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Foreword


Home to Ardagh, Constantinople, 19 November 1876, speaking of the Crimean War [TNA(PRO) WO 33/29, Reports & Memoranda – Constantinople & Roumelia 1877, pp 50–1, No. 7].





The Government of the day, in the early stages, never seemed to know what they really wanted. Their orders were ambiguous, and that ambiguity was carried through every department of the army, and resulted in half-measures – a desire to do what would suit two distinct lines of policy.


When disasters seemed to threaten, there followed an excited, feverish action, striving by lavish expenditure to recover lost time and make up for previous parsimony; this expenditure benefitted the army but slightly, while a host of civilians, vice-consuls and Levantines of all shades, fattened on it.


Urged by the Press and eager to do something, the War Office fell a prey to inventors – amateur soldiers, amateur engineers. The old and tried servants were put to one side, or compelled to carry out the whims and ideas of men whose notions of war were derived from the columns of ‘our own correspondent’.


Reading the mass of papers connected with the Crimean War of a confidential nature that have passed through my hands in my official capacity, I have been perfectly astonished at the extraordinary proposals gravely made in England by these amateurs, and as gravely submitted to the chiefs of the army in the field for report.




Introduction: The Issues


The Gallipoli Campaign of April–December 1915 – the Allied landings on the shores of Turkey – has been the subject of a vast literature, which has most unfortunately propagated a great untruth – that the War Office was unprepared for operations in the Dardanelles area, and had little or nothing in the way of maps and geographical intelligence to give to Sir Ian Hamilton, the commander of the Mediterranean Expeditionary Force (Medforce), and his Staff. First explored in Aspinall-Oglander’s Official History,1 this theme is developed in most one-volume histories that have followed, and has since passed into mythology.2 Hamilton’s most recent biographer repeated this canard, echoing Hamilton himself in claiming that he only received from the War Office ‘a 1912 handbook on the Turkish Army, a sort of tourist guide to the area with a thoroughly defective map and the single sheet of general instructions from Kitchener’, while his Staff officers ‘were not given access to Callwell’s 1906 report or to the valuable reports on the Dardanelles by the British military attaché.’3 Yet the reality is somewhat different, and this book demonstrates that this myth, perpetrated by Hamilton himself among others, is a gross distortion of the truth. While there were problems in London with strategic policy and planning (or lack of it) at the highest level, the War Office (and the Admiralty) possessed a great deal of previously collected terrain information, maps and charts, covering the topography and defences of Gallipoli and the Dardanelles, much of which was duly handed over to Hamilton and his Staff, either before they left London or subsequently. Additional material was obtained from the Admiralty and Navy, and still more gathered in theatre, in the Aegean and the Levant before the landings.


Whether all this intelligence was properly processed, distributed and efficiently used is a different matter and this book, which incorporates much previously unpublished material, attempts to penetrate behind the veil of obfuscation to get to the truth of the matter. Intelligence has to be analysed, interpreted and evaluated, and then distributed and explained to commanders and their Staff, who must base their plans on it and not ignore it. All too often, politicians and commanders ignore intelligence, and indulge in wishful thinking by creating a false scenario in which they then believe. Very little has been written on the intelligence side of the Gallipoli Campaign, and it is typical that John Keegan’s recent book Intelligence in War,4 admittedly a selective case-study approach, omitted it. It hardly featured in two key studies of British 20th century intelligence work: Michael Occleshaw’s Armour Against Fate, British Military Intelligence in the First World War,5 or in Christopher Andrew’s Secret Service, The Making of the British Intelligence Community.6 While we should not overstate the importance of intelligence – that most eminent of cryptanalysts David Kahn called it a secondary factor in war7 – it is undeniable that possession of desirable information gives a significant advantage and may occasionally tip the balance. We should also note, as Kahn did, that intelligence can only work through strength; the primary factor is force, and this is certainly true of the Dardanelles operations.


Briefly considering the types and sources of intelligence available before and during the Gallipoli Campaign, we will see that before the outbreak of war open-source intelligence, attachés’ reports and clandestine reconnaissances were vital sources. Once hostilities with Turkey had started, given the paucity of signals intelligence at the time, human intelligence was a vital source of strategic, terrain, operational and tactical intelligence in the Dardanelles operations before the landings. Imagery intelligence also provided vital information about Turkish defences before and after the landings.


The lies and myths about a lack of geographical preparations began during the Gallipoli Campaign itself, and the Dardanelles Commission, set up to determine the causes of failure, became a battleground of accusation and counter-accusation. An extreme perpetrator of the myth was the journalist Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett, who stated, with complete untruth:





There were undoubtedly no maps in existence at all… The main difficulty was the question of maps; nobody had maps. There were no maps in existence and it was almost impossible to fire from the ships without them… If the War Office engages in a war with a nation, you would think they would make preparations before the war starts.8





As this book demonstrates, there were many maps (though not many large-scale ones to start with), and also much supporting strategic, geographical, terrain and tactical intelligence, a huge amount of which was gathered in the immediate pre-war period.


What happened to all this material within MO2, a section of the Directorate of Military Operations (DMO, which included Intelligence) at the War Office, and within the Naval Intelligence Division at the Admiralty, forms an important part of this study, as does the way in which it was fed (or not, as the case may be) to the field commanders. The fact, and problem, of divided command was recognised as an issue by a few perceptive individuals at the time, and has been accepted, with the benefit of hindsight, as one of the contributory causes of failure.


Hamilton was no stranger to the concept of combined amphibious operations, as John Lee has recently shown. In the early 20th century, Britain experienced a collective hysteria relating to a predicted German descent upon her coastline. Henry Rawlinson had introduced his study to the Staff College in 1903, and his protégé, George Aston of the Royal Marines, led staff rides along the south coast of England to further their understanding. The analysis in 1905 by an Admiralty and War Office Committee of a botched 1904 joint manoeuvre led to a report which laid the foundations for the Manual of Combined Naval and Military Operations of 1911 (reprinted 1913).9 This established the principles followed (as far as was possible) for the actual landings in 1915. In the pre-war period, naval officers lecturing at the Staff College assumed an unopposed landing; the firepower of modern weapons made an opposed landing unthinkable, while Aston himself had concluded that naval gunfire was powerless to overpower modern coast-defence forts.10 While GOC Mediterranean in 1912 (just after the new Manual had appeared), Hamilton observed the work of the new Combined Operations Command in Cairo and attended combined operations exercises and debriefs. In the same year he also studied amphibious operations from the defenders’ viewpoint. Churchill and Kitchener were also present at joint exercises in the Mediterranean.11


Combined operations always present a particular hazard because of the dangers and problems associated with divided intelligence, planning and command – the inevitable friction between army and navy jealous of their own capabilities and traditions. There have been many disasters due to these causes – Walcheren in 1809 during the Napoleonic Wars, the Crimea in 1854–5, Gallipoli in 1915. The American historian Theodore Ropp judged that ‘British Army intelligence did very badly in World War I … in amphibious operations [i.e. Gallipoli], where intelligence responsibilities were no clearer than they had been during the Crimea …’12


Intelligence matters were not all well-ordered within the Admiralty and the War Office. In the 1860s, even after the lessons of the Crimea:





British military intelligence lacked central direction and management. … Weaknesses in Britain’s intelligence system … were generally not in the collection of information, but in two other major functional areas, processing-analysis and dissemination-reporting.13





Certain aspects improved in the 1870s with the establishment of an Intelligence Branch, but the Gallipoli tragedy was to demonstrate that all was not necessarily well in those functional areas.


A similar situation pertained apropos the mapping of potential operational areas. Despite repeated warnings of Boer unrest, and the experience of the First Boer War in 1880–1, the British Army began operations against the Boers in 1899 without any good mapping, and had to improvise half-inch scale cover in the field from farm surveys. This time the British learnt from experience, and preparations for operations in France and Belgium were accordingly much better; any deficiencies in the maps used by the BEF in 1914 were due to the tardy state of French national mapping (despite the experience of 1870) rather than to any inefficiency in the Geographical Section at the War Office. What is more, in the aftermath of the Akaba incident of 1906, a one-inch map of the Gallipoli Peninsula had been prepared, in two sheets. Much more will be said about this later, but at least a reasonable operations map was available in 1914–15. However, good, large-scale operations maps could not be improvised; they relied upon a pre-existing data-bank of geodetic and trigonometrical data, and for inaccessible areas, as this book will show, this presented a huge problem. But how inaccessible was the Gallipoli Peninsula? We will return to this question in Chapter 2.


In 1887 that splendid and efficient intelligence officer, Henry Brackenbury, instructed the young Charles Callwell, later one of the major players in the Gallipoli saga, in the proper duties of an intelligence officer:





I shan’t expect you to be able to answer every question … right off the reel; I shan’t even expect the information necessarily to be actually available in the department. But I shall expect you not to be helpless, but to find means of getting that information somehow within a reasonable time… if you keep sucking information into the place, and if you see that [it] is properly registered and so made available when required, your particular section will in course of time become a real going concern. Its archives will enable you, or whoever succeeds you, to answer any question that I or any properly authorised person may desire to ask.14





Unfortunately, as the Dardanelles episode so graphically depicts, this advice was not always adhered to, and the ‘lack of central direction and management’ was the skeleton in the cupboard (or rather pigeonhole).


What of the putative intelligence target? The Gallipoli Peninsula had the reputation of being rugged, wild and inhospitable. The 1910 Macmillan Guide to Greece, The Archipelago, Constantinople, The Coast of Asia Minor, Crete and Cyprus (the Asia Minor part of which was revised by the geographer and archaeologist D G Hogarth, friend and mentor of T E Lawrence) noted of the Peninsula that leopards, lynxes, hyenas, brown bears, wolves, jackals and wild boars were occasionally encountered.15 The Guide, besides giving the usual information about ancient Troy and the Hellespont, stated that the castles on either side of the Narrows at Chanak had recently been restored and armed with Krupp guns.16 This was the period when the Admiralty Chart warned that vessels entering the Dardanelles during the hours of darkness would be fired on. Apart from this, no indication was given of its strategic importance.


This does not, however, give a true picture of public, as well as military and naval, awareness in Europe. The Dardanelles had been of importance in the Crimean and Turco–Russian Wars of the 1850s and 1870s, in both of which conflicts the Gallipoli Peninsula had been occupied by British and French troops, and more recently in London had been discussed at the highest level in 1906 during the Akaba Crisis, had been the subject of several joint naval and military appreciations between 1906 and 1912, and had again been involved in headline-grabbing conflicts in the Italo–Turkish War of 1911 and in the Balkan Wars of 1911–13, when the Bulgarians attacked the Bulair Lines defending the Peninsula and the Greeks were planning landings on it. The attention of the world had therefore been very much focused on the Dardanelles in the years just before the First World War, military and naval attachés had been sending back reports, intelligence officers had been gathering information, and naval and military staffs had been preparing appreciations and making outline plans. 1906 was a crucial year. Apart from the implications of war with Turkey following from the Akaba crisis, it saw the launch of the Dreadnought, precipitating the naval race with Germany which meant that the British were effectively forced to abandon the Mediterranean to the French, implicitly accepting in turn the task of defending the Atlantic coast of France. The year also saw the beginning of the Wilson–Foch military conversations which were to lead to the plan that the BEF would stand on the left of the French armies in the event of a German attack. Despite all this, Anglo–French strategic planning and naval coordination, apart from the agreement to send the BEF to France, were in a state of chaos on the eve of the war.17


In the decade before 1914, Turkey had been becoming more closely involved with Germany. If Turkey did become involved in a war on the German side, how much did those on the Allied side with a ‘need to know’ actually know about the terrain of the Gallipoli Peninsula, as opposed to its coast defences? And to what lengths did they go to find out? Today, knowledge of the world’s terrain, photographed and remotely sensed from satellites, airliners, helicopters, and various other platforms, and viewed by the public from aeroplanes flying miles above remote and inaccessible parts of the globe, makes it difficult to comprehend the difficulties of acquisition of terrain intelligence only a hundred years ago when powered flight was but a few years old. From an aeroplane floating over the Aegean towards the historic Dardanelles, can be seen today, particularly when the sun is low, practically every significant feature of this epic and tragic landscape and seascape.


But things were very difficult in late 1914 and early 1915 when, following the outbreak of hostilities with Turkey, the British were thinking about the need for amphibious combined operations to capture the Gallipoli Peninsula and push the fleet through the Dardanelles and the Sea of Marmara to Constantinople, to deal Turkey such a body-blow that it would capitulate. This, it was assumed, if successful would so alter the strategic balance in south-east Europe and the Moslem world that it would knock the Central Powers off-balance and lead to a speedy Allied victory.


At this time, the Allies possessed a great deal of strategic, tactical and topographical intelligence, including a medium-scale (1:50,000 and its 1:63,360 derivative) map which, although based on a Crimean War reconnaissance survey, was contoured and good enough for swift operations. This was also the situation that obtained in France and Flanders, and on the Eastern Front. In no theatre of war did either side, in 1914–15, go to war with a large-scale artillery map, except in those localised operations where fortresses had to be besieged. What both sides were not prepared for, and this is strange in the light of recent operations such as the Russo–Japanese War and the Balkan Wars, was trench warfare, in which attacks were consistently held up by barbed wire and the concentrated fire of magazine rifles, machine guns and field artillery, and therefore they had not equipped themselves with what rapidly became essential for any such operations – the accurate, large-scale, artillery map, which could be used as a base for overprinting trenches and other tactical detail, thus creating the trench map with which the First World War, on almost every front, is practically synonymous.18 Such a map could not at that time be constructed for inaccessible terrain; it had to be based on an existing national precision survey. If this was not available, and in the absence of modern photogrammetric techniques and equipment, no accurate map could be made.


The prerequisites for such an amphibious operation, apart from the availability of trained men and sufficient matériel, were surprise and good intelligence. Well-known principles of war (decide on aim and pursue it remorselessly, act offensively, concentrate at the decisive point, be mobile, achieve surprise, cooperate, security of base and communications, economy of force, etc.) were, as always, relevant; it is instructive to see how many were ignored in the Dardanelles operations. Speed was essential, as Admiral ‘Jacky’ Fisher pointed out in January 1915, quoting Napoleon: ‘CELERITY – without it FAILURE,’19 and also strength; as Stonewall Jackson observed, you had to ‘get there fustest with the mostest men’.20 You also, as a Polish officer said during the Second World War, with feeling, from bitter experience, had to be stronger.21 But first, intelligence was needed, and lots of it. It is important to ‘know your enemy’, both in terms of his military forces, dispositions, capabilities and intentions but also in terms of that equally important enemy – the terrain.


The Gallipoli Campaign includes a large number of ‘firsts’; airfield reconnaissance, beach photography from the air, map supply by air, air reconnaissance and photography of underwater obstacles (mines). These are all documented here. As an example of successful landings, followed by a failure to break out of the bridgeheads, it deserves extremely careful study to determine to what extent this success and failure were linked to the quality of geographical and tactical intelligence. Inevitably it demands comparison with the successful NEPTUNE and OVERLORD (D-Day) and subsequent operations of 1944. The similarities are obvious, but bear careful scrutiny. Both involved amphibious combined operations, cooperation with allies, deception, technology advanced for its time (e.g. indirect naval gunnery, aircraft and aerial photography, etc.). But on another level there was a world of difference between Gallipoli and the D-Day operations. In the case of D-Day there was a clear strategic priority and aim, well-defined political control and leadership, joint staff, planning and intelligence, a long planning period, genuine combined amphibious operations, vast resources, and a huge amount of intelligence available and well-processed (by a specially created Allied joint-staff Theatre Intelligence Section), and intelligence and operational support from the indigenous resistance movement. As has been pointed out on many occasions, the Dardanelles operations benefited from none of these.


The planners of the D-Day landings in June 1944 had a great advantage – from the time that the German invasion threat receded, at the time of Hitler’s invasion of Russia (1941), they had almost three years to prepare, and the call went out for holiday photographs of French beaches and coastal resorts; ten million were eventually received.22 Gallipoli was very different – from the start of hostilities with Turkey at the beginning of November 1914, there were almost six months to the landings on 25 April 1915, in which it must be said much planning and preparation could have been done. Without such crucial groundwork, a disaster was a certainty. And so it proved. On 16 February 1915 the War Cabinet decided that troops might be required, and decided to send them from Egypt and Britain and set up a base on the island of Lemnos. From the time that a firm decision was made to commit large ground forces on 19 March, only five weeks remained until the landings. Even at the time of Kitchener’s appointment of Sir Ian Hamilton, on 12 March, to the command of the ill-fated Constantinople Expeditionary Force (hurriedly, but too late, renamed Mediterranean Expeditionary Force for security reasons), no such firm decision had been taken.


Planning for the eventuality could and should been undertaken earlier. Such an operation had been mooted for decades, and both the Army and the Navy had studied the problems and prepared joint appreciations and reports. They had gathered much information, and could have obtained a great deal more. Any operation has to be based on organised and focused intelligence; intelligence is the handmaid of operations; it should not be vague or haphazard. Planners and commanders have to consider what information they need. Information needs have to be identified; intelligence has to be acquired by various methods, both overt and covert; it has to be processed – i.e. analysed, interpreted and evaluated; it needs to be distributed to all those with a need to know; and often it needs to be explained to those who receive it. Finally, commanders must base their plans on it, and not ignore it.


This book charts the interplay between intelligence, strategy, planning and operations; unfortunately the strategy, such as it was, was formulated without paying much attention at all to the intelligence (though the in-theatre planning took intelligence very seriously indeed), and ghastly mistakes were made as a consequence. While many in London, and almost all those on the spot, opposed the idea of ‘Navy only’ operations, and also large-scale military operations, both of these went ahead. It examines the intelligence about the Gallipoli Peninsula, and the methods by which it was acquired, both before and during the operations. In so doing it demolishes the myth, encountered in so much of the Gallipoli literature and sedulously fostered by Sir Ian Hamilton himself, that the Allies were ignorant of the terrain and were not prepared for the realities of what they encountered. Indeed, General Callwell, the Director of Military Operations in 1914–15, was so incensed by Hamilton’s deliberately misleading statements to the Dardanelles Commission, that he asked to be able to give further evidence to the Commission, and publicised this in a post-war book.


It is demonstrated here that the British were in fact well-prepared with topographical and tactical intelligence, not least from a book published in 1914 by a German ordnance officer who had served in Gallipoli, that they possessed key details of a pre-war Anglo–Greek plan, formulated by Admiral Kerr with the encouragement of King Constantine of Greece, to capture the Peninsula, and that they were well-placed to conduct a successful operation if a sufficiently long planning period had been available and surprise had not been lost. Even with a very short time for planning and preparation, an amphibious operation as envisaged by Birdwood could have been successful if it had been carried out immediately, with sufficient trained forces, without prior bombardments by the fleet which took away the last elements of surprise. It is also clear that there was systematic lying to, and collusion against, the Dardanelles Commission, by Winston Churchill, Sir Ian Hamilton, and other key players, an episode well documented by Tim Travers and Jenny Macleod.23


One of the crucial questions is the extent to which the strategic, geographical, and tactical information which had been accumulating in the War Office and Admiralty was actually made available to the political, military and naval decision-makers, and to the field commander – Hamilton – and his Staff. While various pieces of evidence point to much more having been used in the field than Hamilton claimed, it is undeniable that certain appreciations – for example the 1906 joint report and Frederick Cunliffe Owen’s 1914 reports – had a very limited circulation and were apparently not seen by Hamilton; indeed, most copies of the 1906 report had been destroyed. The surviving archival material is not always as helpful as might be expected in this respect. Even if they had not seen certain reports, Hamilton and Braithwaite were probably familiar with their main outlines and tenor.


The alleged lack of a British operational plan for the Dardanelles Campaign has long exercised many commentators. Here it is revealed that an important reason for this is that a plan did in fact exist – the Anglo–Greek plan – which, according to Churchill’s evidence to the Dardanelles Commission, he could not remember whether he was aware of or not. In fact, he was the prime instigator of this plan, instructing Admiral Kerr (Commander-in-Chief of the Greek Navy) at the beginning of September 1914 to create such a plan in conjunction with the Greek General Staff. As we shall see, this plan involved the strengthening of the Greek fleet by the British Navy and landings by the Greek Army to capture the Gallipoli Peninsula before the fleet went through the Dardanelles to Constantinople. As will be made clear, this plan was well-known to several British officers apart from Kerr, including Admiral Limpus, in charge of the British Naval Mission at Constantinople, and Frederick Cunliffe Owen, the military attaché.


The Gallipoli Campaign was launched too late, as Admiral Kerr realised. After the realisation of lost surprise, the only valid reason for launching it was to take pressure off the Russian Caucasus front. When it was launched, it failed on the first day, after which it should have been abandoned. The land campaign, the tragic and glorious development of the military operations from April 1915 to January 1916, was an irrelevance. Its only useful purpose was, briefly, to divert Turkish attention from other fronts. Unlike the Western Front, where a series of attrition battles gradually wore down the Germans, the Gallipoli Campaign could never hope to achieve anything other than through surprise.


It was perhaps a brilliant strategic idea which could only have succeeded if all factors had worked in its favour. It depended upon that concatenation of circumstances which rarely arises: good planning, sensible and prolonged preparation, superior and trained forces, capable commanders, enemy caught off-balance and looking in the wrong direction – and (Napoleon’s crucial ingredient) luck.


It could have succeeded in February 1915 but not, after prolonged naval bombardment and landings, in April. Key figures may have been playing duplicitous games; Kitchener, on 1 March, was urging Maxwell in Egypt to conceal the small size of Birdwood’s force in order that the population of the Levant and Middle East might envisage something altogether more powerful – against Alexandretta, rather than against Gallipoli. Far from surprise being lost by accident, Kitchener was actually proposing a deliberate policy of encouraging a view in the Moslem world of certainty of large-scale operations, but against Alexandretta, not against the Dardanelles. The relevant telegram read:





From Lord K. London. To Sir J. Maxwell, Cairo. Rec’d 1.3.15. 3341 Cipher. Private and Secret. Do not allow numbers and destination of troops you are sending to Lemnos be made public, as it might be advantageous if the impression in the Levant that a larger force had been sent.24





This deception attempt may have backfired on the expedition, as by this time the Turks were becoming thoroughly alarmed over the threat to the Dardanelles.


Peter Chasseaud


Peter Doyle


September 2005
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CHAPTER 1


The Gallipoli Peninsula


The Gallipoli Peninsula is a small slither of land jutting defiantly out into the Aegean Sea. Adjacent to mainland Greece – Thrace – the region has seen conflict for centuries, part of the European legacy of the Ottoman Empire. Geologically, the Balkans and the Aegean Sea are complex, a function of major earth movements when, resulting from continental drift, the subcontinent of India impacted into the continent of Asia some 60 million years ago. The creation of the Dardanelles, the Sea of Marmara (so called because of the proximity of reserves of pure white marble) and the Bosphorus, waterways which have seen much intrigue and conflict, date from this continental collision, but continue to be modified today by movement along an active fault zone – the North Anatolian Fault – that periodically brings with it earthquakes, and resulting human tragedy.1 This fault system has also created the offsets and constrictions that are such a feature of the Dardanelles, and have been influential in the formation of the Gallipoli Peninsula itself, which like most of the landscape, is still being shaped today.


The landscape of Gallipoli is hauntingly beautiful – a fact not lost on the young men who fought there, and the poets who followed.2 Fragrant, green, teeming with wildlife and with the blue waters of the Aegean lapping its shores, it is no wonder that today tourists from Istanbul come to bathe in the quiet waters and take in the grandeur of the landscape. One hundred years ago it was somewhat different. The same landscape had a key role in the outcome of the battles there, in 1915. This is recorded in numerous histories and personal reminiscences of the Gallipoli Campaign which detail the local inadequacy of water supplies, the steepness of slopes, the incision of ravines, the precipitous nature of the cliffs, and the density of vegetation.3


With the benefit of today’s memorialised, protected and revered landscape it is possible to do what was impossible for the Allies in 1915. Walking the landscape, examining its intricacies and points of detail, one may see how difficult it was to assault the beaches and climb the slopes – of varying angles – that characterise the Gallipoli Peninsula and its associated coastlines. It is also possible, not least from well-logs taken by the British after the war,4 to examine the potential for ground water supply for the invading troops, and to examine geological and botanical details of the valleys, ravines, hills and slopes, all of which could play a significant factor in any military campaign, if it were carried out in the region today. But was it not possible to collect this data from the field when the campaign was committed? It can be demonstrated that terrain materially affected the prosecution of the campaign from landings to evacuation,5 and as such it can be argued that it was incumbent upon the General Staff to at least go some way in accumulating information on all these factors, prior to landing.


In this chapter we set the scene for the Gallipoli Campaign by examining the ground from first principles. Although couched in modern language, the techniques used are no different from those available to the men on the ground, on the sea, or in the air in 1915. It is an exercise on what might have been possible from ship, aircraft and small-scale landings, and in this way, sets the scene for our understanding of the level of terrain intelligence needed in planning an operation like that of Gallipoli in 1915.


Terrain evaluation for military purposes


Many modern writers have discussed the importance of terrain in determining the outcome of military campaigns, demonstrating that most successful campaigns draw upon the discriminating use of terrain by commanders.6 Most successful commanders can see the advantage of the wise use of terrain, using it as an additional munition of war to magnify the efforts of the defender; as a force multiplier, terrain is of paramount importance, and perhaps nowhere so well demonstrated as at the Dardanelles. The informed gathering of terrain intelligence, and its use in the prosecution of battle is of paramount importance. We must judge the Gallipoli Campaign from this perspective. Aspects of terrain are considered at two scales: in strategic planning, usually reflecting the gross spatial distribution of major elements such as seas and mountains, and at the tactical (and operational) level during action, making the best use of ground in the furtherance of the strategic aims of the campaign. Not surprisingly, strategic aspects are of greatest importance at the inception of a campaign, and involve specific decisions about the deployment of troops and the provision of resources. Tactical considerations are made in order to fulfil the strategic aims on the ground.





Typically, there are five types of problem in tactical assessments of terrain:7





1.  Position, that is in the provision of vantage points, and of refuge from those vantage points held by the enemy;


2.  Mobility, most especially with respect to the existence of natural terrain barriers such as rivers and impassable slopes, and the ability of surfaces – the ‘going’ surfaces – to sustain the movement of troops, machinery and animals;


3.  Ground conditions, and particularly their impact on the construction of entrenchments, permanent emplacements, tunnels and defensive positions;


4.  Resource provision, particularly potable water supplies and building materials for roads, and defensive works; and


5.  Hazard mitigation, particularly in the prevention of prevailing winds for chemical weapons, and the prevention of floods and mass movements which could threaten the lives and infrastructure of the troops.





Today, military assessments of terrain have attained a high degree of sophistication thanks to an ability to fingerprint the characteristics of certain terrain types across the world in order to predict the resource needs and to direct the tactical aspects of a battle.8 Most conflicts are highly mobile, simply because of the increase in the efficacy of military vehicles and air power. However, the strategists of the First World War were hampered by poor communications, limited knowledge of terrain, outdated combat techniques, and a defensive ethos hard learnt on the Western Front. All these factors, it can be argued, militated against the favourable outcome of a campaign such as that fought in Gallipoli, where the terrain is complex. Some of this could, at the very least, have been mitigated with adequate intelligence, again the subject matter of this book.


This chapter outlines the role of gross terrain characteristics of the Gallipoli Peninsula in order to provide an appropriate context for the battleground of 1915. To express this, a simple system of compartmenting the terrain into specific areas with similar attributes – called ‘land systems’ by today’s military analysts – is used. Although complex-sounding, this does not demand something of the order of ‘rocket science’ to understand, as it represents a simple comparison of pieces of ground, like-for-like. In fact, it is a geographical tool that was developed for the British military in planning for another war – the expected onslaught from the east across the battlefields of Germany during the Cold War.9 Typical terrain units, the land systems, are characterised in terms of their geology, geomorphology, surface ‘going’ characteristics, vegetation and hydrogeology – all of which influenced the tactical use of ground. An overview of the terrain characteristics of the Gallipoli Peninsula is given below, an essential component of any understanding of the prosecution of the battles in 1915,10 and a precursor to our discussion of the adequacy of terrain intelligence in preparation for these battles.


Climate and vegetation of the Peninsula


The climate of the region is typically Mediterranean, with mild winters, the mean January air temperature being normally between 7 and 9°C, and hot summers, with average air temperatures exceeding 25°C in July and August. Despite this norm, winter on the Peninsula can be hard, with dramatic fluctuation in temperature which means that it can be very cold indeed. There is a marked summer drought, although annual precipitation is normally between 600 and 700mm at sea level, rising to in excess of 1000 mm in mountain regions.11 Heavy rainfall can lead to flash floods, with the otherwise dry valleys filled with raging torrents. In winter months it is not unheard of for the Peninsula to be blanketed with snow. Offshore, the weather conditions affecting the Mediterranean and Aegean were a material consideration in planning the campaign, as for just five months out of twelve the sea is calm, the rest of the time, from May to October, there is the likelihood of storms and strong winds.12


The vegetation on the Peninsula reflects the Mediterranean climate, developed by human clearance from the original mixed woodland, and comprises low herbaceous and aromatic shrubs of garrigue type, often dense and hostile to the passage of people.13 Periodic fires, now often created by human activity, but a natural process nonetheless, mean that the level of vegetation can vary on the dry upland slopes. There are few naturally wooded areas, and trees of evergreen oak and pine are usually isolated and scattered, particularly where exposed. Elsewhere, active cultivation has tamed the landscape, particularly in the southern Peninsula and within the sheltered confines of Suvla Bay.


Geology


The Gallipoli Peninsula forms part of the Alpine Pontide range, formed during the great interval of earth movements that created the Alps, Himalayas, Karakoram and Atlas mountains. The Pontides have a strong east-west orientation – what geologists call their ‘structural grain’ – and are made up of more ancient crystalline rocks developed in Anatolia, and younger, softer but still folded sedimentary rocks in Thrace and the margins of Anatolia. This grain defines the shape and form of the Gallipoli Peninsula and its associated waterways, and is a significant feature of the ‘bigger picture’. The oldest and hardest rocks seen on the Peninsula are crystalline rocks north-east of Bulair, at the point where it is at its narrowest. The geologically youngest rocks are the sediments found infilling the valleys and bays of the Peninsula; these are still soft and, in some cases, water-saturated.


A dominant feature in the Dardanelles is the North Anatolian Fault Zone, an important geological fracture that separates the European and Anatolian tectonic plates, and an actual and symbolic separation of Europe from Asia. The fault zone itself runs under the Sea of Marmara and crosses the Peninsula to the Gulf of Saros (Xeros), forming the strongly rectilinear northern margin of the Peninsula and separating it from the rest of Thrace.14 This fracture is complex, as it branches; its tributaries have formed the Dardanelles and the Sea of Marmara. It is still active today.15 Movement of the fault produced the Sea of Marmara between 15 and 20 million years ago, with a maximum depth of 1000 metres, and led to the deposition of the thick sedimentary rocks on either side of the Dardanelles.16


The Gallipoli Peninsula is therefore mostly composed of relatively simple strata of sedimentary rocks, mostly limestones and sandstones.17 On top of these are still younger sedimentary rocks formed as rivers spread out over the surface of the Peninsula, and at the foot of the older Anatolian uplands on what was called in 1915 the ‘Asiatic Shore.’ These comprise rocks formed some 4 million years ago, simple sands and silts, and these too have been subjected to earth movements along the fault zone, creating the plateaux and escarpments that are such a dominant feature of the topography of the Peninsula.


Relief


The relief of the Gallipoli Peninsula is relatively subdued, the dominant topographic elements being a series of ridges in the north and north-east–south-west trending plateaux, especially dominant in the south.18 The northern ridges, narrow ‘hog’s backs’ that border the northern margin of the Peninsula, are composed of mostly coarse-grained, folded sandstones and limestones. These hard rocks are steeply tilted from the horizontal, which creates prominent east–west trending headlands such as Nibrunesi Point, which continue to the coast at Bulair. The hardest of these rocks define a series of small, sheltered, but steep bays at the northern margin of the great expanse of Suvla Bay.


The hard ridges forming the northern coast contrast with the plateaux that characterise the upland areas of the rest of the Peninsula, which are formed from much softer rocks, with some notable exceptions. These exceptions were to be of great significance in the battles ahead in 1915. The plateaux of the southern Peninsula are made up of fine sands, fine silts and clays which sit upon the harder, bedded limestones which make up the coast of the Peninsula from south of Gaba Tepe around to Maidos – present-day Eceabat.


One of the most prominent topographic features of the southern Peninsula is the heavily dissected Sari Bair range – the highest hills in the fighting zone of 1915, and a plateau composed of a steep north facing cliff, created by the movement of geological faults, throwing up the cliff and creating a natural barrier. Heavily gullied by the action of periodic heavy rainfall on otherwise barren slopes, the steepness, and the action of weathering and erosion means that vegetation has a difficult time establishing a foothold, creating a ‘badland’ topography. This means that the margins of this plateau are heavily dissected, forming a complex network of sharp-crested ridges – the military term for which would be ‘broken ground’, in this case not an exaggeration.
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Topography of the Peninsula


Here and there, harder rock bands create more resistant features, such as ‘The Sphinx’, a feature named for its resemblance to the Egyptian monument, adjacent to which Anzac soldiers had camped and exercised. As was apparent to the men on the ground, the Sari Bair Plateau is dissected by three major gullies which run down to the sea, part of a drainage pattern in which water defines its own, parallel path from the peaks. This creates the amphitheatric form of the Anzac battlefield, supplied by the major gullies, the three intervening ridges being important strongholds and observation platforms. Famously, the first of those loses its broad character to become ‘The Razor’s Edge’, created by the erosion of a hard cap to the ridge, the softer sediments forming a sharp, blade-like, unvegetated crest.


In the south-eastern part of the Peninsula, the Kilid Bahr Massif forms a counterpart to the Sari Bair Plateau, divided from it by a belt of low ground exploited by rivers and man which passes from Gaba Tepe across the Peninsula to the shore of the Dardanelles, just north of Maidos (Eceabat) which shelters under the steep cliffs of the Kilid Bahr Plateau. Formed from the same rocks and sediments as its counterparts, the boundaries of this mountain are more subdued than that of the Sari Bair range. Nevertheless, its northern boundary, the scarp slope, glowers down on the low ground crossing the Peninsula from Gaba Tepe, and is sharply incised by two valleys running down to the Dardanelles, the second of which, Saghani Dere, separates the Kilid Bahr escarpment from the Achi Baba (Alci Tepe) Plateau. The strongly fortified Kilid Bahr fortress, commanding the Narrows and facing similar forts at Chanak (present Cannakale), is completely protected by the steep cliffs of the massif that bears its name.


Achi Baba – actually Alci Tepe19 – is in fact a continuation of the Kilid Bahr escarpment, separated by the incised valley of the Saghani Dere. A true plateau, its flat top is surmounted by the small, almost rectangular peak of Achi Baba itself, almost a classic ‘Kopje’ – a feature that must have chimed with Hamilton and other veterans of the South African veldt – and its slopes are incised by ephemeral streams that flow north-east and south-west, controlled by the strong structure imposed over the rest of the Peninsula. These streams, particularly those heading for the tip of the Peninsula are strongly gullied, in some cases forming deep ravines – Zighin Dere (Gully Ravine), Kanli Dere and Kereves Dere, all of which serve to break up the Peninsula into separate broad spurs. These ravines exploit the structural grain of the Peninsula, to give a parallel-alignment to the drainage of the southern Peninsula. This large area of the southern Peninsula gives the impression of a long, low-angled glacis, a tantalising vision for the military planners of 1915, entertaining the possibility of low trajectory naval guns sweeping its low angled slopes.


Hydrology


The majority of rivers within the Gallipoli Peninsula are seasonal, and most valleys are dry for much of the year. Exceptions occur in the northern part of the study area, on the margins of the Suvla Plain, where there are some perennial streams. All the major rock strata forming the Peninsula have potential as aquifers – those natural water containers. Few detailed hydrological studies have been carried out in the Gallipoli Peninsula itself, as it is relatively unpopulated, and most studies have concentrated upon the Ergene Basin to the north, strategically important for the supply of water to Istanbul.20 However, it is clear from studies of sediments on the southern margin of the Dardanelles21 that the main aquifer potential lies with the limestones that form the cliff lines, and within the much younger sand and gravel deposits that fill the valleys.22


Terrain classification


Given the factors discussed above, it is possible to divide the terrain of the Gallipoli Peninsula into a series of sectors, land systems, which have in common aspects of landscape, geology, available water and vegetation characteristics, and that may be distinguished from each other. In turn, these ‘land systems’ should enable us, 100 years on, to make some judgements about the key issues that would have had a material effect on the campaign, as it unfolded.


Taking all the available evidence, six types of landscape, six land systems, may be recognised, all of them dependent largely on the underlying geology – the ‘structural grain’ – of the Gallipoli Peninsula.23 These land systems are described below.





Plateaux. North-east–south-west trending, flat-topped escarpments and plateaux which are dissected by deeply incised valleys are a major component of the landscape. These landforms have been created on a bedrock of soft layers of clays and sandstones, which overlie harder limestones beneath (see below). These plateaux form the dominant topographical features of the Peninsula, but are usually set back from the coast, with coastal cliffs formed by harder limestone rocks found beneath the softer materials, with the notable exception of the Anzac sector. The surfaces of this land system are relatively firm and dry ‘going’ surface, although disturbed, finer-grained sediments are prone to wind transport during the summer months. The softer rocks can be dug easily – particularly important to both defender and attacker.


In most cases, the plateaux are vegetated by relatively dense, low growing garrigue shrubs typical of the Mediterranean coastal areas – this is a disadvantage to the attacker, as the shrubs, with their spikes and barbs, are hostile and dense enough to shelter snipers. Water availability in this landscape is locally variable, and is dependent on the disposition of locally porous and impervious strata, and ground water is found only at great depth, usually within the underlying limestone aquifers. Surface ground water is scarce, although it may occur here and there where water has perched on thin clay strata that have impeded the downwards movement of water from periodic rainfall.


At Anzac, this land system is heavily dissected, with dense, closely spaced and dry valleys separated by a complex network of sharp-crested ridges. Vegetation is typically dense consisting of low ground cover shrubs, but this falls away to bare surfaces where the slopes are steep and unstable. Trees are sparse and widely spaced. A steep, north-west-facing scarp which trends south-west–north-east defines the northern boundary of the Sari Bair Plateau, and this is no doubt the action of a geological fault. The lower slopes of this scarp are heavily gullied, and typical slope angles range from 20 to 40° on the valley sides. The plateau top is dissected by north-east–south-west trending valleys – gullies like Shrapnel Gully, which were to become an important lifeline during the campaign. High points tend to form along ridges, typified by the peaks of Chunuk Bair and Koja Chemen Tepe, with elevations of 261 and 308 metres respectively. To the south-west of the plateau area there is an undulating dip slope (5–10°), deeply incised by a network of dry stream beds, the valley sides of which are covered in dense scrub.


The Kilid Bahr and Achi Baba plateaux, with a mean elevation of 150 metres, have much broader plateau surfaces dissected by deep, steep sided river valleys. These valleys exploit the underlying structural grain of the Peninsula, and between them are broad, flat-topped elongate spurs oriented north-east–south-west. Farther east, towards the Gulf of Saros, the same dissected plateaux can be observed forming the spine of the Peninsula. Heavily dissected steep slopes are typical of the Chinar Dagh and Karaman Dagh between Suvla Bay and the Gallipoli Straits, the opening to the Sea of Marmara. Most celebrated are the low plateaux west of Bulair, at the neck of the Peninsula, heavily fortified since the Crimea, defending the remainder of the Peninsula, dominating the Narrows, from attack.





Limestone cliffs. This landscape is formed by the layering of harder limestone layers over softer rocks, and it typifies the cliffs that are seen all around the coast of the southern part of the Peninsula, from Kum Tepe to Maidos (Eceabat). In fact, these rocks form the basement for the hills and mountains of the plateaux, and some of the gentler, cultivated slopes from Cape Helles to Krithia (Alcitepe) are formed by the same combination of limestones. These slopes have relatively gentle slope angles and are usually dissected to a varying degree by a number of prominent dry valleys, with broad undulations between. These slopes provide satisfactory ‘going’ surfaces which are mostly dry and firm, especially were there is insubstantial soil development, and particularly in the coastal areas. Most slopes are cultivated, and have been for centuries, but where slopes are too steep for cultivation, they are covered with the same dense, low garrigue scrub that is characteristic of the more upland sectors of the battlefields. Water is present as ground waters in the limestones, and spring lines, found at the junction of the permeable limestone with impermeable clays, are seen around the coast.





River beds. Low lying, flat or gently undulating valley floors filled with alluvium are an important component of the landscape; few if any have flowing rivers or streams. The majority of these valleys are cultivated and have been cleared of dense vegetation. The valley floors provide variable ‘going’ surfaces; although in dry valleys the surface may be relatively firm, it may be prone to lifting by wind where exposed. As such, the valleys have been important communication ways, in the southern Peninsula between Gaba Tepe and Maidos (Eceabat); from Ejelmer Bay east of Suvla on the Gulf of Saros to the villages east of the Anafarta mountains; the stream beds down to the Dardanelles at Karakova; and, most notably, at the town of Gallipoli (Gelibolu) itself, also on this coast.


In all the river beds, the possible presence of potable ground waters is tempting to the military mind; but it is dependent on the underlying geology and the thickness of the alluvium. The river alluvium itself – sands and gravels – may also be a useful aquifer, although close to coastal areas, groundwater is seasonally contaminated by sea water.24





Coastal plain. This system consists of a low lying coastal plain, typified by the Suvla (Anafarta) Plain, with gentle slopes and areas of inland drainage. In the Suvla Plain, water flow is highly seasonal and is impounded by a system of coastal sand dunes, and an area of elevated terrain at Lala Baba, to form a salt lake. Low lying areas close to the lake may retain water and are usually marshy. The alluvial plain associated with the lake is mostly cultivated, with few trees, although uncultivated areas may be covered by dense garrigue scrub. Where this coastal plain is traversed by perennially flowing rivers, the river corridor/valley is densely vegetated. The Salt Lake is known to dry out completely during high summer (August), but is today kept wet through a permanent connection to the sea. The coastal plain ‘going’ surfaces are variable, as they are usually soft and water saturated close to the lake, although in 1915 seasonal desiccation produced a surface traversable by foot in August. In the inland areas, the ‘going’ surfaces are passable in most cases. The Salt Lake is too saline to provide potable water, due primarily to seasonal evaporation, and is used in the production of salt. Ground water is present in the alluvium, although close to the sea it may be contaminated by salt.


The most celebrated area of coastal plain is that close to the small settlement of Bulair. The low, cultivated, and heavily fortified hills west of Bulair give way to an area of coastal plain adjacent to potential landing beaches at Bakla Liman.25 Marshy in places, defended by sand spits and dunes, this area of coastal plain played on the mind of both attacker and defender alike.





Linear ridges. Linear ridges trending approximately east–west and north-east–south-west define the northern margin of the Peninsula almost to its neck at Bulair, with elevations typically up to 200 metres. There are two principal linear hills within this system: the Anafarta Ridge to the south-east; and the Karakol Ridge to the north-west, running parallel to the north-east coast, between Suvla Point and Ejelmer Bay. Both ridges are associated with the North Anatolian Fault system, as is the coast of the Gulf of Saros in the north. The ridges are made of hard rocks, a factor not lost on the soldiers of the day.26 Typically, the sharp, thinly bedded and steeply tilted coarse sandstones break into slabs, and this helps create a coastline at the northern part of Suvla Bay that is highly indented, providing ample opportunity for the creation of small, natural harbours, harbours which are still used today for small-scale fishing operations.


The orientation of the ridges points to the strong east–west oriented structural control of the region. Both major ridges have an asymmetrical cross section, with gentler slopes to the south-east, and steeper slopes to the north-west. North-west slopes are dissected by shallow, parallel-aligned valleys, most marked in the main Karakol Ridge. The gentler dip slopes are only dissected to a minor degree by stream networks that feed low-lying areas. The two ridges are linked by a series of flat topped hills, with elevations of up to 250 metres, which trend north-west–south-east, and also show some limited dissection. In general, the slopes are broad and open, although usually covered by dense garrigue scrub vegetation. ‘Going’ surfaces are mostly firm and dry.


Military implications of the land system analysis


The subdivision of the beautiful landscape of the Gallipoli Peninsula into workmanlike packages – the land systems – serves to indicate what might have been known to the military observer standing on the deck of one of His Majesty’s vessels off the shores of Gallipoli in 1915. Certainly, although pigeonholing of landscape in this way is a late 20th century phenomenon, all of its components would have been well known in 1915 and are picked out on the maps used in the planning stages, and in the contemporary reconnaissance panoramic sketches.27 The hills, valleys and slopes, at the very least, would have been visible from the sea. What our retrospective analysis achieves is the highlighting of a number of terrain aspects that were to assume great importance in the Gallipoli Campaign of 1915: vantage points; ground conditions for trenches and fortifications; the traversability by men and animals of the ground surface, beach width and water supply. All of these factors, intimately associated with the terrain, were to grow in importance as the campaign unfolded, and are of importance in the prosecution of military campaigns throughout history. They were, surely, on the minds of Hamilton and his Staff in 1915.





Vantage/refuge points. The highest areas with the best vantage points are provided by the plateaux and ridges. Particularly important is the scarp line of the Sari Bair Range which provides a direct line of sight from the subsidiary peaks of Koja Chemen Tepe and Chunuk Bair to the Suvla Plain below. Little refuge is available for troops at the base of this slope, especially in the numerous deeply incised valleys and broad surfaces below. The south-east facing plateaux slopes have a gentler gradient and vantage is gained from the flat peaks such as Achi Baba with a good field of observation, although this has been challenged.28 However, where deeply incised, the parallel valley systems provide good opportunity for refuge. The Karakol and Anafarta ridges also provide significant vantage potential, particularly with respect to observation of the Suvla Plain and valley bottoms, although the east–west orientation of the ridges is a complication that would require careful positioning for defensive positions. The Bulair Lines, heavily defended, provide vantage for defenders against seaborne invasion, the attackers rising up from open beaches.





Ground conditions for defensive works. Ground conditions for defensive works and ‘going’ surfaces for the movement of men and animals are variable. The softer sedimentary rocks of the plateau tops provide suitable ground conditions for trench, dugout and tunnel construction, especially where, as at Sari Bair, there are hard bands that could be, and were, used to give support to the roofs of offensive tunnels later in the campaign. Problems arise for trench construction through the density of vegetation cover and consequent root system penetration. The coastal cliff regions and harder ridges are composed of harder rocks which require heavier tools and more intensive excavation works, and this would be especially true of the long standing defensive works in the geologically older and harder rocks of the Bulair lines. On the southern part of the Peninsula, in some cases, the slabby and blocky nature of the rocks provides the possibility of the construction of breastworks and outposts out of stone blocks, as occurred at Y Ravine on Gully Spur in Helles, and at Jephson’s Post on the Karakol Ridge. Entrenchment of low-lying areas in valleys and plains would be possible, due to the ease of working – but floods, which were to occur in the later part of 1915, would cause a problem.
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Gallipoli ‘landsystems’





Traversability and ‘going’ surfaces. In all cases, with the possible exception of the low lying areas of valley and plain, slopes are difficult to traverse. In particular, the dissected slopes of the plateaux of Sari Bair, Kilid Bahr and Achi Baba are especially problematical. The steep, gullied, arid ‘badland’ topography of the north-western slopes of the Sari Bair Range is particularly so, as the depth of valley incision creates a broken terrain in which it is easy for attacking troops to lose contact and for communications to break down. Continuity of terrain features, difficult to assess remotely, is also a problem, and was especially to be so when the attacking Anzac troops found that there was no easy route from Plugge’s Plateau up to the heights of Sari Bair – the Razor’s Edge having been formed from the erosion of harder rocks capping what was thought in all pre-campaign intelligence to be a continuous ridge.


Finally, the steeply-incised, narrow and flat-bottomed valleys and steep coastal cliffs of Cape Helles are a significant barrier to mass troop movements and landings, something that would have been self evident in the reconnaissance, and which was indicated in the maps issued prior to the landing.29 Given the overall aridity of the landscape, suitably firm ‘going’ surfaces are provided with the exception of seasonally wet land areas of valleys, coastal plains and the Salt Lake, with the most suitable for heavy traffic being the limestone cliffs and slopes of the southern Peninsula. In all cases, roads were poor, requiring the attention of engineers from their arrival in 1915.30





Beach width. The most suitable landing beaches, in the sense of width and the possibility of accommodating large numbers of men, are those associated with river valleys as they reach the coast, and the broad expanse of the coastal plain. These provide wide stretches of beach with a relatively gentle gradient which are not directly associated with coastal cliffs and other height and slope disadvantages. Suvla Bay is typical of this, but other, less expansive examples are seen either side of the Gaba Tepe promontory, and in Morto Bay. Bakla Liman, behind the Bulair Lines, was another possibility, with a broad, sheltered beach, albeit overlooked by the prominent central ridge of Kuru Tepe to the east. Beach development at the foot of the plateaux and limestone cliffs is mostly unsatisfactory, forming either narrow beaches with steep sea cliffs, or, in the case of the steep limestone cliffs, narrow beaches associated with steep, incised and easily enfiladed valleys, typical of the beaches at Cape Helles.





Water supply. The Gallipoli Peninsula is a mostly green and pleasant land in which cultivation, particularly of the low slopes of the southern part of the Peninsula, is entirely possible. This would have been observable from the sea and the air, as would the arid, badland topography of the Anzac area. Seasonal rivers flow when rainfall is heaviest in the winter months, and ground waters are recharged, particularly in the limestone strata of the coastal areas and the sands and gravels of the river valleys. Beach sediments also hold some water supply potential, although contamination from salt water is a problem.31 The poorest opportunities for ground waters are in the higher plateaux, as surface ground-waters are present only locally, the rest being at depths beyond the capability of Royal Engineer drilling.





Summary. The land system analysis highlights two major points which would have needed to be considered in planning an invasion, but which were not necessarily to hand in the planning of the 1915 campaign. Firstly, there are few satisfactory landing beaches associated with the steep coastal limestone cliffs of the southern part of the Peninsula; yet those associated with broader coastal settings, such as that of Suvla and at Bulair, are wider and more suitable to mass deployment of troops – although, as in the case of Suvla Bay, overlooked by a range of hills, that required capture at the earliest opportunity.32 Secondly, with the exception of the high ground surrounding the Suvla Plain (Karakol and Anafarta ridges), the remainder formed a distinct land system which, although suitable for the construction of defensive positions, has limited ground-water for the supply of troops. Clearly then capture of the high ground was of the greatest importance, and in normal circumstances, was to be executed rapidly to prevent stagnation into static warfare.


In a paper read to the Royal Geographical Society on 26 April 1915, the noted archaeologist and expert on the Near East, D G Hogarth, outlined the geography of the war with Turkey. This paper, read a day after the landing had been made and undoubtedly in ignorance of the land-based assault, made the following conclusion:





All the western end of the Gallipoli Peninsula is of broken hilly character, which combines with lack of water and consequent lack of population and roads to render it an unfavourable area for military operations. No general, if he had the choice, would land a considerable force upon it at any spot below the narrows.33





Clearly, this was a view which upheld the need for a landing at Bulair. Yet despite the view of an expert – later to be attached to the Admiralty – and given that the strategic aims of the campaign were to simply support the naval operation through the capture of the high ground, and removal of the threat of shore batteries, a landing in the south-western part of the Peninsula was necessary, with a consequently limited range of options available to the Allied commander-in-chief. How he gathered information, and used this, will be a major preoccupation of the remainder of this book.
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CHAPTER 2


Genesis of the Gallipoli Campaign


The Dardanelles, that strategic waterway connecting the Aegean Sea and Mediterranean with the Sea of Marmara and ultimately, connecting through the Bosphorus, the Black Sea, has been a point of interest to military minds for centuries. Constantinople, the modern city of Istanbul, sits astride the Bosphorus and guards the entrance to the Black Sea thereby controlling entry to the winter ports of Russia. Because of this and a myriad of other reasons, Constantinople, the seat of the Sublime Porte, the name commonly used for the Ottoman Court and the Turkish Government, has long been coveted, particularly by Greece and Russia.


At the other end of the Marmara lies the Dardanelles, a narrow passageway between European and Asian Turkey, a tightly constrained waterway created by geological faulting over millennia. In European Turkey, the shores of the Dardanelles are guarded by the Gallipoli Peninsula, a narrow finger of land named after its principal settlement. Opposing this is the Asiatic Shore, the Aegean expression of the great Anatolian Peninsula, the greater part of modern Turkey, and the heart of the ailing Ottoman Empire in 1915. Fortified for centuries, the idea of squeezing a fleet of ships between the beetling brows of the shores of the Dardanelles has continually exercised the mind of the military of many nations, particularly so in the complex diplomacies of two centuries before the Gallipoli landings of 1915.


It is not possible to examine the relationship between operational planning on the one hand, and geographical intelligence on the other, without taking account of the political decision-making process, and of the extent to which the military and naval authorities were admitted to this decision-making in wartime. It is therefore necessary to look at the prolonged period during which Britain’s strategic gaze, not to mention that of other European nations, was drawn to ‘The Sick Man of Europe’, and during which the consequent ‘Eastern Question’ was one of the dominant issues of political and public debate. Conflict with Russia over her approach towards India, or with Turkey over Egypt and the Suez Canal, inexorably raised the question of operations in the Dardanelles on several occasions, and on each of these occasions led to surveys, reconnaissances and intelligence-gathering initiatives which added to the data bank of available information.


What stands out from an examination of these issues during the century before the Gallipoli expedition of 1915 is the very large number of studies, naval, military and amphibious, which were made of the ‘Dardanelles problem’, and particularly those of 1854–5, 1876–80, 1904, 1906, 1908 and 1911–14. Despite this, when the time actually came to launch the 1915 operation, confusion still reigned and, despite the efforts of successive military attachés and vice-consuls, insufficient attention was focused by the General Staff on the difficult terrain of the Gallipoli Peninsula itself. In the immediate pre-war period, according to one of its intelligence officers, the Directorate of Military Operations was instructed to put most of its intelligence-gathering efforts as far as the Ottoman Empire was concerned into the frontier zones of Syria, Mesopotamia and Egypt. Gallipoli did not feature to any great extent in its concerns.1


International tensions
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