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ABSTRACT 

Naval Gunfire Support For The Dieppe Raid 

Brian. T. Begbie 

University of 0 t h ~ ~  1999. 

Supervisor: 

Professor Brian Loring Villa 

Many participants, obsen,ers and later historians have mrnented on the insuffiuency of Are  

support pmvided for the disastrws raid on the Frwich Channel pat of Dieppe in August of 1942. This 

seemingly facile consensus raises a number of questions: (1) What type of additional fire suppat ws 

neeâeâ? (2) What might the effects of this Cre support have been given the techdogy of the tirne? and 

(3) Is the requirernent for more firqmuw the product of retroapective spculaüon or were there 

contemporary standards for amphibiws operations that wwld have indicated the need for m m  fire 

support? 

The need for additional naval fire support during the amphibious assault on Dieppe is explored, 

the mœt efficient fomi of fire is identifid and the possiMe effects an the battle are evaluated in this 

study. The principal conclusi0os are that the need for more fire support was laid dauni in @or 

amphiMous doctrine, the rneall~ for prwiding this fire support were availabîe, and the Mec! of increeaed 

heavy gunfire support might have substantialiy impmved the resuIts of the landing camponant of the 

raid. The decision and planning process, particularfy with respect to naval fire support, seems to strongly 

indicate a breakôam in ratiorial burieauaatic decision making. 
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CHAPTER 1 

PREFACE 

In the early moming hours of August 19,1942, the small harbaur town of Dieppe became the 

sœne of one of the rnost painful moments in Canadian military history. Located an the HRstem cbast of 

Occupied France, what sailors dl the 'lron Coastn, Dieppe's t ~ ,  harbour and one mile of rocûy beach 

is protected by imposing 2QO-300 foot cliffs on both its Eastern and Western flanks.' A fawurite vacation 

spot for thousands of Britons during peacetime, Dieppe became the target of the larges? amphibious2 raid 

of the war. 

The raid ~ i a s  launched from several English ports and included a surprishg aggregate of 6,088 

men and 252 vessels, nurnbws hithedo assodateci with major operations not aiding excursions. 

As was usual with Combined Operations there w e  three different force commanders, one for 

air, one for the military and one for the navy. The latter in fact had a larger t h n  usual de.  The ships of 

the British Royal Navy ~lere under the control of the Naval Force Commander, Captain J. Hughes 

Hallett. A rnoving forœ behind the raid from its inœption, Hughes-Hallett delivered a large landing force 

compriseci mainly of the 2* Canadian lnfantry Division, uidar Military Forœ Ccmmander and nid leader 

Major-Oensnl J.H. Rcbects, into what w l d  beamie for Canadians, an unforgettaôie 1Ohour battle? 

The military pian, code narned "Operation Jubilee", d l e d  for four flank landings, hwo on aither 

side of the tami. The h m  outer fiank attado against the t w s  of Berneval (left outer Rank) and 

Vafengeville (right outemank), m ~ e  carriai out by Number Three and Four Commando. The objective of 

these mail gmps of highîy trained Btiüsh spedalists was to silence the heavy coastal gun batteries at 

thasa sites thereby securing a safe approach route to Dieppe for the attacking shipa The (wo inmr flmk 

aîtacûs wem to fanâ the Royal Regimant of Canada at the town of Puys (inrw Ieft flank) and the South 

Saskatchewan Regiment and C a m  Highlanders of Canada at Pourville (inner right fiank). Once 

tr#sa tawns niera secureci. aie troope weia to attack the rear of the Dieppe defenœs on the headlaands, 

which ovailooked the main landing beach. By oaxipying these posih'ons, they w m  to neutralize a 

significant portion of the defmsive wmpons, which commandeû the booch. harbour, and the sea 



approadias direcüy in front of Dieppe. These Rank attacks relied heaviiy on surpfiae and were to be 

canied out one half hour before the main landings cm the Dieppe Beach. 

- 1'' Clndirn A m y  

Map 1: Atlacking Forces 

The main landing consisted of the eager, yet untned, Canadian troops of the Royal Hamilton 

LigM Infantry, the E s e x  Scottish. and tanks of the 14Ih Canaâian Amiy Tank Regiment (Calgary 

Regiment). These soldiers wuare to be acwmpanied by a token force of American Rangers and Royal 

Marine "A' Commando. The Fusiliers Mont-Royal was heîd in a floating reserve to be landed if needed 

later. The trcmps were to land anâ advance along beaches prasumatdy wdl suited to the mds of both 

infantry and amour and unôer the mer of a heavy bombadrnent. Seventy-four squadroris under the 

direcüon of Air Force Commanderl Air Vice-Marshall Leigh Mallory, -Id provide additional air support 

p~otectiml 

The exewtion and evdution of Operation Jubilem vaned g r a y  from the military pfan. While the 

ccwnmondor mria succesfui at suppressi'ng the heavy batteries on the outer flanks. tha innef Rank 

attadrs wem brwght to a stanâstill. The Royal Regirnent of Canada never aûvanced beyond the beacti 

at Puys. At Pourville, dements of the South Saskatchenan did achieve minimal penetratiori, kit it m s  

2 



far short of reaching wm the ait)ying âef811~6~ of Dieppe. Consequentiy, one half-hour later when the 

main landings ware taking place they emwntemd enemy defanoes that wrwa fully funcüonal and aleftd. 

The results of the raid mn, shocking and tosses of bath men and Mchines for dl Canadian and 

British services were high. Of the 6,088 troops engaged in the operation, some 3,623 were casuaitii. 

This represented fiftynine point five percent of the entire attacking force. Of the 4.963 Canadians wha 

todr part, some 3,367 individuals killed, captured or wounded. For the Canadians this represervted 

a sixty-eight parcent casualty de.' Aîso Io& mm, aie deshayer, three tank landing crat. 28 smaîler 

vessels (including valuable landing cm), lû6 a i r d  and countless maIl a m  and equipmentg 

Corivemdy, the Gemians suffered f e~~e r  than 600 casuaities and the minimal lass of equipmerit. The 

military vidcwy achieved by a mfl, but adequatety suppliecl and situated, Oemian face wer a 

numerlcally superior attacker, pwided a propaganda triwnph? 

An offcial source put it, "Operation 'Jubilee' d i f f d  fundamentally from any other Comk'ned 

Operation that has been camed out by this country in modem times. In as much as it amounted to a 

direct daylight assault upon an important objective strocigiy M d  by the first amiy of Eu-. It may 

p-ps be compareci to tha British offansives on the Westem hcnt during 191 5'' Linking t h  Meppe 

Raid of 1942 to the high casualty offensives of the First World War ~ i a s  not a very flatterhg analogy as 

historians have long regarded Passchendale and the Somme among the mos! senseîess offensives in 

modem warfam. The cornparisan, hawever, w s  not without wamnt. The ûieppe Raid, like the Worîd 

War One offensives, called for large bodies of men to diriedfy attack strongly forti'fied positions. This 

recûless launch of troops against superMy prepared defmsive positioris riesulted in a loss life that mms 

no less senseless than the i n f ams  offensives of an eatlier wr. How did the misbkes of 1915 reocGur 

in 1W2? 
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CHAPTER 2 

HISTORIOGRAPHY AND INTRODUCTION 

The place of this raid in the history of the Second World War can be easily outlined. On June 4, 

1940, a force of 215 000 British and 120 000 French soldiers mm evacuafed from the haches of 

Dunkerque, France. While heralded as orie of the most brilliant evacuations of the modem age, it 

marked the withdrawal f m  the amtinent of aH British troopsOOPS This flight left France and the Law 

Countries at the many of the Germans.' It wwld not be until a full yaar later Ath the launch of Operation 

Barbrossa on June 22, 1941. that Germany had any organized @tien on the continent. The surprise 

attack by 3 million Gennan's on W r  fcmier "secret" ally, the Soviet Union, forced the Soviets into aie 

~nar on the side of the ~llies.' 

The Eastern front in 1941 was the only fully active theaire of the war and the Russians, carrying 

the main kirden in active land campaigns against the Axis, haâ a moral M d  on its western allies. Russia 

could and did cal1 insisleMy for aie operring of a secorid fiant, vutiich wwld mean an amphibious assault 

acmss the channel on France. 'The scale of what they wanted vves fmidable. They wnted a second 

front, vvhich wwld force the Gemians to transfer from 30 to 40 divisions from their front. This implied a 

landing of not lem than 25 divisions? 

The Westem Allies cwld scarcely dispute the neeâ the Soviets haâ for such a Second Front. 

There mmt also a multlude of politicaWmilitary interests and goals, which wwM be satisfied by such an 

mon. A large number of civilians in Britain saw the large burden being shauldered by the Russians as 

unfair. Prominent poiiücians like Lord Beaverbrodr loôôied Prime Minister Winstm Churchill and the 

British Govemment to hdp shm the burdena In fad this popular front was, M i n g  to Oeneral Sir 

Leslie Hdlis, 'unqU6SÜoriably the waîs biggest political and military issue ... al1 wer the countiy it was 

iwpported with -on and enthusiasm. ... quenched (later on) by the Dieppe Raid, Ath its heavy 

casualties*. . ." 

There v#ar naver any dm# that the Allies -Id eventualiy land in Euiope. It was m n i z e d  

that if thei Western pmmm wmtd any say in post-war Europe, they w l d  have to contra a mon of 

the continmt Oaiecuurra, aie Russians Who whent doing the malai(y of the fghting wwld have it ail. 

5 



Definite pditical o&jectives amceming the hets  and ensued that the Allies w a i W  land again on the 

continent.' 

Military conditions fiwd in the sarne direction. Bcai the Americans and the British agreed t h t  

launching a Second Frmt and attackîng Western Europe vms haw the war waufd be won. The 

Commander of Canadian Forces ûverseas, Lieutenant General McNaugMon, espwsed this philasaphy 

when he stated: ' . . .the war m l d  anly be ended by the defeat of Hitler and the oriiy way of doing sa was 

to anadr hirn f r m  Me west." ' 
The British and AmMcan allies were in agreement also with hiK, other primary decisions. They 

both agreed on the 'Total War concept" - the cornpiete defeat of the enemy8 They agreed as walf tha 

Germany vvss enemy number one and would take prionty over the war in the ~aeific." As stated by the 

Official Canadian Histarian, Cdonel C.P. Staœy, 'It was recognized that G m n y  was the predominant 

member of the Axis and that even in a 'global' w r  the decisive theatre w l d  be Europe and the 

Atlantic." " 

Mhur Bryant. in 1-h in the West, Wtm that Britain useâ its centuries of exmence in 

European wuadare to shape its Warld War Two policy, a policy in the tradiiion of the 'Continental" 

strategy. Bryant reflects that British rnililaiy history has always been that "...of a se&m& A m y  vvhich 

ahmys had to figM mai numerically inferior resounes. Britain. through many costly failures, had leamed 

to offset that handicap by using sea puer ta M d  the enemy with the minimum of force along the widest 

possibie circumfererice Mile concentrating striking-strength at the point where it could be most 

effediveiy used.' " 
Aithough Bryant's views are supported by such mted authors as Chester Wilmot, in The St~ggle  

for Eu-, " thace is a gmwing litemture, which has detamiinad that this interpretatim of 'traditional' 

ideals of British slrategy is impîete if nd misîeading. Michael l-bmd, author of The Meditenenean 

Stmtegy in the Second WorM War, argues that Bribin's strategy could not be looked at in such simpîisüc 

ternis. The tactics of the age of sail no longer applied well to modem conditions. Haward also points out 

th& bacause the British lost thdr pn'mary aily on the coritinent, F m ,  t h  executicm of their naval 

pawer could not be as effectively used as it had bem in dher tests of sttengai. He expîains that planning 

 las a very 'piecemat Mair, in which the militacy leaders had ofteri simply to do Wat they a l d ,  whem 

they could. with forces whch they had to hand.' '' 



Norietheless, according to Haward, it ~ i e s  with British seapainier and airpaiiirier that Btitain  as 

aMe to survive on the defensive. This did not spell vicbry but neither did it spell defeat. In his view, 

Ma in  vmted to poslpone any wsive encanter with the G m n s  for as long as possiôie in ordar to 

use naval p o ~ ~ r  to build up her own strength and employ airpoiiiiier to sîowîy erode that of the Gmans. 

Thus, Howard argues that the mly strategy availaMe to the British was a strategy of erWm and 

harassment. 

Historian David Stafford agrees that a policy of erosion and harassrnerit made sense. He 

inâicated that this  las a very ddiberate and cornplex pdicy put in place in t 939, one that was heavily 

influenceâ by the disastrous losses in heada confrontational attacks ctiaracferistic of W d d  War One. 

In k t .  it mirrured the pdicy espouseci by Basil Liddell Hart: "the strategy of the indirect appioach.' '' 
Pmaps it was David Stafford vrho mcst deady expanded wr undendanding of Bmin's long- 

terni policy of don. As he shows, it called for unleashing a campaign of c#momic warfare, 

supplemented by anal bombing, Hockade, propaganda and subversion. Al1 of these elements wre  

designed particularty for the use of subversive groups organùd to fight for the& freedm vuithin 

accupied wuntnes. They w l d  be mwuraged to destroy enemy troops, morale and materiais. The 

program, mich estaMished a ring sunoundhg the enemy, would use ermion tactics ta s h l y  dose the 

cirde. This strategy was designed to weaken both the G m n s  and the ltalians to such an extent that a 

small force of Britisti/Allied troops niwld be able to land on the continent to provide a 'Coup de Grace* 

and occupy Germany. This appmach uws îcrmm as the 'detonafw concept, to use Stafford's expresive 

terni." " 

Although the detonator sttategy h d p d  meet the desperate scaruty of materials and hurnan 

msources, it had negative implications for the launctiing of a second front. While the British knew they 

had to land in Westm Europe anci Meat the emmy. they were not planning on ôoing so More thair 

pdicy of attrition haâ takm effect. They wwld not mate a second front until the enemy ws weakened. 

According to Keith Sainsbury, the Americam initialty accepted the pedpheral, long-tm and 

attritiaist strategy of the British. The pdicy of periphemi adion and a concentration on the 

Maditenanean, the rdt uideikrlly of Europe (Spain, Vichy France. Itaiy and the ûaikans) uws not a fint 

oppmd, certaihly rot Hihile the US w s  Mll f&)y neutral. '' Hawever. them wss gravlng dissant 

within ths Arnerican military regarding this perîpimd policy. These diSSBRtem mca I e d  by United States 



Amy Chief of SMI General George C. Marshall and his vary junior subordhate Brigadier-GeneraI 

ûwight D. EisenhauRI. Chief of the Operations Division of the Wat Departmant Genefal Staff. Marshall 

and Eisenhaurer argueû that periphery operaücns mrra wasting valuable resources. Hihich wwld delay 

the large cross channd invasion? They espoused a dodrina, that cdled for the concentration of 

resaurces in Main  for a %adan attack against the pdmary tagal, Gemiany. They vvanted to open the 

Second Front as soari as possiMe and drive m to Berlin. Their pian um basal on maximum exploitation 

of topography. They wwld banel amss the Rat temin d nathem Europe. 

While Bntain coritinued to dominate the strategic agenda in 1942 and 1943, the AmenAmencan$ 

continueci to lobby for the opening of the second front. With the goniing contribution of the Arnecican 

econmy in W h  man and msoums carna an inwas8d influence over strategic pdicy. 6 y  1944 and 

1945, the Americacls ensured that periphal operatians such as YTorch" ~ ie re  discocrtinued in favor of the 

desired second fmnt culminating in the lauiching of œOverlord" (Nmandy Invasion) on June 6,1944.~ 

As early as Aprll4,1942, GeneraI Marshall put forth a plan for opening the second front in 

Western Europe in 1943. The plan also called far increased raiding and the launching of a limited 

operation in 1942. The British, who uierie dso anxious to hilfill their promises to the Russias, accepteci 

this plan. They agreed to a huo phased operation called 'RoundupESledgehammer". the oôjedhre beiry 

to get the Gemians to deplqr aifpmm in the west. This wwld keep the G e m n  air fleets busy and aiiwy 

from the Eastern Front. In fact, 'Sledgehammer" which the Amen'cans felt should invdve the use of land 

attacks, was to be used only as an emmgemy lanâing in case things looûed bad on the Eastern Fiont. 

Many rnilitary leaders in bdh coun(ries wefe sd~s ly  wwried about the military condition of the Soviets 

and did not rule out a Soviet collape during the 1942 carnpign #tasan. 

The werail pdicy effected for 1912, as m m e d  up by Major General R.H. W n g .  was much 

l e s  ambitious. It cdled for "the ooiianuathn of a raiding pdicy tmsed on the St. Naraire paatm, but on a 

scale, invdving opefations requiring the troops to hcld the raided a m  for one or two deys." 

Raids mniM be as large as equipment avallabMty wwld permit. Thus very similar to American. the 

Briüsh raiding pdicy pmbbîy mwd much to it. 

Pressured fw action, Britain, na( surpcisingîy. opted for a large-scde raid of limited goals in 

1942. the idea Wng to indicate to the Sovni(s that an Mort w s  being made. The nid ako gave sum 



hope of satisfying the W i e t  lobby in Britain. This v#rr a pian that focwd on a relativdy leos 

dwekped style of warfare, amphibious landings. 

The eventual retum to the condinent in the fonn of rdding or opering the second front. dearîy 

 las dependant upm the existence of a strong arnphibious operatioris capaôility. Although planning for 

both raiding and an invesion began to gain importance in 1942. it w s  by no means the beginning of 

arnphibiws operations against France. Small numbem of troops were regulady the channel to 

infiltrate poorly defended aieas and sabotage targets. that reîated to the w effort. Haiuover, the larger 

raids and the eventual p i n g  of the second front w l d  invdve a much more compiex melding of bdh 

men and materials. The numbw of tmps and ships m l d  neçessitate that the target be a port of 

cansiderable size to handk debarkment and the suppiy cf the attacûing forces. Unfoctunatdy, ports of 

any size on t k  French coast wwe Wall defended. Any arnphibious attack against Fnncs wwld 

anawinter the strong defencas of a well entienched anemy. This was the chaîlenge to amphibious 

wadare planm. 

Amphibious warfare has always baen om, of the most ccwnpîex and difficult of attacks. One 

paramount principle of urar has been that an attacûer must provida a numerical superionty to offset the 

advantages of a defendet. Amphibious operations by their very nature break this nile. as strategic 

assault forces, landing from the sea in limited nutnbers of diips and lanâing mft. mua by neœs!3ity be 

smaller. In Europe in 1942, the Gemians had an esümated 25 divisions versus the tM, Allied assault 

divisiarm that mmr the maximum that could be canjed in wailabie landing ciaft. The suaeas of the 

amphibious landing ws even more dependant on ertsblishing the local superiarity of t b  attacûing 

forces. It required w~apo~ls and tmops diredeci on a onaR poction of the enemy defances suffident to 

werwhdm them. Amphibious operations are further compîicatad by the fact that the troops must have a 

succasslul initiai landing as there is no s&aging preo in hich to rrr(um to moup for aiolher tiy. Duing 

this initial attack the most vulneraMe tim for the attacûing fone is Mile the tmps are landing on the 

shareline. Crossîng t h  beach in the fice of emmy qpsition is the pivotai d m t  or "hingen of any 

amphibious operation. 

AtMeppe,theoperatiminq~ionrawamajOrjtydthaattaclriqforeetrappedonaiaberh 

under caitinuous fire from -y defensive positions. This defmsive fire taud needlessiy high 

cmudtiks by dmying the attackers the sbility to cross the beadi and decimatir( the bnding craA. Mich 



were the attackersD oniy means for keving the beach. In other wwdP, once pinned to the beach. the 

attackers spent the day at the mercy of the G a n  gunners." 

Hidafians have tried to explain the failure of the raid against Dieppe by focushg an vaiuaôte, yet 

idated viewpoi-nts. Failures in planning, intelligence and leadership are just a few of the ohious 

reasons for the defeat. None, however, have ldced at the raid fmn a purely amphibious warfare 

viewpoint. Previws histarians have particulaify neglected to look with any great detail at the most crucial 

dernent of arnphibious &are condudeâ aga'nst estabîished defencas, that of naval fie support. F m  

any review of the work done on the Dieppe Raid of 1942, a unique starting point emerges. Al) of the 

histodans, official, traditional. transitional or revisionid, have agreed inevocaMy that adeqwte naval fire 

support was lacking at Dieppe. 

This position has been rieitecated by both Canadian and British Official Historiam. The Ofiicial 

Canadian Historian, Colonel C. P. Stacey. described the fire support as: "...the puny bombardment by 

four destroyers...". " He shtd that "The enemy wss astmished tha, in spite of our generaliy accurate 

ernphasized the insuffjciency of the wppart provideci for the glsaulting infanûy. 

The ôfficial British HistMan, Captain S.W. Roskill, R.N., stated the fdlowing: 

"Supporting bombardment w l d  only corne f m  the destroyers' four nrdi guns, but certain 
-ally equiOped landing crdt would give dose support during the bndings. The weight and 
strerigth of supporting fire, bolh dose and distant, was nothing like adequate to deal with defenses 
of such pcmer and density." 

Despite thase official historicd judgamen(s, for maiy yean after the war very little ~ovemment 

official accounts anâ the habequent explanaüons of Captain Hughe4Hallett and Admird the Lord 

Mountbatten were greatly influeclfial in the mitirtg of many Dieppe accwnts. Not suwsingly they did not 

emphasize defeds in planning. For rnany y m ,  hidarians HlOrking with the limited Wassified 

daaimentafion and intewiavn have produceâ a -es of woiks, that fail to raise many questions 

regaiding the planning and more spedficdly the planning for naval (ire support. 

Bernard Fergusson, somewhat more candid than most of Mountbatten's defendeFS, M e s  in The 

Wetery Maze, tM: " first and f m ,  m, had Ieamed tha air fire support mss wMly inadequate. 



Against abong defenses, the light annament of haif a datm destroyers was of little rare use than so 

many popguns. The presenœ of a captai ship at Dieppe might have made al1 the diff-. though she 

would have fun grave nsks fmm enemy air attadLN ' But Fergusson did mt explora in any deOlh these 

observations. 

Traditional histmonans tend to fdlow the official line that there was a lack of fire suppart, but that it 

wss onîy leamed after the disaster of Diappe. They also recognize that a battloship when addecl to the 

equation wwld have proved very effective. 

It mes not until 1979 that large portions of papas pertaining to Di- were declassified. 

Histocian Ronald Atkins vms one of the Rrst @vate histdans to have acçess to thcme resources. Access 

to the DEFEZ series of documents suppiamanted the information provided by the minutes of the Chiefs 

of Staff meeüngs and Comibined Operaaons papers. Thase doaimonts exposed new infwnatim. shed 

light on the d d  accwnts of the raid, and raised many new questions. 

A transitional figure in the writing of Dieppe history, Ronald Atkins descri bes the naval fire 

suppcct issue in the fdlowing way. T o  pemacb the Germans to keep their heads dawn vvhile the assault 

went in, the Royal Navy dlocated the -un firepmw of six Hunt Clatm desttoy6cs1 vvhich -ed mly 

4 inch amment, insuMcient to dant heavily protected defernive emp(acements." a Daspite the new 

influx of informafion the recognition of the la& of Rre support continued to be reccgnized but not 

analyzed. 

During the last Rve y-, a giwp of revisionist histcn'ians have ôeem using new data to Iode at 

many of the dd questions about Dieppe. Hamever, even hem there is a conserisus regarding the lack of 

naval fire support. Brian Lodng Villa, in Unaut- A c f b ,  dsscnbes the naval fire s u w  provided 

for the raid as 'minimalm.* He also States that, W i  surprise there migM still have been some hapa 

of SW;C88ding if rnuch heavier prdiminaiy bombardmerrt, and more extensive naval fire support, haâ 

been assigneci." Villa slrerigthens this statBmeClf fmm a purdy Cnadian viawpoiht, saying "A 

Camâian division nnis beting daked mth patenüy inadequate fire support." " 
Brigadier Genaral Douglas Whiiker and his wife SMagh similady descn*be a lad< of supporthg 

naval guncin in Dieppe: Tragedy to Ti7îumph. WWhitaker M e s  that the destroyers provided for the 

operâtim nrwe "..a bit of a joke in naval cides, being scoffed at because of thsir smaller than nomial 

s 9 e -  The fire support ôy these cWmyers is summeâ up by the Whitakm mis way. "In any event. 



wen if the destroyers had been tasked to prwide integral close support for the asrrsutt, t k i r  guns were 

too few on a six mile front and far tm di- and IigMweight in caliber to ôe d much use." Y As a 

participant in the raid, G e m l  Whitaker exdaims Christ! Those guns were peashodecs. T k y  had Iittle 

effect on the enemy." 

It is at this point that the revisionist historians have pushed the anvdOf~ of krouiledge and 

q-ioning regarding this issue. The Whitakers take up earlier rumurs that the navy knew that four inch 

wwe ineffective before the raid tmk place. They mite that 'Acmding to Admiral D.W. Piers 

of the R.C. N. it was a knoimi fact in 1942 that the suppoding fire fmm the Hunt Class destroyer could not 

effectively engage dug in enemy gun positions such as nnm, lacated on Dieppe's East and West 

headlands. And wrse because of the flat trajectory in which their shells wuld travei, they had no 

chance of hitting any targets on the headland." This infomiati*on contradicls what MS sWed officially, 

that the inadequacy of the Hunt Class firepmwr becam k m  only during the raid. 

Brereton Greenhous, of the Canadian Directorate of History. raises many new aspects regaiding 

the fie support issue in Dieppe Ddppe. Greenhous points out that naval fire support ums not just absent 

at the time of the raid, it wes absent evcm in the mrfy stages d the planning.' Then mm, no pians to 

have i- naval support despite pas2 precedents for naval barnbardment in aiding operatioris. 

Sueh preœdmts included the Combined Operations Raid on Vaagso, in which a cruiser camed out a 

preîiminary bombrdrnent (in a most admiraMe rnanner). As wiell the battleship Revenge has been used 

in the ôomôarûment of Cnerbourg in Septernber and ûctoôer 1940, and the mitor Erekw ums wed in 

the bombaidmant d the Pas de Calais coastal batteries.' 

Many have argued against this developi'ng revisionist m m w s  on the need fw a capital ship, 

daiming it unredistic and ttmt a capital ship vuas too vaîuabîe to risk in the raid, but Brereton Greenhous 

herranSWBCBd~.  G ~ h a i s ~ e s " € v e n  iftheridrhadbeendaamedtoogmttoirnperit suchmrJa 

units as King George V or DUR of York, lying at Gibraltar vas the H.M.S. Malaya, d 1915 vintage and 

thus too slow (at 20 k w s )  for fleet operations, but Wll rYth eigM 75 indi guns." * Ha also stated that a 

vari* of 0 t h  vessels were availabîe for use. "The navy also had two 15 inch gun mitocs in 

commisciion. siw. speUaîized bombaidment v-s which could œftainly have done the job. Bah m#e 

in the Far East. There were. in pienty. heavy misers with 8 inch main amiemonts. IigMw misers such 

as Kanya which had been so effective at Vaagso Mth their 6 inch guns and flee! desttayers riiith 4.Ts." 
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Greenhorise condudes, rather persuasively, that. despite the multitude of opüons wailabie, there was a 

lad< of naval participation. " 

No schdar has yet appwed to chdhge, in pcint, Greenhous's j-. It may be said t h  

that Historians are gmmlly in agreement about the ladc of naval fire  SU^ dunng the Dieppe 

operation. StiII, Mile making their observations, they have failed to determine exactly what leveî of 

naval fire support wss present and what ahauld have been pcesent. None have quantiRed the anount of 

firepowar assigneci to the m i d m  nor analyzed the R i e  support plan in detail. Prbr to so andyzing the 

details of the Dieppe plan it is important to understand the progress of amphibious mrfare devdopment 

up to that time. With this knowîedge we can then evaluate the &ts of the Dieppe raiding plan, and 

particularly of its Cire support mporient. 



Notes 

1 Langer, William 1.. Editor, An Emdoœdia of World Histw: Ancient. Medieval and Modern. 
Chrondmidlv Amnaed, Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, I W , l l 4 8 .  

Iûid. 1137. 

Liddell-Hart, B.H. H i&w of t k  Secand World War, New York: G.P. Putnam's Sons. 1970,310. 

' Novoselov, Boris. The USA. Great M a i n  and the Second Frontn in Souai Science IUSSR], 1984, 
l5(2),l5Z-l68. 

' Ywng, Kenneth. Churchill and Beavertmok, London: Oxford University Press, 1966,266. 

L-r, James. War at the Tm: The emeriences of Generd Sir Leslie Hdlig, London: Michaeî Joseph 
Ltd., 1959, 121. 

' Greenfield, K a t  Roberts. American St- in W d d  War II: A Reconstruction, Baltimore: The Johns 
Hapkins Press, 1967,8. 

Staœy C.P. Six Yean of War: Officiai Historv of the Canadian Amv. Vol. 1, Ottawa: Queens Printer, 
1957,312. 

' Greenfiad, Kent Roberts. Arnerican Stratm in Wcrld War II: A R e c o n M i g .  Balamore: The Jdns 
Hopkins Press, 1967,4. 

'O Ibid. 5. 
1I  Stacey C.P. Six Years of War. M i a l  Histm of the Canadian Amw. Vd.1, Ottawa: Queans Pfinter, 

1957,310. 

Bryant, Arthur. Triumoh in the West, Nsw Y&: DouMeday & Company, 1959, 33. 

Wilmot, Chester. stnwale for or, London: O x f d  University Press, 1952.12-13. 

l4 Howard, Michad. The Mediteiranean Stratw in the Second World War, London: Widenfeld and 
Nicdson, 1966,2. 

'' Ibid. 7. 

" Stafford. David. Th 
. . 

e Detonator Cmcat :  British Stratq. SOE and Eu 0 1  
d France, Journal of Cantempomry HOtocy. April 1975, Vd 1 O@). 185-21 7. 

l7 Ibid. 191. 

" Sainsôury, Keith. Second f m t  in 1M2-a stateaic controver$v ravisiteci, British Jownal of 
Int8mBfional Studies, 1978, Vol 4(1), 47-58. 

C.P. Stacay. Six Years of War Oflicial Histon, of the Canaâian Anm. Vol. 1, Ottawa: Qwens Printer, 
1957,312. 

Villa. Brian Loring. Vnauthrized Action. Mountbatten and the Oiewe Raid, Toronto: Oxford University 
Press, 1990,269- 

" C.P. S q .  Six Yean of War Onciai Histw of the Cma&n Amnr. Vol. 1. Otkm: Queens Pfinter, 
1957,403. 



S.W. Rwikill. The W g  at Sea lg3£M945. Vd II: The Period d Baiam, London: His Majesty's 
Sta~nary Oflice. 1956.242-244. 

Atkin. Ronald. 1942: The Jubilee Disaster. London: Macmillan. lm, 24. 

vilb1 0- ~ d n g .  um-ed m: Morintbttem anci the Dieme Raid Toronto: Oxfad Univhty 
Ptess. 1990, t2. 

'' Ibid. 

a Ibid. 126. 

* Whitaker, Denis 8 Shdagh. Di- Tmgdv to fiiumdi. Toronto: McGmuWill Ryerm, 1992,145. 

Y Ibid. 

Ibid. 

" Ibid. 40. 

Ibid. 38. 

" Ibid. 40. 

fi  Ibid. 40. 



CHAPTER 3 

DIEPPE AS A UNIQUE AMPHIBIOUS OPERATION 

In order to fully understand what was possible or might have been possible with naval fire 

suppact in the Dieppe Raid of 1942. it is first nece~~ary  to place the type of amphibious operation 

undertaken, and the criteria and e x m o n s  of such an opfation, into some context. 

Any anaiysis must perf'occe begin wiM the basics. In its rnœt basic f m .  the terrn amphibious 

warfare describes the tactical deployrnent on the sea of an attack force and its subsequent rnovement 

and landing against a hostile shore. If these landing forces were to encounter heavy resistance on the 

beaches of their target, then it wwld be !abdeci an amphibiws asault.' The quaîity of the deferrœs 

encountered is also criticai to the dassjficatim of the raid. Cmbined Operations termindogy designateci 

that a landmass possessing a first dass amy and modem mad and rail communications should te 

classifieci as a target of 'Devalopeci Conditions".' At Dieppe, the attack force landed fmm the sea. and 

nniged a battle againsi d l  es2abliehad and unavoidable Mences. Thenfoce, the Dieppe Raid of 1942 

was an amphibious assault against developed conditions. 

The ciassification of the operation and its def~c~ces are uitical to the issue of naval fire support, 

according to the tactical doctrine of the time. If an amphibiaw assault ware to take place on an 

undefended bath or in a IdCafion where the (roops coufd ôe landed safdy away î m  heavy defenœs, 

then the mering naval fire support could be of a leoser quantity. Likewise, if the defanctw were of an 

eKtremely lm quality then again the amount of naval fire support w l d  have to be determineci 

#xxxdingly. b w e r ,  it is ~enerally recognùed that if a safe landing could not be assured then 

amphibious commanders stKnild prepare for the wus t  case samario and provide the heaviest navd fire 

support possiMe. 

One can further qualiïy the type of amphibiaw assault by differentiating whether it is a large 

=le or a smdl scale operation. Undoubtedîy as raids go it um large scaie but as miiibry assauîts go it 

was a small scaie assauit. This is because it did rot mquire an dIOcati0(1 of military and incimal 

reswrces of major importance in a war, a d  because the apmüon cwld be pianned and launchad 

within a shart period of time.' This is rot to say that a large amaunt of mathal, human resourcar and 
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planning did mt go into the Dieppe openition. Hansvsr, in the -eR of amphibious wrfare, it did not 

repment aie cunmitmenf of resounes required for such large scde assautts as the N m n d y  landings 

of 1944. The Namiandy landings called fw an initiai amphibiais ssssult employing fve t i m  the 

nwtmrof ianciing tmps as at ûisppe. ' 
Small scale amphibious operations with their limited objectives and sire are beneficial in the 

eady stages of a w r  or during tirnes Hmen your faces are in a paria( of strategic clefence. Such 

operations provide opporhiniaes for limited offensive action, realisüc training and provide boister public 

morale. They also degraded the monk of a rattled enemys The year 1942. from a British point of view, 

uias a *ad of strategic defencé as the launching of raids and mnaissanœ peaked during this tirne 

periad. Some 20 operations w m  camed out that year, a significant imrease wer the two in 1940. and 

eigM in 1941 

A clear distinction must be made betwen hiiio types of amphibious operations. The fia type of 

operation is a raid vvhich is dafinad as "an offensive land operation in enemy held tenitory. which is 

carried out by forces whose withdnnial is intended."' It is the issue of withdrawing the attaaing trwps 

which distinguishas a large d d  fmm an invasion. In the latter f m  of opfation, troops ara landed with 

the intention of ocaipying the captureci tenitory. Therefm, dearîy Dieppe with its demr intention of 

withdrawing the attacking troops falls into the category of a raid. 

In -1, the purpose of raiding is to force the anemy to deploy m m  troops and materials to 

protect its temtory. R a i d  are a h  a valuable tod in the colledi*on d inteîligenca and to hdp give support 

to partisan operations in enemy held t-tory. Above all. ra.ds promate the destruction of specific m m y  

targets such as ndar stations. gun emplacements, kidges, power stations. etc.' 

By chace, raiding ~ o l l s  cal1 for a maIl specialized fane of troops. Ncnnatly numbering 

a ~ f r o m ~ 5 0 6 m a n , a i e y a r e ~ t o p e n d n t e p o o i t y f o r t i f i e d ~ a n d a i u s a ~ f a ~  

m y  dirpmpocüanate to the aire of the attaa<ing force. Because of the& limited nurnbem. raiders 

achieve sucœss throylh use of surprise. darfuiess, 8peeâ anâ mobility? 

The t m  raid warrants some interpretatim. in refererice to the Dieppe Omm of August 19, 

1942. While the amphiûias &are terminology calls Dieppe a small amphibious assauit, it is well 

beyond a typicd large d e  raid. A large scde raid miuld have romially invdved the deployment of 

Mgade or greater strenglh (2000-3000 men).'' The 0,000 men of the Dieppe operation did not corne 



close to confomiing to nomal raiding parameters. Thus, Operation Jubike ws smething of a hykid 

opefation. The term 'raid' is further stretched when wa consider that Operaüm Jubilee also ccntravened 

two other goveming pnncip(es by attacking a strarigly for(ified position mthout much hope of surprise. 

While the scale of Operation Jubilee fts that of an amphibiws mault. ths Jubilee pianners 

conünwd to rdy on the type of surprise Mich accompanies small seale raiding opemtions. Raiding 

policy which migM have been successful with a surprise landing of 500 men on an undefended beach, 

 las unlikely to see the 6000 men of Operatiori Jubil- sucœssfully penetrate the s t r q  enemy defenœs 

at Dieppe. It is the improbability of surprise, that is the mast striking feature of the Dieppe Operatiori. 

While strategic surprise ws achieved by the overail assauit forces in their appioach to Dieppe and the 

small Commando attacks achieved initial tactical surprise. the figMing which accompanied the inner and 

outer flank atad<s fully alerted the mah Gennan def811ces in oie Dieppe region. Whife the flank attadcs 

might be considered raiding in the tnie sens8 of the definition, without surprise, the main beach landings 

wre  an amphibuus assault against prepared defenœs with the intention to withdw the attacking 

troops* 

H m  thsn should a typical amphibiaD assauît unfdd? The stages for this m p E e x  f m  of 

wrfare can be LNoken up into several distinct yet mutually dependent tasks. 

The Rist phase of a nomial amphibiws assaut wwM involve a preparatory stage. Ounng this 

period the attadcem would establish air supedmty and ha- the enemy making it diffluJt to raihforca 

the landing area. This wwld ôe supplemenfed by the naval bombardrnent of key defe(108s. Despite the 

usefulness of this type of preparat'tm in the PaciRc against islands that cwld be isdated from 

reinforcaments. it proved impacücal in the European ttieater. In occupid Eurupe strategic surpvise had 

to be rnaintained and any preparation by air and naval units w l d  have plaœd the enemy on advanced 

alert and indicated the general area of operation. Thus, this lerigthy preparalory stage did not apply in the 

European amtext." 

Planning marko the beginning of ail amphibious opecatiom. A spadsl team of intef-miœ staff 

(amy. navy, air force) gather intelligence from various sources and organizes it into a cohesive package 

outlining the objectives and maans d fulfflling tkm. This pîan is caîled a Joint Force Plan and it is 

supewised by the Joint Force Commanders. three senior officers, orie f m  each of the service 



brancties. After the plan has the approval of the Chiefs of Staff, a detailed plan is fmulated detailing 

the needs and actions of al1 those particlpaling in aie operation." 

As planning devdops, training, typicaily has already begun. Each senrice needs training to 

rehearse its spdalized tasks. 1 he naval units require "wwking up" time on their individual çhips and 

craît. They also require unit training in regards to supporting landing forcas. The anny neads extensive 

training not mly with their own equipment, but in such rnatters as amphibiws wrfare techniques, for 

exampie learning such important ttiings as haw to board and exit the landing craft. The Air Force 

requires the least amount of training as its raie is not far outside of nomial daily duties. The second stage 

of the training program is the interservie training, which occurs in the f m  of rehaarsals and exercises. 

A practiœ nin on a simulated target allaws the troops to practiœ Hiwking together. This is where any 

major pmMems are HlOCked out. E x d s e s  provida a testing ground for aie actual methods that w l d  be 

used during the opecation. Everything is tasted under simulated battle c~nditicns.~~ All this training is 

then convertecl into refinements of the plan. 

Once the plans are made and the troops are trained, the third stage or the 'rnounting" of the 

operation is put into effect. A port or ports of departure are clmm vuhich provide adequate air cover, 

communicatims. loading facilities and are situatecl in strategic proximity b t h  target. During al1 the 

previous phases, but in particular during this phase, security rneasures are put in place to isdate the 

troops. While the Navy keeps the departure port free of any enerny reconnaissance that rnight notice a 

build up of ships and trwps, the locai security forces ensure that any sympathkm am unaume of the 

operation at hand. While tha officers have ben k(eled eailler regarding the ot$dives of the opration. 

it is not until the final hous (during isolation) that the tioops are given their briefing. The tmaps are then 

d u l l y  loaded Wh al1 of their equipment onto the ships to facilitate their debarkation at the objective. 

This is oftan referred b as "Combat ~oading."" By this time the pian has been finaîud. if nut d i e r .  

Once the troops are loaded the sea passage begins. The bunien of this phase of the operatiar~ 

resides mody rvith the Navy and Air F m .  Tha Air Force p i d e s  air awar to protect the m v o y  from 

anemy air attack, nihile the Navy accomplistes the samo ta&. but -nst surface or suknarine 

attadrm. The Navy has tha fuaier mpmsiôility of organùiiig the pîicement of troops in each ship, 

ofganidng these ship into a -*al comroyfdmra(im. and providng eseor(s to ensure tM r  safe arrlvat. 

If these ofmations are in mfined -ers, o(ten -aity ships wch as mine mmpem will dear and 



mark safe passaqes to the brget. While aie -UR force is at sea and right up until it is landed securely 

on the beach, the Naval Force Commander is in charge of Ma opemücm. It shauld be rnentianed that the 

Naval Force Cammander, the Military Farce Commander and the Air Force Commander, a l q  with their 

staffs, direct the aperation from a headquarters ship vihich will stand off the anamy targat." 

The next phase of the operation, the assault phase is the most crucial and is the fint major test 

of the planning. This phase begins vvhen the convoy reaches the "lowwing position", usually some seven 

miles off shore f m  the target. At aiis stage the landing craft are lawered fmm their M h e r  ships and 

gathered into Uiair prticular waves for the assault. T k  Navy is resporisibie not only for the safe amval 

of the ships, but for guaranteeing they land at the right location, at the rigM time and are organized in the 

right order for the attack." 

The atad< begins with the advance of one or mm waves, usually thm. of highly orgaized 

landing craft under Me contrd of a m a l  officer (Commander Landing Craft). The job of the initial shock 

wave is to destroy beach defences and seaire awering positions; the main attack m e  fdlaws, pushing 

thmugh the beach and saairing various objectives. The third umve usually reinforces and capitalizes on 

the gains made by the second m e .  These waves indude mt on)y men. but, depenâing on the 

raquirements of the raid, also indude vehides, tanks, communication equipment and artillery. 

Accornpanying each wave are dosa support vessels which fdlw the tmop rigM in to shore and use 

t M r  weapans to keep the enerny busy as the troops cross the beach. A floating reseive also be on 

standby aiwaiting the instnidiaw of the military commander on vrhare Uiey am needed to land. 

Usually as the attack m e s  are maring their objectivel spedalùed troops, such as commandos 

or the airbome. are landed on the flanks to seaire gun posibons or other key installations that rnight 

influence the main landings. The timing of the entire operation is vecy criücal. The tmops are on a timed, 

programmeci lppropCh under mer of the "greatest attaina#e vdume of Ria  from nava ships and 

support cmfl...anâ by direct air This suppcct whkh has to ba lifted just prior to the troops 

hitting the ôeach (for fear of hitting air om tmps), is contrdled by a joint organization housed in the 

h~adquarters  hip p." 

Astuming either surprise has kan achievad or massive fimpmm has been laid domi. then the 

troopr wiII cross the beach and the militay pian would bagin. Once the tmop are ashore, the Military 

Force Commander taie85 pr~hafy caibd wer t h  opmtion. He di- the battk and mas his 



merues (which w l d  initidly be afioat) to the necessary locations. O m  the battle has reached its 

logical corrclusion, the Military Commander under the advisemerit of the aUier force oammanders wwld 

cd( for the withdrauual. This is also a vmy müd phase tmcause any mistakes cailû resolt in a failue to 

retrieve the troops from shore. It must also be takm into consideratin. that if the battle has not gocie in 

your favor. and the anemy stil mans his defensive positions. then your naval faces approaching the 

ôeach w l d  be at ri&. Also, your troops withdfauuing from their attadcing pasitions are vulnerable, with 

no mer as they ieembark on the landing craft. So once again ywr fire support capabiliües bmme 

crucial in s u p p ~ ~ n g  the enemy long e ~ w g h  to take your troops off. 

These summarked stages represerit the sequencing for an amphibious operation in Worid War 

TM. Hcweuer, this sequence is not quite as new as ane migM think. In 1836, the mted military strategist 

and authar Barn Antoine Henri Jomini recorded similar principles as the criteda for amphik'ous 

operations. Jomini too callad for a sîrategy to dacaive the anemy about the place of landing. He also 

called for the selection of kaches in which hydrographie and tenain conditions favoured the attacker. 

Jomini emphasized the need to employ naval guns in preparing the w y  for the tmps and landing 

artiilery at aie earliest mament. His pian callecl for the attacûing ûoop to push fornard. seire the high 

ground commanding the landing area and sacure the beachhead fm anamy guns." All of these 

precepts ohrved by Jmini are pn'nciples that amphibws operations fdlow in the modem context. 

If meri such as Jomini had piaced such thought into the pmœsses of amphibiws Hrnrfare 

hundreds d years before WaiM W a  II. haw aien couîâ so many ollicen say that il was only at Dieppe 

that these lessons wem teamed? The question must be asked what dse shcwld have been knaiiiin by 

Wald Wat Two? Was the detailed pbnning and considerable skill required to transfer an amiy from an 

attadF fieet to a hostile shore develogmd hundrieds of yeam More the troops landed on the beaches of 

Dieppe? To anmm this vitd qwsüm it is necessay to retrace the evduücm of arnphibious Hanare in 

the years pmeeding the operation. 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE EVOLUTION OF AMPHIBIOUS WARFARE 

The root of amphibious wHare in Britain can be legitirnately traced back to !he 16'%ntury. As 

an island d o n  and a seapower Britain has always been interested in amphibious strategy.' Eady 

examples of amphibious assaults can be seen in the raids ôy Sir Francis Drake on Nombre de Dios, 

Panama in 1572-73 and on St. Augustine on the Fldda Coast in 1585.' Pehps the best exampie of an 

eady amphibious operation for the purpose of raiding can be seen in Admiral Lancasteis raid against 

Penambuco in 1594. With 3 ships, 275 men, primitive landing craft and supportd by "...a good sacar 

and hno muidering pieces ..." mounted in the pw, they forced a tanding in 6r;niL3 

A close look at British expedrtions and wars thtwghout the wwid presents cwntless examples of 

amphibiow warfare with its al1 important component of naval gunfire. Hawever, it w s  not until the 

Seven Years' War and the Amen'can (Revdutionary) War that the system of raiding was refined from an 

a d b  'piratew style operation. into a mpiex  tod of w r .  It is with the f o d  developm#rt of techniques 

such as combat loading. command and contrd, scfeening, naval R i e  support tactics, landing uaA 

devdopment and doctrine for contrd and intelligence of the kaches, that the modem basis of 

arnphibious operations emerges. 

The swœssful devdopment of an amphibiow capaôility during the Severi Years' War by 6-n 

providecl it with a rneans to transport amies across the seas and land them on M i l e  shores. The 

successful impiementation of this amphibious strategy can be seen in the landings against such targets 

as Lwiskirg, Queôec. Guadeioupe. Bdle Isle. Martinique and Havana? The ability to force a laiding 

against anemy defenœs was best illustrated by the aîtack -nst Laiisburg in 1758. Under the 

comrnand of aie great amphibious warfare General. James Wdf. a fona of 9.000 British Regulars and 

500 New England Rangers attacked ". . . landing under cavering naval gunfire wer kaches deferided by 

F m h  fidd fortifications." ' 
The use of navd Ire support dudng landing opmitions ni the 'New Wdd'  - extensive. T b  

main task of warships during the assault was to desûoy the enemy defmœs. isdate, and dominate the 

landing ans vuiai naval gunfire.' An exarnpk of this âoûrine oaunad at Cancde Bay in 1758. vuha 
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Commodore Howe daployed H.M.S. Flamborough. H.M.S. Diligence and H.M.S. Rose ". . .to mer the 

landing of aie troops, dear the beach. and silence the battery." ' These principies for the use of naval 

fire support were wdl estaôliskd during the 17Ws and weca doaimen(ed in several wwks -ning to 

amphibiws wrfare which were puMished ta the American Rwdutioriary War. These Hiwlrs indude 

Thomas Moore Wyneux's "Conjjurict Opemtions; or Expeditions That Have Been Canied on Jointly by 

the Fleet and the Amy, with a Commecltary on Littoral War (London 1759). ' 
The depenâence of arnphiôious landings on naval tire support was very much amated by 

British admirals frorn an eaily date. They used naval gunfire whenever because of the great 

affect the guns had at overpowedng enemy beach Mences. The great nurnber of heavy cannon that 

naval ships cany to destmy other ships cwld dso be tuought to bear on a localued enemy target. ' In 

n u m M  alme, large stiips cam'ed the equivaîent artillery of a cornpiete army. An example of the 

effective use of masseci gunfire in support of a forcad landing aaxined at Kipps Bay on Manhattan Island 

in 1776. The night before the landing, Ive frigates were brought to within 50 yards of the American shore 

defences. As the troops left their staging a m  and advanced towards the beach the ships opened a very 

heavy and concentrated fim. In 55 minutes of firing the frigate H.M.S. Orphew used soma 5.376 painds 

of gunpowder. As stated by noted naval historian David Syrett, The vident banbardment leveied 

e m y  fidd fortifications and dme the Amecicar~ troops f m  the area in confusion." 'O 

While the tadics of naval suDporting fire in the 18'" Century were effec!ively used against 

Britain's enemias, the targeting of heavily ûefenâed positions amtinueâ to pose gr& risk for the 

bombarding fleet. " The large ship of this peiiod were made of wood and wefe very vulneraôie to W h  

fire and expldon. M i n g  to the risk for the attad<ing ship was the neai to umipenste for the 

umtinwus motion of the ship. To inaease the accuracy of a banbardment it mas desiraMe, although 

rarely praetical, to have t h  ship securod in p d l e l  and doae to the enamy d e f 8 ~ 1 ~ 8 ~ .  This maneuver 

was risky as the longer a ship remained in t h  optimum firing position. the greater the ri& of destruction 

from enamy fire. Coastal defence batteries an taie dher hsnd, firing from maIl carefully prepared sites, 

with stable gun platfms could deal devastating bîows to altaking ships. A single battery of guns m l d  

dten hdd an entire fleet at bay. 

During the "Age of Sail". the naval gun was designed to combat another ship at dose quartm. 

Resüq on a yndl camage and comdled by a taale anâ biak system, the cannon of the day fired an 



excellent weight of SM. Buih to fim oui of the side of the ship in a honzontai rnanner, with minimal 

devation. the naval gun's sha travded with a very flat trq*ectocy. This ümited devation by naval guns 

posai a fmiâaüe problm. as the need to fire at anything bayond the foretops of enamy ehip cnsr 

never envisioned. Unlike sped*ally designed moctars, which have a high ûajectory. the navd gun uias 

lirnited in its ability to drop shoZs over wlls or behind hills. This limited the effectiveness of the naval 

gun. as the enerny on the reverse dope of defeclces. iwMined immune to naval gunfire. This mt only 

affected the ability of the fleet to prcnriôe support for trmps to any great d m ,  but alsa necessitateci that 

the targets being fired upan be engaged with direct firet. Firing at targets wer the horizon was not 

possi~e.~' 

StilI other limitations of fire support became evident in the Med'itecranean campaigns of the 

period for Mi le ships could su- anemy file, destmy fieM fortifications and beach defences, t b y  

were not as effective against the large done and mortar fortresses. Ships attackjng forts rarely proved 

SUÇCBSSful. The üme and sha requirad to decimate these positions wm b e y d  the rneans of a fleet. 

Also the lengthy time the fleet wuld have to remain at anchor under tire from the defendeCs made the 

fleah chances at suMval very mail. The fort uiwld drnost aiways win in the end. Naw thinking 

developed in naval cirdes. Britain's premier sailor, Admiral Horatio Nelson, had a didum by which mosl 

Admirals abided. He said "A ship's a fod to figM a fort." '' 
Many histon0ans have supportecl Nelson's views and that of various 0th- naval theorisîs, who 

emphasued the value of ooastal fortifications and their ak'lity to deter enemy fleets. Them is no doubt 

that fortifications wore effective at denying the SUCCBSSful approach of naval units to ports during times 

of mnflid. Hamwer, it is at this poi'nt that the issue of naval banbardment and naval fire support of 

amphibiow operations beoomas confwsd in the minds of military thinkm ad participants. It was &l 

recognized during this time the( defensive astablishmants wefe kl l t  to mthritand the wigM of 

shot. €van in the land mtext, it oftm tod< months of bombardment to render defensive positions 

untenaôie. lt was cl- beyond the scope of the naval v d  to aand off the target for any length d 

1 Direct Fire. often referred to as lim of sigh fie. invdves the firing d a Jidl by a gu i  at a tpga 

whkh can dedy be seen by the gui cmw or gunnary observas in the firing ship. The taget can be 

visually positioned from the firing platfm. 



time and demdish such a sdid structure. It wes CBCfainly true that a ship was unlikeiy to beat a fort. 

Howwer, the ability to laundi an amphibious assauit. one in which troops can maneuver. penetrate and 

undermine defences, intmduces arother dement into the equation. Aithough guns afone cauld never 

achieve vidory in a land campaign, they aiuld be used by an atîacking fleet to debark land forces to 

attack and occupy the enemy tenitory. It is the use of the ships' guns in cmpemtion and support of the 

landing forces, that provides the winning balance of arms upon which the sucœss of amphibious warfare 

rests. Even Ath the successful balance of a m ,  amphibious warfare ran the risks of high casuaîties and 

the los of ships in attacking a fortifid position. To undertake such an attack, the strategic value of the 

target to the werall war effort, must outweigh the potential loss of the attacking forces. 

The theory, which took into acmunt the potential of amphibious wrfare, was slow to evolve, as 

its future was dosely HnW to the prevailing aKnigMs regarding the he of the w d  gun versus 

fortifications. Chance and circumslance produceci more vidones for guns abne as in the exrnitions 

lead by Admiral Sir John Dudnvwth in 1807 against the Dardendles. Wth seven ships of the line, 

DudniuorVi forced passage through the heavily defanded n a m  into the Sea d Marmora. However. 

upai the rehim voyage, tha Oudm#th fiael was seuerely mauled by a gauntiet of heavily ie-inforced 

Turkish forts. Over tirne, experienœ rnountd shawing the unimpsive ~ I t s  achieved by fleets 

againat land targeb Pehps the most dmmtic occurred eady in the 20Ih century iMth the ineffective 

bombardment of Port Arthur's defec~c~s  by a Japanese fleet during the Rudapanese War. To achieve 

the desireci nsults, the Japanesa wtm oüiged to fdlow up with the landing of a laige field amy." The 

mistaken expedations that these fleets could achiwe a victory without landing troops died slouily. ûften 

the bdc of sucœs by Reet adim was rnistakenly attributed to technologid limitation. the inability of 

their guns to deJtroy the def~c~ces  of the ac#my. In fad succeseful amphiôious operations wwa the 

product of much more cornpîa fadors. 

The failure to maintain an integrated and realisüc amphibious &are dodrine. mbining fire 

support and offensive landing forces, led to disiHusio(~rnent as individual units alone failed to match 

inflated expecbtions- The importance of this combined a m  axicept in amphibious operations was 

raüier obscureci by the dedhirg n#d far tuch f m  of combat. W a  its vidccy over the French in the 

eady 180(Ys, Britain war, left with no large scale opQosition vuhidi raquiied landing on contesteci shores. 

Aîümgh the deployment of troops to various trouhieci spots ecritinueâ, it w s  in general a depluyment of 



troops to safe bases. This period of peace did litlle to keep the lessons of amphibious warfare alive in the 

British rnilitary establishment. The close intardependence between troops landing on defended shores 

and the naval guns that supported them riras forgotten. 

While amphibious warfare was in a perioâ of dedine, the techndogical advancas in bath naval 

gunnery and ship design was undargMng a poriod of ravoiutionary change. These techndogical 

advancas were to have a large impact on the operational capabilities of naval I re  sum. No longer 

were nunerais naval piecas lodged belcm dech and limited to firing thiough a maIl port in a horitontal 

fashion. The large modem naval guns were ldcafed on the dedts of ships and had the ability to traverse 

a rotate up to 270 Qgrees in search of targets. These protected gun emplacements also allowed for at 

1- 7O-ûû degrees of barrd devation, something that was not -Me in the "Age of Sail". Coupied 

Ath the modem design of long 'n'fleb bands and breedi loading shell and propdlant, ships of the 

modem age could hurî a sheO waighing thousands of pounds some 15 miles to hit a target. This ability to 

fire at targets ûeyond the line of sight had vast implications for naval fire support. The use of indirect fire 

Y alloweâ support "nits to effedivÿ target sites beyond the beach and opened up the rear of enemy 

defences to bombardment. These modem naval guns wwe designed for a pfimary d e  of surface 

combat two ships The high muzzle velocity raguired for this d e  necessitateci a continueci flat 

traj8C10ry SM. Tharefore, ships still haâ difficulty engaging shore targets on the reverw dope. By 

loading half charges* however, naval g u n m  uwld influence their shells to imitate the daliveiy of 

"huwitzef like trajedories. 

A similar 'rev0(uüon' in ship design rneant that instead of guns being houseci in vulnerabie 

uiooderi ships, they were pi& in heavily amKKed steeî hulls. Hawever, with the large inmase in the 

lethality of guns, these amiored ships wre rnarginaliy bette Qrotected than their wooâen pdeœssm. 

In faet, the greatest technologid imrenüon vvhich infiuenced naval fire s u m  w s  not the development 

of a weapon. lt was the developmerrt of the inteml amôustion engine. Replacement of sails as the 

main propulsion units resutteû in a diable means by Hihich ships could operate off of an emmy coast. 

No loriger ~ i w e  consideratioris of wind the ovenidirtg factor for victory. The engine a l l d  ships to orient 

themeIves and maintain their desireci firing positions. 

f i  Indirect Fire is the aôility of a gun to fire at a target Mich is bey- t M r  field of view. 
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Dwing the Find Woild War, Wl4bl9l8, the advances in gunnery tectindogy nrss to revive the 

issue of naval guns and coastal fortifications. The spedaailar achievemeclts on land by the Gemwn 

Amy in destroying the Anhmp, Liege and Namur Forts. M h  high angle fire f r m  5.9 inch and 8 inch 

guns, anirnated the war staff and particulady Sir Winston Churchill, to conclude that the 12 and 15 inch 

guns of battlahips would prove devastating against coastal fortificatims." It was reasoned that high 

velocity naval guns, Ath reduced charges, could achieve a high trajectory with its shells and thus 

demdish focts Furthemwe. the new dreadnought dass ships were seen as a decisive weapon because 

their 15 inch guis enabled them to hit targets Al outside of the defensive fire of the enemy. " An 

opportunity to test this riew weapon came about, as events unfdding in the Near East called for a show 

of force to re-staôilue the area. A naval atack force under Vice Admiral Carden ums detailed to perfom 

a similar mission as that camed out by Admiral Duelrwwth in 1807. His naval forces were ordered to 

penetrate the Dardendles and sail into the Sea of Mamiosa. The adion Hihich enswd saw heavy units of 

the Mediterranean fleet attacû the Turkish coastzil fortifications in the N a m  leading to the Sea of 

M a m .  Attadring a gauntlet of forts. Carden's fieet failed to permanenüy silence the coastal defence 

guns. This in turn allowed the defenders to hamper efforts to snneep dear charnels thrwgh the mine 

fidds, thus repuking the British attack. Wha the strategists had failed to realize was that vvhile the 

attadong ships cwld hit targets and m i n  out of harm's way. they cwld do little damage at a distance 

of nine to tan miles. " If adion at claser quarten had been initiated. it is quite likdy that this operation 

niwld have resuned in the deshudicn or tmporary silenu'ng of severad Turki& fcrla Hanmer, such an 

action would have piaced greater risû on the prticipating naval forcas. Again. the British leadenhip 

failed to uridecsbnd the limited resuits that could be achieved by m a l  bombardmenf. Even if units of 

the fieet had been sacngficed and a penatration of tfte Sea of Mamiosa achiwd, without the landing of 

troops it is dwbthl whether a vidary could have been mcured. Again. an attack by naval forces was 

repulsed without securing the stated objectives. In other wOrdS, the mai gun wes seen as not having the 

strength to beat coastai defemes. 

This Iack of naval success in the Dardenellas causeâ the launch. in 181 5. of a large! amphibiais 

assautt against several beachas in the Gallipdi Peninsula. Hawwer. the landings at Gallipoli wwld not 

reflect the carefulty OrcheSfrated landhigs the British were noted for in the Seven Years' War or aie 

Amencan War. Thay w m  horribiy rnimanaged affairs which causeâ thorissnds d neadles cssualties 



for the attacking troops. The British. taddng adequate landing ualt and haring fwgatten the lessais of 

combat loading and beach control, erisured the defeat of their forces a-. More importantiy haiiiiever, 

the British dso fgpt  about the neeâ for the careful integiakn of naval R i a  support and the landing of 

troops. Again ta, much emphasis was pîaced on the aôility of the naval gun to destroy the enemy 

positions. In fact, the naval guns did Wiver their shells ont0 their targe?, that being the Turkisti defenders 

mmanding the main landing besehes. The effBCtS of the stiooting wefe ta drive the defendeCs to mer, 

thus leaving the beaches unencurnbered with defensive fire. The m o v m  of (roops to shore hourever 

was not integtated to exploit this benefit, and whm the troops finally landed, the defenders had shaken 

off the affects of the supporüng fire and resumeâ their defensive rneasurclsu Timing wes badly off. 

When the defensive fire of the enemy decimated the troops, it w s  seen as anather indicator of the m a l  

guns' inability to perfm against shore m. 
After the troops wete ashore the Royal Navy demonstratecl some important innovations in 

support of amphibious waiiare. Using existing biowleôge from the 'Age of Sail." they tod< aâvantage of 

opportunities created through advances in techndogy. While they assignai the traditional naval liaison 

officer to accompany the troa~s Wms, tfmy mmunicated with mis onicer using more modem 

rnethods. Field telephories and telegraphs suppiemented the more traditional mettiobs of smapbm 

comrnunicatioc~s and a l l d  the ships to direct fire Wh more expediency. F o ~ ,  near the end of 

the Gallipoli Campaign, the use of air obsmers would be put into effect. This practice, deveiqed on the 

Westm Fiont, enabied an observer fiying in a plane wer enemy liner. to relay ths d i n a t e s  of 

targets back to the fin support ships. The obvious advantage of this fomi of umtrd is the removaî of the 

topographical and ground leuel camouflage problems expetienced with grwnd observem. Air 

observation ais, dlcmad the fite support *ip to taiget enemy positions mdl to t h  rear. Further efforts 

~ ~ e r e  dso made to m i m i z e  on the destructive e l -  of the firing ships. A qmcial 'dock code' 

was deveîoped to allow ships to mas accurateiy ddiver their shells ont0 then targat. Tha system began 

Wh the fonnikird okwation offim. After asking for fite on a specific @nt deeignated by map 

cmrâinates, he would make further corredions on the Iast snell by using a code which indicated the 

dimion md range aiterations fmn the initid saMo. Dnuii(ng ai imagimy ârde Ydock? m n d  aie iast 

shot, the tirne code provided aie dimcüon and a numerical fqure provided the distanœ conecb'm 

mamary for a more accurate second SM. This f m  of firie coritrol required a weîl cwrdinateâ effort as 



the firing ship cannot see aie targe!, but relies on the information given from the observation officer in 

the field. This departute from the line of sight gunfire and the ability to strike in depth at the enemy had a 

p f w n d  impact on the naval fire support. This was demonstrateci during aie daylight Hlithdrawd of 

traops from the southem kaches of the Gallipdi peninsula in 1916. Accurate naval fire support under 

the direction of foruiard land and air absenrers, decimated wave after w e  of ûwnteratkcking Turkish 

soldiers. By holding back these Tuikish offensives. naval fire support hdped provide for the safe 

withdrawl of Ailied forces.'' 

The Gallipdi landings, the first major amphibious assault of the 2Mh century, ended as a disrnal 

disaster. Far many main Stream military thinkers, this meant the events demonstrateci the strength of 

coastal fortifications and the earesponding inaôility of the naval gun to deal with t h .  This spelled the 

end of amphibioos M a r e  against defended casstal targsts, in the eyes of many. The dd maxim by 

t M s t  Aifréd Thayer Mahan prevailed. He said "Ships are unequaliy match! against forts ... A ship cm 

no more stand up against a fort casting the same money than the fort could nin a race with the ship." 'O It 

mar, agued that technoîogy and b application to deferce had far outstrlppd the ability of the attacker. 

fhe naive expectaions placeci upm the naval gun and its perceiveci failure 6~1sured that it ums reiegated 

to its original foie of ship versus ship combat. 

A n u m b  of historfans such as EIemard fergusson, have stated that the pefiod after Gallipoii 

saw an end to the devdopment of amphibious watfare, untîl its in W d d  War II. 

UndersbncWy, in the dimate of fiscai resltaint nrhich characterixed the intw-uar period in Britain, the 

issue of amphibious mrfare w s  not of prirnary importance in the minds of civil and military leaders. 

l4mmef, at no time from 1919.1939,  iras there not an organized body or cornmittee Hiwking on devising 

and revising the mgulatims and rnanuaîs for canbined opmtions. 

In B M n  after World War I the Staff Wleges of the various ~~ervices came into their m. They 

spent a great deal of tirne on the analysis of Gailipdi* It nms this pwWaüng look at the operation that 

mcognized the positive and negative aspects of the landing. These gatherings of profdorials 

perlwned theoretical anaiysis that a v e  service uiits wefe incapabîe of doing. Many of the offiœn who 

either participated in the Gaîlipdi opmüm or had battîe experi*enœ urece consutted and ient great 

credibility to the theon'8s being deveîopd. It was these organizaüons (Staff Cdleges) Mich had a lasüng 

impad m 8ntish amphibious W a r e  development. Their annuai papers on Amphibious Operations 



became the basis for the various ministry publications. Their t h o m t Ï c a i  assumptions and solutions for 

landing an assault farce formulatecl the basis of the Field Smiœ Regulations. 

The military's academic training esbblishments howeuer, were not the sde ûevdopers of 

cornbineci apératims doctrine. A series of official mmittees within the military itself also contributed to 

the development of this fonn of waufafe. On June 22. 1920. the interdepartmental Cornmittee on 

Combined Opations under Major Ganersl J.F. hmay (Prasident) mised chapters of the existing 

Manual on Combined Opmtions. The wôsequerit study by the committee was decisive in re- 

adjusting the views regarding the performance of naval gunnery at Gallipoli. It analyzed the abservatiari 

and m t r d  of naval gunnery in coopedian Ath landing forces and produced well deveiaped and 

complex dactrine. It used the operations of naval farces in Palestine, later in the war, as an example of 

the neririier doctrine. The cornmittee alsa explorai the appamüy mistaken ideas (presented by Churchill 

at Gallipoli) regarding the pcww of naval guns and analyzed the coned mie of land forces. * 
The ernergeme of the naval gun fmm the tatters of Gallipdi was given a furttier bwst when the 

Madden Comnittee of 1924 launched a detailed study of amphibiais -ono. They wwe primarily 

influenced by the unids of an arnphibious &are pioneer. Ganerd Lejeune. Commandant of Vie United 

States Marine Carp, when in a preseritatim to the Naval War Cdkge, he stated that Bntain cwld not 

cuunt on landing t m p s  on friendly shores in every war." It became clear to ampMbiws wrfare experts 

that the continuecl deveîopment of arnphibious opfations was necessary in order to land troaps on 

contested beaches. This caîled for the deveiopmnt of a better system of observation and amûd of the 

covering gunfire of the fleet." 

A cornmittee headed by Captain €-rd Altham RN undertook a furttier revision of the 1921 

manual, which had been previously revised by commanders in the field. Some of the ideas in this 

revision wwld be implamenteâ dufing the Second Wccld War, such as the nmd for spciai landing uaft 

with ramps f a  the cîeiivery of tanks b the ôeach. The naval fire support i ~ w e  indudad the suggestion of 

using land seiviœ guns (hawitzws and field gum) on the dedrs of ships supporting a landing. Both of 

these ideas wwld be "diswvered" again hiuanty years later. 

Once the 1922/25 Manuaî of Comôineuî Opecaüons uss in existence it became a guida f m  

which the sldl colkges performed their môined opefations exemWs Mce a year. 

fonnulated by the staff coikges wwld ba themmtiiîy examinsd and if possibie, active unit fones wuld 



be asked to put them to the test. The attention devoted to this topk deady daronstated its 

importance to the offcers atending. One month of every year ws spent on Cmbined Opeiations. This 

represented of t te wtmîe course of stw. a 

It was not howver, until the insertion of Section 16 of the 1931 Manual of Combined Operatioris, 

that the advances in naval fire support deveioped at Gallipdi w l d  be fonnalized, The section which 

went into gr& detail on the fire suppoct issue. sWed that in the later phases of an operation, once 

telephone communication had been establistied, the guns of the supporüng ships could provide valuaôîe 

help to the anny, eqmcially whefe air oôservation vms also available? 

During the 1920s and 1930's training landings were limited due to money mstraints, but the 

Home Fleet's submission of training policy for 1934, does indicate their inclusion with three weeks set 

asiâe for exarninaüons, landings, combined ofmations and competitions. The document notes that 

Combinecl Operations ".. can only talce place on a useful scde during the amy training season." * The 

operatioris, which did occur, were not glawing swœses but they did provide excellent leaming 

experiances. '' One such operation took place from the tenth to the thirteenth of Septembet, 1934. This 

exercise, which was M d  off the Yorkshire riirisird under the command of Admiral Lord Corkard Onery, 

invdved 2000 men embarked in cruisers and destroyers and disembarked at the Humber River (Hull) 

against the 15th tnfantry Brigade. This was a large exwch with 11 capital ships and 31 other ships. 

Another training operaîÎm was M d  at Slaptan Sands during the last weeks of July 1938, by Admiral 

Edward Collins. Unfortunateîy, indement Hieather Mped produce an extremdy poor shawing. 

H m e r ,  the fact that these exercises were heid at al1 indicated the importance piaced upon combineci 

operations training. 

A further indication of the importance being placed on t h  development of arnphibious warfare 

came with the c r e a ü ~  in 1938 of the Inter Senrice Training and DeveîoQment Cent- under Vie 

Comrnand of Captain L. E. H. Maude, R.N. This base, wuhich was to be mariitored by a Deputy Chief of 

Staff Inter-Service Sub Committee. the prionty being given to amphibiws &are.= 

Naval fire support had al- undergorie some changes during this inter-war period. While better 

opticai fange finders provided more accuracy in firing at line of sigM targets, them had dso been sme 

significant improvements made in the a m  of fiie control systems. lrnproved systems used more 

complex measuring tods and once fed with àatisücs, functioned as a form of primitive cornputer. They 
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could taûe into accwnt the exact location of both the firing ship and the target, cwld compensate for the 

roll and pitch of the ship, measured the speed and diredian the ship traveied and factored in w w t k  

coriditioris (wind) which migM affect the flight of a shell. With al1 these fadm being takm into account, 

the ddivery of naval dnance on an enemy target was much more accurate and lethal. 

H m e r ,  with these imprwements also came a series of new concems, virhich haâ to be 

cmsidered in prwiding naval fire support. Unlike past operatians, which primarily coricemed thernselves 

with defending the attadring fieet from caastal def8(1~8 guns, advances in the design and use of 

airplanes, submarines and fast surface vessels, meant that an atacl<ing Met had pian to defend aganst 

these new thmts. This variety of threats lead invanabîy to the evdution of m a l i z e d  ammunition. 

Unlike the old sdid shot cannon ball, the vanety of shells and propellants necesYary to ôeal with varying 

offensive and Mensive needs, meant t h a  the ammunition camed by the naval fire support ships a l d  

not be exdusiveîy allocated to bombardment purposes. This limited the amount of ammunition that was 

availabie to suppoit the troops landing adme. Y 

T k  continueci threat of air powf and coastal defence guns to naval fire support ships rernained 

a Secjous amm. Hamm, if the strategic mœssity for an amphiôious larrding were to occur, it vms 

envisioned that naval fire support W s  wwld ddiver their firepower from long ranges, at high q m d  

with naar continuous alterations of course. While this f m  of support gmüy reâuced the accuracy of the 

naval gunfire, it vuas tectrnoiogically possible. ' 
These issues arising f m  the provision of naval fire support uiera piaced into context in a 

memorandum wntten by Captain B.C. WatF#wi, R.N. (heceafter refened to as the Watson Memorandurn). 

He highligMed the d e  of the navy as the most critical piayer in amphibious assauît operations Watson 

beîieved that an amphibious assautt w l d  collapse or Mer destrucüon unless a landing cwld be 

secured. Tbmfo(8, it w s  tb Navy's mspnsibility ta ensure the success of the M i n g  by uansporting 

the troaps to the beaches, destraying or neutdùing the beach MBCICBS, supporting the ûwp Mer 

landing and finally. explaitirtg the principle of surprise. 

In 1938, the responsibilities outlined by W a t m  w l d  be realüed by the publication of the final 

pre-war version of the Manual af Combined Operaüoris C.B. 3042. The document Hihich inâiylnA input 

from the staff cdleges, field commanders and the recommendations derived from combined 8 ~ ~ ~ 8 5 ,  

mpmsented a develcpad dodrinal basis for Me wging of amphibious uwrfare. In fact, white it wwld 



-ve some minor 6m tuning. the 1938 rnanual was used ralativdy unchanged as the basis for all 

arnphiôiws operations in the Second World War. It highlighted in a predse military format the typical 

amphibîous asault discusseâ in the previous chapter. 

Far from king a period of inadivity. the inter-uww years san the davdopmnt of a sdid 

amphibous warfare doctrine, the gaining of practical exmence in combined exercises, the 

estaMishrnent of a training base and the establishment of a coordinathg cornmittee. Britain on the eve of 

World War II tiad an amphibiais warfare establishment in place. 

The start of World War II. saw new inflwnces and piessuras being pîaced upon the British 

military estabiishment. In June of 1940, the British were experiencing a time of isolation. their allies on 

the continent had al1 but been destroyed and without the Commonwealth stood alone. It was a pedod of 

strategic def81~38 and the nesd to survive and regroup wem paramaunt to any Mure success. To ensure 

a positive war effort, it became icIcreaSjngly dear that the will and @rit of the -8 (the hait of 

democracy) w l d  have to be addressed. Being subjected to air raids and depravation of food due tu 

shipping losses were not positive influences on the population, vho naaded soma indication inspite of the 

dafeats. daily in the peper. Viat thair side was hitüng bad<. * 
It w s  this need for offensive spirit which pmmpted Wnston ChuchiIl to cal1 for the weatim of a 

modem version of the World War One " t m h  raider. He called for a force to be raiseci which would 

make aosr channei atacks, forcing the Oennans to strengthen their resources along the toast and 

increase t h  British public morde. ao ln fact the strategic prassures and the resuiüng amphiBous d o n  

which w s  called for mas not new to Britain. Hidorian Piers Macksey in his description of the strategic 

situation of Britain in the prkd 1793 to 1815, might have been dasctibing the Britain in 1940. 

"Britain had no secure bases in Eu- whm its anny m l d  land and organize for operaüons, no 

prearmnged supply systm. m friemdly amy to fight alongelda. Intervdm on the Conti- naw meant 

landing across opan in country occupied by the anamy. fhw, at this tinte, the British army UNIS 

ieduced to amphibious warfare." 

This offensive amphibious organization began to take shape and prosper when on June 12. 

1 W ,  ChwchiJl placed Lieuteriant-Generd Sir Alan Boum R.M., the Adjutant-Generd of the Royal 

Matines in charge of niding operatiom. " Baime quidrly instituted a volunteer acganization Hihidi 

mainly recruiteâ fmm such organElatians as poîiœ forces. Knom, as Indepandent Companies these 



advantumus soldiais wwld davdop for a kief time under that name. (later Special S w i œ  Batalion. 

then Commandos) as the dite "huntef tmops requesfed by Churchill. 

The first raid took place on June 23î24,lW w t w  two hundred men were tasked with a 

reconnaissance of the Gefman wastal defenœs be(waen Cap d'Alprech near Bailogne. and the Pointe 

Du Hautbanc near 8erck. The attack fore, transporteci in small mator boats w s  under the wmmand of 

Lt. Commander J. W. F. MilnerGibson RN and Major R. J. F. Todd The troops divided into four parties 

wwe to discover the Mure of the Garnian defences and bting baa pisorl~cs. This veiy maIl molor 

boat raid was not a resounding success. F m  the original four parties mly two of the groups engaged 

the enemy. 

As the opporlunities and scope for raiding increased, it ums felt that a more senior and 

e x ~ ~ e n c e d  offiicer should be assigneci the coordination of diding operaüons. Thefefore, on the 17th of 

July 1940. Admirai of the Fleet Sir Rodger Keyes, was appointed Direcfcw of Combineci Operations. 

Keyes a well k m  hem of the Zeeôruge Raid of the First World War, inherited an organization with 

very lMIe in the w y  of ship and men. The limited resourcas Hihich existed in Combined Operations 

meant that large sEae raids urere not as yet feasible. 

Keyes quickly insUtuted a v i g m s  campaign to acquire further resourees for his mrnand. All 

throughout the sumrner and autumn of 1940, the acquisition of new equipment and t h  training of 

personnel continwd at an accderated rate. m i t e  the expanding training structure of Combined 

Operatians, it mmained a pmiod d sdbacks and misfortunes for the fledgling orgariiration. Its most 

important develapment was the adetion of severai mverted infantry landing ships. This prwided 

CcmMned Operations MMth an amphibious lift capability which rnuch improveâ its maIl craft structure. 

The Rrst raid instituted by Keyes MENS a sucœssful opecation laundisd against the Lofoten 

Isîands off Nonmay. Thaae distant rorthaity isiands had fallen into Oerman bands and were riai  mth 

M n g  and Cod dl fadodes. An attack force of hivo Commando gwps and some Rqal Engineers were 

transpacted in (wo infantry landing rhips with the suppt  of five destroyers. The forcas under the 

commaid of Brigdier J-C. Haydon and Commander J. Brunton landed mai little opposition and 

destrayed 11 c d  and M n g  fadories, sank Rve ships ad iehimeû with 225 prilsonerslsonersa 

This raid was fdld(owed on August 19,1941, by anakr SUCCBSSIul raid on Mnvay. This tirne the 

distant islaid of Spitrbeigen was to receive a visa from 46 o f f i  and 599 other ranks of the Canadian 



Amy, under the command of Brigadier A.E. Potts. This force was escwted by Admiral Vian's "Force A" 

which consisteci of Iwo cmisem and three destroyers. In this unopposad raid. 450,000 tons of coal and 

large amounts of fuel oil and rnachimy rn dedmyed. " 
OesQite the swxess of these ~ m s ,  oii Oetoôer 27,1941, Commodore Lard Louis 

Mountbatten replaced Admiral Keyes as Director of Cornbined Operations. The appointment of 

Mountbatten heralded a drastic change in bath the scope and size of Combined Operations. Wiîh the 

prmo(ion of Mountbatten to the rank of Vice-Admiral and Chief of Camhined Operatioris, the 

organizaüon grew quickly fmm a staff of 30 to mare than 300 pmpie. a 

The ot@ct of the fimt major raid under Mountbatten's leadership (althugh the planning was the 

result of Keyes' organization) vms to harass the G m a n  defences on the coast of Noniimy and at the 

same tirne destray a number of rnilitary and economic targets in the t m  of Sauai Vaagso. This 

operation was to also include an attack on the defensive isiands of MaaIoy and Rugsundo, wtiose coastal 

defenœ batteries defended the approaches to South Vaagso. 

The Vaagso defensive aras induded m e  200 Gemian soldiers and 50 sailors. * While the 

Island of Rugsundo lodged sorne kavy cœstal guns of Fmch manufacture, it was the four 125 mm 

field guns located on the Island of Maaloy which w l d  prove to be the greatest obsbde to the attacking 

forces. These deferisive posrposrtims urera supplemented by antiaircraft batteries and heavy machine guns. 

A further obstacJe foc the attacking forces was that South Vaagso mas within the attack range of 20 to 30 

bombeni basai in the regicm snd a quadm of hdesemhrnitt 109 figMars at M u a .  

The opefation HRS opened by a very effective surprise naval bombardmerit of the Maaioy 

Battery. The cruiser "Kenyan fireû an initial saîvo of star shdl and illuminated the targets for W h  naval 

gunners and the smoke laying Hampden bombers. This initial salvo was f d i d  by multiple salvoes of 

six inch shells from the Kenya's 12 guns Duing the nine and one quarter minute banbardnint be(mm 

four and five hundred six inch shells feîl upm a space of les than 250 yards. S M k  frwn the escat 

destroyers supp(emented this SuceeSSful bombardmenf. a 

Unlike the Maaloy battery, which was silenœâ for the remainder of the operation, the Rugsundo 

Battery provsd to be more ba4hersome. The supp&0(1 of the -1 delanca battery at Rugsundo ums 

to be accomplished by air bombardment. Whik the was silenced for a perioâ of time after the 

initial ôombardment. it was nat destmyed. At 855 a.m. its guns opened fire on the Kenya. vvho 



respadeâ with a long range fwr  minute barrage. Agam. the guns fell silent and Hampden bombers laid 

moice wer the location. which effectivdy shielding the ships from enemy fie. Later in the day the 

battery mqmeâ fire and aawed two hits on the cniiser. Again the Kenya the battecy M h  

the result that the guns remained out of operation for the m i e m a i n d e r  of the raid. " 
The attacking forces mpdsed of 525 commandos and 12 officm and men of the Royal 

Noiwagian Amy, under the overall command of Brigadier Charias Hayden. stmed both South Vaagso 

and Maaloy. The commandos Mer hard house to house fighüng achieved victorious resuIts. Wth 

casualties numbering 21 dead and 52 wwnded, the attackers destroyed thme fish oil plants, a wireless 

station, 16,ûûû tons of shipping, and military instdlatiw and supplies. lnflicting casualties in the order of 

half the gamson dead and 98 men taken prismer, the assault forces alço captured important naval 

ccdes and ciphers. " 
The raid on Vaagso mas not a large assault, but a veiy signifiant one. A force of one miser and 

four destroyers had SUCCBSSfully brought five hundred men secretîy ta Nonriay and deposited them safely 

on a surpriseci enemy target. The inter-service coordination betiiiieen the assault forces and the air force 

iesulted in the provision of air mer throughout aie opefation. The navy which ensurecl the safe and 

timaly arriva1 of the toops, also manageâ a well executed fire support plan against enemy âefenœs. 

This fire support in the case of Maaloy w s  also well amrdinated with the aîtacûing troops. who called off 

the bombardment as they appraached the landing area. The operatiori proved that with adequate naval 

and air support, Special Sewiœ T~OOQS m l d  in the uiwds of the assautt leader, Lideriant-Cdond 

DumfordSJatef, pe r fm an 'ambitious project against a defercded area.' 

On Mar& 28,1942, Hitiat can be ranked as probabîy the most daring of al1 raids cam'ed out. 

Reminiscerit of the Zeebruge Raid of ttie First World War, this operaüon was concemed with the 

destruction of the vital port facilities in St. Nazaire, France. These port faàliües indudecl a very large 

dock and were of criticai value as they represenled one of the few remaining sites which could 

accommodate the large G m n  naval units such as the battleship 1 i@tz. 

A small naval attack force commseâ of the destroyers H.M.S. Carnpôeitm, H.M.S. Atherstone 

and H.M.S. Tynedale, one motor guntmt, one mdor tarpedo boat arid a number d motw launches wre 

under the command of Commander RED. Ryder, R.N. The motar launches vmre to carry tarpedoes and 



a military force of 44 officers and 224 commandos under the cmmand of Lieutenant-colonel AC. 

~amnan. 6a 

The raid on St. Ngaire began with the advance of the H.M.S. Campbenoum. whose shalloui 

draft hull. uammed full of troops and explosives. crossed what was previwsly thaught to be non- 

navigable mud flats, to the harbaur. The Carnpbeitm rammed the outer lock gate and stuck there. 

After firing off tarpsdaas, demoldamditions teams supporteci by the gunfire and machine guns of the 

destrayers, perrdrated into the port area and desbbyed may facilities. Once these objectives were 

campleted, the assault forces urne w i t h â ~ ,  with the exception of the commandos trappeci in the town 

and the Campbeltami 1- in the Id. In the relative quiet that fdlowed the raid. agitated German 

troops coming out of their defensive wrks to abserve the results of the battle, were decimateci as a five 

ton delayeci charge ôiew up in the bow of the Cempbe(to~n1. The exp(osion desbayeci the lock and 

inflicted heavy casualües on the unprepared German troops. " 
The attack on St. Nazaire illustrated what contrtbution could be made by a combined operation 

against a heavily defended enemy installation. The raid demonstrateci th& it was possible for a 

compamtiveiy small force to attack a heaviîy ôefendeâ port under cover of darkness by exploithg in full 

the dement of surprise. It also demonstrateci that in any such operation. the attainment of a valuaôle 

objective axild onîy be purchased at great expense to the attacking foras. 01 the 621 attackers (naval 

parsonmi included). soma 397 wem dther killed, munded, captureci or went rnissing. 

By aie tirne d S. Nataike, M i n g  opeiaocns had cf- experienced a grouu(h in boai slzo and 

cornplexity. The small scale raids initiateci in the eariy days of the war comprking of 50-100 men. using 

maIl craft under the mer of âarkness, had played a useful d e  in forcing the enerny to be on the alert 

and minforce their coast line with addional men and materiais and in deveioping amphibiws 

exmence. Hawever, i t ~ o n l y ~ ~ g ~ i n t h e s L e o f ~ * o m r V i a ( t h e d e s a u d i v e p o m # o f  

raiding fm mra fully realized. The larger scaie raids invdving 500 to 800 men, wpported by uuiaecs. 

destroyers and ai- wm much mora effective. Amphibiws operations with the purpose of raiding 

directed at the Ldoten lslamls and Spitzbergen wwe highly sucœssful in destroying valuabîe enemy 

resources. Haiirever, hile larger forces used arnphibious &are dodn'ne to attack these IOCafiOrtS, they 

amainad landings against unoOpossd conditions. It WQS only wiai the attack on Vaagso that the Nary 

experiancad a raid against davdopeâ enamy defenœs. The thfeat of hvo ment battenenes on W o y  and 



Rugsundo and the possibility of air attack made this raid more realistic. t=bwver, the defenœs ad South 

Vaagso wace one tiered (wncemeâ with defence against enemy ships) and once the two batteries were 

silericed, there werie no further defenœs of any significance. 

By August 19, 1942. the raid targeted against the three tiered defences of Dieppe was by far the 

most ambitiws operation rnounted by the British in home Mers, up to thm. It required an allocation of 

five times the number of assault troops previousiy used, cornmittirtg une of the largest naval transport 

flwts of the w r  and instituting one of the largest air mer operations ever encwntefed in combineci 

operatiom. It bmke precedent. âoctrine and rules. However. to undentand the nature of the challenge let 

us first examine what defences had to be ovefcume in attacking Dieppe. 

The m a n  Amy of Occupation. had placeâ many resources dong the French toast in order to 

süffen def- and ôeny eesy acœss to the Ailies ar t h  Conomart. As stated by tha Gemians 

themselves, tMr strategy m s  to concentrate their defensive measures around the port areas It was 

viewed that ports particutarly on the "Iron Coast', would provide the only viabie points of debarkation for 

larger invasion forces. The port areas were the focal points of defensive strorigpoints, which were 

davaloped to bat off attacks fmm bah land and sa. These strorigpointri wm baclted up by &able 

moôile m r e d  reserves, which in the case of a landing. mnild launch an immdiate a n t e r  attack. 

The Gemian's fdt that the armoured reserves, which w e  kept well to the rear, w l d  be safe f m  

Allied sea and air attacks, inciuding airbome landings that were certain to batter the local a r a  deferrces. 

9) 

The Gefman sû'ategy. which caîled for the hafting of ec#my foicer on the was to be 

based on straig f i x d  defences. Although the canstnntion of field foctifications in the Oieppa a m  began 

saon after Oamian ocaipaticn they remainecl unhurried, though the neeâ for these def8~1~85 wre dedy 

recognized. As early as November 12.1Mü. OB. West stated in mmqmdwm to the the llnfanby 

Division that. "Even though an attempted landing of straig British foms on a lm sca(e is at pf'esmt 

nal pmbable. m, must dill reckon that the enemy, if only for reasons of prestige, 411 make m i m  

surprise landings in the form of raids, with the abject of taking prisoclet's, of disnrpting ow preparations, 

of seking headquaten and battecies stpliomâ on the toast ...' In Deaniber of 1941, the Oemiai 

High Command increaaed its constndion priodty, mdivated by H W s  visions of a 'New West Wd" b 

protect the Atlantic coart. " Additional COIISbllCÜon of Dieppe aiea defenœs -nad cnikn Albcit 
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Speer, the Minister of War Produdon. toued the Dieppe area and stated his regard for the local terrain 

and the obvias advantagas it pmsented. He specifieâ the need to devdop the caves and gmtîos. which 

overîooked the beach into gun positions. The amiy. nihich had aîrsady startecl deve(agn#nts in this area. 

agreeâ a d  Vie wwk pmgressed thmughout the spfing and sumrner of 1942. The field defec~c~s were 

convertet! into a network of stmqpoints, graips of stmngpdnts and defended areas." The Dieppe 

area defances which wwld eventudly be kromi as "ÇocLress Dieppen. were 60 percent mplated (fiist 

priority building) by the time of aie raid. 

An understanding of the Oecman def- a! Dieppe requires an appreCïation of its special 

topogrnph~. 

Map 2: Dieppe Cœstline and Attack Points 

f he 35 mile coasiline behneen Tleport and Dieppe is dominated by high diffs. Okppe as a port 

fomied the nudeus for a gmp of strongpoints. lhase defenœs stretctied 1.55 miles inland. coversd the 

Aques Valley and eadwrds f m  the Sde Valley. Baibed wire obsbcles and conaate bunkers and 

comrnand poe(s pfotected these strongpdnts. This section of the CoastIine was hirtkr pfotected by a 

total of 90 light, medium arid heavy aastai and field artillery guns, vuhich providecl a ammtmtion of 2.5 



gum per mile of cosst. When one -dan the amcentration of delences arwnd tk ~NMS this ratio of 

guns alters even mae in favow of t k i  MendeCsendeCs 

The 302nd Infantry Division. under the Cam- of Generaî Hase, rnanned the Dieppe -or. 

This division was vary familiar with tk defenœs, M i n g  manned thern since Apnl of 1sl1. Dieppe i t d f  

had ôeen allocated to the 571st lnfantry Regiment, Hihose headquartem wefe in the urest headlands. 

Ouring their two year sîewatûship they had divided the Dieppe ama into aime strongpoints. "Dieppe 

West", whicn inâuded the Wesfem porüon of Di- and extending out to above Pourville. "Dieppe 

South", which induded the taiiin, and port of Dieppe and "Dieppe East", which included the easfem side 

of Dieppe out to Puys. The second and third BattaJias of the 57191 lnfantry Regiment manned the 

defences by dividing them almg an east d area. The fourth battalion provided reserves and ums 

hwsed outside of the Dieppe detemes. 

Dieppe South, which included the touni and port had a very carefully integrated systetn of 

defence. The buildings facing the ôeach and the casino w e  al1 fartified with 37mm, 47mm and 75mm 

antitank guns and light and heavy machine guns. These positions wrwe able to fin d i W y  into 

appmaching ladhg craft. The 1500 yard p#nenada contained cara(ully placed sndbegged and 

cornete pillbx8s. These positions amied with a variety of weapns, mast notably rapid rire machine 

guns. used direct and enfilade fire against the landing troops. Many of these solid positions were 

connectecl to dit treriches and m p m s  pits Mich a l l d  doser access to the sea wall. Hurled 

grenadas from these locatims piayed havoc with forees taûing mer behind the sea d l .  Troops 

manning the main Dieppe beacties iricluded on aie eWme west fiank the Headquarterem of the 2nd 

Battalion (571st) and dements of the 8th Company (Vlst). To the rear of this on the west headlanâs 

was the Oivisioclsll Headqwrters (57191) and the 5th Company (571st). In the centre, al- the main 

beadrfrom theHiiest~landtothejettyoriaieHlest~&daieharbour,masthe 7th Comoany(57lst) 

and a naval company. 

Diepp East, which contrdled the inner flank target of Puits, provided excellent natural 

camouflage for their defenee~. A white house and a pretty summer hou= were used as camoufiage for 

heavy machine guns pdtiomd in reinfOIC8d concretet emplaoements. Defmœs of this nature 

dominateci the üny hach. Dieppe East dso Conttdled the four kilometer stretch of the eastem pen'meter 

of the Dieppa defermiva m p k x  and oie gagfm hwdand. Tha Garnians had pi- 12 heavy machine 
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guns on the headland, which ensured that W r  troops could target the harôwr, the main beaches and 

~ i a p c o r n e n a d e v n t h a ~ l y ~ e o f f h e . ~ ~ k a e a f i o m  theeastjettyof ~ieppehartmurdamitoand 

induding Puits, m covereâ by the 9th Company (57191). WitMn the port a m  the 3râ Batlalion HQ 

(571 a) was IOcated. To the rear of this position, on the eôst tieadlands, was the 1 1 th Company (571 st). 

Arrayed behind t h  want dements of the 12th Company a d  the 10th Company, iniho were supporting 

the eastern pen'meter and the fieid artillery pasitions in t h  sedors. " 
Dieppe West, extended out tonwds Pourville and had sirnilar defences as those located in 

Dieppe East. The deferices, mich slressed the use of machine guns and camouflage, were ensured th& 

the well supplied machine guns cwld keep up a high rata of fire along fixed lines. All of the bridges, 

cross~oads, and entrantes and exits to the be& were pre-targeted. These defensive tactics employed 

machine guns to pin domi the tmps. who wwld then be W e d  wiai mcr(ar attacks." These Pauville 

area defences were manned by elements of the 6th Company of the 571 91 Infantry Regiment. On the 

heights of the nght flank ~ iere  demenls of the 6th and 8th Company. 57lsl lnfantry Regiment. 

To support these positions and the tmpe manning thern, the Germans provided a varMy of 

heavy deferrsive mapans. Most nota#e were the heavy mortars, which were sited and coordinateâ to 

cover the beaeh appnwdifms. Coloriel Labatt, comrnanding offiœr of the Royal Hamiiton Light Infantry, 

later sbted, that at the time of t k  raid, the ranging mark- for the mortars wem still on the beach from 

the previous days practice? Added to these riwbrs, wem four batteries of four fidd artillery pieces. 

T b  guns, whîch cwld king coordimted defensive fna to bar m the beadiaa ad pr#nenade. 

firing f m  prepared emp(#r#nants amund the Dieppe penmeter. outer fidd gun batteties were 

also tesked vvith kinging fire support an both Puits and Pwrvilk. shauld that prove necessary. 

Cleariy. the overall Mensive fire plan was mdl cocrdineted, integrateâ and plapared by the tima 

of the raid. The cOOQeration aid cmrdination of the machine guns, mortan, antitank guns, and arüllery 

racrulted in a devastating def'sive fim plan7' 

Hisîorian and raid parücipant. b i s  Whitaker, summed up the German's Mences as MIM. 

"Two yearst consîruction. using concre(e fortifications, land mines, machine gun posts conœaled in 

caves in the diffs werlodtjng the bmhs, aiw coils d barbed Are, fi* gui empl#rements, . .. 

pianmd with full knanledge of the ground. haâ made t h  (th defences) impregnab." 



defemsive a m ,  wre divided into three distinct defensive belts. The fi& beît of defenœ of 'Foctressm 

Dieppe was campriseci of three sbang anardal defence batteries. 

OMNGE 1 k c h  

ORANGE II Beach 
GREEN Buch 

These defensive guns pmented a shore to ship threat Hihich caild have made it diffiaiît for the ship of 

Via landing fleet to dose wlth the shore. These ccaW gun positions were Ytwted on the ewtrema 

flanks and lo the mai of Dieppe, in a triangular shaped pattern. 

On the outer flank at Varengaville. the 813th Amy Coastd Battecy, 'Hessm Battery unch the 

comma of Captain Schdai had 93 men and six ISOmm KI6 Kmpp Gum at the time of (he m." 
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These 5.9 inch guns. vuhose pime fundion was to put a banaga down in the chanml in front of Dieppe, 

could dominate the waters out to a r a w  of 21,370 yards. Firing a shdl weighing some 1 13 paunds, 

these guns were a real thmat to the attacattadsng ships " 
On the @te flank. the "Gobbels" battery at Bemeval, staffd by No. 2 ûattw of the 77ûth 

Coastal Arlillery Batalion, had four 105mm K35 guns and three very large 170mm coastal artillery guns 

in naval mounts. The latter being guns of primary importance, could launch a 138.47 pound shdl some 

29,746 

The "Hitler" battery to the south of Dieppe, at Arques la Bataille, hwsed the 265th W a l  

Battery. The operations and efleds of this battery are les well known. No allied attacker, except s ~ n e  

hasty air a t m ,  mer threateneâ this position. No direct obsewation of this site HRS made at the time of 

the raid, thus, antributhg to its isdated status. One may assume that their four 15an guns iniere of the 

Ki6 vintage and they ware similady equipped to the "Hessn 6attery. * 
White the second and third defensive Wts wuld provide çoordinated defensive fire in tandem, 

they shaild be dealt with as two distinct bits. The secorid M t  of defenœ consisted of four field battm'es 

of d i v i s i d  guns arrayed around aie Dieppe M d v e  perimeter. These guns wem in prepared 

emplacements and couM direct their Ire on the main beaches. These hawitzer guns were able to Ioô a 

shdl with gmat trajectory and accuracy on the attackers. These guns alîhaigh capabie of hitang 

approaching landing craft. ~ lere primarily aW-troop wapons The four emplacements. hivo to either side 

of Dieppe could also target the landing beaches at Puits and Pourville if such a m!eâ arose. 

The first of these batteries, located near Quatre Vents Fams (Pourville), was made up of the 7th 

Troop of the 3û2nd Millefy Regiment, under the m m a n d  of a G m n  Onicer n a d  Ditz. Much is 

krom of this battery due to the m n t s  recorded by Ditz in the official histock His acaiunts shcliuad 

that his battery consistecl of fwr 100mm Cr& Skoda guns. If one assumes the po(iular Moôei 14/19 

field M e r ,  then these guns vvaild laumh a 30.87 pound Ml some 10,907 yards * He also Mords 

us a view of the defmsive gun emp(acemanls from a German perspective. He desaibes his position on 

Hill 94. niast of Dieppe on an old goif course. Hia guns, which nrere positioneâ in the many hoilmus of the 

sailptuted course. dominateci Uie mnr(am heaôîand. "My nwn, gun site turneâ out to be iâeaî. The four 

guns were put ïnto place on th golf course, wdl camouflaged and with a minimum of effort. the course 

having rnany large hail~ws. each of nihich had enoylh r o m  for one gun." He also -bar the 
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mrnanding position his battbattgr occupied in the fdlaning way, 7 0  the ngM. ..., we could look directly 

ôuwn on the dapihg beach of Dieppe extending in a shailow cmcent as far as the mdes at t h  harbour 

muth.'' " This use of naturai camouflage and topography was Mher highlighteâ in Ditr's aariunt 

which noted the pladng of one of his guns in a  cave emplaament in the URStem headland. This gun 

located in a grotto close to the beach. opefatd independeritiy throughout the battle and fired its 

ammunition into the smdre of the battle. Once their ammunition was expended, the traops todc their 

persmal weaporis and retreafed to the tear of the empl##ment, in fear that enemy s d t i i  might enter 

thair * These emplaaements on ami in the diffs wece ideal for the Gam\an gunners. ûitz. vrho 

directed his guns by field telephone and direct observation, describecl the unique oppoRunities affofded 

to the Gennan artillery by their vantage points in the fd ldng way, "The choicest feature of this 

hauiever, was the obsenraüon post. I found this p s t  dose to the Gdf Hotei an a rocky chdk OUfcrOQpjng 

jutting out like a shoulder f m  the ml dM Hihich, hem m m  85 meters high, plunged steeply dcMni 

into the sea." The Mtr battery which piovided def8cw(*ve fire for both Pourville and the Dieppe 

beaches, gives us a vivid picture of the G a n  âefmsive fi@ plan. 

The "Goering" Batteiy ai Appeville mas similady equipped and manned by "A" Troop of the 

3Mnâ Artilleiy Regiment. Anoîher battery to the east d Dieppe, placed m i n  the def8nSjve pwrneter 

above Puits. w s  the "Rommi" Battery mannad by ûth Tioap of the 302nd Artille<y Regiment with tMr 

four guns. The fourth gun battery mrrr placed to the rear of the "Rommein Battery and was rnanned by the 

8th f r o a ~  of the 302nd Artillery Battalion. This last posib'm was t k  arily field gun battery p l d  outsiâe 

of the defensive wire of the Dieppe pefirneter. 

The third ban of defences for 'Foctressn Diappe mprising of dose range infantry weaporis 

which targeteâ the beacn a m ,  were the direct beach d e f 8 ~ 1 ~ 8 ~  themseives. Sited in the difls, fortifid 

houses and in beach em@acemerits, thes4 prwideâ direct line d fire at vary dose range. The! 

enfilade and lacking fieîds of fire ftan these weapns prwed devastatir) to Iading forces. A total of 

nine srnail caîike arititank guns of 37mm to 47mm were available, inciuding one mounted in a tank 

coc~cleted into position near the Hisst mole. This latter gun mdves a great ded of attention, for its fie 

f m  bahind the troops mada the beech forces kd that they ww, sumnded by emmy guns. A 

further e i g ~  ~rench 75mm gum w m  part of üm tmaû~ ôef~c~ces. COU- vcith numerous and 



light machine guns. this third ban of anti-tmop defenœs alone would have proved daunting to any 

attackirig farce. 

The need for a sophisticated fim pian to ovename possible def- in so strong a posiücn wds 

evident from the start of the planning phase. In any amphibious sssault. the t m  Vre @anm gwwaI)y 

induded the integration of fire support from both air and sea resources. Dieppe vms no exceptio(i. the 

original military plan called for the urpa of heavy barnbers in a pre-raid aireal bombardrnent. The bomber 

was regardad as a weapon vrhich caused great devastation to area clefencas and supply lines Howaver. 

it ws this destructive capability which contributed to the cancellation of tWr use. Despite Vie political 

ramifications of d-ng bambs on a fnendly, if occupied French civil population. this was accepfed. The 

âestniction the bombem would have caused to the housing in Dieppe which wwld have made the 

advance of tanks very difficul. was not accepted. It w s  also feit that for the purpose of raiding 

operations, in which surprise was to be rnaintained, prB-OpeTafionai air activities resulted in the uwnted 

alert of area ckfences. 

While the 1938 Manual of Combineci Operations recognized the value of air support under 

m i n  canditicms, it ~ i a s  neçessary to detemine in advance certain k q  factors such as the '. . . 

accuracy Mth which their probable ta* can be foread. .." " In fact it nss becomhg apparent in 102. 

that the accuracy of bombing air fleets w s  rot as "pin point" as many beîieved. Dr. D m m a n s '  ' wwk 

in this area was showing that tmall targets could not be hit acrxinteîy. Durhg the planning s(ages of the 

raid. the Air Force Comme- made it perledly dear that white the Dieppe area cwld be targeted. such 

specific targets as the ôeaches and military installations. in fact aie town itself, were just too small to hit. 

M i n g  to Ronaid Atkin, the inaccuracy of bombing in 1942 was aptly demoristtated during the 

raid as tacticai d m  some 500 bombs cm aie five heavy coastai batteries around Dieppe vuithout 

causing the sîightest damage. The carefuliy piaœd Gemian positions made near misses ineff8dive and 

the small nature of the targets made ttiem virtually impossible to hit from the air. The difficulty of 

bomtring gun sites was dernoristrateci in the attempt by niirelve Boston bombers, to destroy the Hitler 

6attery from 8,000 feat, which resulted in thern rnissing, by more than a mile. 

in Dr. timmerman was a scientific advisor to RAF Bomber Command. 
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Mile the raid on Dieppe in 1942, saw one of the greatest air battles of the war take place with 

hundreds of aircraft battling for air superiority over the objective, it was oniy a very malt component of 

ailcraft inhich were final@ pmideâ to support the tmop a> the ground. " It induded an attadc on the 

beach defences, ten minutes before the raid, by 12 close suppt figMers vHth cannons and machine 

guns. During the raid itsdf support by bombers  las made up by a futther 68 sorties of Blenheims and 

6œtm bombers. This ndicu(0usiy smal1 number of aimft and their mail h b  capadty had a minimal 

influence an sud, a large seale operation. 

The limited number of planes participating iri close support, the need to maintain surprise and 

the political and accuracy probiems of air bombardment, negated air pmw as a significant participant in 

the operational "fireplan." M i l e  the air force's amtribution cd rnairrtaining air superiperiOnfy wer the target 

provided indirect aid to the operational Vrepîm," it did not contribute additional  fi^. It was up to 

the Navy to fulfill the Vireplan" and prwide the necessary support for the landing of troops. 

The naval fire support necessary to land troops in an amphibious assault against developed 

conditions, was very methodicaily ôehileû in the Combinsd Operations Manwl of 1938. * The manual 

very clearly uridecstood the dangers of enemy defenœs and the importariee of the offensive amphibious 

weapmry, which had to silence them. ln fad naval fife support and the suitability for landing tanks were 

the maA important factors stated in the manual in regards to the seledon of a landing site? It was 

also sîated that: ' These fadm must be comidered in conjundim with the facilities for defeclce Mich 

the pnysical diaraderistics d the landing places and neighboumood may offer to the enemy. " White 

intelligence sources, reconnaissance data and geographical reports cwld highlight possibie enemy 

defenœs, amphibious mrnanders had to fmulate an a m ,  '.. . dasPgned to o v e m m  any m'stance 

likely to be encounted.. . .' " The ability b avareorne anemy defences by poducing a supericnty of 

force at the point of atWc was the cmly means of ensuring the succescr of the Ianding. Y This supariority 

of farce directecl at enemy defecices, as in land campaigns,  as onîy provideci through the dose 

integnüon of havy gurm and infantry. This comk'ned arms came@ anvisiomd support of the attadu'ng 

For more information cm air operations at Dieppe pîease Mer to: John Campbell's 

Opefations and the Dieppe Raid.' in Aerospece Histonan, 23, No. l (Springmiliwch 1976). For additional 

information refw to Brian Loring Villa's Unauthu&d Ad&, Chapter 7 The RAF on the Eve of Dieppe.' 
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troops coming f m  naval guns in lieu of land based artilkry. '. ..naval bombardment. by vuhich is meant 

al1 f m  of guifire from ships against land targets, may be d l e d  on to fulfill some or al1 of the d e s  

nomidiy pi- by land artillery. For instance. in the initial stages of a landing on a hostile shore. naval 

guns may be the only artillery availabfe and may, therefore. have entiraly to mace land artiliery." 

Several sections of the 1938 manual ~ ~ e r e  devoteci ta demonstrating the ability to merge the 

remarkabîy similar fire contd structures of amy and naval gun support? Oespite several refereclces to 

the difficutaes inherent in the use of naval guns during bombardrnent, several actvantages weie 

highlighted in the manual. The benefits of the naval gun, namely their capacity to engage targets at 

longer ranges, were further enhanced by their unique ability. '. ..to bnng gunfiro of the heaviest calibres 

to bear at short notice, and perhaps with a wide cMce of lines of fire, . . . an asset not usually shared by 

land artill It w further slaed that beyond the ability to deîiver devastaong Rie  on enemy taige(s. 

"...the amour protection of a capital ships will resist the fire of mast natures of land artillefy Iikely to 

aaxwnpany a Cdd army and even misers can m e r  hits fmm the smdler amy guns without expeding 

much damage." 

According to the 1938 doctrine, the first phase of the offensive fie support plan was to prwide 

'covering* fire for the first w e  of attacking landing cfaft. The support ships were to fire a barrage of 

high expksive a d  rmdre, designad to neutralize ' the enemy forces bfinging fire to bear on aie bnding 

Due to the lad< of exact information regarding the disposition of enemy defenoive posiüons, 

it was essential that the covering ships p~ovide the '...greatest v d w e  of fire arailable. And t M  

bombarding ships should target ... the beaches and sea-front wherever an enerny might Rnd cover.' '* 
This cavering fire for the launch of amphibious operations against a defended location wuld 

ideally tdte piam during Wight hours. It was determined that, '...if enemy forces are likdy to be 

awiting the attack, the value of covering fire will usually out&gh the los of surpn'se, and it may 

thetefore be mer to time the landing so as to ensure that there is suffîcient daytigM to eriaMe effective 

" Neutmiking fim is gunfire whosb recognized objective is not the destruction of an enmy target 

but the ternporary disnipüon of effedive defmsive operaüon. M i l e  a gun might not be destrayed, 

neutraluing tire can disrupl its effective use during the aitical assault phase. These targets could be 

either w m n  by the troops or deait with later. 



carering fie to be brougM to bear More the landing craR reach the shore."n This prefemce for 

daylight raiding w s  based on the need for direct observation and also highlighted the tenuow nature of 

%urpdsen in regards to M n g  Mended positions. It reinfrced the amphiMous principle that suwse 

could never be relied upon in an amphibiws operations against devdoped conditions. 

The durath of this mering bombaidmant w l d  depend gnaUy on the ability of the fire support 

ships to abserve the progress of the landing craft. Fire support vessels which could stand in close to 

shore might have bem aMe to prdong their suppart until aie landing craft reached the shore or even 

during the stming of the beaches. The duration and effdveness of this cavering support would be 

greatîy increased if howitzer charges were provideci foc the 6 imh and 4.7 inch guns. '" 
It was suggested in amendments put forth in 1940, that destroyers wem the ideal choice for 

providing m c o v ~ n g  CE.' Their aôility to approach dose inahaa and their fi-, made oiem Nghly 

suitable for beach banagas as the landing m f t  prepared to land and for firing on the flanks during the 

asault itself. It was envisioried that Ath the hdp of Forward Observation Officers, these destroyers 

could help target machine gun positions, desbqr enemy counter a t t d s  and tm conçentrations. 

As the landing cmft qqmach the beach, the covering fire from the larger naval ships wwid be 

fwced to shift to alternate targets beyond the corifines of the beach for fear of hitîing friendly troops. 

Ouring this lull in the bombardmemt it was essentil that some fonn of gunfire s u w  contintid to 

suppress the enerny clefences on the beach. It was envisioned that dose support weapons in the f m  of 

machine guns and mortars. rnounteâ in the landing aaA. wuiâ praride this additional supp#~.'" lt wss 

further suggesteâ that the provision of dose support caild also be augmeclfed by mounting the 3.7 inch 

land howitzers carried by battleships and cruisers, into landing craft. Thme hauiiitzers on imprwised gun 

platfms wwld provide heavy gun support during the w i n g ,  nihich wwld prove Medive 

against hard '06 In addition to thse dosr, suppcrt it was fdt thd groteûhm in the fomi 

ofamiourpîathgwas~inoiea!muttaaR Itwaaarguedthatthebulletresîstant natured 

annow wwld greatly r e d w  the oauialoes recsived from emmy Mchine gun fie. lm 

The vulnerability of the assauit forces, pmüCU)ariy Hiheri they landed on the haches, spurred the 

devdoprnent of merd offensive C O U C l f ~ .  The most important of Mich uiias highliited in the 

fdlowing passage. '...the oppmMo11 of unlocated machine gms during this phase m'Il ôe the most 



dinicult to wercome. It will be advisahie to include tanks in the first wave of the attack on the beaches. 

Tanks may also be the only rneans of dastmying wire obstacles on the beaches...' '" 
Tanks. bnding in mjundion with the assauit troops, prwided a mobile gui support capability, 

Hihich had the ability to engage enemy dafensive positions slill in operation on the beach. This valwble 

close suppoct would enable the assault m e s  to more quickly penetrate the beadi delences and move 

on to fulfill their military objectives. 

Further mer for the landing ~~OOQS mer the covefing bombardment mted in '....the production 

of an efficient smoke screen . to hide the landing craft during theii appmach and the assaulting troops as 

they land a d  advame up the beaches.. ." 'O White this f m  of screen proved disniptive to defendve 

wapons relying on direct (ire against mobile targets, it was limited h its effectiveness against sited 

wapms. Hciuiever, the manual naivdy states the fdlowing ideas. "The fact that a m e  smem will net 

afford mpie te  protection against previaw)y registered arüllery 6re or machine guns firing on Rxed Ynes 

must borne in mind. Where the landing is being effected on an extensive stretch of foreshore, such 

opposition will seidom be effactual." The ability to produce an effective smd<e screen resfed with a 

wide variety of naval guns, from the 6 inch guns camed by battleships and misers to the 4.7 inch guns 

of destroyers or the -ally mounted 3.7 inch hawitzers or 3 inch mortan mounted in destroyen or 

other vessels. "O 

By far the most extensive phase of naval fire support covered in the manual, dealt with the use 

of spotters and the annynavy fire contrd systems, which becorne cnücal in the later phies of an 

aparation. This called for the provision of I re  support against enemy targeb inland, reqUBSfed ôy miliîary 

units advancing tmmrds t M r  objectives. This type of support required a moderniied version of the 

%allipdi fire support system* which has been discussed previousîy. It called for a Fonmeid Observation 

Officers to be assigned to each amy mit. who comrnunicaüng by wlre(ess sets. direded the guns of the 

assigneâ support ship(s) onto enemy targets. As indicated earlier the limibtims of this f m  of 

observation is that the observers am limited to targots in thair direct line of sigM. "' Targets on the other 

ride of hills or miles away had to be targeted by air spottem. m i l e  it wao ûue aiat boni the army and the 

navy cwM supply trainod ai& spdtem, the ta& during mphiôious openüarr WQS generaîly to be 

canied out by the planes of the Fleet Air ~m."' Accordhg to amphibiow M a r e  dodnm and the Inter- 



Sewice Gunnery Code, iî was neces~ary for thesa pianes to be assignecl specific recorinabsanœ areas 

for observing the fire of wanhips."' 

This la& phase of unobserved fire m l d  last until the requiremds of the anny wem met. In 

many amphibiws operatims. the indusion of arüllery in later landing waves often saw the demands 

placed on naval support decrease in the later stages of an operation. Nevertheless, in the event of an 

unsuccessful raid w in the face of enemy counter attack at the time of withdrawal, the ability of the naval 

Ire support force to m e r  the beacks as the hewps VntMraw w s  q n i z e d  to be crucial. 

While the Combined Operations Manual of 1938 provided the doctrine for a successfully 

structureci amphibious operation, describeci the necessary integraüon of armynavy fire 

Coclfrdlobsenraüon systems and prwided an integrated structure for the provision of fire support. it 

remainad a generic Ymme nnrk' doaiment. It did not detail îhe types or numbar of ships to be used in 

an apposed lanâing because of the differing nature of each operation and the varyirig strategic and 

tactical cornideration. Whik a vafiety of uwpom and ships induding: battleships, cruisers, destroyers, 

gunboas, mitors,  landing craft, etc ... waro mentiand throughout the 1938 dccument, it placed upon 

the amQhibioua kadem plariners the resporisibility for detailing the requirements for naval fire support for 

any operatiori. 

A passage dascnbing the nwkrr of F m  Observation O f f i  necessary during an 

amphibiws m i o n  sums up the manual's view on naval tire s u m  provision as a W e ,  '. . . These 

rnust be distnbuted accorûing to the typa of operatims, the nature of ships fire likdy to be required and 

in accordance with the gemal plan. As a rule tho diredion of navd fire is analogous to arül lq acting 'in 

support of amiy fmations. For instance, in the case of aie navy openting on the smmrd Rank of an 

amiy alnaûy ashore, the rok of naval gun fire will Qrobably be the same as that of medium artillery.' "' 
If mal fire support m s  to taûe (ho place of land baaed artillery, then rvhat ships and guns mwe 

p rov ia  ta support the divisional landing at Dieppe an August 19,1912? 
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CHAPTER 5 

DIEPPE NAVAL FlRE SUPPORT PLAN 

Dieppe Naval Fire Support Plan 

The amphibiaus operatioris pian for the Dieppe raid included a âetailed naval fire support pian 

entitled: Designated Orders Far Naval Supporthg Fire (Short Title: J.N.B.) It detailed the gunlre support 

to be provided by the srnall bornbardment force of 8 'Hunt" Class destroyers and one 'Dragonfly" Class 

river gunboat. 

Map 4: The Dieppe Tm-Site and Beachfront 

The navd Cre suppod bombardrnent uas nat designeci to suppat the fiank attacks. The outer 

fiank attacks by the commandos on *Orangen and "Yeîlouir Beaaies were to rely enüraly on uirprirpris8. The 

57 



inner flank attacks "Green" Beach at Pouniille and "Blue" Beach ab Puits, wwe to b supported only by 

the heavy machine guns of the Landing Cmft  Suppoct (LSC). While no initial fire support was pianneci for 

the 'Greenw and "Bluew kaches, should Oie assault have erwxnintefeâ diffimlties, the Fonmard 

Observation Officers on these beaches coufd cal1 for emergency support Mich was to be providecl by 

H.M.S. Garth andior H.M.S. Albrightori. 

The main beaches of Dieppe designateci "Red and White" B e a c h  were to receive the bulk of 

the fire support. This fire support ums to be pravided by ships positioned East to West, in ordec H.M.S. 

Locust, H.M.S. Garth, H.M.S. Berkeley, H.M.S. Bleasdale and H.M.S. Albrighton. These covdng ships 

were to be positioried 1 cabie (202.52 yards) astem of the landing cmft and 6 caMes (1,215.12 yards) 

from stme. ' 
To simpîify the targets and specify the bombardment areas, Dieppe's "Red" and White" 

Beaches m e  divided up into 5 sectors. 

TaMe 1 : Bombardmerit Area Sectors 

Secton 
V 
W 

X 

Description rn 

Positions cm and in the cliffs easbwd of the harbour entrance 
Houses and positians alang "Red" beach hom its eastem extremity westwrd a distance 
of 350 yards. 
t(ousesand positions alorig "Red" and "Whitem beacksfrun the end of sector W, 

Y 

The overall bombardment plan called for a two phase drect bombardment. The fi rst phsse HAIich 

-rd a distance of 606 yards. 
Buildings and enemy positions &mg "White" ôeach from the limit of Sedor "X?, HRstinard 

Z 

called for "intensive bombardment an ail sedors'' was to begin vhen the landing m f t  were one mile fran 

to the end of the beach. This sedm indudes the Casino, but excludes the cade. 
The beach west of the Casino and the rising gmund HRSfWard d the castle. 

the beach at about 0510 and was to la& until touch dcm, at approxirnately 0520.' If surprise ws 

maintained then the covering fire  as to m m  onîy vuheri the landing craft wre 5 cables (1,012.6 

yards) f m  the beadi. The barrage nias to teminate vvhen three red Very lights wwe fired by the leading 

îanding aaft. or uhen the first ship toudied chm. ' 



Phase I Bombardment 

Ouring the initial 10 minutes of the first phase, the ships were to fire six salvos per minute for the 

first two minutes and then three saivos per minute for the remaining eight minutes. As direded in the 

ammunition Orders, ships were to fire 50 percent semi-amour pieniing murds and 50 percent high 

explosive rounds. It vms further specified that the shells used for bombardment be the Delayed Action 

Fuze No. 230. The type 206 fuze set to safe coutd also be used. While the individual cornmanders could 

increase their rate of fire, during Phase I and II, they were Iimited Co expending only 25 percent of their 

ammunition. ' 

Map 5: Approximate Dieppe Phase I Fireplan Areas. 

Each of the s u w n g  ships were given a specific Secfor to cover. These bombardment sectors 

were furlher kalren domi into a representaWA 'short title" and irnpoctant bombaidment targets wsre 

highlighted. The sector allocation fw the first phase of the bombardment w s  as fdlows. 



After the cornpletion of the first phase. it was mvisioried that H.M.S. Locust w l d  be detailed to 

dose with the shore and bombard enemy shong points. It was noted th& same of the buildings despite 

their innocent facade, might in fact be reinfoceed defensive positions. This dose support action by 

H.M.S. Locust w s  ta coincide Wh the beach landings. 

Another conüngency menücmed earlier was aie pesible request from "Green" or "Blue" Beaches 

for emetgency fire support. Plans wem made to ensure continuad coverage. If H.M.S. Garth was callecl 

to "Bluen 8each then H.M.S. 8erîceîey was to cover Duty B. If AlkigMon was called to "Greenm Beach 

then H.M.S. Bleasâale was to cover Duty E and Barkeley was to cover Duty D. The Duty D destroyer wes 

instnicteô to engage Ma Casim for 5 minutes and when the landing aaR were 500 yards fmm the bore, 

t o t h e n s h i f i f i r e t o t b ~ ~ d ~ e c t ~ ~ ~ . '  

Ship 
r 

HALS. Locust 
H.M.S. Garth 

HMS-  6dcdey 
, H.M.S. Bleasdale _ H.M.S. Albrighton 

Sector 
V 
W 
X 
Y 
Z 

Important Tagets 
- 
- 

Tobaas Facîory 
Casino 

0.P. at (219685) 

-- 

' Short Titîe 
1 

DutyA 
Duty 6 
Duty C 
Duty D 
Outy E 



Phase II Bombardment 

At the end of phase 1. the guns ware to cease firing on the main beaches (Çectars W. X. Y) and 

shift their fire to their phase II objectives. 

Map 6: Approximate Dieppe Phase II Fire Plan Areas 

For a period of 15 minutes, the fire was to be co(IcBnffafed on S e n d s  "\F and "Z". m n g  

mainly the e;wtem and western haadlands Targets were to be engaged for 10 minutes mth high 

explosive rwnâs and smd<e for t h  last five minutes. The rate of fim duing this W o d  was 3 ~alv06 par 

minute. H.M.S. Locust. Garth and Berkeley were allotted Sector V on the 8aSfem headlands during this 

second phase. while H.M.S. Bteasdale and Albrighton were allotted Sedor T on Vwt western haclland. 

In conjunction with ais phase Iwo bombardmt, the river gunboat H.M.S. Locust was to enter the 

ûieppe tiarbour itsdf with fire support of 3 salvos per minute prarided by H.M.S. ~arth.' 



Phase III Bombardment 

Once the tumty-five minutes of covedng fire (Phase I and II) m e  WH. the third bombanimant 

phase was instituted. This called for the indirect bombaniment of enemy targets sdected by army units. 

Forumrd Observation Officers with the anny wwld relay the amdinates of targets to be bombarded by 

the fire suQport ships. The Phase III bombardrnent w s  to Iast until the coriclusion of the raid. Ail of the 

ships tasked with bombardment were to be used during the third phase. except H.M.S. Berkeîey. which 

was a-gned as a spare bomûardment ship. Firing 100 percent high explosive M I S ,  these ships were 

to act as the artillefy supporl for the troops ashcre.' Each ship vuas assignecl a specific unit and shore 

assignrnerit as fdlows: 

TaMe 3: S h i p - S h  Assignments 

Ship 
I 

The headquarters ship, H.M.S. Cdpe and the deputy heaâquarters ship Femie. were not 

allocated targets in any of the three phases. The firing of the main ordnance of the destroyers wwld 

cause havoc with the radio tubes and dimpt cornmônd cmmunicatims. Howver, both of these ships 

were in a date of readiness should their guns be needed. 

Another source of supporl for the troops, which was not inciuded in the larger ship naval support, 

rires the ability of the Landing Craft Flak (Large) to prwide closa suppat for the t r w p  on the beach. 

One varsion of this supw craR which mounted (wD fair inch guns, ahranced vefy dose to the share 

and pmviâeû larger gun support against hard targets. Thare niara LvvD such mcdas pafticipaüg in the 

Dieppe Raid. The other vereibn of the craft, mcsunting prirnarily anüamft w e a p s  was not as 

saniiceab(e in this regard. ' 
To undefstand the anmunt of fire support prouiôeâ, it is neœsary to take a dosec look at the 

Joint Naval bombafdmerit Qlan in regards to the type of ships and the specifi~ natures of their guns. 

While a force of eîgM 'Hunt" dass destroyers looks like a forniidable fora, parthlady for ooldiers and 

HMS.  Garth 
H.M.S. Bleasdale 

H.M.S. Locust 

HMS.  Albrightori S.S.R*'s Duty F L 

Regirnent Shore Assignment 

C a m ' s  
R.R.C. 
R.H.L.I. 

Essex Scottish 

Duty G 
Duty H 
Duty K 
Duty L 



aimien un#xustomed to ships and their guns, to a sailor 4th guniery experience, the small four inch 

guns allotted ta the Dieppe Raid were not al1 that impressive. 

The "Hunt" dass destroyers assigned to the raid were hm shafted ail buming ships displacing 

some 1050 standad tons. With an average crew of 168 men and a best speed of 27 knots, it ~ i a s  indeed 

a "Hunter". The ships came in three distinct types. At this point in 1942, the ships ~iiete armed with four 4 

inch, 45 calibe, Quick Fire guns mounted on Mk XVI High Angle mounts. These dual rnaunteû guns 

were very venaüie and wre designed to engage bcai unlace targe(s and air targets. The Type 2 dass 

ship (H.M.S. Cdpe and O.R.P. Slazak) canied six 4 Nidi guns " The naval forces off Dieppe also 

indudad H.M.S. Locust, a "Dragorifiy" Class River Gunboat of 500 toms It canied two four inch guns. " 

The four inch gun fired a high explosive (HE) projectile weighing 35.87 pounds or a semiamour 

pierdhg (SAP) mnd (31 painds). rnw 19,600 yards. Firing a maximum of 16 munds per minute, the 

gun haâ a muzzle velocity of 2800 feet per oecond. " 

If one appiies the statistics of the four inch gun with the time, ammunition expenditure 

restrictions and taiget allocation of the bonibardment ordem, a detailed, statisücal picture of the Dieppe 

Bombardmerit can be amassed. 

Whsn describing the naval fire support most historiaans sWe that eigM "Hunt" dass destroyers 

wwe assigned to the W. t-fmmer, upon doser examination it becomes imnediate)y evidant that the 

eight âestroyers provided for the raid were not al1 being used in the bombardment. As has already been 

notai, the H.M.S. Calpe (Headquactm Ship) and the H.M.S. Femie (Deputy Headquéutem Ship) nrere 

not assignai targets. H.M.S. Bmcklesby and ORP. Slazak mwa placad to scraen the M n g  fones 

from enemy surface attadt. Likewise, the tm, M i n g  Craft Flak (Large), which were on standby to close 

with hard targets on the beach, were not included in the fire plan. In fact, the gunnery potential of 

the ah@, that nrere nat assigriad bb#drnent roies rqmmted a loss of 63,994.59 pounds of MIS. 

This WgM of fire had it been induded wwld have more than douMed the weight of shells landeâ on 

enemy targets throughout the bombardmerit. 

The four "Hunt" dass destroyers and the "Oragonfly" gunboat that provided the naval fire support 

for the fired a comk'ned shell t d d  d 108 rounds per minute during the first stage of the phase 

one bombardmnt. This smdl amiada subeequently fired 54 rounds per minute dun'ng stage tM, of the 

first phase of bombardment. Using these figures and tdo'ng into corisidemîïori ttiat the ships were firing 



50 percent high expiosive shalls and 50 percent s m i a m # w  pianihg shdls. we can see that phase ane 

weight of rire on al1 sectors was some 21,665.88 pounds. 

TaMe 4: Bmbardmerit Duratiori - Phase 1 

Phaset Total of 10 minutes in duratiori and was mposed of 2 Stages 
Stage 1 - 2 minutes duration, firing 6 Salvos per minute 
Stage 2 - 8 minutes in duration firing 3 Salvos per minute 

TaMe 5: Number Of Shdls Per Minute - Phase 1 

TaMe 6: Total Weight Of Fire - Phase 1 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Shlp 

Locust 
Garth 
Berkeley 
61-e 
AlkigMm 
Al Ships 

swle 

, Stage 1(2 min.) 

A further breakdown of statistics shaws that this WgM of fire pl- ori each Sector amounted to 

Stage2(8min) 

L 

1,804.88 pounds of shell durlng the fint stage. The sole exception um sector V, Wich reC8jved 802.44 

Toîal 
Guns 
2 x 4" 
4 x 4' 
4x4- 
4x4" 
4x4" 

pounds from H.M.S. Locusts smaller number of guis. During stage two d the first phase of 

Rounds x 
Dumtion(min) 
54 HE x 2 
54 SAP x 2 

27 HEx8 
27 SAP x 8 

bombardment, 3,209.76 pounds of M l  ~lere dmpped a dl sectors. H.M.S Locust fired 1,6û4.88 

Shelldminl 
ship(Sbge 1) 
2 x 6 = 1 2  
4 x 6 = 2 4  
4 x 6 = 2 4  
4 x 6 = 2 4  
4 x 6 ~ 2 4  
108 

Weight per 
Round(lbs.) 
35.87 
31 

Rounds 
Fimd 

108 
108 

Total Weiaht Of Fire - Phase 1 

pounds of M l  an its objective. This meant that for phase ona. 4,814.6 painds of expianies w m  

Shelldminl 
ship(stage 2) 
3 x 2 = 6  
3 x 4 = 1 2  
3 x 4 = 1 2  
3 x 4 d 2  
3 x 4 = 1 2  
54 

Stage Wdght 
(lb.)"' 

3873.96 
3348.00 
7221 -98 

216 
216 

21 665.88 

'' The weight of High Explosive (HE) was 35.87 Ib. and Semi A m r  PieiUng (SAP) - 31 Ibs. The 
cslculatiion is (numbar of rhalls p r  minutej x [stage durath in minutw x (waight d HE rhell). In 
Phase 1,50% of fire mas HE and 50% SAP. 

35.87 
31 

7747.92 
6696.00 
1 4443.92 



dropped on of the Jedors, M h  the exception of d o r  V which received 2,40732 pounds. The 

Naval Force Fire Plan assigned specific bornbardment sectors to each ship as fallaws: 

TaMe 7: Total Weight Of Fire On All Sectors - P b  1 

Ship 

t . -- 
tocu!st 

Gartti 
-ey 
BIeôdak 
Al brigtiton 

Secîor - Shell 
Li!&!!- 
V - HE 

V - SAP 

W 
X 
Y 
Z 

Stage ln Sage r Shdbm. 
(IW (IW w- 

1 Total Bombardment Pounâage on al1 sectors 1 21665.72 

' Calculation of shell poundge for each stage of Phase 1 is: (number of ships 
guns] x (number of salvos per min (50% of shells wwe HE or SAP type) x 
[weight of each shell] x [number of minutes of bombardment stage]. 

Phase tHio of the Dieppe bombardrnent msisting of fifteen minutes of lire, called for the use of 

high explosive M l s  for the first ten minutes and for smdce shells during the final five minutes. The rate 

of fim HRS to remin consbnt at three salvœs pet minute. It is during this third phase that a tlaw 

becornes apparent in the bombardment orders. For whife the main bombardment pian called for high 

explosive çhdls to be used, the ammunition orders called for aie conti*nued use of 50 percent high 

explosive and 50 percent semi amour piWng M I S  in al1 direct bornbardnient. Phase tw does fall 

under the category of dired bombardment. Since little information can be fourid ta clanfy this appamt 

contradiction, two scenarios must be deueloQed for comprison purposes. 

During this secorid phase, the bombarding ships fire 54 shells each minute. Tdring into secount 

the ten minute duration of the operation, mis piaced 540 sheils on eriemy targeCs. The targets w m  at 

this point located on the flanks in sectocs V and "Z". This fire support nias primarily directed at the cliff 

emplacements, Hhich dominated the beadms. NO mention is made in t h  bomôardmecit orders in 

regards to the portion of sedcw "Z' that was beacf~front. 



TaMe 8: WeigM Of Fire - Phaçe II 

Looking at the first aptiori of the secorid phase bomûardment, which called for the use of 50 

percent HE and 50 percent SAP, some 18,054.9 poumis of shell were dmp@ on the two sectors 

(10,030.5 poundson S8dwVand8,024.4poundsm 5Bdoc"Z'). Under Viesecondoption. 19.369.8 

pounds of high explasive shells w e  delivemi ont0 the targe! areas, 10,761 p n d s  on sedw V and 

5 

8,608.8 pounds on Secfor "2". 

Albrightari 1 4 x4" 3x4=12  
AH Ships _ 54 x 10 min. = 540 shells 

TaMe 9: WeigM of Fire - (Option 1 ) 

vu CaicuIatim of M I S  par Ship per minute for Phase 2 is [nurnber of ship guns] x (nurnber of shells 
pet min.] x [number of minutes of bomhûment stage]. 

Garth 
me@ 

V 
, v 4x3x10=120 4012.2 
Total V Sector 10030.5 Ibs. 

4 x 3 ~  10=120 412.2 



TaMe 10: Weight of Fire - (Option 2) 

1 Ship 1 Sector 1 Total Shdk pet Ship 1 Shell Poundage pet 1 

,Gath 
Berkeley 

I I 

Total Bombardment Poundage on al1 sedors 1 19339.8 l k  

Bleasdale 
Albrighton 

While the discrepancy fwnd in the fire support plan resulted in litüe differenfiation in the ureight 

V 
V 

of fire deiivered, it remains an essential indicatw of the desireci balance of fire betwen the potMial 

destructive capabilities of semismxx piening shells (SAP) agains! hard targets and the neutralizing 

4x3x10=120 
4 x 3 x 1 0 =  120 

43M.4 
4304.4 
86ûô Ibs. 

. 2 
Z 

potential of high explosive shells (HE) against open positions. 

21 52 Ibs. 
120 x 35.87 = 4304.4 , 

4304 Ibs. 
Total V Sector 

4 x 3 x l O =  120 
4 x 3 ~  IO= 120 

The tad  weigM of fire prwided by îhe naval fie support ships during Phase me and hm, can 

10761 Ibs. 

Total Z Sector 

be estimated at 41,035.68 pounds. Option number combineci statistics show a slightly smailer 

combineci weigM of fire of 39720.78 pounds for al1 Secfors. 

Table 11 : Total Weight of Fire 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 

When dealing with gunfire support of attacûing troops, a measurement that is ftequenfîy used to 

demonstrate the amount of fire support provideci, is t h  number of pounds of shells (weigM of fire) 

droppeâ per square yard m i n  the initiai atack area. Amied with the kndeâge of the shall h g h t  

dropped on the various regions of the Dieppe defenœs, an aria(ysi*s of the concentratiori of fire cari be 

ôeveîoped. buever, to fcmnulate these maasuremenb. it is neœssary to provide no( only the weigM of 

fire but ala, Oie area of the bombardmerit sectocs. At present, th- riemains no k m  source stating 



aifficiantîy precise coordinates or overall size of the Dieppe barnbordment areaa Hawever. it is paosible 

to recansînict genocally plausible fire support sectors from the descriptive informaficm remaining in the 

The basis for these descnptions begin with the statistical data regarding the width of the beach 

front in sectots 'W, "X" and Y. This recaiistnictim begins dth S8C1w W which lay f m  the east jetty 

of the harbour and stretched west for 350 yards. W d e  sector .W carne sector "X? which stretched 600 

yards further west. fdlawed by sedw "Y" vvhich covered the -ning 7W yards of bath. " While aie 

sector fronts are easily estaMished. the issue of sectw depth temaitemains u n k m .  To darify the depVi in al1 

of these Secfors w r  d e  indicatw is the operation descfiption which states the bomôardmt will targe?, 

'Houses and positions along beachesn " This -@ion wwld tend to indicate a very shallow 

baribardmants later in the war, a depth of 3000 yards w s  insatuted to include tafgets such as Reid 

artillery batteries and martan Hihich wwld invanaMy fange u p  aie beaches. Hwever, the area 

calculatims chosen for this study, Mich takes inta account the varying outline of the taimi, generally 

TaMe 12: Bombardment Area Analysis For Sectors W, X and Y, 

Sector W 
Beach F m  Width 
ûepth Estimate 
SectocAm0 
Phase 1 WeigM of Fire 
Phase 1 WeigM per sq yd . 

Sectur X 

=350yd!3. 
= 425 y&. 
= 148,750 sq. y&. 
= 4814.64 Ibs. 
=0.0323673 Iôs.lsq. yd 

Beach Front Wiâth 
Depai Estimate 
Sectoc Area 
Phase 1 WeigM d Fire 
Phase 1 Weiiqht pérsq . yd . 

W o r  Y 

= 600 y*. 
= 575 y& 
= 345,000 sq. yds. 
= 4814.64 Ibs. 
=0.0139555 Ibs./sq. yû 

BeactiFroritWidth9 
ûepth Estirnate 
SedorArea 
Phase 1 Weight of Fire 
Phase 1 Weiqht per sq . yâ . 

= 7W yds. 
= SOO yds. 
= 420,Wû sq. yds. 
= 4814.64 Ibs. 
=O.Olt4634 Ibs.lsq. yd 



Due to the rdatively short duration of phase aie merihg fire, 'A, Y" 'W sectors saw a limited 

Wgh  of W. In Secfor "UV" the paunds per square yard  las only 0.032. This figure is high in cornparison 

to sectwX at0.0139 Ibs./sq. yd. and sector"Y" at 0.0114 Ibs.lsq. yd. 

Sectots "Z" and V were alsa targeted during the first phase of the bombardmerit. These hm 

Secfors, despRe their obvias strategic importance. are by far the most ambiguously stated bombardment 

areas. The soie descriptors for sectw "2" descrihl a location of 'The beach west of the Casino and the 

rising grcund Weshwad of the castle appear to ôe targeted under çedim Y." " Thmqh analysas of the 

inteiligence maps, Mi& included wthwhile military targets, one can establish a probaMe barnbardment 

a m  of 485,000 square yards. This resuîted in a phase cm hbardment of a rneager 0,0099 pounds 

per square yards. 

It must ôe nded that targd area "2" piayed a cnicial mie in the Dieppe Mensive Camplex as it 

housed the rnajority of the weapons, which enfiladed the beach. The rnost obvious target of enemy 

defences was the impiesnve cartle locafed on the west cliff. The naval fire support plan pcovided to the 

attacking ships failed to indude the casfi8 as a tafget, despite induâing the beach in front of it and the 

fising graind to the mrst of l. One can oniy apea>late that aie target ums mitted h a m e  it was krom 

that the guns of the smdl destroyers w l d  have little effad against its large MIS. This is a tWc which 

must be addressed later in detail. 

Well on the left flank of the Dieppe beach lay Secfor V this included the defences on the 

eastem headlands. This sectoc mas dso aucial to the Dieppe d e f a v e  ampiex because of the number 

of defensive masures placeci to cover t h  beaches aid the aOproaches to the harbwr. Like the cade in 

the mwt diff, the defences in this a m  du8 to t)ieir commanding diff locatim, were sound positions for 

military defences. Unlike the positions which were underesümated in the west diffs, the bombardment 

orders indicate a knoiiuledge of diff empkemmts in the eastem area. Sedm V mas âescribed as 

"Positions on and in the difis, eeshnnvd d the haibor entrame." " An esümded sectw coverage 

induding important militaty targets m l d  make this Secfor 747.500 squari, yards in site. A woight of 

0.00322 pounds per square yard weo ddivefeâ on this Secfor during the Cnst phase bombardment. This 

first phassbanbardmen(lW isverysmall poioailarlyinlightdthetyped~, Wkhwereto be 

agaged. The bombardmant orders pit the ml H.M.S. Loant againsl these taqeb iristead of one of 
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the larger destroyers While the proximity of the Locust to these targets is understandaMe in part dm to 

its Objective ta enter the harbour, it still demonstratecl the lack of understanding of the planners in putting 

the least signifmnt rhip in the bombardment fime againsl such well fdfied targets. This is a strmg 

exampie demonstrating the lad< of interest piaced in the diff targets despite the knainledge conceming 

the existence of cave e m p l m t s  in the eastem headlands. 

Table 13: Bombardmnt Area Analysis Sectors V and 2. 

Sector ; 
Rising West Gmnd 
West Ground ûepth 
BeachFrontWidth 
Depth Estimate 
Sectw Area 
Phase 1 Weight of Fire 
Phase 1 WeigM per sq. yd. 

Seetor V 

= SOO yds. 
= 475 yds. 
= 500 yds. 
= 400 yds. 
= 485,ooO sq. yds. 
= 4814.64 lbs. 
=0.0099271 Iôs./sq. yd 

Beach Fmt Width 
Oepth Estimate ' 
SectorAma 
Phase 1 WeigM of Fife 

y Phase 1 WeigM per sq. yd. 

Using the previawr statistics and estimated bombardment areas, a total wight of fire per square 

yard of 0.010 pounds was delivered cm al1 sectocs during the phase I bombardrnent. 

= 1300 yds. 
= 575 yds. 
= 747,500 sq. yds. 
= 2407.32 Ibs. 
=0.0032204 Ibs./sq. yd 

I ~otai phase i statistics 

1 WdgM per sq. yd. 1 0.0100446 lbs,sq. yd. 
Sectw areas are estimated by the author basad on boundary doscn-s containad in variws 

Total Shell WeigM 
Bombardment Area 

documents. 

21.685.72 Ibs. (10.83286 tw) 
2,146,250 sq. y&. 

Phase II  saw the guns of the support ships shif? to banbardment areas on the flanks thay 

erigaged cliff targets. The continueci pressure on flank defenœs ensured that no friendly fire hit the 

attack forces landing on the beach. Despite the additional concentration of guns. the weigM of fire 

dmpped overail. 0.014 Ibs./sq. yd. an S8dof"V" and 0.0165 Ibs./sq. yd. on sectormZ". 



Beacti Front Width ' 
Depth Estirnate ' 
Secto~Area 
Phase 2 Weight of Fiie 

,Phase2Weiqhtpersq.yd. 

TaMe 15: Summary of All Phases 

= 1300 yds. 
= 575 yds. 
= 747,500 sq. yds. 
= 10,761 Ibs. 
=0.0143959Ibs.lsq.yd. 

Sector Z 

Total Shdl WeigM 41,035.6 Ibe. (20.51784 m) 
TotdBoinbardmerrtArea 2,146,250 sq.&ds. 
WeQht of Shelk pet sq. yd 0.0191 197 IbsJsq, yd. 

Beach Front ' 
W h  
Rising West Ground 
Depth Estimate ' 
SectwArea 
Phase 2 Weight of Fife 
Phase 2 Weiqht per sq. yd. 

The werall weight of fire can be assesd using a banbardmerit measurement, Mich w s  

adapteci to amphibous operations ftom land arüllery. This nomi called for the application of 900 tons per 

one thaisand yard of coast. generally to a dapUi of 3000 yards. T h  above norm appiieâ to the Dieppe 

bombardmerit with its conmatively estimated 2,148,250 square yards, w l d  have resulted in only 

0.00955W tons per one thasand square yards. This is well short of the mœssary mœntrstion 

required to neutralize the enamy defencas." 

Initiai reports by observers and participants are startling in theîr partrayd of the eHBdiveness of 

= SOO yds. 
= 400 yds. 
= e00 yds. 
= 475 yds. 
= 485.OOO sq. y&. 
= 8,024.4 Ibs. 
=0.01655452 I&s./sq. yd. 

the bombardrnerit, Drew Middledon of the A s s o c i a  Press, reported Hlgfching shells 

smash into 'ses front hotek aice sacral to haieymmning ~ritona"~' Such a gaidiose comment was 



tempered ôy the ie experiperiericed eyes of America observer General Lucian Tniscott. when ha 

mfessed aboard the H.M.S. Fernie that the bombardmt "...was not ne* ço heavy arid impressive 

as I stwd have liked to hear.' " 

Raid participant, Brigadier Gerieral m i s  Whitaker recalled, "We'd been tdd in wr briefings to 

expect heavy supporting fire that would neutralize the enerny. We thought, four destroyers as4gned to 

the main beach? That'll knock em out. " 20 Houever, as the tmqs approackd the shore this instilled 

image was replaced by one of anxiety. " We lad<ed at one andtiar. Somaoiing was tmibly wmg. 

Everything was intact! We thaught ~ i e  would sec a Id of damage ta the sea front buildings from the 

sheîling." What they fwnd was virtually u n d a m  buildings. Whitaker observed that 'The cMndow 

panes wem glittering, unbraken in the refiections of the wn's first rays." 

The compilation of 'after-adonn mpds indiCates that despite adequate e x d m  of the naval 

fire pian. the resulüng yield pwd insuffjdent to facilitate a safe anding. The ovenll resuit of tk fint 

phase of bombardment was highligMed by the setting are of three buildings on the waterfr0(1t, thefeby 

forcing the Gemns to evacuate. While other buildings were darnaged by stiellfire, it did not prevent 

them from being used as rnachine gun positions or snipefs ne&. This ladr of damage ~ i a s  highligMed 

by the Casino and the crucial pillbox in fmnt, which despite being a primary taget, reçer'ved little damage 

and was oprational when the assault tiwps landed. It is clear that the Sami-Amiouf PkwUng (SAP) 

shell, designed to piam minimal fortifications and explode, causing matefial &mage, lacked either the 

cmmntmtion of fire or t h  destnicüve capabilities to âeaî with G m n  defenœs. In any case, the use of 

SAP for the destruction of enemy def&ms produceci negligibie resuits. 

The rapocts detailing the perlocmam of the High Expiosive (HE) shdls used by the destroyws 

producd similar details. Statements indicating that the 'Fire f m  the upper windcms ont0 t b  bemches 

w a s i n t 8 ~ 1 ~ 1 * v e a s o o o n a s l a n d l ~ c o m m c r n c e d , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t r o o p s u i e r e a k # 1 a n d ~ ) y  

functioning. The combinecl banbardment reput States cleariy that. Leur troops suffered interm anemy 

fire from the a m  bombardecl in Phase I..." " The HE sMls wem designed for the destruction of emmy 

troops in open positions or at the very least to Yshell shock* the trwps into a corilusecl state vuhich limited 

their ability to deferid their positions. F m  dl indicaoons, the mutdiring fire uas not heavy enough to 

cause this state of temporary disfientaticm. In o t k r  Hlords the Gemian defendeCs were ready and 

fowsed as the Atlies landed. 



While most observers detailed the ladr of destruction, Gemian aamnts cleariy indicate that 

limited 'neutralization' was achieved in various parts of the area deferices. As indicated by Gecman 

Battery Commander Oitz the effects of offensive fire were f a :  

"The fim of the ships guns and the air attacks were nat entirely without effect Mth regard to the 
2nd Bn/57lst Regirnent. The Company Commander of the 8th Campany, Capt. Ullrkh, wes killed 
in the vevy fimt barnbardment. The searchlight battery attachsd to the ûth Coy was destroyed by 
the shdling, the crew w s  killed, hmeâ to death Hihile they manneâ aie searctilights. Aîl of the 
telephone fines ~ ie re  men. The observation post for the divisional arüllery in its coricrete ôunker 
on the western haadland had m communication wÏth its guns, so that no Sm contra wes possible 
from that location." 25 

This however, was f a  from #lequate. The Bombardment Report for Operation 'Jubilee" 

produced on the 3d" of August. 1942 w s  very dear in its assearment of the limited effeds d the 

destroyers banbardment on Phase II brgets. The fire direcfed at Oie east and Hiest headlands was 

deemed ineffective as madars and small amis posts in these areas continued to provide considerable 

fire thmghout the operation? 

The Barnbardment Report dso highlighted several diinkulties with the Phase III bombardmerrt. 

This phase which was depmdent upon the dose coopmaüon of land basai spotters in direding naval fie 

support, experienceâ complications regarding communication. During the Dieppe Raid, the 

communication bdwen the Fonmrd Observations ûfficen with their Model68 radios and the ships off 

in buildings. Veterains, m e r ,  exwencd with the use of these sets in dher operations, detailed the 

fragile nature of these radios. Despite being encasecl in steel, one drop on the beach was often al1 it taok 

to sfmtter t h  tubas. " 
ûf the h a  primsry Forumrd Observation Officers landed during the operation, four of oie 

operators haâ working sets* Hawever, one of Me obsen,ers could not communicate with the supporting 

Phip due to the loss of an aerial on the ship itsdf. The other operators did achieve communication during 

the initial stages of the opefath. This comrnunicatiori w of lirnited valw once the tmops mmt pimed 

ûam on the beach. With little Stietter, Vie observers quidtfy became casualües as the carefully trained 

Gmans marksmen quickly targeted communications personnel. Despite reinforcements in both radios 



and peisonnd. three out of the five pfimary observer$ and rnany more of t M r  communications tearns 

niera neutralired? 

ûespite the setbadrs and difficuities facing the naval fire support ships, there wem examples of 

successful impiementation of naval fire support. The bombardment summafy descri*bed the -ions of 

H.M.S. Albdghton in the fdlowing rnanner, "It is clear that this ship Hiorlting in close touch with her 

Foniiiard Obsewation Officer achieved most during the operation. Targets of importance were pointed 

out by the FOO and the ship's responsa was bah qui& and accurate." Directed to several locations, 

the guns of H.M.S. Aibrightm demonstrated the maximum effectiveness of destroyer guns on âefensive 

targets. Albrighton was directed very eariy on in phase III, by the headquarters ships, to attack the 

antiaircraft battery east of the Radar Detection Finder Station. She ranged upori the target within five 

minutes and the battery was silericed. Furtner targds ori the heigM abave *GreenN Beach were sigMed 

by the Forward Observer and Qassed ont0 the ship. The fire from Alkightm UNE partiailady effective 

against machine gun positions in this area, but a field gun amplacement. on the reverse dope of a hill 

remained immune to the ships gunfire. The flat trajectory of the destroyer gun was incapable of 

achieving enough of an arc to land a shell on aie oVier side of this hill. AlkigMon aehieved sirnilar 

success Hihen diredeâ to engage piIlboxes on the breâhmter. Despite the success of silencing the 

pillboxes, the AlbrigMon was incapaôîe of neutraiking the tobacco factory , vvhich provided defensive fire 

thmughout tho raid." 

The resuits achieved during phase III by aaier ships of the naval sopporüng force were wm less 

im-ve. Many targets m l d  not be rendered inoperaüve and rnany shoots couid not be completed 

due to poar communication Ath the f ~ r d  observers. Ships off shore contiriwlfy refrained from firing 

due to their inability to determine where thdr am troops were located. The chance of casualties f m  

friendly fire uiws never risked. 

H.M.S. Bleasdde is a good example of the proMerns in- in destroyer fire support. Having 

targeted a battery in the east headlarids wiümt success, the ship responded to a cal1 for fire on "Blue" 

beach. The ship, which was to target the "White House", a strongiy fortifiecl location that was stalling the 

attack on the whok braadi, uas unaüe to appmch to an effective range due to the accurate rire from 

shofe batteries. Other M s  were not forthcoming due to their lack of infcmnatiori regarding the locaüm 

of fneridly tmops. Another major proMern Hihich has been hinted at in these #xounts was the inability of 



the ships to tire through the smoke. Ships exling smdre to ideritify targets, reœived heavy 

defensive fire against the ships. Whiie the smolre s m m  pro(eded the stiips and dlowed them to get 

vefy dose to the shore, it also eff8dl'vely mWcted the ships from prwiding adequate fire support. The 

0 t h  support ships expwiencxj similar problems and wem not very effective during this stage of events. 

Still it would be ungemmus not to merition that the Comrnanders of the naval fire support ships 

executed their taslrs wlth great vdor. The 600 shdls fired by aie H.M.S. Garth wre supplemerited by the 

gallant close cavering fire provided by Landing Craft Flak Large Number 2 and Landing Cmft Support 

Number 25 and 8. These latter suppott craCt came close inshore and piovided heavy gunfire supporl until 

thay m ~ a  sunk. Homtver, despite hilCHing the execufion d operational plans, the effects of the naval fire 

'(1) That despite the fact that the ships camed out their des  according to plan for phase I and II, 
the effect of their firepam wes nd suffident to m e n t  the enemy from firing on the beach. Alsa 
the Mixt of the 4 inch gun on the buildings, casho and diffs mwa relativeîy ineffective. It was 
sbted aiat larger guns were necessary to neutralize d e f n  of this caiike. 

(2) That if the "Hunt" Cl- destroyers nieie to be used in future operatians, they nesded to be 
installeâ with a "Bearing Plot" this w l d  maMe them to use indirect fire euen through moice 
screens. 

(3) That it was vecy i m F  to have FauiR*d ûbewatbr~ Oncers sshoni upQting the ships on 
the military situaüon.' 
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CHAPTER 6 

Naval Fire Support Deficiencies 

"The fact that the Canadians did not gain any ground on the main beacks was not due to any 
lack of courage but because of the h e e d  defeftsive fiee. The British rather serfwsiy 
underestimated the quantity of weapons required for such an attack. The strength of naval gunfire 
was entirdy insuffiuent to suppress the defenders during the landings." ' 

The pniceding quote frwn a report by G e m  GeneraI Conrad Hsaae. com-ng on the 

302nd Division's Dieppe expedenœ, dosaly m i m  the cmdusions of the Yafter adion report" prepared 

by Combined Oprations. Both sources state that the offensive naval fim support was ineffective and 

failed to suppress the Gemian âefences. The lack of firapawer contributeci directly to the asswlt forces 

beiq pinneâ doiiH1 and decimateci on the bnwhnir. In order to better undentand the degm to Mich oie 

operational plan was lacking naval fire support, it is necessary to campare the plan in relation to the 

estaMished doctrine laid down in the 'Manual of Combined Operations - 1938". 

It will be recalled that the need to bombard area defences was recognized eady on in the 

Nanning proœs for the Dieppe Opefation. ' Prior to the raid however, Me ôombardment which w s  

originally to larger naval units was transfened to the heavy banbers of the air f m  aid 

suspeded emtireS(. The task of suppmssing the battefies commaMing the approaches to Dieppe was 

given to spcially trained commando fanas, who were landed ashaie wdl More the raid. Thase 

commandos hit the batteries at Vargenville aid Bemevaî. While neither operation went #xxwdinng to 

plan, bdh batteries were put out of action during the initial, crucial moâ of the raid. The reliame on the 

commandos meant that the third ruis#tai def' battery at Arques Le Bataille, inland from the Dieppe 

tuunsite, had to be suppressed by air bambardment. As we have already seen this was less than 

successful. While the navy an~ld be pleôsed tM the first be(t of d e f m  uas minimized and aie fleet 

had a safe appio#n to the beacti, the decision to uw troo~s instead of large-gunned navd vesseîs 

wuld d i d e r  for the overail firman. It wwld mean that there was no heavy bombardment of 

def&11~8~ ather than that Hitiicti nas proviâeâ by the small "Hunt" Class Destray8cs. 
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The application of gunfint by the four destroyers and one gunboat did fdlow the directions 

contained in the '1938 Combined Operations Manual* (to be referred to in future as the COM). The 

Manual tasûed oie direct gunfne of the destroyecs to neuûalize cnemy beach and sea front positions. 

which could fire on the Ianding areas. As detailed by the COM of 1938, the effectiveness of naval fire 

support dependad upon the vdume of fire produced ard the length of tirne the fire could be maintainad.' 

While the fire support by the destrayers was valiantly applied to the third belt defencas. the fad that only 

half of the assi-gned bombardmant force actuaily parllcipated in the gunfire rneant Mat the bombardrnent 

lacked the vdume and weight of fire necesçary ta neutralize the enemy. The destroyers did disnipt 

communications and provide some minimal damage, but their guns, which migM have had some effect 

on the beach defenws themseives. uiere t w  light for the fortified hwsing. piIlboxes, machine gun posts, 

and cormete deferices mnd the t m .  The smdl four inch guns on aie destroyers cwld not peneûate 

more than one or tw feet of cmcmte at very dose range? Little naritralkatim value was gained in this 

initial barnbardment. As the naval fire withdiew in anticipation of the landing trwps, the defenders, 

manning their lightly damaged positions ware ready to fire on the advancing landing craft. 

The ineffective fire suppat ddivered by the ckstmyem in the pre-raid bombardment is exp(ained 

by a dose study of the 1938 COM. The doctrine deady states that the provision of hwiker charges for 6 

inch and 4.7 inch guns w l d  greatfy increase the duration and efîectiveriess of the covering support. 

The benefits of houiitzer charges and their high ara'ng trajectory lay in their increased lethality at 

targeüng posltiais. which nient di- to hit wiîh flat trajectory sea banbardmenfs. The hgh arcing fire 

also allawed for an imeaeâ dumon of fire, and these attributes erisured an increased effediveriess in 

the application of Cire support. The 4 inch gum of the "Hunt" Class Deslroyers empîoyed a fixed 

ammunition that did nol allow for M e r  alterations. The small four inch guns were much more suiteci 

to#Mnrtduüesandsea~esaians)KAebombardment. Therewredassesofabombard~ 

destroyers. which waie much more suiteci to the needs of the operation. Mounting 4.7 inch guns, Mase 

ships m l d  penelrate S feet of ancrete f m  one thausand yards.' These "barnbardmerit" destroyers 

~ iere also equipped with Wget k r i n g  plotüng equipmentR which increased the effectiveness of naval 

gunlire support. T b  'pk(g alhed a ship to record impoitant gunnocy information such as the ship's 

presmt position, the gunnery targets, previous shds, etc.. The "Hunt" class destroyers were not 

equipped vvith thesc plats. and when the smdGe obscured possibie targets. the ships were unable to fire 



for fear of h l n g  their aun tmaps. The *Manual of Combined Operations -1938n indudes repeated 

teferences to the use of 6 inch and 4.7 inch guns. The dadrine strongly indiCates that the type of 

bombardment ships envisioned urne cruisem and bombardrnent des!royers. Such a naval fire support 

tearn was mgularîy used in operations before Dieppe. The failure of naval gunfire cannot be tatally 

Maned an the small "Hunt" Class destroyers. If the appromate number and dass of destroyer had been 

provideci and their d e  lirnited to the neutralization of beach defenœs, they wwld have had success 

against the wire defemes, dit treriches, and defensive persorinei. 

Wilh the lifting of the baach bombardment and the approach of the first wave of landing CM. it 

w s  mvisioned in the 1938 datrine that close support vesseis equipped with machine guns w l d  

pmvide additional landing suppoct. This was acmplished at Dieppe, as dose support craft with .50 

calibre machine guns, anrept the tmches. This hawever, piovided liltle threat to the defenders niho 

remaineci m i n  tMr  undamageci field fortifications. Aceording to the 1938 document, the dose support 

craft were to be futher strengthened with the inclusion of firepawer from 3.7 inch land howitzers. These 

guns which were carried by battleships and cruisers for landing opratioris wre to be mounted on 

landing cmft to prwiâe dase wppt by targethg rffrwiger defendva pasitions on the &ch. Argwb(y, 

the ûieppe Operation met the 1938 standard with the indus1'0c1 of Landing Craft Flac Large Mich 

marnted M n  four inch guns Mh gaod fire controis. White neither vessel had a W t z w  capability, these 

vessels beached themselves and fougM gallantly until destmyed. f he contribution of these vessels is 

diffiadt to asses as aiey faœâ a vast array of undamagecl. forüfw enemy positions, something widl 

beyond the sicop of their intendeâ use. 

As the assault m e s  landed on the min  beach at ûkpp. there w s  a need for guns la- Man 

the hand M d  infantry weapons to deal with the forUfied beach empiacemants. To a d d m  Mis need the 

docln'ne of using tanks in support of amphibiaw landing was applied for the fird Ume. The guns on the 

tanks provided mobile light artilleiy. These wem to be used to knodc out pillboxes and other defensive 

positions. that mrn difficuît to hit fmm the sea. Unfwtunately, the late anival of the tanks ai the main 

beach meant that the m e a l  infantry-amour relationship not establisheâ and the benefits of their 

mutual support ~lere nd rwiued. With the troops pinned ôcnnm on the beach. the tanks could nd 

advance past Vie promenade. 80th t m  and tanks wwld evecitudly suffer s w i ~ s  casudties because 

of the large number of beach defenœ gum thd reminid in operation. 



Phase three of the naval fire su- plan caîled for destroyers to engage targets that were 

causing difficulty for the military operations inland or on the flanks of the operation. While this phase 

fdl& the doctrinal use of Fonnard Observation Officers as the %yesn of aie fire support ships, it did 

nat include aircraft spotiers. The 1938 manual discussed at length the vdue of spWng barnbardment 

f r m  the air, which a l l d  for the acquisition of targets b e y d  the Iine of sight. The targeting of troop 

concentrations, caunter atacks, mobile field batteries, to the rear of enemy defenœs w e  beneficial in 

securing the landing area. The lack of air spotta combined with the fad that the foniiierd abservation 

officers did not clear the beach meant that targets inland were rot engaged by indirect fire. This had 

some very setious resuîts. The second belt of defences, the fieid artillery batteries that were pusitioned 

arwnd Dieppe uwe never engaged. Sporadic air attaeks did little to haît the gunners rate of fire on the 

main Dieppe haches. 

The fact that the guns of the fieet were unaMe to range on targets beyond the line of sight had 

serious r e p e r c ~ ~ m s  for the entire raid. It Iirnited the effective range of the fleet to those targets 

bordering the sea. Nat only was the "sight" of the fieet minimized by a la& of aircraft spotters but also 

the effectiveness of the direct fim ums minimizeâ because of the support ships M i n g  to remain in or 

near the deployed smoke suwn. In the latter stages of the operation, hips exiting the scteen came 

under tire f r m  the shore. This praved a difficuîty for the "Hunt" Class Destroyers as they did not have a 

bearing plot to keep track of shats. M i l e  hampering the fire support ships, the smdte screen ploved to 

be no disniptiton ta the fixed G m  guns wîmse prwrted fire amtimied to daminate the kaches. The 

afkr action report labels the unraliability of smd<e screens to ehelter attadcm frm m m y  gunfire as a 

lesson leamed fmn  aie opration. It rn an issue Wl highlighted in the 1938 manuel and aierefoce 

k m  before the raid. 

In sumnary, th- riras a i n s u f f Ï Ï  in navd (ire support chpite the kmwWge d 

sbong defmœs. This was compounded by a very poor prioritiization of targe(s. It was the 

respo~lsibility of the naval piamers to camfufiy lay out the necassary ta- and assass the ability of the 

ships assigned to per fm the tasks. Suppre&on of defences is the navd planneîs domain of 

mponsibility. As we have saen. the Navy above dl is respollsible for the the of a f a n g  opedan. 

The landing did rot have a hope of success Hiithout heavier and bettw amdinateci navd fire support to 

allaw the ttoops to cross the beach. 



The Navy was certainly conœmâ mth the use of its ships in the confineû waters of the charinel. 

They did nahdize the important anti-ship guns, the coastal defence battai*es, kit they failed to provide 

adequaîe firepawer to deai with the (anti-troog) çecand and third beits of ôefenœ guns. These def811~8~ 

would inflid heavy lasses on the troops crossing of the kach. While the Navy performed well at 

anaring a wfe appmach and timaly amvd at the destination. they failed to sacure the landing area. 

ArguaMy, the mtlitary force commander General Roberts, an experienced gunner in World War I, should 

have demanded more fire support. A land anadc invdving such a large number of Iroops, regardiess of 

surprise, w l d  mt have gone forth under such poor support. As stated in amphik'ous dodrine, ' . . .if 
enemy forces are likely to be awiting the attack. the value of cuvering fire Vnll usually o M g h  the loss 

of surprise....". ' 
While many of the doctnnd elements of an arnphibious assault are in the ûkppe operatiori, 

several important eiements m e  overloaiced. The fack of adequate moritization of targds and the 

missing brge scale naval gunfire support negaüva(y influenced the petforniance of dose support vessels 

and the smaller bombardment ships. The operation's reliance on smoke and surprise was a veiy poor 

attempt to circumvent the true needs of an amphibious operatioon against deudaped cuuîiions. 

According ta the doctrine of the day this type of attadt neeeSSitafed the use of the " .. . gteatest vdurne 

of Sm available." 

Haw does one explsin the fact that pîanners did not pravide adequate naval fire support for the 

attacking forces? Authors such as ûenis Whitdrer have stated the bdief that pîanners and participants in 

the raid w m  foded into thinking that the defenœs and the defenders ~iere of minimal quaiity and that 

the raid HWS p land  on that basis. Whitakw attributes the poor suecess of the raid on the intelligence 

wing of Comôined Operations, Ming that the whda operation began based a, fauity informafim. ' 
The intelligence kanch of Cunk'ned Operaoons HaedqWem kd by Wing Cornmandei the 

Maquis of Casa Maury, a close pers4nal friend of Mountbatten's. As an inexmencd "tiostilities oniy" 

intelligerice oniœr, his wer the Iieads of r%gular officers haâ not been popular. This karich, 

did nat gather intelligence itseif, but assirnilateci data f m  a number of ather sources. According to 



~uttdsVY naval force cornmander, Rear Admiral BaillieGmhman. Casa Maury was "uttedy usebss" 

and. furthemore. "Much intelligence was no( officialiy shared and was sometimes obtained by chance." 

This questioning of the capabilities of the intelligence companenl of Combinecl Operations is of 

particular importance to the provision of adquate naval fire support. As indicated in the 1938 COM, the 

effectiveness of naval fire support in dealing Ath defensive positions will depend greatly upon " the 

extent and nature of tha eriemy's defences, and how much is k m  of them."" 

It is the lack of good intelligence, tnat has often been cited as the cause of failure at Dieppe and 

mare impartantly the failure to have increased naval fire support. Glaring enors such as the failure to 

identify the tmps manning the Dieppe clefences and mare irnportantly the status of their defensive 

measures go a long way in justifying this expianaticm. Furthai e m ~ s  in locating aie divisiorial 

headquarters w e  only compounded by the k'ggest omiss~*an of them ail, the la& of knauAedge of diff 

emplacements, which pravided enfilade fire along the beaches. As a later battle summary wuld indicate 

regarding the importance of the guns in the cliffs, " This enfilade fire made the capture and retention of 

the beaches dmost impossible and was therefore the main cause of the failum to press on thmgh 

Di- and attain objectives laid dowm in the planw. " 

The importance of assessirg the impact of geqlraphy for enhancing the enerny's defensive 

masures amnd the landing site were stresseâ in the 1938 COM. It called for careful consideration to be 

given during the planning phase to aie "... . facilities for deferce which the physical chamcteWcs of the 

landing places and neighbomood may offer to the enem~."'~ The physicai atûiôutes of Dieppe as a 

landing site afforded gmat defensive potentiai to the enemy. It should have been v g i  sasy for 

Combiried Operatioris Intdligence to ascertain the existence of the dewdiy cave systern, which 

dorninateâ aie main of Dieppe. The obvious mm for this nas the kmum existeme of aie 

caves well befm the wr .  The caves in the cliffs have ken arwnâ as long as the tcmn H f .  This 

krowledge was even shared by Churchill's Afe who had ylent considerable t i m  in the area. An exampîe 

of aie strong position such geographical conditions cwld imprt to defenders u~z, already developed on 

the British side of the Charineî. The fad that the Gemans rnight do the sanie and the obvious military 

advantage these positions off- WB ignoreci by the inteîligenœ kanch." 



Aocording to Whitaker, intelligence sources did have adequate waming about cliff emplacements 

f m  within their own organization. Wing Commander Douglas Kendall, a photo analyst. stated that 

"...ground saurces indicated therie ~nere  guns in those tunnels. We cwkin't identify the size or 

calibre ..."." Major Reginaid Unwin who nies an expaienced Intelligence officer on the staff of the Fint 

Canadian Army enhancd this m i n g .  According to his cdleague Captain Magnus, the two officers 

compileci a summary of the defences in which they stated most emphatically the probable presence of 

guns in the diff si& tunnels. The sumrnary put together by these officers was eventually used in the 

opefational orders but all referertœs to these diff face guns were ddeted. " 

During the planning stages of the operatin, it would have been easy to sdve the questim of diff 

emplacements had there be@n a detailed Mique area photographie worîc-up. This w l d  have shawn the 

diff emplacements and camouflagecl gun positions to the pbnners. Despite the obvias need. hOHRVer, 

there is no record of Cornbined Operations inteiligance ever carying out such a reconnaissam. 

The prasence of diff emplaanmmts wwtd seein vecy logical in hindsight. It is diffkult for ona not 

to wonder at the naive optimism about such a naturally defensive geographical feature. Operational 

maps detailing the knauni defenœs prior to aie raid, captureci by the Germans and criüqued as very 

accurate, except w t t m  the headlands are coricemed, are very interesüng when analyzed. The vuest 

headland, aaording to th pre-raid intelligence map. had na defensive position locafed there. Of the 

approximateiy 17 positions k m  More the raid, 11 of them were located on the beach itsdf." One has 

difficuity beiieving that militaiy and naval pîanm could envision the very professicd German Amy 

not piacing some f m  of defemive measures cm the westem flank of a defended position. When had the 

G m n s  ever left a flank undefended or faited to rnake use of favourabie tenain? The G m n s  had 

been noted for their d a H e  and weil buiît underground field fortifications during Wocid War I. 

G m  inconsistencks Wich raise quasOaa about the integrity of the planning pnicess can be 

seen w t m  the area (West HeadIand) Mich commgnded the beach was designatecl as M i n g  mîaüvely 

few or no defendve positions. Oespite the esümsteâ lacû of defenœs, it wss given nearfy the 

amount of su-ng fire as the other sectocs. It wwld seem preposterws to d e  such valuable 

WgM d fire on a sedor with no military targets In W i ,  dose to 5û percent of of thid rd deddabe 

poeitions wem located on aie heigMs around Dieppe. lnfocmatjon Mer the raid m l d  shaw that of 31 

knami posiüons diredy in line of sigM of the main beaches, only 15 wara on the beach itself." 



Regardless of the diff issue, there remajned emugh identifieci area defences, that wme net dsan 

with adquatdy. A German combat report after the raid sbted, " ... They persisted Wh this plan although 

they w m  anrare of the strength d the Dieppe obeat defences, conao(e axWw&m, anütank walls. 

machine gun positions and cwstal guns. This nia krow from their maps."'' The Oemian view that the 

existing k m  defances wre ~~t to impede the lading riras quite accurate. At no time dunng the 

raid did the fire from the small, naval suppart destroyers ever sen'ousîy disnipt the G m a n  fire plan. 

Excluding the diff emplacements, the Dieppe def- were of a great magnitude. As the Gemians 

rightly rnentioned, the k m  def~c~ces detaifed in -id intelligence maps were more than Hlhat the 

naval fire suppart ships were capable of dealing with. It was not the cliff mpl-ts a lm .  but the 

careful integration of field artillefy, machine gun and mortars, which caused the failure of the raid. N o m  

of these defensive eîements nrere deait with hy Briüsh pianm. 

The individual ultimateiy mpmsibie for the inMedive naval fire support at Dieppe is the Naval 

Force Commander Captain J. Hughes-HaIlett. As an amphibiens commander his responsibility according 

ta the doctrine of the day was to fmulate a fim support plan, '. . .designecl to overcome any resistance 

likeiy to be encountered.. .." " Why then was adequate fire suppcrt rot provided? 

Why No Capital Ships 

Oenis Whitaker stated "The plan, chuded of al1 is essential elements, sti% forged a m ,  

pushed, as it is naw generaliy acûmvdedged, by the heads of state of Great Britain. Why did these men, 

astute in the art of war, mt r8scue the project? Why did they not order in a battleship, or reinstate the 

massive bombing raid?"" This question has been asked by many since the vivid maliaes of t b  raid fint 

h a m e  k m .  In reality, there is no dired or accepteci officiai explanatian as to why the attack went 

fonmrd withaut aôequate support Man Loring Villa, aithor of UnauthonhW Act-, spent a gmat dQal d 

time researching this question and has devebped a thaory which dearîy highlights the reason for the 

lack of fire su9port. 

Theprimarycausefartbladrdfire~liesinttie are~ofpolitics. AttheChiefsdStaft 

level of operation, pditics and the rnilitafy meet. There are duRys groups of civilian officiais and eleded 

pditicians Hihose ideas on waging unar are amtmry to those of the military establishment. In a 



democracy. this interaction amang bc(h groups is extreme(y close. ad rnany military actions are the 

result of political ideais. 

This discord nias partiailady true in 1942. as the First Sea Lord, Admiral Sir Dudley Pound and 

the Prime MinisterlÇecretary of ûefenœ Sir Winston Churchill. had vecy diffemt views on how the war 

at sea should be W. It  kas particulariy difficult for Admiral Pound because Churchill had at various 

times during his political career been invdved with naval affairs. These two penanages ware strategic 

opposites. Churchill prefened direct. offensive adion. wuhile Pound prefened a more cautiow appmch. 

laoking at the long-range picture. 

When Rear Admiral BaillieGrohman asked for imeased support he was toid by Admiral 

Mountbatten that he had almây asûed and M been denied by the highest authority. The reference was 

directed at Admiral Pound who was mpxted having emphasod that if a batüeship was lost at Dieppe 

then one could never claim the engagsrnent as a vida# 
This rePponse mnild seem to be amsistent with Me pdicy and decisions handed down by 

Admiral Pound in 1942. He uras in a vecy pecariws position. As the head of the world famous Royal 

Navy, k mds expected to fdlow alortg in the winning tradition of the heiœ. The public expeded the 

Navy to protect them and provide vidories for the country. As any duderit of the mod will attest. the 

diffhit eawmic timas of the  inter-^^^ pdd had playeâ havoc with Navy expandituras. resulting in 

limited reswrces and outdateci equipment. Admiral Pound had by 1942 instituted very mservaüve 

defensive pdides. designed to pro4ed the remairhg resauces and guard against emmy attacks. This 

la& of an diansive menfality was seen by many Critics to be badnmard and slow. Amarig ttiese critics 

was the Prime Minister, Sir Winstm Churchill. Ha saw PouWs policies as plodding and t tmch~rd.~  

Pound's stance taiiuards a ddensive Strategy was based upon serious losses suffered by the 

Navy in the eady days of the war. The sinking of the Royal Oak. the damaging of the lm Duka and 

Nelson, indicated that even the Rayd Navy mas nat immune to attack in their rnost vvell defenôeâ 

locaüonsOCW This shodr was additionally cmpiicated by the diPas(ious Noniug(ian Campagn in rvhidi the 

H.M.S. Gloiious was hit from great distances and resulted in -0us logp of life? 

In readjcm to these laeses. Churchll uanted to pursua a pdicy of hunting dcw, kmm Oermai 

raiden vvho wera at large in the oceans of the woiM. This altad< philosophy was at odds with Pwnds 

preferençe for keeping his ships togeaier, defanding awivoys and onfy pnsuirig raidan if they were a 



#mat to the supply lines. Churchill ~ l g ~  rewarded with hnib sucœses in the sinking of the Bismarck and 

the saittling of the Graf ~ p e e . ~  

Hauiever, Vie -es wre rising as the fall of France a l l d  G m n  subman'nes and airplanes 

to place a close stranglehdd on England by sinking valuabie shipping. As these threats to the country's 

supp(y lines became mare pronounced. so did the need for a solution." 

Coritinued setbacks in the Atlantic, Mediterranean and Indian Ocean were mpounded by the 

ladr of resourees. Pwnâ had a need for new ships in al1 theatres of operadions Any shift in one area 

resulted in losses in another. This catch 22 position was made uwse by the loss of the P r i m  of Wales 

and RepuIse in the Far East. The destruction of these latter ships, sent at Churchill's urgings, was a 

hamh bîav for the Royal ~ a v y ?  

It ums about this time that General Brwùe replaced Admiral Pwnâ in the Chair of the Chiefs of 

Staff Cammittee. Rumous began to circulate that Pound might even be repîaced as First Sea ~ord? 

This came in the wake of his oppasitian to the dispersal of capital ships and aircraft caniers to escort 

convoys and to support the Narwegian Toehdd concept, that made him unpopular with Churchill. There 

were aiso other pressures, that were being kought 40 beat on Pound and the political edabîishrnerit. The 

Russians were voicing their disfavwr at the minimal amaunts of materials, vvhich wwe getting through in 

the Anüc Convoys. This displeawre was not m)y being voiceâ on the diplomatic fmnt but by the very 

strong prolsoviet political lobby in parliamerta 

Howwer, what u)Pima(e)y )ed to the replacement of Pound as th6 Chair of the Chiefs of Staff was 

the ability of the Germans to make use of the channel to move its heavy units. Admiral Pwnd, as he had 

reportedly ôme during the Di- planning, argued that the Royal Navy could not operate heavy units in 

the confinad vwtefs of the channel. To the embarrassment of the Navy, the Oemian Navy mwed three 

heavy shipa the Gneisenau. Schamhcrst and Prim Eugen in daylight thrwgh the channei unharmed. 

despite the British having m i n g  of the rnovement. This meant that the Gemians had practically 

thair emtim surfixe flest ladged in Nommy? This shattered the myth of the channd being the "mOafn of 

8fitain. The Royal Navy came out of this incident looking inept. That darnage had been infiicted on the 

Gemran ships nies not reported and generdly igmred in the torrent of Çriücism. 

Wthsetbad<sanwaryocaanadthedamandfwmcretobedaie,Pwndwapinavery 

diffkuit position. He f& thot the supp(y ünes in the Mantic should be the w m r y  focus of the Navy. This 



w s  fdlowed by a relateci need to keep heary units concentrated at Scappa Flow, to counter aie G m n  

threat of -king out into the Atlantic f m  their Nawegian lair. With these goals in mind, requests for 

units to chase raiders, provide suppoit for attacb on Nowayl etc.. were a law pdonty for Admiral Pound. 

Admiral Pwnd could not argue against the Combined Operations Oiganitation. As the mly 

branch actively engaged in attack, the defensive sowding Pwnd m at risû of losing his position. Thus, 

it ums necassary to proviûe Mat Villa describes as %ken ~upport".~ 

In reality, the raid itsdf was an opportunity for Admiral Pwnd to allw another organization, 

namly Comaned Operatioru. to shoulder sane of the burden of a-ng the Soviet Union. This 

offensive strategy might also cod Churchill's a m  for seizing a Noc~~gian base. something vhich 

Pound knew would prove costly for the M a l  Navy in ternis of ships and men. As Villa indicates, "His 

ami interads. then, as weil as those of the sentice, uiged Pound nat to veto Dieppe. even though he 

must have k m  its prospects wem poar at bestJ1 

As Villa states. these factors go a long way in expiaining why Admiral Pound did not insist that 

Mountbatten suknit his proposal for the Dieppe Operation for Chiefs of Staff a p p a l .  If wch a request 

were made it might force the Navy to provide additional suppact or the m o n .  naithar of 

which wwld have ben to the advantage of the ~ a v ~ . "  

Villa sums up "A Canadian division was being risked wfth patently inadequate fire suppart, and 

Pound cleady acquiesceci. It was under these pressures that he refused to hazard the naval force that 

might have spdled the difference betwecm a miseraôie failure and a marginal SUCC~SS*." 

While the Navy was OBCfainly responsible for the provision of firepcmer, üwe was onîy one dm 

figure capable of saving the operation. This was Admird Lord Louis Mountbatten. head of Cwnbined 

Operations. Dr. Vllta bdieved that Mwntbattm want ahead with the Dieppe Operation without the direct 

approval of the Chi& of Staff Cornmittee. Althaugh the Combined Operations Mer action rapoct later 

claimed that Mountbatten reœived appiaraî for the operation at a meeting of the Ch- of Staff 

Cammittee on 27 July. Dr. Villa provas that he did rot. The only appmval wihich Mountbatten had w s  

one Wich vms couched in generalities by the Chiefs of Staff (dated July 25) in which it indicated that 

heavy raids w~uM be instituted in the nasr Mure. but no precise opera(ion w s  indi~ated.~ 

It appears that Mmind Mountbatten. a fawite of bdh the King and ChunhiIl, promoted well 

befom his time. was a vecy ambitious individual. In Ietters to Canadian Lieutenant Gananl McNwgMm. 



Mountbatten tded to sdidify support that ereafed him suprame cornmander fw dl raidhg acüvities. Ha 

deaily hoped this tlle wwld allw him to bypass the Chiefs of Staff Canmittee in most 0perali0f'Is. 

White McNaughton avdded the proposiacm, it does shed ligM on the ambitions of Mwntba(ten. Wha( the 

ambitiws Mountbatten had to avoid at al1 COSfs was an open repdiaüm cr even a veiled rebuke. Asking 

infonnal a m a l  risked just that. Churchill had al& cancdled the operation twice and the Chiefs of 

Staff had a track record of M i n g  aich raids and migM well ancd  the Dieppe Operation. If h~ntbatteri 

let sleeping dogs lie and iniant aheaâ with remounting, thare was every chance, that if he avoided raisin9 

controversial qwsticns. he would nat be stopped. Cedainly Admiral Pound. niho wss under a doud of 

sinkings and lossas and was portrayed as unsympathetic to the Russian allies, was unable to take the 

laad against Mountbatten's folly.' 

In reaiity. M h  Pound lodcing Mer his ami concams and the appeasement of bah the Russias 

and the AmMcans, there was every possibaity that no one miuld contradid Mountbatten. Eithw failwe 

or victocy on the raid mwld show the Ruans ttha t h i n g  w s  being done on the Western Front. In 

addition, the Amencans, who M been discussing cross channel operations, (Sledgehamnier, 

80(edRoundup) mxild be appasd  by W8h action on the soi1 of  rance? Tn*/, this raid could 

achieve two large poiitical objectives in a-ng ailies and demoristrabing the gooâ int8nüocls of the 

British. 

If politics and ambitions had not impeded the execution of the raid on Dieppe, Hhat would the 

inclusion of heavy naval ordnaiw;e have had on the opemtian? What combination of guns and v d s  

mwa necessary to optimize the fire suppoct plan? Wha couid have been aecompiished if the 1938 

Combineci Ornons Manwl had been followd? 

What Could Have Been Accomplished 

"Batles are mwi by supetionty of Cre.' And these wwds M e n  in 1768. by Fredenck (he Great in 

his book MiMary lestement sum up a t i dess  plind.p(e of batt~e.~ The greater the n u m b  of guns and 

the greater the weight of fire. the maa likeiy your forces am to oucceed in their endeavors While none 

can question the realistic ability of naval ships to king devastating fimpouw to bear on enemy 



ernpiacements. the question remaim. what pmpwtion of firepawer is necssary to drive faai an effective 

attack against developed conditions? 

As we have seen, the first abjective of any fire support pian is to wercome the eriemy def- 

in the a m  of the assauh, fadiMing the planned landing of assault forçes. The options available for 

naval fire support are to either neutralize or destroy enemy positions. And both of these fomis of fire 

support can be achieved in an amphibious operation. As a testament to the latter f o n  of bombardment, 

Japanese Lieutenant General Kuribayashi said after aie Iwo Jima bombardment, "Hawever firm and 

stout piIlboxes you may build at the beach, they wîll be destmyed by bombardrnent of main armament of 

the battlahips. The powar of the American warships and ai& rrmkes evefy landing operation possiMe 

to Hihatever beachhead they like? In the European Theatre, hawavei the neceosity of surWse ensured 

lhat the proîoriged. wall direcfed bombaidment mœsay to destray ancmy ôefences uras not a pradcal 

option. It was to be through 'neutralking fite" that the emny defences mrn b be put out of adion. This 

necessitateci the appiication of naval fire support, the objective of which was not so much the matefial 

destruction of the enemy defenœs, as the dimption of their efficient use. By dastroying telephone lines, 

damaging equipment and disorienting esseriüal personnel. naval tire support was to suppress enemy 

def- during aie period vuhem the attackers wenr m n g  the beach. A post-Noimandy tod for 

measuring the effectiveriess of 'neutralizationn fire detmined that a corre(atim existed between the 

'neutralization' and demoraliration of the enemy, and t k  otrwrgth of their beach defences. This 

statistical data demonstrateci that the proportibn of cawdties Sunerd on the lariding beaches 

conasponded to the numbef of defending machine guis and mortan, (one mOcfar counting as three 

machine guns). It was detemineci that the rrwialties amnted to about 20 sddiers per equivalent 

machine gun wkre the beach neuttaking fire was 0.09 1bs.l sq. yd. and as low as 5 caswIties m e  it 

had beem heavkr a( 0.25 Ik./sq. yd.* Using the intelligence âata from the Dieppe opmation. Wich 

detailed Rxed beach Wencas of 10 hsevy machine guns, 7 light machine guns* and two 8 inch mOcfarS, 

the neLifral*atkn to cas* fgum f a  Oieppe wwîâ be in the range of 26.5 for every defending 

machine gun. The provision d 0.019 Ibs./sq. yd. of naval fire support to Me Dieppe beaches wwld result 

in a meded laes of 552 cawahb? Keeping in minâ the nature and duratb of the raid. a certain 

numbar of mobiie weapons wwld undouôtedly ôe bmught to boar on the M n g  forces. This wwld 

certain@ in- the nurnôer of projected casualties. 



1 Attackinq Casualo.r 1 P oundr of Shelk Per Square Yanî 1 

TaMe 16 is an analysis of expected attacûirtg casuaiües for a machine gun emplacement. that had been 

bombarded by various levds of bombarrlrnent expressed as shell poundage. 

As Admiral David O. Farragut stated in his Gerieral Order for the Port Hudson in Match 

of 1863. "The best protection against the enemy's fire is a well directed fiia from air  uwn g u n ~ . ~ '  The 

ability of the attacking forces to overwme and neutralize the m y  fireplan was the only possibie 

meens for ensuring a sucœssfuI landing. Therdore. the question arises, vvhat ship and guns cwld have 

warwme the German fireplan at Dieppe in August of 19421 

In the Dieppe apmüon. *ips that could come reîativedy close to uierie required to sustain 

an accurate and prdonged bombardment in the face of enemy aüllery and air In the Dieppe 

scenario, these ships mniM dso need to combat shwig area defenœs in the mannsr pmsuiôed under 

the 1942 doctrine of mai fie support. At the same tim, mis doctrine caed for the provision of support 

agai-nst cosstal battefies and other defences fmm beyond the range of anamy gunfne. white mhWning 
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evasive ~naneuvers.~ This need to fire while rnoving f m  gmat distancas calleû for the use of vecy large 

calibre guns. The circle cauld be sqwred only by the guns camed by cruisers, battleships or mitors, 

vuho awld Cre fran tt'rese distances and süll p i d e  effective King panerponier 

It is important to understand the contribution a vessel such as a battleship wwld have made to 

the amphibious assault on Dieppe. Battleships were amied with the heaviest guns availabie and the 

thickest of protedive amour. A Queen Elizabeth Class battleship in Wodd War II such as the H.M.S. 

Wacspite urwld have braught eight 15 inch guns to bear on the enemy. Firing a M l  of 1938 pwnds 

some 32,200 yards, a battleship cwld drop 15,504 pounds per broadside on a target. With a magazine 

of 1 W rounds per gun, this ship m l d  provide an estimated bombardment of 1,550,400 pounds." The 

neuiier 14 inch King George V Class battleships with ten guns could drop 1,590,000 painds of shell on 

the enemy.* 

These figures abne represent a slaggeiihg m'ght of fire. Nwbalizing Cire piaced in the contact 

of the Dieppe Raid gives ona a guideîine of the effects such a vessel would have on the casuaîty figures 

at Dieppe. If a 15 inch battleship were to prwide the 20 minute banbarâment in conjunctim with the 

exisüng destroyer farce, it w l d  mean 465,120 Ibs. of additiorial shell weight. With a total bbardment 

of 508,155.68 Ibs. this wwld represent 0.235 pounds per square yard. Stab'stically this wwld mît in 7 

casualties per defending machine gun. The n s m ~  King George V battleship with its smaller calibre and 

increased number of guns would provide 0.241 pounds per square yard and a casualty rate of 6 

inâividuals per defending machine gwi. The proporüonal i- in Crapanrer due to the indusion of a 

battlslship significantly the number of casualües per machine gun by 20.5 m e .  This 

represents mly the contrikition of 20 minutes of bombardment of the defenœs, yet results in the 

reduction of close to 400 statistical casualties. 

Not only did a batleship provide a heavy quantity of high explosives, it aiso tiad the ability ta 

de* targets. The devastati*ng effects of 15 inch guns on defmsive position as stated earîiei by 

Japanasa Lieutef~nt Generd Kwibaysohi is m m  udanlandab(e vvhan one lodrs at the fdlavcing 

statistic. At a distance of 10,000 yards. a 15 inch WWM penetrate 18 feet of ~oncrete.~ A 

ciderisive poaiai with 18 feet of cormete is cmsidmd a very strong defonsive pasitian. 1 given time 

and accurate direction, batüeships couid destroy most defended locations. 



A battleship, although in possesdon of gms lafge enaugh to pmviâe either devastating 

clestnidive fire or oveiwhelming neutralkatian fie, must diIl operate under some restraints. 

Strategicaiiy. a battleship at ûiepp waJd galvanke the enemy to awrcenbae forcas for its 

destruction. This is perhaps not as significant at Di- as a skeabie of landing forces m f d  

prormte eqwl interest and rnobilization. Operatihg in the c~nfined channd Hmfers, however, meant that 

the ship m l d  la& room to maneuver. The threat of mines, submaflne attack and air attack rnust be 

taken extremdy swi~sly. The threat of surface a(ad< was less of a factor as the G a m w s  wwîd be 

had pressed to mobilize the few heavy units they had availabîe. As the operation developed. it wwld be 

necessary to protect the battleship from the smaller destroyer torpedo and E-boat attacks. This latter 

threat was anticipated during the adual opfation, but it never materialized, as the picket ships H.M. 

Ships BrOdClesôy, Bleasdde and O.R.P. SI&. patmlled to the n o r t h a s t w d  in mpnse to the 

potentiaî threat of IO ~ - ~ o a t s . "  

The tactical âangers at Dieppe for a capital ship wwld have coma primarily from the coastal 

defence batteries. With these silenced by the cmwmdos, hcwever, the ship could have approached the 

ohore thrwgh dwneîs carehllly mept of mines. The hoevy amour of a batüeship w l d  aho provide 

adequate plotdon f m  any of the remaining guns, thaP could be brought to k a r .  Careful 

antisuknarine sumeps by the batlleship ascorts wwld reduce the threat of subrnarlne attack. The largest 

worry for the Navy w the battleship defences against air attack. Despite a great number of antiaircraft 

guns, the ûatüeship and ascort flotilla nas nd able to p i d e  complete m e r  for prolongeci mods. 

What many have failed to notice w s  that the ~WY'S psmce at Dieppe represerited the la- 

attack farce asseinbled to date. While fighter cornmand mnild not have liked being distracted from its air 

battle, they cculd have allocafed air awer. What is most intefesting to note is that by engaging the 

Gemian Air Fwce in strengtn and Mnging them to battle, the Navy w s  at- provided with adequate 

air cuver. Aceounts of the battle indiate tnat R was mly Iater in the aft8m00n that enemy planes ~lere 

initiating viaMe attacks on the shipping in front of Dieppe. Even at this point the most ~&ous loss, that of 

the H.M.S. Berkeley, was achieved more by a tucky hit than enerny bambing accutacy. 

A cornmittee cfeafed ôy the First Sea Lord aiid chaited by Rear Admiral P.R. Mdjrigor came to 

some veiy similar conclwcms in a report done after the operation. In wnsuftaüon with participants, 

McGrrigor and his cornmittee of specialists concluded that a bsttleship wwld have proved effective at 



Qmanlizing the troops in the a m  and migM have facilitated the advame of the tmps through the 

destruction of defensive obstacles. The team, Jso concluded that the battleship w l d  have been in little 

danger dunng the initiai two to three houro of the raid. They furaier amduded lhat the IgM suppott a a f f  

surrounding the capital ship wwld proue adequate (with the aid of a figMer umbrella) at defending the 

ship. It was decided that G m a n  medium bombers would have posed some ri& to the ship but wwe 

unlikely to do s&ous damage? 

Oespite the positive findings of the McG- Cornmittee report, it ~ k l ~  vecy unlikdy due to 

pmiously discussed pditical ramifications that a battleship w l d  have b allocated to the opration. 

A mpeat performance of the Apnl25,1915 H.M.S. Implacabie's support of the Gallipoîi Landings under 

enerny fire at X beach frorn miy 450 yards highly improbable.* 

While rem- to a battleship ums ruled out, the experiences gaineâ in previous amphibious 

operabions had shuw~~ that the m i s e r  was an ideal gunnety support v W .  It had the distinction of baing 

the Iargest wrship, Mich could be built and replaced, in large mimbers. Carrying large ordnance. these 

IigMly amured ships wre designed with speed in mind and wwe often tasked mth eacorting 

battleships, praridtng suppoit to destroyers and merchant shipping and fulfilling the arduous d a e s  of 

patrdling and SCOUfing. While both the heavy and ligM cruisers wre limited to 10,000 tons undor 

restrictions from the 1939 Naval Trwty , tneir difference in ordnance waç particularly important for 

amphibious warfare purposes. The light cruisers gamally camed 6 inch guns while the heavy cruisers 

carried 8 indi g ~ n s . ~  

A ligM cruiser wch as the H.M.S. Kenya vwes armeû with nine b inch guns, each capable of 

d-ng a 112 pound W l s  on anamy targets. The multiple gui delivery system of the light cNisar 

allowed the delivery of 1008 pounds of shell per broadside. This is very different from the 143.48 pounds 

of MI from the koadside a ~ u n t  aass destrayers." In contnst, a tmuy miser sudi as H.M.S. 

London ameâ mM 8 inch guns couid hurl shalls weighing 256 pounds some 30.000 yards. A koadside 

from this ship w l d  dmost double that of the light cruiser at 2048 paunds of ahel~s.~  

Besides the experiences gained in the Vaagso Raid of 1941, the estaMished use of cruisers can 

beseaninthepre-Diegpeamphibiaw~~amedai<bytheAmeiicansag~nstUicJapanrahrt 

Guaâaicanaf. Three heonry cruisers supportecl the attack aided by fair desbp/ars uutiich wece assigneci 

ta- on t b  Guaddunal beach? Whik the miser and destroyer combination was doctrinally 



acœptabfe under U.S. Landing Opedon's dodrineIu the Guadalcanal Operation highlighted some 

diffïculties in using misers as barnbardment va9sds. The prindpal cancam resfed in the effectiveness 

of uuiser fire in light of gunnery ranges. Whik an avmage miser had a maximum firing distance of 2 5  

30.000 yards, its effective firing range was in fad wch shorter. A six inch shdl Cred at a target 10,000 

yards away wwld only panetrate 3 feet of ~oncrete.~ Even at relaüvaly dose quarters, the destructive 

impact of the cnJWs fire pawer is not outstanding. This in effect rneant that the miser had serious 

difficulty providing naval fire support where destnicave yield is required. 

The effediveriess of cruiser neutra('uing fire support was also called into question dun'ng the 

NaRh African (TORCH) landings of 1942. During this operation the cruisers demonstrateci their abilities 

to fundion as a highly mobile bombardment force, but their preponderance for firing at long ranges. mile 

undeniiay at high speeds, negated aieir effedi*ve hitting pawer. The sharie defec~c~s and in pwticuiar aie 

gun emplacements remained in opfation for a re(ativdy long mod d tirne." 

Statistically, if two heavy misen were addsd to the Crst tvvo phases of the Dieppe operation 

they would have provided an additional i22,880 Ibs. of M l .  This w l d  have increased the overall 

figure ta 0.076 pounds per sqwre yard, prwiding wsuaMes in the order of appmxirnatdy 22 c a s d t h  

per defending machine gun? If a similai numbar of ligM misers were to have been empioyed, aiese 

sbti*stics m l d  alter mly merginalîy vdîh an additional barnbardment of 80,640 paunds. At 0.m pounds 

pei square yard this wwld provide an estimated 23 casualties per machine gun? While these figuras 

qmmt an -able imprwernerit in the bombadmerrt statistics, they do n d  refled the oplimum 

utilizaüon of resaurces. The statistics must also take into aceaunt aiat due to the poor dedr  am^^ of a 

missr. a pro(oqeâ air bambardmerrt wwM inciesse the ris& of sinking. The loss of a miser wwld have 

m n t  hundreâs of additional casuaîties. Thedore. the improveâ statisticaf bombardment provideci by 

the cruiser, bdamed with the inhmt ri&, àœs not appar to support the cruiser as aie optimum 

weapon for the Dieppe Operation. 

Then what heavy gunned ship coufd have provided the necessary heauy support needed for the 

success of the Dieppe Raid? 
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CHAPTER 7 

MONITOR OPTION 

The after action report stated, "At Dieppe, no ship larger than a "Hunt" dass destroyer could. Ath 

safety, have been used. unles recoune had b e n  to a capital ship." This vms nothing less than a false 

dichalomy. There uws in fact one olhef dass of ship capMe of safdy fulfilling the requirements for the 

heavy gunfire support of the Dieppe Orn ion .  This type of vesse1 vvas called a rnonitor. 

The modern rnonitor traces its roats back to the "ironclads" of the Amencan Civil War. Its bdd 

name means "one who admonishes another as to his conducV2 Ouring WorM War 1, with the amies of 

Europe ladreci in olaac defences, the Navy caiied for the design of a speUdized ship which cwld be 

used to bombard wasîal targets. With the Gemian's right Eumpean flank bardering on the English 

Channd, barnbardment of the enemy flank and rear by naval guns became very popular.' These 

bombardment operatims were often in support of large rnilitary operations ashore. 

The rnonitor has often been equated to a floating gun piafform. lts twaâ beafneû s i l M e ,  

dominatecl by a tunet and t m * n g  gunnery observation m s t ,  leaves little doubt as to the ship's 

operatinal purpose. The largest of the rnonitors of the Wortd War Two era were the Roberts Class 

(sometimes known as the Abercrombie Class). The best exampie of this type of vesse1 would be the 

H.M.S. Roberts, Mich camed (wo 15 inch142 MKI guns mauntecl in a single gun tunet. This main 

armament was supplemented by stmg secondary anti-airctaft guns which induded eigM fwr inch 45 

Qui& Fire MK )(VI Anti Ai& guns in duai mountings. Close range weapons induded sixteen two 

pounder pompoms4 T hese fmidabîe guns were direcfed by a fire coritrd systm the capabilities of 

which induded faâar anging for the guns. The Type 285 radar was usad for anti-aitcraft befec~3~ and 

focuseci an medium range, high angle fire. The main amiamerits made use of the Type 280 radar. 

The impWve dnance m e d  by a mitor  was lodged in a 7973 short ton ship (induding 

amiaments) Mich cwld mach speeds of 12.5 knots.' Due to its operaüonal mandate of pamcipating in 

close bombardmerit opemtions, the ship was equipQed with an impressive a m y  of amiout plating. The 

hul, twet, and ded< of the ship wenr dasignad to -st air, sea and grwnd fire. The vertical amour d 

ttm monitor  as desigried to resist 6 imh stidls with a 35 âegree to horuontal side amior. This induded 
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f w r  incties to &e i n c h  in the M. eigM indias in the barbatti and the highly visible tumt had 13 

inches to 5 inches accordingly? In fact, during World War II. this amour niwld prove its& wwthy as the 

H.M.S. Roôerts wwld survive di- hi& by hwo 1100 lb. babs.' 

The highly trainad sailas manning the rnonitor induded 95 speciaîisr, who opefateci the tunet 

and fire cantrol sysîems. Sixty-four offiam and men rnanned the tunet and magazines directly belmu, 

h i l e  high abwe in the contrai tops, the Gunmy ûfficer and Bombardment Liaison Of(iœr wwe 

d s t e d  by 12 other ratings. The heart of the Cire &rd system, the tranaritüng sYation. contained one 

officer. a 12 rnemôer Cre contrd table crew and 4 axnmunications ratingsVa 

The specialized mie assigned to m i t o r s  is rdected not only in her armour, afmaments and 

crew, but also in the actwl design of the vessd itself. The very qualities which make a m i t o r  too slow 

and ponderous for fleet manec~vers, mice it for cœW bombsrdrnent and support of landings. Due 

to the Wlaw h u g M  of the ship with only 1@15 feet of ship befow the matdine the ship could clorse 

Jthin throiniing distance of the shore. The propellets were carefully recessed into the hull in protedive 

sheaths which ensued that the propellem were not d I y  fovled by obstructions swh as rocks in 

treacherous Hlaters. W i  akr deferniive safety messures uich as tapedo bulges. a paavane for 

moored mines, and acoustic sweep, the m i t o r  mas the ideal tod for coastal bombatdmerrt WW? No 

0th- coclventjonal naval vassal affordsd the ability to safely king heauy naval guns to Mhin point blank 

range of anemy COaSfaI defences.'O 

Chwe quaRer bombardment in shallan Mers was a redistic operationd m l i t y  that mitocs 

w e  designeci to mm. As with any -on in dose proximw to enemy dafénœs, the risk of 

sinking had to corisidered. One of the main attributes Wich favored the use of a monitar in the Dieppe 

Operation can be d m  from the ariginal missiai statement regardng the m s t r d o n  of moniton: " The 

monitonvvereaxpeded bbaab(etopbyavdua#emle, nottheleastbecametheyumeconsidered 

Matively expendable."" It was dao recognized evm in Wald War I that the effeds of the loss of a 

capital ship on public opinion wwld be dmtic. One purpose for the camrtnidion of the m i tom ws t h t  

" The loss of a monttoi wwld have lasr psyctidagical effect than the loss of a battleehip, even thwgh an 

obsda(e predreadnoug~."' These sta(emen(s mm as applica#e in the Dadenelles Campaign d 

W d d  War I as the OiepQe Raid of World War H. 



A detemiidon of what ouch a ship mld have accomplished during the Dieppe Raid of 1942 

needs to be d m  from other operatianal experimces. The conclusions of the McGrigor Report should 

"a battleship could have been usefully empbyed immediatety befwe the landing to plaster the 
sdected main landing area and so disaurage and demonlize the opposition imrnediately 
oQposite the lding, and this migM have facilitatecl the advance of the landing forces by dearing 
a path through such obstades as sea wdl. wire, etc.."" 

The effectiveness of a bombardment by an 8 gun, 1Sinch battleship which cwld deliver 232,560 

pwnds of shell during the 10 minutes of phase 1, represents a figure nearly 11 times greater yield than 

the barrage prwiâed by ait Hunt Class destroyers." A mitor  limited to i(s hm 15 indi guns nnuld 

obviousfy net be able to ddiver a similar quanfity of explosives. With its similar guns and gunnery 

systms, however, a m i t o c  could have added 58,140 pounds of explosives to the beachftwrt 

bombardrnent." This represents a very respectable bombardment yieM #wne three times larger than 

Phase I of the Dieppe raid would mart Medively utilize a rnonitor, Mich having little difficulty 

approaching the shore, wwld parücipate with the allocated destroyers bmbarding the 3* belt of 

defenaive positions in and amund the beach area. A m i t o r  caild safely advanœ to @nt Mank range 

by aaablishing a firing pa9ocn 7-8,000 yards offshore?' Accwôing b the Admiraity's 1935 Manual ai 

ammunition, firing high explosive, high capa&y Ml set for dose airburst ~ l d  have been the most 

potent type of gunfire. Airkrrsts direct a c ~ n e  of shrapnel and cancwsion daun on the heads of 

defenders. This form of burst was considend twice as effective as a ground burst in tenns of 

designed to detonafe on contact with the sides of heavily amiored hulls, ofien failed to expiade in contact 

with ssnd. FreqUeClffy the shell muld bwy itseîf t m  deep(y in the gmund and detomte to no effect. This 

was a lesson leamed in the First Wodd ~ a r . "  

The type of a m  bombaniment required during the finit tHn phases of Dieppe are similar to 

operations which had dready been perfamiad by maitom. At Maktida, Sidi Barrani and Sdlum in 1940 

and sevecal engagements at Bardia in 1941. mi tors  slood offshore and poweffully bombardai enemy 

defencas. These operations. all pre-dating Dieppe, wece in support of anny operations and were highly 



spend a amsiderable pefiod of time in m y  waters (often with the minimal es- of two gunboats) 

expending ammunition in barrages to âestroy enerny traops, communications, transpart. defences and 

moca~e." 

Similar examples of m i t o r  guns successfulty delivedng shells on a m  targets oould be seen in 

the European Theatre in 1940. While not beach front defençes, the docks of Dunkirk and Ostende, vwe 

weil defended area targets. 1 hese operations m e  in fact bombardrnents with no intention of supporting 

rnilitary adim., Both instances show hamuer, the extreme ranges at which the indirect fire of 15 inch 

guns are effective. In the shelling of Dunkirk a m i t o r  launchai a bombatdmmt from 25,000 yards 

lanûing 50 mnds on the dock a m .  At Ostende a m i t o r  put 54 munds into the dod<yard am."  These 

atm shoots enampassed port defensive targets arrayed in an extended piece of terrain. They were 

similar to the defmsive targets which were dong the open teaches and promenade of Dieppe and the 

stmgthened targets behind. 

The ôeach targets at Di- cauld have been adeqwtely dealt with by the destroyer fire 

contingent. In the actual operation huwever, the destroyers had to divide their resources targeting the 

broad range of targets behind the bea31 as weil. There is little dauM that ttie desttoyers emplaying 

neutraiking fire thiough air burst projectiles wodd have k e n  wcœssful against the machina gui a d  

mortar positions. While the sides of these positions were usuaiiy reinforced with cocicrete, they often had 

exposai tops? The targeong of positions akng the promenade and the houses fronting the beach vmld 

have been better assigneci to the gum of aie mitor. These pasitiairs were never seriOUS)Y engageû in 

the adud operation and as a resuit, mobile anü tank guns, machine guns and snipers rangeâ at will on 

the attackers. Participant b i s  Whitakets vivid recollectioris, already quded, bear repeating: 

"... Everything mas intact! We thougM uie wwld see a lot of damage to the seafront buildings from the 

shd~ ing .~  The rnim effect of tk four inch guns an these targets can be seen in aie fdlowing 

description: The rvindanr panes were gliiering, unbrokeri in the reflectiocw of the sun's fi& rays.& 

The heevy explosion and high velocity shrapnd of the moriitofs large naval weapms w l d  

have shndded the light âefenan, and disoricmted the troops rnanniry the heavier fortifed positions. As it 

uios the pdtions mistecl the smdl faur inch shdls with little dia~ity. British exmences on aie 

kaches of Nmmmdy have sham Mat the lighüy futifisd houses at Qui- wwe saverely damg)ed 

by nava fire support. The effedr, an tha houses demonsbated aiat desQite the heavy fire, the Wlings 



maintained structural integrity and provided limiteâ nibble in the streets." The report sMed that the 

houses almg this coastal front were 90 percent destroyed. It was dernoristrateci that when adequate 

naval gunfire was provided, enemy defmsive positions in housing dong the HlrdferflOnt could be 

suppie!sed." 

In surnmary, the initial Dieppe bombardrnent befcwe the landing of troops wwld have included 

21 $865.88 pounds of destroyer shells landing on the beach area defences. A further 58.140 pounds of 

monitw shdls wwld have been dmppeâ on the pmmnade and housas fraiü*ng the beach? With the 

inclusion of a m i t o r  in the destroyer bombardment farce. a total weigM of fire of 116,280 pounds wwld 

have been âeîivered during the initial two phses. This weigM of fire provides a figure of 0.073 pounds 

per square yarâ and a staüstical number of 22 tasualties par machine gun.a As indicated by the 

McGrigcr Cornmittee findings, a considorab(e bombardment nias likety to have had gmat effed an the 

morde of the defendhg troops, theit defensive posipositions and awir ability to respond m l l y  to the 

threat of attack. 

A great benefit derived fmm the inclusion of heavy naval gun support into the naval fire support 

plan cornes fiom their capaklity to use hnhzer charges. The limitath of regular naval sheHs fired in a 

flat trajectory is the necessity to allw a large safety zona amund the troopr being suppoitecLn This 

limits the application of m a l  Tire support up to a distance no closer than SM)  yards to the t r q ?  8y 

firing a shell using a reduced charge, as w s  possible with heavy guns, the shell travels more slowiy. 

While the Ml traces a Ratter tr'ectary than an auaieritic howitzer, careful caiculaüon m I d  dlw a 

naval shell to mirnic a hawitrer ddivary and dmp d m  on targets? 6esiôes prdonging the time close 

suppact can be providd to troops as aiay Iaclcled, it also allcruvs the targaüng of reverse dope targets. 

60th of these capabMies greatly inucraae the effectiveness of the naval Cire support. 

While it is clear arat the mi tor  m l d  amtribute posiüvely to the application of neutrdlling fire, 

it is really during the latter phases of the operation that the tnie berrecits of the monitar could have been 

expioited. A strwig consensus of apinim has sdidified the Wief that ".. the men of Dieppe wwe 

annihilsted on the beaches becausa of the guns in those cavesJ" What could a m i t o r  have done to 

the defensive positions in the caves? 

Military Force Commander General Roberts, himself an expedeciced artilleryman, stated his 

belief tJmt the soft chiilk wdls wwld be very SuScepIible to guns of 124nch caiike or greater. His viemr 
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Taormina. LOcafeâ on a diff side, the road tan diredly above a raihnay tunnel. H.M.S. Raberts fired 

A P C ~  fmm 19,000 yards and then approached and Rred HE from 16,000 yards. Bath of these distance 

wwe much greater than wwld have been usecl at Dieppe. The result w s  that most of the 32 shds fell 

within the targe! area causing a large amount of dekis, which Mocked bdh the road and the raiiway. 

This indirect shoot used spotter aircraft to observe the fail of shot. 

At Dieppe, the heavy calibre fire from stiort rangas w l d  have had devastating results. The 

Taormina bombardment demonstratecl this. If a hard target needed to be engaged haiiiievet, a more 

accurate fire could be instituted. As the Medierranean experierices show. hits can be séen and aitered 

on a cliff face. It is very similar to the vertical profile of a ship but an a much larger sde, and the 

environmental tasks for which naval guns wre designed. At such short ranges, it would take a monitor 

using direct fire onty 14 shols to smre hits on 3 out of 4 -ed guns in a b a t t e f ~ . ~  In tha Dieppe 

experience, these 14 shots m l d  have pmided significant results. The penetrating pauier of a 15 inch 

gun at 10.00 yards was in the ordar of 1820 feet of comete.Y Acwrâing to the Field Fortifications 

Manwl of the U.S. Army circa 1940, to achieve protection in a cave emplacement coclsttucted of soft 

limestcme, 14 feet of werhead rock was n e c m  to platect the emplacement f m  a 12 inth gun. It 

registered a necessary averhead protedion cover of 17 feet for a 16 inch gun. The 15 inch projectile 

wwld faIl smewhre beihiiiieeri these tvro figures.' Thase staüslics indicate that Oanard Roberts uarr 

indeed correct in his asemmnt of the destructive potential of 15 inch guns on the gun grottos in the 

Eastern and Western Headlands and even the castle. 

The third phase of the naval fire support pian aîso wîl suited a m i t o r .  It mruld be assurneû at 

this point that the softening up of the beaches (Phasa I )  and the diff empiactmients (Phase II) wwld 

have had its desid effect. f hemfore, the traops supprted by tanks (which would k m k  out 

troubiesune piIlboxes) w I d  nan have an imeased ch- of crossing the beeich. Fomsrd 

Obsarva!ion CMlcen, would continue to reiay fire support needs to the covering sum v d s .  These 

h 
W C  refm to Amor P iercing Cap, a shell designed to penetrate the a m  of enemy çhips 

and then expkde inside msing intemd damage. This f m  of shell nias useâ when destnidiori of 

eriemy targets - s w w *  



targets w l d  no doubt be located in military deferce areas on the peripkry of the town. In the tami 

itself, the tanks and heavy infantry wapons w l d  have been more effective. 

At this point in the opration the ships wwld otait to increasingly reiy on the reports of ai& 

swtters, a c-lity which was gbringly igiorad in the Dieppe Operaüon. These aircraft wwid be oie 

"eyes" to the support fleet and register targets unh as mobile gun batteries and troop concentrations (for 

expected caunter attacks) tocated in the rear of the German's deferces. Through the use of maps and 

radios, air spatten cauld correct fire ushg a "dock code" vvhich indicated the bearing of the initial bunt in 

cl& hours and the range f t m  the target in hundreds of yardsn 

The m r a c y .  that this system kings to an indirect bombardment was significant. An exampk of 

this wes the bomôardment of Bardia on 17 August 1940. With the use of an anal observer, the H.M.S. 

Wawte bombarded an area 2000 yards in diameter. Firing for effect immediately, she dfopped every 

d v o  on target within 300 yards of its centre? The usual procadure was for a ship to Rre one shell aRer 

vectdng in on the target. This vectocing could be dcne by using map coordinates or the ship coufd train 

its range-ftnding equiprnent on the spotter aircraft Hihich wwld position itself directly over the target. The 

air observer ii~nild make aie coniediari to ttie on'gind shot and the ship w l d  fire arother SM. If this 

was on the target theri dl guns w l d  "fîre for effect" on that bearing. if for sbme reason the target was 

obscureci by smolre the ship wid fire salvoes in a coorûinated pattern krown as laddenng. Starting at a 

given point, rucceeding salvoes wwld shift fire a few degleas in one direction. effectivdy Manketing an 

areas 

The bombarâment of Genoa in 1941 dernoristrateci the value of adal spottem in diiedlng fire for 

large naval units ont0 unsaen targets. During this operation the ships rdied totaliy on the direction of the 

spottem. never Ming #wne into viwal contad with the target? 

Aecial mers h#n the Royd Navy Air Servie could have diredecl the m~nitor's fire d o  the 

batteries at Dieppe. Fleet Air Am S w d i s h  wm already mC8d at this f m  d operation in Eumpan 

Waters. Such aeW observation is for the application of indirect fire f m  the sea. The staüsticai 

retums of unobserved indirect fire shaw the number of she)ls needd for a hit are not worth the 

expériditum. At 5.000 yards, a ship, the purpose of which, is to sam hits on 3 out of 4 casemnted guns 

in a battery. is 14 sh&. F m  aie same diatana, indired fire ioquires 80 rounds* Unless a firing ship 

has observation and conedion of its fire, the ability to hii an unseen target is next to impossible. 



The Monitor's use of indirect fire against heavily defendeci positions is best illustratecl by the 

hbardment of W. l l  battery, housing 4 casemented 152mrn and two 75rnm guns sited betwaen 

Westhpdle and Flushing at a place c d l d  Wnrand. Using fighter spottes* firing from outside aie rage 

of enemy guns, H.M.S. Erebus fired 99 rounds dunng the course of the ûay. Twenfy-seven of these shas 

uiere reportecl hits and a further 33 UI moYn 100 yards of the taiget. Whan the target w s  captured the 

next day, it was discwered that the casemates had received several direct hits. The Erebus generally 

fwnd the target at about the fifth Rxnd and fued 20 rounds for effed at one shot per m i n ~ t e . ~  

At Dieppe, hoiniwer. with the exception of the strong coastal battery al Arques-idataille. the 

remaining defensive guns niere located in open earthen work emplacements. These field artilkry 

batteries wwld be designateci as 'B" dass positions. For the neutralization of a category "6" battery. it 

was n e c m  to R i e  30 rounds of miser M l .  This m I d  neutralize or si- the battery for a perlai 

of I O  to 30 minutes. This cwld be mord effecüveiy done by using High Explosive rounds with VT fuses 

timed for airkirsts. While this f m  of fire needs to be reapplied at variws intervals, it remains the most 

economical means of suppressing field batteries? If a manitor w s  used, a 15 inch shall for the purpose 

of neutd i ion was amddemd the quivalant of four 6 inch M I S .  Statisticaîly then. a m i t o r  w#rld 

need only 7.5 W l s  fired to achieve 10 to 30 mimites of nautra~kation.~ 

An exampie of the m i tocs '  ability to ta- mobile field artlllery batteries located behind the 

immediate coastal defences wsr demoristrated during the Sicilian Invasion. On July lûth, a battery of 

lnre 149mm guns loeafed near Pachino. inland of Cape P m ,  opened Ire on the Canadian landing 

mf t .  The battary was silencad by 14 rounds f m  the H.M.S. Robds anchored 9,000 yards away.* The 

battery was neufralked by the banbardment and did not fire again until it ums captureci by gmnâ trocps 

shortly aftef. 

The pcadice of neuûaîrlng fire wes dso saœssfulîy deronstrateci during the Namiandy 

invasion as mitors  used an average of 17 rounds to neuWue field artillery batteries for 10 30 

minutes? Such an #son at Mppe waiki have praied c~cl*aî thmghout the opaation. A reduction in 

efficiency of even one or two of the batteries m l d  have greafly benefited the lanâing focces by redudng 

the incoming Cire from the 16 field arüllery pieces of aie secorid bett of defimes. 

The neutrdizaticm of the fieid atillary. nnuld have k e n  quite useful during the withûmnd of the 

troops. If aie raid had gone aaording to pian. thasa guns wwld still have repraaened scme d the few 



undamaged clefences. which couM have been kwgM to bear on vulnaa#e troops reembarking. 

Neutralizatian for 10-30 minutes at this point wwld have proved invaluabie in reducing casualties. Even 

coasbl arüllery battdes, if thqr retumed to opration, coulai be neutdized to a varying degree if such a 

m e  prweû necessary. Thus, the mitor and its h o  large guns could have prwed valuable even at 

the erid of the operatiori. 

In the real Dieppe scenario, once phase III began, the destroyers moved offshore somewhat 

behind the protection of a deferisive smoke çcreen. They often attempted to p a s  thmugh this saeen 

and hit targets, that m e  Hill in operaüon. Strmg ctefensive fire ums quickly brougM to h r ,  hmmer, 

threatening the fire support ships and it became necessary to provide "on call" support from ôehind a 

defensive smoke screen. Large monitors equipped with bearing plot and air spotters could hide unseen in 

a smoke screen and successfully hit tagets. An excellent exampie of this f m  of operaüon tadr place in 

W d d  War 1, wtien a 15 inch m i t o r  fired 37 rounds at a 150 mm #wstal battery fram behind a 

smokesc~een. The mokesmeen, vvtrich did not prssent the rnonitor Wth any problems in the delivery of 

the bombardrnent, hid the rnonitor from shore, allmdng the safe firing range to be brougM to 

22.000 yarc~s.'' 

As the day progressed and the Gemians ordered in air- from sunounding areas, comâinated 

attacks on shipping k a m e  m m  probah. Wai Allied covedng squadrocw leaving to refuel and other 

squaârons joining the air battle, gaps ~lere bound to occur in the defensive umbrella. The vital shipping 

needsd to menbark the dtad< f u w  would be tk primacy target. in these cimmsbllces, the monitar 

wwld have been well aMe to d e f d  itself against air attaclt. 

While no stiip is compîeteiy immune to the paiiiiier of cmœntrated air attack, the moriitar with 

good anti aircraft radar could fire a barrage which induded eight four inch guns and 16 two pounder 

pompoms. The ailocaüon d secondary amiamants aîümugh generaîly the same thrwghout the mitor  

fleet, varied acccrding to ship and time. The H.M.S. Erekis during 1942 vms equipped with a secondary 

armament of 6 single 4 inch HA III guns, 3 quadrupie 2 pdr. Mk VII, 1 single 2 pdr Mk VIII, 1 single 40mm 

Mk III, and 7 single 20 mm Mk 11. The ship afso had two Type 285 AA gunnery sets (1941) for the 4 inch 

guns." 

Monitm in the Mediterranean, vuhere no shore bombardment duties m e  allocated, den ~lere 

assigned t h  rde of anti aircraft support. Wni their anü aircraft radar, they could stand as radar 



guardship. On Ju# 11.1940. the H.M.S. T m  participateci in the banaga against 150 high levd 

bMbers attacking Malta. T m  fired 212 rounds of four inch fire in 75 minutes? The H.M.S. Roberts 

conttinued to dernoristrate this tradition of sentimi service Hihen in the role of radar guardship, she 

wamed of Gemian arcraft approaching from the direction of lunisia.* 

On January 3. lWf ,  H.M.S. Tenor once again demonstrateci her W h  against air attack, this 

time in respwise to air attack dunng a hbardment operation. After the bombardment of Bardia by 

elements of the Mediterranean Fleet, Temw was left to bear the brunt of the ensuing ltalian air m. 
The anü aircraft defenœs of the ship respmded by shooting cbwn a Savoia bomber. It should dso be 

Med that the H.M.S. T m ,  with minimal gunboat and destroyer support, had wathered repeated air 

attack (anchored off the coast) t k  day before the fleet bmbardment, This engagement clwdy 

highligMed the ability of aie manitor to operate off an enamy coastline ad m i d e  bombardmemt duties 

even in the face of sticng air attadu." 

Neédless to say, during the phase III of the naval fie support pian at Dieppe, a mitor could 

have operated effectively in targeting field batteries or troo(> concentrations in the mar of the targets. The 

suppression of these targds neceSSjtated cûopmtion wiai air spotters and could be done airwgh a 

limited expenditure of ammunition for neutrduaüon. Whether or not the firing w s  done through the 

wven'ng naval smkescreen or in the face of coordinated air attacks, the mitor mld have ooriünued 

to provide accurate naval fire. T k  benefit of the m i t o r  wes its flexibility conceming naval fire support. 

It  as capaüe of fulfilling various tdes during each of the various fire support phases and migM have 

aitemû des upcm order. The effdveness of the moriitor in the naval fire support pîari could have beeci 

#xxwnp(khed simpîy because of the m i t o i s  ability to pcwide accurate Ire and by the fad that any of 

Vie three belts of defenœs were targets easily bmght under its big guns. 
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSION 

In the aftennath of the amphibious assault on Dieppe, the operational analyses produceci a major 

naval fire support lesson. That "Cruisers, rnoriitors or even larger ships must be available for support fire, 

and that they should preferabîy be capable of indirect barnbardment with air spotters."' 

As the pre-raid analyses of exmences and doctrine have indicated, these w e  lessons Mich 

~ iere  alr- knaiiini @or to Dieppe. Rear Admiral Baillie-ûrohman, an experienced amphibious 

commander in the Meditenanean, expressed his views regarding large gunned fired support in the 

fdloniing umy. " W5 did not noed to have a Dieppe to remind us vvhat the Navy has al- knomi." The 

rnany expriemes of combined operations, between 1921 and 1934, in which Baillie-Grohman had 

participated had a h y s  pesurned the inclusion of heavy gun support.' 

Other military leaders, induding two officers with ballistic weaponry experience stated sirnilar 

views. Lieutenant Colonei Stanley T d .  4th Canadian F i d  Arülleiy Regiment, and Brigadier Tees, 

Commander Rayai Artillefy, 2* Caiadian Division, reporteci to the Combined Operaüons Headptmters 

mu to the raid that the succass of an operation invoking such large forces depended upon the 

availability of heavy naval fin! It was impractical to procead mthout it. An impressive body of 

experienee wfth amphibious Operaaons, extending back to the beginning of the century, was there to be 

dr;niini upon. Exmence, certainly shoufd have infiuenoed the raid's pianners to include heavier fine 

Y.. I canllof imagine haw Lt- Mont~omery could ever have ap~~aved the altered pian for 
the froritd on w, supportecl orily by aie little 4 inch guns of a few desboyers. 
Morit~omeryIiirentttiroughWorldW#I,~it~ikesle#nedthehard~ttiatafrontdattadron 
an enemy position required houn, smdmes days, of the heaviest prelimirmy bbwdrnent. 
Yet. he did apprwe this plan, as did C.O.H.Q. and other Canadian Gerierals Hiho had been 
thrwgh ~ d â  War I 

White the military has aquired the image of an organizaüon Mich fdlaws the ruk bodt with 

nançnn minded precision, ûieppe was an exeepüon. Dieppe shaws han Mshfu1 thinking and a refusaî to 

face danger squareîy undoes a decade of carefui doctrinal development. While the Marne for this 

deuiation can be shared at a stmtegic level arnongst a great number of individuais, the chief locus of 



mspmitsility remains clear. It was the navy's resporwibility to desttoy or neutraiiie the beech clefences 

and secure the landing areas for the atladung troaps. tt was Combineci Opefations Planning, particularly 

tte~valçeaion,withtheirespwsdofanogeraaori~ limitedfinesu~~be#aiepn'ncipaî 

responsibility for the failure of the amphibious assauit on Dieppe. 

From a tactical amphibious Hanare perspedive, the Marne for exduding the required naval fie 

support must rest with the Naval Force Commander, Captain J. Hughes-Hallett. Given his willful and 

pîanned violation of estaüished plofesdonaî doanne, Hughes-Hdlett's role and that of his dired sumor 

Admiral Mountbatten, may be sumrned up in the folMng nray, 'Dieppe was a tragedy and the cause 

may be attributed to the fact that it w s  pianned by inexpetienced enthusiasts." 
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