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The Gallipoli campaign, 19 Feb 1915 – 9 Jan 1916, was a campaign involving Allied forces (The British Empire, Australia, New Zealand and France) who fought against the Ottoman Empire and were supported by Germany and Austrian-Hungarian forces.[footnoteRef:2] The Campaign was fought within the Ottoman Empire, along the Gallipoli peninsula, which is now part of modern-day Turkey. Gallipoli was a huge military blunder by the British and Allied forces at the hands of the Ottoman Empire, which also included German troops.[footnoteRef:3] The campaign’s casualty list was catastrophic with over 550,000 casualties shared between both sides.[footnoteRef:4] It is estimated at 250,000 casualties for the Allies and what is believed to be over 300,000 for the Ottoman Empire.[footnoteRef:5] Gallipoli has become a defining moment in history for Australia and New Zealand, as it was the first time their armies had fought under their own flag. The Gallipoli campaign has become recognised as their baptism of fire, and as such, a key event in their emergence as independent nations.[footnoteRef:6] Within the Ottoman Empire, the Gallipoli campaign is a significant event in the foundation of modern Turkey and is seen as its final victorious defence before the fall of the Ottoman Empire.[footnoteRef:7] The key commanders that served with the Allies to be noted here are; Herbert Kitchener, Sir Ian Hamilton, Sir John Fisher, Sir William Birdwood, Sir Walter Braithwaite and Sir William Churchill. Whereas, the Ottoman Empire had historically important figures within their ranks such as Kemal Mustafa and Liman Von Sanders.[footnoteRef:8] In modern times, Gallipoli is remembered as an extreme military blunder, and is seen as being on par with the disastrous Charge of the Light Brigade October 1845.   [2:  ‘Campaign - The Gallipoli Association’ <https://www.gallipoli-association.org/campaign/> [accessed 10 December 2018].]  [3:  Ibid.]  [4:  Ibid.]  [5:  Ibid.]  [6:  Jonathan Pearlman, ‘Anzac Day 2018: How the Ill-Fated Gallipoli Campaign Helped Forge Australia’s National Identity’, The Telegraph, 25 April 2018 <https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2018/04/25/anzac-day-important-commemorate/> [accessed 10 December 2018].]  [7:  ‘Why Turkey Hasn’t Forgotten about the First World War | British Council’ <https://www.britishcouncil.org/voices-magazine/why-turkey-hasnt-forgotten-about-first-world-war> [accessed 10 December 2018].]  [8:  ‘Who’s Who - The Gallipoli Association’ <https://www.gallipoli-association.org/campaign/whos-who/> [accessed 10 December 2018].] 

The Gallipoli Campaign featured some terrible blunders which were clearly avoidable, and which resulted in terrible casualties. Hindsight has shown where mistakes were made in areas such as intelligence, logistics, incompetent commanders and over confidence. The events of Gallipoli have been scrutinised by military strategists and a number of important lessons have been learnt. Strangely, in some cases, the disaster of Gallipoli has led to contradictory lessons being learnt. British and American conclusions differ with R.R James writing that ‘no single military campaign of modern times has been the subject of such intense and prolonged attention and controversy as the Gallipoli Campaign of 1915’.[footnoteRef:9] Perspectives matter when learning lessons and this can also be seen in the views of veteran’s associations such as, The Gallipoli Association, where learning from failure is important to validate the lives of those lost so that their deaths were not in vain.  [9:  Robert Rhodes James, Gallipoli (London: Pimlico, 1999)  Preface xv.] 

The tragic mistakes made at Gallipoli have taught military strategists, above all, the importance of good intelligence and preparation. Experienced leaders who communicate effectively across the various forces employed are also vital for the planning and coordination of successful military operations. The disaster came about through a combination of factors and cannot be attributed to one single mistake. Gallipoli also teaches important lessons about human value and the danger of negligence and disregard to the cost of life. Gallipoli remains today as an important reminder of the dangers of ill-informed and over confident leaders.
Gallipoli was doomed to fail from the very beginning, as the preparations and intelligence received had been unprofessional and unreliable. The allies had access to good intelligence but did not use it. J. Laffin notes that detailed and on the spot reports had been sent to the war office by British attachés at Constantinople and vice-consuls on the Dardanelles.[footnoteRef:10] In particular, the Gallipoli peninsula had been surveyed in detail by Lieutenant-Colonel Charles Cunliffe-Owen. Laffin writes ‘Cunliffe-Owen probably knew as much about the Dardanelles and the Turkish Army as any German intelligence officer’.[footnoteRef:11] Cunliffe-Owen made himself available for the planning of the campaign, in which he thought his intelligence would be highly important, ‘however, he was never consulted’.[footnoteRef:12] This was to be a grave mistake, as being resourceful and using the intelligence available would give a more accurate detail of the battlefield and surrounding terrain and its defences.  [10:  John Laffin, Damn the Dardanelles!: The Story of Gallipoli (Osprey, 1980) p.15-16. ]  [11:  Laffin, Dardanelles! 1980, p.15-16.]  [12:  Ibid.] 

The leadership of the allied forces showed a lack of respect for their enemy and they went into the campaign over confident in achieving victory. British forces saw the Turkish army as inferior due to their recent battles against Russian forces, case in point; The Battle of Sarikamish.[footnoteRef:13] Enver Pasha, commander of the Turkish Third Army, suffered a shattering defeat losing an estimated 77,000 men from his original force of 95,000, through weather conditions and a Russian counter attack.[footnoteRef:14] With such a heavy loss the British War Council saw this as a humiliating defeat for the Turks. The Allies took the Turkish disaster in the battle of Sarikamish as strong evidence of the ‘Turkish military incompetence’ with them losing well over half of their attacking force.[footnoteRef:15] Winston Churchill’s over confidence and arrogance about the Turks is alarming and his underestimation of his opposition shows a lack of respect. Churchill, serving as First Lord of the Admiralty, was to take much of the blame with his over confident approach towards the Turks, he is quoted; ‘a good army of 50,000 men and sea-power – that is the end of Turkish menace’ Churchill was confident that no other military operations were necessary.[footnoteRef:16] However, Churchill’s key mistake was that these men he was fighting, were fighting on their home soil, they were fighting off invaders on their land and for their country’s existence, this alone would have rallied the men to fight on until the end to defend their home land.  [13:  Alexander Mikaberidze, Conflict and Conquest in the Islamic World: A Historical Encyclopedia [2 Volumes]: A Historical Encyclopedia (ABC-CLIO, 2011) p.229-300.]  [14:  Ibid.]  [15:  Laffin, Dardanelles! 1980, p.18.]  [16:  ‘What About the Dardanelles?’, The International Churchill Society, 2013 <https://winstonchurchill.org/publications/finest-hour-extras/what-about-the-dardanellesq/> [accessed 14 December 2018].] 

Poor coordination between the sea and land-based forces created an unorganised and disjointed operation at the early stages. The navy was unable to get close enough to be as effective as planned which caused serious delays, allowing the Turks to reinforce. The naval campaign was a disaster, due to the effective sea mines the Turks had set. Lord Kitchener had repeated that no troops would be on hand to help aid in the naval campaign.[footnoteRef:17] The allied naval force were unable to pass through the Dardanelles with ease as expected, and the poor preparation of the war council with not having a backup plan in case of naval failure was crucial. This poor judgment and bad organisation was to have a larger impact, as it gave the defending Turks ample time to reinforce their position.[footnoteRef:18] With the allies accepting that the naval campaign alone would not be a possibility, Lord Kitchener comes to terms with this and commands that the army will ‘carry the operations through by military force’[footnoteRef:19] The problem being, is that the order was abrupt and no second thought was given to it, there was no further discussion among the war council.[footnoteRef:20] There was a gap of sixty-five days between the start of the naval attack and that of the beach landings.[footnoteRef:21] Which gave plenty of time and warning to the Turks about the allies intentions, according to General Enver; in six weeks they had taken over 200 Austrian Skoda Guns.[footnoteRef:22] With such delays from the allies, it gave the Turks time to bolster their defences and organise for the next allied attack. This proved to be vital, the simple truth is that the navy had failed in their primary objective and in turn set the scene for a near impossible task for the men landing on the beaches.  [17:  James, Gallipoli, 1999 p.39.]  [18:  Nigel Steel and Peter Hart, Defeat at Gallipoli (Pan Macmillan, 2002) p.20.]  [19:  Peter Fitzsimons, Gallipoli (London: Transworld Publishers, 2014) p.202.]  [20:  Ibid. ]  [21:  James, Gallipoli, 1999, p.77.]  [22:  Fitzsimons, Gallipoli, 2014, p.202.] 

Inexperienced leaders, in high positions of command contributed greatly to the disastrous events of the campaign. The war council was established due to the outbreak of war, with three key figures that should be noted above all others; Prime Minister Asquith, Winston Churchill and Lord Kitchener. These three men, had by far, the most influence within the war council.[footnoteRef:23] Lord Kitchener was the only real professional solider on the council and it put him in his very element dominating the council.[footnoteRef:24] This was a serious problem and with nobody questioning Lord Kitchener, he became settled in the power he had adopted. Under the new system, Lord Kitchener had a plan, spoke it in the war council and that was it, as A. Moorhead describes it;  [23:  Alan Moorehead, Gallipoli (London: Hamish Hamilton Ltd., 1956) p.37-38.]  [24:  Ibid.] 

Under the new system there was the Minister who decided everything, and a group of secretaries who supplied him with information and saw to it that his orders were carried out. There was no discussion, no pooling of brains and experience to make a plan and more often than not his subordinates did not have the vaguest idea of what was passing through his mind until he announced his decisions.[footnoteRef:25]  [25:  Ibid. ] 

With such an unorganised and cowardly war council not having the confidence to be able to even give their professional views, it was a case of tunnel vision in preparation. With more experience and stronger military leaders within the council, there could have been alternative options and more thorough examination of the enemy and the terrain. The men in the war council who made so many errors were not the only ones at fault. Vice-Admiral J. M. de Robeck who succeeded Vice-Admiral Carden on 17 March 1915, could be accounted for several mistakes. In particular, his communication with the Army on 22 March 1915 was so vague that there was a total misunderstanding in naval support in aiding the troops on the ground.[footnoteRef:26] Sir Ian Hamilton’s understanding of de Robeck’s assessment was that the Navy would harass the enemy and their forts, however, this did not happen, the Navy did nothing.[footnoteRef:27] It is clearly visible here that communication had broken down and that high ranking officers were incompetent in their ability to give orders and ensuring that their intentions were understood. [26: John Laffin, Damn the Dardanelles!: The Story of Gallipoli (Osprey, 1980) p.27. ]  [27:  Laffin, Dardanelles! 1980, p.27-28.] 

Military academics routinely reflect on the disaster of Gallipoli in order to learn lessons and train future military leaders. A key lesson that has emerged from the Gallipoli disaster relates to the challenges of amphibious warfare. Amphibious warfare requires considerable planning, sharing of intelligence and coordination between the navy and the army, features that were missing in the Gallipoli campaign. The military’s stance towards the Gallipoli campaign demonstrates a strong determination not to let catastrophic disasters like Gallipoli happen again.[footnoteRef:28] After World War I, the Mitchell Committee was formed by the Admiralty in 1919, to analyse in detail the campaign and create an authoritative report.[footnoteRef:29] The committee published a two-volume official Army History of the campaign in 1923–1932.[footnoteRef:30] There was a creation of an amphibious combined operation guide in 1925 receiving revised editions in 1931 and 1938.[footnoteRef:31] There had also been an ‘inter-service training development Centre (ISTDC) to study combined operations in detail’, created in 1938, to further aid the education of combined operations.[footnoteRef:32] [28:  David MacGregor, ‘The Use, Misuse, and Non-Use of History: The Royal Navy and the Operational Lessons of the First World War’, The Journal of Military History, 56.4 (1992), 606-607.]  [29:  Ibid. ]  [30:  Ibid. ]  [31:  Ibid.]  [32:  Ibid.] 

Extensive scrutiny and analysis of the mistakes of the Gallipoli campaign have led many to believe that large scale amphibious attacks are impractical, and that future amphibious missions should be on a smaller scale and should only be used as a surprise attack.[footnoteRef:33] Advances in technology, particularly in land based artillery, were stated as a key reason why amphibious attacks were becoming increasingly risky.[footnoteRef:34] One thing that is clear is that the military understood that disasters as avoidable as this one, should not be able to occur again. [33:  Ibid.]  [34:  Ibid.] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]While lessons were clearly learnt following the campaign, there were examples of lessons learnt during the campaign itself. Towards the end of the campaign problems with leadership had been identified, and as such experienced commander General Sir Charles Monro came in to succeed Hamilton.[footnoteRef:35] Monro took the decision to leave Gallipoli and achieved a very successful withdrawal.[footnoteRef:36] Dan Snow’s BBC radio documentary ‘voices of the First World War episode 15’ plays audio clips from soldiers who were on the Gallipoli Peninsula. They were clearly ashamed of the campaign and agreed that the withdrawal was the only success that had come from the campaign.[footnoteRef:37] Churchill’s determined response to the evacuation of Dunkirk, in 1940 during World War II, may well have been informed and influenced by his experience of the Gallipoli evacuation. [35:  Geoffrey Moorhouse, Hell’s Foundations: A Town, Its Myths and Gallipoli (Faber & Faber, 2011) p.7.]  [36:  Ibid.]  [37:  BBC Radio Documentaries, Voices of the First World War - Episode 15 - Gallipoli: Conditions and Evacuation <https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3C8stDNO9bs> [accessed 17 December 2018]. 11:00 - 14:00.] 

	This essay set out to identify and discuss what lessons could be learnt by tacticians and strategists from the Gallipoli disaster. History agrees that the Gallipoli campaign featured numerous blunders and mistakes, that for the most part, were avoidable. Key mistakes were related to poor planning, intelligence, logistics and, in particular, incompetent and overconfident commanders. Unprofessional and unreliable intelligence laid the foundations for the disaster that followed. Inexperienced leaders clearly underestimated the enemy and their overconfidence contributed to their failure. Lack of communication and coordination between Army and Navy led to a disjointed and mismanaged start to the campaign. The experience of Gallipoli has been extensively studied by military academics and used to train and inform future generations of military personnel. Particular lessons have related to amphibious missions with changes being applied to their implementations. Even during the campaign itself the experience of Gallipoli has clearly provided fertile ground for training future soldiers in the art of war and the avoidances of tragic mistakes. 
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