The index page shows all the orders
Harland & Wolff placed, including one for
Yard Number 433. The name entered is
Gigantic, and the index page was never
amended. Courtesy: Dudley Archives and
Local History Services
Middle: The London and North Western
Railway submit their estimated charge for
conveying one of 'Gigantic's1 anchors to
Belfast. Due to its size, it was necessary for
the anchor to travel over the weekend after
leaving Dudley on a Friday evening.
Courtesy: Dudley Archives and Local History
Services
Left: News clipping from The New York Times
using the name, Gigantic.
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It is unfortunate that references were often
made to a ship by its yard number at Harland &
Wolff, at least for the purpose of this
i n v e s t i g a t i o n . At a d i r e c t o r s ' m e e t i n g on
October 28 th 1911, Lord Pirrie referred to a
letter received from Bruce Ismay as to the new
liner, and 'his Lordship explained the position
with r e g a r d to No. 433.' By the s u m m e r of
1912, the name Britannic was being used.
However, a particularly interesting
document has come to prominence in the form
of the H a r l a n d & Wolff O r d e r B o o k . This
document first came to wide public exposure in
a r e c e n t Commutator.7 The orders for Yard
N u m b e r 4 3 1 ( A p p a m ) , Yard N u m b e r 4 3 2
(Ceramic), Yard Number 433 (Britannic) and
Yard Number 434 (Andes') are recorded on pages
71 and 72. While other ships whose names were
altered d u r i n g the c o n s t r u c t i o n process are
shown with their original name recorded, then
crossed out and amended, this is not the case
for Yard Number 433. Only one name is given,
that of B r i t a n n i c , and this a p p e a r s to be
conclusive proof that this was the only name
officially recorded for the ship once the order
had been c o n f i r m e d . Given t h a t B r i t a n n i c ' s
breadth had been increased by eighteen inches
by October 17th 1911, then the entry in the
book on page 72 with the original b r e a d t h
would mean that this pre-dates that decision.
The ship's dimensions and other technical data
were written beforehand. The book records that
the c o n t r a c t was concluded on October 23 rd
1911, a f t e r the f o r m a l order to proceed had
been given on June 28 th 1911. The question
could be raised as to whether the name
B r i t a n n i c was written in some time after the
yard number had been assigned, yet there is no
evidence to suggest that this was the case.E
T h e r e is a r e m a r k a b l e p a s s a g e in the
transcripts of the Mersey i n v e s t i g a t i o n into
Titanic's loss, that has apparently escaped unremarked upon for a long time.3 By the 24,741st
question, Thomas Scanlan seems to have been
referring to the Minutes of the Board of Trade's
Committee on Lifeboats, from meetings on May
19 t h a n d M a y 2 6 t h 1911, w h e n h e w a s
questioning Alexander Carlisle:
'I see here in the M i n u t e : "Mr. Carlisle: I
think, if you will look at the model you will see
there would be room in the Olympic and the
B r i t a n n i c for three or four more sets of davits
on each side?".'
'Yes,' Carlisle responded.
If this statement is what it appears to be,
then it can be established t h a t the name
Britannic was already being used in reference to

the third ship in May 1911, even before she had
been ordered or laid down, just before Harold
Sanderson had confirmed that there would be a
third sister, and almost a year before Titanic's
loss. Carlisle's c o m m e n t s came a few weeks
before the order was placed.
At question 24,818, Clement Edwards was
referring to the minutes and he quoted the same
material, noting that it was on page 21 of the
M i n u t e s . We can see f r o m the M i n u t e s t h a t
Robert Ogilvie and T. Rome were present: Ogilvie
represented the London underwriters and Rome
for Lloyd's Register. This would indicate that they
also heard the use of the name Britannic at that
time, although we must bear in mind that the
significance of this particular name would in all
likelihood have been lost on them at the time. It
was, after all, a discussion about lifeboat davits.
Although the Minutes are quoted by Scanlan
and Edwards in the transcripts of the Mersey
hearings, it would have been good to find the
original Minutes to confirm the name. This is
easier said than done. Although many Board of
Trade records of the period still exist, including
reports in Parliamentary papers, as far as can be
determined the Minutes themselves no longer
exist.
Some questions arise from the
documentation. For instance, if the third liner
had not even been ordered in May 1911, why was
it that Carlisle referred to Olympic and Britannic?
It would have been far more logical to refer to
Olympic and Titanic, and it does seem surprising
to omit the name of the middle sister. At the
time, she was not yet the most famous ship since
N o a h ' s A r k . We t h e n n e e d to ask why The
Shipbuilder did not know the name in April 1912,
if the name Britannic had been settled upon by
May 1911? Carlisle does not seem to have been
keeping the name at his discretion prior to an
announcement, yet we do know that the Board of
Trade's Francis Carruthers did not mention the
third sister by name even in a May 17 th 1912
report when he spoke of a vessel then being built
for the White Star Line 'larger than the Titanic.'4
While E d w a r d Wilding g a v e e v i d e n c e in
America in 1915, relating to the civil claims, he
expressed the opinion that 'there is no name for
twelve months.' That is to say, contracts for a
yard number were made before a name was
assigned to the hull. This raises the question as
to why any name was mentioned for the new
liner before the first-year anniversary of her keel
being laid, which would have been November
1912. Yet it is known that the names for Olympic
and Titanic had been announced in The New York
Times on April 23rd 1908, which was almost a
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year before Titanic was laid down, and many
months before Olympic. A l t h o u g h curious,
Wilding's comments seem hard to apply to the
White Star trio.
While there have been instances of reports
which did not match the transcripts (for
instance one published journal in 1912 put the
name Gigantic into Ismay's American testimony
even though he never uttered the word), in this
case we are dealing with an apparently more
reliable source. The transcripts themselves only
raise more questions.
Aside from often unreliable press reports,
new evidence is coming to light that the name
Gigantic was recorded in other companies'
records. The construction of a mammoth liner
involves a number of suppliers and contractors,
aside from the shipyard itself. By examining
these companies' records, new material has
been discovered. When we recall mention of
the order given to C i t r o e n , m e n t i o n e d in
Engineering, for Gigantic, then this also raises
the possibility that Citroen itself had recorded
the name in taking down the order from
Harland & Wolff. Unfortunately, given the time
that has passed and the disruption of two world
wars, finding archival material is extremely
difficult.
Perhaps the most interesting of these new
discoveries is the entry for Harland & Wolff's
Yard N u m b e r 433 in the Chain and Anchor
Order Book kept by Messrs. N. Hingley & Sons
Ltd. from August 1911 to June 1914. In the
index, there are listed a n u m b e r of
contemporary vessels being constructed by
Harland & Wolff. However, the entry for 433
stands out. The vast majority of the entries
merely give the yard n u m b e r of the vessel
whose chain or anchor outfit is being ordered,
yet Yard Number 433 is one of the exceptions,
for the name Gigantic is included. Intriguingly,
Yard Number 438 also had her name given as
Ormeda, before it had been crossed out and
changed to Orduna. Her name was changed
prior to her launch on October 2 nd 1913, and
the same change can also be seen in the
Harland & Wolff Order Book. In contrast, the
name Gigantic was never crossed out in the
Index.
On the page itself, which outlines the order
for B r i t a n n i c ' s chains and anchors in
considerable detail, her yard number 433 was
given in the top left hand corner—as per the
usual custom for the book. The entry on the
page is dated February 20 th 1912. In the same
hand that had written out the order
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specifications, but in red ink rather than black,
the name Gigantic is given directly beneath the
yard number. At a later date, the name has been
crossed out and Britannic w r i t t e n beneath it
instead. Britannic is written in a faded grey and it
a p p e a r s to be the work of a d i f f e r e n t h a n d ,
a l t h o u g h it is d i f f i c u l t to make a completely
positive identification. Other entries for an order
relating to a particular ship do not all have the
ship's name recorded. For instance, Yard Number
436 (Statendam, which became Justicia) merely
has the n u m b e r g i v e n and the n a m e is not
mentioned on the page. This being the case, it
does seem apparent that there was no reason for
the name Gigantic to have been written at all. If
there was any uncertainty as to the ship's name at
the time the order was placed, then it would have
been e n t i r e l y a p p r o p r i a t e and a c c e p t a b l e to
merely record the yard number for identification
purposes. When the order was recorded in the
book, the company certainly seem to have felt
that the name Gigantic had been definitely
assigned to the new ship. It does seem unlikely
that they would be swayed by newspaper reports,
yet it is unknown as to who—if anyone—had
informed them of the name.
The n a m e Gigantic a p p e a r s a g a i n in the
company's records. On November 3 rd 1913, the
London and N o r t h Western Railway wrote to
Messrs. N. Hingley and Sons Ltd. to confirm their
quote for transporting Britannic's largest anchor
to Belfast. Although the anchor's exceptional size
created some difficulties in transporting, the key
item of interest comes from the London and
North Western Railway's response to the
company on November 12th 1913. To judge from
the letter's c o n t e n t , the c o m p a n y had tried
unsuccessfully to get the quoted price reduced.
When Titanic's anchor had been t r a n s p o r t e d
across the channel, it had been charged at an
'exceptionally low 1 r a t e and had not been 'a
paying transaction,' so the railway's negotiations
with the 'Cross Channel Steamers people' were
unsuccessful. Britannic's anchor was even larger
and it needed to be a profitable transaction. The
letter from the railway to Hingley's opens: 'In
further reference to your enquiry for the rate for
t h e l a r g e a n c h o r f o r t h e "S.S. G i g a n t i c " t o
B e l f a s t . . . ' By this t i m e , only m o n t h s b e f o r e
Britannic's launching, there is no question that
the name had been finalised. Perhaps the
e x p l a n a t i o n lies in the name G i g a n t i c being
retained in the Chain and Anchor Order Book's
Index, long after the name on the order itself had
been amended, yet the company were still using
the name in reference to identifying the order.?

CONCLUSIONS
What conclusions can be drawn from such a
wide array of newspaper reports and
documentary material? Certainly, newspapers
could prove themselves far from reliable, yet
there are a number of fairly accurate reports
and it seems foolish to disregard them entirely.
Researchers have to work with the sources
a v a i l a b l e a n d t a k e every p o s s i b i l i t y i n t o
consideration. As long as the sources'
provenance is clearly documented, then that is
entirely proper. Rumours of the name Gigantic
began at an early stage and continued well into
1912. The name was certainly grandiose, yet
the same could be said for the name Titanic. It
is hard to dismiss it on those grounds.
Unlike her sisters' names, which were
announced prior to their keels being laid, the
name for Britannic was not announced until
some months afterwards. Prior to May 1912,
there does not seem to be a single mention of
the name Britannic in the press, which would
indicate at the very least that White Star let
rumours as to the ship's name get out of hand.
It seems odd that they did not deny the use of
the name Gigantic. Having said that, there were
also grounds to suggest that the ship's name
was not settled, as there are some references to
her without a name and - as The Shipbuilder
stated - that she had not been named.
The H a r l a n d & W o l f f O r d e r B o o k is
certainly a fascinating document, and dates the
name Britannic to an earlier stage. Given the
c h a n g e to the ship's b r e a d t h , this data was
entered prior to October 17th 1911. It can be
asked if the name itself was not written in until
later, but other ships' names were amended so
this seems improbable, and there is no evidence
whatsoever t h a t this was the case for Yard
Number 433. The Harland & Wolff Order Book
dates the name Britannic to before the keel had
even been laid.
As for the order placed w i t h Messrs. N.
Hingley & Sons Ltd. for Yard Number 433,
Gigantic, it is especially puzzling. There is no
reason for the name to have been given at all,
as other entries in the Order Book for other
ships do not always have a name. Any ship
could be identified by its yard number. The
name Gigantic was changed to Britannic yet
Gigantic was still being referred to as late as
November 1913. Perhaps this was because of
the original order name, ensuring continuity.
Whatever the case, there seems no reason to
doubt that the responsible people at Messrs. N.
Hingley & Sons Ltd. believed that the ship's
name was to be Gigantic when the order was

recorded in February 1912, and that raises the
possibility as to whether any White Star Line or
Harland & Wolff employee had indicated that to
them. The reference to the order placed with
Citroen, given in Engineering in February 1912,
raises the possibility that Citroen may have held
similar documentation of an order placed using
the name Gigantic. Whatever the case, the
Hingley documents seem to make it very hard to
dimiss the name as n o t h i n g more than press
speculation.
For better or worse, Olympic's youngest sister
was launched with the name Britannic, reportedly
chosen to reflect on her illustrious namesake, in
service for the White Star Line for twenty-eight
years. On the last day of May 1912, the New York
Times reported:

'NEW SHIP THE BRITANNIC
'Name Selected for White Star Liner...
' . . . I t is understood that the [1890] Majestic
will stay in the Southampton-New York service
until the new 50,000-ton White Star liner
Britannic is ready This ship the company expects
will be in service by the fall of 1913...
The new Britannic will be the same length as
the Olympic...'
Britannic was the only name the White Star
Line ever officially announced.
The Scientific American was slow to catch on,
as on A u g u s t 24 th 1912 they falsely quoted J.
Bruce Ismay referring to the third ship as Gigantic
in his A m e r i c a n t e s t i m o n y a f t e r the Titanic
disaster. Scientific American corrected itself when,
on October 12th 1912, it made the announcement
that:
'The White Star C o m p a n y has made the
official announcement that the new 50,000-ton
liner now under construction will be christened
the Britannic.'3
We also need to consider the situation by
1911. Unlike her sisters, Britannic would never
be the largest liner in the world, even if she could
claim the title of the largest British ship (in terms
of gross tonnage if not her length). Albert Ballin's
t r i o h a d seen t o t h a t . G i g a n t i c w o u l d have
implied a uniqueness of size that she simply did
not possess, even if her sister Titanic retained the
original name that had been announced for her at
least four years previously.
The present authors certainly feel that the
name Gigantic had probably been considered at
an earlier stage. As to whether it was a serious
proposal, it remains to be established. Truth in
history is rarely absolute.©
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Endnotes

A In a follow-up piece, published on August 19th 1911, The Southampton Times and Hampshire Express (to use the full title) stated:
'Some member of the crew of the White Star liner Baltic had been pulling the leg of the New York reporters. On the arrival of that vessel
the pressmen wanted to know if the company intended to build any new 'Olympics*, and they were promptly assured that another
leviathan was to be launched in 1913 and her name would be Gigantic. The paper did not seem to like the use of the name Gigantic, for
in an article of September 16th 1911 they wrote about Teutonic's black gang hearing disembodied spooky noises and voices onboard ship,
and concluded: 'Perhaps the practical joker who assured the New York pressmen that the White Star Line were building a third mammoth
steamer, the Gigantic, nas been busy again!'
t Although it appears frequently, the 66,000 ton figure for Olympic and Titanic's displacement is wildly exaggerated. At a load draft of
34 feet 7 inches, both ships displaced 52,310 tons. This figure is confirmed by multiple sources - including figures given by Thomas
Andrews; Edward Wilding's evidence before Lord Mersey; Olympic's displacement scale; Harland & Wolff documentation; and
comparison with similar liners. Even White Star's Majestic of 1922 - a considerably longer, wider vessel with a deeper draft - came
short of displacing 66,000 tons. However, it seems that the exaggerated figure dates back to at least October 1910, when Olympic was
launched and a postcard recorded it.
B The same story also appeared in The Washington Post of December 10th 1911. It seems entirely probable [through syndication] that it
may have appeared in multiple newspapers all over America.
f In The Scientific American, on January 18th 1912 another report neglected to mention the ship's name. Alongside an exaggerated
description of her size ('a ratio of beam to length of one to ten, and therefore her breadth will be 100 feet'), it stated that she would be
driven 'by a combination of reciprocating engines and turbines.' Oddly, however, it said she would have a speed of 18 knots and stated
she would be 'of the Adriatic type.' The source was given as 'a high official of the White Star Company.' It merely adds to the puzzle.
C An interesting anecdote regarding an apparent name change relates to the White Star Line's flagship of the 1920s. On February 19th
1921, one newspaper report said that 'according to officials of the White Star Line, the 53,000-ton Jsic] liner Bismarck is to be renamed
Oceanic, which was the name of the first steamship of its fleet.' However, writing to Edward Wilding on March 22 nd 1921, the Board of
Trade's E. W. Colvill referenced the 'SS Majestic ex. Bismarck' and subsequent references mentioned the Majestic. If the reporter was
accurate, it seems that the officials quoted were either mistaken (and not up-to-date on the final naming decision), or there was a change
of heart during the intervening month. By June 25th 1921, when it was known that the German liner Columbus (ultimately renamed
Homeric) would be acquired by the White Star Line, one reporter speculated: 'her name probably will be changed to Oceanic, in honour
of the first steamship owned by the White Star Line.' In the event, the name was finally linked to the White Star Line's planned 60,000
ton express liner in the late 1920s, and although she was never built there seems no reason to doubt that the name Oceanic would have
been used for the third time.
D Yard Number 431 was contracted for in May 1911, while the order to the ship yard and engine works to proceed was given on May 18th
1911: 432 was contracted for on February 23™ 1911 and the order to proceed came through on March 6th 1911; 433 was contracted for on
October 23rd 1911 and the order to proceed had been given on June 28th 1911; 434 was contracted for on November 9th 1911 and then the
order to proceed was given the following day. Although no specific date in May 1911 is given for when 431 was contracted for, with that
caveat it seems that Britannic stands out from these particular vessels in that the order to proceed was given before she was contracted
for. It is also interesting to note that these yard numbers were not assigned in strict chronological order, given that 432 was contracted for
after 43\.
Oddly enough, pages 32-33 contain summaries for the same vessels - 431, 432, 433 and 434 - without their dimensions, propelling
machinery data, or even their names. This information was simply never written in.
E Whereas photographs exist of Olympic and Titanic under construction and their names on boards at the bow, no equivalent appears to
exist for the third liner. The earliest photo from Harland & Wolff that the Ulster Folk & Transport Museum have catalogued relating to
her dates to June 1912. and merely snows the shipyard's engine works. On April 1s1 1913, one photograph was taken of the liner under
construction showing the length of the port side and the hullframes, while a similar one taken the following day showed the view from
the shipyard's main office block. These confirm the name Britannic. It is impossible to use the available photographic evidence to argue
for or against any name change.
Mark On April 30th 1912, Ismay testified before Senator Smith. His comments are interesting to record.
Senator SMITH. On what ships of your line had he been captain?
Mr. ISMAY. I think he had been commander of a great many of them. The first time I remember Capt. Smith being commander of one of
our ships was when he was in command of one of our cargo boats called the Cufic, a great many years ago. He was in command of the
Olympic^ he was in the Adriatic, the Baltic, and the old Britannic. I can not remember them all, sir. We have a record in the office of
every ship he has commanded.
Wnen Ismay said 'the old Britannic,'1 was he merely referring to the first White Star liner? Or, was he indicating that the new liner had
already been named Britannic! It is impossible to tell. It is unfortunate that he was not asked. Although regrettable for the purposes of
the name debate, it is understandable he was not asked given that Smith was investigating Titanic's loss.
F It's worthwhile to note that Jonathan Smith of the Titanic Research & Modelling Association (TRMA) also came across the Hingley
archival material shortly after the present authors, and made it available online.
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