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BATTLE OF BRITAIN DAY

Address to the Royal Air Force Historical Societybr Alfred Price
following its Annual General Meeting held at theFR@lub on 12th June
2002.

The Royal Navy commemorates the Battle of Trafaldéwe Army
commemorates Waterloo. The Royal Air Force commaiasr the
action on 15 September 1940, Battle of Britain CBgch of these, in its
way, was a decisive battle.

As everybody in this room knows, the Battle of Birtopened in July
1940 with attacks on coastal shipping. In the séageek in August, the
attack shifted to airfields. That phase of the actiasted until 7
September when theuftwaffe shifted its objectives to targets in and

’ J [ 7h. Sunday l&ﬁ—"ﬂ\ep‘f'embar 1940

Fig 1. Synoptic chart for 0700hrs on 15 Sep 40.
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around London. In the week that followed there whree more raids on
London. Then, on Sunday 15 September, came thenatiat effectively
decided the Battle of Britain.

Any good briefing has to start with the Met pictukégure 1 is the
weather chart for 0700 hrs GMT on 15 Septembelydscan see, there
was an area of high pressure over the Bay of Bjsmag an associated
trough of low pressure off the south coast of Norw@ver England the
wind was from the north west, and throughout thernimg it rose
steadily. That afternoon RAF Bicester would recardind of 96 mph
from the north west, at 18 000 feet. The Met OffateBracknell has
estimated that from 1100 hrs the wind at thatualgtwould have had a
similar strength and direction.

That powerful wind, almost on the nose of Germaaratt flying on
the main penetration route from the Pas de Cajdi®hdon, would have
had a profound effect on the entire action. In terof historical
importance it can be likened to the rain showertt@ morning of 17
June 1815, which forced Napoleon to delay his kttautil the afternoon
on the crucial day of the Battle of Waterloo.

Since the four previous major daylight attacks Iy ltuftwaffe had
all been aimed at London, AVM Park required no gyg&science to
judge that the next one was also heading for tp@ataHe arranged his
defence accordingly.

Figure 2 shows the dispositions of the opposingderat the time of
the initial contact, 1150 hrs. First over the coastre about sixty Me
109s on a free hunting patrol. Behind them camermdtion of twenty-
five Dornier 17s, with about thirty Me 109s flying closever and
another thirty giving open cover. Last over thestpéut catching up
rapidly and soon to overtake the twin-engined basbeere twenty-one
Me 109 fighter-bombers with a similar number ohfigrs in escort.

Including units requested from No 10 Group in thestvand No 12
Group in the midlands, Fighter Command scramble@ntythree
squadrons with a total of 254 Spitfires and Hum&s to meet this
attack. The shadowed circles indicate units stithie climb at this time,
the simple circles indicate units at altitude amgosition. Near the top
of the map are the five squadrons of the No 12 @ra&ig Wing' on
their way south. It would be the first time the giwould go into action
at its full strength of five squadrons.

Three squadrons of Spitfires had been ordered twolpaver
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Canterbury, well to the north of the raiders’ expécroute. That put
them out the path of the free-hunting Messerscbemithese Spitfires
tried to fight their way past the escorts to therrfsen bombers, but
ended up in a series of inconclusive combats With Messerschmitts.
As the raiding force progressed across Kent, AVMkPsent eight
Hurricane squadrons, operating in separate paiengage the raiders at
roughly five-minute intervals. Again the RAF fighdefailed to inflict
serious damage on the Dorniers but, by forcingMlesserschmitt 109s
to fly at high throttle settings, they depleted #seorts’ limited reserves
of fuel.

The Messerschmitt 109 fighter-bombers, flying ab@@e000 feet,
reached the capital first and delivered their &ttawore or less as
planned. Interestingly, RAF records make no mentbithe attack by
fighter-bombers. When the defending fighter squasireaw Me 109s
above them, they took them to be a free-huntingepwiey German
fighters and left them well alone. The fighter-bard aimed their
bombs at rail targets in the capital, and causetbnmidamage and a few
casualties in the boroughs of Lambeth, Streathamhyidh and Penge.
Then they withdrew without loss.

During the approach flight across Kent, the Gerescorts fought an
excellent covering operation. As a result the Densireached the
outskirts of London without losing a single air¢raBut, due to the
powerful headwind, the bombers reached the targettahalf an hour
late. By then the Me 109 escorts were running lowfuel, and had to
turn back to go home. When the Dorniers commenbed bombing
runs, virtually of all their escorts had gone home.

AVM Park had planned to fight his main action othe eastern
outskirts of London. Accordingly his controllers chadirected the
remaining twelve squadrons, with 131 Spitfires atgrricanes, into
position there. Thanks to the delay imposed onGkheman advance by
the powerful headwind, the RAF fighters had plesftyime to move into
position. As the German formation commenced its fiamrun, it came
under repeated attack from RAF fighters

The first target was Latchmere Junction, a nodaitga the railway
system just to the south of the Thames where lin@es1 Clapham
Junction and the south east converge to serve ndcand Waterloo
Stations. The attack was tolerably accurate, mosths falling between
Battersea Park and Lavender Hill/Wandsworth Ro@hiffcant damage
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was done to residential properties in the areathmitrail viaducts were
hit hard and traffic was halted for several hours.

It was during this engagement that one of the measarkable images
of the Battle of Britain was recorded. After comroieig its bombing run
one of the Dorniers had one engine knocked outitastdaggled behind
the formation. It immediately came under attackifreeveral fighters
and was badly shot up. Three of the crew, includiggpilot, bailed out.
The two remaining crewmen were almost certainlyddeaunconscious.
Flying on autopilot the lone bomber crossed thdressf London.

Sergeant Ray Holmes of No 504 Sgn was last to lattiae lone
bomber. He ran in from head-on, but shortly afterdpened fire his
Hurricane’s guns fell silent — he was out of amrtioni He made a snap
decision to ram the bomber. His port wing struck fornier's rear
fuselage, shearing off the entire tail unit. Thenber then made a sharp
bunt, which caused the outer wing on each sideap ff. The bomber
then entered a spin so violent, that two 110 Ib Im@nd a canister of
incendiaries tore off their mountings and smasheaoligh the side of the
bomb bay. The fall of the tailless, and largely gl#ss, Dornier was
filmed until it hit the ground on the forecourt \dictoria Station. One of
its bombs went through the roof of nearby BuckimghBRalace, and
smashed through a couple of floors before comingrast in the
bathroom of one of the royal apartments whereiliédato explode! The
rest of the bombs fell in the palace grounds, whbee incendiaries
started a small fire that was quickly extinguish&tithat time newspaper
accounts said this was a deliberate attack on thsiB Royal Family,
but of course it was not. In any case, the King &hken were at
Windsor on that day.

Of the three German crewmen who bailed out of tben[@r before it
was rammed, two were taken into captivity soonrdéeding. The third
man was less fortunate. He landed by parachute fi&ar Oval
underground station in Kennington and was lynchedhie street by
civilians.

That Dornier was the only German bomber to falhmit20 miles of
the centre of London during that particular actiafter the engagement
no fewer than nine RAF pilots from five separateagitons claimed to
have destroyed the Dornier that crashed on thee@ftLondon. As a
result that bomber featured nine times in Fightem@and’s victory
total for the day. One does not need to look fase® how the defenders
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arrived at their exaggerated claim for the day 8% I5erman aircraft
destroyed.

As we all know, an aeroplane makes a very ineflickattering ram.
Ray Holmes’s Hurricane suffered severe structurainage in the
collision and it too fell out of control. He bailesut and his fighter
crashed in the middle of a crossroads in Chelseamarkably,
considering that both aircraft crashed in an aha& was heavily built-
up, nobody on the ground was hurt and the fallisgpplanes caused
relatively little damage.

As the unescorted Dorniers turned to port, awaynftmndon, after
bombing, they had seven squadrons of SpitfiresHumdicanes buzzing
around them and the German crews closed formatidhey prepared to
fight their way out. Their formation had a frontageonly about 100
yards, which meant that squadrons had to attack frehind and queue
up to do so section by section. When Douglas BadBig Wing’
arrived over London, with five squadrons and a ltah fifty-five
fighters, he had to hold his force for a few misuteer the bombers to
allow 11 Group fighters to complete their attacks.

During this phase of the action nine more Dornveese damaged and
were forced to leave the formation. Five of thenrevguickly finished
off by RAF fighters. With the 90-mph wind now oneth tails, the
surviving Dorniers left England going three timestér than they had
come in. Near Maidstone about thirty Messerschfri@s, assigned to
cover the Dorniers’ withdrawal, linked up with thecharges and
shepherded the survivors home.

Of the twenty-five Dorniers in the attack forcex $iad been shot
down and most of the rest had sustained damagesidarimg the
overwhelming concentration of RAF fighters that hadgaged the
formation, and the absence of escorts, it is ssingithat any of the
Dorniers survived. The fact that three-quartersheimn made it back to
France is testimony to the leadership of Major &ldindmayr, the
formation leader, and to the discipline and flysigdll of his crews. By
any yardstick he had led a brilliant fighting withdal, throttling back to
enable the force to maintain cohesion.

It is also testimony to the ruggedness of the Cwrdi7 bomber. Its
air-cooled radial engines often continued to ruspite having suffered
battle damage. Other factors helping survival vikeecarriage of fuel in
self-sealing tanks, and the provision of armouteution for the crews.
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A further factor was the relatively low destructpewer of the .303 inch
machine guns fitted to RAF fighters. There is amplédence of the
ineffectiveness of the British guns, one photogrsipbws a Dornier that
took more than 200 hits from .303 inch rounds orséptember and still
made it home.

As we have seen, the headwind had greatly slowed@hrman
formation during its ingress but it had had oth#edas. As well as
forcing the escorts to turn back early, it had givee RAF fighter
squadrons about 15 minutes longer to move intotipasto meet the
attack. The fighter control organisation made tluistof that largesse: of
the twenty-three squadrons of fighters scramblikk@xaept one engaged
the raiders.

The Luftwaffelost six bombers and nine Me 109s during the noon
action, Fighter Command lost thirteen Spitfires atudricanes.
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As the survivors of the noon attack crossed then@éla the bomber
formations assigned to the second attack were gignimto position to
rendezvous with their fighters over the Pas de i€aldis raiding force
was much larger than the earlier one, with 114 @orh7s and Heinkel
111s. The penetration covering force comprised sdf®@ Me 109s,
many of them flying for their second sortie of &y, and about forty
Me 110s.

The German bomber force crossed the coast at Dasgeand
wheeled on to a north-north-westerly heading. Ashim earlier action,
the initial clash took place shortly after the ma®l crossed the coast
when the three forward-deployed Spitfire squadreesit into action.
This time Fighter Command sent up twenty-eight douas with a total
of 276 Spitfires and Hurricanes, all of those bas@tin fighting range
of the capital.

This time the raiding force was more than twicdaage as the earlier
one, and it outnumbered the British fighters by enitran two to one. In
terms of fighters, there were about three Messergtii09s and 110s
for every two Spitfires and Hurricanes airbornetiWhany more escorts
available, the latter flew in relays and that ldygesercame the effect of
the wind.

Figure 3 shows the German attack force. The bomftessin three
columns in line abreast, with about three milesveen each: on the left
the Dorniers of KG 2, in the middle the Heinkelskd® 53 and on the
right the Dorniers of KG 3 followed by the HeinkelskG 26

On the way to the capital, as during the morniegesal squadrons of
Royal Air Force fighters engaged the raiders. Theni2rs of KG3,
leading the right flank of the German force, canmelar particularly
heavy attack.

As during the earlier action, Park concentratedothi& of his force to
fight the main engagement immediately in front @nbon. No fewer
than nineteen squadrons, with 180 Spitfires anditames, moved into
position to the south and east of the capital taitithe arrival of the
raiders.

On the way to the target four German bombers wam down;
seven more suffered damaged which forced themrtoliack. All five
bomber formations reached London intact, howevat,they lined up to
begin their bombing runs on their assigned targélese were: the
Surrey Commercial Docks, to the south of the Tharfmsthe forty-
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A Do 17 in trouble during the Battle of Britain

two Dorniers of KG 2; the West India Docks for K&'® twenty-seven
Heinkels; and the Royal Victoria Docks for the tiyeHRleinkels of KG
53 and KG 3's remaining eleven Dorniers. The egsuprtforce
comprised some 450 Me 109s and 40 Me 110s, angje paoportion of
these made it to the target area with the bombers.

Once again, however, the weather took a hand inptbeeedings.
During the early afternoon the cloud cover overtisetn England had
built up appreciably, and by now most of the cdpias blanketed by
nine-tenths cumulus and strato-cumulus cloud vafstat 12 000 feet.
To the north of the Thames the only clear patckkyf was over West
Ham, and two formations of Heinkels and one of Demnre-aligned
their attack runs onto this borough causing widesgrdamage.

The Dorniers of Kampfgeschwader2, comprising the left-hand
column of the raiding force, found the Surrey Conuizd Docks
covered by cloud. The bombers turned through a-seénie without
bombing and headed east. As they were doing thisetsquadrons of
Hurricanes were moving into position to engage.ti® RAF pilots it
seemed as if they had forced the bombers to abatimddnattack, and
many said so afterwards in their combat reportstabt, the Dornier
formation had reached the capital intact, havirg tmly one aircraft on
the way in, and it would easily have fought its vilagough to the briefed
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target had the crews been able to see it. On wmegjrout the Dorniers
bombed targets of opportunity and there were rgpoftdamage in
Penge, Bexley, Crayford, Dartford and Orpington.

Once again, the strong headwind had slowed the &etmombers’
penetration, giving the RAF fighters more time toua into position to
meet them. Every one of the twenty-eight squad@n$pitfires and
Hurricanes that had been scrambled succeeded imgnakntact with
the enemy. During the afternoon action, thdtwaffelost twenty-one
bombers, and twelve fighters. Fighter Commandfiisen Spitfires and
Hurricanes.

Elsewhere that day, Heinkels of KG &fiacked the Royal Navy base
at Portland and a small force of Messerschmitt 408 110 fighter-
bombers of Erprobungsgruppe210 tried unsuccessfully to hit the
Supermarine aircraft works at Woolston near Soufitam Neither
attack caused significant damage to these militargets. The raid on
the Supermarine works missed the target altogetherpombs falling
across a nearby residential area.

In statistical terms, theuftwaffe’'seffort on 15 September amounted
to 201 sorties by bombers and fighter-bombers, BA6%ingle-engined
fighters and about 40 by twin-engined fighters, mgka total of 1110
sorties. Fifty-six aircraft, 5% of the total, wetestroyed.

For its part, Fighter Command flew 529 sorties ¢airter the two
attacks on London, loosing twenty-eight aircrafthe process. Thirteen
of these fell to enemy fighters, six to return firem bombers and the
remaining nine were lost to unknown causes.

Eight of the RAF’s losses were Spitfires, represgnid% of the
sorties they flew. The other twenty were Hurricameflecting just over
6% of the sorties they flew. Thus during the madticms, a Spitfire
making contact with the enemy was only two-thirddikely to be shot
down as a Hurricane. This was due to the supeediopnance of the
Spitfire, in particular in the climb, and the fabtt its fuel system was
better protected and less likely to catch fire.

Of the German aircraft shot down, many had beeraged) by both
Spitfires and Hurricanes. So in this study it wagpassible to make a
meaningful comparison between the two fighter typesregards their
ability to destroy enemy aircraft. Probably theyreveequal in this
respect.

During the two great air actions the total airclesses on both sides,
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killed, wounded, missing and taken prisoner, waacty 200. Had it
been a land or a sea engagement, it would not reted as a minor
skirmish. Luftwaffe aircrew losses were eighty-one aircrew killed or
missing, sixty-three taken prisoner and thirty-omeunded. Fighter
Command losses were twelve pilots killed and tweleeinded. Thus it
cost theLuftwaffe seven aircrew for each pilot casualty inflicted on
Fighter Command. Historians have made much of Erg@bmmand’s
pilot losses during the Battle of Britain but, eves a proportion of the
total force, the German losses were significaniyér.

Although RAF pilots that bailed out over Englandultbrejoin the
battle, few were able to do so immediately. Oftikenty-eight pilots of
the RAF fighters destroyed on the 15th, only foemahed the ground
uninjured.

This analysis casts new light on the effectiverd3ouglas Bader's
Big Wing tactics. Any large-scale air action willggluce overclaiming.
And any fight involving Bader’s full wing was, byefinition, a large-
scale action. Following the two actions on 15 Sepier the Duxford
wing claimed the destruction of fifty-two enemyaaft, or nearly 30%
of the total RAF claim. In my analysis, | could &om only five
victories claimed by the wing, plus two more thashared with fighters
of No 11 Group. In addition, there were four casere fighters of the
Duxford Wing fired at aircraft that were already their way down. On
that day, the Duxford Wing lost five Hurricanes ande Spitfire
destroyed.

During the war, and for many years after it, thagrolaiming had led
to an exaggerated assessment of the Big Wing <tafé@mess. With
hindsight, we can see the five-squadron Wing was lerge and
unwieldy for one man to direct effectively in corbia terms of enemy
aircraft destroyed, the Big Wing was less effectitan an equivalent
number of squadrons operating in pairs.

These negative aspects of the Big Wing operatioase wnore than
counter-balanced, however, by the aspect in whiel tvere unfailingly
and resoundingly successful - the devastating efifey had on German
morale. Before the action on 15 Septemberffwaffe crews had been
told that they would face only the tattered remrafran almost-defeated
British fighter force. The approach flight acroserf in which the
bombers came under repeated attacks from squadfo8pitfires and
Hurricanes, cast doubts on the accuracy of thaliggnce. To then
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arrive at the outskirts of London only to be contead by more than fifty
Royal Air Force fighters approaching in parade-fation, caused an
implosion of confidence on the German side.

Tactically, the close formation fighting tacticsedsby the RAF in
1940 were a disaster. Their only redeeming featutgen Douglas
Bader's Wing arrived on the scene, was that thegleralot of fighters
look like one heck of a lot. During the first engagent the Wing
comprised fifty-fivefighters; during the second it fielded forty-sevem
the German side those numbers swelled with thieageland the official
Luftwaffeaccount of the action stated ‘Over the target hogeations
of fighters appeared, with up to eighty aircraft.’

Napoleon Bonaparte once assured us that ‘In warbral is to the
material as three is to one.” Each time it went iattion, the Big Wing
demonstrated beyond any possible doubt that Fighdenmand was far
from beaten. If Douglas Bader’s Wing did nothingeebut impress that
unpalatable fact on tHeuftwaffe it was well worth the effort involved.

The Luftwaffelost fifty-six aircraft on 15 September, far shoftthe
185 that the defenders claimed at the time. Yet tay's fighting
marked the turning point in the Battle of BritakFor the German High
Command it was clear that the reports of Fightem@and’s impending
demise had been greatly exaggerated: the forcestiliais business and
it was unlikely to be beaten before the weathekdiia the autumn. On
17 September Hitler ordered that Operation Sealib® planned
invasion of England, be postponed until furtheriget The ships and
barges concentrated at ports along the Channel stzated to disperse,
and the threat of invasion diminished with each tttay passed.

That is why the action on 15 September is so ingmbrtand that is
why we in the RAF commemorate it to this day.

! KG —Kampfgeschwaderoughly Bomber Wing.
2 Erprobungsgruppe 21Was a trials unit
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QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS FROM THE FLOOR

Wg Cdr Andrew Brookes. Were the German bombers able to
communicate with their escorting fighters?

Price. No. Radio equipment was not standardised (any rtiae the
RAF’'s was) and there was a fundamental incompdyitiletween the
essentially long-rage HF sets carried by the bombad the short-range
VHF radios used by the fighters.

Gp Capt Hans Neubroch.To what extent was Bletchley Park able to
contribute to the Battle of Britain? | understahdttthey may have been
able to provide a degree of background operationeligence, perhaps
ORBATS, but little of immediate tactical value.

Price. | would be surprised if ULTRA could have contribditsnuch at
this early stage of the war. | have asked conteargdRAF controllers
whether they recall instances of mysterious infdiomafrom ‘a reliable
but unidentified source’ suddenly appearing onglutting tables. They
told me that they had never seen that happen.

There were a number of factors which would have enadlifficult
for Bletchley Park to glean much information anywdy was, for
instance, the normal practice for theftwaffeto distribute its Operation
Orders by despatch rider and/or landline. Only Et@gendments were
signalled by wireless so there was relativelydittadio traffic for the
eavesdroppers to listen to. Even when an amendweshintercepted, it
was often impossible to determine its significarigel it refer to a small
raid, for instance, or to a large one? To the wHokee, or just one
element? Where was the target? When was it tothekad? Then again,
the Luftwaffeused four- or five-digit codes to identify Britigtbjectives
and learning that today’s raid was against ‘Taf#t7’ did not tell us
much until it was over. Too late, we would havecdigered that 1017
had been Kenley. It took some time to build up daga base necessary
to exploit the ULTRA information. This is not towidue the potential of
long-term intelligence analysis but it could cdotie little to the
conduct of a battle which depended crucially ugua dort of real-time,
tactical information that was derived from radad éime Observer Corps.

Talbot Green. | suspect that some of the misunderstandings deggar
Bletchley Park’s capabilities may be attributatdeFred Winterbotham
but, that having been said, | believe that theyewable to intercept
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signals traffic dealing with the logistic organisatand that this did have
some value. Since we had regular updates on tleenanhd quantities of
material and equipment required by the units imé&ea it would have
been possible to deduce the level of damage thatvere actually
inflicting. It would, for example, tell us about mMaged aeroplanes that
were written off when they crashed on landing.

Neubroch. | was under the impression that that sort of rimition was
derived from intercepting W/T traffic within Germanthat is to say,
from the Y Service, rather than ULTRA.

Seb Cox.That is possible but we must remember that the rviGewas
in its infancy. At the start of the Battle the winogmmander actually had
to resort to buying three receivers himself frospacialist radio shop in
London because the RAF simply did not have anytttiag) could do the
job! Nevertheless, once it was established, theewi€e did begin to
produce useful tactical information, particularty gonnection with the
Luftwaffe’snavigational aids and radio beacons. From ULTRAknew
where units were stationed and, from the activatibiveacons, it was
possible to forecast who might be going to openatkile it was clearly
possible to derive useful information from sensitesources, however, |
have never been able to establish exalatw this sort of information
might have found its way to CinC Fighter Commandause the
supposition is that Dowding was not party to ULTRAIs conclusion is
based on a note written by the Prime Minister im dlutumn. This was
chiefly a complaint about the number of peoplealseon the access list
but Churchill specifically asked why Dowding wast on it. Whether he
was or not, however, | simply do not believe thafoimation of
immediate tactical value would be on the CinC’skdeery morning at
8.00 am, as has sometimes been suggested. The \whmiess of
decrypting and so on simply makes that unrealistic.

Price. There is another question, of course. Assuming ety
sensitive intelligence material was available amét tit could be
disseminated, just how useful would it really haween to the Air
Commander actually directing the action? What geodld it have done
AVM Park to know that thd_uftwaffe was making up its losses by
drawing on its reserves in Germany? His immediatdlpm was that he
was faced with incoming raids which he needed tafromt. The raids
were large and his resources were limited. The orftyrmation of any
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real significance to Park was that which would geirim to deploy his
squadrons so that they were in the right plackeatight time. His frame
of reference was probably less than an hour.

Cox. There was one case where ULTRA directly influentexiconduct
of the Battle. It was not an immediate ULTRA ‘dgaf’yper sebut there

is evidence to show that Fighter Command did rec&lizTRA-derived
information to the effect that tHauftwaffewas redeploying aircraft from
Luftflotte Vin Denmark and Norway to the Pas de Calais. Dogvdin
reacted to this news by assigning two additiorgtiter squadrons to 11
Group. If this intelligence was derived from ULTRANd this is not
absolutely certain - it could have come from th&éfvice) then it is the
only instance of which | am aware of ULTRA beingimimediate use to
the Air Commanders.

Al Pollock. I understand that Lysanders were used during thdeBa
fly out over the Channel to report on raid sizen @au shed any light on
that?

Price. No, | am not aware of Lysanders being used inwzgt, although
there were instances of fighters being used to imipiformation on
raid size. In the specific case of 15th Septemfmerjnstance, Fg Off
Wright of No 92 Sgn was scrambled from Hawkingeg#trol over the
Channel at 26 000 feet and report on the compasdmd track of the
second raid. That would seem to me to be a far mensible approach
to the problem. After all, because the crew of adnder was supposed
to spend its time lookindown the aircraft had a high wing which must
have restricted the upward view. Lysanders weréaitdy expected to
operate in the event of an invasion, spraying gasfing with 20mm
cannon and so on but | have not come across aagerefe to tracking
raids.

Pollock. It was definitely being done during June.

Cox. This sort of thing became more commonplace indtex stages of
the Battle in an attempt to counter fighter-bomb&adar detection of
raids coming in at low level was simply too lateprmit an effective
reaction so Park began to send individual aircogftin an attempt to
extend the range at which intruders might be detect

Green. | think it is worth pointing out that, remarkalds radar was at
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this time, even in the high level case its abil@ydiscriminate was such
that it could not really produce an accurate assessof raid size, hence
the need to send aeroplanes up to amplify the galdarEven this could
cause confusion because the filter room would hauey to correlate a
pilot's report of a formation of, say, twenty bombewith one of,
perhaps, several radar plots, none of which weeessed as being
twenty-strong.

Price. That is, | think, a very important point. With disight we now
know the actual size of tHauftwaffeformations. When you compare this
information with what was being plotted at the time can find
discrepancies of as much as plus or minus 70% RIfe never put up a
formation of fifty of our own bombers to give oladar operators some
idea of what fifty aeroplanes actually looked like their scopes. They
were really guessing.

If that was one weakness in the British Control Regborting system,
there was another. To control an air (or, | supp@sg other) battle
effectively, the commander needs to know the locatif his own forces
just as much as he needs to know the location efetitemy. We kept
track of our own aeroplanes via ‘Pipsqueak’, onecraft in each
formation automatically transmitting a tone on H¥ fL5 seconds in
every minute, permitting ground stations to D/Ftlea@ signal which, by
triangulation, would establish the aircraft’'s pmsit It would have been
simplicity itself to disrupt this system. It did thcequire sophisticated
jamming techniques. Every German bomber carriedHBrtransmitter
that covered that band, and in some areas groandniitters in France
could have done the jamming. All that theftwaffe had needed to do
was to transmit on the same frequency to degragl@litiection finding
procedure. It was Fighter Command’s Achilles’ heet, fortunately, the
enemy never discovered it.

Gp Capt Jock Heron. There are considerable disparities between the
numbers of aircraft that we now know were beingtrdged and the
figures that were released at the time for propdggpurposes. There
must surely have been a filter system of some kindhe debriefing
stage that actually permitted us to make a moféstiesassessment.

Price. | think not. The Squadron Intelligence Officer wabuwecord the
clams of his pilots in his report and relay thisltb Group where there
was a two-man team, a squadron leader and a flightenant, who
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accepted his figures and added them to similartinjaging received
from other units to result in a daily tally. Thaetical factor was that this
process had to be complete by 7.00 pm so thatgheet could be vetted
and released in time for them to be broadcast @iihe O’clock News.

During a debrief, it might become clear that thplets were all
claiming to have shot down the same aeroplane. Timyld all have
been doing it in good faith, however, and, if thgiadron had perhaps
suffered heavy losses itself and the survivors egeal boost to their
morale, it could well be that a Squadron Commasedterted pressure to
get claims validated.

Heron. That may be so, but it still appears to me thatthie public
interest, there might well have been a conscioussi®m to accept
inflated figures which would perhaps explain why neal attempt was
made to verify claims. After all, if we claimedtfifvictories, there ought
to be fifty wrecks on the ground.

Price. No, some fell in the sea and it would be argued thany of the
other planes claimed had done so too. There agtadl Combat Reports
for 15th September supporting the claim of 185 enenncraft shot
down. It is not as if the claim was for 100 and sonme said, ‘That’s not
good enough; make it more.’

Heron. | am not suggesting that the reports do not egisteven that
they were not made in good faith. What troubles hwyever, is the
apparent lack of any attempt to establish the truth

Price. | don't think that they had the time. The focus af this
information was the two men at 11 Group. They lwakandle the inputs
from some thirty squadrons, sometimes, as on thb September,
involving two raids. They had to obtain the rawajato doubt wrestling
with communications outages, enter it in some fofntote and prepare
the day’s press release, against the clock. There pilots landing away
from base and making claims when they returned tateers who had
bailed out making claims when they could get tohane. It was all
pretty chaotic. There was great deal of pressudetlaey had neither the
time nor the resources to conduct a meaningfulyaisal

It is interesting to observe, incidentally, thate thuftwaffe was
overclaiming to a similar degree to the RAF. Indeby taking the
German assessment of Fighter Command’s originangth, adding



22

their appreciation of production output and dedugttheir combat
claims, they had a theoretical ORBAT measured igatiee figures by
15th September. Patently nonsense, because Dby tithat Fighter

Command was numerically stronger in aircraft thamaid been a month
before.

Green. Could I, perhaps approach the question from theeroside,
because the Germans knew the facts. Despite thésRoddim of 185,
the Luftwaffewould have known that they had actually lost ofifty-
six. But was that still too many? They had lostuilgan earlier actions
and could expect to do so again. Was this the daaiv? What was
special about 15th September?

Price. | think that we need to take a broader view of #iteation.
Crucially, the concentration of barges in the Cleuports had more or
less paralysed Germany’s river-and canal-based stimnéransport
network. Furthermore, in order to tow the unpowedratges to England
the navy had commandeered most of the trawler, ftees crippling the
fishing industry. All of this had imposed an enotmoburden on the
national economy and time was running out, bectheseveather would
soon start to close in, making the third week irpt&mber the last
realistic opportunity for mounting the invasion.thre background to all
of this, theKriegesmarinewas deeply unenthusiastic about the whole
enterprise. Following the Norwegian campaign asdaiftermath, they
had no modern capital ships left that were fit to igto action.
Scharnhorst Gneisenauand Litzow had all taken torpedoes (and you
know how long it takes to repair a damaged shgmiral Scheemwas
refitting andBismarkand Tirpitz were far from completion. The Royal
Navy’'s Home Fleet had taken serious losses buad still a formidable
force. Hitler may have been committed to the inmadbut, while his
admirals would not directly oppose him, they weeally paying lip
service to a scheme that they knew could neveregaiccThe Army was
keen, but unrealistically so. Their logistics weneful; it was more a
guestion of what they didn't have rather than wihaty did. The most
glaring omission was a satisfactory means of cngstie Channel — a
Rhine barge is not really a seagoing vessel; becthesy do not need
them, they do not even have compasses! Above alletver, it was
essential that thieuftwaffesecure air superiority before Hitler could even
contemplate launching an invasion. On 15th SeptemBighter
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Command clearly demonstrated that it was still @dao be reckoned
with. So, yes, | think that 15th September probaidg the last straw.

A Heinkel He 111 delivering a load of 110 Ib bombs.
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WHAT WAS THE IMPACT OF THE LUFTWAFFE'S ‘TIP AND
RUN’ BOMBING ATTACKS, MARCH 1942-JUNE 19437

by
Squadron Leader Chris Goss

In 1996 the Royal Air Force Historical Society ddtshed, in
collaboration with its American sister organisatjothe Air Force
Historical Foundation, theTwo Air Forces Award which was to be
presented annually on each side of the Atlanticremognition of
outstanding academic work by a serving officer ioman. It is intended
to reproduce some of these papers from time toitinkee Journal. This
one was the winning RAF submission in 2082.

In March 1942, thé.uftwaffeformed two dedicated units whose task
was to carry out a bombing campaign against shipgind coastal
military and industrial installations on the southeoast of England. By
fitting bombs to Messerschmitt 109 single-seat thgh, these fighter-
bombers (or in Germadagdbombernearly always shortened dabg
began attacking targets as far east as'amd as far west as the Lizard
in Cornwall. Known to the British as ‘tip and rurttacks, they
continued until the 6 June 1%4®rior to which thelLuftwaffe had
increased its strength of fighter-bombers on thestdfe Front from in
the region of 28 to 1£8which had prompted the following phlegmatic
British comment:

‘...for the first three months of the year (1943 thosition with
regard to enemy fighter-bomber activity was noisgattory...the
problem was to get adequate warning of these Ilgindlraids as,
though enemy casualties were high, these casuatiissly took
place after the bombs had been droppéed...’

Without warning, ‘tip and run’ attacks stopped doling the attack
on Eastbourne on the 6 June 1943. The majority @fim@n fighter-
bombers were then transferred to the Mediterrangsayjing just 42
fighter-bomberswhich were used solely for attacks at night.

This paper will analyse the development of the Garnactic of
using fighter-bombers prior to March 1942. It wiien discuss the
impact from the viewpoints of both tHauftwaffe,the British military
and the civilian population of the ‘tip and run’ngpaign between March
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1942 and the Bune 1943. It will conclude by questioning the Gamm
decision to stop such attacks, whether ‘tip and attacks had been
effective or not and the lessons that had beendeaas a result.

The origin of the term ‘tip and run’ is not knownithit was first
applied to the infrequent small-scale bombing &#acarried out on
south-east England by aircraft of the German Ingbédavy in the First
World War. Kaiser Wilhelm Il had been begged to authorisgtéd air
attacks against British coastal targets of a mjlitaature and when in
January 1915 he acquiesced, military facilities tba shores of the
Thames Estuary became legitimate ‘tip and run’demgHowever, a lack
of suitable aircraft, the distance from bases ifgBen and the greater
importance of air operations on the Western Fronitéd the scale of
such attacks and by the end of 1916, approxim&®lpeople had been
killed but the military and civilian impact of suaitacks is believed to
have been minimalBy then, Germany was keen to prove the supeyiorit
of its Zeppelin airships and its specially desigfisttle planes’ such as
the Gotha and targets switched from ‘nuisance réodserial assaults on
London and other major cities, something that wadé repeated in
1940. It appeared as if the memory of ‘tip and rattacks would fade
into obscurity.

It was in Spain in 1937 that the idea of ‘fightemibers’ was
resurrected, a few German fighters in the First ld/@¥ar having been
fitted with bombs as a crude way of stemming thiiedladvance in the
Summer of 1918, these aircraft being termed ‘fightambers’. In
August 1936, Nazi Germany, concerned that Communistuld get a
foothold in Western Europe when civil war erupted Spain, began
supporting General Franco’s Nationalist army. Tlegion Condor a
semi-autonomous German air component, would playnortant part
during the civil war, allowing its aircrew to gaaombat experience for
the coming Second World War and fbuftwaffe senior officers to
devise and prove a concept of air operations. Heweatwas in Spain in
March 1937 that ‘fighter-bombers’ proved to be #adaive weapon.

The single-seat Heinkel 51 biplane fighter wasil tiné arrival of the
Messerschmitt 109 monoplane, thegion Condor'sprincipal fighter.
However, it was becoming increasingly obvious tmat-ebruary 1937,
the Heinkel 51 was inferior to the Soviet fightdising used by the
Republican forces. Faced with the inferiority & grincipal fighter, the
Legion Condordecided to enhance itdffensive capability, particularly
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for the battle for Bilbao, by fitting its Heinkell§ with fragmentation

bombs and on 31 March 1937, these aircraft werd tsebomb and

strafe Republican front positions with consideradlecess. In the days
that followed, the fighter-bombers proved ideal natutralising those

targets that medium to high-level bombers foundidéato destroy.

Paradoxically, it was the success of the fightenber that ultimately
spelt its demise. Impressed by the concept of chisesupport and
pinpoint bombing accuracy, the JunkersRidkaand Henschel 123 dive
bombers were quickly brought to Spain and used wgi#at success. It
was this concept of operations that, followingmefnent in Spain, was
used with great effect from 1 September 1939 whemfany invaded
Poland and again on 10 May 1940 when Germany irtv&adance and
the Low Countries. Th8tukasuited theBlitzkrieg concept and with the
air superiority achieved by tHeuftwaffein the first nine months of the
Second World War, there was no need for a fightentier. This was to
change dramatically during the Battle of Britain.

On 10 July 1940, thed.uftwaffe beganattacking shipping in the
English Channel and coastal targets, hoping teemiie RAF into battle
and, by means of attrition, to weaken the RAF'ditghtio interfere with
the planned German invasion of Great Britain. Witle Germans
anticipating the same air superiority they enjoiyedrevious campaigns,
it was thought that th&tukawould enjoy the same success. However,
when theStukawas at last committeen massen 8 August 1940, it was
clear that against far more superior fighters sashthe Spitfire and
Hurricane, theStukawas vulnerable unless it had a substantial fighter
escorf. Nevertheless, limite&§tukasuccesses on the days that followed
appeared to lull the German commanders into usiamtagainst inland
targets. The results were catastrophic with 25a&irehot down and five
seriously damaged in the space of two days. Sthkawas immediately
withdrawn from front line operations and theftwaffe now had no
aircraft that could fulfil the close-support role.

Nevertheless, theuftwaffehad been looking ahead. It was believed
that the proposed twin-engined Messerschmitt 210ldvbe an ideal
aircraft to be théStuka’'ssuccessor as it was anticipated that it could be
utilised in the close-support role and then be abldefend itself, a true
fighter-bomber like the Heinkel 51. However, the dderschmitt 210
was plagued by technical problems and as its entoyservice slipped,
the experimental unit formed to develop its useaaighter-bomber
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pressed ahead with developing the fighter-bombacegt by using the
Messerschmitt 110 twin-engined fighter and to asdesdegree the
Messerschmitt 109.

It quickly became obvious that the Messerschmift Whs slow and
vulnerable after dropping its bombs, any succelssigy achieved purely
through the skill of the unit's experienced pilotslowever, the
Messerschmitt 109 was found to be a much bettétdigoomber and
was able to defend itself so it was decided to lkdgvehis aircraft as a
Jaba

A British intelligence report dated 21 October 1946ndensed all
that had been gleaned on bombing with the Messeigtcli09 and
appears to be the date that the RAF first acknayelddhe existence of
fighter-bombers, even though a Messerschmitt 10Btucad on 7
September 1940 was found to be fitted with a bomxtk rand bomb
release mechanisth Furthermore, an attack against railway lines by a
formation of Messerschmitt 109abos on 15 September 1940 had
provoked an outcry by the British Press as to &ghiombers being
‘unfair**, The report acknowledged that one German unit ieenh
practising by bombing with 250 and 500 kg bombsnfras early July
1940 and that a third of all German fighter growpsre now being
retrained as ‘Me 109 bombers’. However, by the tiha this report had
been written, the fighter-bomber phase of the Battf Britain was
almost over.

Following the major attack on London on 15 Septemil®40 and the
failure of the conventional bombers in daylighte ttuftwaffe switched
nearly all of its bombers to nocturnal operatioRsom 5 September
1940 onwards, German fighter pilots had starteeivawy rudimentary
training in using their fighters as bombers, usthg gunsight as a
bombsight. From the start of October 1940, thi@swere then used
to bomb at medium and high altitudes. At high levitley were
particularly hard to intercept but with a normahtimload of one 250 kg
bomb being dropped by pilots unused to bombing asihg a
rudimentary aiming system, the accuracy achieves generally poor
and attacks soon began to decrease. Additionallytewbrought with it
poor weather which restricted fighter-bomber missiand with the
majority of German fighter units being withdrawn @Germany for rest
and refit, Jabo attacks decreased further. Finally, the RAF started
offensive fighter sweeps over the Continent onrfudasy 1941 and this
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forced the Luftwaffe to commit more of its fighters to combat the
increasing RAF incursions.

It is interesting to read what the German fightdotp of 1940
thought about fighter-bomber missio@eneralAdolf Galland, who had
been a ground attack pilot flying Henschel 123ormptod the Battle of
France, commanded a fighter group during the BatfldBritain. Of
fighter-bombers, he said:

‘...we fighter pilots looked upon this violation otioaircraft with

great bitterness. We had done everything possibladrease our
performance in order to keep up with a progressinemy. We
had discarded everything dispensable in an atteamqueeze
another ounce of speed out of them. We had alwaysadded
ejectable spare tanks in order to increase ourerdngtead of that
they now gave us bomb-release gadgets and we weedfto see
a third of our aircraft drop out of air combat:?.’

Galland was clearly not an exponent of dlaboand | believe that his
view was shared by the majority of German fightdotp. Galland
further acknowledges that fighter-bomber attackpara from their
nuisance value tifey) achieved very little of any military valué’and
that such missions had an adverse affect on theefigilot’s morale:

‘...it is disconcerting for a fighter pilot to have fight without
being able to take the initiative. The morale ghfer pilots was
affected; they had to carry bombs, release thegnest altitude on
an enormous target without being able to obsereeeffect and
then had to adopt a passive attitude towards efigimers..."*

With Generalfeldmarschalzéring highly critical of the failure of his
fighter pilots and the ineffectiveness of fightemiber missions, it is
surprising that just over a year later, the deanisiwas made to
recommencdaboattacks against British targets. This was the sfatte
Luftwaffe’s'tip and run’ bombing campaign.

The origins of the Second World War ‘tip and ruttaaks came in
March 1941. One fighter groupagdgeschwade{dG) 2, had continued
to carry out fighter-bomber attacks but just adaisBipping. One
squadron from JG 2 was given specific low-level bomg training by
the Messerschmitt 210 operational evaluation utidstva further two
squadrons carried out sporadic fighter-bomber ledtadchen pure fighter
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duties permitted. By June 1941, these latter twits urad accounted for
two freighters between 5000 and 3000 BRT and aetaok2500 BRT as
well as damaging a submarine, a cruiser of 10 ORT Bnd a freighter
of 3000 BRT*

Nevertheless,Jabo missions were still secondary until one officer,
wounded in July 1941, returned to operational flyiduties. Frank
Liesendahl commanded one of JG 2’'s squadrons wdtiltrcarried out
Jabomissions. However, he had been replaced after heingnded and
it is believed that as well as recuperating froswounds, he worked on
formulating tactics for low-level fighter-oomber ssions. He convinced
his senior officers of the value of what a low-lefighter-oomber could
achieve against shipping and in November 1941 \wesgyermission to
form a dedicatedabosquadron.

From 10 November 1941 to 18 February 1942, Lieddislaquadron
trained and perfected the tactics they would emmgginst British
shipping. Liesendahl devised what was called thes&ndahl Process’
which was quickly adopted as the preferred methdd attack.
Approaching the target at 450 kph and at an akitoidfive meters, 1800
metres from the target the fighter-bomber woulanblito a maximum
height of 500 metres before levelling off, diving50 kph and a dive
angle of 3° before pulling up and lobbing the baanithe targét.

The first recorded ‘tip and run’ attack was madeaiagt an
unspecified target at Fairlight in Sussex on Chrést Day 1947 and in
January 1941, the first ‘tip and run incidents’ evaeported in Kent
(three), Sussex (nine), Dorset (two), Hampshire)p@ornwall (twenty-
eight) and the Isle of Wight (one). However, it Wblappear that
Liesendahl was still trying to convince senior offis of the value of
Jaboattacks and this proof came on 10 February 1942vihe 3000
BRT steamshipieutenant Robert Morwas badly damaged in an attack
off the Cornish Coast. On 4 March 194Rftflotte 1II's'® Fighter
Headquarters authorisedibo missions as well as ordering another
fighter group, JG 26, to form its owlabosquadron with effect from 10
March 1942.

JG 26 was at a distinct disadvantage, having nen lrevolved in JG
2's three month work up. Pilots who had limitéabo experience from
1940 and early 1941 were transferred from otheadigpns in JG 26 and
a number who came to thiabo squadron were either unsuitable as
fighter pilots, indisciplined or had incurred theath of their Squadron
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A Bf 109F-4/B fighter-bomber which was forced todan Beachy Head
on 20 May 1942 and subsequently put back into tha &AF colours,
but retaining its ‘White 11’ unit code and the bonnsignia of
10.(Jabo)/JG 26.

Commander. With the unsuitability or unwillingness of somé its
pilots for ‘tip and run’ missions and with a lacK training, the
effectiveness of 10./JG 26 (as tha&bo squadron was designated) was
guestionable. British analysis of ‘tip and run’aalts supported the
imbalance of missions between JG 2 and JG 26 irciva®42, the first
month of authorised operations. Seventeen ‘tip amd attacks were
carried out in JG 26’s area of operations (Sussexkant) whilst JG 2's
area of operations (Hampshire westwards) reportaty-hine such
attacks. Admittedly JG 26 was operating in an dresvily defended by
anti-aircraft guns and the fighter aircraft of RA&F's No 11 Gp but the
successes of 10./JG 2 were impressive and a coteéne British. For
example, on 7 March 1942, four Messerschmitt 188sned unmolested
in the Exmouth-Teignmouth area, attacking humeitangets and even
shooting down one of the RAF fighters trying todadff to intercept
them whilst, during the month, 10./JG 2 had attdcke least two
convoys, claiming to have sunk three ships of vayyionnages and
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damaging at least two more.

In April 1942, ‘tip and run’ attacks increased dedioally, with
British intelligence reporting 156 such attacksrihplso saw a shift to
land targets, particularly gas holders as thesee vgerch prominent
targets. ThelLuftwaffe’s intelligence during the last war has been
criticised as being inaccurate or misguided. Howev&p and run’
targets attacked in April and May 1942 did showighldegree of good
planning (or possibly luck). For example, the Garmavere aware of an
underground explosives store inland from Poole warsliccessfully tried
to attack it five times in April and May 1942 whilsvo fighter-bombers
attacked the Betteshanger Colliery in Kent pregisatl shift-change
causing damage and civilian casualties. Of greabeicern were two
attacks carried out by 10./JG 2 against the Telemonications and
Research Establishment (TRE) at Worth Matravei3drset. Described
as ‘...one of the country’s single most importantethek research related
establishments during the whole of the Second Wad!...””°, much of
Britain’s radar and radar-related research and Idpueent was being
carried out at Worth Matravers. In April 1942, fhiRE was studying the
effect of the ionosphere on ‘Gee’ transmissionsge€Genabling RAF
bomber crews to fix their position by using pulsgnals from three
widely separated transmitters. ‘Gee’ could alsoubed to find targets
when they were obscured by cloud. In the early iexeaf 6 April 1942,
three aircraft from 10./JG 2 attacked the site ic@usnrecorded damage;
at lunchtime two days later, another attack kiltes and injured six,
whilst a bomb passed through the 350 foot tall ‘Gewver, causing
slight damage. The site was unoperational for ftays and because of
the risk of a further, more devastating, attack &@siman reprisals for
the Bruneval Rafd, the TRE was moved to Malvern in Worcestershire
in May 1942.

It should be emphasised that during 1942, the coedbstrength of
10./JG 2 and 10./JG 26 was rarely more than a maxiof twenty-eight
aircraff? but their effectiveness was keenly felt by thetiBn who
quickly voiced concern as to finding a means of lesatimg ‘tip and run’
attacks. The official narrative produced after thar by the Observer
Corps was quite specific as to the threat and fffecudties posed,
saying:

‘...In view of the persistent attacks made by thenanesing very
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low flying aircraft on coastal targets along theutbocoast of
England, various methods were tried to facilitaterception. The
difficulties were great as, in view of the low altle, RDF (Radio
Direction Finding or radar) information was serilgugmited with
the result that anti-aircraft defences were frefyeanable to
come into action until the attack had been delider&®

Furthermore, the only anti-aircraft weapons thatl@¢aounter these
low and fast attacks were predominantly the 40nghtlianti-aircraft
guns. When the ‘tip and run’ attacks commenced, i-Aimtraft
Command only had forty-three 40mm calibre guns dsitpn on the
south coast and these were assigned to protecamyilnstallations, the
sort of targets that the fighter-bombers were tisicking”. Even then,
these guns had their failings as an attack on itfield at Bolt Head in
Devon on 1 May 1942 showed. Five Spitfires were aigad, a pilot
badly wounded and many buildings damaged and thewiog report
was submitted in respect of the anti-aircraft gtaikng to engage the
attackers:

‘...the RAF 4 AA Flight twin Lewis gun posts and oBesn gui®
were in action firing 304 rounds. Hits were clainwdall aircraft
but no damage was observed. The Bofors fumsde a rather
poor showing. Number Four gun fired only two rouh@$ore the
traverse gear jammed and Number Two gun fired oned, the
case of which could not be ejected?’..’

By the end of April 1942, it must have been inciagly clear to the
Luftwaffeof the value of such ‘tip and run’ attacks, speailliy against
shipping. Post-war analysis shows that between 0@ and February
1942, German aircraft had sunk or damaged just582.8f the ships
they attacked in daylight but in the period Marctt@ber 1942, this
increased to 64.4% Still, theLuftwaffedid not expand the two units but
at the end of May 1942, co-located both units artbedinated them to
Luftflotte III's Fighter Headquarters for operational, and later
administrative, command and control. This was arcladication that
greater direction in fighter-bomber operations wh#ast being realised.
Then, in mid-June 1942, both units were withdrawec@meal to near
Paris where they began re-equipping with the Fabkd: 190.
Accordingly, ‘tip and run’ attacks decreased, diagdrom 105 in May,
to 77 in June and 37 in July 19%2.
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The Focke-Wulfs that fledabooperations over the UK were suitably
adapted A-models. The ultimate ground attack vaneas the Fw 190G,
like these, which were probably flying over Russia.

This was a worrying development for the British.eTRocke-Wulf
190 was superior in all flight parameters, excephing radius, to the
best Allied fighter at that time, the Spitfire Mavk. It was 25 to 30 mph
faster at all altitudes up to 25,000 feet and Imedhighest rate of roll of
any fighter of the last war. As a fighter-bombércauld carry a single
500 kg bomb under the fuselage and four 50 kg bamblgr the wings,
more than doubling the bomb load of the Messersithrh09.
Furthermore, if the Messerschmitt 109 had been hardhoot down
(10./3G 2 had so far lost four to anti-aircrafefand two to RAF fighters
whilst 10./JG 26 had lost three to anti-aircrafé fand one to a fighter),
the Focke-Wulf 190 was faster, more suited, becadises air cooled
engine and robust construction, to fighter-bombperations and far
more capable of taking care of itself when confedrity RAF fighters.

10./JG 2 flew its first attack with the Focke-WuB0 on 7 July 1942,
claiming to have sunk and damaged three shipsdays later doing the
same again, claiming to have sunk two and damagedkrom now on,
at least one ‘tip and run’ attack a day was planmeflown and as yet,
the British had no means of countering them.

Because radar was rarely able to detect such atttuk first line of
defence had to be the Observer Corps. Selected p@se ordered to
fire a rocket (known as ‘Totter’) as soon as loyirl aircraft were seen
and to continue to fire them whilst they remainedtheir vicinity.
Furthermore, in order to speed up the reportindoofflying fighter-
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bombers, the Observer Corps post would immedigbelys the code
word ‘Rats’ to the Observer Centre before passimg @ot. This was
then passed immediately to the Sector Controllesh snessages having
full priority to then scramble, or if airborne dite RAF fighters to
intercept®®

The ‘Totter’ and ‘Rats’ systems were still inadetgudt took until
November 1942 before standing patrols of two fight@vith another
two on standby on the ground) were introduced titipated vulnerable
points and even then, successful interceptions wafeequent.
Furthermore, the existing spacing of the Obsen@p€ posts still made
it possible for enemy aircraft to fly for appredildistances overland at
very low altitude without their tracks being mained sufficiently to
enable fighters to intercept and air raid warnigggn. For example, an
attack on Salisbury in Wiltshire at the start ofgist 1942 was so
sudden and fast that no RAF fighters were scrantol@stercept and the
air raid sirens not sounded until the two Focke/W180s were well
south of the Isle of Wight on their way home. ltsitherefore decided to
form approximately 150 satellite reporting postenmected to the
nearest Observer Corps ‘parent’ post which woutddase low coverage
in a belt 30 miles width from the coast. Theselb&eosts were simply
to report during the hours of daylight low flyingdubtful’ aircraft®
Nevertheless, with both German units fully operaiowith the Focke-
Wulf 190 by mid-July 1942, ‘tip and run’ attacksllstontinued with
virtual impunity even though by the end of the nmprach unit had lost
one Focke-Wulf 190 to anti-aircraft fire from théigs they were
attacking. These losses had resulted in the deathgach unit's
experienced commanding officer, one of whom was ‘tipeand run’
exponent Frank Liesendahl. However, their replacesnavere equally
experienced and even though the deaths of the teme keenly felt,
there was still no respite in the attacks.

It was at the start of August 1942 that changeshéo pattern of
attacks occurred. 10./JG 26 moved back under th&atoof Luftflotte
II's Fighter Leader and again started carrying out mattacks on
Britain’s south-eastern coast, stretching Britigtfietices to their limit. In
addition to shipping and coastal targets, the pati€targets attacked by
10./3G 2 now showed a shift towards specific inlaadets such as
Helston and Bodmin in Cornwall, Salisbury and, ocAugust, Yeovil in
Somerset. The reason for this change in targets hirted at by a
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German war reporter who wrote about the Yeovilcktta

‘...until now, every mission flown by thRed Foxe¥ has only
been aimed at the south coast of England. They hatvget made
an attempt to attack the English hinterland. Soy theepare
Operation Ypsilon all the better because this attack shall hit
industrial works on the other side of the rangehifs which
stretch behind the south coast. Only two planegaireg to carry
out this difficult mission. First of all they havi wait for
appropriate weather. Up to now, those designatedhie attack
had to turn back twice because they hggl not bekntakbreak

through the line of English fighter patrols~?.

The full report, much of which should be regardexi German
propaganda, is interesting for three reasons.|¥iisigives the rationale
for attacking targets other than coastal ones. r8#goit acknowledges
that ‘tip and run’ attacks relied on good weathed ¢hirdly, the British
defences, even though they might not be aware didtmanage to cause
some ‘tip and run’ attacks to be aborted. Neveetbglthis attack was a
success. Just two 500 kg bombs destroyed 15 bgddivith a further
972 suffering varying damage whilst three civiliamsre killed and 26
injured. It was thought at the time that the targets the Westland
aircraft factory but in fact the railway line anthtson and the centre of
the town were the intended targets. The effectad bn the civilian
population was not recorded but the audacity amddinccess of the
attack did result in much analysis afterwards,ipaldrly by the Ministry
of Home Security?

For the following weeks, the occasional coastajdawas attacked
but an increase in Allied air and sea activity wated and the reason for
this became obvious on 10 August 1942 when a predortly Canadian
force carried out a raid on the French port of pPeepGerman twin-
engined bombers were quickly committed but did awive over the
beachhead until just before midday and then hawbtbend with smoke,
anti-aircraft fire and a massive Allied fighter uralla and so Dieppe
became an ideal battlefield for fighter-bombersitibse their speed and
skill to attack Allied shipping. 10./JG 26 was bésdose to Dieppe and
was committed throughout the day against purelyahtargets, but both
10./3G 2 and 10./JG 26 attacked warships, trarssporpedo boats and
landing craft throughout the day, 10./JG 26 logimg} one aircraft and
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its pilot. The more experienced 10./JG 2 provedvidige of ‘tip and run’
tactics being employed against ships off Dieppaindhg to have sunk
two destroyers, two large landing craft and twoeotbhips, damaging a
further destroyer, transport ship, landing shipp tather ships and
shooting down a Spitfire for no loss. The validdf these claims are
hard to ascertain but the Royal Navy did lose tlestrdyer HMS
Berkeleywhich was a considerable embarrassment, especially as the
destroyer was also being used as a forward airaltart for the Allied
fighters and those fighters had been helplessdegmt bombs from just
two 10./JG 2 fighter-bombers from breaking the g®tr’'s back.

It would appear that the German successes on 19sAutP42 in
respect of employing ‘tip and run’ tactics agaissipping were not
developed further as from now on, land targets wereentrated on and
by that autumn, no further Allied ships would b&aeked by German
fighter-bombers, prompting the German Navy to sthéd it ‘...regrets
every bomb that is not dropped on shipyards, sip?. ‘Tip and run’
attacks would continue to be a constant sourceitdtion and threat but
now the Allied defences were forced to try to ceunthem more
effectively.

September and October 1942 saw a reduction in dihaber of ‘tip
and run’ attacks with Kent and Sussex receivingbttumt of the attacks.
In order to ensure the success of attacks in tggon, the fighter-
bombers now had their own escorts but the majofitiighter-bombers
lost during these months were still due to antaift fire*®. The
Luftwaffealso employed fighters on, what were termed by ksaths as,
nuisance or disturbance attacks in Kent and Sus#isexeffects of which
were minimal.

It was about now that the RAF assigned a new we&paounter the
‘tip and run’ raiders. The Hawker Typhoon had bésmoduced into
service in early summer 1942 and so far had prot®dbe a
disappointment. In August 1942, the commanderheftiiree Typhoon
squadrons complained that the Spitfire, not thehbgm, was better used
on offensive sweeps whilst the Typhoon'’s supenpaes and firepower
would be better used countering ‘tip and run’ Feekelf 190s and by
basing the three squadrons near the eastern, sastbrn and south-
western coast§ This was accepted and by the end of Septembé, 294
total of five Typhoon squadrons were employed is thanner.

The tactics adopted by the Typhoon squadrons wath@nmatter. It
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A partial solution to the tip and run raiders, thgphoon. This
one belonged to No 56 Sgn. (MAP)

would appear that those developed by one squadrab patrols a day
by two aircraft flying at low or even lower altitad with a further two on
‘cockpit readiness’, were soon adopted by otheradopns. Standing
patrols then positioned themselves two to six mitesn the coast and
waited®. There was an additional hazard in that the Typhabsome
angles could look like its German opponent but tas partially solved
by painting the noses of the Typhoons white andyamp black and
white stripes under their wings. Still, success Wwasd to come by as a
squadron records:

‘...what with having to keep one eye on engine terfuge, scan
the air for enemy raiders, watch each gun positind Spitfire
with suspicion and guard against crashing intdsclifr balloons,
the whole enterprise seemed unprofitable. By thel ef
November (1942), with nothing to show for it, aatieraft fire
had claimed one Typhoon, the weather two Typhoatks their
pilots..."*

There was another reason for this lack of sucd@ss8 November
1942, American forces landed in north-western Afrimd the Germans
immediately moved fighter units, including both Higr-bomber
squadrons, to southern France as a precaution shagaimy Allied
invasion. Both fighter-bomber squadrons remainexiettior just over a
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month and between 1 November and 16 December 2 0ne ‘tip

and run’ attack was made. The unit responsibleHisr sole attack had
been withdrawn temporarily from North Africa to denge its
Messerschmitt 110 fighters for Focke-Wulf 190 figlhbombers and
cost the German squadron two fighter-bombers, defed by a
standing patrol of two Typhoons thus validating B®F's new aircraft
and tactic.

However, prior to the southern France detachmedttiaa inactivity
of the last two months of the year, it should bhessted that the new
British aircraft and tactics were unable to prevevitat was the
Luftwaffe’s largest daylight attack on Britain since 1940. eéfitl
increasingly annoyed by Bomber Command’s offensordered a full
strength vengeance attack against Canterbury oneteaing of 31
October 1942. The attack was carried out purelyfigigter-oombers,
nineteen coming from the two recognised fighter-bemsquadrons
reinforced by an unknown number of temporary fighiembers drawn
from fighter units and the unit which had been teraply withdrawn
from North Africa. The total force, including est®r numbered 62
Focke-Wulf 190%.

The attack was an embarrassment to the Britishndefe The
German formation approached the Kent coast at wa@véreight in three
waves, hedgehopped approaching the outskirts ofte@aury, then
climbed, dropped 31 bombs which killed 32 peoplel atamaged
countless buildings, and streaked back for Frarmritish defences
claimed to have shot down 10 fighter-bombers argpected a further
aircraft had been destroyed hitting a balloon cabte true cost was one
fighter-bomber lost to anti-aircraft fire afternad dropped its bomb, one
fighter-bomber lost part of its wing to a balloaabte but returned safely
and one of the escorts was shot down by an RARdigho add further
embarrassment, German fighters shot down two RARtdis. As a
vengeance attack, the attack on Canterbury wasanitigated success
with the British acknowledging that 70% of the toteeight of bombs
fell in the target area but failing to acknowledbeir failure to intercept
the raid".

The attack of 31 October was effectively the l&égt and run’ attack
of any substance for 1942. The Home Office, amoatystr political and
military organisations, was quick to analyse thecegses and failures of
the ‘tip and run’ attacks over the preceding ninenths. In an end of
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year report produced by the Key Points IntelligeBisectorate, it said
of ‘tip and run’ attacks:

‘It is clear that attacks were directed against gad electricity

undertakings, railways, trains and in some casesrar raid was
made on residential and shopping areas. Gas warkglactricity

undertakings in exposed coastal sites provideamtelves a good
target and it may well be that the enemy were eragmd to

develop these attacks in view of the repeated wgsniof the

Government for the necessity of limiting both indliad and

domestic fuel. The undertakings at Brighton sufleseverely in

the several attacks made on them and as a restlie aittack on
the St Ives undertaking in August, domestic suppliere held up
for about two months.. 2

An analysis carried out by the War Office on ‘tipdarun’ attacks up
to the end of 1942 was even more bltinBearing in mind that the
maximum number of fighter-bombers available to lthétwaffeat this
time was twenty-eight, 40% of all daylight attacksl942 were carried
out byJabos with low-level attacks being preponderant in lgiéer half
of the year. Four out of every five fighter-bombattacked recognisable
military targets, average efficiency on each attaek 71% and German
losses had been light.

From a British viewpoint, the small number of Germaghter-
bombers was creating far more work for the Obse@a@nps, RAF and
anti-aircraft defences than they should have. bhiteuh to an expansion
of the Observer Corps satellite posts and increigbtér defences using
new (and untried) tactics, the increase in antraft defences was
dramatic. The numbers of light anti-aircraft gussigned to combat ‘tip
and run’ attacks rose from 43 in March 1942 to B4Blovember 1942.
Searchlight battery personnel were withdrawn fromirt primary duties
and trained to man twin machine guns whilst the RRdgiment anti-
aircraft guns and personnel and 400 Royal Navyebpkojectors which
fired wire obstacles into the paths of enemy aftavare also assigned to
the battlé*. Despite all of this:

‘...the increase in gun strength was not accompaimgdany
corresponding rise in the success rate... The figsteakness lay
in the early warning arrangements which failed ¢gord raid
approach or did so too late. Out of 44 attackstigust 1942, only
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eight were preceded by radar warning®..’

A reminder of the ineffectiveness of British defescwas cruelly
reinforced early in the New Year by another Gerrwangeance’ attack.
As a reprisal for Bomber Command’s attacks on Beoln 16 and 17
January 1943, 28 fighter-bombers attacked the Lordocks area at
lunchtime on 20 January 1943 whilst a further 1ghter-bombers
carried out a diversionary attack on the Isle ofgh¥iand Tunbridge
Wells. Another 16 Focke-Wulf 190s were used as résatilst 39
German fighters carried out a diversionary figlgereep off the Kent
coast.

The attack achieved total surprise. The balloomdggrin that area of
London had been brought down for maintenance duhiaglunch hour
and the fighter-bombers attacked as that part aofdba’s inhabitants
were going to or at lunch; they were unaware ohtack until the first
bombs exploded and only then the sirens soundeayhigh time they
were too late. With impunity, the fighter-bomber®mped their bombs
and strafed buildings before heading south, thaly mss being suffered
on the return flight. A gasholder was set alighe Royal Naval College
at Greenwich was hit as was the Deptford West Po8tation and
Surrey Commercial Docks. To add insult to injurye tGermans also
shot down ten barrage balloons, the barrage beimgeldly winched
back up during the attack.

The loss of life was high and the effect on mordasiderable. A
school was hit, killing 38 children and six teachearountless others were
injured and many buildings and vehicles destroyed damaged. So
serious were the after effects of the attack tfaatthe first time, the
problem of ‘tip and run’ attacks was debated intwmaise of Commons.
A petition was signed by local residents complainitbout the inability
to prevent this attack and questions were asked agy the defences
were down and what was being done to combat ‘tgoran’ attacks. In a
particularly evasive reply, the Secretary of SfareAir, Sir Archibald
Sinclair, said that the balloons were down for rmenance and that
‘...the best deterrence to such attacks as that@@dhof January is the
infliction of heavy casualties on the attackeré.which was precisely
what did not happen; all but one of the losseseseff by the Germans
were from the diversionary sweeps whilst the omitier-oomber was
lost after it had dropped its bomb. A further gimstasking whether the
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Secretary of State for Air was satisfied that etréng was being done to
combat ‘tip and run’ raids, resulted in a similasponse: ‘...the tactical
measures best suited for defending this and otie@savhich are subject
to varying forms of attack are under constant revig*’

The attack received unprecedented publicity inddngs that followed
which was not helped by the captured German fightenber pilot who,
whilst being interrogated, stated tllabopilots:

‘...have been told to attack anything and everythiiadple to
terrorise the British public. Trains, motor busegstherings of
people, herds of cattle and sheep etc have beertiomeah
specifically at the briefing as likely targetd?.’

All of this still did not alter the fact that Britds capital city had
been bombed in broad daylight by a force which prated nearly 100
miles at high speed and low-level into enemy teryitand still managed
to drop its bombs onto recognised targets with gefidct and then
returned virtually unscathed.

When the weather permitted, for much of JanuaryFeittuary 1943
more traditional ‘tip and run’ attacks were carrmd from as far west as
Torquay to as far east as Margate with the ususidiltsedestroyed
gasholders, hotels where trainee aircrew were bbiligted, railway
junctions and lines and, more often, town centitealso appeared that
the British defences were at last exacting a tgHimst the attackers;
Typhoons accounted for five fighter-bombers in ¢hego months, light
anti-aircraft fire a further three. However, agaih eight aircraft were
shot down after dropping their bombs on the deseghtarget and these
losses did not deter theuftwaffeor affect the potency of the attacks
fact, a greater number of attacks were now flowrenvithe weather
improved in March and a number of these were by hmlarger
formations of 20 or so fighter-bombers. As the @b=eCorps narrative
noted:

‘...many minor attacks were made by aircraft in srhamations
with occasional more ambitious attacks by formagioh between
12 and 30 fighter-bombers with or without an escontear cover.
In January (20th), 12sic) fighter-bombers bombed the crowded
areas round Poplar and Bermondsey from low altitwdth
considerable moral effect. This was followed by esal/ other
similar attacks on Eastbourne, Hastings, London4sidord...”®
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If the attack on London on 20 January had ‘consioer moral
effect’, similar attacks in March 1943 had an egesater adverse moral
effect for British civilians. The attack againsts#zourne on 7 March by
18 fighter-bombers was undetected until the firstnbs exploded; no
RAF fighters were able to intercept and 14 civéiaand seven
servicemen were killed and countless buildingsrdget or damaged.
Then again on 11 March, 27 fighter-bombers attadiastings, killing
six civilians, destroying 40 houses and blocking thilway line. No
German aircraft were lost even though anti-aircdafiences claimed to
have shot down three but as HQ 11 Group noted:

‘...standing patrols were immediately detailed to thi but the
attack was so sharp that the enemy were passingposga Six
minutes after they were sighted®.’

The following day saw another reprisal for Bombeon®nand’s
continued attacks against Berlin with 24 fightervers, this time with
a massive escort, dropping bombs on Ilford and iBgrin Essex and the
eastern outskirts of London. Only minor damage wdlicted but the
residents of lliford were vociferous over the de&sdailure to prevent
the attack and at the sirens again being soundgdfier the attack had
started. The RAF did manage to intercept the faonabut not until it
approached the Belgian coast on the return flighere two fighter-
bombers were eventually shot down.

The final massed attack took place against Ashioréent on 24
March and was the most successful by far. Theiaffreport is graphic
as to the attack’s effectiveness:

‘...this attack was heavier and more successful tharenemy’s
previous efforts. The enemy aircraft flew acroshféed at low
level from south-east to north-west. Two of theefombs aimed
at the railway works did considerable damage wiiiiste bombs
which fell to the north of the works damaged rajlistock. The
remaining enemy aircraft appear to have made aisanchinate
attack on the town. One enemy aircraft made a caattack from
roof top height on a petrol lorry standing in thardy of an
agricultural works and the lorry exploded. The boaoaried by
this aircraft was hit by light anti-aircraft firend the enemy
aircraft blew up. Extensive damage was causedaamirks as a

result of the double explosion >’
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All this increased activity, with ‘tip and run’ attks now spreading
further north-east as far as Walton-on—the-NaZessex, coincided with
a massive expansion and reorganisation of the Gefighter-bomber
force in France. In addition to the two establisHaghter-bomber
squadrons, a dedicat@dbogroup had begun to form in December 1942.
Schnellkampfgeschwad@KG) 10 flew its first operational sortie on 7
March 1943 and by the 31st of the month, had 9€rafir available to
attack Britain, an additional 28 being assigneit t¢hen the two original
fighter-bomber units came under its aegis earkpril 1943,

The British were unaware of this massive force ighter-bombers
and, if theLuftwaffehad utilised it in a similar tactical manner to ttig
and run’ attacks of the previous 13 months, it wlobhve been a
formidable weapon which the British defences wouldve had
considerable difficulty in countering. Cruciallyhet Luftwaffe High
Command, probably due to incomplete intelligenceliebed that
daylight Jabomissions had not achieved the desired effect amebtbre
the vast majority of SKG 10 was to be trained foctarnal attacks, to
the incredulity of many of its pilots:

‘...they got the idea that attacks would be practeakt
night...such an absurd idea. The...pilots of SKG 10 mad
gualifications for night missions. There was noearignce in night
and instrument flying and no (night) navigation teys was
available...*

April 1943 saw daylight ‘tip and run’ attacks conte but on a much
reduced scale, as much of SKG 10 trained for nnatwperations, and
only five separate attacks were carried out. Only of these was a mass
attack and took place on 3 April when 16 fighterdbers, yet again,
completely surprised the defences, caused conbiéedamage and all
aircraft returned safely. A minor attack on 8 Aflyl a smaller formation
caused considerable damage to military and indligaigets on the Isle
of Wight but two fighter-bombers were lost, oneaolyphoon on a
standing patrol, the other to light anti-aircrarfef

This reduction in ‘tip and run’ activity did not gonnoticed and
although no obvious reason could be given foh#, British still saw ‘tip
and run’ attacks such as the one on 3 April as lylsniccessful and that
‘...it is clear from the results achieved in the ‘@md run’ raids on
coastal targets that our defences can be improv&d Furthermore, a
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similar report analysing nocturnal bombing did cohnect the reduction
in daylight attacks with a commencement of fighiembers attacking
by night, stating:

‘The fighter-bomber appeared for the first timeaasight bomber
on the 18/17" of April and it is presumably the new fast boniber
which has been mentioned recently in German braidca
claims...They have operated mostly in the London &lwine
counties...”’

May 1943 saw a sharp increase in massed ‘tip andattacks with
12 specific attacks on seven days. On two days,attexks were made
simultaneously in an attempt to split the fightefeshces and all the
attacks occurring either early in the morning, htioe or late in the
evening, maximising their irritation to the civitigpopulation. The fact
that Great Yarmouth and a nearby radar stationumder attack by 20
fighter-bombers on 7 May was not evident until fint bomb exploded
whilst a similar attack four days later was equallgcessful. Only two
aircraft were lost in these attacks, one of therBritish defences again
after the bombs had been dropped. The following dayvestoft was
attacked by 25 fighter-bombers just before suntde; results were
predictable:

‘...the first warning received by anti-aircraft sitess the noise of
falling bombs; the official warning was given twanutes after
the first bomb had dropped. In addition to 21 bonopsland,

several bombs were dropped in the sea near theodrarbline

anti-aircraft sites were attacked with cannon armdhme gun fire
and the gas works, electricity mains and a hospitare

damaged..>®

Yet again, no German aircraft were lost.

It seems incredible that thaiftwaffewas not aware of the successes
it was achieving in May 1943 and even German radiadcasts, usually
boastful of such attacks, preferred to play dovendhiccesses of the ‘fast
bombers™. The frequency of nocturnal missions now begamdcease
as daylight attacks decreased but even then, fipran’ losses for the
first 20 days of May 1943 numbered two whilst nocél losses for the
same period were higher despite such attacks bkeing on only four
nights.
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‘Tip and run’ attacks would only occur on three malays in May
1943 and all attacks but one were devastating. D&y, simultaneous
lunchtime attacks were launched against HastingsBaurnemouth. At
Hastings, anti-aircraft sites appeared to be tlesem targets but for a
change, these sites and the fighter standing ph&dlreceived ample
warning. The town was still bombed and the two Gerhosses, one to a
Typhoon, the other to anti-aircraft fire, occurrefier the bombs had
been dropped. Despite a six-minute warning, treckton Bournemouth
was a total success. Considerable damage was ceudezitown centre
with five buildings destroyed and a further 3,0@0ndged whilst civilian
casualties were 77 Kkilled, 45 seriously wounded dm@ slightly
wounded. Far more serious was a direct hit on alHming used by
trainee RAF aircrew; 31 service personnel weredijlthree missing and
38 wounded. Two days later, Brighton suffered asiottmass attack.
Again, there was five minute’s warning of the dttdmt the fighter-
bombers still succeeded in damaging the railway landmotive works
and appeared to be targeting, with considerableessc Brighton's
larger buildings.

The only failure that month was on the evening 6fNay when
adequate warning enabled Spitfires to break upntended attack on
Folkestone. Slowed down by their bombs, the fightambers jettisoned
them into the sea and turned for home. Spitfiregm@d to have shot
down six fighter-bombers but only one was lost.

The final attacks of the month took place on 30 Magrquay,
another location where RAF trainee aircrew weréetatl, had always
been a popular target for ‘tip and run’ attacketisis time five
servicemen were killed and 11 wounded. However, ohdhe five
fighter-bombers lost in the attack did so becauseliided with a church
steeple; its bomb was thrown clear to explode oBuaday school,
killing 21 children and three of their teachers thorale of the town'’s
inhabitants was, obviously, badly shaken and tlot ttzat five enemy
aircraft had been lost during the attack was dfelitecompense. An
attack on Walton-on-the-Naze that same evening atesed much
damage but no casualties.

It could have been safe to assume that ‘tip andraigs in June 1943
would continue in the same vein. Indeed, this viesdase for the five
mass attacks that took place on the first six dafythe month. Each
attack was analysed by the British as being a watatess, particularly
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the attack against Eastbourne in the early afternoio6 June 1943.
However, ‘tip and run’ attacks expected on the dén followed did
not materialise; no further such attacks would o@mainst the British
mainland for the remainder of the war.

The reason for the sudden cessation of ‘tip andattacks has never
been satisfactorily explained. The Observer Corgsrative tries to
explain it by saying:

‘...at the end of the first week in June (1943), eh&p and run’
raids ceased. Undoubtedly, the enemy had foundcieasingly
dangerous to make daylight sorties over this cgunt?°

Another source supports this explanation by sayingGoéring
decided that the losses were too great and in JL8%83) the...attacks
petered out..*

However, | have tried to show that contrary todbeve, ‘tip and run’
attacks had met with considerable success, eslyeilmaimuch of 1943,
by normally hitting the designated target whilsefimg fighter-bomber
losses to a minimum. There were a very few excaptto this and in
particular, the attacks carried out in June 194Beveeen by the British
as being 100% successful.

| believe that there are three simple reasons wipyahd run’ attacks
stopped. Firstly, German post-attack intelligencermally quite poor
throughout the war, underestimated what the atthekisachieved; even
the German radio broadcasts were unusually non-étahrabout the
achievemenfé. Secondly, thelLuftwaffe mistakenly believed that by
using the fighter-bomber at night, similar resutisuld be achieved
whilst the darkness would help protect the airctdéiwever, advances in
British air-to-air radar technology and the supetyoof British night
fighters proved that darkness was no protectiomm@e losses were
high and effectiveness very poor. As one Germanntander, who had
flown such missions in 1943 and 1944, made claar #ie war:

‘...the night action of the Focke-Wulf 190 againsihidon was not
very successful. It was a real makeshift. This tgpaircraft was
neither designated for this kind of mission nor itasuitable for
this task...*

However, the final reason why tip and run attadkped was far
simpler in that there were no fighter-bombers a@é for ‘tip and run’
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missions left in north-west Europe by the middleJaohe 1943. On 12
May 1943, German forces had surrendered in Norticédfand it was
clear that the Allies would soon invade southermoga. The Germans
thought that the greater threat was now in the Medinean, the ‘soft
underbelly of Europe’, so in order to reinforce amieag of SKG 10, a
second was rushed from France to southern Itatiiersecond week of
June 1943 whilst a third wing was withdrawn fromafice and was
operational in ltaly by the end of June 1943. Bgnththe only fighter-
bomber unit still in northern France was the nawliwing of SKG 10.

So, to conclude, what was the impact of the Gerftipnand run’
campaign? The Germans had discovered a unique ausiesffighter
aircraft and after much trial and error and evepasjtion, the fighter-
bomber proved to be a very effective weapon agastspping.
Extending its usage to coastal targets was alsaeess and the British
defences had great difficulty in preventing manyadtating attacks on
numerous coastal towns and latterly inland targets.

For much of the 15 months that ‘tip and run’ ateadccurred, the
Germans could only muster a maximum of*28rcraft to attack targets
on a coastline which stretched from Great Yarmdoththe Lizard, a
distance in excess of 1300 kilometres. Howeves, lgmgth of coastline
and the uncertainty as to what would be attacked played into the
German’s hands. There were insufficient anti-afta@ans of the correct
calibre to counter a low-flying high-speed threeljlst:

‘...the RAF could offer no positive defence againsése fast,
low-flying fighter-boombers which achieved an effemit of all
proportion to the effort they represented. The G#tome and
Chain-Home Low radar stations...were unable to ploe t
movements of theJlaboson account of their low altitude and
Fighter Command was forced to mount standing patrobrder to
counter the threat. &

It is interesting to note that wartime analysigedaanti-aircraft guns
accounted for 55 ‘tip and run’ attackers during pleeiod March 1942 to
6 June 1943; fighters were said to have accourted ffurther 5F°
Analysis carried out by myself tells a differenbrgt anti-aircraft fire
actually accounted for 28 fighter-bombers, fightardurther 28, one
aircraft was shared whilst a further five eitheflided with buildings,
high-tension wires or other aircréftlt is clear that to lose 62 aircraft



48

and 62 pilots over a 15 month period was high bubhia stage of the
war, this was sustainable. Furthermore, these dosiseuld be compared
against a comparable German twin-engined bombepgngnich, for the
same period, lost 122 aircraft in attacks on Britabsting in the region
of 480 aircrew killed, missing or prisoners of War.

From a military viewpoint, ‘tip and run’ attacksddresult in many
more anti-aircraft guns and associated personnilgbdedicated to
defend potential targets. Furthermore, Fighter Camuhnwas forced to
dedicate many aircraft to try and prevent the &gitombers from
dropping their bombs, which normally met with &ttsuccess. These
assets could have been better used.

What of the impact on the civilian population aheé tGovernment?
The inability to prevent such attacks was a greatryto those living on
the south coast. For example, Torquay was attaelgd times over the
15 months, two of the attacks being severe andtirggun considerable
loss of life. Two other attacks in 1943 so incensedians living in the
towns affected that petitions were written and ¢oas asked in the
House of Commons. However, it would appear fromrtbe-committal
responses that ‘tip and run’ problems were lefeputo the military and
‘tip and run’ attacks remained a constant irritatto civilians living on
or near the south coast.

What then of the value of the ‘fighter-boomber’ asvaapon? The
Germans did indeed develop the idea but the Al@sed and perfected
it. Every Allied fighter introduced during the wdiad to have, with
minimum maodification, the capability of carryingbmb and the best
example of this was the Hawker Typhoon. In the sddaalf of 1943,
the Typhoon found a new role as an all weatheuddr and then close
support aircraft, armed with bombs and rockets.the battle for
Normandy in the Summer of 1944, the Typhoon madarae for itself
as a first-class anti-tank, anti-vehicle, anti-ding and anti-strongpoint
weapons platform, something the Germans never neanég achieve
after the early success of the war.

It is therefore my conclusion that ‘tip and runtaaks did have an
impact on both the British military and, to a lessa&tent, the civilian
population living on Britain’s southern coast bluétte is scant evidence
that the Government was overly concerned, unlessember of
Parliament’s constituency was a regular target.mFrine German
viewpoint, they underestimated what they were adghgewith what was
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a very small force of fighter-bombers, a force whigas too small to
cause massive damage. The decision made in 1948etahe fighter-
bomber at night was misguided and even when Lilgwaffe had a
massive fighter-bomber force at its disposal,ilethto utilise it in a way
that would have swamped British defences and aliowee fighter-
bombers to attack more targets, further inlandy wittual impunity.
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SUMMARY OF THE MINUTES OF THE FIFTEENTH ANNUAL
GENERAL MEETING HELD IN THE ROYAL AIR FORCE
CLUB ON 12th JUNE 2002

Chairman’s Report.

AVM Baldwin reported that the Society had held taeminars during
the past year. The first, in October 2001, had Hesd at the British

Aerospace Welfare Association facility at Filtondahad covered the
birth of MRCA/Tornado. The Society was indebtedGp Capt Jock
Heron, who had masterminded the event, and al®&ritish Aerospace
and Rolls-Royce who had both given generous damatio help defray
the costs. A second seminar, held at the RAF Mudaulpril 2002 and

dealing with Electronic Warfare, had attracted teeord attendance of
135 members.

The published record of these proceedings wouldoulpigdly
maintain the Society’s high standards in this resgde this context, the
Chairman wished to acknowledge the contributionsdendy Lee
Bedford and Talbot Green in proof reading the jalgnand to Jeff
Jefford who, as Editor, deserved enormous credithfe high quality of
the Society’s publications. Sadly, however, thenfers had transposed
some pages in some copies of the most recent jowdnie the Post
Office had managed to send a number without starffipg! Society
apologised for these errors and would seek to aamydrecurrence.

The Chairman noted that the next seminar wouldddé &t Hendon
on 23 October 2002 and would cover Reserve Ford®d Barry
Newton had agreed to chair the day which was beiagterminded by
Sgn Ldr Tony Freeman and Wg Cdr Jefford. The sp20§3 event
would deal with the Falklands Campaign.

Turning to financial affairs, AVM Baldwin noted ththe Committee
had taken the view that the Society’'s reserves ldhaot normally
exceed twice its annual operating costs. Sincdintnces were in a
healthy state, however, he was pleased to reparthie Committee had
agreed to support two worthwhile causes: a plaouitd a memorial to
the British aviators of WW | at St-Omer in Frane@ad a project to
catalogue Sir Frank Whittle's papers at the Unitisf Bath.

In conclusion, the Chairman thanked the Committee their
continued hard work on behalf of the Society. Thality of the Society
reflected their efforts, their only reward beinge tsupport of the
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membership in attending seminars and recruiting megmbers. As
always, the Chairman wished to acknowledge the cadvand
encouragement of the President, Marshal of the RAyaForce Sir
Michael Beetham, and the Vice-President, Air MarsBia Frederick
Sowrey.

Secretary’s Report.

Gp Capt Dearman noted that fifty-four new membefsyhom six were
serving officers, had joined over the year, whit@enteen memberships
had lapsed. The membership now stood at 873. Tlheoggournals had
realised just over £1000 since the last AGM. A dyedlow of
correspondence, much of it by email demonstratettiar interest in the
Society and a healthy source of new members.

Treasurer’'s Report.

Mr Boyes tabled the annual accounts for 2001 wikitbwed a surplus
of £2782. The current year forecast was for a ssrpf some £2346. A
continued subscription of £15 pa was therefore @mmate, and seminar
fees would also remain unchanged at £15 per hehd. Jociety's

reserves stood at £29 618 at 31 December 2001. &pp Keubroch,

seconded by Air Mshl Sir John Curtiss, proposed tha accounts be
accepted and that Messrs Pridie-Brewster of 29/8ddbn Road,

Twickenham TW1 3SZ be re-appointed as independesiimers; the

proposal was carried.

Appointment of Executive Committee.

The Chairman noted that Gp Capt Chris Finn hadedwd Gp Capt
Gray as Director of Defence Studies (RAF). Welcan@p Capt Finn's
agreement to serve as an ex-officio member of tomrGittee, AVM
Baldwin took the opportunity to record his thanksGp Capt Gray for
his valuable contribution to the Society during tesure. Wg Cdr C
McDermott had succeeded Wg Cdr Angus Deas on thé st the
JSCSC and he too had agreed to serve ex-officiootAér members of
the Committee offered themselves for re-electiomas proposed by Sir
Frederick Sowrey, seconded by Sir John Curtisg,ttiese standing for
election should be accepted. There being no objsti and no
alternative candidates, the Committee listed belvas duly elected to
serve to the next AGM:
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AVM N B Baldwin CB CBE FRAeS Chairman

Gp Capt J D Heron OBE Vice-Chairman

Gp Capt K J Dearman Secretary

Dr J Dunham PhD CPsychol AMRAeS  Membership Secretary
Mr J Boyes TD CA Treasurer

Wg Cdr C G Jefford MBE BA Editor & Pub’s Manager

Air Cdre H A Probert MBE MA
Wg Cdr C J Cummings
The ex-officio members of the committee were:

Mr J S Cox BA MA Head of AHB
Dr M Fopp MA PhD FMA FIMgt Director, RAF Museum
Gp Capt C J Finn MPhil RAF DDefS(RAF)
Wg Cdr C McDermott RAF JSCSC
Discussion.

The Chairman declared that it gave him great pleasuannounce that
the Air League and RAF Historical Society Gold Med#s to be
awarded to Air Cdre Henry Probert in recognitionhef services to the
history of the RAF which had culminated in the m&gaublication of his
biography of MRAF Sir Arthur Harris. The presenvatiwvas made by
MRAF Sir Michael Beetham

Inviting the President to make a second presemtattee Chairman
announced that Sqn Ldr Chris Goss had won the Tivé-@ces Award
sponsored jointly by the Society and its countdrghe (US) Air Force
Historical Foundation. His paper, which discusdas impact of the
Luftwaffe’s'tip and run’ bombing campaign between March 1948 a
June 1943, would be published in (this editiontb® Journal.
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ON THE GROUND BUT ON THE AIR.

by Charles Mitchell

This short paper recently came to hand and is gheli here for two
reasons — because it has some relevance to thaesdiso following Dr
Price’s address, and because it was written by ofiethe RAF's
countless unsung groundcreld

Before the war the Germans and the Americans baoghwkhat radio
waves reflected from aircraft could be used to techem but it was in
Britain that the first practical radar system wavided. The drive and
initiative shown by British engineers and sciestissuch as Robert
Watson-Watt and Henry Tizard, backed by forwardking airmen like
Hugh Dowding, ensured that Britain had a stringmbiat were called
Chain Home Radio Direction Finding (RDF) statiolivéked to filter and
operations rooms by landlines, established in tiongreet thd_uftwaffe
in the Battle of Britain. The name ‘radar’ is an @mncan import which
had come into general use by 1943. It is now sweusal that | will use
it in this article. In 1940 two types of radar setre used, Chain Home
(CH) and Chain Home Low (CHL). The former operatedvavelengths
around 10 metres and frequencies around 30 MHzst&tibns had fixed
transmitting aerials on masts 360 feet high wikedi receiving aerials
carried separately on 240 feet masts nearby. A i@hismitter flooded
the sky in front of it with twenty-five pulses ohdio waves per second
and its receiver picked up any reflections. Wheuraft were detected
the aerials could not be moved to bring the refd@stinto sharper focus
but a device called a goniometer mounted on theatmes desk enabled
him or her to do some sharpening by electrical me@he CH stations
provided broad coverage over a range of some 5smaihd altitudes up
to some 15 000 feet. CH was not so good closdreé@tound, however,
and the problem of aircraft flying under the radaus tackled by the use
of CHL sets, which were also more accurate in diet@ahe precise
position of an aircraft.

CHL operated on a wavelength of 1.5 metres anéguéncy of 200
MHz. It used a rotating aerial array, made up ahbwansmitting and
receiving elements, which scanned the horizon witmarrow beam
which was swept through 360f CH transmitters can be thought of as
floodlights, the CHL transmitters were more likeaslight beams,
sending out 250 pulses of radio waves per secohtl. &erials were
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A CHL Mast.

mounted on much shorter towers than
the CH variety, about 30 feet or so
above the ground. At the feet of CH and
CHL aerials were huts, one housing the
transmitters and one the receivers,
where plotters, often WAAFs, saw the
reflections of the radar signals on their
cathode ray tube screens. They
translated what they saw into bearings
and ranges, made estimates based on
their experience about the number of
aircraft responsible for the reflections
and sent their data to the filter room of
Fighter Command via telephone
landlines. The 1940 CH and CHL sets
were basic compared to what was
possible when the British magnetron
came into use and enabled really short
wavelength, very high frequency radar
to be achieved. Watson-Watt knew that
the radar that was available in 1940 was
not the best that could have been done,
even in those days, but, as he once
remarked, the third best solution was
OK because the second best would have
taken too long and the best would never
come!

At Easter 1940, as an AC2
wireless electrical mechanic, | entered
the CH world at Ottercops Moss, a
bleak location about 10 miles inland
from the east coast at the northern end
of the Pennines. The majority of CH
stations were nearer the coasts than that;
Ottercops was an exception. The place
was shrouded in dense fog when |
arrived so it was not until the following
day that | caught my first glimpse of the



57

A typical CH/CHL site.

transmitter masts, which | would soon | have tdesta clean insulators
and effect any running repairs that might be needédt sort of thing
involved a half hour climb and some giddy momemigning out into
space with a mate holding on to my belt! The stati@s in the process
of being taken over by the RAF from civilian engine and, apart from
them, all expertise rested in the hands of longisgrRegulars who
were Boy Entrants and Halton types in the main.ot go formal
instruction whatsoever and was expected to pickgthiup as | went
along, by watching what my more experienced colieagdid. My
civilian occupation had been in the wireless trashryicing the Ekco,
Bush and Murphy sets of the 1930s, so | could wtded a lot of the
jargon. One of my first duties in the transmitteom was to take regular
readings from the multitude of meters in the pldaealised what a big
league | had got into when | found the filamentrents of the
transmitter’'s valves running at tens of amps — caeg to the few
milliamps | had been handling in civvy street. Baking got very hot
and one had to be careful what one touched.

In June 1940 | was posted to St Twynnels, on thabiPekeshire
coast overlooking Milford Haven, to help build a CHet to supplement
the nearby CH already in operation. | must havenlimng something
right because by then | was a corporal and had beemustered as an
RDF mechanic. We built the CHL from scratch, aideg lots of
manuals, civilian boffins who calibrated the sat @is and a handful of
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RAF types with some previous experience — aboufvatgnt to my
own. The rotating aerial, mounted above the roghefreceiver hut, was
a hefty rectangular affair containing Yagi arraysisubstantial wooden
frame. It was rotated by manpower, provided by iaman who sat and
turned a former truck steering wheel attached t¢oarial via a system
of gears. He could manage about 30 minutes ofhttwd labour before
being relieved. When high winds buffeted the aetii@ sweat would
pour off him! We were on air for 23 hours daily wibne off for
maintenance and our plots were fed to the naveatiiPoke Dock.

St Twynnels was in Fighter Command’s 10 Grouptietyi They had
squadrons at Pembrey and St Eval and probably ibeshdéfom some of
our data but we really had no idea what use wasgbgiade of our
findings. Life on a radar station could be a raiketated business, not at
all like that on an operational squadron. Our raztdleagues on the CH
stations covering the south east and south coastswell aware of what
was going on (including being bombed at times)durthorizons tended
to be limited to the CH towers and rotating Yadishe CHL. We were
not totally unaware of German activity, howevencsi theLuftwaffe
carried out some successful mine-laying operatéwosnd the docks and
managed to set the oil refinery at Milford Havemglal. It burned for
about a month and | was reminded of it during théf ®/ar when the
Iragis set fire to the Kuwaiti oil wells.

In November 1940 | was posted to the radar schodCranwell
where, for the first time, | encountered theorétigestruction in a
classroom. Whilst there | was remustered as a ragechanic and
became an instructor and a sergeant in the pro¢&ssiding such
formal training was essential to meet the growirggndnd for radar
mechanics which could not be met by the sort ofeqreship system |
had experienced at Ottercops. After Cranwell | gt to mobile radar
in 83 Group and prepared for crossing the Changse #ight sergeant
with 2nd TAF. But that is another story.
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ST-OMER APPEAL UPDATE

by Air Commodore Peter Dye

It is nearly eighteen months since the Society aomdpd so
generously to the request for support in the ayactit St-Omer of a
memorial to those members of the British Air Seggiavho served on
the Western Front. In demonstrating their commitimehe Society
provided the necessary momentum to the Appeal, lwh& now
progressing well towards the formal unveiling irp&enber 2004.

We have recently received formal planning permissitom the
French authorities for the construction of the mgatmn the original
airfield site at St-Omer adjacent to the currenyirig Club. Local
support for the project has been enthusiastic acilddes the Mayor and
Town Council of St-Omer as well as the Mayors oé tadjacent
communes.

The design of the memorial has been finalised andadist’s
impression of the final version accompanies thienBrovision will be
made for the incorporation of individual plaquestire pediment — if
there is interest from squadron associations. Ithaped that the
Commonwealth War Graves Commission, whose reprathezrs have
been closely involved with the project, will proegitbng term care of the
memorial.

Fund raising towards the expected cost of £30 @fi@irues. Lord
Trenchard and Air Marshal Sir Frederick Sowrey (sivanger to
members of the Society) have agreed to be offiga@tons. We will
shortly be beginning a publicity campaign to widée profile of the
Appeal. This effort has been greatly helped by réeent receipt of a
cheque for £1200 from No 206 Squadron whose memhbiad the sum
during a recent visit to Northern France and St-Ori@ date, some
£8500has been raised which represents an excellentgiiuta little
over a year still to go.

Finally, planning is in hand for the formal unvedi ceremony at
which it is hoped that the Society will be formalgpresented. However,
individual members of the Society and all those Wwhwe supported the
Appeal will be very welcome.
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Coincidentally, the Chairman recently received tbkkowing letter and
it is reassuring to know that there is support fime Committee’s
initiative among the membershipd

First, 1 must say how much | enjoy the reports loé tSociety’s
seminars. However, | am writing now to endorse @emmittee’s
decision to support the project to commemorate Bhésh flyers of
World War One.

Although | believe that the last pilot from thatimeas just passed away in
Toronto aged 106, those times seem utterly remmota foday. In the long
perspective of the centuries of British history, W\§ perhaps only ‘last week’,
but so much has already been smothered from view.

In 1993 my brother and | determined to go to the &a Calais to
locate the RAF aerodrome at which No 20 Sgn wasedas1918, when
our father had been severely wounded in air conthating the village
was easy but the aerodrome site was elusive etiCtoss & Cockade
library at Old Warden produced an aerial photo oisBinghem, not far
from St-Omer. It showed a bridge over a ditch fiecraft to go from one
field to another not far from a lane junction. ®e ground we were able
to find this bridge, which was made of concreteefT,hwith reference to
the aerial photograph, we found residual tarmadracks within, what
had been, domestic sites and (canvas) hangar &wiathis was already
almost an exercise in archaeology. The fields werdonger grass but
growing barley, although this did not hide the alidtview to the east
over the old front line.

My father had returned in 1968, following the RABt» Reunion at
Hendon, and he was prepared to swear that the white horse was in
the field adjoining the village church as had bewre in 1918....

Without the timely monument, the flyers of World W@ne will
become as shadowy as the archers of Agincourt.eTh® come later
need to be able to see where it all happened.

A good decision by the Committee.

W D Markham
Southampton
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LIFE IN THE SHADOWS

by
Squadron Leader Stanley Booker

Prompted by the account of the seminar on Cold Vglligence
gathering published in Journal 23, Sqn Ldr Book#emd the Society
his recollections of his involvement in this figlilh an agency which we
did not discuss at Hendokd

As a flight lieutenant at Lyneham in 1951 | was fging Wing
Search and Rescue and Intelligence Officer. Tolfarise me with some
aspects of the topics involved | was sent on a‘ireek RAF General
Intelligence Course which was held at Monck Strewar Victoria
Station.

Having been shot down over France in 1944, | hadespractical
experience of evading which stood me in good steation the last day
of the course, | was taken to one side and inteedeby a Sqn Ldr
Freddie ‘X’ from ‘Another Department’ who congraditéd me on my
excellent results and final placing, and commenaedor having found
some papers in the CO’s secretary’s waste pap&ebagile doing my
after-hours rounds as the Duty Security Officerit®uoincidentally, it
just so happened that the discarded carbons thatl Idiscovered had
been used in the preparation of the end of cowamimations, in which
| had done so well.

He went on to comment favourably on my lecturetie¢ Survival as
an EnemyTerrorflieger, which | had based on my experiences in the
infamous Buchenwald concentration camp, and to wohdw fluently |
could speak German. Having satisfied himself os fiaint and observed
that my Annual (so-called) Confidential Reportsdeth to characterise
me as having a retiring nature and an inclinatmravoid mess social
functions, my remarkably well-informed squadrondieiaasked whether
| would be interested in a posting to Germany whhege would most
certainly be very few such events.

No details of the nature of the posting on offeravierthcoming but |
accepted, on the understanding that | would berapaaied by my wife
and family. This was agreed and | was told to retarmy unit and await
instructions. Several weeks later, | was attachegernumerary for
temporary duty at RAF Uxbridge’, whence | commutied civilian
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clothes to attend a course (as the only Servideenffrun by the Foreign
Office in a palatial, but seemingly mostly emptgsidence in Carlton
Gardens. From time to time, between lectures, wdesitts would sally
forth on strange (for an RAF officer) excursionsking ‘unobserved
RVs' with strangers in Soho and Leicester SquartheO outdoor
exercises included clearing dead letter boxesiiettoubicles in isolated
underground public conveniences, usually in Maydaiin the vicinity of
Harrods. Whether by accident or design these ebiglwvays seemed to
be the only ones that were occupied and our fudnterities inevitably
attracted the attention of the attendants, who whkarly aware of what
was going on and could be relied upon to make draemssing scene at
the expense of the hapless trainee. Other skillgered included:
steaming open letters; types and uses of secret practical safe
combination security and even the selection andempgtion of a good
brandy. As it progressed the course became inaggscloak and
daggerish, my position being made a little uncomatgle by the obvious
mistrust of my colleagues, all of them qualified MWBepartment
Security Officers who were attending a Refresheur€® and who
regarded me as a possible ‘snoop’. Their suspiciemgled to be
reinforced by the fact that no indication was eg®@en as to what I, an
obvious outsider, was going to do when | was posiddermany.

Having signed the Official Secrets Act, twice, fumed to Lyneham
where my absence was difficult to explain, as | baegn specifically
warned not to discuss the events of the previowsifeeks with anyone.
It was almost a relief, therefore, when | was sumeabto the Station
Commander’s presence a few days later to be adtliseéd was to clear
my married quarter, send my wife and young daudintene and present
myself to the RTO at Liverpool Street Station. Thtuwas that in early
May 1951, with my few civilian items of clothing my case (along with
a .38 Service pattern Smith & Wesson revolvergported as instructed
at the appointed time, much surprised to find thawas actually
expected, and duly directed to join the eveningc€®rMroop Train. My
destination was HQ 2nd TAF at Bad Eilsen.

Having spent 1948-49 flying 400 Berlin Airlift s@$s in No 206
Sqgn’s Yorks, it somehow seemed good to be backemm@ny — but in
what capacity? — and with whom? — and where?

The first week was spent in the hands of 2nd TARsy friendly
Intelligence Section. There | was given briefinged sstudied official
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classified journals and technical volumes on thei&dAir Force in East
Germany, which was being dramatically expanded @@aimed with
MiG-15s and -17s and 1I-28s. Having been thoroughtoctrinated on
the ‘Need to Know' principle back in London, | wasluctant to ask
guestions about my future employment, even thougil Idid not know
where | was going or what | would be doing whewt tipere. Since | did
not appear to be sponsored by any particular osg#on, it was almost
reassuring to be asked whether | ‘belonged to Anken’s outfit?’, to
which | would respond with a discreet nod and akwifnich seemed to
satisfy everyone. Perhapgiasto be one of Ackermann’s men, whoever
they were? It was to be many months before | disxy that Sqgn Ldr
Ackermann was an electronic intelligence specialbiose concerns
embraced a cluster of RAF outposts, usually on giglund, where there
were big ‘ear trumpets’ and other odd aerals.

Early in June, my official RAF intelligence backgral orientation
was concluded, and | was put on a train, now thes@ssor of a most
impressive Special Security Card which statater alia, that | was to
be given every assistance when required, by Seraimg Civilian
Authorities alike, that | could wear civilian cla® on duty and that |
could enter all Out of Bounds places. This docuntett a concluding
authorisation which always raised eyebrows on #ne pccasion that it
had to be produced in earnest. It read: ‘The beafréiis document is
authorised to carry a pistol of non-War Departngattern.” When | had
been issued with my Special Security Card, the F&évost Marshal
had handed me a .32 Walther automatic. Now | readlg concerned as
to what | had let myself in for. Thankfully, | wasever called upon to
use my gun in earnest, although much later onrgésgmce under my
jacket was a real comfort when keeping company wdthbious
characters in lonely corners of Berlin. With thismind, whenever the
opportunity presented itself, frequent close-ramyactice would be
undertaken at Gatow with another RAF colleague;atiubf this was in
the future.

On disembarking at the battered Hamburg railwagiastal was met
by a polite, but shabbily dressed civilian, wearadong raincoat and
large black hat (like a character frohme Third Ma). He introduced
himself, in perfect English, as Jacques, annoutitadhe was to be my
personal driver and escorted me to an imposingkb@pel Kapitan
saloon — status indeed! Twenty minutes later weeviea small, modern
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barracks in the undamaged outskirts of the cityeHdound the answer
to my weeks of curiosity. | had been delivered wall office complex
identified by a notice proclaiming it to be the IN&ry Liaison Section’.
After passing through a heavily protected secutaygr, | found that the
section appeared to be staffed by a handful oferatmconcerned
civiians (who seemed to keep very much to theneselin their
individual rooms) with a small secretarial supgmaup of rather spoiled
female CCG (Control Commission Germany) civiliar®ne of the
secretaries eventually detached herself and coadiutie to an office
where | was greeted by a Flt Lt ‘X', who had beegperting me and
whom, it transpired, | was to replace.

Over the next couple of days all was revealed. $ ddven around
and shown various safe houses where | was occélgidoaneet local
German ‘head agents’ who had contacts in West iBarid who made
regular BEA flights up to the Big City to colle@ports on their briefed
targets in the DDR. All very routine and orderlyy the surface, and
completely impersonal; at that stage | was to hraveirect contact with
East Germans. | found that | really was a ‘liaisdficer’, since | was a
de factocivilian employed by the British War Office’s ifligence
commission in Germany. We served its HQ back in Rinneland by
sending them reports on topics specified and pised in official
briefings which were periodically updated. In additto my regular
‘head agent’ contacts, | was responsible for follmyv up the
interrogations of newly arrived refugees with awito extracting any
background information on new airfields being builtEast Germany
and, where appropriate, exploiting these peopliadéuras possible future
contacts.

After several months of these routine, low keylligence gathering
operations | found that | was becoming increasingiyolved, off
station, with another, more professional, orgarsatThis one engaged
in direct personal contact with its informants wthealt with technical
matters. My specialised RAF background was cleaxpected to be
useful in this respect and | was eventually apgoirds ‘minder’ to a
former Luftwaffe pilot who was being groomed for a specific special
operation. By this time it was apparent that | weasv serving two
masters; the official, War Office-sponsored, Gern@®G organisation
and one of those shadowy Departments back in Londoichwivere
never officially acknowledged to exist (certainlgtrin 1951). My Sqgn
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Ldr Freddie ‘X" and his boss occasionally left theondon lair to make
an appearance in Germany and it was now clead thas actually one
of their ‘seconded field officers’ and that | wasiry groomed for bigger
things with the real professionals, the SIS (Sdartetligence Service) in
Berlin.

It was to be another year before | was permittegoio the ‘first
team’ in the Big City and in the meantime there wasch more
tradecraft to learn. Meanwhile, my family had jalneme and |
experienced some difficulty in rationalising thepapent abrupt change
in my status from RAF officer to civilian. This @td problems for my
wife, for my young daughter — ‘What has Daddy dorefor all of one’s
friends and relations, all of whom had to be taughaddress letters to
me as ‘Mr’, and with Service colleagues who werturaly curious to
know what one was up to and why? Eventually matiesse eased, at
least domestically, when a wing commander came fsger London to
acquaint my wife with my circumstances. Even themyever, this was
only on the basis of my activities as a War Offaeelian intelligence
officer; there was still no hint, to either of tisat | was ‘on loan’ to a far
bigger organisation. In fact it was 1955, by whiiche | was operating in
Berlin on a much higher professional level, befboneas acknowledged
that | (and another RAF colleague) had been secbtwdéghe Firm’' and
that our Head Office was in Broadway Buildings, tire-war home of
MI6, as described by R V Jones in st Secret Warso my wing
commander ‘Boss’ in the 1950s must have been aessoc to the
wartime Wg Cdr F W Winterbothafn.

Despite being in the FRG, much valuable informatmuld be
gleaned about what was going on in the DDR, whias wnly a few
miles to the east of Hamburg. In pursuit of thim,aihe British, US and
French Control Commissions had each establishedld fie
intelligence/security organisations within theirspective zones of
occupation. There were also co-operative alliedntfes police
organisations distributed along the entire Innern@s Border, then
merely a barbed wired fence, nothing like the falahle and heavily
mined fortification that it would become in the 186 following the
erection of the Berlin Wall. The policing of the issh sector of the
frontier was carried out by recently dischargedisemen and seconded
civiian policemen who were very familiar with amzbntrolled the
regular ‘line crossers’, legal and otherwise. Nessllto say, it was the
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latter whose expertise we tended to exploit. | wadicularly fortunate
to establish contact with a regular (or, ratherggular’) line crosser, a
former Luftwaffe engineer who had been responsible for examining
recently crashed Allied aircraft to obtain techhi@ad other intelligence
from the wreckage and, sometimes, from the renafiteir crews. He
could always be persuaded (at a price) to makeeaiapsortie to a
location where his specialist knowledge could betpuse. We were not
encouraged to make extensive use of such roguegvieo, as they were
difficult to control and their loyalty was suspect.

Despite the damage inflicted by Bomber Command, blam was
still a major commercial centre and the terminusnfoich of the traffic
plying to and from Berlin, and beyond into Polaall,of which entailed
lengthy transits of the Soviet Zone. The majatobahngassed close to
a number of military facilities, extensive exerciaeeas and several
operational airfields so regular travellers wergagls good sources de
visu reports on barrack activities, convoy movemenisyw military
equipment and so on. Doubtless many of these driveost of whom
would have had wartime military experience, earredrelatively
lucrative income by co-operating with the variouBed intelligence
agencies.

For a newcomer joining the local intelligence comity it was a
guestion of getting stuck in and patiently seekimgitacts who might
travel to, live near or have friends in a part loé tDDR or Poland in
which one had a particular interest. One would therange secure
meetings with them to ascertain what they knewhad witnessed.
Painstaking interrogation would often reveal tHa# subjects actually
knew a lot more than they thought they did, bus throcedure was
equally necessary in order to detect the fabrinatimith which they
often embellished their accounts in an effort tibate their rewards. It
was all too easy to be taken in, either througlpeeence or through an
inadequate grasp of the language. The realityetituation was that we
were dealing with former enemy nationals, few ofowhhad any real
desire to co-operate with institutions which plginepresented the
foreign powers which were occupying their homelahide majority of
our sources were motivated primarily by money ar,tlie case of
refugees, securing recognition of their status assistance with
resettlement.

Working silently in the background were the evagiteint East
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German Secret Police, tis¢asj and their extremely competent GRU and
KGB masters. All of these agencies were well avedithe targets which
were of particular interest to the Allies and thegk every opportunity
to infiltrate the refugee stream. These plantechtacts’ represented
another trap into which the inexperienced or ovalags field officer
could easily fall. This was a particular problent the Allied ‘talent
scout’ at the Berlin Refugee Centre who was fores@ning up with
enthusiastic new arrivals, eager to offer to cantaaependable pro-
Western friend who, it might be claimed, was ‘thairt driver on the
high security railway line feeding the Peenemundeskl and adjoining
Soviet coastal naval base’. Our American colleagwese known to
have taken the bait on occasions, which had rebuite the odd
embarrassing security situation and the associateeanted publicity
that such planted incidents could generate.

Early in my secondment to Hamburg, it soon becappaugent that a
reliable car and an experienced driver were operatinecessities. Our
locally employed German drivers were not part be‘brganisation’ as
such, although they had all been vetted. In thaskeer impoverished
early post-war years, they knew they were on t@@dghing and most
of them could be relied upon for their discretib¥ihenever we used a
driver, he would take us to a British military oomirol Commission
establishment, where he would wait while we weseehere in the
vicinity to keep an RV or attend to whatever othesiness was required.
Ostensibly our business was the sort of above-baatidity that one
might expect to associate with a Military Liaisoec8on, a frequent
cover being the search for missing wartime aircrewoubt that this
fooled many people but the word ‘intelligence’ veastainlyneverused.
| was particularly fortunate in that | was the oigrvice officer in the
section, and perhaps because the Head of Statisnawfarmer RAF
Provost Marshal, | was allocated the senior drimed the best car, a
splendid OpeKapitan, to the obvious annoyance of the other members
of the staff.

My driver had been a pre-wauftwaffefighter pilot. In 1944 he had
been flying Ju 88s from St André, near Dreux, jubere my Halifax
had been shot down on 3 June following an engagewidmtwo enemy
night fighters. | found him to be a genuine, decéamily man, whose
operational background coincided in many ways withh own. As a
result he was a most satisfactory companion dutiegmany hours that
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we were obliged to spend sharing a car, our coatierss serving to
polish my colloquial German and to absorb a labatkground detail on
former Luftwaffe airfields where he had been stationed but whichewe
now in the DDR where many were being redevelopedute by the
Soviet Air Force.

Much as had happened in the UK during the 193@sexpansion of
the Luftwaffehad resulted in many new airfields being consédidb a
more or less standard pattern. It was, therefoossiple to acquaint
oneself with a typical German facility by visitiragrfields like Celle or
Gutersloh and then reading across to similar ilatahs in the east, my
driver’'s familiarity with some of these permittimge to develop a more
intimate feel for those of particular interest. §hdegree of detailed
knowledge, the arrangement of railway spurs, tigedaof hangars, the
uses of various ancillary buildings and so on, ddé very useful when
briefing on a ‘technical operation’.

The demand for high grade technical intelligencereaased as the
Cold War intensified but the acquisition of sucformation was beyond
the capabilities of the local field organisationvihich | had, in effect,
been undergoing my apprenticeship as an intelligeperative. By early
1953, | had become involved in monitoring the ambg Soviet airfield
construction programme, on which increasingly sgéesgd and more
frequent reports were required. To deal with thigjas transferred to
Berlin where | was to join the ‘professionals’, ather words, the SIS.
What a profound shock that proved to be. Life inrliBewas very
different.

Berlin’s unique status during the Cold War led lte tocals calling
their city theAgentensumpthe ‘agent swamp’, in which the American
CIA, the British SIS, the French SDECE, the evgitant Stasiand
Soviet Intelligence and Security agents revelled tie unusual
opportunities that the situation provided, alonghwthe unofficial, but
tolerated, presence of the West GerrBND (Federal Intelligence) and
BfV (Federal Counter-Espionage) Agencies.

Apart from the gathering of intelligence, from baihert and covert
sources, that went on around the clock, one coatdly be unaware of
the mountain of salvaged rubble, over 100 metreseight, located on
the edge of th&runewaldin the British Sector. On top of this artificial
hill, the Teufelsbergwas an imposing array of radar dishes, aerials and
miscellaneous signals vans marking the presencanoRAF SIGINT
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Post-war Berlin, the surprisingly lightly damagBdandenburger Tor

unit which had an uninterrupted 36fleld of ‘view’. In addition, one
could often hear the quiet burring of an inoffersittle Chipmunk from
nearby Gatow; it was not quite as innocent asdatrsal, as it was often
being flown by RAF members of BRIXMIS armed withneeras fitted
with telephoto lenses.

Much less visibly, a very ambitious technical exggchad been in
progress for many months. One of the most spe@ropkerations of the
Cold War, Operation PRINCEvas a joint SIS/CIA venture to construct
a tunnel, 1800 feet long and 17 feet in diameteiereling from the US
Sector into East Berlin. The intention was to tafoithe main East
German telephone network, permitting the Allies ¢avesdrop on
military and political communications. Regrettablhis technically
difficult combined operation was doomed from thésetias it had been
betrayed by George Blake, an SIS officer on th# efahe West Berlin
Station. Before being posted to Berlin, Blake hadrbthe SIS secretary
of the London-based Anglo-American committee thed bxamined the
feasibility of the Berlin tunnel project. Much latét was learned that he
had passed details of the joint planning meetingkid¢ Soviet masters.
Later still, while stationed in Berlin, he had ngtd other sensitive
information, including details of agents and of titmeraries of
BRIXMIS tours which meant that many had been ‘blowmnthe East
German ‘narks’ before they even set out.

I was no longer dealing in Hamburg-style intelligengathering by
proxy, via a third person who made regular visitsBerlin to collect
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information from his (often non-existent) contacis. Berlin, real
operatives came and went or spent time sequestethdir offices, each
of which had a dedicated and extremely loyal sacyetapable of
holding the fort in her master's absence. There ingdligence, good
and bad, to be gathered, often at a price in patgone and enthusiasm,
not to mention in cash of various denominationsaanodest — at times
very modest — scale. There were no more posh motoy daven by a
personal chauffeur. In Berlin everyone had his owoonspicuous,
civilian VW in which to drive to and from work aratound the city on
business. There were, however, additional ‘opematio cars,
embellished with a variety of odd number plategated in secure
garages for use when appropriate.

One established one’s own working routine, whichs wargely
determined by the type of contact one had to déaliw order to satisfy
a particular intelligence function. As | was maingsponsible for Soviet
airfield construction projects, my contacts tentiede relatively random
as they could not easily be conducted to a fixdubdale. As a result, |
had to be permanently contactable and able to aaceBV at any time.
Since this was long before mobile telephones haa éeen thought of,
this required a very efficient central control amgation that was
manned on a 24 hour-basis in order to identifyifyend then arrange a
meeting between a usually tense and anxious ‘lexveind his case
officer. We took turns at manning the overnight YpOffficer's desk and
these interludes could be quite stressful. An aggdion like the SIS did
not suffer amateurs gladly, especially if a ‘guestishandled the
arrangement of an RV through carelessness or amooked linguistic
nuance.

Vast numbers of refugees were continually pourittig the Western
Sectors of the city. Most were of prime working agel they were often
accompanied by their families. By the end of 19%@tal of 675 000 had
already been registered and, following my arrivalFebruary 1953, a
further 330 000 had reached West Berlin beforeetiteof that year. This
haemorrhage of people continued throughout the 4,988sulting in
devastating damage to the East German economy.

The information we had been sent to Berlin to asgwas readily
available but much of it was also being sought ltlgen friendly
agencies, some of which had a surfeit of dollartheir disposal which,
combined with promises of resettlement in the W\@stked wonders in
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loosening the tongues and refreshing the ailing anes of desperate
refugees, all too often at the expense of the titittvas all part of the
game of deception and bluff which, sadly, sometimesked to the

disadvantage of one’s Allied colleagues. Berlin vaamurky world of

intrigue and, at times, dirty goings on and | afittie ashamed to admit,
that | soon felt completely at home.

While there was a great deal of satisfaction toghmed from the
sense of achievement when an RV went well, suaidelstine activities
also created a constant sense of unease. At tirhdscal political
tension, apart from a heightened awareness ofattettiat one’s family
was some two hours drive from the relative safétithe Zone’, | also
became more conscious of my personal vulnerakiktya result of my
current occupation. However cavalier an air we migffect, we knew
that we were competing with an all too often rutkl®pposition, who
were fully aware of our presence and our activitieke fate of Cdr
Crabb represented an unmistakably brutal warningenTagain, there
was the case of the, still mysterious, disappea&reamtd subsequent
reappearance of Otto John, the Head of the Wean&welntelligence
Service. Whatever the facts of the matter, at ithe,twe in ‘the trade’
perceived this incident to be another warning. Wathmany as eighty
espionage agencies said to be operating in WedinBarything could
happen. It would, for instance, have been all tasyeto present a
kidnapping as a defection — how could you distisgdact from fiction?

The sense of insecurity was heightened by the pcesef one’s
family. Would ‘they’ go to the lengths of kidnapgione’s children? It
was not so far-fetched. There would have beenigallitepercussions, of
course, but, depending upon the operational adgarttabe gained, the
opposition might have considered this to be a proeth paying. | had
experienced the humiliation and shame dbestapointerrogation and
knew my capacity to tolerate pain, but how woulcbpe if one of my
daughters was being threatened? Pondering thig tead to a great deal
of heart-searching during a long restless nights wéabeing selfish
keeping the family together under such circumsts¢evas not alone in
having such misgivings, several of the other seedn8ervice officers
confided that they had had similar doubts. Mogheffull-time SIS men,
more or less conditioned to permanent overseagrassits, elected to
send their children to boarding school in the Ukerhaps, with
hindsight, we officers should have done the samehdve made such a
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decision would have required some foreknowledgwiudt lay in store,
of course, but there had been no briefing on thglications of being
involved in ‘liaison duties’; indeed few of us evknew where we were
going, let alone what we would be required to do.

The SIS worked quite independently of both BRIXMé®d the
resident RAF Signals Unit. Nevertheless, from timdime the Station
received the odd tip, advising us that we shouktkhhe reliability of a
particular contact. Suspicions might have arisen,ifistance, because
the information he had been supplying conflictedhwthat being
obtained from other sources (perhaps his reporta oadar installation
were unsupported by the data being collected bysthesuggesting that
our man might perhaps have been ‘turned’. Casels aacthese were
often handled informally via the old boy net. Hayirecently returned
from a ‘tour’, which had taken in an airfield knovm be of particular
interest, an old RAF acquaintance, now working VBRIXMIS, might
quietly suggest that one of our regulars might leindp less than
conscientious in keeping us up to date on the ORBAfis sort of
liaison was entirely unofficial but very effective.

Apart from the Station’s direct intelligence gaihgr activities we
had to spend a great deal of time ‘talent spottiag’'the Refugee
Reception Centre in Marienfelde. This might invofelowing up a tip
off from our friendly local mole in order to recta likely lead at the
expense of French and American case officers oilasimissions. In
many cases, however, we would only want to talkeialsometimes at
great length, to a new arrival from an area whee aiready had
adequate coverage, the aim being to obtain additisecckground detail,
particularly on the individuals employed by th8au Union
Brandenburgthe East German airfield construction agency.pifegup
to date with developments by such means was a lusafthod of
verifying what we already knew and, by getting ahed the game,
impressing upon one's regular contacts their need bé more
conscientious in their routine surveillance of vevatr project they were
supposed to be monitoring. Time spent at the Ref@gntre was never
wasted, although it was sometimes difficult to cop#h cases of
obvious hardship and the sense of hopelessnesdempair, especially
among those with families.

My personal priority target was the new Sovietieidf at Gross
Doelln which had been my responsibility since iitseiption in the early
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1950s. Construction was being monitored, virtuallgund the clock, by
a variety of independent sources, providing constgdates on the
laying of concrete. With typically Teutonic efficiey each concrete
section was allocated a sequential identificatiominer, and we used
these to keep track of the locations of drainagendis, electrical
ducting, inspection access points and so on, amyttat might one day
be useful, perhaps for a sabotage operation.

Construction work on the runway, 3500 metres lond 80 metres
wide, and made of unusually heavy load-bearing m@ac was
undertaken by thBau Union Brandenburg/Vhen they had finished, the
Bau Union Sudtook over to co-ordinate the activities of a ®ayiof
contractors who completed the necessary eleciristdllations and built
a semi-underground fuel depot alongside the airfiell spur. When all
was done the airfield was taken over by the SdAieForce who moved
in with a convoy of extra large (and new to the DORe-axled fuel
bowsers, suggesting the imminent arrival of aitcsaf large that the
standard bowser would be inadequate. That sanmadie, the first of a
series of special aviation fuel tanker trucks wasm$ed down the airfield
spur to start stocking the new fuel dump.

Within a matter of hours of its being delivered, agd a litre of the
new aviation fuel in West Berlin for analysis. Iviealittle doubt that
several of the other local intelligence agencies tiene the same. The
following night, however, we definitely hit the jgaot, being the first to
report on the occupation of the airfield. Gross IDobad long been a
major source of curiosity, indeed concern, to thetire Allied
intelligence community. It was such a major inst#din that it was
generally perceived to be a potential ‘war indicatim the event, when
the first Soviet aircraft flew in, after dusk, theeyned out not to be the
anticipatedBears or Bisons armed with stand-off missiles but [1-28
Beagle tactical light bombers. Our reporting system warkeell, a
FLASH signal being dispatched to London before dagome very
important persons were said to have been woken ftain sleep, but
World War Three did not break out. Had it all beeimoax?

A few hours later, | was summoned to the Head afi@t’'s office to
receive an official pat on the back because we ‘badten the Yanks’
with the vital information that Gross Doelln hadndlly become
operational. This was considered to have been d ghow for Berlin
but, in my eagerness to get the news off to Lontibilad committed the



75
cardinal sin of releasing the highest priority sigon my own authority
without having cleared it with the Head of Stati@n,even informing
him of what was going on. As a result, after neddyr years of
dedication my brief moment of glory was crowned,t ngith a
celebration but with a dressing down.

The next few months were something of an anti-clintaven though
its Cold War function had still not been finallyrdomed (and indeed |
believe that there is still some mystery surrougdthe operational
concept which had lain behind this major civil eregring project) the
enigmatic Gross Doelln was no longer quite so lyigtdted as an
intelligence target. The 1-28s were eventuallyhditawn, apparently to
Poland whence they had come, their place beingntdike MiG-21s,
which, since they were a new type of aeroplaneyigea a new
challenge. But that would be later and, in the rtiea) by 1957 my
usefulness had declined.

My less important permanent airfield projects, atite more
challenging tactical forward strips such as Allsteshd Mahlwinkel,
were nearing completion, details of their consiarcthaving been
confirmed by BRIXMIS and other agencies. Severaheot highly
classified technical operations were going on bwiag unaware of the
details of these because of the strictly appliedetlto Know’ principle.
Despite this precaution, however, the Station hadote, Blake, who
was doing terrible damage, the full extent of whiebuld take several
years to uncover

In October 1957 | was recalled to the UK to resdlyiag duties. In
the process | was obliged to forfeit my acting &uer’ but, because | had
not worn uniform for six years, | had never actpakwn it on, so it was
not all that much of a wrench.

Notes:

! Eric George Ackermann was commissioned into th&WRR in 1940 and thereafter his
name becomes a permanent feature of the Air Foiste latterly as a civil servant (a
Principal Scientific Officer by 1963), but its coitgys had a somewhat cavalier attitude
to the spelling of his name, rendering it with @maéwo ‘n’s on a fairly random basis; in
1949 he appears twice, providing the bureaucratly thie opportunity to offer us both
options.Ed

2 See Secret & Confidential(Kimber, 1969) andThe Ultra Secret(Weidenfeld &
Nicolson, 1974) for Wg Cdr Winterbotham’s desciiptiof his work.

3 PRINCE was the British codename for this undentgkit was known to the CIA as
Operation GOLD.
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THE MUNICIPAL LIAISON SCHEME
by
Wg Cdr C G Jefford

During the autumn 2002 seminar, which dealt witberees forces,
reference was made to the squadrons of the RAwdkFta the local
affiliations that were such an essential charastieriof the auxiliary
concept that they were incorporated into the degign of each unit,
giving rise to such familiar titles as, for exampho 504 (County of
Nottingham) Sqgn, No 602 (City of Glasgow) Sgn anol 608 (North
Riding) Sgn. It is less well known that there wamther mechanism
which was intended to permit all squadrons to distatocal links.

In early 1939, to mark the RAF’s imminent twentgsfibirthday, the
Municipal Liaison Scheme was inaugurated. It had taims, to
stimulate recruiting while fostering good relationstween the rapidly
expanding Service and local communities. In thset finstance it was
clear that the air force would be heavily dependgran urban centres to
satisfy its insatiable demand for skilled manpowile, in the second,
the proliferation of new aerodromes was having acreasingly
significant economic and social impact on the airashich they were
located. Units were encouraged, therefore, toiatiilthemselves to a
town or city, ideally, but not necessarily, onesedat hand and to keep
its local press acquainted with such items of ggkras detachments,
honours and awards, changes of CO and so on. Egdorial link was
to be marked by mutual exchanges of hospitalityuiliog at least one
formal annual visit by the squadron, although addél visits could be
made so long as they did not disrupt routine tr@jnor other Service
commitments. These occasions could be marked leyaanonial fly past
but no more than that; there was to be no ‘disdiaing.

Unlike those of the auxiliary squadrons, howevéese relatively
loose associations were not to be reflected irfdahmal titles of regular
units. Conversely, the provisions of the municisaheme were not
confined to regular units, permitting the auxiliasguadrons, where
appropriate, to focus their affiliations, No 5000(@ty of Kent) Sqgn, for
instance, electing to associate itself most spedifi with Maidstone.

The Air Ministry initially required all commands teubmit brief
reports on these activities at six-monthly intesvabmmencing on 1
January 1940. By that time, of course, the couhaig already been at
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A Mitchell 1l of No 98 Sgn. The device painted elbe cockpit window, aft of the letter ‘A’ is tBeat of Arms
of the City of Derby.
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war for four months and the system had not readlgrbin existence long
enough for it to have become very firmly establésh@&s a result, while
some of these links were sustained, most of thgselh For example,
the Digby-based No 73 Sgn had set up a liaison iitisoln but this
short-lived arrangement did not survive the tesvaf. The day after war
was declared the squadron began to move out amihvetweek it was
in France; it never came back. Indeed, apart frartouple of months in
the summer of 1940, No 73 Sgn spent the rest ehitise career abroad,
rendering the Lincoln-connection too tenuous to Wwerth re-
establishing, if indeed, anyone even rememberddtthad once existed.

Sadly, there were far too many negative influenaéswork to
encourage the liaison scheme to flourish. Wartiegwusty would clearly
have been a problem, as was mobility, especiallyufuts that were
posted abroad, and No 73 Sgn was far from beingeailo this respect.
High casualty rates would also have disrupted oaitti, as would
disbandment. That having been said, as the accoimgaphotograph
suggests, some of these links did demonstrate arkeivie degree of
resilience. No 98 Sgn spent the first months of lae in France and
Iceland followed by a period out of the line, bugventually reformed in
the UK in 1942 and the new squadron evidently tal#shed its pre-
war link with Derby.

In August 1946 some thought was briefly given teeséablishing the
system but it was quickly concluded that, in a lecamtext, the RAF was
more appropriately represented by its permanetibst rather than its
squadrons, because, even in peacetime, the laderbe relatively
unstable entities. By October 1947 some thirtyiatébwn links had
been established. Two years later this figure hagletl. These
associations became increasingly formalised as agriti®s began to
grant their local RAF station the ‘Freedom’ of thaity, town or
borough, the first probably being Bridgnorth in 09&lthough No 616
Sqgn had been granted the Freedom of Doncasted®).19

When the original scheme had been formally annaimee 1 April
1939 the registered affiliations were as listed Figure 1. Other
associations that are known to have existed laiglude: No 29 Sgn
(Maidstone); No 40 Sgn (Abingdon); No 61 Sgn (HuNo 82 Sgn
(Coventry); No 91 Sqgn (Folkestone); No 106 Sqgn (bistle); No 110
Sqgn (Ipswich ex-No 9 Sgn); No 207 Sqgn (Leicesténat said, it is not
certain that all of these links were forged undee terms of the



79
Municipal Liaison Scheme; most of them probably eveand there may

well have been others, but a consolidated listylea$o emerge.

Squadron
No 1 Sgn

No 2 Sgn

No 4 Sgn

No 9 Sgn

No 10 Sgn
No 15 Sqgn
No 18 Sgn
No 21 Sgn
No 22 Sgn
No 24 Sgn
No 26 Sgn
No 35 Sqgn
No 41 Sgn
No 46 Sgn
No 48 Sgn
No 49 Sgn
No 51 Sgn
No 57 Sgn
No 58 Sgn
No 62 Sgn
No 63 Sgn
No 64 Sgn
No 72 Sgn
No 73 Sgn
No 77 Sgn
No 78 Sgn

Town/City
Brighton,

& Worthing
Ramsgate
Reading
Ipswich
Blackburn
Oxford
Gloucester
Norwich
Portsmouth
Luton
Blackpool
Shrewsbury
Carlisle

Stoke-on-Trent

Southampton
Sheffield
York
Cheltenham
Southport
Northampton

Wolverhampton

Bradford
Barnsley
Lincoln
Lancaster
Preston

Hove

No 97 Sgn
No 98 Sgn
No 102 Sgn
No 103 Sgn
No 105 Sgn
No 107 Sgn
No 142 Sgn
No 144 Sqgn
No 166 Sgn
No 185 Sgn
No 204 Sgn
No 209 Sgn
No 210 Sgn
No 217 Sgn
No 218 Sgn

No 228 Sgn
No 500 Sgn
No 501 Sgn

No 502 Sgn
No 504 Sgn

No 605 Sgn

No 607 Sgn
No 608 Sgn
No 609 Sgn
No 611 Sgn

No 613 Sgn

No 616 Sgn

Halifax
Derby
Morecambe
Swindon
Hereford
Lowestoft
Worcester
Grimsby
Huddersfield

West Hartlepool

Plymouth
Scarborough
Swansea

Exeter
Weston-Super-
Mare

Rochester
Maidstone
Bristol

Belfast

Nottingham

Birmingham

Newcastle

Middlesborough

Leeds
Liverpool

Manchester

Doncaster

Fig 1. Affiliations registered under the Municidahison on its
inauguration on 1 April 1939.
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BOOK REVIEWS

The Royal Air Force and Aircraft Design, 1923-1939:Air Staff
Operational Requirementsby Colin Sinnott. Cass; 2001; £39.50.

If the reader wishes to know why the RAF entered3kecond World
War with such a wide assortment of combat airagfter in, or about to
enter, service then this book will explain sometha# reasons. It is an
intensively researched account of the close relakipp which existed
between the Air Ministry and the British airfram@daaero engine
industries between the First and Second World Warsnensely
detailed, with some forty-seven of its 243 pagesothd to notes,
references and bibliography, it reviews the plagrassumptions which
changed fundamentally as it became evident thaptimeipal threat to
the United Kingdom was Germany rather than Fra@ain Sinnott
describes how the need to obtain command of théyaitonsolidating
the first principle of war, offensive action, wascognised but policy for
the home defence air war vacillated, dependingherstrength of views
of individual Air Council officers as their minddrsggled to focus on
the potential of air power. The sixteen years undgiew saw multiple
aircraft prototypes pioneer new technologies wiileeebiplane gave way
to the monoplane, the top speed of fighters wasrtian doubled while
the payload and range of bombers saw similar imgrents as engine
power-to-weight ratios improved substantiallfhe narrative quotes at
some length from official papers with supportingidewnce for the
conflicting points of view of individual officersisenior Air Ministry
posts but, as the text tends to jump chronologicall is sometimes
confusing to the less well informed reader. Howetee chapter
headings provide a logical guide to the fascinatimgterial contained
within the book.

Setting aside those which had been in service danesyears, and
which were thus earmarked for disposal, the RAFredt the Second
World War with nine widely different types of bombeither in
squadron service or in the final stages of triad development. These
ranged from the single-engined Fairey Battle tofthg-engined heavy
bombers and finally the Mosquito, the author refgtthe popular view
that the latter type, one of the few innovativeft to emerge from pre-
WW Il concepts, was an independent initiative bg the Havilland
Company. Despite the pioneering efforts of the R#&Rhe end of the



81

Great War to employ bombers in long range offensperations and an
assumption that in any future war the bomber wdrddsupreme the
author shows that the Air Ministry seemed slow ¢évelop a strategy for
its use, either by day or by night. Several reasmesexplored for this
apparent lack of central policy direction but, eweith the benefit of
hindsight, the author hesitates to criticise thad® were responsible.
Instead he is content to describe the severalsssoe leave the reader to
draw his own conclusions by quoting from one of higurce's
observations on bomber experience early in ther&dorld War:

‘More was learnt about the potentialities and lati@ns of the day
bomber formations in a few months of war experietiae had
been gained from the previous twenty years of ikewy on the
basis of fragmentary and often obsolete evidendgeatefrom the
First World War, the Sino-Japanese War and the iSpagivil
War.’

At the same time, policies for the use of fightersre equally ill
defined but the author dismantles the perceptian ttre RAF opposed
development of the monoplane and that it wishegbdrsist with the
biplane. He reminds the reader of the protractedatein the Air
Ministry about the choice of gun armament and fifferihg concepts of
operation for fighters and acknowledges the suppbith the RAF gave
to research into high speed flight. The trials ahalies of the late 1920s
are well covered and here the author does offéicism of the trial
scenarios where he suggests that too much emphasiplaced on set
piece battles. Another quote, this time from theFRManual of Air
Tactics of the 1930s, gives an insight into themuioiious thoughts
which prevailed at the time:

‘Manoeuvre at high speeds in air fighting is notvnpracticable,
because the effect of gravity on the human bodyndurapid

changes of direction at high speed causes a temptoss of

consciousness, deflection shooting becomes diffamd accuracy
is hard to obtain.’

While fierce disagreements continued to prevathat highest levels
of the Service on the different concepts of operatand weight of
armament the author throws new light on the evenhish led to the far
sighted conclusion that there was a universal rfeedll-metal, high
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speed, monoplane fighters. He describes eventgtpsal the important
decision in 1934 which led crucially to the devetemt of the multi-gun
Hurricane and Spitfire while the Air Ministry retesd the option to
pursue turreted fighters for attacking bombershdéligh some obsolete
biplane fighters were still in service at the begng of WW Il the
author covers the history of the three future mdsop fighter concepts:
the single-seat cannon-armed fighter, which ledht&® Whirlwind; the
single-seat multi-machine-gun fighter, which becahee Hurricane and
Spitfire; and the multi-crew turreted machine-gighfer, the Blenheim
and Defiant bomber destroyers. Although the Whimbivivas delayed
and did not see action in the Battle of Britaintak other fighters did
and lessons were learned quickly. History shows tthe Hurricane and
Spitfire were the most successful and were modiSatdsequently to
carry increased calibre cannon armament, as wdrdatar British
designed RAF fighters; the Blenheim and Defiantearetegated to night
fighting duties.

The final paragraph of his book summarises adnyrafse subject
matter where Colin Sinnott writes:

‘We might conclude that the bombers and fighterecivithe RAF
got, as opposed to those they were seeking, weriaaygpropriate
for the home defence air war they encountered. Tiatwas so
owed much to the RAF’s influence on aircraft dedigitween the
wars. The Air Ministry had encouraged and fundece th
development of high speed monoplane fighters, m@sed from
the late 1920s the need for multi-machine-gun &glarmament,
and as early as 1935, its replacement by 20mm cariiiee RAF
saw the need for fast long range bombers for wén Germany,
seized the apparent opportunity to call for vengéabomb loads
and sought power-operated multi-gun turrets at nae twhen
German and American designs had none. That it pissued
some dead ends of development was perhaps inevithining a
period of rapid technological change.’

From the standpoint of the early 21st Century thei@ sense aleja
vu in reading the debate on priorities which existethe 1920s between
the needs of the European war as they conflictéd thie those of the
colonial air force. Furthermore the timescale & thview, at a time of
rapidly developing technology, is five years shortban the total
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timescale from conception to service release ferBharofighter which,
some sixty years later, also suffers from intededlate over the relative
priorities of NATO and Out of Area.

Aircraft lend themselves to visual display so itdisappointing that
the book is not well illustrated. Just sixteen plgoaphs, of which only
four are unfamiliar, are all that are included twow the numerous
concepts which appeared between 1923 and 1939. drmsings and
diagrams would have been most useful referencesewdt®tographs of
the aircraft or mock-ups were not available butpgdessome minor
criticism this book is a splendid record of RAF dmah aircraft
procurement during a critical period in the Ser@cgouth. Colin
Sinnott’s detailed research material means thabbak is an excellent
reference, aimed primarily at the serious studdntnditary history,
rather than a jolly good read for the amateur esitst.

Gp Capt Jock Heron

Through Eyes of Blueedited by Wg Cdr A E Ross DFE@irlife; 2002;
£25.

Through Eyes of Blues an anthology. The first contribution is an
account of the experiences of a lieutenant whoehas a pilot with the
RFC/RAF in 1917-18, the last, a summary of the etimh of the RAF's
approach to logistics between 1918 and 2002 byiachéef marshal
(and one who clearly harbours some reservations @oent trends in
this field). In between there another 191 persarabllections and
essays ranging from first-hand accounts of air apmns of all kinds,
through insights into less well-documented aspetRAF activities, to
overviews of campaigns as seen by senior commanders

A book of this nature needs to be well-balanced, aledpite (one
imagines) being constrained in his choices by thaenal that was
actually available to him, the editor has doneipaldrly well in this
respect. Books about the RAF tend to concentrath@events of 1939-
45 and, in particular, on the exploits of its wai pilots. WW Il was
obviously a critical time for the RAF, but the fadmains that it
occupied only six years out of more than eighty arlot has happened
in the half-century since. Furthermore, there veasl there still is, a lot
more to the Service than simply flying aeroplarésme 43% of this
book is devoted to aspects of WW Il and 46% toptb&t-war era. That is
probably about right and the editor’'s selectiorsobject matter is also
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good. So far as WW Il is concerned, there are plehtales told by the
pilots of Sunderlands, Mosquitos, Tempests andlikeebut these are
tempered by stories of flying autogiros, of the twae University Air

Squadrons, of operating barrage balloons, of thmafe nursing
attendants who flew, of being a PoW and so on.

Because they have been written about far less ératy) the accounts
relating to the post-war years probably make amewere significant
contribution to the recording of RAF history tham tthe wartime stories
and, for the same reason, | also found them to bee nnteresting.
Again, we have the recollections of pilots flying various campaigns
from the Berlin Airlift, through Korea, Malaya an8uez to the
Falklands, the Gulf and the Balkans. As in the W\Akktion, the flying
business is kept in proportion, by including nunasrocontributions from
the Regiment, doctors, lawyers, suppliers, poliaggmeountain rescuers
and many of the other unsung disciplines whichalltikeep the show
on the road. To take just one example, this boakiges some insight
into the sort of intrigues that our security peopéve indulged in from
time to time in order to ensure the safety of oerspnnel and facilities
when overseas bases have been at direct or indis&alue to outright
hostility, as in Egypt in the early 1950s, or goét instability, as in
Cyprus in the mid-1970s.

So much for the pros, of which there are many. Wiiahe cons?
While the chronological perspective is very gode bverall balance is
rather distorted by the overwhelming preponderariadficers, many of
them very senior officers, among the contribut@s.a result, we are
presented with an excellent impression of the @icd as seen from the
top down and as perceived by its ‘middle managdisis gives us the
view from the HQ and from the flight deck, but hdid it look from the
flight line? Again, it probably comes down to hayito use what was
available, but is notable that, while the thougbfsair commodores
abound, NCOs and airmen are (almost) silent.

A decision that every editor has to face is whethershould or
should not ‘improve’ the drafts at his disposaleféis no right answer
to this one, of course. Interfere and you may diske truth, leave it and
you may promote myths or appear to endorse inaciasalt would
seem that, in this case, the text was left alortek am result, there are
numerous oddities. These range from Worthy Dowmdpg@resented as
one word and Flycatcher as two, through Scarfe $oarff) ring and
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Walthur Novotny (for Walter Nowotny — you can’'t ‘@eanicise’ a
German), to Barrowbeer (for Harrowbeer) and Fasgglfiar Fassberg).
Although anomalies like these can interrupt thevflthey are of little
real consequence but there are some more sigrifieaors buried
within the text. For instance, the RAF of WW | neattained a strength
of 280 squadrons (204 squadron numbers were inwln the war
ended but only about 180 of these units could garded as having been
operational). There is also some lingering hyperticdm WW 1l which
could, perhaps, have done with toning down aftiy ffears. We now
know, for example, that the RAF actually cost ttadidns two Fiat CR
42s in an engagement fought over Kent on 23 Noverh®¢0 but here
we are still being presented with the contempoctaiym for seven. More
surprising, however, are errors that creep in mesays later. An account
of a rescue from a crashed two-seat Griffon-engikiednet 6ic) at
Kuala Lumpur, for instance, really involved a Mo&gwf No 81 Sqn.
An error of this sort, arising from a half-rememdxincident in 1954,
hardly matters, of course, but it is a little malisturbing to have very
senior officers, who participated in events as suefling us that
Valiants were based at Tel Aviv during the Sueaiafénd that, during
the Falklands campaign, Vulcan tankers began teveelthe Victors at
Ascension Island in May 1982 (the first Vulcan tanklid not actually
fly until June; they did not enter squadron serviogil August — and |
doubt that they were ever deployed to Wideawake).

The book contains about 170 photographs. One ordfimbese (eg
Demons, Stirlings) have been rather savagely co@me the captions
to some are, to varying degrees, inaccurate oeadshg. For example: a
Wapiti, represented as being flown over India by ®oSqn, is plainly
marked as being the property of No 603 Sqgn; a foomaof ‘Harts’ is
actually of Demons of No 41 Sqn; a Tiger Moth daithelong to Oxford
UAS never flew with that unit (it spent most of tareer with No 18
ERFTS/EFTS); a nominal Battle is a Fulmar; an Ansaid to be of No
217 Sqgn still bears that unit's codes, but wasallstdlying with No 321
Sgn when it had its picture taken; a Blenheim d@ased with Dunkirk is
actually the first production aeroplane which spgsitentire career on
trials work; are the Spitfires on page 151 reath5alerno?; the missile
being carried by a Vulcan is a BLUE STEEL (not aUBL. STREAK);
WB550, captioned as being a Gatow-based ‘camerigped
Chipmunk’, never operated from Berlin and Gatowhliginunks never
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were actually ‘camera-equipped’ (it was the chaphim front seat who

had the hand-held optical recording device).

Do defects like these matter? Yes, | think that/tde and that, as a reviewer, | do
have an obligation to point them out. That havimgrb said, however, what impact do
they have on my overall assessment of the book?aNgreat deal. | would say that it
reduces it to a nine-point-five, rather than a garten.Through Eyes of Blueeflects
Airlife’s well-deserved reputation for high prodigrt values and, because it is such a big

book (350 pages of quite small print; 9 point, ltkés paragraph thus far), it wikeep
you occupied for ages. The quality of the writisggbod throughout and
some of the later passages really are quite exteltas entirely a matter
of taste, of course, but | was particularly takgnpieces by Jerry Witts
on the first Tornado mission flown in the Gulf Wag; Fit Lt Wynn on
Sentry operations over the Balkans and by Stuatchdil on the
‘organised chaos’ of operational AAR from the pahwiiew of a TriStar
crew. But there are many, many others of equaldste including a
summary of the career of Air Cdre T M Gibson whderf a very
persuasive explanation for his having opted to becan RAF, rather
than an Army, doctor because....but you will haveetd the book.
Highly recommended, and, if you still need a reasopersuade you
to buy this book, you should know that it has bpeoduced to raise
funds for the Leonard Cheshire Foundation.
CGJ

Independent Forceby Keith Rennles. Grub Street; 2002. £19.99.

The subtitle of this bookThe War Diary of the Daylight Squadrons
of the Independent Air Force, June-November 19E&tly summarises
the content but, at the same time, it creates sesehunease. Although
the ‘Independent Air Force’ (IAF) label did gainnse currency, both at
the time and since, it was never correct. Trenchasdmmand was the
Independent Force, RAF and a book dedicated toekmoits of an
element of this formation should surely get its eamght; it is
unsettling, therefore, to observe that this ondufea both titles on its
cover and that, with a few exceptions, the authefers to the IAF
throughout. Similarly, Trenchard’s appointment wwasa General Officer
Commanding; he was not, as the author states, ar@ader-in-Chief.
He did become, at least a notional, CinC in Octd$48 when he was
appointed to command the projected Inter-Alliedelpeindent Air Force.
This was to have been an Anglo-Franco-ltalo-UStestia bombing
force but, having been constituted only a fortnigbtore the Armistice,
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it never actually established a tangible presembe. author does make
some reference to this development, incidentaltjpoagh he omits to
note the Italian contribution, which was likely tmave been quite
substantial.

There are several other instances of imprecise nolaigre; there
never was, for instance, a No 3 Flying School, bloa3 Training School
and No 1 Observers School was not at Hythe. Othemalies crop up
throughout the text, for example: No 45 Sqgn didnee¢quip with Snipes
in January 1919 (it only ever had two and the seéadrthese was struck
off charge on 21 January as the unit was reducingatdre); John
Quinnell did not command No 83 Sqgn in 1925 (that bad disbanded
in 1919); some biographical notes on Air Mshl Pa&tin’s later career
are incorrect; No 99 Sgn was not at Reading inaigni918; No 30 Sgn
was never stationed at Newcastle (perhaps a typbldo36 Sqn); there
are others. Then again, the author tends to ovdrasige facts which are
of only marginal significance. It is true, for iasice, that some of the
early-production ex-naval DH 4s which flew with N& Sqn retained
their twin forward-firing guns but, of the twentixsRNAS machines
transferred to the RFC, only seven ever found thaiy to No 55 Sgn
and of these only two were still on charge aftdrat become a part of
the Independent Force. Similarly, No 100 Sqgn iso@vstated to have
been equipped with FE2cs, whereas only half-a-dazerso of this
model reached France; No 100 Sqn’s basic type eaBE2b. Finally, |
have a lot of trouble coming to terms with the emtibn that, for attacks
delivered from altitudes of 10-15 000 feet, ie abono miles, the
‘leaders simply judged when to release their bombiout the aid of a
sight. The equipment specified for the DH 9/9A wias High Altitude
Drift Sight, although there is reason to believat tihese were not widely
used (possibly because of limited availability){ bivese aircraft were
also fitted with a Negative Lens Sight as standard some use would
surely have been made of these.

So much for the ‘cons’. What of the ‘pros’? Thekbaf the book is a
record of all known sorties flown by Nos 55, 99418nd 110 Sgns
during the period in question. Where known, basitails are tabulated
(date, target, time off and back, crew names, a&iraerial numbers and
fates), the only frequent omissions being seriahibers, simply because
these were often not recorded at the time. Theds fae then amplified
by a narrative account of each mission, distillednf unit records,
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combat reports, casualty cards and the occasiettal br diary; many of
the losses have been cross-referred to other soudccadentify the
German pilot(s) responsible.

So long as the author is dealing with his coredottie information
he offers appears to be sound, problems arising when he begins to
embellish his account by, for instance, insertimggtaphical notes on
individuals. This was, | think, a mistake as, ap@mm being
unnecessary, this additional information often tetadbe flawed which,
one suspects, may reveal a degree of unfamiliasity the basic stuff of
early RAF history. The text is supported by a tgbiGrub Street-style
illustrated insert. This reproduces some seveniy-fehotographs, at
least one of which is incorrectly captioned; thagidentified as Lt H S
H Read of No 99 Sqn is actually Maj W R Read oftlat time that the
picture was taken) No 45 Sqgn.

The book is rounded off by some statistics, inaigdia rather
sobering list of casualties. In five months, monant 250 men were
killed, wounded or captured from a force of onlyeth later four,
squadrons flying two-seater aeroplanes. Genergllgraiing in (or at
least, starting out as) formations of twelve, theexe several occasions
on which more than 50% of the aircraft failed teura. In the light of
this experience, | have always found it a littlepsising that the post-
war RAF concluded that the defensive fire from arfation of bombers
would permit it to penetrate to a target in dayigimd survive. The
evidence of WW | argued against this but the dayladpctrine prevailed
until we were taught the same lesson a seconddirmeWilhelmshaven
in 1939.

On balance, this book is not a bad effort and é&sdachieve what it
sets out to do. It certainly represents a conveéniand apparently
comprehensive, reference work but, sadly, it castédo many errors for
it to inspire total confidence. Certainly a usefatondary source and the
misinformation that it contains may be confinedte ancillary text, but
how can one be sure? For a reference book, thgprisblem.

CGJ

Combat Codesby Vic Flintham and Andrew Thomas. Airlife; 2003.
Price £45.

Between 1938 and 1945, or perhaps even the ea®{s]%ne
imagines that there must have been a clerk, lurkintpe basement of
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the Air Ministry, who allocated identity codes witloing his best to
minimise duplications between units. The fact thase allocations were
‘codes’ implied a degree of secrecy and our notiolek evidently took
this aspect of his job so seriously that he appealsve maintained, or
retained, no record of his work. As a result, omry fragmentary
official documentation seems to have survived, ilgaws with a vast
jigsaw. We generally know what units there weréh@igh obscure ones
continue to emerge, even today) and we have casnghotographs of
aeroplanes bearing code letters. The trick has bedsentify matched
pairs. Over the years this very frustrating projéeis engaged the
attention of a number of prominent members of Mafia’ of British
aviation historians. A first attempt at publishiagconsolidated list in
book form appeared in 1979. Further devilling pétexi the picture to
become more sharply focused in later years, thegelations being
reported in a series of articles in the aviatioaspr Vic Flintham and
Andy Thomas are two well-respected long-term mesmérthe group
that has been researching in this field and, wiidemly acknowledging
the debt that they owe to their colleagues, theyehdrawn all of the
threads together to reflect the latest state of.pla

Combat Codeds essentially a series of lists of tabulated (data
although there are explanatory essays on the cbréempdes and the
way in which their use evolved, along with somefuiseotes on howto
use the book. The core of the content is providea Iseries of tables
dealing with the pre-war, the wartime and the puast-RAF, but these
are complemented by similar tables covering thetimar identification
codes used by the FAA and the RCAF, RNZAF, RAAFAEAand the
Indian Air Force plus US Army and USAAF units operg in the
European and Mediterranean theatres. It does opptthere either, as
post-war coverage is extended to embrace the ecmdiruse of the
wartime system by (mostly European) air forcesluntfinally faded
away (in Norway) in 1970. The RAF picture is brotighyht up to date
with an explanation of the logic behind the varigystems of tail codes
that it has employed since the 1970s. Last butaast, there is a list of
all known ‘personal codes’ reflecting the good diays when a Wing
Leader expected to be able to adorn ‘his’ aeropleitte his initials. All
of this data is cross-referred so that one canjrfstance, enter via a
consolidated index featuring every one of the cgarips listed within
the book or, in the case of the RAF, via the squadrumber or the
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A Lysander of No 208 Sgn modelling a temporaryyeddsert colour
scheme in which the dark green areas of the stahammouflage
pattern have been overpainted with a light tan. sTlexercise has
obliterated the last digit of the aeroplane’s sérisumber (L8437?),
although the unit's post-Munich/pre-war GA identitode is still

prominently displayed. Note, incidentally, the pydns of the fuselage
roundel, which are very like those of the ‘C1’ patt of 1942; the
intriguing thing is that this picture was taken Heliopolis in 1939.
Irrelevant? Arcane? Perhaps, but such oddities banfascinating and
the Thomas/Flintham book offers many photograpHastiating

examples of anomalous markings.

numerical designation of some (but not all) of there significant lesser
units, eg certain flights, OTUs, HCUs, AFSs, OCld the like.

To amplify this mass of tabulated information thare no fewer than
280 photographs. These have been very carefulgctsel to illustrate
some of the more obscure units and to provide ebesmgf typical and
atypical ways in which code letters could be digpth thus
demonstrating how easy it can be to misidentifynd due to the non-
standard style in which it painted its codes oragsoplanes — this code
business is plagued by such pitfalls. As a resoltye of the pictures are
less than perfect but the occasional tilted horizommpped nose or
slightly grainy print is more than compensateddgtheir rarity. | would
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guess that well over 80% of the photographs in Husk are being
published for the first time.

Combat Codess not (cannot be) the last word on this subjastthe
authors acknowledge, there are still gaps to tbedfiand they make no
attempt to hide them, indeed known omissions ancenainties are
italicised throughout. Nevertheless, the reseascméticulous and the
content is as comprehensive and authoritative m$eaxpected. This is
as good as it gets for the time being, and verydgibds too. It is
indicative of the care that has been taken in chingpthis book that, in
order to make it as user-friendly as possible seaechers who may not
be familiar with aeroplanes (people hoping to diromore about a
wartime snapshot in the family album, perhaps)pmascious effort has
been made to illustrate just about every type roeet in the text, these
pictures also being cross-referenced.

Is there a downside? Sadly, yes. The price, whicla ibit eye-
watering. The book is a large (A4-ish) format, e hardback
reflecting Airlife’s well-deserved reputation fouglity but, even so, £45
does seem a bit steep. Still, for some folk | sasfet this title is going
to be a ‘must have’; one for the Christmas wishgerhaps?

CGJ

Silent Invader. A Glider Pilot's Story of the Invason of Europe in
World War Il by Alexander Morrison. Airlife; 2002. £8.99.

This book, which was first published in 1999, ha®ib written by a
captain in the Royal Fusiliers who volunteered foe Glider Pilot
Regiment in 1942. It opens with an account of laiming as a pilot on
Tiger Moths and Magisters and subsequently on liderg he would fly.
Then it moves to the intensive exercises he toak ipabefore seeing
action, at first with OVERLORD flying men of the 6th Airborne
Division to Normandy, and later taking jeeps andgyior an anti-tank
battery to Arnhem. The RAF comes in for praise, tfe quality of its
tug crews, the reassuring fighter cover it provided for the skill of its
Typhoon pilots in neutralising German ack-ack brase At this point in
the book the author’'s aerial activities cease arthtwfollows is
concerned with his adventures on the ground. Thieskide some
sporadic infantry action after landing, taking gduwith a courageous
Dutch family, capture and interrogation by tkestapo transfer to
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Stalag Luft lat Barth, the flight of his German guards at thprapch of
Russian forces and his subsequent encountershwisie forces.

The fleeing Camp Commandant and his men left belmmds for
their erstwhile captives so Morrison and his caless formed a Field
Force which set off to meet the Russians. They capun a forced
labour camp for press-ganged Frenchmen and oneinigodemale
political prisoners. On being released, these worigned on their
captors and beat them to death in a frenzy ofbution which Field
Force members were unable to check. Meetings Ww&hRussians went
well, even with a Mongol Supply Column whose treatitnof the local
civilian population foreshadowed the kind of thwbich was to happen
in Berlin when that city fell. The Russian Brigad® did all it could to
provide hospitality and help towards repatriaticut bhe arrival of a
Paolitical Officer made things difficult for a whilét last, an airlift of B-
17s came to take them home.

Glider pilots have not received much attention #md well written
and informative account of what it was like to beedelps to put that
right. However, some 60% of the book is given deethe post-Arnhem
period and takes on a different flavour. From ie ayathers the usual
messages about POW life and the resilience of mensuch
circumstances. One also begins to appreciate tfextaterror which
anticipation of the arrival of the Russians insgiie German breasts —
not without good reason — and learns once againtabe inhumanity
which the Germans in their turn were capable ofs Ihot a profound
book, in the sense of being one to take off thdvekefor reference
purposes perhaps, but it tells an interestingaatedoes so fluently.

Dr Tony Mansell

Hurricanes Over Malta by Brian Cull and Frederick Galea. Grub
Street; 2001. £19.99.

Grub Street publishetalta: the Hurricane Yearsn 1987. Since
then additional information has continued to emenge Brian Cull, one
of the co-authors of the original volume, has mliteall together in this
new book. Inevitably, it covers the same grouncbafore but, in so
doing, it sheds a new light into previously darketeernersHurricanes
Over Maltais, in effect, therefore, a revised and updatetiohy of the
air defence of the island between June 1940 and 2®t2. As such it is
the most accurate account of the action that we, héne detail being
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enhanced by the author’'s having had access tmthbdoks, diaries and
photograph albums of a number of ‘new’ veterangjesof whom have
contributed anecdotes to lighten the tone. The emtittity of this
account is further underlined by the co-operatibfrrederick Galea, a
local historian who has studied the air defencilalta for many years.

The appendices, which list the Hurricane pilots wlied, the combat
claims lodged by the pilots of Hurricanes (andhef earlier Gladiators)
and the victories with which they were actually dited at the time,
appear to be extremely comprehensive. Contemparambat claims
are, of course, notoriously optimistic and the atghhave generally
cross-referred these to enemy records so, whilentdreative reflects
what the RAF’s pilots thought they had done attihee, it usually also
tells us what damage they had actually inflictelder® is an index to all
personalities mentioned in the book (ltalians aretn@ns, as well as
RAF) and an insert in which more than eighty nevetpgraphs are
reproduced, practically all of them snapshots omaphwartime film
stock, but these grainy images convey a lot of aphere. In addition,
the rear of the dust jacket features two picturfeBgp Off Jock Barber
posing with his Hurricane on Malta at about thentwf 1940-41;
remarkably, both of these are in colour. Theresamme residual typos
which should have been weeded out at the proofirgastage, for
instance, coursesic) pitch and Hatson (for Hatston), but these are few
and far between.

Because it tends to be a blow-by-blow account dlitwiappened, the
narrative can sometimes be a little heavy goingy that is in the nature
of the beast. As a work of referen¢g&yrricanes Over Maltds unlikely
to be bettered. If you want to know who shot whord when, and what
it was like to fly in combat during those hecticydathis one is for you.
Recommended.

CGJ

The Buccaneers by Air Commodore Graham Pitchfork. Patrick
Stephens Ltd; 2002. Price £25.00.

My Canberra and Buccaneer colleague and contenmpohnas
achieved the impossible: there’'s something hereefaryone. As Sir
Michael Knight says in the foreword to this handsorolume: ‘...a
compelling read. And that must surely hold good aoly for those
favoured by membership of the Buccaneer fratetmity if they can bear
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it, for the aircrews of those very many less ditished types of
military aircraft.’

Graham Pitchfork is ideally placed to tell thisrgtavith authority,
and with due regard to the affection for the aifitcfeom folk in both
Services — he was among the very first RAF airctevbe sent to the
Royal Navy in 1965. That sensible leavening propathnds as one of
the more successful examples of jointery. His bet&h chapters tell the
36-year story from first flight to end of servicé:describes early RN
carrier experiences, the development of RAF roled missions, both
overland and maritime, and pays due respect tovthrk of the training
organisations, both RN and RAF.

In something just over 150 pages, richly illustdateith a treasure
house of photographs of the Buccaneer (and itarairground crews) at
work, Graham has captured the exhilaration of dpeydhis all-British
success story. The book is deliberately limitedh® in-Service life of
the aircraft with the Royal Navy and the Royal Rorce. It does not set
out to tell the story of its technical genesishaitgh the reader is steered
towards the definitive account of its design andeltgpment (Roy
Boot's memoirFrom Spitfire to Eurofightgr Nor does the relatively
limited size of the book allow for coverage of thiecraft’'s service with
the South African Air Force. What it does managelaads to set down
for posterity a picture of the quite remarkablerispdf affection its
operators had for the aircraft. It does not dera the ‘banana bomber’
could be a bit of a handful: there are some grigpiords and pictures
describing just how excitingly things could go wgonBut the
satisfaction of using the aircraft to its maximumfieetiveness comes
over loud and clear, all the way through. Therdads,example, a story
from the early days of RN carrier operatipdsscribing the 1966 use of
No 800 Sgn’'s Buccaneers from HMBagle on the Beira patrol,
enforcing oil sanctions against the post-UDI RhaaleSorties were
flown that stretched the fuel to the maximum, neitog to the deck with
just enough for one wave-off (and doing so withdiersion airfield!).
In the late-1970s, the Buccaneer in Royal Air F®eerice startled the
Americans when it was first invited to the RED FLA@ries of tactical
exercises in Nevada. With its limited ‘gear’, butttwingenuity and
panache the characteristics of the crews, the Beeraacquitted itself
magnificently, breaking through realistic defeneesl seeing off some
guality opposition. All the way forward to the ld&0s, and the aircraft
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had finally had an avionics and weapon system wagrand could now
plan co-ordinated attacks of six aircraft againsemlwater targets at
night (with perhaps two hours in close formatior880 feet) launching
Sea Eagle from outside the target's radar coveragth air-to-air
refuelling en route, and all in radio silence.

Ironically, it was after all these advances, andgloafter the
Buccaneer had been withdrawn from the RAF Germamyland strike
role, that actual combat was finally engaged. Gther desert. At high
level. But — naturally — with outstanding succédse Gulf War was the
Buccaneers’ swansong. A call to lead the Queentthday Flypast in
1993, in a sixteen-aircraft diamond formation, gdke final nod of
approval to the beast before the last lost weelweriMarch 1994 at the
first and last Buccaneer base, RAF Lossiemouth.foheer Naval Air
Station that had seen the entry into service ofMlagk 1 now, in light
blue mode, saw out the Mark 2. Well over a thousainids former air
and ground crews and their families joined the laStthe current
operators for a farewell party. That turn-out reftethe regard and
respect generated by an airframe that, to be honest not the most
elegant in appearance. But down in the weeds, With left hand
forward, there was nothing to touch it. Grahamgsiit all to life.

For those associated with the Buccaneer, thiseissttuvenir volume
to have to hand. For every anecdote in the tegteth be another one
tucked away in the memory. For those who haverpt keshoe box full
of photos of the beast, there are plenty enouge teesatisfy them. For
those who — as the Air Chief Marshal says — hadntisfortune to be
denied this character-building experience, thiersgild book will tell
them exactly what they missed. Very highly recomdszh
Air Cdre Phil Wilkinson

The Last of the Phantomsy lan Black. Patrick Stephens; 2002. £25.
The Last of the Lightningsby lan Black. Sutton; 2002. £25.

Although published under different imprints, these books are
identical in having been produced in the same riyu@f inch-square
format as, and are in series with, the Buccaneek lveviewed above.
Since both are by the same author, they are déaltegether. lan Black
began his flying career as a Phantom navigatorsexukently being
retreaded as a pilot and going on to fly the Ligkgn Tornado F.3 and
Mirage 2000. Today he drives an Airbus.
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Although both books begin with a concise and wonkiika account
of the design, development and service historyacheype (confined to
British units in the case of the Phantom), thesrathe narrative
treatment is slightly different. The Phantom boekai series of essays
contributed by a number of Phantom phlyers in dahiitto Black
himself. We are therefore presented with a var@tydescriptions of
what it was like to fly the brute and an assortmentfirst-hand
impressions of the conduct of various types ofispés seen from both
the front and rear seats. All of these reflect ¢éperience of second-
generation Phantom pholk so they deal with thelefience operations of
the 1980s and ‘90s (flown in a fighter that weighedghly the same as a
fully-loaded Lancaster) rather than strike, attacid recce which had
been the F-4's game in the 1970s. The writing isoumly punchy and
informative and the lingering affection of Phantamsterans for their
phormidable (enough!) aeroplane is palpable. Onehef pitfalls in
having a book written by a committee is that theeanformation may
crop up several times and this does happen hetds—piain that the
incident in which a Phantom pilot accidentally stlotvn a Jaguar made
a lasting impression on a lot of people.

By contrast, the Lightning book is very much a peed account of
the author’s progress through the conversion coiinsevas the very last
pilot to qualify on type) and on through the vasaiages of progressive
operational clearance after he had joined No 11 8gminating in live
gunnery over Cyprus and the firing of a Red Topra®ardigan Bay.
Arguably, this made him the very last RAF singlatdghter pilot in the
Spitfire tradition; he even had his name paintddwehe cockpit sill of
his very own aeroplane. The only external contidyutn this case (this
volume is, incidentally, a revised edition, thegamal having been
published in 1996) being an account by Mike Beattead of the
rebuilding of three Lightnings (there is a fourth prospect) for his
remarkable Thunder City enterprise at Cape TowaciBs writing is
vivid and colourful and he very successfully cors/ethe tension
involved in getting to grips with a 1950s-techngldgach 2 fighter and
in engaging in air combat at 1000 mph; at times ga almost smell the
adrenaline. In creating this atmosphere, he ocoabjo resorts to
crewroompatoisto liven up the prose but he never leaves theitiatied
in the dark. It does not, for instance, take to@mimagination to guess
at the essential features of a ‘Playtex break’.
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By and large the text is remarkably unflawed inhbbboks. To be
pedantic, | could observe that ‘swoops’ are felit foul, and take issue
with the presentation of one or two designatiogsAan 9L instead of
AIM-9L and SU23 for SUU-23, but | will resist thermptation. | will,
however, point out that the Vulcan tanker illusttchbn page 100 of the
F-4 book belonged to No 50 Sgn, not No 44 Sgn. § iealso a bit of a
‘Howler’ on page 111; the Phantom’s drop tanks mas}l have been
made by Sargent-Fletcher but Sargent was the namEletcher’'s
business partner, not his rank, so one cannotyrabbreviate it to ‘Sgt
Fletcher’.

So much for the words, what about the pictures™Black is as good
at photographing aeroplanes as he is at flying theoh writing about
them, possibly even better. Both of these bookdauishly illustrated,
almost entirely in colour and almost exclusivelthwpictures taken by
the author. It is a matter of taste, of course, Ibfaincy that his later
Lightning pictures are even better than those efRhantom. One can,
incidentally, see that clicking away in the backaof F-4 would have
been a relatively straightforward exercise, but limwou take pictures
from a single-seater? Easy, as Black explains, jysti plug in the
autopilot and tell the other chap what to do, altifoyou still have to
juggle the relative positions of the sun, the ckaape and all of that,
because these pictures are not mere snapshotsatbgyortraits. One
that deserves particular comment is an air-to-aot ©f a Lightning
burning merrily followed by one of the pilot ejeudi, although the latter
was taken from a safe distance, so it is not plesstbsay whether he
was actually saying ‘cheese’.

The pictures alone would probably be sufficienséll these books.
The words are a bonus, but they are not mere paddid the account of
learning to fly the Lightning is certainly worthy publication in its own
right, even without pictures. Nevertheless, iths pictures that make the
lasting impression. This is aeroplane porn of thyhdst quality. If you
were associated with either of these types, you firay these books
difficult to resist.

CGJ

The Combat Legendseries. Airlife; 2002. £9.99 each.
Back in 1994 Osprey launched a very successfuései softback
publications under the generic tithércraft of the AcesTypically, each
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volume (and there are now some fifty of them) exwsithe more
prominent pilots associated with a particular feghdircraft type, role or
formation and/or theatre, a major selling pointnigethat each booklet
contains numerous very high quality colour profile$ specific

aeroplanes. Airlife have recently embarked on a paoable project,
their series being calle@ombat LegendThe format is very similar,
except that the focus is on a particular type abplane, although the
aviators are not overlooked. Each book presentsramanlike account
of the technical development and combat careetsafubject within the
constraints imposed by rather less than 100 pagesh of this space
being taken up by 70-100 photographs, almost alwbich are well-

chosen and well-reproduced. The text is supported Iselection of
colour profiles (rather fewer than are offered bgpy, but then the
Airlife books cost £3 less) which should provide peninspiration for

modellers.

Four titles have been submitted for review thusdad, since the
authors are dealing with aeroplanes and evenththat been extremely
well-documented in the past, one would expect affe digest to be
pretty well free of error. Sadly, this is not alwayhe case, as the
following notes suggest:

Messerschmitt Bf 109by Jerry Scutts. The Messerschmitt book
frequently omits umlauts, as in, for instance, BRitterkreuztragerand
JagerschrecKit makes all the difference if you say it out djuThere
are a few dodgy ‘facts’ as well, eg JG 27 re-eqeipwith the Bf 109F
in late 1941 (not 1942); the Macchi C.202 was Hwdgore (not the
Veltro); there is a rather uncomfortable reference teeatical tailplane’;
and, although some of its soldiers did defect, Hupglid not change
sides during WW 11.

B-17 Flying Fortress by Martin Bowman. One can indulge in the
same sort of exercise with the B-17 book. For msta Ruhland (not
Ruhrland) is about 100 miles (which is hardly ‘justouth of Berlin;
Keroman is a suburb of Lorient (not eleven milesnirit); 8th AF
Fortresses could not have been escorted by Thusltderdn 8 March
1943 because the 4th FG did not fly its first sweefll the 10th (and the
first P-47 escort mission was not mounted until @yl the 15th AF B-
17s which took part in the first ‘shuttle-bombingission via Russia on
2 June 1944 were escorted by the 325th FG flyirgl${not P-38s);
and, did the 15th AF really lose ‘more than 100twift from a force of
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335 despatched on 23 June 19447 (I think thatixob139 was closer
to the mark). There are others like these and hafaresist citing just
one more, which states that RAF Fortresses of NbGp ‘carried out
jamming of German[§tppe) Windowusing recorded engine noise....";
now how did that work, | wonder.

Spitfire Mks |-V and Focke-Wulf Fw 19Q both by Peter Caygill.
The contrast between Caygill’s titles and the otiagr is quite marked.
It is not practical to attempt to analyse each @tshsyntax here, but the
fact is that, while Cayagill's writing covers veryurh the same sort of
ground as that covered by the other two booksaresmuch easier to
read. Furthermore, they are both refreshingly fiieen errors. The
Focke-Wulf book does suffer from intermittent unmlayndrome, as in
(or not in) Kommandgerat Rustsatz Heinz Bar and Friedrich-Karl
Muller, andStalag Luftlll was at Sagan (not Sagen), but that's what you
get if you meddle in the language of Johnny Foreign

So, how to sum up? | should make it quite cleat tluame of these
four books are ‘bad’ and such flaws as there areelérom unnecessary
(careless?) errors. As softbacks, selling at lbss tE10 a copy, the
Combat Legenderies is probably aimed at the pocket money s@tto
the market and, as such, it should appeal to a gemeration of
enthusiasts. There are more titles to come; mastarly predictable,
the Mustang and Lancaster having already been awcedu as have,
skipping a generation or two, the F-15 and SR-#e 3eries certainly
has the potential to build into an attractive afidrdable basic reference
but, if it is to establish itself as being authatiite, contributors will need
to take just a little more care when preparingrtieafts.

CGJ

Japanese Army Air Force Fighter Units And Their Aces 1931-1945
by lkuhiko Hata, Yasuho Izawa and Christopher Shioferub Street;
2002. £29.95.

Every now and then a book comes along that deftstsmost
determined of nit-pickers. This is one of them, &aee, thus far,
relatively little has been published in Englishtbe Japanese air forces,
which severely limits the scope for cross-referrig®p here we have
something new. Researched and written by two Japahistorians, it
has been rendered readable by Chris Shores whonaf the co-
authors ofBloody Shamblegalong with Yasuho Izawa), was already
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very familiar with much of the subject matter ahdg an ideal candidate
for the task.

Some members may already be familiar with a bo@linig with the
fighter units and aces of the Japanese Naval Ancd-avhich was
published in the USA in 1989. This was also writtgnlzawa and Hata
and their Army Air Force book is similar, but bett&imilar in that it
includes a history of each unit but better in thiadse are far more
detailed, recording: movements; changes of equigniexttle honours;
key personalities, includingentai Commanders andChutai Leaders
(roughly Wing and Squadron Commanders); and of@elime drawings
to illustrate unit markings. This is followed byolraphical notes,
accompanied in almost every case by a photograpimare than 120
army pilots who were credited with eight or moretories. The book is
rounded off by a selection of maps (of variablelitya a list of aces in
descending order of scores, a roll of honour dfitig pilots who died,
notes on major engagements and so on. Where theo@udiffers from
its predecessor is that it begins with a lengthgrateve account of the
various campaigns in which the Army Air Force wagaged, not just in
WW I but going back to the fighting which began@hina in 1937 and
to the Nomonhan Incident of 1939.

There are numerous photographs, over 300 of thbngsa one per
page. Pictures of Japanese aircraft on active ceeteind to be of poor
quality but many of these are quite good. | spotiaty one incorrect
caption, on page 88, where an aeroplane identified Ki 43 of the 54th
Sentaiis actually a Ki 84 possiblyof the 182ndShimbu-Tai.Almost
inevitably there are one or two typos, a NomonhtmNomonhan) for
instance, and a Hangkow which should, if only fowe tsake of
conformity, have been Hankow. If you have accustbymurself to the
currentpinyin-style rendering of Chinese place names, incidgntabu
can forget all that. No new-fangled Beijings or @gzhous here, this
book uses the more familiar (to me at least) WaillesGystem that was
in vogue in the West during WW 1, so it's PekingdaCanton.

So, part narrative, part potted unit histories aimdlividual
biographies, this book is a very useful referenaekwindeed one of
only a handful available to us anglophones. Adlitboteric perhaps but,
so far as | can tell, pretty comprehensive, anthiasGShores by-line is in
itself a guarantee that it will be authoritativéni§ book may not appeal
to the general reader but if you have any intereshe war in the Far
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East at all it probably falls into the ‘must haeategory.
CGJ

The First Naval Air War by Terry C Treadwell. Tempus; 2002. £16.99.

This 192-page softback in, what has become, thedatd Tempus
house-style sets out to examine the developmemad! aviation during
WW | which it does by reviewing the naval air sees of eight nations
while sketching in the evolution of shipborne aftroperations. |
cannot claim to have read it from cover-to-coverthe first third, which
is largely devoted to the RNAS, was sufficient &rmit an assessment
to be made.

Although the specific maritime connection is obscuthe book
begins with a discussion of air combat claims iniclvhthe author
informs the reader that, while the British insisted independent
verification of a ‘kill’, the Germans claimed vigtes ‘almost at the drop
of a hat’; neither of which was the case. He eveesgso far as to state
that ‘some historians’ say that if the claims otfRhofen and the other
German aces had been subject to the same rulé®ses of the Allies,
their numbers would have been halved. These (utifibel) historians
are quite wrong, of course. The fact is that pcadiy all of Richthofen’s
eighty victories can be correlated with specifidiéd losses, and much
the same is true of the claims of other Germantilim stark contrast,
Bishop’s score is notorious as being among the rexiseme examples
of uncorroborated claims being recognised. In tgalit was the
Germans who demanded verification of a claim wifik victory tallies
of British pilots routinely included opponents winad merely been
forced down ‘Out Of Control’ (more often than ntitese ‘victims’ had
simply broken off the engagement and flown homecatiged to fight
another day).

Not a good start, and it does not really improvarttier examples of
duff gen include: ‘canvas’-covered Blériots (it whsen); Churchill
qualifying as a pilot (he did not); the RFC’'s Nawiling acquiring
control of all lighter-than-air affairs at the ewnfl 1914 (it was at the
beginning); No 214 Sqgn being an RNAS unit (it wasHR J T Cull also
being identified (incorrectly) as T J Cull; a Scdfbr Scarff) gun
mounting; the Handley Page 0/400 (for O/400); Peptering service
with the RFCbeforethe RNAS (whereas No 54 Sgn did not arrive in
France until Christmas Eve 1916, by which time MNavy's Pups had



102

been in combat for three months); the lin€onte Rossobeing

commandeered from the ltalians (it was purchasé&tjs list is not

exclusive. | did not venture very far into the ctemp involving foreign
naval air arms but on the first page of the sediiealing with the USA, |
found ‘Manilla’, which needs only one ‘I', and ohnet second ‘Veracruz’,
which is conventionally expressed as two words, #mel Mexican
President Victoriana Huerta emasculated as ‘Viatori

Errors of this sort are also reflected in the pgaiphic content which
includes pictures which are inappropriate or inediy captioned or
both. Examples of each are: the inclusion of a @édg(which did not
fly until 1922, and thus had nothing to do with tiférst Naval Air
War’); an aeroplane taking off from HM@index tentatively identified
as the Pup in which Kilner lost his life (it is tpiplainly a Camel); and a
picture of (implicitly wartime) Short 184s beingalded aboardArk
Royal which actually shows Fairey IlIDs during the Chhrcrisis of
1922-23. Furthermore, while | claim no expertiseatgbever when it
comes to identifying Czarist naval vessels, | adhthat thelmperator
Nikolai I illustrated at the top of page 123 is a very dife ship from
the one at the bottom of page 131. From anothdurgidn the book, |
would guess that the latter may actually be Alreaz but can one rely
on the caption to that photograph? And that is pgheblem with this
book.

The factual content aside, it is quite plain tHagré has been no
independent proof-reading; indeed it is difficdthelieve that the copy
can have been proof-read at all. As a result, d&part some sections of
the narrative being repetitive, there are instamédstters missing from
words and words missing from sentences; italicsuaesl inconsistently
and accents are sometimes omitted. There is comfusier the use of
the singular and plural, as in ‘criteria’ being dse place of ‘criterion’
and in passages such as ‘the wings and tail caone @urtiss and was
(sic) extremely sturdy’ and ‘British losses were douthiat &ic) of the
Germans’. Then again, ‘reverted back’ is tautolayand the adjective
‘different’ ought to take the preposition ‘from’to” is an acceptable
second-best, but ‘different of’ is simply a nonrta It is very wearying
to read prose studded with grammatical faults saglthese, as one is
repeatedly obliged to re-read passages to confiahthey did actually
say what one thought they said and then havingetwdd what they
probably ought to have said.
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So what do we have? A collection of almost 250 pbiphs, all of
them very interesting but many of them of indiff@rquality, partly as a
result of rather muddy reproduction. These are supg by a text,
written in a rather clunky style, that contains fao many grammatical
errors to do the publisher any credit and too méotual errors to
inspire much confidence. This book had great paikbut, as it is, it
must be regarded as a disappointment.
CGJ

A Hell of a Bombby Stephen Flower. Tempus; 2002. £19.99.

As its sub-title proclaims, this 320-page softbaets out to chronicle
‘how the bombs of Barnes Wallis helped win the ®elc@vorld War'.
Does it succeed? Yes. It is well-written, compredin and extensively
illustrated with diagrams and many well-reprodupébtographs. Does
it add much to what we already knew? Since the blagks both
references and a bibliography, that one is lesg teegnswer. There have
been many published accounts of the spectaculdoiesxpf Nos 9 and
617 Sqns, particularly the latter, and of the $riahd tribulations of No
618 Sgn as it pursued its, ultimately unrealiseidy af becoming
operational with bouncing bombs in the anti-shigpinle. Then again,
there have been biographies of many of the leagiagers, Wallis
himself, Cheshire, Gibson and Harris to name buitr.foVhat this
reviewer has not seen in print before, howevesuh extensive data on
the trials work that was carried out on each of [Walveapons —
Upkeep Highball, TallboyandGrand SlamThe bulk of this information
has been drawn from files in the PRO and this heentamplified by
interviews with some of the people who actuallyigiesd and built these
bombs.

There are very few facts with which | would care tike issue,
although | am not convinced that there were anyysgirstanding by to
attack Berlin in November 1918, as only four haowih before the
Armistice; all were prototypes, one of which wasHrance at the time
although it has yet to be shown that it was evawad to an operational
unit. Then again, Lancasters modified to ca@yand Slamdid not
dispense withFishpondtail-warning radar because the aeroplanes would
be too heavy to take evasive action but becausg lkeked H2S
(Fishpondhad its own display, at the WOp’s station, butereed its
signals from the H2S scanner).
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These observations are pretty superficial, howeaerd, the book is
fundamentally very sound, although it really cohlave done with an
index. It certainly pulls all of the threads of ttery together very neatly
and, apart from covering the design and developmeases in some
depth, there is a detailed account of every opmratimission on which
these very special bombs were employed. These atcmclude a list
of participating aeroplanes and crews (well pilatsyway), so one has
between one set of covers, the stories of the DRaid, the sinking of
the Tirpitz, the attacks on the Saumur tunnel and the Bielefatl other
viaducts, and the campaigns against V-weapon aitddJ-boat pens. In
all 879 Tallboysand 42Grand Slamswere dropped on operations. This
book tells you where and by whom and what damagg thflicted.
Recommended.
CGJ

Celebration of Flight: The Aviation Art of Roy Cross with Arthur
Ward. Airlife; 2002. £25.

| would guess that relatively few members will faive constructed
an Airfix kit at some stage, if not overtly for theelves, then in a thinly
disguised effort to make it seem that it is for afi¢heir offspring. The
company recently celebrated its 50th anniversadythis book is a spin-
off from that event. Even if you never did make Asirfix kit, you can
hardly have avoided seeing them and being attraayethe colourful
box top portrayals of warbirds in combat or airigigoing about their
business. Most of these were the work of Roy Crbssmu were a boy,
or a dashing young bachelor, in the 1960s the @saare that you had a
large Roy Cross print of a Camel, an Avro 504, dbafkos DV or a
SPAD 13 on your bedroom wall. But Cross is as a@d¢pngineering
drawing as he is at painting and his technical wak appeared in many
prestigious publications, includingFlight, Aviation Week The
Aeroplane, The Aeroplane Spottnd, before that, thaTC Gazette-
and we are now back to WW II. If any of you stilive a copy of Air
Cdre Chamier'8irth of the Royal Air Forcewhich was published way
back in 1943, you will find that the meticulous pemd-ink drawings
that illustrated it were the work of the nineteexaty old Cross. In later
years he was commissioned to produce artwork foiowa concerns
within the aviation industry, including BEA, Hangll€age, Fairey, De
Havilland, Hawker-Siddeley and BAC, much of whictasvused in
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advertising campaigns. But while such commercighasfunities have
publicised his work and made much of it widely #aale, he has long
been, and still is, a ‘painter’ in the classic sres member of the Guild
of Aviation Artists and of the Royal Society of Ntag Artists, Cross is
one of the foremost marine painters in the countnis work
commanding prices of up to $50 000.

So much for the artist's professional pedigree; twdfathe book? It
has a large squarish (11x12 inches) format, istqation coated paper
and runs to some 128 pages. It has 113 colourspleigluding many of
the originals for the Airfix box tops (but minusetltompany logo and
assorted titling) and sixty-nine black and whiteawiings in various
styles, including cutaways of, for instance, a B-54 Wyvern S.4 and a
Meteor F.8. | am no artist myself, but | would cioles the quality of
reproduction to be faultless throughout. Arthur WarIntroduction
provides a CV outlining the artist's career whileo€s himself has
contributed the informative captions to the picture

This delightful book is well named. Its pages nealb represent a
celebration of flight, the earliest aeroplane itated is a Bristol Boxkite
and the latest a Panavia Tornado. Because so niidhg pictures are so
familiar, especially those Airfix boxes, leafingdigh the pages is also
a pleasant exercise in nostalgia. Lovely. Neveegwl as another
reviewer has observed recently, what exactly do dowith a book of
paintings once you have looked at it?

CGJ

Fighting the Bombersedited by David C Isby. Greenhill Books, 2003.
£18.95.

This book was assembled from narrative reportsaog question-
and-answer sessions with, prominent figures inLtifewaffeair defence
organisation, prepared by or for US intelligencécefs immediately
after WW Il. The list of personalities is impressivand includes
Generaloberst Hubert Weise, General Josef Kammhuber,
Generalleutnant Adolf Galland, Generalleutnant Josef Schmid,
GeneralmajoriWolfgang Martini and top-scoring night fighter adajor
Hans Wolfgang Schnaufer. The interrogation reparacraft designer
Dr Willi Messerschmitt is thrown in for good measur

A theme running through many accounts is that Geyngpent the
first 3% years of the war on the offensive. Duritigat period the
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homeland air defences were under-resourced Féatd units suffered a
continual drain of trained and able-bodied menejglace losses in the
ground fighting. When, in the spring of 1943, theelsgth and the
frequency of Allied air attacks on Germany reackedous proportions,
the Luftwaffefound itself overstretched in every area. Fronmtbe the
air defences of the homeland could be bolstereg lonktripping fighter
units from the battle fronts. Early in 1944 the exdgtive P-51B Mustang
appeared in large numbers, able to accompany dapédxoformations to
almost any part of Germany. From then on the USoresighters
inflicted a continual succession of heavy blowstlaLuftwaffefighter
force, from which it was never able to recover.

The quality of the accounts varies. The separatridions by
Schmid on the direction of the day and the nighltier battles, and by
Schnaufer on night fighting are particularly gooddacontain much
useful information. That said, almost all of the@nts have passages
that are difficult to follow in parts, because ppears that those who
translated the material from the German lacked rstaleding of the
subject.

To sum up: for those wanting to learn more aboettftwaffeview
of the huge day and night air battles fought overn@ny during WW I,
this book contains a lot of useful information. Tdés ‘gold in them
there hills’, but readers will need to work hardetdract it.

Dr Alfred Price

Flying Guns — World War 1l by Anthony G Williams and Dr
Emmanuel Gustin. Airlife; 2003. £40.

We are all very familiar with books that evaluabe taeroplanes of
WW I, especially the fighters, by comparing thgderformance,
particularly their speed, their manoeuvrabilityeithhandling qualities
and so on. The authors of this book have steppedfainis well-worn
rut to view the situation from a rather novel pexpe. While they do
not take issue with the fact that a successfulgdeseeds to measure up
to the traditional yardsticks, they point out thaist assessments tend to
overlook the central importance of armament; in final analysis, it
matters little how fast your aeroplane can go, aw lsweetly it handles,
if it cannot bring sufficient firepower to bear tshoot down the
opposition. Starting in about 1933, this book teatlee development of
the machine-guns and cannon used by the aircafinfloy the major
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warring nations between then and 1945 and makegngxe
comparisons and evaluations along the way.

The book opens with a very informative chapter ba technical
aspects of guns. This explores and explains: thi rtyges of gun
mechanism; the complications of gun mountings, Byar@isation (to fire
through the disc swept by the propeller), sightang harmonisation; the
interplay between rates of fire, muzzle velociteesd trajectories; the
various types and calibres of ammunition and thamsef feeding it to
the breech; and so on. All of this is related tecsiic examples of the
guns being developed by the Germans, the Britlsh,Americans, the
French, Russians, ltalians, Japanese, Danes amdtkeeeHungarians.
The book then goes on to recount how guns were aisegrious fronts,
and not only in fighter aircraft; full coveragegsen to the employment
of guns in maritime and ground attack operatiorss ianthe defence of
bombers and attack aircratft.

I would not presume to challenge the authors’ ammurwhen it
comes to a subject that they have been studyingears and all of the
information that they convey appears to have besearched in depth
and, as a result, they demolish a number of loageshg myths. There
are one or two minor slips, for example, a Heinlel 86 on page 82
(presumably a Junkers Ju 86), a rather jarringeat to the RAF’s ‘1st
Squadron’ on page 91 (all other references to RAIES Ubeing identified
in the conventional style), a mention of Elgin ABB page 156 (which
should surely have been Eglin) and No 6 Sqgn jugthtmivant to take
issue with the claim that when No 20 Sqn was walkalr from the line
in June 1945 it had been the last operational RAKrieane unit
(although this may depend upon one’s interpretatibroperational’).
These are all relatively minor observations, ofreeyand they do not
detract from the overall, and very convincing, auticity of this well
illustrated 352-page hardback.

The only problem with this book is that it is tétyi difficult to read.
There is nothing wrong with the language, the gramwor even the
style; it is simply that the material demands canstepeated references
to the designations of guns and specific variahtseooplanes. This leads
to statements along the lines of: ‘The 30 mm 5MHkgl55-1 or the 46
kg Ho-155-11 (each with 100 rpg) could be fittedttee Ki-45-KAlb or
the Ki-45-KAIlc as alternatives to the more usual @fm Type 94
cannon.’ | made that up, but it is a typically desgntence and it would
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have been preceded and followed by others justitikEhese passages,
with their relentless delivery of facts and figurase very heavy going,
although they are interspersed with more accessibdeludes in which
changing operational concepts and the like araudgsd in more general
terms. The saving grace is that the last 100 ages (40% of the book)
are presented as tabulated information. Among othergs, these
appendices provide: basic technical data on alsgquarried by aircraft
during WW I, from rifle calibre machine-guns up ™ mm cannon;
drawings, to a common scale, of the fifty most prent weapons;
technical data on ammunition; and an exhaustivadjsof which guns
were carried by which marks of each type of aitcfidwn by the
combatants (and others, even the neutral SwisSaedes, for instance,
being included).

So, how to sum up? If you are ‘into’ guns at atluywill undoubtedly
need this book in your library. The tabulated dataomprehensive and
easily interpreted. The first chapter is an excgligrimer on guns and
gunnery and the rest of the text is also very gealde, provided that
you can stay awake. That said, while this bookadsdhgoing for the
casual reader, if you are looking for somethingc#jme a comparison of
Japanese versus American design philosophies, nigtarice, it will
almost certainly provide a valuable insight. Highdgommended.

CGJ

British Built Aircraft — Greater London by Ron Smith. Tempus; 2002.
£16.99.

The title of Ron Smith’s 188-page softback is dligimisleading as
its focus is really to do with British aircraft mafacturers, rather than
the aeroplanes that they built. It is only thetfirswhat is expected to be
a series of books which will eventually cover thbhole country. The
author has included in his Introduction a ‘Not Yeund (and Imperfect
Knowledge Disclaimer)’, which was a wise precautias many obscure
concerns have operated on the fringes of the awiaindustry,
particularly during WW | and its immediate afterimaTo take just one
example, there was the Morley Aviation Co Ltd whigas registered in
SE 11 (that's the Elephant and Castle to you) ipt&Seber 1918, its
activities being listed as: ‘Aeroplane, aircraft rtga and piano
manufacturers, woodworkers, etc’. Nothing elsensvin. The company
may have been swallowed whole by a bigger fishteaxks of its genes
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may still be detectable within the DNA of BAE SYSVIE, or it may
have been a fly-by-night enterprise worthy of DeyBWho knows? The
author hopes that someone does and that readétsewiioved to fill in
the gaps. If Tempus are prepared to publish a edviglition (of each
volume) in the fullness of time, this series willild into a valuable
record and will probably keep the author occupmdahother ten years —
at least.

The geographical approach will be useful to lodatdmians but it is
less appropriate for those whose interests lieviatian because it is
necessary to cross refer in order to trace a coyniteatt moved from one
borough to another. For example, when the mili@sgumed control of
Hendon aerodrome, this displaced the Beatty Schbdilying which
was obliged to move further down the Edgware Raaset up shop in
Cricklewood. This problem will be even more marked organisations
that had facilities spread across the country; tShdor instance have
operated from sites as far apart as Rochester oBedind Belfast, and
one can foresee an eventual need for a consolidatiédvolume index.
The present book has two indices; one grants actass geographical
location (town/borough), the other by the name bé& tcompany.
Unfortunately, the second of these leaves somettunge desired. For
instance, the aforementioned Beatty School is ist#d under ‘B’; you
will find it under ‘G’, because the index presupg®shat the reader will
know that the outfit was set up by George Beatthisoschool can be
found under G W Beatty. Unfortunately, becauséefway in which the
content of the book has been presented, it reatlgsdneed a
comprehensive and user-friendly index and this faile rather short of
that description.

The text is concise and the author has wisely abitie temptation
of being drawn too deeply into a discussion ofdhevities of the major
players, De Havilland, Fairey, Handley Page andothers, because the
histories of these companies have been well covelselwhere. That
said, there is a certain untidiness about the dviesgout and there are
one or two really unfortunate instances. The wagtrobably a table
identifying the aircraft types, broken down intoeoaf four categories,
which represented the major British production effturing WW II; this
offers us the Lancaster as a fighter and the Prast@ bomber while the
Beaufort and Barracuda are listed under ‘train@istin’. On the other
hand there are two really interesting ‘wiring diamis’ that graphically
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illustrate the evolution of the aircraft industmorin 1910 onwards as,
through a succession of mergers, takeovers andjshoharriages the
original forty-member SBAC of 1920 contracted tocdmme in effect
(and with due acknowledgement Awiation Wee first the Society of
Both Aircraft Companies (BAe and BAC) and eventydibday’s Single
British Aerospace Company.

The book is extensively illustrated with some 14®tpgraphs with
brief but accurate captions (although the BE2c agepl7 is actually a
BE2e) and, perhaps even more interestingly, abiotyncontemporary
advertisements. The latter shed considerable ¢ighhe way things were
in days of yore. | had always rather assumed,fstance, that by 1920
one could pick up a war surplus aeroplane fromAheraft Disposal
Company (whose activities are featured in this hdok a song. | was
somewhat surprised, therefore, to see that the aoynas selling-on
FE2bs at £500 apiece, which would be somethingxaess of ‘twelve
grand’ today — not bad for a two-seater in goochioig order, of course,
but hardly a give-away price.

Notwithstanding the slightly untidy presentationdathe rather
inadequate index, this book contains many tantagigasights into long
forgotten aspects of aviation and | found it veeyvarding to browse
through. As a reference work, it could be the stdrsomething big,
provided that the momentum behind the project easustained.

CGJ

Green Two — Sgt Dennis Nobldy Keith Arnold. Available direct from
Southern Counties Aviation Research/PublicationsPé& Box 334,
Chichester, PO20 2XJ at £12.99, including postagiepacking.

On 30 August 1940, just twenty-seven days aftendukjoined No 43
Sqgn, Sgt Noble RAFVR was shot down and killed. Hiarricane
crashed in a residential area of Hove and moshefwreckage was
eventually buried where it had fallen. The pilobsdy having been
recovered, he was interred in his home town ofdrétfln 1996 a group
of aviation archaeologists reopened the cratereairéicted the remnants
of the airframe, essentially the fuselage, the wihgving been sheared
off on impact. It transpired that much of the pg8diody had been left in
the cockpit and his remains were recovered withrégpect and passed
to the local coroner; they were reburied in Retford997.

This 100-page illustrated A5 softback records thenés surrounding
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the excavation of the site and the recovery of eNoble’'s aeroplane.

It also sketches in the details of his short lifed dis brief air force
career. Keith Arnold is plainly not a professiomalter and it has to be
said that his syntax is somewhat erratic, evenrgdcgand that is being
generous), buBreen Twads a do-it-yourself undertaking and, as such, it
is a commendable effort and one which providesnggresting footnote
to the story of the Battle of Britain.

CGJ

Unsung Heroes of the Royal Air Force — the Far Ead®risoners of
War by Les and Pam Stubbs. Barny Books; 2002. (Avaglalrect from
the authors at 143 New Road, Bromsgrove, B60 2l£1L&tinc postage
and packing).

Some 95% of the RAF personnel captured by the Gesndairing
WW Il eventually came home. By comparison, onevierg three taken
by the Japanese did not. As the authors pointtbese figures are even
more depressing when it is appreciated that martiiade who failed to
return from captivity in Europe were aircrew whalhdied as a result of
wounds, whereas the vast majority of the men takehe Far East had
been uninjured groundcrew. A particularly distregsfactor embedded
within the grim Far Eastern statistic is that askeone in five of those
who died did so from friendly fire. In all, elevehips carrying a total of
10 595 allied prisoners were sunk, mostly by sulbmearor aircraft, with
the loss of 6023 lives; 362 of them were Britistmaan.

While a number of books dealing with RAF Far Eastdhers of
War (FEPOW) have been published, many of them moay the
experiences of individuals (most of these beinggdisin an extensive
bibliography), no one has previously provided aergiew. Les Stubbs
was captured by the Japanese in 1942 and he reinaiR&POW until
1945. He and his wife have researched and publishisd282-page
softback which provides an excellent factual sunynadirwhat happened
to the RAF personnel involved. While some mentiennmiade of the
unsanitary conditions, the lack of medical attemtidghe starvation
rations, the back-breaking work and the institugised brutality of the
Japanese guards, these references are almostnitatidenis book aims
to quantify the situation rather than examiningritture. It does this,
broadly speaking, by sketching in the numbers oFRWsoners taken in
each region and chronicling their subsequent mowénietween
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regions, Java to the Moluccas, for instance, om lavSingapore and
then, in waves, onward from Singapore to Thailand/@ Japan. The
details of these inter-regional shipments are &tbdl as dates of sailing
and arrival with the total numbers of FEPOW on dodrhe figures
summarising each of these forced migrations arpatgd by a series of
basic, but very helpful, maps and amplifying notesluding, where
practical, some indication of the level of RAF ihx@ment. The
conditions on board ship were so bad, incident#tigt, apart from those
who were lost when their ships were sunk, a fur&t RAF personnel
died in transit. The core of the book (180 pages$3 the 5102 men who
were formally recognised as RAF FEPOWSs in Augugt6l@he total in
the book actually being brought to more than 60@@diditional names,
including those of Commonwealth personnel), prowgdin each case:
full names; Service Number; unit (where known); sdandication of the
localities where he was held; and, where appragridite date of death
and where he is buried or commemorated.

Clearly a labour of love and an admirable efforiclhis bound to be
of particular interest to surviving veterans anelithielatives and which
will provide a useful reference to those studying war in the Far East.
CGJ

STOP PRESS.

As this edition goes to press it has been annouthegdhirlife have gone
into receivership, which is a shame as they were ohthe better
aviation publishers. It is understood that the irere will continue to

sell existing stocks of titles that are alreadypimt but that no more
print runs will be ordered. It is hoped to sell tt@mpany as a going
concern, in which case there is a possibility thame titles may be
sustained and/or reinstated, but this can onlyolpgecture.
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ROYAL AIR FORCE HISTORICAL SOCIETY

The Royal Air Force has been in existence for ®@ryears; the
study of its history is deepening, and continueséothe subject of
published works of consequence. Fresh attentidmeisg given to the
strategic assumptions under which military air powas first created
and which largely determined policy and operationisoth World Wars,
the inter-war period, and in the era of Cold Waisten. Material dealing
with post-war history is now becoming available einthe 30-year rule.
These studies are important to academic histoaadgo the present and
future members of the RAF.

The RAF Historical Society was formed in 1986 tovide a focus
for interest in the history of the RAF. It doesI®p providing a setting
for lectures and seminars in which those interestdtie history of the
Service have the opportunity to meet those whoigipated in the
evolution and implementation of policy. The Socikglieves that these
events make an important contribution to the peenarecord.

The Society normally holds three lectures or sersira year in
London, with occasional events in other parts ef¢buntry. Transcripts
of lectures and seminars are published in the Jbuoh the RAF
Historical Society, which is distributed free ofacbe to members.
Individual membership is open to all with an instren RAF history,
whether or not they were in the Service. Althouglh Society has the
approval of the Air Force Board, it is entirelyfsihancing.

Membership of the Society costs £15 per annum arttidr details
may be obtained from the Membership Secretary, &k JDunham,
Silverhill House, Coombe, Wotton-under-Edge, Glatesshire. GLI2
7ND. (Tel 01453-843362)
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THE TWO AIR FORCES AWARD

In 1996 the Royal Air Force Historical Society ddighed, in
collaboration with its American sister organisatioime Air Force
Historical Foundation, th8wo Air Forces Awardwhich was to be
presented annually on each side of the Atlanticreoognition of
outstanding academic work by a serving officer mman. The RAF
winners have been:

1997 Wing Commander M P Brzezicki MPhil MIL
1998 Wing Commander P J Daybell MBE MA BA
1999 Squadron Leader S P Harpum MSc BSc MILT
2000 Squadron Leader A W Riches MA

2001 Squadron Leader C H Goss MA

THE AIR LEAGUE GOLD MEDAL

On 11 February 1998 the Air League presented thgalRair Force

Historical Society with a Gold Medal in recognitiaf the Society’'s
achievements in recording aspects of the evolutioBritish air power
and thus realising one of the aims of the Leaguee Executive
Committee decided that the medal should be awapéeiddically to a
nominal holder (it actually resides at the Royal Porce Club, where it
is on display) who was to be an individual who Inaalde a particularly
significant contribution to the conduct of the Sdygis affairs. Holders to
date have been:

Air Marshal Sir Frederick Sowrey KCB CBE AFC
Air Commodore H A Probert MBE MA
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