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GERMAN AVIATION TECHNOLOGY IN WW II
Capt Eric ‘Winkle’ Brown CBE DSC AFC
Guest Speaker at the 2005 AGM

Having joined the FAA in 1939, Eric Brown claimegot Fw 200s
while flying Martlets of No 802 Sgn from HM$dacity in 1941.
Following a period on trials work involving Sea Higanes and
Seafires and a stint as a Deck Landing Instrudteryas posted to the
A&AEE, subsequently flying practically all types allied naval
aircraft and those captured from theiftwaffe. Post-war he resumed
Service flying with No 802 Sgn (Sea Furies), spsatyears with the
US Navy Test Centre at Patuxent River, commande8OM&gn (Sea
Hawks), was Commander Air at Brawdy, led the Britiéaval Air
Mission to Germany in 1958-60, served at the Adityirand
commanded NAS Lossiemouth before retiring in 1%/(Mdgin a
second career in which he filled a number of exeeutppointments
in the field of helicopter aviation.

The defeat of the Germans in 1945 revealed thenextktheir
technological advances in aerodynamics, rocketmgires and
weaponry as well as ancillary equipment.

The months immediately following the German capitioin were a
period of frantic activity as captured enemy aifickgere examined
and flight tested, and their design engineers aud pilots were
interrogated by the Allies. As the CO of the Enefvicraft Flight at
RAE Farnborough | was heavily involved in all ofstlactivity, and |
was advantaged by the fact | was German-speaking.

Aerodynamics

The German scientists were greatly aided in tharkwby their
advanced wind tunnels, especially by their uniqugessonic model,
and this gave them the opportunity to test swefttzaa forward-
swept wings, all-wing and delta shapes, which weaaslated into
hardware in such aircraft as the Me 262 (swepthade 163 (all-
wing/vertical tail), Ju 287 (swept-forward), Hortéx (all-wing), and
Lippisch DM-1 (delta).

Professor Busemann, the leading authority on svasplgave an
open lecture in Rome in 1935, describing its acages in delaying



the effects of compressibility at transonic spedxds, although it had
been attended by international scientists, the ideat virtually
unheeded by them, leaving the Germans to enjogdleebenefits.

In the key area of stability and control the Germaoncentrated
on giving to their fighter aircraft a high rate ajll, and excellent
examples of this were the Fw 190 and the He 1&2latter having the
lightest and most effective aerodynamically balancentrols | have
ever encountered. On the larger tandem layout O fRfhter they
introduced powered ailerons, and in the huge BviB22g boat they
used servo-tab controls on all three axes whiclmynopinion, made
them almost dangerously light for that particulacraft.

Rocketry

The Germans had experimented with solid fuel rockdr
propulsion in aircraft as early as the 1920s, #@naid fuel rockets in
unmanned vehicles, but the breakthrough came ipdHg 1940s with
the use of liquid fuel rockets which were throtilaand so gave the
pilot a much needed degree of flexibility, whilsbimg nothing to
remove the highly dangerous volatility of the fueted.

The liquid fuel A4 (V2) rocket, the brainchild of éhher von
Braun, was a potent weapon in the later stages mfd¥Var II, and
eventually led the way to space travel.

Engines

The whole range of German supercharged piston esgbould
have power boosting systems installed, providingtheei
methanol/water injection (MW) or nitrous oxide icfien (GM1) into
the supercharger. These systems gave speed ir€m@aseme 20 to
30 mph.

Compression ignition (diesel) engines were develofr long
endurance operations, and were fitted mainly tandlyboats with
successful results. | flew such engines on the-emigined Do 18, the
three-engined Bv 138, the four-engined Do 26 arel dix-engined
Bv 222 and found them very quiet but dirty and dynelnot by any
stretch eco-friendly.

Although Britain had an initial lead in jet propids technology,
this was dissipated by bureaucratic inertia, alfmwiGermany to
overtake us and build the world’'s first single- atwdn-turbojet-
engined aircraft. Initially both nations favourduktcentrifugal-flow



jet engine layout for simplicity and reliabilityub Germany rapidly
changed to the axial-flow layout because of theiced aerodynamic
drag of the nacelle shape and superior specifit doasumption
offered for a given amount of thrust. However, toeplexity of the
axial-flow engine caused production problems far @®ermans, and
the lack of the strategic metals to withstand tifeerent heat stresses
meant that their early operational turbojets hadrap life of only 25
hours. Nevertheless the first two jet aircraft axdime operational in
1944 were the twin-axial-flow-engined Ar 234B unadnphoto-
reconnaissance bomber, which depended on its $peedrvival, and
the twin-axial-flow-engined Me 262 fighter-bombevhich was the
most formidable aircraft of World War I, being kast 100 mph
faster than any contemporary aircraft. Finally thgpy little single-
axial-flow-engined He 162 appeared in some numberte end of
the war, but too late to get operationally involvéidvas remarkable,
however, in being produced in less than threerfidhths from issue
of specification to first flight.

A variation on the turbojet was the pulse-jet eegifi the pilotless
V1 ‘flying bomb’ which harassed the south of Englan the summer
of 1944. The device was ramp launched, using hyargugroxide and
calcium permanganate for initial acceleration ubtegft under its own
power.

Weaponry

The Germans used a wide range of varying calibrepaes as
both fixed and free aircraft guns throughout Woiar Il but, in the
later stages, they introduced 30 mm cannon on jbeiand rocket
fighters as a low velocity, high capacity weapoimey also used
heavy calibre (50 and 55 mm) anti-tank guns in sofreir aircraft
specialising in ground attack.

The most devastating air weapon to be used by th&62 in the
final stages of the war was the R4M air-to-air etckissile carried
under the wings in racks of twelve or extended saafkwenty-four. A
strike on an enemy aircraft meant its total anatfoh.

Another successful development was that of Sltrage Musik
(inclined organ pipes) fitted to night fighters,daronsisting of a pair
of 30 mm cannon slanted forward at’@hd located between the
tandem cockpits. These were fired into the undersitla bomber



once the crew had identified it in silhouette a®aamy target. On the
first operational sortie of an He 219 using theeys it shot down six
Lancasters.

Ancillary Equipment

i. Ejection seats were in use by the Germans atothiset of
World War 1l, and indeed the first ejection in angeas made in
January 1943 from an He 280 twin-jet which got intong
difficulties. Their seats were propelled by compeskair and, besides
being fired by pulling the seat face blind, they lzasecondary trigger
fitted to the side of the seat at thigh level taldwith high ‘g’
emergencies. The first production aircraft fitteithwejection seats
was the He 219 two-seat night fighter.

ii. Piloting prone position in the cockpit had beerd out by the
Germans before World War 1l in the Berlin B.2 rasbaaircraft and
in the Ho IV high aspect ratio sailplane. The forrhad a completely
prone layout, but the latter had the less tiringayjing mantis’
position.

iii. Auto dive recovery was fitted in the German 81, Ju 88 and
He 177 bombers. It was activated by opening the dikakes and
initiated the pull-out when the bombs were dropatd preset release
height. It was an effective and reliable systenmboth the Ju 87 and
Ju 88 but never used on the four-engined He 177.

iv. Electronics were widely used in German aircraftplace of
hydraulics, which were considered more vulnerabte combat
damage. One of the more interesting applicationsl@ttronics was
the Kommandogeratwhich was intended to free fighter pilots in
combat from the demands of controlling engine homstpeller pitch
and engine rpm by having these automatically ctiattahrough a
single throttle lever.

v. Propeller reverse thrust was fitted to the Bv 2%ihg boat’s
middle engine on each wing of this six-engined giam facilitate
water manoeuvring during taxying. It was also @itte the very
aerodynamically clean tricycle-undercarriaged D&,3®hich had a
very long landing run. Use of reverse thrust on firent tractor
propeller reduced the landing run by 25 per cent.

vi. A skid undercarriage was fitted experimentaltythe Ar 234,
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and as standard to the Me 163B. The advantageabf @dayout is

reduced weight and drag, because it is easierusehthan a wheeled
arrangement. However, a skid can only be landed grass surface,
and after landing retrieval of the aircraft is slow

Mention should be made of the considerable progreade in
Germany in rotary-wing development, and some tymeshed the
production stage and then operational status, thoogvery small
numbers because of Allied bombing of their manuifiacy facilities.

The advance state of German aviation technologgatefd their
lengthy preparation for war by building up a largember of technical
high schools, aeronautical departments in key usitles such as
Brunswick and Gottingen, and particularly well gpéd research
establishments such as Voélkenrode, Darmstadt andRA Vienna.

The proliferation of new aviation projects whichoabded in
Germany from the late 1930s up to virtually the thesys of the war in
Europe (there were, for instance, no fewer thansEgarate schemes
for guided missiles alone under investigation inyM#45) can be
seen as a weakness in controlling the conductsoivdr, for it was
draining resources away from the vital necessitycdacentrate on
development and mass production of key elements asithe Fw 190
and Me 262 for daylight defence, and the He 219upgrtading of the
Bf 110 night fighter in defence of the hard pres3déitd Reich. Of
course much of this argument holds good only ifsthaneasures
would have largely prevented intruder interferendh pilot training,
the bombing of oil refineries and aircraft and @egimanufacturing
plants — a very big IF indeed.

In the final analysis, the Germans had undoubtedigde
significant advances in aeronautical technologyictviin turn made a
huge impact on the post-war aviation world and heavfluenced the
new design philosophies in Britain (DH 108), theitdt States (F-86
Sabre) and the Soviet Union (MiG-15).
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DISCUSSION

Michael Fopp. | wonder whether you registered the quality of
German workmanship? | ask, because the RAF Musesmdtently
restored an Me 163, an A4 and an Me 262, all ofctwhviiere built
under slave labour conditions. When we took theartapowever, we
were surprised to find that each one had beenaliythand-built and
that the standard of workmanship had been astowjghhigh under
the circumstances, although many parts had rathdr rsessages
scratched inside them by the men who had had tid boém. The
downside to high quality, hand-building, of coursethat components
were tailor made so that a part made for one Me W68ldn't fit
another. That must have given the Germans a sgnifi problem,
especially when they were under pressure in tlee sahges of the war
— one from which we did not seem to suffer.

Brown. You are absolutely right. You could make somet sdr
analogy to modern Japanese cars — they are massicpb but
employing the highest standards of quality contBalt how can you
foster that sort of ethos using slave labour? Tipeiseners can't have
been skilled technicians, although they were cdiettdy people who
would have been constantly inspecting the manufiagfuprocess in
an attempt to maintain standards. That said, isighificant that
quality control was governed by tH&S, not the Luftwaffe | don't
think that the extent to which th&Sinfluenced German aviation,
including aircraft manufacturing, is widely apprateid. Himmler was
ultimately responsible for quality control and havg them a pretty
tough time. For example, when | was permitted teriogate him (I
was restricted to the field of aviation; politiégasues were off limits to
me) | asked him why he had once arrested WernherBraun, who
was the top man in the rocketry business. He $atlit was because
he had not been convinced that he was really daiinthat he could
for Germany in the context of prosecuting the wiat he was
actually pursuing his personal ambition, his ultien@im being to
make space travel a reality. So there you haveesaifgpinstance of
quality control being imposed at the very highestel. Down at the
coal face, of course, more brutal measures would baen employed
but it was all part of the pervasive influence eisd by thesS
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The Me 163 flown (as a glider) by Eric Brown in thi in 1946-7.

John Maynard. | believe that the Me 163 was flown as a glidenf
Wittering. Was it ever flown under power?

Brown. | did fly it once under power, but not in BritaWe captured
a whole wing of Me 163s at Husum, in Schleswig-itts and we
decided to take the whole lot back to the UK, Mhecause of its
instability, we were prohibited from transportinget fuel so we
decided to make one or two flights in Germany.d dishort training
course and flew it once. We actually had to do drenor less
clandestinely because Harry Broadhurst, who washé chair in
Germany at the time, had imposed a total ban ongkeof the fuels. |
make no criticism of his decision, because hydrogeroxide and
hydrazine hydrate in methanol, are extremely vi@asind highly
dangerous. That said, my impression of flying th@&3' was that it was
like being in charge of a runaway train and it vehways a fraction
ahead of me. For example, the rate of climb of emporary allied
fighters was of the order of 3,000 to 3,500 feet p@ute, whereas
the Me 163'’s initial rate of climb was 16,000 feetr minute- and at
an angle of about 461 found that one had to fly on instruments
because you simply couldn’t see the horizon in #tatude. When |
levelled off | was at 32,000 feet and | immediatblyd to throttle
back, remember it was a throttleable engine, tadavenning into
compressibility problems — it really was that fashere is no doubt
that the overall operational losses, not just cdmbases, were
extremely high. Its combat record was not very goaadlly,
amounting to sixteen kills and ten losses, so ne¢rg good ratio. |
would describe it as a tool of desperation.
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Wg Cdr Colin Cummings. | have two questions. First, | understand
that Hannah Reitsch once flew a powered V1; do kaue any
comment on that? And, secondly, | recently readubochap called
Gersenhauer who made the first helicopter flightss the Channel;
did you ever come across him, and could you tedl litle more about
German helicopters in general?

Brown. Yes, Hannah Reitsch did fly the V1, becausealtithe V1
had a problem. When it came off its launch rampteiad of going
straight ahead, it tended to roll over and crashriied. It was decided
that the quickest way to find out what was happgmmould be to
install some controls and put a pilot in one. Tm®eded someone
pretty competent, of course, and Hannah Reitschthgofob, largely
because of her stature, although she was undoybéedkry good
pilot — a terrible woman, but a very good pilot'eStew it twice, but
with no control over power, of course, becauseetigine was a pulse
jet which was either on or off, so they simply lied her duration by
giving her only so much fuel. Her first flight erdtlen a beach on the
Dutch coast and had been successful in that shebbad able to
identify the lateral control problem but she ins@sthat she be allowed
to carry out a second flight to confirm her diageod his time she
wasn't so lucky and, instead of landing on smoahds she came
down among dunes; she was not too badly hurt, @ifhnashe had
sustained some injuries — but she had satisfied chidosity and
confirmed her initial impression. She later suggdghat piloted V1s
should be put into production and employed Kamikazestyle
operations. She actually flew a prototype of tl@soglane, the Fi 103,
and urged Hitler to authorise the necessary suitagécs, but he
would not agree to it — perhaps there was a congeads side to him
after all!

As to helicopters, | knew of Gersenhauer, but lemexet him. But
| did see Hannah Reitsch fly the Focke Achgelisir&ide Berlin's
Deutschlandhallén 1938. | had actually met her previously, bagk i
1936, the Olympic year. The Fa 61 was not a claadlicotor design;
it had twin rotors on outriggers mounted on an roady aircraft
fuselage which had been borrowed from a Fw 44 dgraiWhen she
came to Berlin to display the thing, she practibed routine in the
open air, successfully hovering and manoeuvringladut 50 feet.
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The Fa 61 flown by Hanna Reitsch in the Deutsclilaiid in 1938.

Interestingly, however, when she tried to do ifriont of the public
inside the hall the damned thing wouldn’t rise mibre@n a foot off the
ground. Everyone was nonplussed until some brigatkspointed out
that the hall was full of people who were suckingisuch oxygen out
of the air that there might not be enough left éonut the machine’s
normally aspirated engine to produce its advertipesver. They
opened the hangar-like doors and, sure enoughlittlee helicopter
was able to do its stuff.

But she was a remarkable woman, probably the fisadplane
pilot in the world at the beginning of the war, kaite was not an
accredited test pilot and she used her woman’'sswideget her way in
this respect. As a result, she often flew airciizdtt she was not really
competent to fly, but you certainly could not fautr courage.

Tony Richardson. | recall a lecture by R V Jones in which he said
that the captured German radar equipment that keabla to examine
was always so beautifully made that he never fele @o throw it
away, whereas he had been cobbling things togeiliteof old soup
cans and scrap metal. Our British equipment wor&édourse, but he
greatly admired the German devices, although hkorexd that they
were actually too well made. Do you have any thésigin that?

Brown. 1 think that the answer probably lies in the dberee of the
pre-war German apprentice schemes which createdxtiemely
capable labour force, a huge pool of highly skilledn, particularly
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carpenters and metalworkers. It was a two-prongedoach, because
the Germans also ran technical high schools, whicbduced
scientists and technicians, in addition to the apiice schools which
turned out the workers. The result was high pradocttandards and |
think that Prof Jones was right — the quality wastainly high,
perhaps too high for what were, essentially, diaptes short-life
pieces of equipment.

James Pettigrew. Back in 1970 | attended a formal function with a
German industrial delegation and, in the courseaniversation with
my dinner companion, | learned that he had beeneaas a glider
pilot in the Hitler Youth movement. He also spokehis personal
experience of the pressure that could be exertedoaiety by the
Gestapowhich resulted in his becoming a ‘boy soldier'vaty short
notice later in the war until he was glad (his wa be captured on
D-Day. My point is that his story serves to venifiuch of what you
have been saying. It illustrates the way in whiod Germans invested
in their young people by, for instance, trainingrthas glider pilots,
during the run up to war and the way in which teqould be used to
control the local population, let alone slave laieos.

Brown. Which brings me back to the influence exerted l&ySBin
areas in which you probably wouldn’'t have expedtedind it. After
the war, when | interrogated Hannah Reitsch sheta@fightened to
say much and she kept repeating that she was afrdine reaction of
Stahlhelm Stahlhelm which means steel helmet, was an undercover
SSgroup set up after the war with the aim of dealivith anyone
who, in their opinion, had been guilty of treachely eventually
evolved into an even more sinister organisati@Qdessa which
survived until the 1990s when it finally came outtie open because
it considered that it had dealt with most of théeoflers. But | can
assure you that it had a tremendous influence. Wherade that
powered flight in the Me 163, one of my problemsswhat | could
not do it without German assistance. | needed dhe &f experienced
groundcrew; the Germans called th&ohwarzméannerblack men,
because their one-piece working overalls were nafdblack drill
material — which was just as well because they &swled to be
covered in oil and grease. These chaps were magttaet to
volunteer and | had to interrogate them individgaihtil | was able to
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Recently ‘retired’ Luftwaffe personnel were used to assist with
servicing war booty aeroplanes. In this instanchijlevBritish officers
look on, an Ar 234 is being refuelled at Grove&smit it to be flown
to the UK for assessment.

form the three-man team that | required. This iagdl a substantial
carrot, in the shape of a promise of early relemssa prisoner-of-war,
and an undertaking that their names would neveebealed, because
they were terrified thaDdessawould find out and take its revenge,
either on them personally or on their families. Atttht threat
prevailed for something like fifty years — quitgyfitening!

Anthony Furse. Just to tidy up that last point, did you not onek
me that you had to promise them that you woulddigtlose that you
had had a ‘sharp start’ in the Me 163 until thé ¢tase had died?

Brown. That is quite correct, and the last of them diz#e years
ago. | had kept in touch with him right to the eid¢hen | was writing
my book on the subject, | consulted our own segy#ople as to how
| should handle the problem, and they said thahply had to honour
my promise because the threat really was genuine.
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In 1996 the Royal Air Force Historical Society ddtshed, in
collaboration with its American sister organisatjothe Air Force
Historical Foundation, thefwo Air Forces Awardwhich was to be
presented annually on each side of the Atlantiacdoognition of
outstanding academic work by a serving officer amman. It is
intended to reproduce some of these papers from tintime in the
Journal. This one was the winning RAF submissid?0b.Ed

OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM — COALITION
OPERATIONS

Sqgn Ldr Sophy Gardner

(At the time of writing....)Jt is just twenty-two months since the
US-led coalition entered the final planning phasethie run-up to
Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. At the time, the debateswaging
about whether the United States was going to beetbito ‘go it
alone’! In a press briefing on 11 March 2003, Donald Refas$aid
that the US had alternative plans to invade Iragritfain decided not
to take part in military actions, adding: ‘To thetent they Britain)
are not able to participate, there are works aramalthey would not
be involved? In the UK, the Prime Minister was facing signifita
opposition from within the Labour Party and frone theneral public,
with demonstrations in London in mid-February 20@&wing an
estimated (and record) one million people. Theddiqgal problems
created a febrile atmosphere in the run-up to antial operation (and
gave US military planners a task that, to say #ast, was extremely
challenging). Nevertheless, it was widely recogmigbat the US
would attract greater international legitimacy ff dould form a
coalition, particularly if this could be garneredder UN auspice$.
Also, the UK military contribution on the table,otgh small in
relative numbers, provided some capabilities whighe particularly
valuable and included key top-up forces in areasravthe US was
stretched. Going-it-alone was certainly not the preferred reeufor
the US>

Introduction

Of course, Operation IRAQI FREEDOM was ultimatetynducted
as a coalition operation, with troops from the UKdaAustralia in
combat alongside the US military. But no UN mandatas
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forthcoming. In the aftermath of combat operatiomsjlitary
commentators lined up to analyse the operation, pisceived
successes and failures, and the lessons that teuldarnt for the
future (not least in the context of the operation a coalition
enterprise). As the British Chief of the DefencafS{CDS) said, ‘As
an example of a coalition operation in modern tinikie@he operation
in Iraq) has just about everything for the analystscrutinise and the
arm-chair generals to comment abduThe aim of this analysis is to
identify the issues and challenges that coalitiparations presented
during Operation IRAQI FREEDOM Phase 3 and extrafgolfrom
these the wider lessons which we need to identifyei are to move
forward in order to prepare ourselves for futuralition operations.
But firstly, five caveats. | intend to concentrabe the UK/US
relationship, despite the fact that there was als@onsiderable
Australian presence — around 2,000 personnel, deimgrelements
such as special forces, commando units, F/A-1Rmtés and a diving
team, as well as a national headquarters similathimugh smaller
than, the UK National Contingent Headquarters (NGHQCamp As
Saliyah in Qatar (alongside CENTCOM Forward). Thas#alians
will have their own perspective, although they mwasil have similar
observations on the challenges of participationthis coalition
endeavour. Indeed, there were many more layersraplexity to the
‘coalition’ context of this operation, given thez#ms of other nations
that were involved in some way (whether in providiaverflight
rights, basing rights or logistic supportecondly, in order to address
the subject holistically, | will look at the ope@t from the Joint
perspective. But, where possible, | will tease soitne air-specific
issues and examples, and later consider the eglUSAF/RAF
relationship in the aftermath of IRAQI FREEDOM. Tdiy, | will
focus specifically on lessons from Phase 3 (thebainphase that
culminated in the overthrow of Saddam Hussein'simeg— ‘the
conventional combat portio:. At the time of writing, it is plain that
Phase 4 - still ongoing — has many further lessonsus, but,
nevertheless, there is still much to be gainednajysing Phase 3, and
the preparations for it, as a discrete packagertRgu it is also
important to acknowledge the implications that teisal of Turkish
support had for the UK experience. Apart from th®ious time-
critical challenges of the late decision to abangassible use of
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Turkey and the necessary redirection of significprentities of troops
and equipment, the demise of the ‘Turkey optiowkicUCOM out
of the C2 equation. Having both CENTCOM and EUCQOMthe
operation would have added an extra dimension amdaleeady
complex situation would have been even more so.sThue
investigation of coalition operations here, by diion, considers co-
ordination and co-operation with only a single USn@nand HQ.
Finally, it is important, to recognise that ‘whabwy see depends on
where you sit’ (here | quote the UK NCE, and my perspective will
no doubt be shaped in part by my experience a¥l@idQ.

Why is it important for us to understand and pregreur thinking
on coalition operations? The conflicts we now fagest Cold War
and 9/11, are very different to those for which seinior commanders
were trained when they began their service. Nowtha early 21st
century, the untethering of states from their Qoldr allegiances has
brought benefits for some, but uncertainty (ecomathi and
politically) for many as well. 9/11 was the mosbleint of the shocks
which confirmed the arrival of the era of asymnetonflict — we
now live in a world where asymmetric weapons arerdasingly
effective, have a potentially huge destructive ioipayet are
increasingly accessible to non-state aggressonsstmorldwide. And
we have also entered an era where wars (for patentalition
partners in the West, at least) are increasingjagements of choice,
ideally fought in coalitions of ‘willing’ participats. From the UK
perspective, the likelihood of ‘going it alone’ fdrigh intensity
combat operations is now remote — we envisageifigtih an alliance
of coalition partners which, for larger operatiomsll invariably be
alongside the US. In December 2003, the MOD’s WRigper stated
that: ‘The most demanding expeditionary operatiois;luding
intervention against state adversaries, can onlldngsibly conducted
if US forces are engaged, either leading a coalitioin NATO' ™ In
this context, the cohesion of a coalition, paraeiyl in the asymmetric
environment, will be fundamental to the succesarobperation — and
a competent enemy will recognise that as our pete@entre of
Gravity. Even an opposed, but non-hostile, thirdypaan disrupt a
prospective operation by attacking potential fdinks between
different coalition members — in ‘wars of choicdiete are many
obstacles facing a coalition even before they relaerenemy. So, the



20

better our understanding of the dynamics and ahgdle of coalition
operations, the better our preparations for theauréut From the
perspective of understanding the UK/US militanatieinship, | would
opine that we are at a critical point in our depehent. Having spent
twelve years policing the skies over Iraq, workelgngside the US
for more than 4,000 days of continuous operatioves,now face a
period of potentially limited operational contabideed, progress in
Irag may lead to that contact reducing further. sTtiee must now
identify what work we need to do to prepare foufetchallenges —
particularly as the only certainty is that therdl s more.

The Lead-up to the Operation

As just mentioned, the preparation and planning @greration
IRAQI FREEDOM took place against a back-drop of toured
coalition enforcement of the Iragi no-fly zones (dated under UN
Resolution 687) with the USAF and RAF operatingngkide each
other, both in the Northern and Southern Combin@dQOperations
Centres (CAOCs) and in the air. Planning, operatingd living side-
by-side for twelve years ensured a level of intigrabetween the
USAF and the RAF that was to prove invaluable. élijh UK
involvement in planning for a potential Iraqi optgwa only started in
mid-2002, all three Services had had staff embeddedgside their
US counterparts in US Headquarters since 9/11, @pération
ENDURING FREEDOM had US and UK personnel plannimgl a
operating alongside each other from late 2001. Uke staff at
CENTCOM, based at Tampa, was lead by a 3-staglityitand then
by a 2-star from May 2002. In the autumn of 2002r Mshl
Burridge'* was designated National Contingent Commander (NCC)
and began strengthening already established ne&hijps at the
highest levels. Below him, the UK Contingent Comudens were also
working alongside their counterparts. This earhanpling work
allowed the UK visibility of, and increasing inve@ment and
influence in, US planning, with the UK planning esa (the
‘embedded’ staft?) gaining credibility with their US counterpartsdan
superiors, such that they were later to form thee cof the UK
embedded staff within the deployed US Headqualterss time
moved on, personal relationships developed, triast @stablished and
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staffs increasingly appreciated the fundamentatephof shared risk
in a coalition operation. Of course, with the poét difficulties in the
UK in late-2002 (and into the New Year of 2003 #mbedded UK
planning staffs faced the challenge of maintaimmgmentum in the
planning process, against a backdrop of uncertabtyut any UK
involvement. Established links, through these erdbddstaff, were
essential in keeping UK military planners alongditeir counterparts
through these difficult times. Widely acknowledgeg US and UK
commanders as critical to the development of thapeaégn plans
were the exercises and rehearsals that took placie last few
months of preparations. ‘Rock drills’ and ‘chaiydl (depending on
the colour of one’s cloth), including Exercise INREAL LOOK in
December 2002, were vital in shaking down planm@ing C2 issues.

The UK force structure was announced by the SagrefsState in
January and February 2003, with the final annouecdstaking place
just a month before the operation eventually begéhe UK
contribution was to consist of over 100 fixed wiaigcraft and 120
helicopters, an army division comprising three adgs and over 100
Challengers, and an Amphibious Task Group, alonth whnine
clearance vessels, TLAM shooters and a hospitgl. sfhe MOD’s
First Reflectionsreport stated that ‘The UK contribution was taken
into the US plan where it could best complement anddance US
capabilities, both political and military*. The RAF deployed over
8,000 personnel with air assets tailored to USirements (fielding,
for example, precision weapons, ISR and C2 platsprmCA and
AR). ‘The Plan’ had gone through many iteratidrend as possible
conflict drew closer, and with No Fly Zone operasgastill ongoing, it
became apparent that events would have to be symsbd in a
number of areas. Here, coalition relationshipshat higher military
levels were critical, as the commanders tailoredir@worked plans to
accommodate the shifting realities of the finaltical weeks. The
prospect of particular enemy actions — use of Wedbesert Scuds,
potential actions in the Kurdish Autonomous Zonaj ¢he threat of
sabotage to the southern oilfields — coalesced amtdmperative to
compress the ‘shaping’ phase to the bare minimuma.iftegration of
the coalition staffs ensured that the coalition etbtogether ‘as one’
in these final planning stages.
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Issues and Challenges
So, within the context of the coalition, what wehe issues and
challenges we faced — what worked and what didn’t?

Cc2

First of all, although subject to ongoing debatbelieve coalition
military C2 relationships worked well. The facingagram shows how
C2 was delegated within the UK military and howtthgned with
the US military construct. Within the UK, plannimgd oversight of
the operation was led by MOD and the Permanent Jt@adquarters
(PJHQ), which jointly form the Defence Crisis Maeatent
Organisation. CDS appointed Chief Joint Operati¢@3O) at the
PJHQ as the Joint Commander, with OPCOM of depldigedes.
With some exceptions (such as special forces), QPGCcommitted
forces was delegated by CJO to the NCC, who in sulmdelegated
TACOM to UK Environmental Contingent Commanders ¢gwdould
then in turn delegate TACON to their US countep)aft The NCC
sat alongside General Franks, CENTCOM CommandeZaaip As-
Saliyah in Qatar. At the national and environmelggkls in theatre,
the UK commanders were responsible for harmonisioglition
activity with national political intent and legakquirements, and
ensuring the effective employment of UK assets.yTalso held a
national ‘red card’. However, the use of that raddcwas avoided, on
more than one occasion, because the trust thaedxas all levels of
command allowed informal dialogue to pre-empt aoteptial formal
action. This approach was absolutely pivotal inimiging friction.
The way in which the different national contingeimitegrated into
their components was determined both by the natfretheir
environments and by their contributions. Both th& @ir and
maritime elements were fully integrated into th&i§ contingent;
indeed for air, the very nature of the environmeemands full
integration. The land environment is somewhat dkifié. From early
on, the challenges of integrating UK land force® ia US digitised
land formation were recognised. Although a surmabiet
technological problem — just — it would have beestihg. However,
the change of plan following Turkey’s decision rotgrant basing
rights meant that the UK land contingent plan cleghigp having a UK
division operating with 1st Marine Expeditionary rE® within a
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discrete geographical area in the south of Iraducig reliance on
integrated C2 technological capability.

In terms of linkages between the deployed commaadérthe UK,
the NCC worked through CJO to the Defence Stafh WiJO and the
PJHQ acting as a buffer between London and the NC@eatre,
allowing the NCC to concentrate on coalition miltassues and his
relationships with the US military and his natiore&ivironmental
contingent commanders. If CJO, as Joint Commariget, deployed
forward, as had been mooted, the combined taskgOfand the NCC
(looking up to London, across and up to CENTCOMd &woking
after national interests at the Command Headqaleeel) would all
have been vested in a single individual/locationnsidering the
workload required solely for the NCC to stay alddgsGeneral
Franks and the CENTCOM battle rhythm, it seemsagethat other,
vital, linkages would have suffered. During the m@pien, the NCC
was reported in th®aily Telegraphas having made ‘the surprising
revelation’ that he had never spoken to the Pringidter!’ | have
never spoken to Tony Blair”, he said, “I answerthe Chief of the
Defence Staff and the Secretary of Stat®.Journalists may have
found this surprising, but the NCC — and indeedRhene Minister —
had no need for direct contact, relying insteadh@nC2 chains which
were already well defined in UK doctrine — and withmmunication
routes up the levels of command to the MOD alreagjl-trodden
during recent operations. The US military had ded#nt and more
fluid construct, with direct communication regujartaking place
between CENTCOM and the Defense Department (DoRaltisfeld
and General Franks were in daily direct contacttenovia VTC with
the NCC alongside General Franks — and the Joif€bf Staff in
the Pentagon made direct calls to the US CompadBentmanders)’
The differences between the US and UK C2 constryzsgicularly
the political-military interface aspect, were degthby the House of
Commons Defence Select Committee (HCDC) which,tsnTihird
Report, recommended that ‘... the MOD considers wdretthe
highest levels of British command structures migkt made more
adaptable so as to be able to operate more clwspbrallel with their
American counterparts, when UK and US forces areraimg
together?® They expanded by saying ‘it might be argued thut t
British system should be able to adapt to deal witth more direct



25

political-military interface practised by the Ameains’?* However, in

its response to the HCDC's observations on difeeridK/US
structures, the government firmly stated: ‘We da agree. The
Coalition command structures were closely integfeteln reality,
relationships in-theatre were excellent and the N@& able to
provide comprehensive feedback daily to CJO. Wasth noting that
our experience with US C2 during Kosovo was veiffedent, with
direction to senior US military commanders in-thediltering down a
more traditional chain (more similar to the UK cwouost). These
differences are driven as much by the personalitieslved as by the
mission and environment and it is, therefore, likdhat the
personalities involved will have a significant kiegron future US
command relationships. We cannot, obviously, ptetiie nature of
future US administrations and the characteristieg tmight pertain
during future conflicts (or, indeed, UK governmevarking practices
which are, perhaps to a lesser extent but morlaoin the past, also
personality driven), but our C2 construct is robastl, whilst clearly
defined, has proved itself flexible enough to acocwmdate such
nuances.

Burden-Sharing

The UK view that participating in a coalition opgoa meant
sharing the burden in terms of commitment of troapd assets and
sharing the responsibility for the operation andrsty the risk — to
our forces and to the outcome — formed the cemgradt of mutual
understanding between the UK and US commanderswdlirgness
to commit to training and planning together, and et in placing
UK military personnel in key positions within theSUorganisation,
also contributed to our strong stance as we, asmlblition (bearing in
mind the Centre of Gravity issue), ‘crossed the’litogether. It was
not long before this was put to the test when aPa8iot battery shot
down a UK Tornado GR4, with the tragic loss of tnew. Although
the ultimate causes of the accident were estalli&ter on, it was
known almost immediately that a US Patriot had ghdudown the
aircraft. At the National Headquarters in Qatar andthe Air
Component Headquarters (ACHQ) in Saudi Arabiastémor US and
UK commanders understood that this incident waisnortant test of
our relationship. Both in the National and Air Hgadrters, the US
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commanders contacted their UK equivalents to offfeologies and
condolences. The morning after the shootdown, atrescheduled
interview, the NCC vowed that, following the tragedelations with
the US were as strong as ever: ‘A military campaggprobably the
most intimate alliance you can implement. We have nations who
share the risks, share the dangers and sharewhaedse You develop
a bond of trust because you are taking resportgilbdr each other’s
lives’?® On the same day, General Franks, in an interviath w
George Pascoe Watson Tfie Sunwas asked about his views on the
accident and insisted that any suggestion thandhefire incidents
would drive the US and the UK apart was misguidedjsagree in
the strongest terms. When there are friendly-fineidents across
coalition boundaries it brings allies closer togeth* These were not
empty words — in private, the commanders expresadical views.

Media Operations

One of the first hurdles to face us was the synubation of the
use of information in the campaign, particularlywegi the multi-
faceted nature of the ‘audiences’ that we were conicating with?®
In theatre, the approach of our militaries to thedia was a case in
point. In the run-up to the operation, coalitioaffg worked hard to
align our media strategies and define the dailymmy(with important
audiences spread across the world’s time zones)theu different
national approaches were more difficult to co-oatkn For the
ACHQ, journalists were banned from Saudi Arabia aadhe focus
for journalists following the air campaign turneday from there and
dispersed to the press centre and bases in Kudiaithe National
Contingent level, there was a Combined Press Irdtian Centre in
Qatar (with a conference ‘set’ described as haviagpassing
resemblance to the deck of Starship Enterprise’ degigned by a
Hollywood art directof®) and the cultural challenges of working side-
by-side with our coalition partners and the variowedia outlets were
soon obvious. Even before we ‘stood up’ in Qatiae, $tated concept
of ‘shock and awe’ had sat uncomfortably with the€’&Jemphasis on
the future rebuilding of Irag(. Although the phrase ‘shock and awe’
was studiously avoided by our US colleagues intteed, General
Franks’ first news conference after the confliainooenced referred to
a campaign ‘characterised by shock’, delivery adcidive precision
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General Franks handles a news conference — ‘Thenabosing, jug-
eared Texan seemed just the man to inflict a dbskark and awe on
Irag...’

shock’ and ‘the introduction of shock air forcesi his initial
preambl€® But this was as much due to a cultural, rathen tha
doctrinal, difference in presentation. As Paul Adan(BBC
correspondent) put it: ‘The tall, imposing, jug-edrTexan seemed
just the man to inflict a dose of shock and awelra, while his
shorter, bespectacled British counterpart appeat®d embody
something a little more nuanced. But while it waspting to draw
distinctions between the two major coalition parthéshock and awe’
and ‘effects-based warfare’ were essentially threesthing .... ‘There
are other ways of doing shock and awe than by brgathings’
Burridge said® In any case, as ahir Force Magazinearticle put it:
‘It was not the job of the Department of Defenge ttie context of
‘shock and awe’) to correct expectations generhtedthers. Indeed,
not doing so may have been a form of passive disimition>"

This was, however, the first and only coalition fesance in Qatar.
While General Franks and his media spokesman, @em#poks,
presented to the media, the UK, Australian, Daaisth Dutch national
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commanders stood in attendance on the podium. M@segiven a
speaking part in a conference that lasted well @vehour, and the
impression given was not the one that we wantgutdjiect. Nor did it
reflect reality, for the NCC had anything but aedpl‘walk-on part’,
and it was decided after this that unilateral médiadling was likely
to be the better option. No doubt, the differinitades of our national
press had a great deal to do with the way that iseved media
handling — the US military were certainly surprisgdthe relatively
hostile treatment we received from the UK mé&ievhile the patient
and sometimes supine attitude of the US press itwe sfairly poor
treatment (in comparison to what we knew our UKsprevould
expect) by the US military media handlers was aragmwf some
surprise to ug® Perhaps Paul Adams’ description of our differences
seems harsh, but it also sums up the perceptiortkeopress with
which both militaries were attempting to grappReporters desperate
for facts swarmed every time a clean-cut, politeefican military
spokesman ventured into the crowded corridors. tBetconstraints
imposed by ‘operational security’ or, just as oft@nreluctance to
speak out of turn, meant we always came away disaiga ... A
small team of British media handlers worked hartltthe void ... It
was an adult way of doing things, and one thatAheericans could
not, or would not, emulaté® In terms of information, there was also
an issue of marrying our military objectives foetbperation. The
published UK government military campaign objeddivéor the
operation cited the prime objective as ‘to rid Irafgits weapons of
mass destruction and their associated weaponsgmoges and means
of delivery’ > For the US, the prime objective was to ‘end thgime
of Saddam Husseifi®. The US objectives referred to terrorism in their
third and fourth objectives, yet the UK referred tesrorism only
under ‘wider political objectives in support of theilitary
campaign?’ The key to marrying these two perspectives unaer o
coalition banner was, of course, our united atétuth Saddam
Hussein’s regime. As the UK government articulatethe obstacle
to Irag’s compliance with its disarmament obligagaunder relevant
UNSCRs is the current Iraqgi regime ... it is thereforecessary that
the current Iragi regime be removed from powerThe two
perspectives were as one on that aim, but it tduired a careful
approach by the US and the UK national comman@ssore that that
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fact was fully understood.

Basing

An early (pre-campaign) issue, which has crysedlisnto a
‘lesson-learnt’ for coalition operations, was tlehtbasing of assets.
The UK and the US agreed that the US would leatkgotiating Host
Nation (HN) Support for coalition assets. In therleastages of
planning this seemed a pragmatic approach, buinss gassed and
HN views hardened, it became apparent that, at feas the HN's
view, one country’s aspiration for HN Support woblel considered in
isolation from any others, regardless of how thguest had been
submitted. This may seem an obvious strategy frben N with
hindsight, but at the time a united coalition agato seemed to be the
most appropriate course. As it turned out, it pbipalid neither the
US nor the UK any favours. At short notice, thepdlde of the
coalition equation came into play, with the US'ssisgnce and
flexibility enabling our deployment by accommodatiour changing
plans (due to the HN issue) for air and land basiitgin their own
plan.

Rules of Engagement and National Delegation

Another challenge, which benefited from much thdugimd
application before the campaign started, was theeisf national rules
of engagement and delegation given to commandeheatre. During
Kosovo, General Clark had expressed his frustratigh laborious
coalition approval process&sBoth the NCC and the ACC agreed
after Operation IRAQI FREEDOM that, for this opéoat the final
delegations were infinitely more flexible and carere across the
coalition in terms of delegations was critical t& Wdredibility in a
high tempo campaign with an air effort so vast tiato 1,700 sorties
a day were being launch&HOf course, there were occasions when
our UK viewpoint on how an ‘effect’ would be integbed differed
from the US viewpoint. In the case of IRAQI FREEDQWhere the
UK saw the potential for disagreement over theomati acceptability
of a particular course of action, resort to ‘reddsa was not the
preferred option and, at the NCHQ level, differenoé opinion were
routinely resolved through debate and discussioffiadt, the UK was
able to offer — and the US was comfortable beirfgrefl — British
advice even when the UK was not directly involvéd. Air Mshl
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Burridge said in evidence to the HCDC: ‘Where |ibat the
interesting bit occurs — and | think this is whene added
considerable value — was in saying, yes, okay, ithian American
target, American platform, no British involvemehtt actually let me

just say how this might look viewed in Paris, Bedir wherever?*

Information Sharing

Sharing of information and interoperability of infieation systems
were among the greatest challenges facing thetiomaliThankfully,
the limited extent of the IRAQI FREEDOM coalition aghe
information and intelligence sharing easier thamauld have been in
a larger coalition. However, the sharing of infotima is at the centre
of the relationship of trust that is needed in alition and during
IRAQI FREEDOM, the frustration came in translatirtige trust
engendered at the highest levels into sensiblernrdton sharing at
the lower levels. The issue was not one of relglityalper se more
that each individual in the chain felt beholden ¢beck the
releasability of the information before actioningyarequests. The
system was therefore slow and cumbersome, ratlaer rissponsive
and agile. CIS systems were also a problem, wihi8 operating on
their infinitely superior SIPRNET system, which wast releasable to
UK eyes without US supervision, while the UK opethits myriad
CIS systems, and had access to CENTRIX; a US Cé&sy with
AUS/UK access, onto which AUS/UK releasable SIPRNET
information could be transferred. However, the pB3c was
‘mandraulic’ rather than automatic, requiring ous dounterparts to
find the time (in a high tempo operational enviremt) to decide on
and implement the transfer of information. Againege challenges
tended to be overcome through face-to-face dialognd the
development of good working relationships, althougit without
costs to efficiency.

Lessons for the Future

So where do our experiences during Phase 3 leateary-two
months on? Notwithstanding ongoing events in Ithgre are some
important lessons from IRAQI FREEDOM for the UK atige US,
just as there is a recognition that our operatiamakoperability (both
in terms of how we think we fight and how we tedatlly fight) must
be maintained or we may suffer for it next time.efiéh are no



31

While relatively small, the UK’s armed forces carhance their value
to any future coalition by contributing the scarc@mmetimes even
unique, operational capabilities epitomised by J®28 Operation
GRANBY/DESERT STORM and, as here, Storm Shadow in
OperationTELIC/IRAQI FREEDOM.

guarantees, if there is a next time, that we vélfdhas much planning
time (even though the political will to allow us émgage in planning,
even if future intent is uncertain, can give usc@alinfluence at the
earliest stage possiBfgand it is almost a given that we will not have
just spent twelve years side-by-side in theatréhénrun-up to a large
scale operation. In fact, recognition that thing$§ mot be the same
‘next time’ is a key lesson in itself.

Importantly, we must offer capabilities which aré wiility and
influence, and which can fill gaps in and completmdB capability.
Tactical Recce and Storm Shadow are good exampbes the air
contingent of capabilities that the UK alone coaffer, while tankers
and E-3s are examples of assets which we could wtiech were in
short supply. If the UK can perform valued taskat tihe US requires
(and other allies may not be able to field), odtuence will be felt:
‘The significant military contribution the UK is Bbto make ...
means that we secure an effective place in thdiqaliand military
decision-making processe$’.Sharing contentious and dangerous
activities, not just those which are ‘niche’ or @&hmort supply, is
another vital way that our military contribution ncademonstrate
commitment and determine the value in which we hasiel (and the
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influence which we can bring to bear).

We must also recognise the value that sensiblegyatétes had in
the trust that the US put in the UK. These delegatiallowed us to
participate in some high importance time criticaigeting decisions
and ensured that we were included fully in decisiaking. The
marriage of political ends is a similarly critidaut extremely sensitive
area of coalition co-operation, and we will alwaysed to be alive to
the need to ensure that coalition members’ poligcals (if different
or differently prioritised) are understood, enmeslamd met. These
political coalition issues will always be sensitimad challenging to
planners, but they are critical to the successtatation of a coalition
operation.

Most pressingly important to the UK and the UShis ¢hallenge of
replacing the operational linkages which alreadigter (particularly
between our navies and air forces) as a resulhetwelve years of
coalition work leading up to IRAQI FREEDOM. We neé&al stay
alongside each other by training and exercisingttugy, developing
doctrinally together and wargaming as a coalitiBrom the RAF’s
and the USAF’s perspective, this has been a prisiitce Phase 3 of
IRAQI FREEDOM finished. The two forces have estsiidid an
Engagement Initiative designed as a forum to takevdrd work on
interoperability issues under the RAF Chief of thie Staff and the
USAF Chief to ensure that we are working and trajrniogether to
prepare for the future. Some of this is practicaénsuring that our
exchange programmes develop over time and ensuhag we
maximise opportunities to exercise together — anmmdesis technical —
and in this area equipment procurement and devedopis central.
As CDS outlined: ‘Whilst there are real opportussti for
interoperability as forces modernise, there is Bygule risk that this
very modernisation could undermine the unity ofosffin any
coalition. The technological gap between digitisedd analogue
contingents will impact severely on the principalvantage of
digitisation — that of a force’s ability to rely cempo as a major
ingredient of combat power — and in warfightingstbould impact to a
point where two elements become operationally @medable.** In
the USAF, ‘Plug and Play’ is becoming (quite untimdably) the
mantra. Commanders are not interested in new equiprwhich
cannot integrate into the battlespace and, imptiytanannot talk
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without ‘a man in the loop’ to the next piece ofugmment. As
Lieutenant General Keffsstates: ‘Whatever is on the inside of your
widget or gadget can be proprietary, but what comésof the little
plug in the front or back of it must speak the laage of Airmen, and
must work with my other equipment or systems withaay third
party translation or integrators needed. This & thle for the 21st
century USAF and if you can't abide by it ... we wobuy it.*® The
RAF has to maximise its presence alongside the U®AFthey
develop interoperability priorities and policiesid also recognised by
the USAF/RAF initiative that the cultural and inésltual aspects of
fighting together are fundamental to progress. A as interaction at
senior levels (in meetings, at conferences, at aagp, etc), it is
important to develop closer links further down tain of command.
There are several initiatives now in their develeptal stages which
aim, across the ranks, to develop our understandingach other’s
cultural ways of doing business and grow a new ggiom of airmen
who see their US counterparts as natural and fanptartners! This
approach should compliment our commitment to thdicpoof
embedding UK staffs in US Command staffs for futaperations; a
policy which will remain absolutely key to successfo-operation in
the future.

Summary/And Finally
We, the US and UK militaries, left the end of Opiera IRAQI

FREEDOM Phase 3 having worked successfully as #tiooaand
having faced practical challenges along the way.céfesee that these
were largely overcome through a combination ofuibous timing (an
extended planning period), strong personal relahgos, particularly
at the senior levels, mutual dependence and bishanng (in terms
of the UK providing capabilities which were of uo# value to the
coalition effort and the recognition, on both siddsat this was a
journey we would travel together as a coalitionr ‘twetter or for
worse’) and a motivation to find common ground dondengineer
solutions to any problems that threatened the timal integrity.
Most importantly, trust was established at all Isvé&or the future,
whether we consider mindset, doctrine and cultoregquipment,
CONOPS and interoperability — it is mutual co-opieraand contact
which will provide us with the best chance of stayin step. This will
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allow us to understand what we can offer each ptimx we can best
move forward together and in which areas we neeasbtzentrate our
efforts in order to maintain momentum. Most impotkg a strong
and close professional relationship will be the kews it was for
Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. As the MOD concluded is First
Reflectiongeport: ‘Working in a coalition brings politicadjplomatic
and military advantages, including the aggregatidncapabilities,
flexible war-fighting options and the sharing ofeltigence and risk...
At the operational and tactical levels, the plagrémd conduct of the
operation was facilitated by the close professioektionship that has
grown up between the UK and the U5We must ensure it is
maintained — future coalition operations will degem it.
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SUMMARY OF THE MINUTES OF THE NINETEENTH
ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING HELD IN THE ROYAL
AIR FORCE CLUB ON 8 JUNE 2005

Chairman’s Report.

AVM Baldwin noted that the Society had held two s&ams during
the past year. At the first of these, in Octobed£0he RAF Museum
had hosted a seminar on Supply and Logistic Suppadine RAF, ably
masterminded by Wg Cdr Colin Cummings. In March 20€he
history of the Harrier was covered at the Brist@réspace Welfare
Association (BAWA) in Bristol. The supply seminamasvheld on a
Saturday, and members have encouraged further dagtwevents.
Accordingly, the next seminar, which will discuse thistory of flight
safety, will be held at Hendon on Saturday 15 Ostobhe Harrier
seminar was a particular success and its eventmabhck record
should turn out to be one of the Society’'s more drtgnt
achievements. The chairman was particularly gratefGp Capt Jock
Heron for putting so much effort into mounting tday, and to the
Editor, Wg Cdr Jeff Jefford, who is now engagegbiaducing a clear
and well-illustrated record.

On 11 September 2004, some members were able aodathe
unveiling of the WW | British Air Services Memoriat St Omer. This
project had been masterminded by Society colledgild Peter Dye
and the Society is proud to be associated with tarthve supported,
this fine memorial.

The subject for the spring 2006 seminar was notdgetded, and
this illustrated the dilemma that the Society facedhoosing subjects
which had not been covered before. The chairmaiteshvynembers to
propose subjects and to help organise future sesiina

The membership had now risen to a little over 99 the finances
were in good shape, especially after the subseonpticrease to £18.
Some members, however, had still to amend thendstg orders and
the Treasurer, John Boyes, would be chasing tlgeff. It would be
helpful if members would action the change and wadaadditional
expenditure to the Society. The response to theagdpr completion
of Gift Aid forms had been very successful, and thad contributed
to a worthwhile increase in income. In addition lIR&®oyce, BAE
Systems and Cobham had contributed to the codtsedfarrier day.
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The Society continued to advertise where sensibte lead recently
been the subject of a full-page featureAaroplane Monthly The
Society’s page on the official RAF website was dising refined.

In conclusion, the Chairman thanked the committee their
continued hard work on behalf of the Society. Hgoahppreciated
very much the helpful advice and encouragementwthie President,
Marshal of the Royal Air Force Sir Michael Beethaand the Vice-
President, Air Marshal Sir Frederick Sowrey gavéh®scommittee.

Secretary’s Report.

Gp Capt Dearman noted that, since the 2004 AGMytbree new
members had joined, of whom seven were serving raesnlwhile
twenty-four had resigned and seven had died. Cume@mbership
was 916. Sales of journals had realised £347 sheeprevious AGM.
A steady flow of correspondence, including manyteletfrom
overseas, reflected the widespread interest in Sbeiety and its
journals.

Treasurer’'s Report.

Mr Boyes tabled the annual accounts for 2004 whiabwed a loss
of £2,950 with £22,300 in reserves.

The Society had made grants totalling £1,750 irodavof the
Assault Glider Association, the Malta Museum appaadl the St
Omer memorial. Seminars had shown a loss of son@@82and the
audit fee had risen to £326n the other hand, subscription income,
especially the tax benefit from Gift Aid had impeavand costs of
publications had reduced. A small surplus was faseéor 2005 and
the reserves were satisfactory and in keeping thighconstitution of
the Society.

A proposal by Desmond Goch, seconded by Sir RadjiHarland,
that the accounts be accepted and that MessrsefBidivster of
29/39 London Road, Twickenham, TW1 3SZ be re-apgpdinas
independent examiners was carried.

Appointment of Executive Committee.

The chairman noted that all the executive committeenbers had
offered themselves for re-election, together witle texisting ex-
officio members. Proposed by Sgn Ldr Blanche amdrsded by Sir
Reginald Harland, the motion was carried. The memise elected
were:
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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 & Pubs Manager

Air Cdre H A Probert MBE MA
Wg Cdr C J Cummings

The ex-officio members of the committee electedewer

J S Cox BA MA Head of AHB

Dr M Fopp MA PhD FMA FIMgt Director RAF Museum
Gp Capt N Parton BSc MA MDA MPhil DDefS(RAF)

CEng FRAeS RAF

Wg Cdr D Robertson RAF JSCSC

Discussion.

The chairman announced that Sgn Ldr Sophy Gardigtmwion the
Two Air Forces Award, sponsored jointly by the Stbgiand its
counterpart, the (US) Air Force Historical Foundati The president,
MRAF Sir Michael Beetham, presented the trophy andnscribed
copy ofSagittarius Rising

In answer to a question from Sir Reginald Harlatieh Editor
undertook to update the index of subjects in a@fining journal.

James Pettigrew suggested apprentice trainingfatige subject.
Sir Reginald Harland noted that apprentices hadhezh very high
standards and had been a key aspect of the RAfi® expansion in
the 1930s, one in six ultimately being commissioned

Alan Pollock suggested that thaltonian magazine might be a
good vehicle for advertisement. The editor unddrtodnvestigate.

The Vice-President, Air Mshl Sir Frederick Sowregpeessed his
thanks and appreciation to the chairman and comenith particular,
he commended the editor, Wg Cdr Jeff Jefford, lfer éxcellence of
the journals.

There being no further business, the meeting clas&@820 hrs.



A ROYAL AIR FORCE
MEMORIAL FOR SUSSEX

The Dean and Chapter of Chichest
Cathedral have agreed that a memor
to those who served at Royal Ai
Force Stations in Sussex may
placed in the St Clement Chapel.
will be in the form of a fine wall-
mounted stone panel designed |
Donald Buttress, Surveyor of thi
Fabric of Chichester Cathedral an
Surveyor Emeritus of Westminste
Abbey. It is to be formally dedicatec
on Battle of Britain Day, 15
September 2006.

The memorial is expected to co:
around £12,500. An appeal has be
launched, under the patronage of tt
Society’s Vice-President, Air Mshl Sii
Freddie Sowrey, to enable members
the public to contribute towards thi

permanent record of the service ar _j.

dedication of members of the Roy:
Air Force in Sussex now that it
presence within the county is n
longer so noticeable. If you would like
more information or have any querie

please contact the Cathedral Office (-

01243 782595 or via e-mail a
info@chichestercathedral.org.uk
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- REMEMBER.

41

REMEMBER]

o

“LIVES

FROMTHE
AROM

FORCE
“STATIONS
E -

|

+ THEM *
&




42

THE RAF IN NORTH DEVON DURING WW 11

At Appledore (near Barnstaple) in 2005 the Nortlv@eMaritime
Trust mounted a three-day exhibition to celebrdie Battle of
Trafalgar. Events included: a computer animationtred battle; a
database of the 21,000 men involved, permitting tonsearch for a
relative; an exhibition of figurehead carving; aspmlay of
contemporary uniforms, and so on. Among the mapicsoaddressed
by lecturers were: ‘The Weather at Trafalgar, ‘Mmtional
Instruments of the Period’, ‘Aspects of the Batded ‘19th Century
Shipbuilding in North Devon'.

The Trust is planning to mount an event on sinlifegs in 2007 to
cover Royal Air Force activities in North Devon ohgr WW I, with
particular emphasis on Coastal Command and therigst of the
regional airfields. That would seem to limit theoge to Chivenor,
with Winkleigh and Okehampton as makeweights. yce would
like to become involved or is able to contributeformation,
anecdotes, photographs or any other artefacts, &neyinvited to
contact Bernard Smith of 24 Taw Meadow Cres, Frgioim,
Barnstaple, EX31 2QA. Tel 01271 327645.

The first operational Coastal Command unit to belipped with

Beaufighters was the Chivenor-based No 252 Sqrs. iShbne of its
early Mk Is (R2198, PB), flying over a frosty North Devon
landscape in the winter of 1940-41.
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THE POLISH APPRENTICES AT HALTON
Air Chf Mshl Sir Michael Armitage

Trenchard’s scheme to train Aircraft Apprenticesstfee Royal Air
Force produced well over 40,000 skilled tradesmeer dhe years,
though quite a number of them did not go on to esénvthe ranks of
the RAF. Some apprentices found themselves, becalusertime
exigencies, transferred to the Royal Navy; otheupgs of boys came
to this country from abroad after the war to tragnapprentices. These
included lads from the air forces of Ceylon, Vereday Burma and
Pakistan, who returned to their own Service at ¢mel of their
training. But because of their background, the mestarkable group
of non-RAF apprentices ever to complete their appreship was
surely that made up of several hundred boys frofarfélowho arrived
in the middle of the war.

Their story begins with the German invasion of Rdlain
September 1939, and the cynical treaty signed byotde and
Ribbentrop later that month, a treaty that dividedland between
Germany and the Soviet Union. Both parts of thentguwere to
suffer very severe hardships in the years thabwiad, but in the
Soviet occupied eastern half, three waves of arastl deportations
started as early as February 1940 in which theepsifnal classes of
the population were rounded up. Families of judgestors, teachers,
soldiers, policemen and others were selected fpordation or worse,
and these families were never heard of again, thaud\pril 1943 the
discovery by German forces in the forest at Katlyaver 4,000 Polish
officers murdered by the Soviets, gave an chilliimdjcation of what
probably happened to the rest of them.

Meanwhile, the families were marched to railway tietes,
destination somewhere in the Soviet Union. Cattleks were loaded
to the brim with children, mothers, old men and theagre baggage
that they brought with them, and the overcrowdaiahs then trundled
off eastwards. One survivor's account describes aany of the
deportees succumbed to the bitterly cold weathethaf winter, as
their train made its slow progress through Minskpo&nsk and
Moscow, ending up seven days later at a settlerimetite endless
wastes of Siberia.
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Here, the deportees found themselves housed incroveded
wooden barracks, and they were put to work in thieosinding forest.
The men in the groups cut down trees and sawed thtmengths
before stacking them, while the young Polish bayany of them only
around eleven years old, had the task of clearing twoods
afterwards, pulling out tree-stumps and burningatieuts. Food was
very short, and even these meagre rations weri¢ th work ‘norms’
laid down by the Soviet overseers were not metrd s a doctor in
the particular camp described, but there were ndicakfacilities nor
medicines with which to treat even routine illnessén these
circumstances, the hard work and the hunger exédusten the
stronger ones among the inmates, leading to mamayhsleand a
subsequent typhus epidemic carried off more thiaweof the others.
During a twenty-month stay in the camp describé) people died
out of the 1,700 or so who had originally arrived.

Then, in June 1941, wider events on the internatistage
intervened; Hitler's Germany invaded the Sovietd#niSoviet Russia
thus became an ally of Britain, and perforce ary af the
governments in exile of France, Belgium, Hollanénhark, Norway
and, of course, of Poland. Among some of the sen@&mbers of the
defeated Polish Army who had been imprisoned inSbeiet Union,
was General Anders, and together with several atfiktary leaders
he was now released and authorised to form a PAlisty in exile,
which would then join the Allied forces.

Overcoming immense difficulties, Anders managed ooly to
form the nucleus of an army, but also to move mainlyis men right
across Russia and then through Persia to Iraq. @set of this
unexpected change of fortunes was that from thanawutof 1941
onwards, many of the deported families were alde &b start off
from their scattered camps on the same kind ofngyito the south
and east. They may have been free to move atlastthe records
show that they endured the most horrendous harsisinpthe way.
Once again, these bedraggled refugees travelledatie truck on
journeys that could take as much as two monthsotercthe 4,000
kilometres or so from Siberia to the south-eastarders of Russia.
Their trains had no priority, and their journey wamstantly held up
by troop trains carrying reinforcements going westd other trains
going east carrying wounded soldiers. Food was segyce indeed,
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and many more of these Poles died of hunger onjdheney,
weakened as they were by the bitter cold as wagein.

Despite the chaos caused across the Soviet Unidhea&erman
advance towards Moscow continued and refugeesdtbbdck, Polish
officers, newly released from Soviet prison campanaged among
other things to set up collection points alongway for many of the
families, and in particular for the many orphan&ididcen who were
making their painful way towards Persia. Gradualhe masses of
Polish prisoners were organised into camps rurhbynascent Polish
Army, and in some cases it was even possible to gpémitive
schools for the many hundreds of children. Notadle so fortunate.
Many boys found themselves instead dispersed teative farms in
the south of the Soviet Union, where in some cts®ghad no choice
but to stay put for many more months. Food was ydwa problem.
Survival often meant begging from nearby farms w@aling from
local gardens. Even when Polish Centres were ealytapened in
these remote areas of Russia, the only rationdadm@iwere meagre
portions of flour and fat.

Meanwhile, with remarkable energy, General Andeas ¥orming
cadet schools for some of the boys, and in thesimantary
establishments they were issued with uniforms noeveral sizes too
large, and given basic military training. Eventyathere were at least
five such schools, between them holding hundredsafs. The
largest one, at Narpaj, held about 1,200 boys lagmall the others, it
was staffed by Polish officers who had survivedSoeiet purges.

By the summer of 1942, General Anders had manageanake
arrangements for the Polish refugees to startigatvie Soviet Union.
Travelling by truck and train, but often on fodtetmass of Polish
families gradually filtered down to the southernrdmys of Russia.
Conditions were still wretched in the extreme, these survivors at
last had the prospect of putting the Soviet Uniehibd them. In the
southern Soviet town of Kagan, all the Polish orawges were
gradually brought together, and in due course tlgsbwere
assembled at the port of Krasnovodsk on the easieone of the
Caspian Sea. Most of the refugees were then plioard the tanker
Molotow and sailed in primitive conditions down to Pahlavi the
Iranian south shore of the Caspian. Here they diseked, to be
housed in tents and huts on the beach.
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At this time, the autumn of 1942, Iran had in effeeen under
Anglo-Soviet occupation since August of the pregioyear, an
occupation designed to facilitate rail traffic frahe Gulf through to
the Soviet Union. Many of the Polish families anghans thus found
themselves in the hands of the British Army. Thegrevquarantined
for six weeks at Pahlavi, where the boys were swih clean
underwear and a variety of British uniforms, andiaat they were no
longer prisoners of the Soviets.

Arrangements were now made to move them to Pagestinthat
time a British mandated territory under the Leagti®ations. They
were taken by road across the mountains of nortlramto Tehran,
and after a short stay in a military camp thereytmoved across the
frontier to Iraq where they arrived in the middieSeptember. Their
route now took them through Baghdad and the deséffsansjordan
to cross the river Jordan and so enter Palestinerayhon 10
November, they were housed at Qastina. Here alPwiiltary school
had been set up under a Polish Army commandans. Was only one
of several Polish military training camps beingnied at this time in
the Middle East. In Palestine alone these schaaith At their peak in
August 1943, about 3,000 boys and 670 girls. Takeng of all these
unexpected refugees in the middle of a war muse lpmesented the
authorities with a major administrative burden, hwihe result that
other camps had to be set up for them, some fampbeaat Tel-el-
Kebir and Heliopolis in Egypt, while others wereeavfurther afield.
Some of the families found themselves scatteredansaway as
Mombassa in what is now Tanzania and Kampala inndgawhile
yet others were dispatched to Karachi in what Wwas British India.

May 1943 saw the arrival at these various campa Bblish Air
Force mission, which had been formed to selectraadlit candidates
for training by the RAF at No 1 School of TechnicBtaining
(SofTT), Halton. During this process of selectibhecame quite clear
to the Polish authorities that very many of thesbging interviewed
were much younger than the 15% year-old lower dgsgt Ifor
acceptance. But since none of them held any dociatiem, quite a
number of the boys ‘adjusted’ their recorded agenetimes by as
much as two or almost three years! The often mdukight and slight
build of these boys was no doubt attributed byahthorities to the
extremes of hardship they had suffered while pessnn the Soviet
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Gen Kazimierz Sosnkowski, CinC Polish Armed Faircése West,
meets the youngest Polish Air Force apprenticdaBtRetrusewicz,
during a visit to Halton in September 1943.

Union. Eventually, 264 boys were selected for Hgltand then
brought together at Al Hamra transit camp on thezSGanal from
their various scattered locations. From Al Hameyttravelled first to
Fayid, and then on to Suez where they boardedrbeMauretanig
at that time serving as a troopship, to sail roafiica to Liverpool,
arriving in August 1943. Other boys would follow recember 1943,
this time aboard the troopshiptratsmore sailing from Suez direct
through the Mediterranean to Liverpool. From Livawpall the boys
in both parties were taken by train to Wendover #ng to Halton,
where the first group arrived on 14 August 1943.

They were each given their first RAF pay of tenlistgs, and all
housed in Block No 10 of Henderson Barracks. Ortested, the
boys were allocated RAF serial numbers between@D&dd 709307,
and three days later they were all issued with RAForms. This was
a process that led to quite a few difficulties,csireven the very
smallest of the RAF standard sizes of fit weretdarlarge for some of
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the Polish boys. Although the uniforms themselvesanhe RAF blue
serge worn by all home-based airmen at that tihmy tarried Polish
Air Force brass buttons, while both the SD cap #mal side hat
sported the Polish Air Force eagle badge. Justwib#ie sleeve seam
at the top of each arm, the uniform carried the dv&OLAND’,
while the brass apprentice badge of a four-bladwadt propeller set
in an annulus was worn in its traditional positiom the left sleeve,
between the shoulder seam and the elbow. The whaiit was
completed with the red cap-band worn by all theeptpprentices of
No 1 Wing.

The number of Polish boys at Halton fluctuatedhe early days,
for example one hundred of them left on 4 Janu&441to take up
training at No 1 Radio School, Cranwell, and meatevinore boys
arrived from the Middle East, a party of twentyaiarriving for
example just two days later. The numbers in thesR@quadron, as it
became, eventually settled down to 207 boys, dividéo two flights
and housed in Blocks 9 and 10, each flight beihgcated one block.
On the right-hand side of the road up to the mairage ground, a
flag-pole for the Polish ensign was erected, stajdin a large base
made up of the red and white chequered squarebeoPolish Air
Force emblem, still seen on Polish military aircrefday. Colour-
hoisting and lowering took the same place in thdine of the Polish
boys as it did then with the RAF apprentices of N8ofTT. There
were other similarities. Good Conduct stripes inniature were
awarded after 12, 20 and 28 months service, afletavorn, as with
their British counterparts, on the lower left slegand promotions to
the ranks of leading apprentice, corporal and serigeere eventually
made, all indicated by miniature chevrons worn othisleeves.

There was one very obvious difference on paradightRp to the
end of the war, the Polish Squadron used their dihmovements.
Photographs show the boys swinging their arms,imemital fashion,
across the body, rather than fore-and-aft. They plwaded without
arms. It is not entirely clear whether this wasd&use some of the
Polish apprentices were too small in stature toipudate the Short
Magazine Lee Enfield rifle with its 14" bayonet!

One serious problem for the Polish boys was thaamjuage. As
far as the administration and training was conagr®lish Air Force
officers and NCOs were soon drafted in, and Palskructors were
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found both for workshops and for schools. Thesarmements were
all complete by early 1944, and work could thenitég earnest in
the five trades embraced by No 1 SofTT at that timidrame fitter;
engine fitter; armourer; electrician and instrumeraker. In a sense,
however, this creation of special Polish facilitiead the effect of
further isolating the Polish apprentices from tHgyiitish counterparts,
though it is difficult to see how any other solutizvould have made
sense. Another potential problem was that the wapfgentice school
closed down for block leave at Christmas, and id-ssimmer. The
British apprentices of course went home; but witadd with the
Polish boys? Fortunately, even before the firsishaboys arrived at
Halton, Lady Jersey had accepted an invitation éxolne the
Honorary Guardian of these apprentices, and shether with other
public figures and the wife of the editor of a Londnewspaper, put
out an appeal for help. The result was that 30digiméamilies agreed
to entertain Polish boys for the Christmas holidayimilar
arrangements were made for the subsequent learEpethough for
the summer leave of 1944 there was an added omgyrithen the
Irish Red Cross invited a party of apprentices serto the lIrish
Republic, with the result that 156 Polish boys waweted by the Irish
Army and by catholic families from towns all ovéetcountry.

Training soon settled down to a routine, in whibfa,early 1945,
the boys had been issued with training manualkeir bwn language
and a full Polish staff had been installed. Theffstvas made up of
twenty-four officers, fifty-four NCOs, forty worksip instructors and
thirteen academic staff who were engaged in thdeana school.

The ending of the Second World War in August 194bntdt mean
the end of training for the Polish aircraft appregs. If their
qualifications were to mean anything, then theie¢hdyear course had
to continue. It was thus not until July 1947 thia¢ ffirst group of
Polish apprentices passed out from Halton, doingviéb the 49th
Entry of RAF apprentices. For that occasion, theeee three Polish
flights on parade, two of them armed (they had hiesuned rifles in
the February), while those apprentices who hadyebttcompleted
their training were lined up at the edge of theagdarground. Seven of
those on parade passed out as LACs, sixty-nine @ssAand the
remaining sixty as AC2s — a total of 136. The remimagj thirty-three
boys, who, because they had arrived at Halton afdr the main
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body, now continued with their training, formed tRelish Flight of
‘A’ Squadron, No 1 Wing and were housed in BlockAf8.but one of
these apprentices eventually passed out with thike Batry on 10
March 1948.

Of the total of 207 boys who had been admitted atidth, eighteen
had been transferred to Polish military units ceching conscription
age, eighteen failed the course and two were digedaon medical
grounds. That left the 169 who completed the cowigethe 49th and
50th Entries. Of these 102 stayed in uniform toeeavith the regular
post-war RAF, sixty remained in the UK as civiliabging assisted to
find employment by the Polish Resettlement Corps, fave returned
to Poland leaving just two unaccounted for, althotigere is some
evidence to suggest that at least one of them ragg left Halton to
go to university.

On 21 June 1947, in the presence of Polish officdS0Os and
apprentices, together with many RAF representatinekiding the
Commandant, Air Cdre Titmass, a Polish memorialquéa was
unveiled in No 1 Wing. The plaque is still therelag, fixed on the
end wall of Block 14 (at the time it was Number 19dX). It reads:

‘Polish Avenue — These birch trees were plantedhieyPolish
Aircraft Apprentices to express their gratitudetbe British
people for the hospitality, care and training tity received in
the RAF at Halton in the years 1943-1947.’

The Halton training seems to have been a good ftiordfor later
careers for the Polish boys. Most of them settiedhis country.
About fifty of them later gained higher educatiogahlifications such
as HNC, BSc, and MPhil, while no fewer than threéngd a PhD.
About twenty became chartered engineers, and mériieon later
started their own successful businesses in a yaoiefields. Several
still turn up for the reunions of the Halton or @neell Aircraft
Apprentice Associations.

Acknowledgement: | am greatly obliged to Eugene Borysiuk (709020th® 49th
Entry, who provided the material on which this@etiis based.
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THE ORIGINS OF FIGHTER SQUADRON HERALDRY
Wg Cdr ‘Jeff’ Jefford

For the last half-century or so, ever since thesdsfyMeteor night
fighters, No 29 Sqgn’s marking has been the famifipie-X ‘brewer’s
cross’. It is said that this came about becausek bathe dim and
distant past, the CO had decided to paint the sumiténtity on its
aeroplanes in Roman numerals. The job was giveantaircrafthand
whose classical education had evidently left somgtho be desired
so he was obliged to ask how a legionnaire wouklk haritten 29.
The response was ‘X-X-One-X'. Our intellectuallyatlenged airman
interpreted this as a pair of Xs followed by anotkewhich he duly
applied, leaving the aeroplanes adorned with a Ro3fa If this story
sounds a bhit far-fetched, that would be because iThis essay will
discuss the real origins of No 29 Sqn’s marking] ahthose of the
other fighter squadrons whose traditions embraed 820s.

The first point to make is that, while today’s sdwan markings
are merely decorative, they were originally introed for a specific
purpose. In 1914 there were so few aeroplanesittisatfficed to be
able to tell whether they were simply friend or fse national
markings alone were adequate. Two years later, henehe skies
were relatively crowded and it was becoming indreglg common
for aeroplanes to operate in formation for mutuedtgction. This
created a need to be able to identify one’s colleagin combat,
especially as most RFC squadrons flew the same-type ubiquitous
BE2c. In April 1916, therefore, official markings, selection of
geometric shapes and various combinations of atréiod horizontal
bars, were allocated to Nos 2 to 16 Sqgns inclusigart from Nos 1, 3
and 11 which were omitted because they flew typleerahan the BE,
and No 14 because it was in Egypt. These markirgye applied in
black on the natural linen finish of the then stilhcamouflaged
aeroplanes. No 2 Sqgn’s triangle, which was restdoedse in 1927
and is still reflected in that unit's marking todag the only surviving
remnant of this initial allocation.

As additional units joined the RFC in the Field, rexanarkings
were devised and assigned. But there was a limivtat could be
achieved with crescents, squares, zig-zags, disgab-bells and yet
more combinations of vertical, horizontal and diagobars. By the
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summer of 1917, by which time all aeroplanes werished in brown

dope and marking were being applied in white, tiveeee some fifty
squadrons in France, making duplication inevitabléhus, for

instance, No 2 Sgn had lost its triangle which waw being sported
by Nos 23, 43 and 55 Sgns which were soon to begoby No 64
Sqgn. There was no confusion, however, because tidte all flew

different types, SPADs, Camels, DH 4s and DH 5peetvely, and

were assigned to different brigades, which meaat they operated
over different sectors of the Front.

On 21 March 1918 Ludendorff launched the last m&erman
offensive, Operation MICHAEL, and the BEF, and withthe RFC,
began to withdraw to the west. The very next dayREL announced
that it had been:

‘.... decided to discontinue squadron markings indhage of all
squadrons except single-seater fighters. The ngskof the
latter will be changed at irregular intervals owens from HQ
RFC.

Apart from requiring all two-seat units to obliteraheir markings,
this order also involved a reallocation of the eanfid assigned to each
fighter squadron, so every unit will have beengdddi to break out the
paintbrushes. HQ RFC expected its edict to have lmelemented
‘within two or three days’ and the fact that it waepared to impose
such a demand when its squadrons were under coaisidgressure,
carrying out frequent changes of base while simelbaisly sustaining
high-intensity flying operations, probably indicdteconcern that
prominently displayed identification devices wouteal deployment
patterns to the enemy. That aside, was it logicati¢lete the unit
markings that had previously been regarded as bessgntial? Yes,
because the tactical situation had changed and mwithe rationale
that had underpinned the introduction of markings years earlier
had evaporated; they were now being allocated llaegean automatic
bureaucratic process rather than because theyagturally necessary.

By the spring of 1918 air operations in France tygtallised into
five broad types: fighting patrols; artillery obsgation; recon-
naissance; and day and night bombing. Fighters rgliynelew in
formation until joined in combat after which thegeted to be able to
regroup, which justified the retention of unit madgs. On the other
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Having previously been worn by at least five otheits, by the time
of the Armistice, the triangle had been reassigiedNo 91 Sqn,
which was still working up in the UK.

hand, aircraft working with the guns and/or flyingconnaissance
missions tended to operate alone and thus hasl igéd to be able to
identify other aeroplanes. By contrast, day bombene supposed to
fly in, and maintain, close formation at all tim@sorder to create a
defensive cross-fire, so, since their crews wekensupposed to find
themselves isolated, they too had little need fdentification
markings. Night bomber crews flew alone, so unirkimgys were of
little use to them either, especially as they caubd be seen in the
dark. Thus it was that, when the unified air sexweas created in
April 1918, only its fighter squadrons were entitleo display any
form of heraldry.

In the event, and contrary to HQ RFC'’s stated itmen HQ RAF
never did direct any significant changes in margirigllowing the
major reallocation in March. Thus, taking as anneple the three
fighter squadrons that had been sporting triangle917, when the
fighting ended No 23 Sqgn’s new Dolphins were wegardisc, No 43
Sqgn’s Snipes had an opposed inclined bar either gidhe roundel
while No 64 Sgn’s Camels had a single verticaldfaof the roundel.
The triangle was still in play, however, having heeassigned to No
91 Sgn which was working up with Dolphins in the Wen the
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A Snipe of No 56 Sqgn, sporting the original 192destnarrow
marking running (almost) the entire length of thedlage and, in this
case, tapered.

Armistice was signed.

Mass demobilisation in 1919 meant that the RAF lailit
disappeared and by March 1920 it had dwindled $b fjwenty-nine
squadrons, few of which were at full strength. ége only ten were
stationed in the British Isles and, since nonehafnt were fighter
squadrons, the need for unit markings had disapdestogether.

The nucleus of an air defence force began to emeitethe re-
formation of No 25 Sqgn in April 1920 but it was nottil November
1922, when it was joined by No 56 Sqgn, that theas @ven a remote
possibility of units becoming mixed up. Five moggiadrons, Nos 19,
29, 32, 41 and 111, had been re-formed by the €4828, however,
and unit identification began to become a real lemb again.
Following air exercises held in the summer of 192y which time
Nos 3 and 17 Sqgns had joined the throng, HQ 6 @prted that:

‘Squadrons when flying in formation had difficulty picking
up their own formations after encountering formasian the air
(and tha} when the Group Commander was witnessing
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formation flying of various Squadrons in close proxy to
each other it was difficult to criticise their work

As a result, a series of experiments had been cbedidrom which
a variety of markings had been selected as bemgibst appropriate.
All were essentially longitudinal devices (as ithaded at Figure 1)
which were intended to run, more or less, the whelggth of the
fuselage. AOC 6 Gp, Air Cdre Charles Samson, urged his
recommended markings should be officially recoghiaad that the
use of red, yellow and blue should be adopted ightftolours. To
anyone familiar with post-WW II markings, No 6 Gpssibmission
had featured only two real oddities. First, theraswNo 19 Sqgn’s
design, although there are at least four photograyich prove that
it, and variations on the theme, were worn by I&nipes and Grebes.
Secondly, we can see that, as originally concei\nad, 29 Sqn’s
marking did not really consist of red Xs at allwias supposed to be
two zig-zags in anti-phase, and in black, not red.

At HQ Inland Area, Air Cdre Webb-Bowen endorsedthange in
flight colours (from red, white and blue) but wast persuaded of the
necessity for Samson’s new-fangled coloured maskikigebb-Bowen
considered that the markings used in WW | had baeémirable’ and
that these should simply be reinstated, and appgbedomber and
army co-operation aircraft in addition to fightevehich, he pointed
out, would have had the added advantage of fogtéradlition. Inland
Area had two other reservations over the propdsgdt, in adopting
coloured designs, it was clear that HQ 6 Gp hadndkfor granted
that aeroplanes would continue to be painted ighbrisilver in
wartime; Area HQ thought it far more likely thatethwould all be
painted in some dark colour in the event of hdmgi Secondly, it
was considered that the proposal had failed toesddthe problem of
visibility in the dark.

As an interim measure, the Air Ministry publishetVaekly Order
(AMWO 895 of 18 December 1924) which formally samaed the
use of red, yellow and blue, for A, B and C Flighgspectively, and
announced that the standardisation of squadroningsrkvas under
consideration but went on to state that:

‘Pending a decision on this subject, any squadrbichwhas
already adopted a system may be permitted to retan
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No 17 Sgn — black double zig-zag.

No 19 Sgn — blue diagonals with narrow blue outline

No 25 Sgn — black ‘box’.

No 29 Sqgn — interlocking black zig-zags with nart@ack outline.

No 32 Sgn — blue with white diagonals.

No 56 Sgn — red and white chequers.

Nos 3, 41 and 111 Sgns in green, red and blackeawely.

Fig 1. The squadron markings as proposed by AOC 6 Gp in
September 1924. Already in use on a trial basiwai$ envisaged that
they would run more or less the whole length offtleelage and be
applied in 6- to 8-inch strokes.
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distinguishing mark provided that it does not olbecihe
national marking and is approved by the AOC.’

The matter was evidently not regarded as preshmgever, and it
was January 1926 before the Ministry decided terrdfe question to
HQ ADGB who were invited to ‘evolve a solution asdawhen
opportunities arise’. Another year slipped by befan January 1927,
ADGB sought the advice of its subordinate HQs addéwer and
Uxbridge. In January 1928, the Air Ministry finallseceived the
recommendations it had requested two years prdyiods well as
fighters, these addressed the perceived requireneénday bombers
which, it was proposed, should employ combinatiamfs black
fuselage bands, with Auxiliary Air Force and Spedaserve units
embellishing these with additional bands in reéegror yellow.

All of these markings were illustrated in colour &an annex
providing details of dimensions. There had been es@ignificant
changes to the proposals submitted in Septembed I9se at
Fig 1), notably that they were now being displayeetween the
roundels of the upper wing as well as on the fyssasides. By this
time No 19 Sgn had abandoned its original desigavour of a series
of chequers la No 56 Sqn, but in blue and white. In additionethr
new units had been formed, Nos 1, 23 and 43 Sdmsfifst of these
had adopted a red-outlined ‘box’, something like 86 Sqgn’s
marking, the second was using alternating red dunel dfyuares, while
No 43 Sqgn had opted for black and white chequers.

There had also been a lot of tinkering with thespr¢ation of some
of the other markings, for instance, while Nos 8 441 Sqgns’ green
and black bars were still centred on the roundhe,former’s was still
only 8 inches deep, whereas the latter's was napp@sed to be)
18Y inches deep; No 41 Sqgn’'s red bar had also grbwinto only
12% inches, but it had also moved upwards so thaipper edge was
aligned with the top of the roundel. No 25 Sqgn’srkiveg had also
evolved in that it had shed its vertical bars, iegvjust two long
horizontal stripes. Another interesting developmeas that only Nos
1, 3,17, 23, 32, 41 and 111 Sqns still wore therkings along the
whole length of the fuselage, Nos 19, 25, 43 andes&icting theirs
to the portion forward of the roundel. No 29 Sqmwrking had
undergone a major process of evolution and by €98 it had
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A Grebe of No 32 Sqgn wearing the later, deepele stfymarking that
had become fashionable by 1928.

become (was officially portrayed as being) a single X, flanked by

horizontal red bars above and below, and notiorafiglied onlyaft

of the roundel — more of this anon.

The conditional qualifications that crop up in tipeeceding
paragraph are intentional, because photographidesue indicates
that the actual application of markings did not ah& conform to a
standard pattern, indeed, since the whole condapaikings was still
being conducted on a trial basis, a degree of ‘@geression’ may
well have been tolerated, perhaps even encouragdk interests of
establishing the best solution — or solutions, beeavhat may have
been good for a Gamecock may not have worked sloomed Siskin.
It would seem, therefore, that HQ ADGB'’s letterJahuary 1928 may
have been the first serious attempt to specify gherise size and
shape of squadron markings.

Nevertheless, by this time, despite sundry vamation themes,
most of the, still technically provisional, fighterarkings had actually
been in use for approaching four years and weresufficiently well-
established to have become regarded as ‘traditioffdlis was
unfortunate, because the Air Ministry, blatantlynogng the
permission that it had actually granted in Decenmt#24, now took
the view that any markings applied in the intertm@d have been on
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a limited scale and confined to a few trials aeaopk.

The Ministry’s initial reaction was to reject ADGS’
recommendations and advocate instead a systemiatit, very
complex, arrangement of its own devising. This useé or two
symbols (square, triangle, heart, club, diamondadsp star, etc)
combined with one, two or three bars arranged cadhyi, horizontally
or diagonally. Since these devices were to be gduip logical
patterns they would amount to coded combinatiomsiping anyone
who understood the system to decipher the unitreerical identity. It
was envisaged that this scheme would be appliecersdlly so that
every squadron would be embraced, irrespectivelef r

This proposal found little favour elsewhere, howevand in
November 1928 the Ministry finally backed down aamtepted that
unit markings were only required for single-seghters, day bombers
and, for good measure, the two University Air Sqoad.
Furthermore, it withdrew its reservations over tadsting fighter
markings and formally approved the permanent adopof the
markings that had been submitted by HQ ADGB atlibginning of
the year. That still left the problem of what systéo adopt for
bombers and in April 1929 ADGB offered up a propaghich was,
in essence, merely a variation on its earlier themulti-coloured
fuselage bands.

Once again the Air Ministry objected, but this timéth some
justification. Someone finally seems to have ta&enesh look at the
problem. His conclusion appears to have been tlhile highly
manoeuvrable fighters may have needed to carrindiste markings,
the argument was less convincing in the case ofbleosn But, if
bomber crews did need to be able to identify otiesraft of their
unit, since their aeroplanes were large enough aoyclegible
characters, why not simply paint the squadron nurohesach side of
the fuselage? Common sense prevailed and in JuB@ t® Air
Ministry ruled that day bombers were simply to gatine squadron
number painted in the appropriate flight colourdl @ahat no unit
markings were to be applied to night bombers.

It had taken five years but the question of unitkimgs had finally
been settled, at least in principle. In the meaatim anticipation of
the re-formation of No 54 Sqgn in 1930, the Air Mimy had agreed
that its marking should be a yellow bar aft of thandel. This was a
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Above - lllustrating the standard means of idemigyday bomber
units in the 1930s, a Hart of No 15 Sqgn with itsiaifon number

boldly displayed in A Flight red. Most units werentent to use
Arabic numerals.

Below - A Bulldog wearing No 54 Sqn’s short-liveellgw bar
marking, which was originally intended to be apglienly aft of the
roundel. (MAP)
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singularly inappropriate colour for a fighter squ@d of course, and it
was soon changed for red and white diagonal strifspart from this
there were no further significant changes to exisfighter markings,
although the creation of further new squadronsnduthe Expansion
Schemes of the 1930s meant that yet more markiagischbe devised
and introduced. Having said that, however, an ematiin of
photographs taken during the 1930s will show thatitdividualism
of fighter squadrons made it virtually impossibtepblice the system
and, while the colours and the basic patterns {ofrsg bars, stripes,
etc) were always respected, this still left amglepe for units to vary
the ways in which they were presented.

Towards the end of the 1930s the introduction atfical air-to-air
radio communication began to render unit markingsreasingly
superfluous and some squadrons had actually begahandon them
as their importance waned and their significanagabheto have more
to do with tradition than tactics. Furthermore, thys time the Air
Ministry had lost interest in the whole businessl drad delegated
responsibility to HQ Fighter Command. The last mearking to be
formally endorsed at Ministry level was that of M@ Sgn in
September 1936, the associated letter statingritiature:

‘.... the approval of the Air Ministry for any altérans to the
markings of existing squadrons or for markings fawly
formed squadrons need not be applied for.’

The Munich crisis of 1938 finally obliterated thadhtly coloured
peacetime plumage under a coat of camouflage pgumt as Webb-
Bowen had forecast back in 1924. A system of undecletters was
introduced early in 1939 to reinstate a means ebiali air-to-air
identification, although, with hindsight, it is dotful whether this was
still really necessary. Interestingly, in 1951, whiie Air Ministry
announced that the use of code letters was to &edabed, it did so
because:

‘.... the use of these markings in the last war i& tkmown to
have given the enemy a great deal of gratuitousrnmdtion
about our order of battle ....’

This policy decision had been complemented by amrotich had
re-instated coloured bar markings for fighters. Warf the patterns
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Above, a Bulldog displaying No 41 Sqn’s plain red, bvhich dated
back to 1924 and, below, the red bar being wornabiatter day
Lightning of No 5 Sgn. (MAP)

which were authorised were based on those thatobed approved
before the war but there were a number of curiogsrisistencies.
Why, for instance, was No 54 Sgn allocated blueaibw chequers
in place of its pre-war marking, and why was NoSHi's traditional
red bar transferred to No 5 Sgn?

Furthermore, the considerable expansion in thegtineof Fighter
Command, in response to the Korean War, involvedattoption of an
air defence role by many units which had eitherenasted before the
war or had not previously been fighter squadrorfsichv meant that
many additional markings had to be approved. By tinhe, however,
such markings were purely decorative and, as inpte, virtually
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It can be difficult to differentiate between rethdand black on some
photographs but an original print of this one shaWat the Xs match
the black serial number and not the red of the dmin

impossible to police. Despite explicit regulatioas to how they
should be displayed, one can detect a repeatedrpaitver the last
half century or so, especially during the Lightniega, in which
markings tended to grow and/or be modified and/ppliad in
inappropriately garish styles until authority claedpdown only for the
trend to reappear a few years later.

Since this essay began with an apocryphal tale eroimy the
origins of No 29 Sqgn’s triple-X, it may be of sonieterest to
summarise how it really came about. It is plaintthe® 29 Sqn’'s
marking had not been designed as red Xs at alinpawitially been
conceived as a pair of interlocking, continuoudlishablack zig-zags
(see Fig ). This writer is unaware of any photographic ewick to
indicate that this marking was ever applied inntended style. There
are, however, photographs that show that Grebes samething very
similar, although the zig-zags have become semhrstethat they
appear as four close-coupled Xs, with a substahtgizontal line
above and below. Because of the emulsions usesdpfiten difficult to
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distinguish between red, blue and black (and sonastieven yellow)
on contemporary photographs but there is at lezseacellent shot of
a Grebe (J7381) that leaves little doubt thatdts Xs were applied in
black, and it is surmised that this would have bean early
application, reflecting the colour as initially gifeed under Samson’s
scheme. While other photographs show that four ¥seewcommonly
applied, there is at least one picture of anotheb& (J7532) wearing
only three Xs and before the type had been withdréwey were
almost certainly being painted in red. Althoughsitnow taken for
granted that No 29 Sqgn’s marking has to have tiisethis number
appears to have been selected arbitrarily when stiaffs were
specifying the post-war patterns in 1950. In pcagtthe number of Xs
(and indeed the size, shape and style of the nggkif other units)
was decided by such factors as geometry, ie tleeasid shape of the
fuselages of different aircraft types, the locatmnthe roundel, the
need to preserve the presentation of the serial beymany
interference caused by such items as exhaust aipeaultimately (as
can be seen by the preceding photographs of Bud)daggrowing
tendency to confine markings to fabric-covereddiasinct from ply-
or metal-panelled, sections of the fuselage.

In the case of No 29 Sgn, once the zig-zags hagbimeadrinto Xs
and acquired upper and lower flanking bars, theicali factors
governing the number of Xs displayed were the spacailable
between the bars tempered by aesthetic considesafldius, with the
early tendency to have long narrow markings, theb@&rcould initially
accommodate four. With time, however, markings ¢&ehtb become
larger (deeper) and the Siskin settled on thremtexh ahead of the
roundel, and now definitely in red. The final stagehis evolutionary
process, as formally proposed by ADGB in JanuaB819ould have
allowed for only a single X, applied aft of the naiel. There does not
appear to be any photographic evidence to inditae No 29 Sgn
ever wore just one X, however, and it seems thsthatics demanded
a symmetrical arrangement with a single large Xegitside of the
roundel, ie a total of two, and there are certaipigtures of both
Bulldogs and Demons marked in this fashion.

So, since No 29 Sgn had worn four, three and twalding the
inter-war years, why did the Ministry settle onethrin 19507 It is
suspected that the staffs were probably unawarheevolutionary



Above: No 29 Sgn’s Demons wore just two Xs, asthadulldogs
that they had replaced..(MAP) Below: A Siskin of & Sgn at
Hendon in 1929. Could the availability of this pict, and others like
it, have been why it was decided, in 1950, to stedide on three red
Xs for this unit’s marking, rather than the twofour which had also
been used between the wars? (A Thomas)

processes of the 1920s and based their decisionavailable
photographic evidence. Since pictures of No 29 $dnple-Xed
Siskins were relatively commonplace at the time, erehs
photographs of its Grebes, Bulldogs and Demonsidicemerge until
much later, three Xs would have been the obviouglasion. This
might also explain why No 54 Sqn’'s red and whitgpst were not
reinstated, because they were worn only briefly, Byjldogs and
Gauntlets, and photographic evidence of this wad,iadeed still is,
relatively scarce.
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THE ORIGINS OF AIRCREW WHO FOUGHT IN THE
BATTLE OF BRITAIN

Dr Tony Mansell

In 1977 | read Len Deighton’s rather provocativeld-ighter,
The True Story of the Battle of Britaif,ondon; 1977). It was clear
that the pilots at least were drawn from a pretigenspectrum of the
society of the 1920s and ‘30s and that was songthhich interested
me as an educational historian. Education influeremecess to elite
groups, and airmen certainly qualify in that respelere was a cohort
of men whose routes into the Battle must refledhlibe Service’s
needs and the ability of Britain to come up with oods. The matter
was certainly worth looking into. The starting polmad to be a list of
the names of participants and that was to be faniide Master List
held by the Battle of Britain Fighter Associatid3BFA).

Membership of the Association depends upon entédfgnto wear
the Battle of Britain Clasp to the 1939-1945 Stheréinafter the
Clasp) denoted by a silver-gilt rosette when theahebbon is worn
alone. The award of the Clasp required aircrewateehflown at least
one operational sortie between the relevant datdgimes in fighter
aircraft. These conditions, together with a listetifjible squadrons,
were set out in Air Ministry Order (AMO) A.741/1948sued in July
of that year. However, Nos 3, 232, 245, 247 and 268s, Nos 421
and 422 Flts and the Fighter Interception Unit (flall of which had
been flying fighter aircraft, were omitted. Conways Nos 53 and 59
were listed, but clearly in error, as they had b#tging the bomber
version of the Blenheim IV and had actually beeangferred from
Fighter to Coastal Command a few days prior todhm@mmencement
of the Battle. AMO A.544/1946 added the FIU to liskand removed
Nos 53 and 59 Sgns but there the matter resteddicieen years until
the Air Ministry were finally persuaded to includlee missing units
and this was done in AMO N.850/1960. If the lettdr AMOs
A.741/1945 and A.544/1946 was strictly adhered ixtydive men
who had served exclusively in the missing units teadait for fifteen
years before they got their Clasps. In that timmesanay have died
and some may have failed to claim the Clasp anywagn AMO
N.850/1960 was published. Nos 804 and 808 Sqn$efFteet Air
Arm (FAA) operated under Fighter Command controtimy the
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Battle along with a further twenty-five naval psoivho flew on loan
to RAF squadrons. The Navy, being a law unto itsadlt with the
issue of Clasps in Admiralty Fleet Orders (AFO) @Gahd 3115 of
1945. The Admiralty were not subject to an AMO farmission to
do that but should have taken note of the RAF saunsdwhich the
relevant AMOs had accredited.

So, during the 1980s | had a lot of correspondemtte Gp Capt
Tom Gleave, who had fought in the Battle with N& Z&qn, suffering
severe burns in the process and becoming one ¢iil¥ald Mclndoe’s
original band of ‘Guinea Pigs’. Following his retinent in 1953 he
became the official Historian of the BBFA. The liseld by the
Association originated in the work done by FIt bha Holloway who
had been with No 615 Sgn as a wireless mechaniegltire Battle. In
1955, he got the idea of making a collection of shgmatures of men
who had flown in the Battle. It soon became obvithet a complete
list of those eligible for his collection was neddnd, with help from
the Air Ministry, he set about his self-imposedktacompiling it.

From his labours over many years the Master Listrged. Can
we be certain that this list can now be thougrdtomplete? In Tom
Gleave’'s opinion such an ideal state of affairs wasssibly
unattainable and my own experience over the twgedys or so that |
have been interested in the origins of Battle oftaBr aircrew
suggests that he may well have been right. Men baee both added
to or removed from the Master List as a resultatéd research and/or
through approaches made to the BBFA by veteramags@lwes or by
members of their families. John Holloway originatigme up with a
figure of 2,946 qualifiers and the Monument to tRattle which
stands on the Embankment in London, sponsored &yBtittle of
Britain Historical Society and unveiled by HRH TReince of Wales
in September 2005 has 2,936 names, cast in brdime.Battle of
Britain Memorial Trust has placed 2,939 names erpénels listing
the names of The Few at Capel le Ferne and theefiglich | have
arrived at from my own research is 2,934.

Clearly the Embankment Monument compiler’s totad amne are
close but they do differ slightly in compositiohdy have five names
which | do not accept and | have three which dofigptre on their
list. There is, however, no need to lose much steap this. In every
list | have seen over the last twenty years, inagidny own, the
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claims for inclusion of, at most, ten men (0.3% tbé total) are
somewhat ambiguous. Since it is important thatrthmes of those
who took part in such a major event in this cousthystory should be
recorded for posterity, the benefit of the doubt think, justified in a
few cases. That said, the marginal nature of thesmerical

discrepancies is not sufficient to invalidate thwerall picture of the
men who fought the Battle which emerges from myesb

The most important primary source for identifyingna fideBattle
of Britain aircrew is not the Master List but FoB41, supplemented
by Form 540. Together these constitute the OperatiRecord Book
(ORB) which every unit is required to maintain. 8orm 541should
be recorded the names of aircrew, preferably wittiais and rank,
together with details of the sorties they werenityicovering all of the
operational (and occasionally non-operational)véets in which a
squadron was involved on an hour by hour, day by lsis. Form
540, which tended to be compiled in arrears, pmdic monthly
narrative, generally in diary form, summarising @finificant events.
In Form 540 the historian may find such invaluaimitormation as
dates of postings in and out with the names andi&eNumbers of
the individuals concerned. The Service Number tal vbecause it
invariably points to the man’s mode of entry to 8ervice. Finding a
man’s Number is not always easy, however, and imgdk down may
involve forays into other sources, eg thie Force List,the London
Gazetteand the records of such places as Cranwell, Hatah the
University Air Squadrons. The important thing talree about Forms
540 and 541, and especially the latter, is thaly thvere being
compiled on airfields which could be in the thick the fighting,
including being bombed, and their compilers haaothings on their
minds than the convenience of future historians.

Amongst many things | am indebted to Tom Gleave ifothe
following impression of the way in which a typidabrm 541 would
have been compiled. The process began with théatFAgthorisation
Book — copies of which do not appear to have sedin the public
records. This would list the aircrew detailed fartees but during
stressful periods this information may have beeittewr straight onto
a blackboard in the Flight Office, possibly accomipd by the
omission of ranks or initials and, of course, bgllipg mistakes. On
some occasions this data was not copied into tightFAuthorisation



70

Book and when it was a further opportunity arogenficsstakes. Take
offs and landings were recorded by a timekeeperallysan airman,
out on the airfield or maybe standing in the dogrwé an air-raid
shelter. Data from the Authorisation Book, or blac#rd, plus that
supplied by the timekeeper was then used by thetaadjs office to
compile Form 541 and, with so many links in theichaome of them
rather fragile, it is not surprising to find errcasd omissions. The
quality of the adjutant is another component ofrtie which needs to
be taken into account. Some ORBs are immaculatest roan be
classed as satisfactory but some leave quite aoldbe desired.
Furthermore, individual squadrons tended to havimsyehcratic
variations on the general theme and particulaieddrflayouts could
also impose their own restrictions on, for instantienekeeping
procedures. All of this is in the specific contextfighter squadrons
where the Flight Commander’s authorisation for isertmay have
been in response to scramble orders arriving withearning. The
number of aircraft needed may not have been knomtih after the
receipt of that order and, although next-in-lineotsi would have been
forewarned and ready to go, the exact compositioa ecrambled
formation may have been something of a last-miatftgr.

As primary sources the squadron ORBs are suppleddoy a
variety of others, eg combat reports, casualtyntepaircraft loss data
and individual pilot's log books. The latter arerweaarely in the
public domain but, from the BBFA’s point of viewethcan be crucial
in establishing the validity of a claim for membaps of that
organisation. The Commonwealth War Graves Comnisaiod the
staff of the Personnel Management Agency at RAFsWuanth are
invariably helpful in hunting down details of badfficers and airmen
and their locations during the Battle period. Manglividuals have
spent hundreds of hours trawling the archives tckthe validity of
names on the Master List and the work of the late® Burton in that
respect is noteworthy. Secondary sources, such asdWand
Dempster'sThe Narrow Margin(London; 1961) in which the Master
List first appeared in print; Francis MasorBattle Over Britain
(Bourne End; 1990) and Ken Wynn’'s compilatibten of the Battle of
Britain (South Croydon; 1999) are all thoroughly researched
valuable, although none are entirely flawless. Biphies and
autobiographies of individual pilots can also beywaseful as can the
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information volunteered to researchers by BattIBrdhin veterans.

| am primarily interested in the way in which a mamntered the
Service and became a pilot because that is a prietty indicator of
his educational background. Hence Table 1 classifimen
accordingly. For example, a man may have enterednasircraft
apprentice, gone on to become a pilot and to berissioned. He is
different in kind to a pilot of the same rank what dpis short service
commission after leaving school — and he would mobd have
agreed! For similar reasons | differentiate betwaenan who became
a pilot via Cranwell from one holding a permaneatmission who
entered direct from his university. Of course thare problems with
any scheme and some may argue with particularifitag®ons in a
few individual cases. For example, was Fg Off ¢ally an RAF
Volunteer Reserve (RAFVR) entrant or should he Haaen listed as
a short service commission man because he hadaltligibeen one
but was cashiered and joined the VR in the late0493Similarly
should PIt Off ‘Y’, who spent two years learning tiy with the
RAFVR but then joined the Auxiliary Air Force (AARhree months
before the war, be classed as belonging to therlattthe former? In
short it is sometimes difficult to avoid a degrefesobjectivity in
deciding where an individual should fit within tpattern. In the few
such tricky cases, which involved reservists moviogn one class of
reserve to another or taking up regular commissionssolution was
to go for the category in which the man actuallpeared when the
Battle commenced on 10 July 1940. Subjectivity @lsmes into play
when considering the credentials of borderline gdee inclusion or
exclusion on lists — and this has certainly playegart in those
variations concerning total numbers | have mentcaigove

Pilots

To have taken part a pilot must have entered thé,Alle RAF or
one of its Direct Entry Reserves prior to the oalbr of the war or, in
a small number of cases, in its opening months. menths elapsed
between the outbreak of the war and the commendeohe¢he Battle
— barely enough time in which to train a pilot feecational standard,
hence the overwhelming majority of those who toak pvere pre-war
entrants. It should be noted that some of themnoadbeen trained for
the fighter role; there were, for example, a nundjexx-Lysander and
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Fairey Battle pilots who volunteered to be trangfdrto Fighter

Command during the Battle.

Most of the participating pilots were British biitete were also
men from the Empire who had enlisted in the RAR®reserves, or
who came to fight alongside them. Before and dfterfall of France
pilots arrived who had served in European air fercBelgians,
Czechs, French and Poles. Americans and Irishnsert@bk part. The
statistics and comments which follow show the dbaotrons of the

various portals of entry to the Service and hendée Battle itself.

Entry Category (Regulars)

Number in| Killed in | % Killed
Battle Action |[in Action

Cranwelf 88 24 27
Direct !En'_[ry Permanent 18 4 29
Commission$
Short Service Commissiohs 665 142 21
Apprentice§ 116 22 19
Other Airmen 48 9 19
Direct Entrant Airmen Pilots 30 3 10

Total Regulars 965 204 21

Entry Categories (Reserves)

Auxiliary Air Force’ 152 28 18
University Air Squadrorfs 99 23 23
Auxiliary Air Force Airmen 30 8 27
Royal ﬁur Force Volunteer 297 136 17
Reservé

Total Reserves 979 172 18

Other Categories
European Air Forcés 271 42 16
Dominion Air Force¥ 66 4 6
Fleet Air Arm™ 59 9 15
Total Pilots 2340 431 18

Table 1. Entry Categories of Pilots who particigain

the Battle of Britain.
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Notes on Table 1.

1. Cranwell was the portal of entry to the RAF whicha its
cadetships, was intended to produce men holdingm&ent
Commissions, ie those destined for a full care¢hénService.

2. Direct Entry Permanent Commissions were awardeghén who
could, without passing through Cranwell, offer tBervice some
valuable expertise or qualifications. A scheme wakrce to attract
university graduates to such commissions.

3. The majority of RAF officers held Short Servicemmissions,
which could be extended by mutual agreement or eesverted to
Permanent Commissions. They attracted young men wadrded to
fly for a few years and then return to civiliarelif

4. Aircraft Apprentices entered the Service at acolii years of age
to become its most highly skilled tradesmen. Thdestined to
become engineers (Group 1), typically engine andidrame fitters,
were trained at Halton (and later Cosford), whilese earmarked for
wireless and electrical trades (also Group I) weamed at Cranwell.
There was a parallel scheme for Apprentice Cle@p 1V) who
were trained at Ruislip. After serving in theirdes for a number of
years any ex-apprentice could apply for training aaspilot. If
successful, they flew for a notional five yeargh@aiigh this could be
extended) before resuming their original dutiese Tiajority of the
men shown here came from Halton (103) but smallbemnof those
from Cranwell (8) and Ruislip (5) are included hettotal. Each year
a number of the best Halton or Cranwell apprentied® had
completed their courses were commissioned viawaedof Cranwell
cadetships. Eight of the 88 Cranwell graduates fMw in the Battle
were former apprentices, 7 of them from Halton arfcom Cranwell.
Their route to pilot status was different from thdéradesmen
colleagues and | have classified them as normaivazth entrants. Of
the 116 apprentice entry, 29 flew as officers, 28ight sergeants and
59 as sergeants.

5. Some tradesmen enlisted in the RAF as boy estrant as
aircraftmen and received their training withoutgag through one of
the apprenticeship schemes referred to in Noteké. their apprentice
colleagues, however, they too were entitled toyafgl pilot training.
Of the 48 listed above, 7 flew as officers, ona agrrant officer, 3 as
flight sergeants and 37 as sergeants.
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6. A scheme to recruit Direct Entrant Airmen Pil(iiEAP) operated
for a short period in the mid 1930s. The schemadeted because it
was unpopular, especially among the tradesmen &ldchbped to fill
the pilot vacancies taken up by such men. They sdsented the
immediate award of sergeant rank to the newcoraaank which had
taken them many years of service to attain. Of3GEOEAP men, 12
flew as officers and 18 as sergeant pilots.

7. The AAF was similar to the Territorial Army anuket Royal Naval
Volunteer Reserve in providing a civilian-basedcéowhich could be
drawn upon in time of war. It was an extremelyiglibrganisation,
admission to which relied heavily on wealth and ialoposition,
consequently it was never up to its establishezhgth. Initially all of
its pilots were officers — but see also Note 9 Wwel@riginally
intended as bomber and army co-operation unitsiigerity of AAF
squadrons were converted to the fighter role inntig1930s. In the
Battle its squadrons, by then operationally indiptiishable from
those of the RAF, were manned by men from virtuallgry category
of entry represented in Table 1.

8. University Air Squadrons (UAS) were establishedCambridge
and Oxford in 1925 and at London in 1935. Up totSeyper 1938
members were not under any obligation to enteeeitine RAF or any
of its Direct Entry Reserves but many did so vauiht. Class AA of
the Reserve of Air Force Officers (RAFO) — see dimte 10 —
provided a useful source of income for an undenggsel whilst he
continued with his studies and after graduating bemn of UASs
often took up commissions of one kind or anothdrth@ 99 former
UAS men who fought in the Battle 11 had enteredSbevice via the
AAF, 74 via the RAFVR whilst 9 were serving on pament and 5 on
short service commissions (and they are listetidsé categories).

9. The AAF having previously declined to co-operate¢he training
of the (largely non-commissioned) RAFVR, in 1938 thir Ministry
finally insisted that it start training some of ds/n airmen as pilots.
On gaining their flying badges these men initiddlegcame sergeants
but 9 had been commissioned by the time of thddBatt

10.The RAFVR which was set up in 1936 became thpmiairect
Entry Reserve. It aimed to recruit men from the esidpossible
spectrum of society and was referred to by the Ministry as a
‘democratic reserve’. Its recruits were initiallyrrelled as potential
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sergeant pilots but commissions were availablenfen having the
required attributes, eg former UAS and RAFO Clags men, and
also for those who demonstrated their worth whdstving. The
RAFO had two classes for pilots. Class A containezh who had
previously served as such in the RAF. Class AAhwihich we are
concerned here, was composed of men who had not faldime
service with the RAF and who may or may not have Hging
experience gained elsewhere. A total of 52 BattBriain pilots held
RAFO Class AA commissions at some stage of thgimdl careers but
subsequently entered the AAF (6), RAFVR (22) oiktshort service
(20) or permanent commissions (4). On the formatibthe RAFVR
Class AA men were invited to transfer their commoiss to those of
the RAFVR and this has been allowed for in Tabl@l%o included in
the 797 RAFVR pilots shown in Table 1 are some Whd been in
Class F, a Direct Entry Reserve which for a shertqa pre-dated the
RAFVR, and a number of men who volunteered fomflyduties after
conscription. Of the 797 men, 330 flew as officensd 467 as
sergeants, 770 of them were pre-war entrants. All entering the air
force after the outbreak of war did so as membktiseoORAFVR.
11.European air forces, eg the Polish Air ForcgpBead 271 pilots
who flew in the Battle. Some of the Poles and Cgebhd RAF
squadrons formed specifically for them. Such menevexperienced
pilots, often rather older than their RAF countetpawho made an
invaluable contribution to the Battle. The natioies were as
follows, Belgian (24) Czech (88) French (13) antigho(146).
12.Australia, Canada, Jamaica, New Zealand, Nevdland and
South Africa/Rhodesia contributed at least 254tgjlmainly through
men who had taken RAF commissions during the 19@a, the
majority coming from Canada and New Zealand. Howe®%é of
them, principally Canadians and New Zealandersy fleith RAF
squadrons whilst remaining members of their naticaa forces.
Included in those 66 are the pilots of the indepaitlgt constituted No
1 Sgn of the RCAF.

There are some difficulties in determining the oradility of a few
pilots coming from the autonomous Dominions. By omge of
international law a person born within a statelsitiey acquires its
nationality whilst another convention makes natiitypadependent
upon that of one or other of the parents. Sindesta and individuals



Defiants of No 264 Sqn,. one of the types in whidrew other than
pilots fought in the Battle of Britain.

—vary in the application of these rules it cardifficult in a few cases
to be definitive which is why | have not choserspecify nationality

in Table 1.

13.The Fleet Air Arm loaned 25 pilots to fly in RAF squadrons and
placed two of its own squadrons, Nos 804 and 808eu Fighter

Command control.

Non-Pilot Aircrew

Other men flew in the Battle, not as pilots butn@mbers of the
crews of Blenheim and Defiant squadrons and ofRlue The Battle
of Britain as experienced by them, and of coursar thilots, was
different from that of the Hurricane and Spitfireem but the
contribution which they made was a vital one.

Although Hurricane and Spitfire pilots come mosidiéy to mind
when considering ‘The Few’ 594 non-pilot aircreewvil under Fighter
Command control during the Battle and 62 of thest their lives in
aircraft which were no match for tHauftwaffe’s Bf 109s. Defiant
crews, who account for 17 of the 31 air gunneredjlwere at great
risk once that aircraft had lost its initial elerheaf surprise.
Blenheims flew as escorts for bombing raids onRrench coast, for
minelayers and for Channel convoys. They carrigd@tonnaissance
missions and played a vital role in the developnoémiir Interception
(Al) Radio Direction Finding (RDF) techniques whigere Fighter
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Command’s only hope of dealing with the coming Gammight
offensive. The operational effectiveness of thenB&m squadrons
was enhanced from late August as they began tor&eually re-
equipped with Beaufighters.

While some early Al operators had previously floasm wireless
operators and/or air gunners, others were groumelesgis tradesmen
who had volunteered to fly and were employed withregard to rank,
many of them flying as aircraftmen. To recogniseirthskill and
expertise the aircrew category of radio operat) (@as created to
cater for them in January 1941 but their dedic&®d flying badge
did not materialise until May of that year. ThentleRADAR (RAdio
Direction And Range) began to appear in 1942, urfdeerican
influences, and was formally recognised by the R#FAMO
A.863/1943. It has been used here for conveniandable 2.

Category/ | Airmen* | NCOs | Officers | Total | Killed in
Rank Action

Air Gunner 2 226 67 295 31
WOp/Air ) 96 i 96 11
Gunner
Radar 75 24 2 101 9
Operator
Observer - 67 35 102 11

* ‘Airmen’ is used here to denote ranks below thiatorporal.

Table 2. Contemporarystatus of non-pilot aircrew who
participated in the Battle of Britain.

Pre-War | Pre-War | Pre-War | War Entry | Total
RAF" AAF? | RAFVR® | RAFVR*
134 55 168 234 594*

*This figure includes three men whose mode of eh&ry not been established.

Table 3. Modes of Entry for non-pilot aircrew who
participated in the Battle of Britain

Notes on Table 3.
1. Some pre-war RAF men entered as apprentices,iaedHaiton.
Others enlisted under less demanding arrangemeats lwoy entrants;
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11 of the 134 listed were later commissioned.

2. The AAF recruited and trained its own airmen, sahwhom flew
as part-time wireless operators or air gunnersl 89 when the
concept of full-time non-pilot aircrew was introcet

3. From late 1938 the pre-war RAFVR began recruitimgn-

commissioned observers and air gunners.

4. Whether volunteers or conscripts, wartime RAFMVRants could
volunteer for flying duties. Among them are 32 nfene of them an
Australian) who had volunteered in New Zealand. Mesmained
members of the RNZAF whilst flying with RAF squadso Four
others came from Belgium, one from Ireland andfom@ Canada.

Conclusion.

So, who were the men who fought the Battle and tleesjuestion
matter anyway? In what follows | focus on those were members
of the RAF, RAFVR and the pre-war AAF, which | halwemped
together for convenience here under the term RARa$ been said
that the Battle was won by ‘a narrow margin’ — whiefers to the
number of operational pilots available. In facgliter Command had
numerically more such pilots at the end of the IBdttan it did at the
start although, of course, many of its most expeee men had been
either killed or disabled. This is not the placediscuss that issue but
rather to deal with overall numbers. A total of 40)3pilots and 594
other aircrew took part. Of those, 604 pilots caneen the Empire,
occupied Europe, America, Eire and the FAA, whB8t crewmen
came from similar sources. In wartime a contribufimm the Empire
could have been anticipated but that from occufnope and
elsewhere can only be classed as an unexpectedishoiihe
peacetime influx of men from such places as Ausir&anada and
New Zealand reflected the RAF's reputation as best flying club in
the world’ and was a tribute to the Service’s aehiments in its
‘teenage’ years.

Britain therefore was the source of 1,736 RAF piland 556
aircrew. Knowing who they were tells us things atibe nature of the
Service which was, like many of the men themseloal; around 20
years old and faced with an onerous task. It neaded of high
personal quality who were capable of dealing wlith state-of-the-art
technologies of their day. They came from the nposstigious of the
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UK'’s universities and public schools — as witndss ¢fficer pilots of
the AAF, the majority of the Cranwell Cadets andedi Entry

Permanent Commission men, UAS members and manyhasfet
holding Short Service Commissions. But they alsoeapilots, other
aircrew and ground staff, from the Grammar Schoadlse

Continuation Schools and the night school clasgethe Technical
Colleges. This can be seen among the Cranwell emdythe Short
Service Commission men, in the Aircraft Apprentidbe aircraftmen
entry, the Direct Entrant Airmen Pilots, the AAFognd and aircrew
selected for pilot training after 1938 and, abolleia the RAFVR

which contained men from every possible sectorhef éducational
spectrum who could meet the Service’s demands éosgmal and
technical standards.

Although this article has been concerned with eircthey would
not have been able to operate without the men amden who served
them on the ground. It is certainly the case tltdgbasic standards
of at least secondary level education were requamadng them as
well. I think the question — who were the men? egdmatter because
war, as Corelli Barnett has pointed out, is a vetigrn auditor. In
Battle of Britain men we see that the often-maldyseciety of 1930s
Britain was able — with a little help from its fnds — to meet such an
audit with credit. But could it have done so withdolat little help?
That question raises issues concerned with the Ministry’s
priorities in the allocation of its aircrew betwedhe various
Commands, both in the pre-war and phoney war pgridéidis a
question which I am not qualified to answer busitertainly worth
asking, for consideration by those who are.
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BOMBS ON VENICE
Air Cdre Graham Pitchfork

Following the invasion of North West Europe in Jur#4, the
role of the Allies in Italy was to advance northddaeep the German
forces fully occupied and thus prevent their witwial to reinforce
Normandy. Ground and air operations successfullyeaed this aim
but, with the onset of a severe Italian winterhia early days of 1945,
it became evident that holding operations werettat was feasible
until the arrival of spring when the offensive italy could be
resumed. As a result, General Alexander haltedalired advance on
the River Senio, some miles south of the stratiggcof the River Po.

Throughout the autumn advance, the MediterranediedAlAir
Forces (MAAF) had provided continuous close suppmithe ground
forces as they advanced north. However, with thetewihalt, the
tasking of squadrons concentrated on denying tleengrfreedom of
movement and access to sources of supply thusingdhbes fighting
capacity. It was also important to cut off and asel the enemy’s
remaining divisions in Italy ensuring that they lkbunot reinforce
each other or mount a major operation.

Throughout the Italian campaign interdicting theri@an lines of
communication had always featured prominently i tdsking of air
assets, the most notable being Operation STRANGLENng the
summer of 1944. During the stalemate on the gronrehrly January
1945, air interdiction took on increased importande the
commander’s plan was to be achieved and so it ppekedence over
all other air operations. In particular, a majomxng offensive was
mounted against the railway system throughout eontHtaly and
these intensive operations created havoc for them@e Army
endeavouring to re-supply its ground formations. Big-February,
Field Marshal Kesselring, the Commander-in-Chieftloeé German
forces in ltaly, signalled Berlin that his stocksaonmunition and fuel
were sufficient only for ten days. Three weeks rlabe again
complained that the heavy air strikes, allied t&wiss ban on the
movement of coal, had reduced supplies to his thedelow a
tolerable level. As the allied bombing campaignteimsified,
Kesselring's position became even more difficult dnis ability to
withstand an anticipated allied offensive was ‘tedi to a degree
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hardly endurable.’

During this period, the crucial rail link throughet Brenner Pass
was virtually destroyed by bombing and the Swisdango on the
passage of war materials through their countrytédy Imade the
blockade of northern lItaly virtually complete. Tistuation was
particularly bad for the German forces stationedhi@ north-east of
Italy with almost every marshalling yard out of aomsion and the
railway system brought to a virtual standstill. the first three months
of the year drew to a close, the onslaught inteatsifvhen enemy
supply dumps and installations with stockpilesuslfand ammunition
were specifically targeted. Vessels plying along #tretches of the
Adriatic coast still under German control were dsonbed.

As early as mid-January, operations staff at Tattiir Force
(TAF) had evidence that enemy vessels were usimicées a base to
bring in supplies for the German Tenth Army. Theadly destruction
of rail communications had resulted in the greaser of coastal traffic
and intelligence analysis revealed that Venice dwarlwas the focal
point for this traffic. In addition, coal was inmyeshort supply in the
Venice area and coasters had started to crossdhatid to deliver
this important cargo. Much of it was transferredbrges using the
River Po for re-distribution to the industrial ase@he need to prevent
the use of Venice as a re-supply port became aitgrand permission
was sought from MAAF to lift the ruling that had wptil that time
prevented bombing of the historic and ancient Clifye request was
approved but the reply stated that bombing mustvhiein a very
closely defined area around the docks and, as dapassible, no
bombs must drop outside the target area. To mieirtiigs risk, all
bombing attacks had to be visual and flown by expeed and
specially selected crews. TAF then advised Desért Force to
prepare an attack plan using their fighter-bomlmgradrons against
the shipping and barge concentrations in the Vandtgoon and the
initial plan was completed by early February.

The plan re-emphasised the crucial importance of bmmnbing
outside the dock boundary, which was a mere 65@%y yards.
Within a few yards of the boundary were churches laousing, and
beyond lay the historic dwellings of many centuries large
population and many noble and beautiful buildingd avorks of art.
These areas had to be avoided at all costs. Thatapewas given the
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name ‘Bowler’ by AVM ‘Pussy’ Foster, the Air Offic€€ommanding
Desert Air Force, who explained after the raid tmathad chosen the
name because he expected to be bowler-hatted dipation failed!

The main part of Venice is built on a compact grofigslands in
the middle of the large, shallow Laguna di Venedihe lagoon is
separated from the Gulf of Venice by a chain ofglolow, narrow
sandy islands and spits. The city of Venice extemas 120 islands,
which owe their origin to thirteen centuries of rammngenuity, most
of the houses being built on wooden or concretespilThe main
industrial area during the war, including the statand docks, was
situated on the western edge of the historic city.

No 239 Wing, equipped with Kittyhawk IV and Mustalifand
IV aircraft, and specialists in close support dienbing, was
detailed for the attack with support provided by #®th Fighter Wing
USAAF and No 3 (SAAF) Wing, who were to provide elete
suppression. The plan called for continuous phaialgc
reconnaissance sorties to be flown with immedi#fieceso that the
attack could be mounted when worthwhile shippings wa Venice
main docks. In the meantime, eight Liberators of R@b Group
successfully laid forty-two mines, from low levehmediately outside
the main Venice harbour entrance and six in theaaoe itself.

The daily watch over Venice was maintained and lig-karch
shipping activity had increased, with humerous inant and naval
vessels and tankers gathering outside the Venicetisary. Activity
intensified and on 18 March 1945, the 3,500-ton(8® Leonhardt
started unloading at the Western Quay. TRestenopetorpedo boats,
a coaster, a coastal tanker and some barges hemlded in the dock
and photographic reconnaissance showed much gctiMite wings
were alerted and placed on standby but poor weathethe 20th
prevented an attack. Twenty-four hours later, theatier had
improved and reconnaissance showed that the cohatérmoved
closer to the @o Leonhardt,which was still unloading. A weather
reconnaissance sortie was flown every two hours coniditions were
considered suitable. Finally, the attack was aigkdrwith the dive-
bombers tasked to attack at 1530 hrs on the 21st.

Wg Cdr George Westlake DFC, Wing Commander FlyihdNo
239 Wg, was appointed to lead the attack with NO Zgn. The
attacking force against the shipping and dock lladians consisted of
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“VENICE

SOME MINUTES BEFORE
ATTACK BY D.A.F.

M/V. OTTO LEONH
3,200 TOMNS

o

_ COASTER 1,000 T0

] 4 P
COASTAL TANKER "‘i
1,000 TONS 1

INACTIVE- SHIPPING <2773

Venice harbour immediately prior to the attack.

forty-eight Mustangs and Kittyhawks with sixteen $fangs and
twenty-four P-47 Thunderbolts of the 79th Fighteo@ acting in the
antiFlak role. Twelve Spitfire Vllls of No 244 Wg providdahter

cover over the target. One of No 285 Wg's photolgiap
reconnaissance Spitfires was overhead the targ0,800 feet to
record the event. One Warwick, equipped with abaaire lifeboat
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and Lindholme rescue apparatus, and one air-seauaeg/alrus
patrolled twenty miles to the east of Venice thiomg the attack —
they were escorted by Spitfires of No 7 (SAAF) Wg.

The sixty aircraft forming the attack force weresba at Cervia
and take off commenced at 1420 hrs when Maj H CagnbFC led
off with the Mustang-equipped No 5 Sgn SAAF withe tlother
squadrons following immediately. The order of takewas:

Unit No & Type Weapon load
No 5 Sgn SAAF 12 Mustangs 24 x 1,000 Ib bomps
No 112 Sgn 12 Mustangs 24 x 1,000 Ib bombs
No 250 Sgn 12 Kittyhawks 12 x 1,000 Ib bombs

No 450 Sgn RAAF| 12 Kittyhawks 12 x 1,000 Ib bomlps
No 3 Sgn RAAF 12 Mustangs 24 x 500 Ib bombg
No 260 Sgn 4 Mustangs 32 x 60 Ib SAP RPs

Of the 72 1,000 Ib bombs, 24 were impact fusech&61/40 sec delays an
12 had 1/10 sec delays. All 24 500 Ib bombs ha@ §ét delays.

o

An excellent take off was made with only one eaetyirn from No
5 Sgn SAAF. The wing formed up over base and claontze12,000
feet orbiting off Ravenna where the twenty-four ftlarbolts of the
79th Fighter Group based at Fano joined up. Oreeadirof No 3 Sgn
RAAF and one of No 250 Sqn’s returned with engreaitble having
jettisoned their bombs.

The attack formation arrived to the east of thgdato find the
top-cover Spitfires in position. The weather wasatle and Wg Cdr
Westlake ordered the arfilak squadrons to commence their attacks
against the many gun positions situated on the mumseislands and
forts surrounding Venice. The USAAF Thunderboltsaclited the
eight heavy and twenty light guns mounted on therhle di Lido,
which guarded the southern approaches to the dadksyockets and
anti-personnel fragmentation bombs

Simultaneously, eight Mustangs of No 3 Sqn RAAH, by Flt Lt
K Richards DFC, dived from 8,500 feet on the siaheand three
light anti-aircraft guns on Punta Sabbioni to thartimeast. They
attacked out of the sun, bombing and strafing dawr,500 feet
meeting slight, inaccurate 20 mm flak, which sotwpped. The other
three aircraft of No 3 Sgn went to four heavy gonsthe island of
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Sant'Erasmo

Punta\Sabbioni

Venice lagoon showing the approach flown by thackthg force.
Some briefly troublesome anti-aircraft gun sites the Litorale di
Lido, at Punta Sabbioni and on the island of Sam¥mo were
summarily silenced by USAAF P-47s and RAAF Mustangs

Sant’Erasmo to the east of Venice and scored atdnie and a near
miss with their 500 Ib bombs, strafing and silegcihe guns as they
pulled out of the dive. The squadron reformed dhst of the target
and watched the gun emplacements ready to strgfehahopened up
on the attack squadrons forming overhead.

Capt R Rogers DFC, leading No 260 Sqgn, detailed Readd 4 to
attack four heavy guns on an island very closé¢csbuth-eastern end
of the main docks. The two aircraft attacked wibhurf rockets each
and made a second run, firing the remaining roc¢lketshe first of the
attack squadrons started their dive-bombing attack.

Wg Cdr Westlake, leading No 250 Sqgn, started thacktby
rolling into a 60 dive at 7,000 feet, releasing his 1,000 Ib bonforge
pulling out of the dive at 1,500 feet. The ten oth@ttyhawks
followed him down on to their primary target wittvd direct hits
registered on th®tto Leonhardtas well as a very near miss, resulting
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Wg Cdr George Westlake DFC led the attack
flying one of No 250 Sgn'’s Kittyhawks.

in a serious fire. Direct hits were also
achieved on nearby warehouses creating
large columns of smoke. A near miss on one
of the torpedo boats sent debris hurtling into
® the air. At first, theFlak was light but it

| developed into an intense barrage and one of
the Kittyhawks was hit.

As the last of No 250 Sqgn’s pilots pulled
clear of the target, Flt Lt E H Strom DFC led
the twelve Kittyhawks of No 450 Sgn RAAF
into the attack against a coastal tanker, whichllesh nominated as
the Squadron’s primary target. Diving from 9,00@tfethey found
smoke partly obscuring the target area but twoctlings were scored
on the tanker moored in the western quay. Bargesedmearby were
set on fire and more warehouses were hit. Flying fhégular
Kittyhawk 1V, ‘D for Doris’ (FT 881), FSgt Marsh Wters recalls his
attack:

‘This was my twenty-seventh bombing sortie; by tlae
biggest | flew on and the only time we operatec agng with
all five squadrons together. At briefing, the Bods us that we
had a special target and that no bombs must gayastrder any
circumstances. If we were unsure, we had to dreftimbs in
the water. He also said that it had to be a compseiccess
because there was no way we wanted to go back $ecand
attack with all the defences alerted. He then Uedothe map
and we saw that the target was Venice, which came a
surprise so we immediately understood why it waeeisal to
be accurate. Each squadron was given a specifimgipoint
and our target was a 700-ton coaster but, if it alemady hit as
we dived down, we were free to select another tairgehe
same area. Before taking off we studied a detailag of the
dock area and the layout of the docks was imprimedour
minds.

We carried a single 1,000 Ib bomb on the fuselagenp
The American P-47s and the Australian Mustangs \vefitst
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FSgt Marsh Walters about to fire up the Allisoroné of
No 450 Sqn’s Kittyhawk IVs.

to attack the gun emplacements on the many smialhds

surrounding the city. We were the second to attackgave top
cover to 250 Squadron as they dived down. Therag @ur turn
and we dived at sixty degrees pulling out at 1,5086. | was
firing my six cannons all the way down as the fledks intense
but you just had to ignore it. Firing away probablign't do

much damage but it was good for my morale and |agdod
view of the target and released my bomb and thdélegphard

as | turned away.

We cleared the target to join up over the sea wtreair-
sea- rescue aircraft were waiting with a Spitfiop tover. All
four attack squadrons got through the target ieva minutes
and as the last team went in, we started to heekl toabase.
We were very pleased with ourselves when we gok laa
were soon told that the raid had been a succesthare would
be no need to go back, which was a relief. | flewther twenty
operations later but this was certainly the mogpdrtant and
satisfying raid | flew on and one to remember. Ebetter, no
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The engine of Marsh Walter's Kittyhawk, OKfor Doris), being
worked on at Cervia, April 1945.

one was bowler hatted!’

Following Marsh Walter's Australian Kittyhawk squad were
No 5 Sgn SAAF, led by Maj Odendaal. Strafing asytteved, the
Mustangs dropped their bombs and scored directdnitan escort
vessel, barges and a long warehouse on the wegiayn As Nos 450
and 5 Sgns bombed, Red 1 and 2 of No 260 Sqgn attatie heavy
guns on the island close to the target. On thest &ttack each fired
four semi-armour piercing rockets and they followiid up with two
more rocket and cannon attacks.

Finally, baring their shark’s teeth, the Mustangdlo 112 Sqn, led
by Flt Lt P Forster, dived into the attack. T&o Leonhardiwas on
fire and clouds of smoke and dust obscured the sdd8&ambs were
dropped in the target area causing a massive eaplos the Palazzo
quay, the force of which was felt by the photogiapgkconnaissance
Spitfire flying overhead at 20,000 feet. Furtheplesions followed as
the aircraft cleared the target area.

The local Italians were so impressed by the acgurathe twenty-
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Mustangs, of No 3 Sgn RAAF, sporting the Southeas<Con their
blue-painted rudders. The nearest aircraft, KH8&&s being flown
by Flt Lt Ken Richards who led the squadron’s cifmition to the
strike.

minute attack that they stood on nearby rooftops gutside the target
area and watched tispettacolownith great enthusiasm and admiration.

Throughout the attack, the aircraft were subjedtetieavy light
flak and one Kittyhawk was lost. During the firstagk, Lt B Senior
SAAF of No 250 Sqgn suffered a hit in the enginehed aircraft
FX855. Losing glycol, and with a soaring oil tengere, he
immediately headed out over the sea and baled-aut 3,500 feet ten
miles east of Venice. The Squadron Commander, Mgydingartz
DFC, and two other pilots orbited overhead the layngntil relieved
by one of the top-cover Spitfires. A Warwick and\alrus No 293
Sqgn soon appeared on the scene, along with an AameCatalina.
Shore batteries shelled them but the Catalina thodethe sea in poor
visibility. Senior was struggling to get aboard limghy and the
freezing temperatures of the sea made his handesasé&eeing he
was in difficulties, a crew member from the Cataljomped into the
sea to give assistance and the rescue was completsdthirty
minutes after he had baled out. Two Mustangs whks ft by anti-
aircraft fire during the attack but managed to metsafely. Operation
‘Bowler’ had been carried out for the loss of oieraft, but the pilot
had returned.

The following day, a photographic reconnaissand#igpreturned
with evidence of the success of the operation. @tte Leonhardhad
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Venice during the attack showing ©#o Leonhardand a
quayside warehouse already on fire.

been severely damaged and was listing heavily tb-pdt sank two
days later. A coaster and a torpedo boat had he®nand an escort
vessel had been damaged. Severe damage had bkaedndn the
surrounding warehouses and storage sheds with &eruburnt out
and others destroyed. The spectacular explosianhtch rocked the
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reconnaissance Spitfire had hit a store of seasrand blown a huge
crater 170 feet wide in the quay. There had alsem lIbeimerous hits on
the railway sidings damaging lines and wagons.elditly, just one
bomb landed outside the target area causing miaorade to an
uninhabited building. An official post-war reporh avar damage in
Venice confirmed the accuracy of the attack wittrdamage caused to
works of art and archives.

Congratulations to those who had taken part wein doeing
passed. The Air Officer Commanding Desert Air Fogignalled his
praise to the participating Wings:

‘The results achieved are excellent and the maximum
damage has been done by a comparatively small .force
Bombing was most accurate and no apparent damagbewm
done to any of the cultural monuments in close ipndy to the
target. My best congratulations to all those whaktpart in this
neatly executed operation.’

The AOC might have added that the skill of the tgildvad
prevented him from being given a premature ‘boviiat’! Within a
few weeks, decorations were announced for Wg Cdstlle, who
had led the operation, and the leaders of the sqnadWestlake was
awarded the Distinguished Service Order to addigdistinguished
Flying Cross awarded for earlier operations. Mag@thal (OC 5 Sqgn
SAAF), Maj Weingartz (OC 250 Sqgn), Flt Lt Richarf/do 3 Sgn
RAAF) and FIt Lt Strom (No 450 Sgn RAAF) receivedrB to their
Distinguished Flying Crosses and there was a DFC-ItoLt Forster
who had led No 112 Sqgn.

Operation ‘Bowler’ set the seal on a range of &#aggainst the
enemy’s sea supply in the Adriatic, which neveroketed and
hastened the spring advance of the allied armidstlams the end of
the war in Italy.
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1941 — THE ROYAL AIR FORCE IN NORTH RUSSIA
Air Cdre Phil Wilkinson

On 9 May 2005 — the 60th anniversary of the Rusateptance
of the German surrender at the end of the war noga1— a handful of
RAF veterans of No 151 Wing were in Murmansk. There a
cemetery on the outskirts of the town and inside riiajor Russian
naval garrison complex known as Severomorsk, tlejdcpay tribute
to their former comrades, fallen in the few weeKstle wing's
operations over North Russia in 1941. Those fewkagepresent a
mere fraction of one per cent of the RAF’s actastduring the war in
Europe. Nevertheless, the episode deserves sditinty into the
record.

| regret that it should seem necessary to tellstoey again. There
have been many accounts of the deployment: in 8! Jofficial
history of the RAF in World War II; in the 1942 aamt of the wing’s
successful activity written by Hubert Griffith, th&ing Adjutant; in
the autobiographies of two of the wing’s pilots -afghal of the Royal
Air Force Lord Cameron (a freshly-minted pilot offr on No 134
Sgn at the time) and Ray Holmes (a slightly morg@aepilot officer
on the other unit, No 81 Sqgn); as a vignette bydéiee Crewe (a
sergeant pilot, also on No 81 Sqgn) in the compitathistory of the
RAF edited by Tony Ross; and finally in the fulktgth book by John
Golley! There have also been many articles in the prafeasi
aviation press. And yet....... ?

Indeed. For as the 60th anniversary of VE-Day wasr@aching,
and a reception was planned in 10 Downing Stre€vé&terans of the
Arctic Convoys’, the guest list had a significantiesion. The
Ministry of Defence did not think to include any RAreterans when
suggesting a guest list to the staff at No 10. Eieation was
recovered, and the Prime Minister was able to qaesetuple of former
members of No 151 Wing on 7 March. But once agaseemed that
their activities had slipped out of the collectiveemory of even the
Ministry of Defence.

The Arctic Convoys were initiated by Operation DHBM, when
a group of seven commercial vessels sailed fronerpeol on 12
August 1941, with the Convoy Commodore aboard ltlastephan
Castle Also on board that Union Castle liner were 55Go@men of
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No 151 Wing. Elsewhere in the group was the prizcgargo — the
twenty-four crated Hurricanes that would be operddy the wing
once on shore after landfall at Archangel. Alssesd that August was
a Royal Navy group of eleven warships, centredtenfleet carrier
HMS Argus On board were sixteen further Hurricanes. Thesewo
be flown off, by the, no doubt slightly quizzicaljots of the wing’'s
two squadrons, to land at a Soviet naval aviatiofiel outside
Murmansk - Vaenga.

The plan that had been so rapidly put together dvig executed
so that once again the RAF was operational overirthespitable
terrain of North Russia. Almost exactly twenty-twears before, the
last of the British forces, including RAF, who hbden involved in
the Intervention of 1918-19, had embarked at Argeanand
Murmansk for their journeys back to Britain. Nowjce again, the
cemeteries at both places would be the last regtiages of British
servicemen. What was it that brought them to Rusésatime?

The simple answer is Stalin’s call for help follogithe German
invasion of the USSR on 22 June 1941 — OperatioRBAROSSA.
Churchill’s immediate reaction to the news of ther@an attack was
to compose and broadcast a speech on the BBC'alo8lothat same
evening. With the Soviet Union’s much unloved regims his
intended audience, he did not disguise his distst€€ommunism,
but saved his most florid style for his descriptiafrthe new common
enemy:

‘I see advancing upon all thighé Russian homeland and
peoplg in hideous onslaught the Nazi war machine, with i
clanking, heel-clicking, dandified Prussian offigeits crafty
expert agents fresh from the cowing and tying dodva dozen
countries. | see also the dull, drilled, docileyttsh masses of
the Hun soldiery plodding on like a swarm of cragliocusts.

| see the German bombers and fighters in the silysmarting
from many a British whipping, delighted to find whtney
believe is an easier and a safer préy.’

He then stressed that there was ‘...but one aim aedsingle,
irrevocable purpose.’ ‘Any man or state’ he congiduwho fights on
against Nazidom will have our aid.... It follows te&are that we shall
give whatever help we can to Russia and the Rugsiaple ?
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It was disappointing, but perhaps understandabléhén critical
situation that the USSR faced, that there wasalhjtivery little
response to this stirring rhetoric. A few extractan the speech were
published in the newspapBravda and the British Government was
asked to receive a Russian Military Mission. Inuref a similar
Mission was sent to Moscow to reinforce the Senataché team
already in place in the Embassy. That Mission —pmsad of eleven
officers, led by Lt Gen F N Mason McFarlane CB D$IT — had
been very rapidly assembled and dispatched, agrivinMoscow on
27 June. The senior air member of the Mission wddAA C Collier
CBE, with Gp Capt | C Bird as his ‘wingman’. A fhar batch of ten
officers and senior NCOs arrived on 5 July.

It was not until 18 July that Stalin made a direesponse to
Churchill’s initial and follow-up messages of suppdn a theme he
returned to endlessly, Stalin suggested that tketmdp Britain could
provide would be the opening of a Second Fronfaat two Fronts,
one in Northern France and one in the North — theti&a This
approach was noted by Churchill to be the firstngple of Stalin’s
‘monotonous disregard for physical facts.’

Nevertheless, on 20 July Churchill replied in detaid said, in
particular:

‘We are also studying as a further developmentb&ising of
some British fighter air squadrons on Murmansk...some
(aircraft) of which could be flown off carriers and others
crated.’

That same day, 20 July, staffs in the Air Ministmgre studying
two documents. The first, a long report of a re@ssance visit to
North Russia by a Gp Capt F L Pearce, gave comps@hedetails of
infrastructure, logistic support, and airfield cheteristics for potential
bases in and around both Archangel and Murmanshdkter note —
signed off, also on 20 July 1941, by Gp Capt A viba (‘for DWQO’)
— provided the planning assumptions for the moveéragan ‘air force
contingent’ (at that time expected to comprise mtBeaufighter and
a Blenheim squadron as well as two Hurricane saqunes)r The plan,
at that stage, had all the Hurricanes being flofnaocarrier. The
others would be assembled at Archangel after trasscrated cargo.
Gp Capt Davies estimated that ‘from the time thecetive order is
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One on No 81 Sqn’s Hurricanes (Z3768/FK.49) at \¢aen 1941.

given’ the squadrons would be ready to operat®ityfone days. By
his reckoning, therefore, the wing could have beéenaction —
assuming instantaneous executive action — by leSdr. In the
event, the crated Hurricanes arrived in Archanlgal very day. Their
assembly, air testing and ferrying to the airfiatd/aenga took up the
next ten daysArgus had launched her Hurricanes to Vaenga on 7
September, but they could not operate at any $qmif rate until
essential supplies of spares and ammunition hadb&sn transported
from Archangel, by both sea and rail.

Thus, the first full-scale operational day was Ept&mber. Both
squadrons carried out front-line patrols — and@aemans were only
60 or so kilometres away from Murmansk, so cona likely to be
made early on in any sortie. But the short dailyoré stated simply
‘Nil combats; nil casualties.” The next day wasfaliént and six
sorties resulted in threleuftwaffe aircraft confirmed destroyed (two
Bf 109s and one Hs 126), one probably destroyedl(®f), and one
damaged (Bf 110). Sgt Smith of No 81 Sgn was untbéscape from
his damaged Hurricane after combat with a Bf 108 was killed in
the ensuing crash. He was buried in the Vaenga teeynen 14
September. Given the close proximity of the fromeland the
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Luftwaffe bases, it is remarkable that Smith’s loss wasottlg fatal
combat casualty of the deployment. Other aircradtey of course,
damaged in combat or suffered from the difficultiels the poor
airfield conditions and the steadily deterioratmgather conditions as
the deployment continued.

There were two other fatalities, and these were ngmthe
groundcrew. Flt Lt Berg of No 134 Sgn was at cotkpgadiness when
a reconnaissance Ju 88 was spotted approachirajrfieéd. Because
of poor ground conditions, groundcrew airmen wegquired to lie
over the rear fuselage and tailplane while airctafied, to stop the
aircraft nosing over in the puddles and ruts. Besg eager to get
airborne and misunderstood signals from his creigfahat he still
had two men on the tail. He accelerated away fraspedsal and
managed to climb to perhaps a hundred feet befieréotad on his tail
caused the aircraft to rear up and stall. It caoneatth, killing the two
airmen, and seriously injuring the pilot. Young Rid and Thomas
were also laid to rest in the Vaenga cemetery.tBage were the only
losses of the whole time in Russia. Against that @ set the
confirmed tally of fifteenLuftwaffe aircraft destroyed and several
more probables and damaged.

But as well as direct combat in defence of theigdfand the
adjacent industrial and port facilities of Murmantie wing’'s mission
— indeed its principal task — was to train a nuelefiRussian pilots to
operate the Hurricane. So, in between the somiengage incoming
Luftwafferaids, and also to escort Russian bombers atg¢karman
targets further up the Kola peninsula, the winglstp were very busy
on a task of even greater importance. More tha®03durricanes
would eventually be delivered to the USSR during tlourse of the
war. Thanks to No 151 Wing's efforts, the first 8twnit was ready
to take over the remaining Hurricanes as the wiitgdsew. The first
Russian unit formed at Vaenga under the commarad roéin already
decorated for his prowess during the first weekthefGerman attack
— Captain Safonov, of the Russian Naval Aviatiom2nd Air
Regiment.

This squadron was one of a group of squadrons —bbprand
fighter — already based at Vaenga when the RArRatriSafonov was
later to be further decorated as a Hero of the édvnion, but was
killed in combat before the end of 1943. The Russiaval air station
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at Severomorsk — the name now given to what had b@enga — is
named after him. The local museum has much matamiais exploits,
but is also richly equipped with memorabilia of W61 Wing's short
stay in the region. In May last year, it was a giglifor those few
returning veterans to be able to present some mereentoes of the
wing, and also to surprise the museum curators thighfirst sight of
people who had previously been only figures in pgaphs.

There is no space in this article to go into theatiéhat is available
to the reader of the books already cited. But theeesome details that
—to my knowledge — have not before been put widelyecord. Most
accounts of the deployment include the fact thatwell as military
cargo and passengers, there were other peopleabrirét convoy.
These included a group of expatriate Polish diptsnand officials
who were going to Moscow to establish a formal Missto the
USSR, and a similar group from Czechoslovakia. Puditician
Vernon Bartlett was on board, as was also Mrs ©ttarl[Haldane,
who gave the RAF contingent a lecture or two onrtigstic Life in
Russia’. Some of the wing's officers had lived amotked in Russia
before, and they, too, were able to provide sons&cheducation in the
language and customs of the people that were agdhkir arrival.

Another passenger was the Polish artist Feliks TBapdravelling
as an accredited War Artist for both the Polish aBdtish
Governments but also on contract Racture Postwhich published
many of his drawings of ‘Russia in War’ after heturn. The episode
is covered in his autobiographgnd a number of the drawings of his
time on thellanstephan Castlappear in his bodkwith the caveat
that ‘The Soviet authorities were as helpful as/tbeuld be, but in
wartime it is not always easy to get complete fozedo draw, and a
great part of my work was done later from mem©ry.’

It is thus a very good thing that his shipboardadings were not
reliant on memory: there is a lively sketch of ‘Anprovised concert
on the after-well-deck’In it, there is a vigorous foreground figure,
wearing the badges of a flight sergeant and erieadigt playing the
spoons, or something very like them. One of thegigimilots — then
Sergeant, eventually Group Captain, Peter Knaptorecalls that
concert in his own notes of the voyage: ‘Topolskida a series of
sketches of RAF personnel and one was a brilliamgréssion of
Flight Sergeant ‘Doughie’ Baker who played two bateppers in one



98

Reproduced here by kind permission of The Estatd-eadiks
Topolski, one of the drawings executed by thetantisle en route
to Russia — ‘an improvised concert on the afterhdetk.’

hand while dancing down the decR.Topolski’s Fourteen Letters
makes it pretty clear — it was a pair of spoonsthfesevening of 29
August drew on, but before ‘....climbing up into durnks — no-one
has forgotten that we are just now heading intondweowness of the
White Sea, that we have been tracked down, thd&wh we shall be
attacked.” — before that moment there was the &fsa number of
farewell parties. Quoting again from Topolski'smgia" we find:

‘The charms of soldiers’ chorals (‘Swing it!"); thgpun-out
song by a lance-corporal to an old Scots timnehes:

It is of the Air Force I'm going to sing

Not of their exploits but a different thing,

Of 81 Squadron and 151 Wing

And 134 Squadron to finish the string.

They’re bound for a place, the name | don’t know,
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From what | have heard it is covered in snow,
They'll keep the flag flying | bet you'll agree
Where the Northlands of Russia jut out to the sea

A Cockney sergeant dances a wooden puppet, plagp@ms
— the heights of charm, of the comic’s gesturadligliegs —
twisty/mincing, rhythmical; the bunched shouldedds the
wittiest; pursed lips narrowed/twisted cutely — matie of East
End style.’

Teresa, Topolski's daughter, tells me that theoedif Picture Post
had a phone call from a lady immediately after pgheture of the
spoons-playing flight sergeant had appeared. ‘Thamk she said, ‘I
knew my husband was off somewhere but he wouldytwhere —
now | know and I'm ever so pleased he’s all right.’

The convoy cargo that was the RAF also had songedinsine to
reinforce them against the rigours to come. MemugHe wardroom
dinners on 21 and 30 August 1941 are still in exisé and reflect the
fact that theLlanstephan Castlehad re-victualled in Cape Town
before her convoy started. As Hubert Griffith réxal....delicacies
scarce or unknown in England for a year or morapefruit, jam,
butter, eggs, the choice of half a dozen dishebifeakfast, remained
on her menus? Sgn Ldr Jackson’s menu card for dinner on 30
August, signed by members of the Polish and Czewsibhs and
bearing his portrait sketched and signed by TopotsKs that after
the variedhors d’oeuvresthe consommgéand thesupréme of turbot
diners could choose from three main meat courses two sorts of
potatoes, green beans and salad before déhading Soufflé Orléans
or Chartreuse of Green Fig&n unusual way to go to war, and good
luck to all of them!

The reality of what was awaiting them was alreadthie hands of
the wing’s executives, led by the New Zealand ruglayer Wg Cdr
H N G Ramsbottom-Isherwood AFC. Hubert Griffith summim up
thus: ‘...thirty-sixish, grey-haired, with a mouthatishuts like a steel
trap. He is a test-pilot of long standing, and pasbably forgotten
more about flying than many young RAF pilots hae¢ lgarnt. Also,
he seems to like a jok&'Just as well, for as the convoy left British
shores a secret cypher message (Air 378 of 13/8)amdving in the
Air Ministry at 0345 hrs on 14 August. Sent by AVBbllier from the
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Hurricanes of No 134 Sqn at their dispersal at \gen941.
Mission in Moscow it opened with the following dseaging words:

‘Para One. Your X722 8/8. Russian Naval Staff aomfihat 24
Hurricanes can land at Vojenga repeat Vojeng&: a
transliteration of Vaengakex-carrier and that whole British
force will be based at this aerodrome only. Russiatate
categorically that direct new railway from Archahg®
Murmansk is not yet working. They strongly recomihen
erection of 16 cased aircraft at Archangel andhflidhence to
Vojenga. Vojenga under air bombardment daily ansuitable
for large scale erection. Naval staff will make pieparations
for work to be done by RAF party at Archangel.

Para Two. Russians recommend that ground personnel
equipment supplies and MT shall be transhipped rah#@ngel
and moved by sea to Kem thence by rail to Murmassét
Vojenga. Journey from Archangel to Vojenga shoalektabout
five days.’

No doubt this all came up in the briefings that idothave
occupied the long hours at sea. It would certainbve got the
attention of the pilots waiting on th&rgusfor their first ever carrier
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take-off. PIt Off Tim Elkington, of No 134 Sqn, Kep copy of the
take-off brief, and it is worth reproducing in full

HURRICANE PILOTS — INSTRUCTIONS FOR FLYING OFF
HMS ARGUS INTO RUSSIA

Information

1. Aircraft will be flown off in flights of 6. The first 6 aircraft will
be erected on the flight deck & it is anticipated that the
succeeding 3 flights will be ranged from the hangar & flown off
at 40 minute intervals after the first flight has left the deck.

Take-off

2. All spectators are to be in the starboard netting. Pilots are to
run up their own aircraft when ranged & are to indicate that their
aircraft is in all respects ready to take off by raising the left
thumb.

3. All movements of aircraft on the flight deck are controlled by
the flight deck officer who will stand on the port side of the
aircraft he is controlling. The executive signal for take-off is the
lowering of a green flag.

4. On receipt of the executive signal pilots are to release the
brakes & carry out a normal runway take-off under high wind
conditions but sitting up as high as possible to obtain a good
view of the deck immediately on opening the throttle & thereby
ensure a take-off run with wheels either side of the centre line.

5. For best take-off from a carrier deck the following settings
are required:

a. Flap setting 25 degrees
b. Engine RPM 3000

c. Mixture RICH

d. Engine boost +12

6. Air Ministry figures for deck take-off with Hurricane Il are:

Distance to Unstick Wind over Deck
287 feet 30 knots
356 feet 25 knots
396 feet 22 knots

All aircraft in the range will be given a take-off run of at least
400 feet before reaching the accelerator ramp. Should for any
reason an aircraft not be sufficiently airborne to clear the ramp,
the pilot is to ease back the stick until over the ramp & then
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level off until the remaining 32 feet of the deck run has been
completed. On no account is a turn to be commenced until the
aircraft is 50 feet above flight deck level & past the bows of the
ship.

Flight Ashore

7. On taking off, aircraft are to turn to port, proceed to the
waiting position, one mile astern of the ship at 2000 feet or
below cloud, & carry out a left-hand circuit. Departure is to be
taken from over Argus as soon as all aircraft are in formation on
their leader.

8. If weather conditions are not at all favourable, flights are to
take departure over Argus & set course to pass over a
destroyer which will have been previously stationed inshore of
the carrier & on the correct bearing.

9. Aircraft should normally be flown at economical cruising
speed, namely:

a. Engine RPM 2000

b. Mixture WEAK

c. Blower Medium Gear

R/T Communications (Instructions not retained)
Aerodrome

There are only a few buildings and tents in the vicinity of the
aerodrome. There is a damaged wooden hangar on the
aerodrome boundary. Offices & other accommodation are in
caves in the hills in the vicinity. There are a number of aircraft
pens partially underground & camouflaged around the boundary
of the aerodrome. Care should be exercised near the
aerodrome boundaries to avoid soft patches.

A landing ‘T* will be exhibited. Aircraft should land as close
as possible to the ‘T'. A WHITE flag will be waved near the ‘T’ to
give permission to land. A RED flag will be waved if for any
reason a landing should not be made.

Topography

The country north & west of Murmansk is low hills, dark
green in colour with many scattered lakes. The River Tulmola &
all lakes are brown in colour. The approach to the aerodrome
should be made down the river. A single line railway runs from
Murmansk north to the east of the aerodrome.

HMS Argus T O Bulteel
4 Sept 1941 Captain
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In the event, the launch was pretty much a sucéeseuple of the
first six made firm contact with the acceleratanpa(intended for the
gunnery target Tiger Moth-derivative, the Queen)Bawal left a bit of
propeller in one case and most of the undercarriagihe second.
Thus the second batch — containing the new PlCafheron — arrived
over the airfield to see ‘...two Hurricanes lying tireir bellies as a
result of the earlier carrier accidentsAnd, as described above, the
wing was soon in action with a full complement oteaft. Six weeks
later the Russian pilots had been converted toatheraft, and the
handover had started so that on 20 October a stnadl go back to
Air Ministry saying ‘All aircraft handed over to Siet pilots.™ Tim
Elkington had the Russian taking his aircraft signhis log book,
noting alongside Sergeant Romanov's signature thahe
undersigned, namely Sergeant Peter Daniel Romaisffiow the
proud possessor of a very fine ‘fighter craft’.’

With a combat kill ratio of 15 to 1, and with notsiangle Soviet
bomber lost while under escort from No 151 Wingsrittanes, the
air and ground crews could return to the UK witflustified feeling of
pride in a job well done. The Soviet authoritiesoathought so and the
Wing Commander, the two Squadron Commanders (Sas AdH
Rook and A G Miller), and FlIt Sgt C (‘Wag’) Haw —hwe was top
scorer of the wing with three confirmed kills — weall awarded the
Order of Lenin. The Russians also insisted thatstiaadard rate of
1,000 roubles be paid to each pilot for an enemgraft shot down. At
the going rate of exchange that would have beetshdf some £300.
The money was gratefully accepted, of course, & Wing
Commander thought that — to preserve their ‘amastatus’ — the
money should go to the RAF Benevolent Fund. Andtstid. The
return journeys all had their moments too, but ¢hege best
researched in the surviving records already ci#dh one or two
specialist technicians left behind in Russia — inchangel and
Moscow — to manage communications systems, the ohédo 151
Wing were all back in Britain in time for Christmasd their next
postings. A short but successful exploitation ofpawer.

Given the age of most of the veterans of that depémt, there
will be few if any opportunities for there to beyamore visits to the
site of their 1941 exploits. The chance to payrthast respects to
Aircraftmen Ridley and Thomas and Sergeant Smitle-By-side in
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Vic Bashford in 1940, a few months before joinimg184 Sqgn for its
expedition to Russia, and at Severomorsk on 10 20&% about to
place a Remembrance Cross on the grave of ACl Jd&idisy
(1079575) who had died on 27 September 1941.

the Vaenga cemetery, was gratefully taken by thequadron
comrades last year. Eric Carter, who had been 6ri¢o081 Sqn’s
sergeant pilots, hopes to be there in May 2006. thatwill be that.
But there is a terrific feeling of ‘togethernesgi@ng the veterans:
they have retained contact within the frameworkanf RAF Russia
Association. Their personal memoirs are being cdlyetollected and
recorded. A professional film company has been ngakia
documentary film over the last fifteen months amel finished product
is to be shown at the Imperial War Museum on 9 Mg year
(2006). The showing will follow a remembrance cesagnand wreath
laying outside the Museum, at the Soviet Memo#Aahbassadors and
attachés from the Embassies of the former SovigiuBRl&Es are
expected to attend, together with representatings the Missions in
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London of the Czech and Slovak Republics, Polanahde, Belgium,
Canada, Australia, New Zealand and the USA.

With a bit of luck, and with the same sense of noyethat sent No
151 Wing through Arctic waters to Russia, those fiew veterans will
be able, on 9 May, to wear the newly-agreed Arciampaign
emblem — something that has been sought for 65 y&haat would be
a fitting tribute to the men of the Royal Air ForiceRussia in 1941.

Notes:

1 Richards, Denis & Saunders, Hilary St Geoigeyal Air Force 1939 - 1945, Vol
I, The Fight Avails (London: HMSO, 1954), pp78-80.
Griffith, Hubert,RAF in Russia(London: Hammond Hammond & Co, 1942).
Cameron of Balhousie, Lorth the Midst of ThinggLondon: Hodder & Stoughton,
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BOOK REVIEWS

Malta and British Strategic Policy 1925-1943by Douglas Austin.
Taylor & Francis Group (2 Park Square, Milton Pa#fgingdon,
0OX14 4RN); 2004. £65.

As an historian of the RAF's role in the Far East&ar the last
thing | had expected to find in a book about Makare various
references to pre-war defence policy for Singapdet.here they are,
demonstrating the interplay of strategic issuegaistly different parts
of the world for which the United Kingdom was respible. | should
have known better; after all, the main route to tBdtast Asia lay
through the Mediterranean, where Malta was criti€ah the other
hand, Italy was not considered as great a danddat@a as was Japan
to Singapore. This is just one theme that DouglastiA explores in
his fascinating and thorough exploration of Maltaie-war story, in
which he goes far towards explaining why so fewpshand aircraft
were located there when ltaly entered the war #01®n the other
hand, much had by then been done to develop the ihatallations
which the reinforcements would need once it becpossible to send
them.

To begin with, however, Malta was never going tceree priority
for either surface ships or aircraft, for which ttemands elsewhere in
1940-41 were far greater. Nevertheless, as Austat pains to stress,
Churchill was from the beginning determined to agtrthe maximum
advantage from Britain’s investment in the isla8d. it not only had
to be defended and kept supplied but also usedbasefor offensive
action against Axis supply lines in the Mediterrameconflict —
especially those leading to North Africa. Austirsalisses the way
these underlying factors were considered by theporsble
politicians, the intelligence staffs and the higititary commanders as
the war developed. He also sets their assessmeutsdecisions
alongside those of their Italian and German opposiumbers,
drawing extensively on their documentary recordsruter to analyse
their intentions at the critical times. The navaldaair operations
themselves are discussed only insofar as readetstnebe reminded
of the context in which the various high authostere working.

Nevertheless Austin certainly brings out the extehtBritain's
wartime debt to the island base and the local @tjounl. This debt
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included its importance as an aircraft staging poghe Middle and
Far East, its value for air reconnaissance, iterdion of considerable
enemy forces from operations elsewhere and, ofseguts offensive
operations against enemy supply lines. In Austic@nsidered
judgement, well supported by statistics, criticsowdissert that the
damage caused by Malta’'s forces did not justify ghevous losses
incurred in sustaining the island are mistaken.ti@nother hand, he
does not go so far as to accept others’ views Nadta’s attacks on
the enemy convoys were actually decisive in cautliegAxis defeat
in North Africa.

In summary this is a most thought-provoking bodksdd on wide
research. The well written narrative is accompanigd extensive
references, an excellent bibliography and a thdrdndex. It deserves
to be read and carefully studied by all who areergdted in the
wartime history of the George Cross Island.

Air Cdre Henry Probert

The Royal Air Force — An Encyclopaedia of the IntefWar Years,
Volume | — ‘The Trenchard Years’ 1918-1929 by Wing
Commander lan M Philpott. Pen & Sword; 2005. £35.00

Embarking on the writing of what purports to be ajon work of
reference can only be described as a high-riskuvenhot least when
it is likely to fall into the hands of a bunch @wewers as notoriously
pernickety as those who contribute to this Socgefidurnal. AlImost
inevitably, readers of lan Philpott's volume on tReyal Air Force in
the Trenchard years will react critically to hisbfigher’s claim that it
is ‘the most detailed work to be published on tldject’. More
modestly and closer to the truth, the author dbssrihis 492-page
hardback as & compendium Which) will be a handy work of
reference gnd if, it doesn’t provide all the answers, will poithe
way for the student of air power. By contrast, tpeblisher's
assertion that it ‘will become a Bible for anyormderested in the
history of the RAF’ serves only to heighten intérests accuracy and
in the provenance of the material presented in it.

The author’'s use of the word ‘compendium’ is cheappropriate
to describe a book, the contents of which are latle-ranging in
scope and eclectic in origin. They draw on a vgriet largely
secondary sources. lan Philpott acknowledges tisnoe on these
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and the critical reader will identify near-verbatilifts’ from the other
publications involved. That some of these have bmmmensed and
have suffered occasional lapses in consistency acwlracy is
regrettable. The chapters containing his own oalgessays contain
comment and judgements that are occasionally sorbut offer
useful insights into the period. However, it is anible that this
book contains an amazing amount of detail, in whiepard it will
almost certainly trigger interest in corners of tBervice’s history
hitherto generally ignored.

Sadly, the quality of many of the illustrationstiis book is by no
means uniformly high. The reproduction of phototygpand
drawings, some of which have been inexpertly setkds suspect. For
example, the frontispiece portrait of Lord Trench# a poor affair
and manuscript annotations may be seen, partiediyee, on at least
one map. More generally, the maps are a ragbadfefidg styles and
legibility. These are matters reflecting more oa fublisher than on
the author.

lan Philpott himself has produced a massive pidagook which,
if not quite a Bible, will be of interest to manyhw seek detailed
information about the early days of the Royal Adrée. Provided that
such readers accept the largely secondary provenanouch of its
content and a risk of perpetuated inaccuracy, thiéyfind it a useful
source of reference material. Whether it will pad® many to part
with £35 for the privilege of owning a copy, is tuanother matter!
AVM Sandy Hunter

Shot Down And In The Drink by Air Cdre Graham Pitchfork. The
National Archives; 2005. £19.99.

Graham Pitchfork has based his work on the framkwoovided
by Air-Sea Rescyeone of the series of Air Historical Branch
narratives dealing with WW II. Although copies ¢fat publication
can still be found, it was never widely availabfelahaving appeared
over fifty years ago, a revision was timely. Theuleis a 276-page
hardback which begins by summarising the estabksttnof the
makeshift early wartime rescue facilities and theas on to deal with
the introduction of aircrew training and the praers of survival
equipment and location aids, most of which hadegaéveloped more
or less from scratch.
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The rest of the book builds on this foundation Bgreining the
evolution of the air-sea rescue organisation cggégonal basis — North
West Europe; the Mediterranean and West Africa; lanth and the
Far East. In each case the local problems and Smutions are
summarised to present a picture of a service whilehpite recurrent
difficulties with the provision of adequate numbefsnarine craft and
appropriate aeroplanes, became increasingly sogtesti and capable
as the war progressed. Along the way the contobstimade by the
RN and RNLI are acknowledged and some space isdagoted to
the development of air-sea rescue facilities witthia USAAF. The
American system, which was given a head start bpgbable to
capitalise on the lessons that had already beendédy the RAF, ran
in parallel with its British counterpart and thevere many instances
of mutual support.

Each of the regional sections is amplified by caiséories, some
of them representing remarkable examples of tenacitthe part of
the rescuers, who would persevere until all hopge dwaporated, and
the stoicism of survivors who were sometimes oblige endure
prolonged periods in a cold wet dinghy, often ingio seas. In many
instances the actions of the crew have been ambbsée lessons are
drawn which are still valid today. After all, onoae is committed to
abandoning one’s aeroplane or ditching, it makée lidifference
whether the type involved wasl/is a 1945-style Tywhor one of the
more up-to-date 2006 models — either way you héways needed to
follow certain drills and you still do, so, aparbiin informing aviation
historians, this book contains many lessons forectiraviators.

Some of the statistics are impressive. During tret fen days of
Operation OVERLORD, for instance, the Air-Sea Res&ervices
plucked a remarkable 163 Allied and two enemy aikcfrom the sea
along with fifty-eight others. Then again, the mesof a Beaufighter
crew, down in the Mediterranean near Crete in 19ddk four days
and involved the participation of five marine craftd no fewer than
forty-four aircraft, one of which was lost — seeawvh mean about
perseverance? It almost goes without saying that itidividual
accounts include such notable cases as Lt Veitthnée dunkings in
the Adriatic within four weeks and the celebrataegtare of an Italian
CANT Z.506 seaplane.

The narrative, which is easy to read, is suppdtethore than 100
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illustrations and an index. Excellent value.
CGJ

A Suitcase Full of Dreams by David Taylor. Delta Tango
Publications (direct from: 35 Lower Darnborough Stementhorpe,
York, YO23 1AR); 1998. £7.00.

This is a book written by a man with a life-longselssion with
aeroplanes who never seemed completely happy unlessne sort of
physical contact with one. It started when he weswvig up in
Yorkshire during the war, in an area surrounde@bmber Command
and USAAF bases but it really took off with theiai of the jet age
in the late ‘40s and during the early ‘50%.1953 it led him, via his
local ATC squadron, into RAF Cosford as a Boy Emitta learn his
trade as an Instrument Mechanic (Nav). He seemsat® had no
ambition to become a pilot but took every oppottur8ervice life
offered to get aloft, earning a hame for himselaaglunteer in the
process, and scrounging flights with good-naturecdrew whenever
he could. He was determined to experience as mguegtas possible,
an ambition he carried over into civilian life aspassenger in the
airliners and light transport aircraft of the ddypassion for foreign
travel was allied to that for aeroplanes and hishretl his overseas
postings. He served in Malaya — still being refén® as such in 1997
— here during the Emergency, an experience whicugdht helicopters
into his sphere of fascination with flying machinéss final posting,
to RAF Lyneham, saw him in the Mobile Servicingdhli which gave
him access to a variety of aircraft and also caltedextensive travel
to get at some of them. On leaving the Service dedl uhe technical
skills he had acquired there in a variety of joldsioh took him to
America and to Africa.

| think that the value of this book to membersh# Bociety lies in
the view of Service life which it presents. Thoseowentered via the
officers mess will find a perspective which willfféir from theirs in
many respects; those who went in via the ranks nedbgnise a lot,
probably with a mixture of pleasure and pride, &mdthe civvies it
tells stories which will not normally be found irutabiographies
written by men who wore rings on their sleeves. Bbek is packed
with detail, of Service life and aircraft of courdeut also of the
author’s personal life and the places and peopknkeuntered in it.
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He writes fluently enough but the structure of ble®k would have
benefited from the attentions of an editor and rasex would have
been useful. The author’'s general style is refteétea comment by
Air Cdre Tom Bennett, his old CO in Malaya, who sapn his
Introduction that it contains ‘tales that are ubuaonfined to the
annual reunion or the bar at the local branch eRAFA or ACA. If
the air commodore is referring to the relaxed aimhity style
associated with the telling of such tales theririkiine has hit the right
button here. Should you buy the book? Well, at phiee, that is
certainly worth considering.

Dr Tony Mansell

Three's Companyby Jack T C Long. Pen & Sword; 2005. £25.00

In his Foreword, Sir Richard Johns describes thil-2age
hardback as being ‘a true labour of lotleaf is) unique in its style and
presentation.” For a squadron history it is cetyaunconventional,
since it does not offer the usual annexes thatesassthe factual
skeleton which normally supports the body of therateve. Here,
however, there are no lists of COs, of honours awdrds or of
combat claims, no record of movements, no Roll ohélr and no
attempt to identify the individual aeroplanes flowy the squadron.
To be fair, the author does acknowledge that thisomething of a
‘cop out' and he advises readers seeking an ‘altic#h or
chronological list’ that these are available elsexgh

Unfortunately, while he neglects to tell us wheee find this
information, he does express some reservations tbeeaccuracy of
previously published accounts of the first decadd®@3 Sqn’s story,
so one would expect his own to be definitive. Saillyoo is flawed.
For instance, all monoplanes were not groundeddh2;l the ban
applied to the pilots of only the RFC’'s Military Wj and it was
imposed in September, not ‘mid-April’ (page 30)ehhagain, the two
aeroplanes illustrated on page 25 are the firstseednd examples of
Farnborough’s BE-series. As such, they bore thetitdes ‘BE1’ and
‘BE2’ on their rudders. This is a little difficulio read in the first
instance — because the photograph has been phatkdto front. The
caption to the second picture states that ‘BE2erlaacquired the
military serial ‘205, which was not the case; ‘20bas the fifth
example — aka the BES.
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Another problem crops up on page 51 where referenceade to
the well-known error in Walter Raleigh’Bhe War in the Air, Vol 1
which identifies the two-seater lost by No 3 Sqr2énAugust 1914 as
‘387", actually a singleseat Tabloid. The author ponders the
possibilities and tentatively suggests that it rhighve been ‘397,
which was an Avro, but eventually plumps for ‘36Which was a
Farman. There is no mystery here; the RFC’s daityraft returns for
the 27th tell us that a Blériot XI-2, ‘389’, whidimd been on No 3
Sgn’s strength the previous day, had been ‘wrecked burnt'.
Similarly, the author notes that Raleigh identifibe air mechanic
killed in the accidental loss of another Blériot bA August as R K
Barlow while another source says he was R N Barlblhere is no
mystery here either; he was Raymond Keith. My panthat, while
the writer has spent forty years accumulating imi@tion on No 3
Sgn, he seems to have made little use of primargcses in compiling
his book, which may well account for the absenctho$e annexes.

What we have instead is, in essence, a cut and astonsisting
of extracts from other published works and sundsyrespondence
plus numerous anecdotes culled from the squadreocidion’'s
magazineThree’'s CompanyThe result is a book in which about 90%
of the text is italicised, the chronicler contriimgt only the linking
passages in which he sometimes offers his persoaalments,
occasionally allowing his pen to run away with hifor example, |
think that his contention that the cancellatiortiad# Miles M.52 and
the sale of British jet engines to the USSR ‘helpedo small part to
trigger the Korean War' is something of an ovesstant.

Thus far my comments have had a rather negative, sa | do
need to redress the balance. On the plus side #nermore than 150
photographs. The reproduction is not all that igmihave been but
the subject matter sometimes makes up for thisjahpthe pictures of
the rarely illustrated, and unique to No 3 Sqgn, BM three-seaters
and Westland Walruses. But it is the anecdotesrdaly make the
enterprise worthwhile. They cover all manner oktsalfrom Willie
Read’s diaries, providing first-hand recollection$ activities in
France in 1914, through the account of the meastoesvhich
Tempest pilot ‘Lefty’ Whitman (an American citizéwlding an RAF
commission) had to resort in order to ‘avoid’ th8 draft in 1944, to
some amusing tales from the Harrier era. Of thergk was especially
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taken by two, both contributed by airmen, one dbsw what life
was really like during a field deployment exercise in Germathe
other the problems involved in recovering an aenoploperating from
Belize that had managed to get itself stranded coral island a short
distance off shore.

Telling stories such as these, and many, many nierall about
people, and people is what this book is really abdthile a badge
and a number plate may serve to identify a unial$o needs to
develop a distinctive identity of its own and tlcan be done only by
its personnelThree’s Companieaves the reader in no doubt as to the
strength of No 3 Sgn’s ‘personality’ and of theeatfon with which it
is regarded by those who have served with it. Sihees that sense
of a ‘squadron spirit’ that the author clearly sett to convey, he
certainly succeeded in his endeavours. On the dthed, if you are
after hard facts — if you want to know the date which Maj
McClintock assumed command in 1918 or how many DRE@s
squadron won in WW Il or when it took up resideaté&utersloh (for
the first time — in 1948) — you are going to hasddok elsewhere,
and | do have a problem with that.

CGJ

Filming The Dam Bustersby Jonathon Falconer. Sutton Publishing;
2005. £20.

At just over 150 pages, filled with relatively lar¢ext in an easily-
readable font and numerous photographs, this isassic ‘coffee
table’ book that provides a light read and one ttat be ‘flicked
through’ with ease. However, by investing a litilme to read it, the
book is actually quite absorbing. As the title segjg, this is an
account of how the film was made and it was writbeimarily as a
dedication to the RAF aircrew who flew the Lanceste the film
sequences whilst maintaining their operationalenty on Lincolns.

The first chapter provides an authentic accourthefraid and its
preliminaries. Although true historians would regcsg a couple of
factual errors, it nevertheless does not detrach fa reasonably good,
concise background to the ends, ways and meate ohid itself and
its strategic effect. The book then moves on td labthe film and its
cast. It explains how the film was inspired by PRritkhill's book of
the same name, which was written after a request #ir Chf Mshl
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Sir Ralph Cochrane to write the wartime historyNaf 617 Sgn. The
Associated British film company bought the film hig so that
Richard Todd could play the part of Guy Gibson andthmissioned
the English playwright R C Sherriff as the screagiplvriter. It
explains how the relatively low budget film (£20000 equating to
approximately £3.2 million today) was directed bychael Anderson
and why it was deliberately filmed in monochrome. dddition to
Todd, a number of now-famous actors were givenobgortunity to
‘cut their teeth’ on this film and their relatioriph with each other and
serving RAF personnel on location at RAF Hemswsdl explored in
an interesting manner.

The book then concentrates on the making of then find
specifically the aircraft, the pilots who flew thesamd how the aerial
sequences were produced. Some of the difficulties the director
had to overcome initially were that the Lancastad lbeen largely
withdrawn from service and current aircrews weraticwally being
deployed on operations to the Far East. In the tmd, Lancasters
were taken out of storage at RAF Aston Down, medifio B llI
(Type 464 Provisioning) configuration, and four ¢dn crews
selected to fly them. Some of the details of filgyisuch as the costs
incurred by the film company in ‘leasing’ the aafty and the fact that
the bomb was still classified as ‘secret’, whichamethat it's size and
shape were not known and therefore had to be gillessewere
fascinating as were the ‘cheats’ employed by thenpamy to
overcome the differences between the wartime angt-year
environments. Furthermore, the difficulties thatl ha be conquered
and the extraordinary skills that the Lincoln ploeeded to employ to
fly the Lancasters during the aerial sequences welé described.
Apparently, the 60 feet at which the original Lasteas actually flew
over the Ruhr dams in 1942, appeared a lot highdiira in 1954, so
much of the low level filming had to take placetatfeet.

The book is full of anecdotes and individual reedlions by those
who took part in the filming. Whilst true historamould probably be
a little irritated by its ‘general and anecdotatitatle’, the book
contains a variety of interesting facts and overa#is an interesting
and enjoyable read. Definitely one for the coffaiaé.

Wg Cdr David Robertson
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Achieve Your Aim by Kevin Bending. Woodfield Publishing; 2005.
£15.00.

Having no direct connection with the RAF, Kevin Bemw's
interest was simply aroused by reading about thrabeo offensive.
Inspired by the ‘extraordinary courage displayeddsglinary men’
who flew repeated missions knowing that their cleanof survival
were slim, he began to dig deeper and he eventdaltided to fill a
significant gap in the published record by compgilen history of one
of Bomber Command’s more notable, but largely ugsirathfinder
units, No 97 Sqn. With the help of the Squadronoéigion, he has
succeeded admirably.

His book finished up as a reasonably priced 37%psaftback.
The narrative is, as one would expect, based pilymam the material
relating to No 97 Sgn held in the AIR27 and AIR5riss at the
National Archives, amplified by personal accountstdbuted by
veterans. The text is supported by about sevenotopghaphs. The
quality of some of these does leave something tddsered. While
accepting that the originals will not always haveei in mint
condition, | suspect that some of the pictures heaye lost something
in the process of being scanned. Even so, theylesply evocative.
The albums of every heavy bomber squadron arediulinformal
‘crew pictures’, typically seven or eight men, oftevearing Mae
Wests and parachute harnesses, stood in front bareaster or
Halifax. Sadly, the nature of Bomber Command’s wagans that
there are so many of these pictures that the narttigy portray tend
to anonymity, their individual personalities beisigbordinated to the
corporate identity of the group, the groups themeselbeing almost
indistinguishable one from another. Bending repoedumore than a
dozen of these generic crew photographs and, ipribeess of telling
the squadron’s story, he provides us with an ingoesof who, at
least some of, these men were.

There are three substantial annexes, one refletiomgpurs and
awards, the second a Roll of Honour (name, rankyi@&e Number,
date) and the third tabulating the operational méc@ate, target,
numbers despatched, returned early and lost witiming totals of
sorties flown and losses). Interestingly, the fdafit@sh up with totals
of 123 aircraft lost in the course of flying 4,086rties, these figures
differing slightly from 109 (plus 26 in accidents) the course of
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3,934 sorties reflected by Middlebrook and EveirittThe Bomber
Command War Diariesa book to which Bending makes frequent
reference. Since both sets of figures will presuyndiave been
derived from the same primary sources, the moralldveeem to be
that the only statistics that one can ever realigttare those which
one has compiled oneself.

The major defect with this book is that it focusebnost
exclusively on the period 1941-45; less than twgesais devoted to
No 97 Sqgn’s previous service and the post-war misposed of in
just half a page. Fair enough, | suppose, sincestltetitle does
specify ‘... in the Second World War’ but it stilldees that gap that
the author set out to fill half empty. That saidrimps the author was
wise not to attempt to bite off more than he catlidw, because he is
clearly less familiar with earlier periods. Fortersce, during WW |,
No 97 Sgn flew the Handley Page O/400 (not O/468mfXaffévillers
(not Xaffer-Villiers) and it could not have ‘arriseat Allahabad’
aboard the troopshidandalain 1919 because Allahabad is about 400
miles inland — the ship actually docked at BombRy. contrast, |
found very little to carp about in the account oMW apart from the
fact that there is no final ‘e’ to Sir John Steelame (page 11) and a
note on page 146 concerning CIiff Alabaster is more Having
retrained as a pilot, this remarkable erstwhile igetor did fly
Lancasters with No 582 Sqn, but not as CO, asdstatalthough
having first converted to Mosquitos he did subsatyecommand
No 608 Sqgn.

Because Bomber Command operations were conductetdiana
large scale and so relentlessly it is difficultateoid repetition and in
attempting to describe these events it takes ainefacility with
words to sustain the reader’s interest. Bendingthisgift and his
telling of No 97 Sqn’s story is as accessible aroant of the exploits
of a heavy bomber squadron as any that | have read.

CGJ

Spitfires Over Malta by Brian Cull with Frederick Galea. Grub
Street; 2005. £25.00

This 402-page hardback invokes a definite sensijaf vy or, to
be more precisejéja lu because Brian Cull has ploughed the Malta
furrow before. If you have previously read, fortargce, his249 at
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War or Malta: the Spitfire Yearwhich he co-wrote with Shores and
Malizia, then you will already be very familiar Wwitthe bulk of
Spitfires Over MaltaThis new title amounts to a cut and paste job
using large quantities of material drawn from tlieeo books, much of
it reproduced verbatim, as the basis. That is msay that the book is
a rip off. It does introduce new information anatdtrrects errors that
have come to light since the earlier books werdigled. Thus, for
example: many of the aircraft serial numbers hagenbcorrected,
gaps in the lists of pilots who flew Spitfires intdalta from aircraft
carriers have been filled in; additional who-showt-whom links
have been established and so on. | am assumirguode, that where
there are differences, as in a batch of replacepitots arriving from
Gibraltar on 18 May, rather than the 17th as pnesiip reported, the
more recent volume does contain the more accunébemation. The
book is rounded off by several very comprehensp@eadices. These
include, confined to Malta-based Spitfires in 1942ach case: a Roll
of Honour; a list of ‘aces’; details of contempgrapmbat claims; and
a record of every aircraft known to have been ivedl including,
where known, their dates of arrival on the island ¢eir fates. The
author acknowledges that some of this informatiay wstill be flawed
and/or incomplete but | suspect that it will beyorarginally so and
that it may well be as good as we are ever goirggto

As is almost invariably the case with books th&grapt to provide
a narrative account of an air campaign, this oneuige difficult to
read. The problem is that there are only so manyswhaat one can
describe a clash between Spitfires and Messerstshanit, even when
these are amplified by the personal recollectiohpasticipants, as
they often are here, there is little to distinguishe scramble, or
engagement, or bale out, or forced landing fromtl@roand after
twenty or thirty pages the eyelids do start to grecor, at least, mine
do. Having said that, | could not fault the syntaxthe spelling and |
would not presume to dispute any of the facts beiregented by an
acknowledged expert in the field who has researtigtbpic in great
depth. The only errors | picked up concerned a leoop footnotes:
118 is missing (although one can easily tell wheoright to be); 119
is numbered as 118; and 128 appears twice, thendetione
masquerading as 129. | was also intrigued by thguint references
to naval pilots and aeroplanes belonging to the BNvhich should



118

surely have been to the FAA.

The book has the usual Grub Street-style photogrdpsert in the
middle which provides more than sixty images ofoptanes and
pilots, the latter ranging from studio portraits fibest blue’ to
snapshots in crumpled KD. The quality is variaklbich is inevitable
in view of the conditions under which some of tletyres were taken,
but they all exude atmosphere. One cuckoo appedrave crept into
the Malta-in-1942 nest; the photograph of a pair Sgfitfire Vs
reproduced opposite page 195 was, | am pretty agtaally taken in
Egypt in 1943.

So should you buy it? Difficult. If you are alreathjirly familiar
with the Malta campaign, unless it really matteryou to know that
PIt Off Round actually died in Spitfire EN976, andt BP976 as
reported elsewhere, | am not convinced tBaitfires Over Malta
would be a sound investment. On the other hanghufneed, and do
not already have, an authoritative blow-by-blow ot of the air
defence of Malta in 1942, then | unhesitatinglyormend this book
as being the latest, and possibly the last, worthersubject.

CGJ

‘128’ The Story of the RAF Club by Air Cdre Henry Probert and
Wg Cdr Michael Gilbert. Published by, and availafotan, The Royal
Air Force Club (128 Piccadilly, London, W1J 7PYR@. £12.50.

In the mid-1960s, | eschewed membership of the R&&D,
believing it to be for senior officers and fuddyediies only. | turned
instead to the Brevet Flying Club, in Shepherds Kdar which |
thought might be more in line with my tastes. | weasivinced of the
wisdom of this decision when my membership docunemted up. It
was called a ‘Drinking Licence’ and was almost stidiguishable
from the small red booklet in which driving liceiscef the period
were contained. | did, however, have cause to woifidl@ad done the
right thing, as the first time | stayed at the ¢ltlie room next to mine
was occupied by a lady of the night whose boisterbedroom
gymnastics disturbed my slumbers.

My departure for several consecutive appointmenterseas
removed any real interest in London Clubs until 288 when a
major recruiting campaign for members — which inAFEmeant
Station Commanders being allocated quotas to mektd—to my
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joining the RAF Club, a move | have never regretsdl often
blessed. It was the background to the circumstaotdéise recruiting
drive that drew me immediately to Chapter 7 128’ — The Story of
the RAF Club- when | picked up the book for this review.

Henry Probert, that stalwart of the RAF Histori&gciety and the
RAF Club, and Michael Gilbert are the authors af th44-page
hardback which is published by the Club itselfhis Preface Air Cdre
Probert outlines some of the problems associated writing the
history, the main one being the lack of a compretvenarchive. This
gap in the records has not hindered the authora ftocumenting a
comprehensive and very readable account of the €trb its early
days as The Royal Flying Corps Club. The stonjhefihvolvement of
Lord Cowdray, the struggles to find a building asrdate a suitable
club for the new Royal Air Force are probably resdny well known,
as is the long and pivotal involvement of Col WalBersey in the
Club’s affairs. However, both for anyone not asataxd with the Club
and for those who are, the trials and tribulatidhat have been
experienced over much of the last eighty-five ye&gsirso may come as
a surprise. The book tracks most facets of the '€llifie but tends to
concentrate on its financial affairs which appearhis layman, to
have been in a more or less permanent state &f.cris

The book deals with the very difficult years of ihemediate post-
war period, leading to the ‘Colonels’ Revolt’ whighould ultimately
result in the creation of the Club as it is todayie of the best
appointed places to meet in London, oozing traditidhile offering
up-to-date facilities and a high standard of sexvic

The volume is well illustrated, although | wouldvieapreferred to
see more photographs of the Club past and presehleass of the
artwork collection which resides within it. Therereaseveral
appendices, detailing the principal officers of tBleib and plans of
the layout at various times.

As is to be expected from Henry Probert, this iwel written
account and it will appeal to members of the RABERCAnd anybody
with an interest in one of the less obvious piefd2AF history.

Wg Cdr Colin Cummings

Auster by Barry Ketley. Flight Recorder Publications (#&s&le House,
Station Rd, Ottringham, HU12 0BJ); 2005. £12.99.
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The humble Auster is unlikely to figure on many pleds lists of
‘top ten military aeroplanes’. The author of thigety produced,
96-page, A4 softback sets out to focus the spdtlighthis relatively
obscure type by providing, as his sub-title ex@ala brief history of
the Auster aircraft in British military service’.eHactually does rather
more than that as his story encompasses the tiamsatorigins of
C G Taylor’s classic design whose ancestry carrdsed back as far
as 1927, with much of its DNA being very apparenthie ubiquitous
Piper Cub. In 1939 production of an anglicised iegrdegan under
the auspices of Taylorcraft Aeroplanes (England) and twenty-five
of the thirty-three machines completed prior to thvar were
eventually impressed into the RAF.

Meanwhile, as Ketley explains, an increasingly fexcius group of
Army officers had been expressing concern at tlok & attention
being paid to one of the RFC’s original functiorhigh had been to
use aeroplanes as ‘the eyes of the gunners’, agddgon to provide
a succinct account of the trials and tribulatiomst twould eventually
lead to the creation of D Flight, the first, andgkly Taylorcraft-
equipped, ‘Air Observation Post’ unit in 1940. T¢mncise narrative
describes how a Taylorcraft Plus D was later meditio become the
prototype Auster | and to trace the subsequentusieol of the line
until the 1960s when the last of the breed, the ADFI, was finally
rendered redundant by the helicopter. Along the tiyexploits of
the, eventually, sixteen wartime AOP squadrons saummarised,
including their participation in post-war campaigrdl of this is
lavishly illustrated with close to 200 photograptigse of a restored
Mk V being in colour, reproduced to a very highnstard on coated
paper throughout.

Errors? Very few, because, as both a well-estaddishviation
publisher and a meticulous researcher, Ketley simpbuld not
tolerate typos and is unlikely to make mistakeslthoagh, having
taken off from Ismailia, when Capt Sargent was ddr¢o land his
AOP 6 on a beach alongside the Gulf of Agaba ir41@ incident
illustrated on page 59) he can hardly have beenglynear Amman’.

A worthy tribute to an unremarkable, and thus sohaw
overlooked, aeroplane which did some quite remdekedings, and at
a bargain price. Recommended.

CGJ
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Air War for Burma: the Allied Air Forces Fight Back in South-
East Asia 1942-1945by Christopher Shores. Grub Street; 2005.
£30.00

Hitherto the air war in the Far East during WW Hshbeen as
relatively forgotten as the Fourteenth Army wherdmmes to written
history. In recent years though, Chris Shores ldalsessed the issue
with his Burma trilogy under the broad headiBfpody Shambles
That this third and final volume omits the epitiget reflection of the
fact that in the period in question the Allies weasten on the
offensive and recovering lost ground.

By June 1942 the British had been pushed back ghr@urma to
India and most of the Chinese 5th Army had withdrae Yunnan
Province. The naval base at Ceylon was also urmlestant threat of
attack. For three years, until the Japanese swretite Allied forces
in the region were committed first to securing éndnd south-western
China and then to recovering Burma and hopefullydile course,
Thailand, Malaya, Indo-China and Indonesia.

At the start of the monsoon season in June 194i2dAlir assets
through the whole of India and Ceylon comprised jugenty-six
squadrons, many equipped with obsolete aircrafte@Hurricane
squadrons protected Ceylon and a further six pMelawk squadron
were available for the defence of Bengal. Tellinglyere was only
one transport unit.

The period to December 1942 was confined to albedhbing,
typically of ports at Akyab and Rangoon, and Japanattacks on
Calcutta plus reconnaissance sorties. During tleiso@ Blenheims
suffered considerable losses. From mid-December MBuiish
launched an offensive in the Arakan, well supportad air, but
resulting in withdrawal by April. In the meantiméhe first Chindit
operations had begun in February 1943, heavily Iy air and
the arrival of the first Beaufighters. By the erfdtlat year the first
Spitfires had arrived and some 275 airfields haghbmonstructed.

The second Arakan battle started in February 19dHowed
closely by major Japanese assaults on Imphal artdmé& which
were bravely resisted. At the same time the secamd,much larger,
Chindit campaign began. By June the airfield attkgna had been
captured while the Imphal and Kohima sieges ended, from this
time the Allies pushed south through Burma, takMgndalay in
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March 1945 and Rangoon in May.

In this meticulously researched book Chris Shoessdocumented
in great detail the day-by-day activities of thdigd and Japanese air
forces. The book works well as a diary, with ovews for each
month, good maps and numerous appendices, inclupgergpdic
Orders of Battle and summarised unit histories.udnber of quotes
helps to bring life to otherwise necessarily ecoiwonriting.

Here, then, are described the finer points of eveglgter and
bomber mission, with losses on both sides recor@ed, in this
respect the author has added flesh to those campaitines covered
in other volumes. How many readers, | wonder, ktieat RAF Tiger
Moths and impressed Fox Moths were involved in casaluties at
Imphal? The Allied losses through accidents hidftlithe extent to
which the weather was perhaps at least as greanamy as the
Japanese, both in terms of maintenance and naxigati

At 450 pages and weighing over 2 Mlir War for Burmais no
lightweight and herein is probably the answer ® ghveral criticisms
| have. Although making general reference in eacdnthly synopsis
to coastal and transport operations, the book missé on the detail
which is generally reserved for the fighters andnbers. This is a
pity, because from 1944 the Army’s ability to mowas enabled
through a level of air supply hitherto undreamed Fairther, most
books on operations over ‘the Hump’ are Americad &md to give a
one-sided view of transport operations in nortig&unma.

A second criticism is in relation to the overaleffeof the Burma
campaign. The descriptions are primarily of theathather than the
‘how’, and in this respect | found it useful to deaoncurrently
chapters XIV to XVI of Volume Il of the official istory of the RAF.
This gave me a much better feel for the politicgditions and overall
achievements of the air and land forces. Finallythe quality of
photographic reproduction the publishers have dive author no
great service. The 224 photos deserve much be#iaintent both in
terms of size and contrast, given their rarity Bngortance.

My few criticisms should not in any way detractrfrghis most
important and comprehensive addition to the growong still small
catalogue of reliable histories of a near-forgottampaign. Highly
recommended.

Vic Flintham
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Sabre — the Canadair Sabre in RAF Servicdoy Duncan Curtis.
Sutton; 2005. £25.00.

The author is an ex-RAF technician who has maderticplar
study of the F-86. This 276-page hardback is hithsessay on the
Sabre and his familiarity with his subject is evitiéhroughout. The
core of the book is represented by chapters devotezhch of the
front line squadrons that were equipped with thpetyuring its
relatively brief period of service with the RAF. d3e are based on the
individual unit F540s but re-expressed in a flowimgrrative,
amplified by the personal recollections of somettudse involved,
groundcrew as well as pilots. All twelve squadraiis pretty much
the same things, of course — participated in theesaxercises, did
their stints on Battle Flight, mounted fly-pasty fassorted VIPs,
carried out live-firing at Sylt or Acklington ancebt the occasional
aeroplane — so it is only to be expected that eathese chapters will
be very similar. That is true, up to a point, béyt are all worth
reading because there are some interesting talbsdeiad within the
basic pattern. For instance, when No 67 Sqgn flevaéroplanes into
Duxford prior to the Coronation Review flypast adlifam in 1953,
many of them had contraband cigarettes hiddenemtsewheel bays,
resulting in some prosecutions. Then again, whavkitnat despite its
being in harness for only three years, RAF Saboegdcbe seen on
occasion as far afield as Amman, Habbaniya and $umir?

There is more to the story than what the squadgmhaup to, of
course, and the book begins by reviewing the diplizmegotiations
that eventually led to the RAF’s acquiring its firswept wing
aeroplanes. This is amplified by an account of thenarkable
Operation BECHERS BROOK which ferried more than Tédbres
across the Atlantic with only a marginal loss rdibe final chapter
deals with the disposal of the surviving airframesst of which were
passed on to the air forces of Italy and Yugoslatar overhaul by
various industrial contractors in the UK. To conteléhe picture, the
author also summarises the experiences of the yvgenwen RAF
pilots who were seconded to the USAF to fly theGHf8Korea. All of
this is rounded off by an index.

Errors? There are a few, but all are superficiak iRstance: Air
Mshl Boothman was with the Ministry of Supply (nbefence) in
1950; an APS was an Armament Practice Station§nobool); there is
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an unexplained mention of an ‘MSQ’ (on page 135)ciwhfrom the
context, may be a typo for an MSU — Mobile Signaist.

Cold War paranoia was at its height in the mid-X9&0d informal
photography on the flight line was not encouragdd. a result,
pictures of RAF Sabres are relatively hard to cdiyeso the author
has done well to provide us with about 170 imagedeen of them in
colour. All are well reproduced, although the ome page 218 has
been printed upside down, which is a shame, ather short-changes
No 234 Sgn’s aerobatic team by portraying them Bingbooging
along in level flight, rather than inverted, whittey were at the time.

Sabres aside, the book also provides an interestsight into the
RAF of half-a-century ago. The group photographpilotts provide a
mute comment on what has happened to the ranktsteuin the
interim, as they show that a typical Sabre squadmith an
established strength of no fewer than twenty-tworaft, was run by a
mere squadron leader. He was assisted by a cofifight lieutenant
Flight Commanders (all three as often as not wgavitv 11 medal
ribbons), the bulk of the rank and file being fitatirist flying officers,
stiffened by a handful of experienced NCOs plusdbeasional very
green pilot officer — how long is it since we l&std pilot officers on
squadrons? While perhaps not careless, there wisntg something
carefree about flying in those days, exemplifiedthg widespread
practice of deliberately aiming sonic ‘booms’ abpke and places in
pursuit of acquiring the must-have fashion accessérthe day — a
Machbuster tie pin. Another sign of the contempptanes was the
accident rate and it is interesting to observe ithat mere three years
the RAF managed to write off no fewer than sevéhige of its
Sabres, No 66 Sgn alone managing to dispose deéhirof its
aeroplanes between May 1954 and January 1956 ugtthonly’ four
of its pilots lost their lives.

This book will tell you most things that you aresevikely to want
to know about the RAF’s Sabres. Recommended.

CGJ

Bomber Command 1936-1968 — An Operational & Histokal
Record by Ken Delve. Pen & Sword; 2006. £19.99.

Books dealing with Bomber Command must surely filany
shelves, their authors constituting a virtual Wheé/eo of historians.
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Most of them deal with specific aspects of the sabj it is, after all,
something of a challenge to attempt to addedissef the Command’s
functions in one go. Sir Arthur'Bespatchis probably as concise an
overall narrative account as any, while Middlebraokl Everitt’swWar
Diaries are a particularly useful example of a specifigess$ presented
in the form of easily assimilated chronologicaldis

Here we have yet another Bomber Command book iclwKien
Delve sets out to present many facets of the subgtaveen one set of
covers, the dates included in the title indicatthgt he attempts to
cover the whole history of the organisation from filrmation to its
demise — although, in fact, after April 1968, Ndstoup within the
new Strike Command carried on as if nothing muat eppened.

The book is structured as five Chapters supporiedgiumerous
Annexes. Chapter One is an introduction and overvike other four
summarise operations and the activities of theouariGroups, provide
a description of aircrew training and discuss thpes$ of aircraft used.
Annexes A through R, provide assorted lists andisszs. The
narrative is amply supported by illustrations (udihg some
interesting drawings from contemporary German sesighowing the
vulnerable areas of representative RAF bombers) &mnther
embedded tables and lists of data.

The first Chapter contains, | think, rather morarthits title
suggests, although it has to be read becausesthdidare one will find
a discussion of the rationale behind the V-Forat isxdeterrent role.
As an ‘introduction’, however, it is far too longnany of the
operational observations and personal accountst tb@amtains relating
specifically to WW Il would, for instance, have s&r more
comfortably in Chapter Two.

Chapter Two is the core of the book and is, qughbtly, largely
devoted to the events of WW II. Since Bomber Conunamunted
some 380,000 sorties, it was clearly impossibleléal with all of
them in a mere 306 pages and Delve has settlecbfmidering those
which can be conveniently grouped under such hgadas the Early
Days, 1,000-bomber efforts, the Ruhr, Hamburg,Dbhms, Berlin, D-
Day support and Finale. These summarised campaignamplified
by a selection of accounts of some of the moreaexdinary exploits
of individuals. Chapter Two runs on into the postrvera to end in
1956 with operations relating to Malaya, the Mawhad Suez.
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It is arguable that Chapters Three, Four and HAnailsl have been
labelled as Appendices. In fact, | chose to readbtbok in a different
order from that intended, but, having read an acgtoof the
Command’s activities and achievements, the sectixasnining the
organisation of its eight (at maximum) operatioGabups, dealing
with the way in which it trained its 125,000 ainergraduates of the
Empire Air Training Scheme and providing lots ottf about the
Command’s twenty-seven different aircraft types d(atme Thor
missile) felt like an afterthought.

The Annexes contain extensive lists of tabulateth dalating to
squadrons, aircraft, attack accuracy, Orders oftlBabn seven
representative dates, assorted maps, numbers dkssdiown,
casualties sustained, target destruction and sdnoamongst these,
but neither labelled as Annexes nor noted in thent&uds, are
additional pages providing data on bomb tonnagesaacraft losses
plus a (British) map of German targets, the utitifythe latter being
somewhat compromised by the regrettable lack egarid.

In short, a young newcomer to the study of Bombem@and
could do worse than start with this book, if only jauge the
magnitude of the enterprise. But there are mangraglithors whose
works merit closer attention if he is to acquireagpreciation of such
critical topics as, for instance: command and antthe ever-
changing development of aids to navigation and bog)bthe
evolution of tactics and countermeasures; poliisslies; morale; the
balance between effort and effectiveness and sd bave already
referred toThe Despatcland theWar Diaries to which one could add
Webster and Frankland’s four-volurérategic Air Offensive Against
Germany and, for the V-Force, Humphrey WynnRAF Nuclear
Deterrent ForcesWhen compared to works such as these, and others,
this latest effort is clearly relatively superficiaut, that said, it does
constitute an adequate primer.

AVM Jack Furner

The Rock And The Royal Air Force by Henry Probert. Gibraltar
Books; 2005. Available from Gp Capt John Platt lairfield’, 44
Hastings Road, Battle, TN13 OTE at £12 (inc p&p).

Surprising as it may seem, relatively little hagtgublished on
the RAF’'s presence at Gibraltar. There are extensncidental
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references to it in official histories, books degliwith aspects of the
Battle of the Atlantic and the war in the Meditergan, and in
personal memoirs, of course, and there is Tony baair's
photographic essay (Tempus, 2002), but there heer ten a book
devoted to providing a chronicle of the air forcadivities on The
Rock. At the invitation of the Maritime Air Trustvbo will benefit
from the proceeds of all sales), Air Cdre Probes filled this gap and
his lean prose has enabled him to do this withidenable success in
a slim hardback which presents a comprehensive lzaldnced
account of events and leaves one feeling satigfiatl pretty much
everything of consequence has been covered.

That is not to say that there is not more to beteriabout the
exploits of crews flying from RAF North Front andor those
operating flying boats, RAF New Camp, but this @& that sort of
book. There are, nevertheless, sufficient mentang-boat sinkings
(Gibraltar's tally of twenty-four was exceeded, éymargin of two,
only by that of Reykjavik), rescue missions andlike to maintain an
awareness of the importance of The Rock’s coniobuto the
maritime war. But until 1943 its function as a $bagpost was
probably of equal significance, as Gibraltar repnésd both a critical
link in the supply chain that sustained Malta ameljumping off point
for many of the squadrons, particularly of fightdhsat participated in
the invasion of North Africa. In the context of tlater operation the
astonishing feats accomplished by the rigging eanivhich prepared
literally hundreds of Spitfires and Hurricanes deted by sea in
knocked-down form are of particular note.

While the author pays due regard to the practicablpms of
flying from the Rock, with its curious, and despitepeated
extensions, never quite long enough for comforgraft-carrier-like
runway and its even more curious winds, where h#yrgcores is in
setting the story against the practical problemspsfrating an airfield
a matter of yards from a neighbour who, if not dyehostile, could
often be extremely inhospitable. Since this mehat tlying activities
always involved a risk of diplomatic incidents, tbeolving political
situation is frequently referred to throughout tharrative which
continues to the end of the century. Indeed alrhaltof the book is
devoted to the post-war era — a period that hasiqusly been
afforded even less attention than that of the wertyears. Thus the
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story embraces Gibraltar’s role in the Cold Warepag track of
Soviet submarines and surface vessels and pattigp@m numerous
exercises, often hosting aeroplanes of other NAB@Gons, and the
part that it played in the Falklands campaign.

The only adverse observations that | would raigetarpoint out
that there are some anachronistic WW Il referetmdise long defunct
RNAS, rather than to the FAA, and a number of aiftctypes have
been spelled incorrectly, eg Goéland, Curtiss, csibeia and Aviocar.
| think that it might also have been worth speailic mentioning that
a ‘Gib trip’ probably features in the log book ofabstantial majority
of (what we used to call) navigators and AEOs, bseaalong with
Luga, it was the usual destination for those endenfrse overseas
exercises, which were a kind of right of passagebfck seaters, so a
week-end line up of Varsities or Dominies was a cmm sight from
the mid-1950s on. Flying as student and/or instrydt managed to
get there on that basis four times myself; on flh& bccasion the
border was still open and the fleshpots of La Linese, well — pretty
fleshy — but | digress.

The book has been printed on coated paper, sothibaforty or
more illustrations are well reproduced. Dot be misled by the fact
that it runs to only 112 pages, including an indeecause the text is
informative, economically written, easy to read aogs exactly what
it sets out to do. Something of a quart within iat piot, had | not been
fortunate enough to have secured the review comyould certainly
have invested in one myself.

CGJ

Afterthought. While it is in no way a criticism of Air Cdre Protts
book, I think that a quotation that it containsvgrth a comment. It is
taken from Churchill’s wartime memotrsn which he observes
favourably on the accuracy of the conduct of naiggaon a flight
that he made from Cairo to Gibraltar in 1942; tHé Rotes that,
‘After three or four hour’s flying in mist Vandeot had been exact.’
A 24-year old American civilian, William ‘Bill'’ Vaderkloot was
an experienced commercial pilot, who had been egrai tax free
$1,000 per month working for the Atlantic Ferry @ngsation and,
later, Ferry Command when he had been selectedpti@io the crew
of the VIP(ish) LiberatoCommandoFour other members of the crew
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Four members of the six-man crew of the Libera@wrhmando’ for
Churchill's flight to Moscow in 1942 — William Vasdkloot

(captain), Jack Ruggles (co-pilot), Sgn Ldr Charl&mber

(navigator) and Ronald Williams (flight engineethie others were
Russell Holmes (radio operator) and John Affleckséaond flight
engineer). Note the early ‘FC’ Ferry Command cajdes.

were American or Canadian civilians but the sixthnmvas Sqn Ldr
Charles Kimber DFC who, evidently unbeknown to e, had been
the chap who had actually been responsible fomttably accurate
navigation.

In fact Kimber had been the navigator on everyestafya 15,000
nautical mile trip from the UK via Gibraltar, Cai@mnd Tehran to
Moscow and back. In practical terms this had melat, while the
pilots had been taking turns to watch the autopKamber alone had
actually worked throughout the entire 75 flying reuHe had had to
contend with many problems, not least the fact (agparently for
security reasons) he was kept in the dark abourtdestination(s). On
the outbound leg from Gibraltar, for instance, e ot learn that
their next stop was to be in Egypt until the engihad been started
he had half expected that they were going to SAfriba. This meant
that he was often unable to prepare a flight plaewen to acquire
appropriate mapping. Suffice to say that, in tharse of playing his
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part in this remarkable excursion, Kimber took mevér than 307
astro shots most of which he had been obligedhénabhsence of the
necessary charts, to plot on a self-constructet gri

Shortly after the expedition Vanderkloot was adeditto the Order
of the British Empire (three other civilian membefghe crew would
eventually be similarly honoured); Kimber’s effoitere afforded no
formal recognition whatsoever. Furthermore, andegastonishingly,
Vanderkloot’s biograpHymakes absolutely no mention of Kimber. In
effect, the combined efforts of the PM and his pea$ pilot, had
almost managed to write the navigator's crucialtdbuation to the
success of this critical mission out of the histakirecord. Indeed they
would have succeeded had Kimber not written a plyapublished
(and very interesting, but, | suspect, little reaxjtobiography in
which he sets the record straight by providing taitkel account of the
enterprisé.

As an erstwhile nav myself, | can't help feelingatththere is
probably a moral here somewhere, but | can’t qoitemy finger on
it. Ed

1 W S Churchill, The Second World War, Vol IMhe Hinge of Fate(Cassell,
London, 1951).

2 Bruce WestThe Man Who Flew ChurchilfMcGraw-Hill Ryerson, Toronto, 1975).
3 Charles KimberSon of Halton(Thorley Publications, London, 1977).
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ROYAL AIR FORCE HISTORICAL SOCIETY

The Royal Air Force has been in existence for @wyears; the
study of its history is deepening, and continuebdothe subject of
published works of consequence. Fresh attentiteiisg given to the
strategic assumptions under which military air powas first created
and which largely determined policy and operatiom$oth World
Wars, the inter-war period, and in the era of Cu@lér tension.
Material dealing with post-war history is now bedog available
under the 30-year rule. These studies are imporanacademic
historians and to the present and future membeisedRAF.

The RAF Historical Society was formed in 1986 topde a focus
for interest in the history of the RAF. It doeslsoproviding a setting
for lectures and seminars in which those interestéle history of the
Service have the opportunity to meet those whoigypated in the
evolution and implementation of policy. The Sociddglieves that
these events make an important contribution tgo#renanent record.

The Society normally holds three lectures or semsir@ayear in
London, with occasional events in other parts of ttountry.
Transcripts of lectures and seminars are publigh#te Journal of the
RAF Historical Society, which is distributed fred charge to
members. Individual membership is open to all vath interest in
RAF history, whether or not they were in the Sesvidlthough the
Society has the approval of the Air Force Boards ientirely self-
financing.

Membership of the Society costs £18 per annum ariddr details
may be obtained from the Membership Secretary, dak Dunham,
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 dditshed, in
collaboration with its American sister organisatidghe Air Force
Historical Foundation, th&wo Air Forces Awardwhich was to be
presented annually on each side of the Atlantiacdoognition of
outstanding academic work by a serving officer ioman. The RAF
winners have been:

1996 Sqgn Ldr P C Emmett PhD MSc BSc CEng MIEE
1997 Wg Cdr M P Brzezicki MPhil MIL

1998 Wg Cdr P J Daybell MBE MA BA

1999 Sqgn Ldr S P Harpum MSc BSc MILT

2000 Sgn Ldr A W Riches MA

2001 Sqgn Ldr C H Goss MA

2002 Sqgn Ldr S I Richards BSc

2003 Wg Cdr T M Webster MB BS MRCGP MRAeS
2004 Sqgn Ldr S Gardner MA MPhil

THE AIR LEAGUE GOLD MEDAL

On 11 February 1998 the Air League presented thealR&ir Force

Historical Society with a Gold Medal in recognitiof the Society’s
achievements in recording aspects of the evoludbrBritish air

power and thus realising one of the aims of thegueaThe Executive
Committee decided that the medal should be awagrdeddically to a
nominal holder (it actually resides at the Royal Porce Club, where
it is on display) who was to be an individual whadhmade a
particularly significant contribution to the conduaf the Society’s
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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