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INTRODUCTION


The landing at Anzac is the most celebrated battle in Australian and New Zealand history, and is regarded by many as symbolising the point at which both these young countries gained their nationhood. Indeed Anzac looms larger in the consciousness of the current generations of both countries than any other battlefield. Yet most Antipodeans who trek halfway around the world to visit Gallipoli have only a vague idea of what occurred on this rugged strip of coastline, and much of their understanding remains wrapped in myths and misconceptions. It is often simply the ‘Anzac legend’ that entices them to visit what they regard as sacred ground rather than any real knowledge of what occurred there.


The Anzac legend was created and thoroughly disseminated well before the campaign itself had drawn to its dismal conclusion. British war correspondent Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett’s dispatch, which appeared in newspapers in early May 1915, was written in a heroic, sensational style designed to stir public sentiment and boost morale, and captured the hearts of Australians and New Zealanders alike. The inaccuracies woven through the account survived uncorrected to find their way into the mythology of the battle, and many have been handed down as accepted fact for the best part of a century. Australian war correspondent Charles Bean’s report was less dramatic and more accurate, yet it also contained the inevitable inaccuracies of immediate post-battle dispatches. The heroic style flavoured subsequent wartime articles and books such as John Masefield’s Gallipoli, ‘Digger’ Craven’s Peninsula of Death, and an article for the Queensland Education Department’s The School Paper in April 1916 written under the intriguing pseudonym ‘No 94’. The first visual depiction of the landing was the film The Hero of the Dardanelles, filmed on Sydney’s Tamarama Beach and released in July 1915 as a recruiting tool for the Department of Defence, and is shown in modern documentaries and news items on Anzac Day. It depicted a bloody landing with corpses and wounded littering the shoreline, and set the scene for the popular image of the landing. Others such as Charles Dixon’s painting The Landing at Anzac, the film Tell England (1931), which depicts heavy losses under conspicuous machine-gun fire, and the television series ANZACS (1985), which depicts the 8th Battalion fighting its way ashore in broad daylight, only serve to enhance the view of a bloody landing and heavy casualties on the beach. That the initial landing was in darkness and the 8th Battalion landed much later, is ignored in the interests of the overall storyline. These dramatic depictions are not borne out by several photographs taken at Anzac Cove very early on the morning of 25 April 1915. The first full-scale account of the Anzac campaign, Philip Schuler’s Australia in Arms, published in 1916, emphasised the valour of the troops, but was marred by important distortions of the truth. Such accounts appealed to the citizens of two young nations eager to make their mark on the world. John Masefield’s best-selling Gallipoli (1919) is also riddled with inaccuracies, but had great popular appeal and has recently been reprinted. However, by 1946, misconceptions surrounding the landing in popular myth had become so colossal that Charles Bean felt compelled to write, ‘Neither then nor at any time later was that beach the inferno of bursting shells, barbed wire, and falling men that has sometimes been described or painted.’


Charles Bean wrote the first serious history of the landing in the first volume of his magisterial and acclaimed The Official History of Australia in the War of 1914-1918. Like all national histories, it is written primarily from the Australian and New Zealand perspective, although Bean made cursory attempts to ascertain the Turkish involvement. Hurriedly written, the 600-page tome was published within two years of his return to Australia, with some veterans asked for their recollections of the day’s fighting six weeks before the manuscript was due at the publishers. Focusing primarily on the participants, it is rich in descriptive detail of the actions of individuals, but less so in providing a clear narrative and synopsis of the battle, and the reader generally feels overburdened with detail. The dawn landing itself is well covered, but events later in the day are blurred, vague and confusing, with separate events running together, and the story largely told in terms of the areas over which the battle was fought rather than in a sensible chronology. Prominent Australian Great War historian Professor Robin Prior regards Bean’s Gallipoli volumes as ‘virtually unreadable’. Indeed the Official History bears all the hallmarks of a history written too soon after the event. The preface to the third edition in 1934 contains corrections and new information, some of which has since been found also to be incorrect. A close reading of Volume I exposes inconsistencies and contradictions, while a comparison with the recollections sent in by some participants reveals that their accounts differ from Bean’s version of their actions. The testimony of at least two leaders of the advanced parties contradicts Bean’s versions of events in which they played the central role, but are consistent with the account of Lieutenant Colonel Mehmet Sefik, commander of the Ottoman 27th Regiment, the first unit the men of the Australian and New Zealand Army Corps (ANZAC) encountered. Yet its monumental detail and richness of personal experience places Bean’s history almost in the category of a primary source and, regarded as a classic, it has become the standard reference for all matters relating to the landing. Indeed, most subsequent histories base their narrative on Bean’s account without questioning it. Like Clausewitz, however, Bean’s volume is more often quoted than studied, and only during the last 20 years has his version of events been challenged. A further re-evaluation is now possible with the recent emergence of Turkish primary sources and new publications and articles addressing the Turkish role in the campaign.


The Turkish accounts challenge a number of assertions that have formed the mainstay of the Australian, New Zealand and British histories, and on which the legend has been built. These assertions range from machine-guns greeting the Anzacs as they stormed ashore and the extent of the opposition encountered, to the timings of the Turkish counter-attacks. Photographic evidence from the morning of 25 April also provides a contrasting view, undermining in particular the common perception of heavy opposition and ANZAC casualties on the beach. The accounts of men who landed in the early dawn are often contradictory in their assessment of the reception they received. Albert Facey’s dramatic ‘first-hand account’ of landing with the 11th Battalion on North Beach under heavy machine-gun fire in his memoir A Fortunate Life is clearly manufactured as, according to Facey’s service record, he arrived at Gallipoli 12 days after the landing. His service record also refutes his claim of being wounded. Two men of the 11th and one of the 1st Field Company who made the initial landing on North Beach mentioned only rifle fire, while another believed there were no Turkish machine-guns at the beach. Some of the Australian veterans’ accounts also support the Turkish version of the events of that memorable day.


The reasons given for the failure of the Anzacs to achieve their objectives on 25 April 1915 are varied and contradictory. Foremost are the misplaced landing; the disorganisation of units caused by the intermingling of the tows; poor maps; inadequate intelligence; and the rugged terrain which hopelessly mixed and delayed the troops before they could reach their objectives. Other contrasting views suggest that the eager Australians overshot their objectives and, hopelessly outnumbered, were driven back by Turkish counter-attacks. Some claim that the covering force commander stopped to reorganise his men and that the enemy arrived in strength before he could push on. Looming large in most accounts is the aggressiveness of Mustafa Kemal, commander of the 19th Division, who drove his troops to reach the vital ground before the Australians. Several others argue that the covering force objectives were too ambitious. A few highlight the inexperience of the ANZAC troops and their commanders as the decisive factor in the campaign. Interestingly, one author claims that the landing was, in fact, an ANZAC victory.


In 1990, John Robertson suggested in the preface to his superb Anzac and Empire that an updated, analytical tactical study of the campaign was long overdue. The Landing at Anzac, 1915 seeks to address this substantial gap in the analysis of the campaign as it relates to the first four days, and provide a tactical study and analysis of the landing. This account begins by supplying the necessary context for the battle, explaining how the armies of 1915 were organised and equipped, describing the tactical doctrine they followed, the weapons they used and the limitations of their battlefield communications. These armies were vastly different from the armies of today, and also varied considerably from the armies of 1918. Any examination of the landing at Anzac Cove also requires an understanding of tactics and the way that armies operate. Likewise, the training and experience of the opposing forces are important considerations, as is an understanding of the tactical relevance of the ground over which they fought, the rationale behind the Ottoman 5th Army’s defensive posture, and what ANZAC sought to achieve.


In undertaking such a study, The Landing at Anzac, 1915 not only questions the commonly accepted myths that have coloured the perceptions of several generations, but also seeks to describe the battle from ‘both sides of the hill’, considering the actions of the Anzacs and also those of their Ottoman opponents. Only then can today’s Australians and New Zealanders understand what happened and why, and look back on the actions of those first Anzacs through a lens unclouded by myth, hyperbole and patriotism. However, this is not a definitive history of the battle — no history of an event ever can be. History is a continuing dialogue as new information emerges and writers bring their own emphasis and specialist knowledge to bear on the subject. While The Landing at Anzac, 1915 has used as much of the available information from Turkish sources as possible, these also contain contradictions, and many more documents from the Turkish archives and memoirs from Turkish participants have yet to be made available in English. In 2015 two books will be published based on Turkish archival primary source material and memoirs which will provide the Ottoman version of events — one by Harvey Broadbent and the other by Associate Professor Mesut Uyar. These volumes and the translated documents at Macquarie University will provide a far more detailed account of the Ottoman response on 25 April and allow English-speaking historians to better research the events of that extraordinary day. Hopefully, future histories and documentaries will place the landing at Anzac in an historically accurate frame, free of the mythology that dominates and distorts the present view of the battle.




CHAPTER 1


THE INSTRUMENTS OF BATTLE


On a stony beach in the pre-dawn darkness, Private Alex Wilson was helping Sergeant Fred Coe remove his pack when the first shot rang out, shattering the silence. There was a brief pause before more shots rained from the heights above. Offshore, machine-guns on the steam pinnaces that had towed strings of boats towards the shore opened fire on the Ottoman riflemen above the beach, adding considerably to the increasing crescendo of fire. So began the most famous battle in Australian and New Zealand history.


The armies that clashed that day, like all the armies intent on destroying one another in 1915, were a blend of the old and the new during an epoch of change in warfare. Battlefield mobility and communications were much the same as when Napoleon swept across Europe a century earlier, and the core of their fighting elements remained the foot-bound infantry supported by horse-drawn field artillery. However, the revolution in weaponry over the previous 60 years had made their battlefield much more lethal, much larger, and far more difficult to control. In the decade prior to the Great War (1914–1918), this fundamental change in firepower had engendered a heated debate over tactics, the employment of cavalry and artillery, and the nature of the future battlefield. Horsed cavalry continued to perform its traditional roles of reconnaissance, flank protection, screening and shock action, but the lethality of the breech-loading, magazine-fed rifle and the emerging machine-gun had largely negated its shock effect, while aircraft provided a more rapid and vastly greater sweep and depth of reconnaissance. The Russo–Japanese War (1904–1905) had provided clear evidence of the power of the machine-gun and the need for artillery to employ indirect fire from cover. The performance of the machine-gun in this conflict had persuaded the German Army to follow the British lead and include machine-guns in its infantry regiments. Despite considerable debate over direct versus indirect fire, many artillery pundits continued to advocate the use of direct fire from close behind the infantry firing line. This was largely a result of the lack of reliable communication between the forward observer and the gun line during mobile operations. However some were swayed by the argument that placing the guns in the infantry firing line boosted the morale of the infantry soldier. While railways had transformed the strategic movement of armies, at the tactical level under favourable conditions they still marched at around 4.8 kilometres an hour, and supplies and ammunition still moved forward in horse-drawn wagons or loaded on pack animals.


For operations, armies were organised and deployed in formations that were, from largest to smallest, the army, the corps, the division and the brigade. The building blocks that comprised these formations were the special-to-purpose units of the arms (infantry battalions, cavalry regiments, artillery batteries, and engineer and signal companies) and the services (medical, transport, supply). Brigades were standard structures that grouped two to four fighting units of the same type (cavalry, infantry or artillery) into a formation of 2000 to 4000 men. In the Ottoman Army the equivalent of the brigade was the regiment. The division (either infantry or cavalry) was a standard, self-contained organisation of two or more infantry or cavalry brigades, supported by artillery brigades and units of the other arms and services. It numbered from 12,000 to 18,000 men depending on the country of origin, and whether it was a cavalry or infantry division. The corps comprised two or more divisions plus allocated corps troops, such as heavy artillery and additional cavalry, engineer, transport and logistic units. Depending on the number of divisions and corps troops allotted to it, the corps numbered from 40,000 to 80,000 men. An army comprised two or more corps plus allocated army troops, and varied in strength according to the number of corps and army troops it commanded, ranging from around 85,000 to 350,000 men.


[image: image]


For some armies, operations involving the larger of these formations represented a relatively new experience. Before the war the British Army’s purpose was to garrison, protect and police the far-flung empire, notably in India and Africa, and provide ground defence for the British Isles behind the protective bulwark of the Royal Navy. An expeditionary force, based around six infantry divisions, existed on paper for a small continental commitment hanging off the flank of the French armies should the need arise. With mobilisation in 1914, three corps headquarters were raised under a newly formed General Headquarters, British Expeditionary Force (BEF). Consequently, unlike their French, German and Ottoman counterparts, the British had little experience and few officers trained in operations at the corps and army level, while the Australians and New Zealanders had no real experience at any level.


The Australians and New Zealanders followed British doctrine, tactics and organisation, but had no standing army other than a small pool of permanent officers and soldiers undertaking staff and instructional postings, or serving in coastal artillery batteries. As a result, the Australian Imperial Force (AIF) and the New Zealand Expeditionary Force (NZEF) had to raise and train their units, brigades and divisions largely from scratch. It was only in Egypt in December 1914 that their fighting components were grouped into the Australian and New Zealand Army Corps (ANZAC). The standing armies of the Ottomans, on the other hand, had been organised into armies, corps and divisions since the 1870s, and were augmented to full strength on mobilisation by reservists who had completed their full-time service with the colours. They also had considerable battle experience, having handled these formations in several wars, most recently during the Balkan Wars (1912–1913).


A 1914 British infantry division numbered around 18,000 men, its fighting strength centred on its three infantry brigades, supported by three field artillery brigades, one howitzer artillery brigade and a heavy artillery battery. A cavalry squadron and engineer, signals, medical and transport units completed the structure. An Ottoman infantry division numbered some 12,000 men, its fighting strength its three infantry regiments and a field artillery regiment. The Ottoman division also boasted a cavalry squadron and engineer, medical and transport support.


[image: image]


INFANTRY


The infantry was the mainstay of the armies. The ANZAC infantry brigades comprised four infantry battalions, while the Ottoman infantry regiments had three battalions and a machine-gun company of four Maxim heavy machine-guns. However, in 1915, due to severe shortages of these weapons, only one or two regiments per division were allocated a machine-gun company.


An ANZAC infantry battalion, numbering just over 1000 men, had four rifle companies and a machine-gun section of two Maxim guns, providing a total of eight guns per brigade compared to the four guns in an Ottoman regiment. The Ottoman infantry battalion of 1100 men had four rifle companies and no machine-guns. The ANZAC rifle company, with a strength of 227 all ranks, had four platoons each of 54 all ranks, and an Ottoman rifle company, numbering 265 all ranks, had three platoons, each of 85 all ranks. While the ANZAC platoon had four sections of 12 riflemen under a corporal, the Ottoman platoon had nine squads, each of eight riflemen and a non-commissioned officer (NCO).




RIFLE, MAUSER,
7.65MM GEWEHR 98, MODEL 1903












	Calibre:


	7.65mm







	Length:


	1.25m







	Weight:


	4.1kg empty







	Action:


	Bolt action







	Capacity:


	5 round fixed box magazine







	Range:


	Sighted to 2000m







	Sights:


	Curved tangent rear sight with V notch and fixed post front sight







	Loading:


	5 round charger clip










The Mauser 7.65mm Gewehr 98 model 1903 was the standard rifle used by the Ottoman forces during the Great War. Based on the standard German Mauser Gewehr 98, it was chambered for the 7.65mm x 53mm Mauser cartridge for the Ottoman forces. It was a very accurate and reliable weapon. Its bolt action was not as smooth or as fast as the British SMLE and, given its smaller five-round magazine, it had a lower rate of fire than the SMLE at the rapid rate. Nonetheless, with the ability to load five rounds from a stripper clip with one downward thrust of the thumb, in the hands of trained soldiers it was capable of delivering 20 to 25 rounds per minute at the rapid rate. An Ottoman platoon of 80 trained riflemen armed with a Model 1903 was capable of delivering some 1600 rounds per minute.


While its effective range was officially considered 500 metres, in the hands of a competent sniper it was accurate out to 1000 metres or more.
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RIFLE, SMLE 0.303-INCH
NO. 1 MK III*












	Calibre:


	0.303-inch (7.7mm)







	Length:


	1.13 m







	Weight:


	4.11 kg







	Action:


	Bolt action







	Capacity:


	10 round detachable box magazine







	Range:


	Sighted to 2000 yds (1829 m)







	Sights:


	Sliding ramp rear sight with U notch and fixed post front sight. Also fitted with a ‘dial’ long-range volley sight on the side of the weapon.







	Loading:


	5 round stripper clip










The rifle, short, magazine, Lee-Enfield (SMLE) No. 1 Mk III* was the standard British rifle in 1914. It was a very accurate and reliable weapon and is considered by many to have been the best rifle used during the Great War. One of the most widely produced weapons of its day (over 17 million), the SMLE was manufactured in some 27 models and was the Australian Army’s rifle until 1959, used throughout the Great War, World War II, the Korean War and the Malayan Emergency.


The smooth, fast bolt action of the SMLE, its ten-round box magazine and the ability to load five rounds from a charger clip with one downward thrust of the thumb made this a deadly weapon in the hands of well-trained riflemen. The British Army’s test at the rapid rate required a soldier to hit a No. 2 figure target 15 times in one minute at a range of 300 metres. Many men exceeded this with 25 or more hits. The record was 38 hits in one minute by Sergeant Percy Snoxall in 1914, beating the previous record of 36 hits in one minute. A British platoon of 50 trained riflemen armed with the SMLE was capable of delivering over 1200 rounds per minute at the rapid rate. British infantry were trained to open fire on an assaulting enemy at 600 yards (548 metres).


While its effective range was officially considered 550 metres, in the hands of a competent sniper it was accurate out to 1200 metres or more.
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Unlike modern battalions, the 1915 infantry battalion was a rifle unit pure and simple. Its 1000 riflemen, armed with magazine-fed, breech-loading rifles, formed the basis of infantry tactics and delivered the infantry’s main firepower, which was both substantial and accurate over long distances. The German Mauser and British Lee-Enfield rifles were capable of delivering between 20 and 30 rounds per minute. In the hands of well-trained troops they were deadly. The British Army’s annual rapid fire classification test required an infantryman to hit a Figure 2 target 15 times in one minute at a range of 300 yards (275 metres). Many exceeded this, scoring 25 or more hits. The record was 38 hits in one minute, attributed to Sergeant Percy Snoxall in 1914, breaking the previous record of 36 hits in one minute. Such accuracy and speed was attained by superb marksmen under ideal conditions and, during debates and trials conducted prior to the war, British officers argued that massed, rapid fire was more effective than marksmanship. At 20 rounds per minute, when circumstances required, a 50-man platoon could deliver 1000 rounds per minute while each of the four rifle companies, with every man on the firing line, could fire over 4000 rounds per minute for short periods, provided the ammunition lasted. Likewise, the 80 odd riflemen in an Ottoman platoon could fire some 1600 rounds per minute, approximately the same number of rounds per minute the four guns in the machine-gun company could deliver. This high volume of fire was achieved because the Lee-Enfield magazine held ten rounds and the Mauser held five. The bolt, worked by two quick actions of the hand, ejected the spent round and replaced it with a live one, and the ammunition was carried in five-round chargers, enabling all rounds to be loaded into the magazine in one downward thrust of the thumb. The tendency by some writers to attribute the heavy casualty rates in the first year of the war to machine-guns overlooks the devastating rifle fire a battalion was capable of producing, similar to that of the British infantry at Mons, Le Cateau and Ypres.
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The problem confronting all armies in the decades before the war was how to close with the enemy against such a high volume of fire without sustaining devastating casualties. This had been one of the most significant problems confronting the infantry commander since the mass introduction of the rifle in the 1860s. In 1862, during the American Civil War, Confederates at Fredericksburg armed with muzzle-loading rifles capable of firing only two to three rounds a minute had stopped repeated mass Union assaults dead in their tracks, slaughtering vast numbers of men within 100 metres of the Confederate line. Eight years later at Mars-le-Tour and Gravelotte, French infantry armed with the breech-loading, single-shot Chassepot, which was capable of 15 rounds a minute, drove German infantry assaults to ground 500 metres away. By 1914 the magazine-fed, breech-loading rifle had made the infantry attack infinitely more deadly over longer ranges. In defence, infantry lying in line engaged an advancing enemy with withering rifle fire supported by artillery and machine-guns. British infantry were trained to engage at 550 metres, the ‘effective’ range of the Lee-Enfield.


The solution to the problem of how to close with enemy defenders appeared to lie in suppressing those defenders with a deluge of sustained rifle fire, supported by artillery and machine-guns, while the attacking infantry went forward in section rushes, an early form of fire and movement. The assaulting infantry battalion deployed in two groups — a firing line and a general reserve — with platoons and sections in an extended line with two to three metres between men. In the attack, half the firing line laid down a heavy covering fire as adjacent sections and platoons advanced in short rushes to take up a new fire position from which to cover the advance of the other sections and platoons. In theory and on exercises, once the enemy fire was subdued, the attackers charged home with the bayonet. If an enemy flank presented itself, it was engaged in front by the firing line, while the reserve manoeuvred onto the flank and turned the position.


MACHINE-GUNS


In 1914 machine-guns were by no means prolific in any army, with British and German infantry divisions each possessing a mere 24 guns. While the authorised number for an Ottoman infantry division was 12, shortages meant that many divisions possessed far fewer than their entitlement. At Gallipoli the 7th, 9th and 19th divisions (III Corps) were each short one company, while the 3rd and 11th divisions (XV Corps) had only four machine-guns each.


Although they were highly effective weapons when brought into action, in reality, all armies were still coming to terms with the machine-gun and, in the years leading up to the war, there was considerable debate on its employment. In 1914 machine-guns, which were significantly heavier weapons, were employed quite differently to the way they are used today, and their employment resembled that of artillery batteries and sections, rather than integral elements of the rifle platoon as they were to become later in the war when the lighter Lewis gun was introduced. Both the ANZAC and the Ottoman guns were mounted on a tripod and, with its water cooling system, the Ottoman gun (MG09) with a heavier tripod weighed over 62 kilograms, although some Ottoman machine-guns had heavier wheeled mounts much like a miniature gun carriage. Together with its boxes of ammunition, the gun was carried in a wagon or by pack animal to provide tactical mobility. When dismounted and manhandled by the crew, these guns were considerably less mobile. Although the British Vickers gun (1912) was lighter and more reliable, the Australian and New Zealand battalions used Maxim guns chambered for the .303 round at Gallipoli. Fed with a 250-round belt, the Maxim was capable of firing 400 to 500 rounds per minute at the sustained rate; however they had an enormous appetite for ammunition and a propensity to overheat which led to jamming. Consequently, training emphasised traversing fire in short bursts of five to ten rounds, while rapid fire against concentrated targets involved bursts of 30 to 50 rounds. British and German pre-war doctrine generally agreed on their employment on the battlefield in both attack and defence, and either frontally or on a flank. The difference lay in the preferred methods of control and deployment of the guns, and in this the Ottomans followed German doctrine.


[image: image]


A Turkish machine-gun company deployed as a battery showing three of the four guns. The fourth gun is out of picture to the right. Each pair of guns (a platoon) is supported by a range-finder team, with the company commander located between the two platoons. Following German doctrine the Ottomans preferred to keep the guns grouped as a battery under the control of the infantry regiment commander with both guns in a platoon given the same target. While a platoon could be deployed separately, the guns were kept grouped as a pair given the tendency of the Maxim to jam (AWM A00577).


The British regarded the machine-gun as a powerful auxiliary, well adapted for close cooperation with the infantry, and a weapon of opportunity delivering concentrated fire against favourable targets. They incorporated the machine-gun within the battalion in a section of two guns under the battalion commander’s control, where the gun was considered better able to support the infantry. However the British also recognised the utility of massed guns, and allowed two or more sections to be grouped as a battery under the brigade machine-gun officer, where they were used as a powerful reserve for the brigade commander. At the ANZAC landing, for example, the Australian 2nd Brigade brigaded the guns of the 6th and 8th battalions, while those of the 5th and 7th remained under battalion control.


The Ottoman machine-gunners comprised a separate branch to the infantry. They grouped four guns in a company which was assigned to an infantry regiment (brigade) where they were used as a mobile reserve or for general support directed by the regimental commander. They were not averse to splitting the company into two platoons (each of two guns) in close support of the battalions, but again this occurred under the control of the regimental commander. Due to the Maxim’s tendency to jam, deployment of single guns was actively discouraged, and in some cases forbidden. Thus while the British preference was to employ the guns at battalion level, the Germans and Ottomans preferred to employ the company as a battery at regimental level, where it was considered their tactical mobility and combined firepower could be better utilised and ammunition resupply was easier.




HEAVY MACHINE-GUN, MAXIM


[image: image]












	Calibre:


	Ottoman (MG09) 7.65mm, British 0.303-inch (7.7mm)







	Length:


	1.175m







	Weight:


	Ottoman 62kg (gun body 26.5kg, tripod 31.5kg, water and water canister 4kg)







	Action:


	Recoil







	Capacity:


	250 round cloth belt







	Range:


	Sighted to 2000m; extreme range 3600m







	Sights:


	Flip up graduated rear sight with fixed post front sight







	Rate of fire:


	450–500 rounds per minute







	Crew:


	4 men plus additional ammunition bearers










The Maxim heavy machine-gun was used by the Ottoman Army and ANZAC at Gallipoli. The ANZAC Maxim used the 0.303 round and the Ottoman gun, the German export variant MG09, used a 7.65mm round. The British Maxim was mounted on a lighter tripod than the Turkish, which was generally mounted on the heavier German tripod, although others had a wheeled mount. While the British Army introduced the lighter and more efficient Vickers machine-gun into its units in late 1912, the Australians and New Zealanders retained the old Maxims, receiving a few Vickers guns late in the campaign before being re-equipped with Vickers when they returned to Egypt in early 1916. The Ottomans had four Maxims in a machine-gun company attached to the infantry regiment (three battalions), while the Anzacs had two in each infantry battalion.


The Maxim was a heavy, cumbersome weapon which was normally carried in a wagon with spare barrels and first line ammunition. When manhandled it broke down into a four-man load: the gun, the tripod, the water canister and tubing, and two ammunition boxes. Although the cyclic rate of fire was 450–500 rounds per minute, sustained fire led to overheating of the barrel and jamming. Thus training emphasised short bursts of five rounds and, when traversing fire, bursts of ten rounds. The mount was provided with traversing and elevation mechanisms with rough and fine adjustments and could be used in the direct and indirect fire modes.


The tendency of the gun to jam led to the policy of employing the Maxim in pairs sited alongside each other. While the British integrated the gun within the infantry battalion under the commanding officer’s control, the Ottomans, using German doctrine, preferred to use Maxims in a four-gun battery. The British also allowed the guns to be brigaded under the brigade machine-gun officer in a four, six or eight-gun battery, while the Ottomans deployed them in two platoons each of two guns under the regimental commander, although contemporary photographs later in the war showed that they generally retained the battery deployment in line as their preferred method.





In both armies, when used in sections (or platoons), the guns were deployed in pairs and sited alongside each other with a spacing of 17 to 20 paces, although contemporary photos taken early in the war show the guns sited closer together. When used as a battery they deployed much the same as an artillery battery in line abreast, with each pair assigned a specific target supported by a range-finder. In defence, while the guns could be placed in the firing line at the outset, the pre-war doctrine of both armies advocated holding them back as a fire reserve that could ‘respond quickly to a threatened point’ and ‘with decisive effect’. The German regulations cautioned that, while machine-guns were excellent defensive weapons, employing them in a static defence (pre-positioned in the firing line) deprived them of their mobility, whereas using them in active defence (identifying the threat and then deploying them to where the need was greatest) better utilised this scarce and valuable resource. Thus commanders were urged to use their machine-guns as a reserve and deploy them once the point of greatest threat had been identified. Regulations stressed that suitable positions should be reconnoitred beforehand to enable the guns to be brought into action quickly.


The Ottomans also employed pre-Maxim era Nordenfelt guns, sited primarily in their coastal defences given their lack of tactical mobility. The Nordenfelt was a multi-barrelled mechanical volley-gun rather than an automatic machine-gun. Mounted on a heavy base, it was produced in various calibres with from two to 12 barrels; those captured at Cape Helles on 25 April were 1-inch, four-barrelled guns. Fed by a vertical hopper magazine carrying a column of rounds for each barrel, they were fired much like a multi-barrelled rifle by pulling a handle back and forth to eject the spent cartridges and insert and fire the new. The rate of fire depended on the speed with which the handle was operated.


ARTILLERY


In 1914 horse-drawn field guns and their smaller sibling the mountain gun were anti-personnel weapons which supported their own infantry in defence and attack by engaging enemy troops with shrapnel. The shrapnel shell encased between 230 and 375 metal balls, depending on the calibre. A time fuse burst the casing in the air above the infantry, showering the balls forward and down into the massed ranks of men. The German-supplied Ottoman shells also included a version with both high explosive and balls, which could be set for airburst (with the high explosive head landing in the middle of the shrapnel impact area) or for ground burst with the shrapnel thrown outwards. When the shell burst above closely grouped infantry in the open, either standing or lying down, shrapnel balls inflicted widespread casualties, with the beaten zone of a single shell approximately 20 metres wide and up to 275 metres deep.




MOUNTAIN GUN, KRUPP QF 75MM, MODEL 1904












	Calibre:


	75mm







	Barrel Length:


	1.05m







	Gun Weight:


	420kg with shield,







	 


	387kg without shield







	Action:


	Single motion wedge breech mechanism with hydro-spring recoil system







	Range:


	4800m







	Ammunition:


	5.53kg shrapnel shell with 230 x 11g balls







	Battery first line:


	128 rounds per gun







	Fuze:


	Time and percussion







	Crew:


	6 men










The Krupp quick-firing 75mm mountain gun was a German light artillery piece designed for mountain warfare. Carried on pack animals, the gun was broken down into four loads: the barrel, the cradle, the carriage and recoil barrels, and the trail, wheels and axle. It fired a lighter shrapnel shell than field guns with fewer balls per shell. On coming into action the gun had to be unloaded and assembled either on the gun line or in dead ground just to the rear. It was normally used in the direct fire role. The guns were organised and employed in four-gun batteries or could be detached into two-gun sections.


The 9th and 19th divisions each had two batteries of these guns. This was the gun employed against the Anzacs on 25 April rather than the heavier 75mm field gun so often depicted. The battery sited on Lone Pine at the time of the landing lost three of its guns, captured by the Australians by 6.15 am. The remaining gun came into action on Hill 165 at around 9.30 am. Another battery arrived to support the 27th Regiment at 10.30 am, going into action at 11.00 am, while a third battery accompanied the 57th Regiment and went into action on Scrubby Knoll sometime between 11.00 am and noon. The fourth battery came forward with the 72nd Regiment between 4.00 and 4.30 pm.
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(John Lafferty image)
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Turkish mountain battery deployed for action, showing the Krupp QF 75mm mountain gun model 1904. Nine of these guns supported the Ottoman infantry from around 11.00 am on 25 April (Ed Erickson image).


Unlike modern artillery, the field and mountain guns deployed close behind the infantry firing line using direct fire where they could see the enemy infantry from the gun line. Less frequently they employed indirect fire from behind folds in the ground. Whereas with direct fire the gunners could see the target and adjust their fire by direct observation, the problem with indirect fire lay in communication between the forward observation officer, who could observe the target, and the gun line, which could not. The only means of adjusting fire in the indirect role was through indicating corrections by flags, or using telephone cable laid between the two. Clearly, the use of telephone cable in mobile warfare was not always practical.


[image: image]


Theoretically, the quick firing (QF) field guns could punch out up to 20 rounds per minute. However, the limited amount of ammunition carried with the guns and in battery first line holdings ensured much slower rates of fire. Rapid fire was used only in emergencies as the guns could not sustain long periods of rapid fire because of crew fatigue and damage such as increased barrel wear. The field gun, which was horse drawn, was extremely mobile. Moving into action, the teams galloped up to the gun line, swung their pieces around and, in a matter of minutes, were ready to fire, the ammunition limber positioned alongside the gun. As the name implies, the mountain gun was a small, light gun half to a third the size of a field gun and designed for mountain warfare. It was broken down into its component pieces — barrel, wheels, shield, trail, etc — and carried on pack animals. Its mobility was limited to the pace of the infantry, and the gun took longer to bring into action than a field gun as it had to be unpacked and assembled before it was ready to fire. The mountain gun fired a lighter shell than the field gun and its ammunition was also carried by pack animal, reducing the number of shells carried within the battery.
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