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NOTAS 

1 In a 1917 article in Scientific American, a German officer insisted that “Der Tag,” an after-dinner toast among the German naval officers to the 
day when the German navy would take its measure of the British navy, was a “fairy tale” noting the “highest regard” for their English counter-
parts and the respect for the British navy’s “glorious histories and tradition.” He added that compared to the first “Glorious First of June,” the 
Germans have now had their First of June 1916 (Jutland/Skagerrak) having “laid low” the namesakes of several of those ships that had fought 
in the victorious British battle line of 1794. Having “learned much from the English navy,” we were “eager to do our duty” and “show the worth 
of our fathers” and our thanks to the German people who, “in the past few decades had advanced the growth of its darling child, the fleet” when 
war broke out in 1914. https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/anecdotes-from-the-archive/der-tag-an-accusation-of-hostile-intent-1916/ 
(accessed on October 31, 2018).  

2 See Jan Breemer’s “The Burden of Trafalgar: Decisive Battle and Naval Strategic Expectations on the Eve of World War I,” Seapower: Theory and Practice. 
Ed. by Geoffrey Till. Portland, OR, 1994. 33-62, a thoughtful essai on the influence of the decisive battle on the development of pre-war naval planning 
and its distortion of both British and German strategy (the “totally wrong idea of the meaning of naval supremacy” and “command of the sea”).  



See Rahn for the Imperial navy’s confusion as to both the “true purpose” of this hypothetical battle in the German Bight and what would follow 
from such a “decisive” engagement, “,” Naval War College Review , 70 (4, 2017), 19. Cf. Herbert Rosinski’s scathing assessment of the German 
theories of sea warfare and Tirpitz’s misconceptions of British intent, the “Decisive Battle”—”an end in itself,” the Risk Theory and command 
of the sea, The Development of Naval Thought. Ed. by B. Mitchell Simpson III. Newport, 1977, 53-59. 

3 See Eva Besteck, Die trügerische “First Line of Defence”. Zum deutsch-britischen Wettrüsten vor dem Ersten Weltkrieg. Freiburg, 2006, for her 
analysis of the full version of the 1894 formative Dienstschrift IX with its important but often overlooked “tactical-technical” aspects. Tirpitz 
rejected the arguments of the French Jeune École School and those officers who argued that a Kreuzerkrieg against commerce could produce 
a victory. See Klaus Franken, Vizeadmiral Kurt Galster: Ein Kritiker des Schlachtflottenbaus der Kaiserlichen Marine. Bochum, 2011. In his 
Dienstschrift IX, Tirpitz resolutely states that strategic offensive actions should be considered “normal tasks of a fleet.” Rahn, “,” 16. 

4 The British named the battle for the peninsula of Jutland and the Germans for the branch of the North Sea, the Skagerrak (as decreed by Wilhelm 
II on 11 June 1916).  

5 See Jon Tetsuro Sumida, “A Matter of Timing: The Royal Navy and the Tactics of Decisive Battle, 1912-1916,” The Journal of Military History, 67, (1, 
2003), 123. The British had developed their battle plans on their assessments of the German battle fleet’s intent to fight a medium-range decisive 
battle, but the German fleet had assumed a close blockade and anticipated attacks on the blockading forces would reduce the numerical 
superiority in capital ships. The British strategy of a distant blockade forced the Germans to do its best to avoid a fleet engagement. Jellicoe 
also believed a “tactical stalemate” and the lack of a decisive battle would still be a “strategic accomplishment.” Cf. Michael Epkenhans, “Imperial 
Navy 1914-1915,” Jutland: World War I’s Greatest Naval Battle, ed. by Michael Epkenhans, Jörg Hillmann and Frank Nägler, Lexington, KY, 2015, 
120-121. While the British, as Breemer’s “The Burden of Trafalgar” shows, the British wanted another Trafalgar, Tirpitz wanted to end British 
naval domination and the German admiralty Staff (Admiralstab) break out of the North Sea and gain the exits to the Atlantic and “High Seas.”  

6 See Keith W. Bird, “The Tirpitz Legacy: The Political Ideology of German Sea Power,” The Journal of Military History, (July 2005), 821-825. Tirpitz 
also expressed his Risk Theory as his maritime “law of leverage,” see Michael Salewski, “Ninety Years after Jutland: Reflections,” Jutland: World 
War I’s Greatest Naval Battle, 370. Rosinski comments that the navy, retained merely the tactical will to battle” from its “original doctrine 
[Memorandum IX, 1894] of the strategic offensive,” 55. Cf. Rolf Hobson’s ground-breaking revisionist study, Imperialism at Sea: Naval Strategic 
Thought, the Ideology of Sea Power, and the Tirpitz Plan, 1875-1914. Boston: Brill, 2002 and Nägler’s analysis of the strategic offensive in Tirpitz’s 
1894 memorandum compared to the “strategic defensive” of the Fleet Operations Plan No. 1 in 1914, “Operational and Strategic Plans,” passim. 
Cf. Paul Kennedy’s “German Naval Operation Plans against England 1896-1914, The War Plans of the Great Powers 1880-1914, ed. by Paul Kennedy, 
London, 1979, 178-198. 

7 See Epkenhans, “Imperial Navy 1914-1915,” 127, and Herbert Rosinski’s brilliant analysis of how Germany’s “atrophy of strategic thought” stifled 
the development of a coherent naval strategy before the war. Tirpitz’s flawed strategy with its rigid adherence to fighting a “decisive” battle 
at sea (an end in itself) reflected a continental mentality and imperialistic Social Darwinist political and economic claims for sea power. 
Misconstruing a tactical victory with achieving “command of the sea,” the navy’s leaders had no clear instructions for forcing a battle much 
less revising their strategy. See The Development of Naval Thought. Ed. by B. Mitchell Simpson III. Newport, 1977. See Sebastian Rojek‘s description 
in Versunkene Hoffnungen. Die Deutsche Marine im Umgang mit Erwartungen und Enttäuschungen 1871-1930, Oldenbourg, 1917, of how the unfilled 
expectations raised by Tirpitz and his supporters would have long-term consequences for the future of the navy.  

8 See Frank Nägler’s insightful detailing of the pre-war planning (and current literature) in “Operational and Strategic Plans in the Kaiser’s Navy 
prior to World War I,” Jutland, 25-62, and Ingenohl’s frank admission in January 1918 on the effect of this “strategic error,” Epkenhans, “Imperial 
Navy 1914-1915,” 120-121. Epkenhans’s expert analysis captures the dilemma of the navy and the effect of earlier decisions on the navy’s 
preparations for war based on Tirpitz’s flawed strategy that had been forced over to the defensive in 1912 and the continuing command problems 
under Wilhelm’s restrictions, Tirpitz’s machinations and the acquiescence of the Admiralty Staff to both leaders, 126-128.   

9 Tirpitz’s concentration on the British home fleet meant that the few warships and commerce raiders, as well as the German colonies, outside of 
European waters were strategically expendable. 



10 For the Admiralty’s blockade plans, see M. S. Partridge, “The Royal Navy and the End of the Close Blockade, 1885–1905: A Revolution in Naval 
Strategy?” The Mariner’s Mirror, 75, (2, 1989), 119-136 and Nicholas Lambert, Planning Armageddon. Cambridge, MA, 2012. For German 
considerations of British blockade plans, including the idea of a distant blockade as early as the turn of the century, see Paul Kennedy, “German 
Naval Operation Plans against England 1896-1914,” The War Plans of the Great Powers 1880-1914, ed. by Paul Kennedy, London, 1979, 178-198. 

11 See Patrick J. Kelly, Tirpitz and the Imperial German Navy, Bloomington, 2010, 366. Tirpitz never altered his conviction that the British would 
come across the North Sea and present the High Seas Fleet with a favorable opportunity for victory. While there was a growing awareness that 
a waiting policy by the High Seas Fleet might turn out to be “strategically useless,” Kennedy argues that Tirpitz had “simply transferred his 
fixed and deterministic way of thinking in political terms into the strategical arena.” “German Naval Operation Plans,” 74. 

12 Admiral von Heeringer quoted by Werner in “Tirpitz’ strategisches Wirken vor und während des Weltkrieges,” in Deutsche Marinen im Wandel, 
ed. by Werner Rahn. Oldenbourg, 2005, 397–425. 

13 See Epkenhans, “Imperial Navy 1914-1915, 119-122 and Doc. 8, Operationsbefehl, Chef des Admiralstabs der Marine an Chef der Hochseestrietkräfte, 
30 July 1914, Grenier, Die deutschen Seekriegsleitung im Ersten Weltkrieg, I, Koblenz, 1999, 67-68. In April 1919, an officer reviewing operational 
planning documents found the 1912 phrase about waiting for “under favourable circumstances” to attack and angrily wrote in the margin that 
this directive was “almost bound to prevent a decisive fleet battle from ever occurring”—”the mistake lies here! This restriction upon the 
freedom of action [of the fleet] existed until I908, then we conquered it, now it is there again. The central point of the question is: one cannot 
know beforehand if the opportunity is favorable, Result: wait, wait, wait.” Kennedy, “German Naval Operation Plans,” 193. 

14 Kennedy, “German Naval Operation Plans,” 192-193. 

15 Jones, Mark. “Graf von Spee’s Untergang and the Corporate Identity of the Imperial Germany Navy,” Maritime History and Identity: The Sea and 
Culture in the Modern World, Ed. by Duncan Redford London and New York, 2014, 186-188. See Nicolas Wolz’s excellent description of the feeling 
and experiences of both German and British naval officers during the war and their personal struggles during “the Long Wait.” Das lange Warten: 
Kriegsfahrungen deutscher und britischer Seeoffiziere 1914 bis 1918. Paderborn, 2008. 

16 Salewski, “Reflections,” 367-368.  

17 Jones, “Graf von Spee’s Untergang and the Corporate Identity,” 193-199. Jones describes how the holding back of the fleet and Spee’s heroic 
defiance of overwhelming forces to sink with flags waving (the concept of Untergang) was a reminder of the sacrifice expected of the navy by 
their leaders and necessary for the ‘honor and prestige of the navy. The shared corporate identity between officers and men in the fall of 1918 
broke down over what appeared as a senseless “last battle” but the cult of Spee became firmly engrained in the naval leadership’s postwar 
rebuilding of their narrative to boost the navy’s shattered image and prestige. 

18 Epkenhans, “Imperial Navy 1914-1915,” 121-123. There was never any chance of challenging England for control of the North Sea or alternative 
Atlantic strategies, especially after the return to the defensive by 1912 and the new priorities of the army as a result of the cost of the naval 
race and the worsening diplomatic situation -although the Admiralstab did consider them. Tirpitz thwarted these efforts arguing some alternatives 
(e. g. the Baltic) were “poison” for the fleet. See Kennedy, “German Naval Operation Plans,” 192-193 and Epkenhans, “Imperial Navy 1914-1915,” 
131-132. 

19 Ibid., 123-124. The most recent study of Dogger Bank is Tobias R. Philbin’s Battle of Dogger Bank: The First Dreadnought Engagement January 
1915, Bloomington, 2014. Admiral von Pohl was a supporter of the U-boat commerce war when he was head of the Admiral Staff and his supporters 
expected him to deploy the Fleet more vigorously as well. Both efforts failed in 1915 as the fleet misfired (see below) and, after a vigorous 
debate internally, the navy discontinued the unlimited U-boat war in light of loss of civilians especially from the United States. While Admiral 
von Pohl’s short sorties showed that the fleet was still tactically ready, they had no contact with the enemy nor any strategic effect, see Rahn, 
“Strategische Probleme der deutschen Seekriegführung 1914-1918,” Der Erste Weltkrieg. Wirkung, Wahrnehmung, Analyse, Munich and Zurich, 
Piper, 1994, p. 351.  



20 See the roles of Levetzow and Trotha, leaders in the search for scapegoats, who were key members of the pro-Tirpitz and Scheer cabal who 
sought to subvert the first two fleet commanders and supported Scheer. Gerhard Granier’s Magnus von Levetzow: Seeoffizier, Monarchist, und 
Wegbereiter Hitlers. Boppard, 1982, 12-13, 204-215; Epkenhans, “Imperial Navy 1914-1915,” 126 and Rahn, “The Battle of Jutland from the German 
Perspective,” 145. 

21 See Epkenhans, “Imperial Navy 1914-1915,”126 and 132-33 and Rahn, “The Battle of Jutland from the German Perspective,” Jutland, 145-147, for 
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revolutionaries and forerunners of the East German communist state and memorialized the two “martyrs” executed by the navy. 

68 The most significant and symbolic of the renovations beginning in 2015 was turning the seating in the Great Hall 180° to face away from the 
view of the memorial plaques listing the fallen naval officers (dedicated June 1923). The two commemorative quotes on the plaques admonished 
future officers: “Do not complain/ Dare Once more/Seafaring is necessary” (Gorch Fock) and “May an avenger someday arise from our bones” 
(Virgil’s Aeneid). See “Unsere Aula—Ein ‘Denk Mal’ und Nur ein Denkmal,” 28 September 2016, newsletter of REUNION Marine [https://reunion-
marine.de/meldungen/umgestaltung-der-aula-der-marineschule-muerwik/] (accessed on 15 July 2018) and Salewski, “Exoriare aliquis nostris 
ex ossibus ultor.” 13-15. These thoughts of revenge and rebuilding the navy were the focus of the building of the navy memorial at Laboe, see 
Witt’s description of the laying of the cornerstone on 8 August 1927, 125 Jahre Deutscher Marinebund, 47-49.  

69 Olaf Rahardt’s In Erinnerungen an die Seeschlacht vor dem Skagerrak 1916/2016, Martenshagen, 2016 includes details of the commemoration 
(events on board, the port visits to both nations and on-shore memorials). See Vice Admiral Hans-Joachim Stickler’s description of the Royal 
Navy organized memorial service on 31 May 2006 in the North Sea at 5765.0N3-00939.0E1 compared to a similar meeting of British and German 
ships at Jutland which took place in a larger ceremonial context with more immediacy of the event that included Jutland veterans and the need 
to show British and German “solidarity,” Introduction, Jutland, vii-viii.
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FUERZAS BRITÁNICAS
(bajo el mando operacional conjunto del almirante sir John Rushworth Jellicoe)

GRAND FLEET almirante sir John Rushworth Jellicoe (HMS Iron Duke)
vicealmirante sir Cecil Burney (HMS Marlborough)

Buque insignia: HMS Iron Duke (cap. F. Charles Dreyer)

2.º Escuadrón de Combate 
vicealmirante T. H. M. Jerram 
(HMS King George V)

1.ª División 
(vicealmirante Jerram)

HMS King George V (cap. Field)
HMS Ajax (cap. Baird)
HMS Centurion (cap.Culme-Seymour)
HMS Erin (cap. Stanley)

2.ª División 
(contralmirante Leveson)

HMS Orion (cap. Backhouse)
HMS Monarch (cap. Borrett)
HMS Conqueror (cap. Tothill)
HMS Thunderer (cap. Fergusson)

4.º Escuadrón de Combate 
vicealmirante sir F. C. D. Sturdee 
(HMS Bembow)

3.ª División 
(contralmirante Duff)

HMS Royal Oak(cap. Maclachlan)
HMS Superb (cap. Hyde Parker)
HMS Canada (cap. Nicholson)

4.ª División 
(vicealmirante Sturdee)

HMS Bembow (cap. Wise Parker)
HMS Bellerophon (cap. Bruen)
HMS Temeraire (cap. Underhill)
HMS Vanguard (cap. Dick)

1.er Escuadrón de Combate 
vicealmirante sir C. Burney (HMS Marlborough)

5.ª División 
(contralmirante Gaunt)

HMS Colossus (cap. Pound)
HMS Collingwood (cap. Ley)
HMS St. Vincent (cap. Fisher)
HMS Neptune (cap. Bernard)

6.ª  División 
(vicealmirante Burney)

HMS Marlborough (cap. Ross)
HMS Revenge (cap. Kiddle)
HMS Hercules (cap. Clinton-Baker)
HMS Agincourt (cap. Doughty)

1.er  Escuadrón de Cruceros 
(contralmirante sir R. K. Arbuthnot)

HMS Defence (cap.  Ellis)
HMS Warrior (cap. Molteno)
HMS Duke of Edinburgh (cap. Blackett)
HMS Black Prince (cap. Bonham)

2.º  Escuadrón de Cruceros 
(contralmirante H. L. Heath)

HMS Minotaur (cap.  D’Aeth)
HMS Hampshire (cap. Savill)
HMS Shannon (cap. Dumaresq)
HMS Cochrane (cap. Leatham)

4.º  Escuadrón de Cruceros Ligeros
(comodoro C. E. Le Mesurier)

HMS Calliope (com. Le Mesurier)
HMS Constance (cap. Townsend)
HMS Comus (cap. Hotham)
HMS Caroline (cap. Crooke)
HMS Royalist (cap. hon.Meade)

3.er   Escuadrón de Cruceros de Batalla
(contralmirante H. L. A. Hood)

HMS Invincible (cap. Cay)
HMS Inflexible (cap. Heaton-Ellis)
HMS Indomitable (cap. Kennedy)

Cruceros ligeros de escolta
HMS Canterbury (cap. Royds)
HMS Chester (cap. Lawson)

Destructores de escolta
HMS Shark 
HMS Ophelia
HMS Christopher
HMS Acasta

Cruceros Ligeros en misión 
de comunicaciones
HMS Boadicea (com.  Woolcombe)
HMS Active (cap. Withers)
HMS Blanche (cap. Casement)
HMS Bellona (cap.  Dutton)

Otras unidades
HMS Abdiel (destructor-minador)
(cap. fragata B. Curtis)
HMS Oak (destructor)
(cap. corbeta D. Faviell)

Fuerza de destructores
comodoro J. R. Price Hawksley (HMS Castor)

4.ª Flotilla de Destructores
(cap. C. J. Wintour)
HMS  Tipperary 

1.ª Media Flotilla
HMS Spitfire
HMS Sparrowhawk
HMS Garland
HMS Contest

Grupo 8
HMS Owl
HMS Hardy
HMS Mischief
HMS Midge

2.ª Media Flotilla
HMS Broke

3.ª División
HMS Porpoise
HMS Unity

4.ª División
HMS Achates
HMS Ambuscade
HMS Ardent
HMS Fortune

11.ª Flotilla de Destructores
(cap. C. J. Wintour)
HMS Castor (Cru. Lig.)

1.ª Media Flotilla

1.ª División
HMS Ossory
HMS Martial
HMS Magic
HMS Minion

2.ª División
HMS Mystic
HMS Mons
HMS Mandate
HMS Michael

2.ª Media Flotilla
HMS Kempenfelt

3.ª División
HMS Marne
HMS Milbrook
HMS Manners

4.ª División
HMS Moon
HMS Mounsey
HMS Morning Star

12.ª Flotilla de Destructores
(cap. A. J. B. Stirling)
HMS Faulknor 

1.ª Media Flotilla

1.ª División
HMS Obedient
HMS Mindful
HMS Marvel
HMS Onslaught

2.ª División
HMS Maenad
HMS Narwhal
HMS Nessus
HMS Noble

2.ª Media Flotilla
HMS Marksman
HMS Opal
HMS Nonsuch
HMS Menace
HMS Munster
HMS Mary Rose
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BATTLE CRUISER FLEET vicealmirante sir John David Richard Beatty (HMS Lion)
cap. Rudolf Walter Bentinck

Buque insignia: HMS Lion (cap. A. E. Montacute Chatfield)

1.er  Escuadrón de Cruceros de Batalla
(contralmirante sir O. de B. Brock)

HMS Princess Royal (cap.  Cowan)
HMS Queen Mary (cap. Prowse)
HMS Tiger (cap. Pelly)

2.º Escuadrón de Cruceros de Batalla
(contralmirante sir W. C. Pakenham)

HMS New Zealand (cap.  Green)
HMS Indefatigable (cap. Sowerby)

1.er  Escuadrón de Cruceros Ligeros
(comodoro E. S. Alexander-Sinclair)

HMS Galatea (com. Alexander-Sinclair)
HMS Phaeton (cap. Cameron)
HMS Inconstant (cap. Thesiger)
HMS Cordelia (cap. Beamish)

2.º Escuadrón de Cruceros Ligeros
(comodoro W. E. Goodenough)

HMS Southampton (com. Goodenough)
HMS Birmingham (cap. Duff)
HMS Nottingham (cap. Miller)
HMS Dublin (cap. Scott)

3.er  Escuadrón de Cruceros Ligeros
(contralmirante T. D. W. Napier)

HMS Falmouth (cap. Edwards)
HMS Yarmouth(cap. Pratt)
HMS Birkenhead (cap. Reeves)
HMS Gloucester (cap. Blunt)

Portahidroaviones 
HMS Engadine 
(cap. corbeta Robinson)
Con 4 hidroaviones Short 
tipo 184

13.ª Flotilla de Destructores
(cap. J. U. Faire)
HMS Champion

1.ª División
HMS Obdurate
HMS Nerissa
HMS Termagant
HMS Moresby

2.ª División
HMS Nestor
HMS Nomad
HMS Nicator
HMS Onslow

3.ª División
HMS Narborough
HMS Pelican
HMS Petard
HMS Turbulent

9.ª Flotilla de Destructores
(cap. de fragata M. L. Goldsmith)

1.ª División
HMS Lydiard
HMS Liberty
HMS Landrail

2.ª División
HMS Moorsom
HMS Laurel
HMS Morris

5.º Escuadrón de Combate
(contralmirante H. Evan-Thomas)

HMS Barham (cap. Craig)
HMS Valiant (cap. Woolcombe)
HMS Warspite (cap. Phillpotts)
HMS Malaya (cap. Boyle)

1.ª Flotilla de Destructores
(cap.  C. D. Roper)
HMS Fearless (crucero ligero)
HMS Defender

1.ª División
HMS Acheron
HMS Ariel
HMS Attack
HMS Hydra

2.ª División
HMS Badger
HMS Lizard
HMS Goshawk
HMS Lapwing

ACORAZADOS DREADNOUGHT



FUERZAS ALEMANAS
(bajo el mando operacional conjunto del vicealmirante Reinhardt Scheer)

HOCHSEEFLOTTE vicealmirante Reinhard Scheer (SMS Friedrich der Grosse)
cap. Adolf von Trotha

Buque insignia: SMS Friedrich der Grosse (cap. Theodor Fuchs)

3.er Geschwader
contralmirante P. Behncke 
(SMS König)

5.ª División
(contralmirante Behncke)

SMS König (cap. Brüninghaus)
SMS Groser Kurfürst (cap. Goette)
SMS Kronprinz (cap.Feldt)
SMS Markgraf (cap. Seiferling)

6.ª División 
(contralmirante Nordmann)

SMS Kaiser (cap. Von Keyserlingk)
SMS Prinzregent Luitpold (cap. Heuser)
SMS Kaiserin (cap. Sievers)

1.er Geschwader
vicealmirante E. Schmidt 
(SMS Ostfriesland)

1.ª  División 
(vicealmirante Schmidt)

SMS Ostfriesland (cap. Von Natzmer)
SMS Thüringen (cap. Küsel)
SMS Helgoland (cap. Von Kameke)
SMS Oldenburg (cap. Höpfner)

2.ª División 
(contralmirante Engelhardt)

SMS Posen (cap. Lange)
SMS Rheinland (cap. Rohardt)
SMS Nassau (cap. Küne)
SMS Westfalen (cap. Redlich)

2.º Geschwader
contralmirante Franz Mauve 
(SMS Deutschland)

3.ª División 
(contralmirante Mauve)

SMS Deutschland (cap. Meurer)
SMS Hessen (cap. Bartels)
SMS Pommern (cap. Bölken)

4.ª División 
(contralmirante Von D. zu Lichtenfels)

SMS Hannover (cap. Heine)
SMS Schlesien (cap. Behncke)
SMS Schleswig-Holstein (cap. Varrentrapp)

4.º Aufklärungsgruppe
(comodoro L. von Reuter)

SMS Stettin (cap.  Rebensburg)
SMS München (cap. Böcker)
SMS Frauenlob (cap. Hoffman)
SMS Stuttgart (cap. Hagedorn)
SMS Hamburg (cap. Von Gaudecker)

Große Torpedoboote
comodoro Andreas Michelsen
SMS Rostock (cap. Feldmann)

1.ª  Torpedoboots-Flottille
1.ª Halbflottille
(ten. nav. Albrecht)
SMS G-39 
SMS G-40
SMS G-38
SMS S-32

3.ª  Torpedoboots-Flottille
(cap. corb. W. Hollmann)
SMS S-53

5.ª Halbflottille
SMS V-71
SMS V-73
SMS G-88

6.ª Halbflottille
SMS V-48
SMS S-54
SMS G-42

5.ª  Torpedoboots-Flottille
(cap. corb. O. Heinecke)
SMS G-11

9.ª Halbflottille
SMS V-2
SMS V-4
SMS V-6
SMS V-1
SMS V-3

10.ª Halbflottille
SMS G-8
SMS V-5
SMS G-7
SMS G-9
SMS G-10

7.ª  Torpedoboots-Flottille
(cap. corb. G. von Koch)
SMS S-24

13.ª Halbflottille
SMS S-15
SMS S-17
SMS S-20
SMS S-16
SMS S-18

14.ª Halbflottille
SMS S-19
SMS S-23
SMS V-.189
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CRUCEROS LIGEROS

TORPEDEROS

AUFKLÄRUNGSSTREITKRAFTE vicealmirante Franz Hipper (SMS Lützow)
cap. corb. Erich Raeder

Buque insignia: SMS Lützow (cap. Victor Harder)

1.er Aufklärungsgruppe
(vicealmirante F. Hipper)

SMS Lützow (cap.  Harder)
SMS Derfflinger (cap. Hartog)
SMS Seydlitz (cap. Von Egidy)
SMS Moltke (cap. Von Karpf)
SMS Von der Tann (cap. Zenker)

2.er Aufklärungsgruppe
(contralmirante F. Boedicker)

SMS Frankfurt (cap.  Von Trotha)
SMS Elbing (cap. Madlung)
SMS Pillau (cap. Mommsen)
SMS Wiesbaden (cap. Reiss)

Große Torpedoboote
comodoro Paul Heinrich
SMS Regensburg (cap. Heuberer)

2.ª Torpedoboots-Flottille
(cap. frag. H. Schuur)
SMS B-98

3.ª Halbflottille
SMS G-101
SMS G-102
SMS B-112
SMS B-97

4.ª Halbflottille
SMS B-109
SMS B-110
SMS B-111
SMS G-103
SMS G-104

6.ª Torpedoboots-Flottille
(cap. corb. M. Schultz)
SMS G-41

11.ª Halbflottille
SMS V-44
SMS G-87
SMS G-86

12.ª Halbflottille
SMS V-69
SMS V-45
SMS V-46
SMS S-50
SMS G-37

9.ª Torpedoboots-Flottille
(cap. corb. H. Goehle)
SMS V-28

17.ª Halbflottille
SMS V-27
SMS V-26
SMS S-36
SMS S-51
SMS S-52

18.ª Halbflottille
SMS V-30
SMS S-34
SMS S-33
SMS V-29
SMS S-35

CRUCEROS DE BATALLA CRUCEROS LIGEROS

TORPEDEROS

UNTERSEEBOOTE  Führer der Unterseeboote cap. Hermann Bauer
Buque insignia: SMS Hamburg
(cap. Victor Harder)

En Terschelling: U-46, U-67
En el estuario del Humber: UB-21
En Flamborough Head: UB-22
En el fiordo de Forth: U-52, U-24, U-70, U-32, U-51, U-63, U-66
En Peterhead: U-47
En el fierdo de Pentland: U-44, U-43

SUBMARINOS

MARINE LUFTSCHIFF ABTEILUNG  cap. corb. Peter Strasser
ZEPELINES

En vuelo el 31 de mayo: L-9, L-14, L-26, L-21, L-23
En vuelo el 1 de junio: L-11, L,17, L-22, L-24


