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FOREWORD








By Major General Steve Gower AO





This is a very valuable book, and the authors should be warmly congratulated for their detailed work and informed analysis.


There is no military campaign that resonates so much in Australia and New Zealand as the Gallipoli campaign. The acronym ANZAC, derived from the name of their combined corps, has come to represent a deep and tangible bond between the two nations, and has become a byword for courage, resilience and stoic endurance.


It may have taken a hundred years, but this book represents an important account of a hitherto neglected aspect of the campaign: fire support. Additional to that provided by the Australian and New Zealand artilleries, there were Royal Artillery general support units, along with Indian mountain artillery and ships of the Royal Navy.


Until now historians have invariable focused on the actions of the opposing infantry forces, in effect ignoring matters fundamental to the provision of effective fire support. I’m alluding to considerations such as higher command and control, the application of fire, the different characteristics of guns vis-à-vis howitzers, the selection of gun areas, calibration and registration and counter-battery fire, to mention a few.


The authors have been able to present some unique perspectives on their subject. Major General Paul Stevens brings unchallengeable eminence as a former Chief Instructor of the School of Artillery with a particular interest in the development and use of artillery in World War I. Brigadier Chris Roberts, a former Commanding Officer of the Special Air Service Regiment, has a detailed knowledge of the Gallipoli campaign. His book on the landing, particularly its discussion of Ottoman dispositions and movements, represents a seminal contribution.


The book commences by examining the standard of artillery training in Australia and New Zealand and the doctrine that guided what training took place prior to the outbreak of war. Only a basic 

  capability existed before the forces embarked. Some had not even seen a gun fired!


Hard training took place in Egypt with some attempt to introduce lessons learnt from the Western Front. By March 1915, units were deemed to be coherent and efficient. However, the authors note that did not include a capacity for higher artillery command and control, nor did artillery commanders have any role in planning for operations.


Gallipoli presented challenges quite different to those encountered in the sands of Egypt. Only one 18-pounder was ashore and in action at the end of day one. Disorder marked the first few weeks, with batteries landing only to be sent off. With the Ottomans holding the high ground and having superior observation, suitable gun areas were at a premium, the difficulties exacerbated by the flat trajectory of the 18-pounder. Some positions had to be selected immediately to the rear of the infantry. A major manhandling effort was required to get guns into positions where they could fire effectively.


From an acknowledgement by a senior artillery commander that insufficient support had been available at the start, the authors establish how a satisfactory level of fire support came to be provided. This was acknowledged by Birdwood, who was said to be not impressed initially. Some deficiencies remained, particularly the lack of high-level command and control.


The book ends with the author’s conclusions and assessments of lessons learnt. One paragraph resonated with me. It said ‘[Artillery] commanders at all levels [must] understand the capabilities and tactical employment of the available fire support ... and play a pivotal role in planning operations in integrated planning teams. They must keep abreast of emerging developments in fire support.’ Timeless advice indeed, which should never be forgotten.


This book is a valuable addition to our knowledge of the Gallipoli campaign, and the authors deserve our thanks.



Major General Steve Gower AO (Retd)


Former Director, Australian War Memorial
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INTRODUCTION





Throughout this book we have used the acronym ANZAC to denote the Australian and New Zealand Army Corps as a military formation, and the more generic ‘Anzac’ for the battlefield, the Australian and New Zealand troops who fought there, and other related matters.


While much has been written about Gallipoli, the part specifically played by the ANZAC artillery — its gunners — is somewhat limited. For the Australians, Charles Bean offers a chapter in Vol. II of his Official History of Australia in the War of 1914-1918, as does David Horner in The Gunners: A History of the Australian Artillery. For the New Zealanders, Alan Henderson and his co-authors include a chapter in their book, The Gunners, A History Of The New Zealand Artillery, and Lieutenant J.R. Byrne provides a narrative in his New Zealand Artillery In The Field 1914-1918.


We have set out to expand on these sources, to compile a detailed account of the part played by the artillery, and to examine whether the support provided was effective, believing such a work would appeal to Australian and New Zealand gunners and service personnel past and present, and to historians researching the campaign. Those with an interest in Gallipoli, or whose relatives served with the artillery on the peninsula, may also find it useful.


Our journey began with the centenary Firepower seminars arranged by the Royal Australian Artillery Historical Company and the Australian Defence Force Academy campus of the University of New South Wales to chart the contribution of the artillery to the Great War. We were asked to give short presentations on the command, control and employment of the ANZAC artillery, and were subsequently encouraged to combine these efforts into a more substantial study based on training manuals, wartime publications, 

  war diaries, after-action reports, personal diaries and letters. We discovered as we evaluated this material that the varied perspectives that resulted from our differing regimental backgrounds — artillery and infantry — proved particularly advantageous.


The book begins with a review of the organisation of the Australian and New Zealand artilleries in 1914 and the doctrine that informed their training and employment. Some historians believe that the British artillery entered the Great War without any real doctrine. An examination of the pre-war manuals suggests otherwise, although the guidance that was available placed its emphasis on mobile warfare. This meant that aspects important in trench warfare, such as command and control at divisional and corps level, and countering hostile batteries, proved inadequate.


Our focus then shifts to the employment and experiences of the artillery in the Anzac beachhead, that of the Australians and New Zealanders, and that provided by the Royal Navy, the Royal Field Artillery, the Royal Garrison Artillery and Indian Mountain Artillery elements under ANZAC control. We do not cover the artillery at Cape Helles, even though five antipodean batteries served there between May and October 1915. The fighting in that sector was quite separate from that at Anzac. Nor do we cover the fighting at Suvla, which again was essentially quite separate, although we have documented the artillery coordination measures established at the boundary between the two operational sectors.


The ANZAC gunners had to contend with immense problems. Hurriedly trained, they were faced with static warfare in very unfavourable terrain, and had to adapt and innovate. There were difficulties in simply finding suitable firing positions, and in implementing the necessary command and control arrangements to have guns in one area effectively support the troops in another. On top of this, the gunners had to wage a constant battle with the Ottoman artillery, make early attempts to provide anti-aircraft fire, and endure the daily grind of trench warfare in providing support to the defenders along with harassing, interdiction and retaliatory fire. Overcoming these challenges proved a significant educational process.




While for the majority of the campaign ANZAC was on the defensive, in August the Corps launched attacks at Lone Pine, the Nek, the heights of the Sari Bair Range, and at Hill 60. We have examined the effectiveness of the fire support for these actions, as well as an earlier attack on Baby 700 in May, and a little-known plan to mount a final attack on Hill 60 in November. This analysis provides an understanding of the difficulties the gunners faced, and the extent to which they gained experience in supporting attacks against entrenched positions.


The campaign at Anzac is shrouded in myths and misconceptions, beginning with the popular view of the landing on 25 April. One of the most controversial artillery events concerns the ill-fated light horse charge at the Nek, where Bean records that the preparatory bombardment ceased seven minutes before the troops went over the top. Our research questions whether any such delay occurred, and suggests that the reasons for the failure of the attack lay elsewhere.


We then address the build-up of artillery assets in the enlarged Anzac beachhead following the August Offensive, the further development of command and control arrangements for the provision of immediate fire support from both the artillery and the navy, ongoing artillery support arrangements and activities and consider a plan to take the crest of Hill 60 in November. We conclude with the planning and execution of the evacuation of the guns in December 1915.


Campaigning at Anzac took place over a century ago, but in our minds the experience of those early gunners remains relevant to today’s modern artillery. Adaptation and innovation are still crucial to providing effective support. Meeting the challenges of warfare is a continuing educational process. The environment in which campaigns are fought differ, as do the tecÚologies employed, but much can be learned from the past about the fundamentals of warfare.






Chapter One










The Pre-War Antipodean Artillery and its Doctrine






Just over a week after landing at Anzac, Colonel Talbot Hobbs, the Commander Royal Artillery (CRA) of the 1st Australian Division, lamented that ‘the artillery up to this time have not been able to give more assistance to the infantry.’ He cited several reasons concerning the environment in which they were operating to explain why the fire support fell short of expectations.1 While his assessment was accurate, there were other issues that had deeper origins, highlighting that an army’s performance in the opening campaign of a war is rooted in its pre-war structure, doctrine and training. Thus any consideration of the artillery at Anzac begins with the foundations on which the Australian and New Zealand armies were built: organisation, the nature of battle at the time, and the prevailing doctrine and training regimes.








The Pre-War Artillery




Immediately prior to the Great War, rather than having a large standing army, both countries maintained small Permanent Forces (PF) comprising staff officers, instructors, and a few artillery units, largely coastal batteries. The PF were supplemented by larger, part-time forces established under compulsory military training schemes. In New Zealand this was the Territorial Force (TF), and in Australia the Citizen Forces (CF), both replacing the previous all-volunteer 

  part-time Militia (paid) and Volunteer (unpaid) units that had been deemed to be ineffective in developing a capable defence force.2 The intention was that New Zealand would raise a trained force of 30,000 men, and Australia a field force some 135,000 strong by 1919-1920,3 each organised along British lines into infantry battalions and mounted rifle (‘light horse’ in Australia) regiments, together with field artillery brigades (the equivalent of modern artillery regiments), and engineer, transport and supply companies.4


[image: ]


E Battery of the New Zealand Territorial Force conducting a firing practice near Christchurch using 15-pounder BL field guns with the ammunition limbers beside each gun. This photograph shows the usual arrangement of a field battery in action with the guns side by side. The foliage to their front suggests they are practising in the indirect fire role from a semi-covered position (Alexander Turnbull Library 1/2-040861-G).


Over seven years the New Zealand force was to be organised as a field army of two mounted rifle brigades and two infantry divisions with the artillery component comprising four artillery brigades, each of two 4-gun batteries.5 In Australia, by mid-1920, the army would comprise eight light horse brigades, six infantry divisions, and an additional infantry brigade, while Western Australia and Tasmania 

  would each field a ‘mixed force’. In each of the infantry divisions the artillery was to be limited to two field artillery brigades, each containing three 4-gun field batteries and one 4-gun howitzer battery. It was envisaged that the Australian Field Artillery (AFA) would consist of forty-two field batteries organised into fourteen artillery brigades, eight field batteries with the light horse brigades, and six howitzer batteries.6


The New Zealand TF replaced the Militia and Volunteer forces on 26 February 1910, its field artillery component initially comprising five 4-gun batteries, with a further three batteries to be raised. The 300-strong Royal New Zealand Artillery was reorganised to allow a third of its members to be posted to the field artillery to meet the envisaged expansion of that branch, with the remainder continuing to serve as instructors in the coastal batteries.7 In Australia the CF came into being sixteen months later, on 1 July 1912, with the militiamen continuing their current engagements and 16,000 compulsory trainees called up.8 Initially the artillery comprised one PF and fifteen CF batteries of the AFA, fourteen companies of Australian Garrison Artillery, and two field artillery brigade headquarters, one in Sydney, the other in Melbourne.9 However, at this early stage the brigade headquarters largely performed administrative functions and supervised the training of their allotted sub-units. Four new field batteries were formed in 1912, with additional batteries and artillery brigade headquarters to be created proportionally each year as the force expanded.10


The CF and TF were designed for home defence, the main fear of the time, in Australia at least, being the possibility of Japanese invasion, despite the Anglo-Japanese Naval Agreement of 1902. Service required young men between the ages of eighteen and twenty-six to undertake annual training. In New Zealand the requirement was thirty drills (twenty out of doors), twelve half-day or six whole-day parades in the field, and a seven-day camp. The Australian commitment for artillerymen was twenty-five days, made up of seventeen days in camp and eight days, or their equivalent in half-day and night drills, in home training.11 Each country was 

  divided into military districts, four in New Zealand (two on each island) and six in Australia, the latter generally equating to the state boundaries. These were further broken down into regionally based area groups in New Zealand and battalion areas in Australia, which again were divided into training areas, with fifty-six training areas in New Zealand and 215 in Australia. Sub-units were recruited locally within each training area.12


Although the new compulsory training schemes were a distinct improvement on the previous voluntary arrangements, the part-time nature of the forces, frequent absences from training, insufficient full-time instructors and the need to recruit locally, resulting in the dispersal of batteries, restricted what could be achieved. Furthermore, the nascent nature of the few artillery brigade headquarters and the lack of a divisional artillery organisation meant that much of the training was undertaken at battery level in the local drill hall or surrounding countryside. Only at the annual camps could they operate at unit level, and then only where they came under brigade direction. Consequently, for much of the year, the artillery training was largely devoted to tecÚical training, gun drills, manoeuvring the gun teams, and battery-level activities. There was little opportunity to operate as a brigade or complete combined-arms training. This, together with the annual increase in the number of batteries — often effected by splitting existing ones — limited what could be achieved in developing a proficient artillery force.13


In 1913 Major General Sir Alexander Godley, the British Regular Army officer seconded to command the New Zealand forces, noted that, although there had been a remarkable improvement in the field batteries’ performance over the previous year, they were only in camp for seven days, adding that it was thus impossible to attain efficiency in manipulating modern field guns, and they had not yet had the opportunity of cooperating with the other arms. He urged that, for the New Zealand Field Artillery (NZFA) to attain real efficiency, the annual camp for batteries be increased from the current seven days to eleven.14
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Cadets of the Royal Military College, Duntroon, conducting artillery practice with a 15-pounder BL field gun and ammunition limber west of Black Mountain, Canberra, in 1913. The cadet in the foreground is Walter Urquhart, a member of the first class to enter the college, which graduated early in August 1914 to enable its cadets to join the AIF. Urquhart served with the 7th AFA Battery on Gallipoli. Behind him are two cadets with semaphore flags to communicate with the observation station near Green Hill, 800 metres away (now part of the National Arboretum). This suggests they are practising firing in the indirect fire role. The gun position is in the open ground just north-west of the current Glenloch Interchange and the impact area was close to Coppin’s Crossing (RMC Archives).


In Australia, with seventeen days in camp, more could be achieved, but with only two field artillery brigade headquarters, the opportunity to undertake unit-level training was restricted to New South Wales and Victoria, and this only if an annual brigade camp occurred. In Western Australia, South Australia, Tasmania and Queensland the independent batteries were on their own, with all training undertaken by the respective CF battery commanders supported by a PF instructor.15 Although the 3rd Field Artillery Brigade headquarters was raised in Brisbane in mid-1914, it had little impact on training before war broke out. Nonetheless, in 1914 General Sir Ian Hamilton, the British Inspector General of Overseas Forces, noted of the Australian artillery that ‘Some of the instruction ... is of the highest order, and the tecÚical training of the firing battery is in safe hands [including] successful firing at simple targets ... [although] some [batteries] showed 

  very clearly the need for longer training and greater experience.’ Above battery level, however, Hamilton considered the Australians not yet ‘trained up to the level of the artillery of an army working in masses together in the field. They have not had time yet, or the opportunity, to practise that higher control and power of combination outside the battery, without which there can be no real fire co-operation.’16 This latter point was to be an issue in the early months at Anzac.








Artillery Weapons




Following the South African War (1899-1902), reforms within the British Army saw the introduction of new field guns and howitzers to support the infantry. The weapons differed in that, generally speaking, guns had longer barrels, higher muzzle velocities, flatter trajectories, and longer ranges. Howitzers had shorter barrels, lower muzzle velocities and higher trajectories, and were designed to lob heavier projectiles onto targets that might be behind cover. Advances in gun design meant that, by the turn of the twentieth century, both types were loaded at the breech rather than the muzzle, and newer models were fitted with on-carriage elevation, traverse and recoil systems, allowing them to be laid more rapidly and to remain stationary while in action. Some also used smokeless propellants in cartridge cases mated to the projectile and were fitted with simple breech mechanisms to lock the cartridge case in place, along with sighting systems independent of the recoiling mass. These weapons could achieve high rates of fire, and were thus designated Quick Firing (QF). Weapons in which the breech was sealed by a partially threaded breech block that rotated on closing to engage threads on the breech, where obturation (sealing of the breech) was provided by the use of a compressible pad on the face of the breech block, and where the projectile and propelling charge were loaded separately, had a slower rate of fire and were designated Breech Loading (BL).


Refitting the Royal Artillery (RA) with newer weapons commenced with the introduction of the Mark I QF 18-pounder (3.3-inch/83.8mm) field gun in 1904, and the Mark II in 1906, both of which had an effective range of almost 6000 metres, which could be lengthened to 

  7100 metres with the trail dug in. Designed to support the infantry in an anti-personnel role, these guns fired shrapnel shells filled with 375 lead-antimony balls, and a fuse designed to burst the shell above the heads of the enemy, showering them with the high velocity balls along a beaten zone of approximately 20 metres wide and up to 275 metres deep depending on the height of the burst. This was the gun's only ammunition until late 1914, when the new 18-pounder high explosive (HE) round entered service. Both the Mark I and the Mark II versions were in service when war was declared, and they were the standard field gun of the British infantry division, each of which had three 18-pounder artillery brigades, each of three 6-gun batteries, giving a total of fifty-four 18-pounders.
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Members of A Section, 31st Battery (Citizen Forces), posing with their two new QF 18-pounder field guns in 1914 during an annual camp at Seymour, Victoria. The 18-pounder began replacing the 15-pounder BL field gun issued to the Militia after the Citizen Forces came into being in July 1912. By August 1914 only thirty-six had been received, enough to equip nine batteries. These were taken by the AFA batteries of the 1st Australian Division Artillery when the AIF was raised (Wikipedia).


Entering service in 1910, the QF 4.5-inch (114mm) howitzer replaced the old BL 5-inch (127mm) field howitzer, with each infantry division allocated one howitzer brigade of three batteries, each 

  containing six howitzers. The new howitzers fired both HE Lyddite (Picric Acid) and shrapnel shells with an effective range of 6000 metres. Rounding out the divisional artillery was the BL 60-pounder (5-inch/127mm) heavy field gun, which fired a 16-kilogram HE shell with an initial maximum range of 9400 metres. Developed in 1904, the 60-pounder entered service in 1905, with each infantry division allocated one 4-gun battery. Thus a standard regular British infantry division had a total of seventy-six modern artillery pieces, comprising fifty-four QF 18-pounders, eighteen QF 4.5-inch howitzers, and four BL 60-pounder heavy field guns.17


In accordance with imperial arrangements, the AFA and the NZFA both adopted the British QF 18-pounder field gun and, while the Australians retained the obsolete BL 5-inch howitzers, the NZFA acquired eight of the modern QF 4.5-inch howitzers — enough for two batteries.18 However, supply of the new 18-pounders was slow, and by August 1914 there were only thirty-six of them in Australia, enough for nine batteries, the other batteries being equipped with obsolescent BL 15-pounders. The one howitzer battery trained on the equally obsolescent BL 5-inch howitzers, and the heavy battery in Queensland had four older QF 4.7-inch guns.19








Doctrine and Training




For training and for guidance on tactics the TF and CF relied on British manuals which were developed against the background of the largely mobile warfare of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Battles were normally decided on the day they were fought, orders were brief, and quick attacks were the norm. During the Franco-Prussian War (1870-71) at battles such as Wissembourg, Worth, Spicheren, Mars-le-Tour, Gravelotte and Sedan, the German armies went into action immediately on meeting the enemy with the outcome decided by nightfall. Similarly, in the South African War, the British mounted quick attacks at Elandslaagte, Stormberg, Magersfontein, Colenso and Diamond Hill, while other colonial conflicts reflected similar experience. During the Russo-Japanese War (1904-05), which featured large battles involving armies of between 125,000 and 

  200,000 men, the picture began to change, as exemplified by the siege of Port Arthur and the Battle of Mukden. Even so, this was largely a war of manoeuvre in which many of the battles were quick attacks mounted at short notice against rudimentary defences.


In providing support during the manoeuvre battle, the horse-drawn 18-pounder was an extremely mobile piece. Going 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. In the direct fire role, where the gunners could see the target, they could engage it and adjust fire quickly. In the indirect role, where the guns were hidden from the target, forward observers had to adjust the fire of the guns by sending corrections back to the crew, making it difficult to engage a moving target.
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The crew and 15-pounder BL field gun of E Battery, New Zealand Territorial Force, firing in the direct fire role near Christchurch. After 1912 the 15-pounders were gradually replaced by the new 18-pounder QF field guns (Alexander Turnbull Library 1/2-040870-G).




While manoeuvre was regarded as key, conflicts such as the South African and Russo-Japanese wars brought home the realisation that advances in weaponry such as QF artillery, machine-guns, and magazine-fed breech-loading rifles meant the battlefield was becoming far more lethal at longer ranges than was previously the case. Opinion on the way forward was divided, and all armies struggled with the ‘manifest increase in firepower for both defence and attack’.20


In Britain, the army’s experience in the South African War led to considerable introspection, debate and reform.21 The outcome was contained in a series of manuals, beginning with Infantry Training 1902, and Field Service Regulations, Part 1, Combined Training 1902, followed by Field Artillery Training 1904, Cavalry Training (Provisional) 1904, and the Manual of Military Engineering 1905. All were revised as thinking evolved. Between 1902 and 1914 there were three revisions of Infantry Training (1905, 1911 and 1914), while Combined Training was updated in 1905 and then superseded by Field Service Regulations, Part I, Operations, 1909, and Part II, Administration, 1909, both reprinted with amendments in 1914. Cavalry Training was updated twice (1907 and 1912), as was Field Artillery Training (1912 and 1914).22


It has been suggested by some historians that the British Army entered the Great War without any real doctrine — that is, any central guidance permeating the army on the nature of the future battlefield and how future wars might best be fought.23 In a sense Britain was handicapped in this regard because her small standing forces had to prepare for both colonial and potential continental commitments, while countries such as France and Germany could place emphasis on the latter alone. Thus it is understandable that in their work on the Edwardian army, Timothy Bowen and Mark Connolly point to the results of an examination of military manuals which revealed that the French and Germans had their own ‘internally logical, but different, concepts of war which imbued their entire military culture’, whereas Britain had nothing ostensibly similar. However, they also noted that neither France 

  nor Germany ‘had a notably greater grip on the nature of future operations and neither had made preparations for a long war.’ Both also had ‘equal problems defining the roles of cavalry and artillery, and infantry training was still based on the idea of mass assaults regardless of conditions.’24


British tradition tended towards the identification of general principles rather than tightly constricting rules. This left subordinates with a good deal of latitude and gave them much-needed flexibility in a small army with global responsibilities.25 The central document was Field Service Regulations 1909 which provided guidance based on consideration of the experiences of the South African and Russo-Japanese wars, although ‘neither conflict taught simple, unambiguous lessons’.26 All the other military publications were cross-referenced to it, all stressed the combined employment of the various arms, and all examined their respective employment in war within the divisional framework.27 It could be argued that the material they contained approached the real purpose of doctrine which, based on experience and the uncertain nature of future war, is designed to provide guidance enabling a flexible approach and which can be adapted to the conditions confronting an army when conflict breaks out. As Brigadier General Lancelot Kiggell commented in 1913, ‘the problems of war cannot be solved by rules, but by judgement based on a knowledge of general principles. To lay down rules would tend to cramp judgement, not to educate and strengthen it. For that reason, our manuals aim at giving principles but avoid laying down methods.’28


For the nascent Australian and New Zealand artilleries, the principal manual was Field Artillery Training (Provisional) 1912. An extensive publication (410 pages), the first six chapters were concerned with training — from equitation (horsemanship) through to gunnery — while the rest addressed the employment of artillery in conflict, along with tactics and associated matters across all phases of war. The 1914 edition, issued after the outbreak of war, repeated much of what was contained in its predecessor, with an additional chapter on ammunition supply, some material on the potential use of aircraft, and minor changes to the text and arrangements of paragraphs.
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Horse-drawn gun teams of 15-pounder BL field guns from the Royal Military College, Duntroon, returning from firing practice in 1913. This image provides an indication of the road space required by a battery of four guns (RMC Archives).


Artillery historians Shelford Bidwell and Dominick Graham have highlighted the fact that the gunnery manuals ‘did not define the form of war that [the field artillery] was confronting but tried to reflect the diversity of the imperial experience as well as guide the would-be continental warrior.’ Whatever the conflict, the manuals were very clear that the primary function of the artillery was ‘to assist the movement of its own infantry’ and ‘to prevent the movements of the enemy’s infantry.’ Subsidiary roles were to inflict losses and break down the enemy’s morale, destroy his material, and reduce fortified localities.29


In mobile warfare the expectation was that artillery brigades would be paired with infantry brigades. One of the principal questions of the period was whether guns should continue to be pushed forward alongside the infantry in the direct-fire role or fire from concealed positions using indirect fire. The primary issue was survivability when deployed in the open on a longer range and more lethal battlefield. Behind it lay nascent questions. Could armies take advantage of the increased range of the guns, deploy them in some depth and, using 

  indirect fire tecÚiques, concentrate the fire of multiple batteries, with all the difficulties that this posed for command and control, rapid communications and observation? Alternatively, should they continue to provide support using direct fire in close proximity to the infantry, which would limit the weight of fire available at that point, but alleviate problems associated with command and control, communications and observation?


British manuals reflected this debate. When discussing the defence, a relatively static period, Field Service Regulations stipulated ‘Guns should usually be concealed as much as possible.’ Field Artillery Training devoted a section to ‘concealment’, advising ‘concealment in action increases the difficulties of the hostile batteries, possibly even to the extent of conferring immunity from their fire, thus enabling the concealed artillery to devote their attention to the support and assistance of its own infantry.’30 It went on to identify three types of positions the guns could occupy: open, semi-covered and covered. An open position was one ‘in which the objective can be seen over the sights and in which direct laying is possible.’ Semi-covered positions were out of view of the objective to the extent that indirect laying was required, but the degree of cover obtained was insufficient to conceal the flashes of the guns or the smoke and dust they raised after fire had been opened. Covered positions were those ‘in which the guns and their flashes were completely covered from the enemy and in which it is necessary to use indirect laying.’31


The manual described the advantages and disadvantages of each type, highlighting that, while open positions were fully exposed to hostile fire, they allowed targets to be engaged quickly. However, while covered positions conferred immunity from fire, they increased the difficulty of control, engaging fresh targets, and dealing with moving targets. Bowen and Connolly note that in debates on this issue, senior British officers such as French and Haig favoured the guns closing with the enemy ‘so as to give the infantry the best possible support, moral as well as material’, whereas from 1904 onwards, gunners increasingly favoured indirect fire.32 The manuals advised that ‘the power of delivering effective fire from concealed positions is ... limited’, and 

  later ‘concealment, both as regards position and manoeuvre must invariably be forgone for adequate reasons. To support infantry and enable it to effect its purpose the artillery must be willing to sacrifice itself.’33 On a very practical level, battery commanders of the time were compelled to admit that their communications did not allow them to support the infantry effectively from concealed positions, especially in the attack.34


The guns of the Royal Field Artillery (RFA), the AFA and the NZFA were all capable of both direct and indirect fire, with howitzers generally operating in the indirect mode. In the RFA practice camps of 1912 and 1913, both types of positions were occupied.35 The AFA and NZFA tended to favour the simplicity of direct fire, reflecting the limited training available to the part-time gunners. Although the New Zealand batteries undertook some firing from concealed positions, in his Inspection Report of 1914, Hamilton, an advocate of concealed positions, noted ‘... care should be taken not to push the artillery into positions of undue exposure’, indicating that the batteries he saw lacked experience or confidence in the more complex indirect-fire method. Similarly, in Australia in 1913, Major General Kirkpatrick recorded, ‘where indirect laying was attempted, it was merely a demonstration of the method, and proved once more that [the officers lacked the experience] to get in [sic] action quickly enough by this method to render effective support to other arms.’36


Command of the artillery, and accordingly control of its fire, was another area of doctrinal debate. A divisional artillery commander, the CRA, was created in 1907, but uncertainty ensued over his responsibilities until they were outlined in Section 151 of Field Artillery Training (Provisional) 1912, which stipulated that the General Officer Commanding (GOC) a division was responsible for the tactical employment of the artillery, and the CRA for executing his orders as they related to the guns. Broadly, it was envisaged that in circumstances in which the division was operating as an entity, the artillery would be commanded by the CRA, who would deploy it and control its fire by allotting ‘tasks to each field artillery brigade or zones in which he thought their fire could be employed effectively.’ In situations in 

  which tactical operations were dispersed and infantry brigades or units were operating independently, the manuals advised that the artillery and infantry ‘should be formed temporarily into groups under one commander’, normally the infantryman. In such cases the CRA would delegate command of artillery units, and thus control of their fire, to the group commander, and their employment would rest with him.37


Although the CRA’s duties had been stipulated, there appears to have been a lack of consistency in their application. According to Bidwell and Graham, ‘Some divisional commanders allocated their field artillery brigades to infantry brigadiers and ignored the CRA ... Others tended to deploy and control the artillery as they deployed infantry brigades, using the CRA as a channel of command like a brigade commander ... Yet others kept their artillery as a reserve under the CRA until the battle developed, confusing fire reserves with gun reserves.’38 After the Great War Lieutenant Colonel Alan Brooke noted with regard to the CRA that ‘our pre-war conception of this appointment seems to have visualised primarily the role of an artillery adviser to the General Officer Commanding the division, and to have considered the occasions on which he would exercise direct command of the artillery as exceptional.’39 He concluded that British tactical doctrine favoured mobility over firepower, consequently decentralisation was expected to be the rule, and there was a lack of artillery organisations that could exercise effective centralised control.40 Potentially this led, as Field Artillery Training reflected, to the reduction of the ‘fighting capacity of the division as a whole’.41


Some effort was made to address the problem in Training and Manoeuvre Regulations 1913, which stipulated that ‘during training of divisional artillery schemes must be perfected to illustrate the higher command of artillery in battles.’42 Yet it is doubtful that much was achieved, with war breaking out the next year. Consequently, it appears that the functions of the CRA, and the control of fire support provided by the divisional artillery, had not been settled by the time war was declared.


In whatever role he was to be used, it should be noted that the CRA had only a limited staff and primitive communications with 

  which to control his brigades. His headquarters consisted of a Brigade Major Royal Artillery (BMRA), a staff captain, and an aide-de-camp (ADC), who later became a Reconnaissance Officer.43 Its means of communication ranged from visual devices (semaphore, heliograph or lamps), which were dependent on line of sight and weather conditions, to mounted orderlies or staff officers who could be killed or incapacitated relaying information, and telephone cable which, while useful in static positions, was susceptible to being cut by shellfire and traffic, and was not practical during mobile operations.


An additional problem for British armies was that doctrine peaked at divisional level and did not address issues at corps level or higher. While the corps had been a standard formation in some continental armies for many years, in the British Army no standing corps headquarters per se existed prior to the Great War, reflecting the army’s priority of policing the Empire and engaging in colonial conflicts. The 1901 army estimates allowed for six army corps based on regional commands, but these arrangements remained theoretical until 1907 when the Haldane reforms established a six-division British Expeditionary Force (BEF), in which Aldershot Command with its two infantry divisions and the requisite additional troops was nominated to form I Corps should the need arise.44 The other two corps headquarters would be raised if the BEF was committed to operations.


The lack of corps doctrine indicated that the British Army had paid insufficient heed to implications arising from conflicts such as the Russo-Japanese War in which heavy artillery had played a significant part in supporting field operations, or of the organisation of the German Army that included heavy artillery resources at corps level, or of the French Army, which had reinforcing regiments of field artillery organic to each corps. The RA had no weapons above divisional level save for the 6-inch BL howitzers of the Royal Garrison Artillery (RGA), and these were earmarked for siege use as required, rather than deployment with the field force.


Brooke and others also identified that the artillery was regarded as an accessory. The CRA and his subordinates were generally not involved in the planning of an operation, and it was a matter of the artillery 

  supporting the infantry plan to the best of its ability.45 Brooke further observed that the doctrine relating to dealing with hostile batteries was deficient. In both attack and defence, Field Artillery Training charged the artillery with locating the enemy’s batteries and subduing their fire.46 Brooke considered this a throwback to the Franco-Prussian War when both sides deployed artillery in the open, and the infantry attack was preceded by an artillery duel. While the requirement to subdue hostile batteries remained, when British forces were attacking the enemy batteries were now likely to be in concealed positions. The doctrine, with its emphasis on mobility, made no allowance for the time or staff required to locate and engage these concealed batteries.47


The uncertainty of neutralising the enemy artillery had adverse implications for support for the infantry during the attack. Field Artillery Training stated that ‘during the progress of the fight it will usually become necessary for the artillery to move forward to positions from which it will have a clearer view of the infantry fight and thus be able to afford the infantry more effective support.’48 It also advised that ‘to support an attack with success a battery commander must be able to see the ground over which the infantry is advancing and also be able to control the fire of his battery rapidly and effectively, but the more cover that can be obtained compatible with control by voice [emphasis added] the better.’49 For Brooke it was clear that attack doctrine required the close support of actual guns, but that support could only be sustained if the fire of hostile batteries had been thoroughly subdued, a result that was improbable.50


Senior Australian and New Zealand artillerymen would have been well aware of these debates. All had a keen interest in military matters, all had reasonably lengthy permanent or part-time service, some had undertaken attachments to British units, while others were members of the RA on secondment to the New Zealand or Australian armies. However, their opportunity to test the prevailing doctrine or explore alternatives would have been limited, as the compulsory service schemes in both nations had not matured to the point that a division had been formed. The highest formations in existence were infantry and mounted rifle brigades and, while termed as such, 

  the artillery brigade was in reality a unit equivalent to an infantry battalion or mounted rifle regiment. As Jean Bou notes, these brigades ‘were, perhaps, still more theoretical than real.’51 They were primarily administrative entities, supervising the training of their subordinate units and sub-units, which themselves were dispersed regionally across local drill halls. For much of the year the artillery worked at battery or lower level with perhaps some work at brigade level at an annual camp in Victoria and New South Wales.52 Consequently, most of the artillery training was undertaken at sub-unit level, which limited training in higher deployment and command and control issues. There is also little evidence from annual reports that meaningful combined-arms training took place at all.






Chapter Two










To War








Mobilisation




When war broke out in August 1914, the Defence Acts of both Australia and New Zealand precluded the mobilisation of the CF and TF for overseas service, leaving the two governments no option but to call for volunteers to man the forces they offered to Britain. From the initial rush Australia formed the Australian Imperial Force (AIF), initially comprising the 1st Australian Division, an extra infantry brigade (the 4th), three light horse brigades, and some ancillary units. The New Zealand Expeditionary Force (NZEF) consisted at first of an infantry brigade, a mounted rifles brigade, and a field artillery brigade.


Experienced PF, CF and TF officers filled the artillery command positions in the AIF and NZEF, while at lower levels members of the CF and TF forces also stepped forward, although perhaps not in the numbers envisaged. While Charles Bean claimed that some of the Australian CF batteries enlisted almost to a man, the 1st AFA Brigade, hoping to recruit 50% of its men from the CF, recorded that its members were not volunteering as expected, although one of its batteries, the 1st AFA, was primarily manned by volunteers from the permanent artillery. Another, the 2nd AFA, with a battery establishment strength of 145 all ranks, enlisted forty-four CF artillery trainees and another sixty-five with previous artillery training, either in the Militia or the RA. The 8th AFA Battery, part of the 3rd AFA Brigade, took fifty-eight CF trainees on strength, along with men with previous training in various branches of the service.1 



 Across the Tasman, it has been estimated that more than two-thirds of the NZEF had previous military training, with more than half drawn from the TF, although the historian of the Otago Regiment writes that probably three-fifths of that unit had no previous military training. The numbers in the New Zealand artillery batteries with previous training are not recorded.2


In the two and a half months between their raising and embarkation in October, Australian batteries and brigades spent much of their time administering, organising and outfitting the influx of recruits, drawing equipment, acquiring horses and undertaking some recruit training. War diaries show that limited gunnery instruction was attempted, with only the 8th AFA Battery recording a live-firing range practice, and that on just one day. However, no time was wasted on the long journey to Egypt, when gun drills and individual training in tecÚical skills were undertaken.3


Arriving in Egypt in December, the combat formations of the AIF and NZEF were incorporated into the Australian and New Zealand Army Corps (ANZAC) under the command of Lieutenant General Sir William Birdwood. ANZAC’s two subordinate formations were the 1st Australian Division, led by the Australian Major General William Throsby Bridges, formerly an artilleryman, and the newly created New Zealand and Australian (NZ&A) Division, under Godley, the British regular commanding the NZEF. The 1st Australian Division was an infantry formation based around the 1st, 2nd and 3rd Infantry brigades, while the NZ&A Division was a composite formation containing the New Zealand Infantry and 4th Australian Infantry brigades, the New Zealand Mounted Rifles (NZMR) Brigade, and the 1st Australian Light Horse (LH) Brigade.


The 1st Australian Divisional Artillery consisted of the Headquarters (HQ) Divisional Artillery, the Divisional Ammunition Column, and the 1st, 2nd and 3rd AFA brigades and their brigade ammunition columns. Each field artillery brigade comprised three batteries: the 1st, 2nd and 3rd AFA batteries in the 1st AFA Brigade, the 4th, 5th and 6th in the 2nd, and the 7th, 8th and 9th in the 3rd. All batteries were equipped with four QF 18-pounder field

 guns, with each battery capable of being divided into two sections of two guns, which in turn comprised two sub-sections each of one gun. Thus the division had thirty-six 18-pounders compared with the fifty-four in a British infantry division, but it lacked both the howitzer brigade and the 60-pounder battery that were organic to a British division.
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Organisation Chart 1: The 1st Australian Divisional Artillery, 1914


The NZ&A Division had only the NZFA Brigade, which comprised the 1st, 2nd and 3rd NZFA batteries, the Brigade Ammunition Column and, from February 1915 onwards, the 4th NZFA (Howitzer) Battery and its ammunition column. The 1st, 2nd and 3rd batteries were equipped with four 18-pounders, and the 4th Battery with four QF 4.5-inch howitzers. A section of a British divisional ammunition column was temporarily attached and, on the division’s formation, a cable was sent to New Zealand requesting the despatch of the second 4.5-inch howitzer battery and a howitzer brigade ammunition column.4
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Organisation Chart 2: The New Zealand Field Artillery Brigade, March 1915


Compared to a two-division British corps, ANZAC’s artillery complement was very light. It was short sixty 18-pounders, thirty-two 4.5-inchers, and eight 60-pounders. The lack of howitzers and 60-pounders would be sorely felt during the first three months on Gallipoli, although the deficiency in field guns would prove less problematic due to the terrain and lack of sufficient gun positions within the Anzac beachhead.


The artillery commanders of the ANZAC divisions came from quite different backgrounds. A British regular, Canadian-born Lieutenant Colonel Napier JoÚston, assumed the role for the NZ&A Division. After graduating from the Royal Military College of Canada, he accepted a commission in the RGA, and later served as an artillery instructor in India. He had a long association with New Zealand, posted as Artillery Staff Officer from 1904 to 1907 with the task of reorganising the field artillery, and returning to that country in 1911 as Director of Artillery and Chief Instructor.5 With the raising of the NZEF he was promoted lieutenant colonel and 

  appointed to command the NZFA Brigade, retaining this command after becoming CRA of the NZ&A Division in January 1915, thereby filling both appointments.
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George Napier JoÚston, who held the appointments of Commanding Officer of the New Zealand Field Artillery Brigade (August 1914-July1915) and Commander, Royal Artillery of the New Zealand and Australian Division (January-December 1915). This is a later photograph, taken after he had been promoted brigadier general (Wikipedia).
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JoÚ Joseph Talbot Hobbs, commander of the 1st Australian Divisional Artillery at Anzac. This is a later photograph, taken when he was commanding the 5th Australian Division in France (AWM E05007).




Colonel Talbot Hobbs, an architect and CF officer, held the Australian position. Born in England, he entered the British volunteer system (1st Cinque Ports Artillery Volunteers) in 1883 before emigrating to Australia, where he joined the Volunteer Field Artillery in Perth, and in 1903 commanded the 1st (Western Australian) Field Battery. Taking his part-time soldiering seriously, Hobbs twice attended gunnery courses in England and also completed a course run by the Department of Military Science of the University of Sydney. In 1913 he was appointed to command the newly formed CF 22nd Infantry Brigade.6 Volunteering for the AIF in 1914, he was appointed CRA, 1st Australian Division.
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Lieutenant Colonel George JoÚston, Commanding Officer of the 2nd Australian Field Artillery Brigade at Anzac. This is a pre-war photograph of him taken during his time in the Citizen Forces (Wikipedia).


Hobbs’ three field artillery brigade commanders were also experienced gunners. Lieutenant Colonel Sydney Christian, commanding the 1st AFA Brigade, was an Australian-born PF gunner who had seen active service during the South African War with A Battery, New South Wales Permanent Artillery.7 In 1907 he spent twelve months on exchange with the RA, and was later Chief Instructor for the Militia artillery in New South Wales and Queensland. At the outbreak of the war he was commanding the 1st AFA Battery, a PF sub-unit. The other two brigade commanders were Australian-born 



 CF officers. Melbourne businessman Lieutenant Colonel George JoÚston enlisted in the Victorian Militia Artillery in 1887 and saw active service in South Africa attached to the 62nd Battery, RFA.8 He assumed command of the Victorian Field Artillery Brigade in 1909 and, on enlisting in the AIF, was appointed to command the 2nd AFA Brigade. His counterpart in the 3rd AFA Brigade was Melbourne architect Lieutenant Colonel Charles Rosenthal, who had enlisted in the Geelong Battery of the Victorian Militia Artillery in 1892, and in 1908 was promoted major to command a howitzer battery. In 1914 he assumed command of the 2nd Field Artillery Brigade CF before his enlistment in the AIF.9
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Lieutenant Colonel Charles Rosenthal, Commanding Officer of the 3rd Australian Field Artillery Brigade at Anzac (Wikipedia).








Training in Egypt




Training of the ANZAC artillery commenced in earnest as soon as the AIF and NZEF arrived in Egypt. In accordance with Field Artillery Training, the men initially continued to receive individual instruction — duties in action, laying, gun drill, fuse setting, signalling, musketry, gun maintenance, reconnaissance and range finding — and, once the horses had recovered from their long voyage, equitation and driving. Battery manoeuvres — advancing, retiring, deploying, route marching, ammunition resupply, fire discipline, and dry firing — followed, with 



 Lieutenant Byrne of the NZFA noting that ‘the country was not eminently suited for artillery training, and the heavy sand made hard going for the horses, and heavy work for the gunners.’10


On 12 January the 1st Australian Division recorded that thirty rounds per 18-pounder would be available for training and, eight days later, live firing commenced with an elementary firing practice for the AFA brigades. The records indicate that this practice consisted of each battery occupying an open position and firing a total of twenty-four rounds (six rounds per gun) at three different targets represented by screens. The 1st AFA Battery began the firings and Bridges recorded its efforts as ‘bad’. Subsequent batteries fared somewhat better, with gunners from the 4th AFA Battery very pleased to have bested their mostly PF counterparts. Artillery brigade training — route marching, selection and occupation of positions, application of fire and cooperation with other arms — followed in late January and continued through February.11
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Brigadier General Charles Cunliffe-Owen, Birdwood’s artillery adviser at HQ ANZAC (Wikipedia).


In early February, Brigadier General Charles Cunliffe-Owen, a British officer, arrived to become the Brigadier General Royal Artillery (BGRA) at HQ ANZAC. A graduate of the Royal Military Academy, Woolwich, he had been commissioned into the RA in 1883, and 

  subsequently saw service in India and the South African War. He was the British Military Attaché in Greece during the Balkan Wars and in Constantinople from 1913 until August 1914, during which time he completed a survey of the Dardanelles defences. In the first months of the war he had commanded a field artillery brigade during the ‘Great Retreat’ and the Battle of the Aisne, and temporarily commanded an infantry brigade at the First Battle of Ypres.


As the senior gunner in the Corps, Cunliffe-Owen would be the artillery adviser to Birdwood, having neither staff nor any command function over the divisional artilleries. Both he and Birdwood noted the lack of experience in the divisional artilleries. Commenting on the capabilities of the AIF and NZEF in December 1914, Birdwood had remarked, ‘Their artillery too is very indifferent’, and on 2 February 1915 wrote, ‘I find that 80 per cent of my Australian and 50 per cent of the NZ artillery have never yet seen a gun fired.’ This is perhaps an exaggeration given the percentage of enlistees with previous training and the live firings that had occurred in January, but reflective of a nascent artillery capability.12


Cunliffe-Owen recollected after the war that when he arrived the artillery ‘was practically untrained. No one had ever worked with a bigger unit than a battery ... and cooperation between units was unknown ... Very few officers had ever shot a battery.’13 Rosenthal took exception to these remarks, asserting that ‘The First Australian Divisional Artillery was composed of at least 80% of well trained officers and men’ and that ‘All officers in Australia in pre-war days had ample opportunity every year to shoot their batteries, ammunition allowance being very liberal.’14 Nonetheless, when Birdwood and Cunliffe-Owen first saw them, all the Australian and New Zealand batteries and artillery headquarters were recently raised, there had been little time to reach a level of tecÚical proficiency let alone undertake collective training, many of the commanders were in positions at a higher level than they had occupied in peacetime, and few would have exercised batteries or artillery brigades tactically.


Cunliffe-Owen’s experience meant that he was well placed to guide the artillery training. He gave lectures on modern warfare in France

  and Belgium to all the artillery officers and non-commissioned officers (NCOs) and personally participated in battery training, covering aspects such as adjusting the fall of shot from a flank, taking advantage of ground when deploying, arranging combined shoots with the infantry brigades, and ammunition resupply.15 Even so, before his arrival Hobbs and Napier JoÚston had already moved to align training with lessons from the war based on reports available from officers in France and ‘Notes On Artillery In The Present War’ issued by the headquarters of the BEF. The tenor of the advice was that the modern battlefield was largely empty, direct fire was impractical, concealment was paramount, indirect laying was the norm, observers were displaced from the battery, and communications were proving difficult.16


Hobbs gave lectures on these notes in late December 1914, with Sergeant Ellsworth of the 4th AFA Battery writing home that ‘all our drill has been altered’, explaining that occupying a position would be done ‘in the dead of night & as soon as we get there we have to dig the guns and wagons into the ground & entirely concealed from the enemy. The ground’, he wrote, ‘is banked up 4 feet high all around the guns & trenches for the gunners are dug 6 feet deep on each side’, somewhat similar to the field works shown in Field Artillery Training.17 During subsequent training, the Australian batteries often reported occupying positions in accordance with these precepts. They also conducted indirect firings from concealed and prepared positions, with the 4th AFA Battery conducting a shoot as if with aircraft observation and, separately, the 3rd AFA Brigade drawing praise from Birdwood and Cunliffe-Owen during practices in mid-February.18


Byrne records that the New Zealand batteries undertook similar deployments, and Henderson’s history of the New Zealand artillery contains a quote from the diary of a New Zealand gunner referring to an indirect firing practice on 29 January that Napier JoÚston apparently characterised as the ‘best shooting I have ever seen in all my experience of artillery’.19


Late February and early March saw the Australian batteries conducting section shooting to allow officers other than the battery commander to practise ranging (the adjustment of fire onto a target), a task inherent to 

  indirect fire.20 Observation of fire was primarily the responsibility of the battery commander, and the training of the other officers was designed to equip them to step in should he become a casualty.21
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A New Zealand field artillery battery returning to camp at Maadi, south of Cairo, after training in the local area. Sand and dust often made movement of the guns and ammunition wagons difficult (AWM H18499).


For the remainder of March the ANZAC gunners continued battery and brigade training, undertook tactical manoeuvres with the infantry brigades, and participated in divisional artillery, divisional signals, and ammunition resupply exercises. No further live firings were recorded in the available war diaries. On 5 March Birdwood advised the divisional commanders that ANZAC was earmarked for operations at Gallipoli, early advice suggesting that the 1st Australian Division would land on the south of the peninsula while the NZ&A Division would land on the Asian shore. As a sign of impending action all the artillery brigades were involved in camouflage painting of guns and wagons. Some batteries practised the passage of obstacles, including the negotiation of steep slopes with guns and wagons, the rafting of guns, and the swimming of horses.22


As a further sign of forthcoming commitment to battle, in late March the ANZAC artillery was strengthened with the allocation of 

  the 7th Indian Mountain Artillery (IMA) Brigade as Corps Troops artillery. The Brigade consisted of two batteries, the 21st (Kohat) and 26th (Jacob’s), each with six BL 10-pounder (2.75-inch, 70mm) mountain guns capable of firing explosive (gunpowder), shrapnel and star ammunition. These were older pattern weapons, without on-carriage recoil and traverse mechanisms. 23
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Organisation Chart 3. The 7th Indian Mountain Artillery Brigade


The ANZAC artillery entrained for Alexandria at the beginning of April. There it was loaded on the transports bound for Mudros Harbour on the island of Lemnos, and then Gallipoli. In the three and a half months of training that had been available, the gunners had attempted to blend the pre-war training regimes of Field Artillery Training with the emerging realities of the war. The time granted to them had been short, and the development of shooting prowess limited by ammunition shortages. The latter particularly affected the New Zealand howitzer battery. It did not fire before going into action on the peninsula as the only rounds available until shortly before the opening of the campaign were the 800 brought from home, and 

  these were reserved for operations.24 Nevertheless, the training had been structured and orderly, following a logical progression from fundamental to more complex skills. Credit for this must go to Hobbs and Napier JoÚston.


Summarising what had been achieved by the end of March, Hobbs recorded that, during its time in Egypt, each Australian battery fired 120 rounds, including two series of night firing, that training was good and uniform throughout and, by 25 March, he adjudged the divisional artillery was ready for war. Byrne wrote of the New Zealanders, ‘Long days — and nights — of training had brought ample reward ... Units had become a coherent, disciplined, and perfectly efficient force ... Individually the men were in perfect physical condition, and were full of eager anticipation’. Whether the training of both artilleries was sufficient was about to be tested. It continued in Mudros Harbour with practice landings of the guns and the slinging of horses, and it was there on 11 April that ANZAC learnt of its role in the forthcoming campaign, and orders for the landing were drafted and promulgated.25








The Anzac Battlefield




ANZAC’s commitment to Gallipoli had its genesis in the failure of the Anglo-French fleet to force the Dardanelles on 18 March 1915, and the subsequent acceptance in London of the recommendation of General Sir Ian Hamilton, GOC Mediterranean Expeditionary Force (MEF), and his naval counterpart, that military forces should be committed. Hamilton’s plan was to capture the southern portion of the Gallipoli peninsula, thus removing the Ottoman batteries firing from the western shore of the Straits.


The main assault (see Map 1) would be made by the British 29th Division. Landing at Cape Helles, on the toe of the peninsula, it would advance up the nine-kilometre-long, glacis-like slope and secure the Achi Baba Ridge. From there, reinforced by the divisional-sized French Corps Expeditionnaire D’Orient (CEO), it would then strike north and take the Kilid Bahr Plateau. Rising to an average elevation of 170 metres, the plateau sits like a great bastion astride the peninsula, overlooking the narrowest part of the Dardanelles, where its fortifications masked 

 the heavy artillery batteries that covered both the Narrows and the approaches to it. To the north, it dominates the broad valley, some three to six kilometres wide, running west-east from the promontory at Gaba Tepe on the Aegean coast to Maidos (modern-day Eceabat) on the Dardanelles. Horse-drawn artillery can move easily along the full length of the valley. Overlooking the valley further north is the Sari Bair Range. Undertaking a subsidiary operation, ANZAC would seize the heights of Sari Bair, and then advance east to cut the Ottoman road communications, with the intention of stopping reinforcements from the north reaching Kilid Bahr.


With its feet lying on the Aegean, and running north-east, the Sari Bair Range (see Map 2) thrusts inland for six kilometres, rising to a height of almost 300 metres at Hill 971, four kilometres from the coast. From there it extends another two kilometres to a broad bluff 150 metres high overlooking a low saddle, through which the Maidos-Boghali-Biyuk Anafarta road ran. The range is a commanding feature. Its tactical importance lies in its extensive fields of observation over the surrounding country, and its dominance over the roads north of Maidos, which itself was a major ferry point across the Dardanelles. With artillery observation posts on the heights, field guns on its southern flanks could command the whole of the Maidos-Gaba Tepe valley, providing an interlocking field of fire with guns on the northern side of the Kilid Bahr Plateau. Ottoman forces occupying the range would pose a direct threat to the flank of any force attempting to push across the valley from Gaba Tepe. Thus an Allied force seeking to isolate or attack the Kilid Bahr Plateau from the west, north-west and north had to secure Sari Bair.


From the coast to the broad bluff, numerous ridges and spurs shoot out from Sari Bair. On the northern side they drop sharply, intermingled with cliffs and a mass of tangled, steep-sided gullies and valleys, many of which are so broken as to make egress from the beach to the crest of the range extremely difficult. They are difficult to ascend, and provide excellent delaying positions to the high ground. These would feature during the August Offensive.


On the southern side of the range only three significant ridges 

  exist. These are broader than those to the north and descend gently, like long fingers, to the Gaba Tepe-Maidos valley. Movement along the crests is easy and they provide suitable approaches to the spine of the range. Tactically, the most significant of them, and ANZAC’s ultimate objective, slips off the range 500 metres east of Hill 971 running almost due south for four and a half kilometres to Mal Tepe, a 160-metre-high hill two and a half kilometres from the Dardanelles. This ridge dominated the road junctions in the area and the 1915 north-south land communications down the peninsula; the current coastal road skirting the shore of the Dardanelles did not exist at that time. Holding Mal Tepe and the ridge to the crest of Sari Bair would interdict these routes and cut off the forces on the Kilid Bahr Plateau from those in the north of the peninsula. Mal Tepe also provides observation over the kink in the Dardanelles and its narrowest section, enabling the accurate adjustment of naval and artillery gunfire over this portion of the waterway and the main ferry points between the peninsula and the Asiatic shore.


From Hill 971 (see Map 3), the spine of the range runs south-west towards the Aegean coast through Hill Q, a two-humped feature, to the slightly lower height of Chunuk Bair, where the range bifurcates and the next prominent ridge on the southern side of the range, Third or Gun Ridge, branches off to the south to end at Gaba Tepe on the coast. These three heights were the vital ground. Whoever held them controlled the Sari Bair Range. Hill 971 covers the upper reaches of the Mal Tepe Ridge, and Chunuk Bair covers those of Third Ridge — any force holding them can sweep down and take an enemy line along the two ridges from the flank. The heights also provide observation over both the Maidos-Gaba Tepe valley to the south and the Anafarta Valley in the north, covering the main road junctions, and enabling accurate adjustment of artillery and naval gunfire to interdict them.


Curving around to the west from Chunuk Bair, Third Ridge descends gently for six kilometres to its low-lying foot at Gaba Tepe. Numerous long spurs run off either side, giving its seaward slopes a corrugated landscape. Any defender holding it sits directly on the flank of an invasion force moving along the Maidos-Gaba Tepe valley, 

  and has observation over the low ground extending to the Mal Tepe Ridge. For the Allies, the ridge offered an avenue of approach to the vital ground and a good position for a flank guard or covering force against any Ottoman forces approaching from Maidos. It also offered good field gun positions with long fields of fire over the valley to the east, while howitzers could hug the folds on its seaward side.


Continuing south-west from Chunuk Bair, the main range descends through another two broad, rounded crests — Battleship Hill and the slightly lower Baby 700 — where the range bifurcates again, with the main range continuing as First Ridge — or as it later became known, Russell’s Top — and Second Ridge descending to the south-west. Dominating the upper reaches of both First and Second ridges, Baby 700 is the ground of tactical importance for any force occupying either ridge.


Second Ridge, with its steep, almost precipitous seaward slopes, runs south-south-west from Baby 700 for 1000 metres before broadening out into a two-lobed upland known as the 400 Plateau; the northern lobe became known as JoÚston’s Jolly and the southern, Lone Pine. From there the ridge divides, like the fingers of a hand, into several smaller ridges and spurs. Two go west: the Razorback which drops into Shrapnel Gully, and McCay’s Hill, which juts over the northern end of the ribbon of sand that became known as Brighton Beach. Neither offers access for horse-drawn artillery.


Next, Bolton’s Ridge slips off the corner of the 400 Plateau, running south-west for a kilometre before turning south and looming over Brighton Beach for another 1300 metres. Inland of Bolton’s are six roughly parallel spurs. Branching off Bolton’s Ridge, the significant Holly Ridge closely parallels it for 800 metres. Then three short features, Silt Spur, Sniper’s Ridge and Weir Ridge, run south off the southern lobe of the plateau forming a series of narrow gullies in between them, making movement inland difficult even for infantry. Finally, Pine Ridge slides off the south-eastern corner of the plateau and cuts south-west for 1000 metres roughly paralleling Bolton’s Ridge. Overlooked by the upper reaches of Third Ridge, Battleship Hill and Baby 700, Second Ridge was of little tactical value apart from its extension, Bolton’s Ridge, which 

  dominates the northern half of Brighton Beach and provides a steep ascent for any invader coming ashore there; horse-drawn guns could not be hauled up its slopes and the only suitable egress from the beach for them was the mouth of Legge Valley. Once atop Bolton’s, however, it provides an avenue of approach for infantry to the vital ground via the 400 Plateau, along Second Ridge to Baby 700 and thence up the main range through Battleship Hill.


Separating Third and Second ridges is the extensive and grass-covered Legge Valley, widening as it descends to reach the coast just north of Gaba Tepe. Horse-drawn artillery could move easily up the length of the valley to the foot of Mortar Ridge, which runs off the southern edge of Baby 700 and provides access for guns taking post on Third Ridge, Pine Ridge and, from it, the 400 Plateau.


From the bifurcation at Baby 700, the spine of the range continues across the Nek, a narrowing of the crest to about 55 metres across before broadening to about 100 metres, and heads south-west for one kilometre as the steep-sided Russell’s Top, or First Ridge. It then drops to the aptly named Razor Edge, an exceptionally narrow, sharp-sided 250-metre-long feature, along which a man can walk only with difficulty, before rising again to the small, flat-topped Plugge’s Plateau which overlooks Anzac Cove. From Plugge’s the ground drops sharply to Ari Burnu, the northern headland of Anzac Cove, while to the south it descends as a long spur — MacLagan’s Ridge — enclosing the cove to Hell Spit, a small, rounded headland, which offered relatively flat ground that was suitable for a gun position.
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