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This thesis is a cultural history which considers the romantic nature of the portrayal 

of the Gallipoli campaign. lt compares the responses of British and Australian 

participants of the campaign up to 1939. lt suggests that there were distinctive themes 

which recur throughout the British responses. These themes constitute the 'heroic

romantic myth of Gallipoli', the British equivalent of Australia's Anzac legend. Both the 

myth and legend helped to make the failure at Gallipoli tolerable and elevated the 

experience above the ignominy of defeat. The way the story was told in Britain contrasts 

strikingly with the Australian narration of Gallipoli as the foundation myth of the nation. Both 

forms of the reconstruction of the history of one campaign in the Great War reinforce the 

view that Gallipoli did not destroy the heroic romance of war stories. 

The thesis considers participants' assessments in terms of three genres: official, 

journalists', and individuals'. The focus is upon the nature of their story-telling, their style, 

tone, emphases and omissions. The thesis covers the following areas: 

1) The Dardanelles commission and the attempts of General Sir I an Hamilton to 

influence the findings of the first official response to the campaign . 

2) The purpose and style of official history, comparing Cecil Aspinaii-Oglander's 

volumes on Gallipoli to James Edmonds' conception of British official history and to 

'Charles Bean's Australian official history of Gallipoli. 

3) The work of Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett in comparison to the Australian official 

correspondent at Gallipoli, Charles Bean. These men had contrasting writing styles 

and attitudes to official control. 

4) The variety of personal narratives produced by men who visited the Gallipoli 

peninsula during the campaign. These include John Masefield's propagandistic work, 

the memoirs of chaplains including Ernest Raymond, and of front line soldiers, and unit 

histories. 

5) General Sir lan Hamilton's attempt to portray the campaign in a romantic light in his 

Gallipoli Diary. 
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Introduction 

1 
Gallipoli was a disaster. lt was a strategic distraction with only the slimmest 

chance of leading successfully to the capture of Constantinople and the defeat 

of Turkey. lt was a monument to the stupidity and egomania of politicians and 

generals. Yet in its immediate aftermath many of its participants insisted that it 

was worthwhile and very nearly successful. Moreover, it was said to be heroic, 

even romantic, and for the Australians, it was a revelation. This thesis considers 

the manner in which participants in the defeat at Gallipoli presented it to the 

world. 

The early interpretations of a campaign are of interest because they establish the 

generally held understanding of the nature of that campaign. This 'understanding' 

might be better described as its 'myth'. In using the term 'myth', I follow Samuel 

Hynes' definition. Myth, he writes, 

is not a synonym for falsehood; rather, it is a term to identify the 
simplified, dramatized story that has evolved in our society to contain the 
meanings of the war that we can tolerate, and so make sense of its 
incoherence and contradictions. 1 

1 Samuel Hynes, 'Personal narratives and commemoration' in J.M. Winter and E. Sivan (eds.), 
War and remembrance in the twentieth century (Cambridge, 1999), p.207. This definition 
contrasts with John Terrains's use of the word to imply falsehood in The smoke and the fire: 
myths and anti-myths of war 1861-1945 (London, 1980). 
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All subsequent accounts must work in the light of this myth. This thesis is interested 

in the early development of the myth of Gallipoli in the historiography of the 

campaign up to 1939. To go beyond this date would be to confuse the picture since 

the Second World War added a new layer of meanings to the myth of Gallipoli and 
1 

to the understanding of the Great War itself. Not least of these was its renaming as 

the First World War with all that entailed for perceptions of what had been 'the war 

to end war'.2 A further example would be the effect of the Second World War upon 

Anglo-Australian relations. In particular, the loss of Singapore in 1942 undoubtedly 

distorted and soured this relationship and thereby impinged upon perceptions of 

Gallipoli. 

This thesis will consider three types of assessments of the Gallipoli campaign 

which contributed to the myth of Gallipoli: 

1 )Official assessments of the campaign based on its participants' testimonies 

2)Journalistic assessments made by official correspondents during the campaign 

3)1ndividual's assessments recording their personal experience of the campaign 

2 Colonel Repington had pr~cipitately published a book entitled The First World War in 1920. 
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Outline of the campaign 

The essential purpose of the Dardanelles expedition was to capture 

Constantinople and thereby defeat Turkey, Germany's ally. lt was also hoped that 

this strategy would protect Egypt from Turkish attack, aid Russia, and bring the 

Balkan nations into the war on the side of the allies. This strategy was initiated by 

Winston Churchill, the First Lord of the Admiralty. That it was accepted by the War 

Council had much to do with Churchill's vigorous enthusiasm and Secretary of State 

for War Kitchener's and Prime Minister Asquith's passivity. Initially an attempt was 

made to force a way by ships alone through the narrow Dardanelles straits which 

lead to the sea of Marmora, the Bosphorous and Constantinople. The naval 

bombardment of the narrows' defences was unsuccessful and ceased on 18 March 

1915. Meanwhile plans to support the navy with a landing force developed, and 

what began as a purely naval operation became predominantly a military one with 

the Royal Navy playing only a supporting role. Given the reduced and indecisive 

role of the navy, this thesis will concentrate upon narratives concerning the army. 

On 25 April 1915 men of the Mediterranean Expeditionary Force under the 

command of General Sir lan Hamilton landed on the Gallipoli peninsula. The main 

thrust of the attack focused on five points (named S, V, W, X and Y beaches) along 

the tip of the peninsula, Cape Helles. The British professional soldiers of the 29th 

Division carried out these landings. They were supported by a diversionary dawn 

attack further along the Aegean coast of the peninsula at Z beach by men of the 

Australia and New Zealand Army Corps under the command of General Birdwood. 
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This beach was swiftly renamed after the Corps' acronym as Anzac Cove. French 

forces landed temporarily on the Asiatic coast of the Dardanelles and feint attacks 

were made at Bulair at the neck of the peninsula. These landings, the first opposed 

landing by a force armed with modern weapons, were an unprecedented feat of 

• 
amphibious warfare. Unfortunately they did not lead to decisive gains or the 

passage of the fleet through the Dardanelles and several months of intensive trench 

warfare ensued. 

Such were the conditions on the peninsula that almost no location was safe from 

enemy bombardment or snipers. The food supply was plentiful if monotonous, but 

water was at times in very limited supply. In the hot weather, the men, particularly 

the Anzacs cut down their uniforms to the bare minimum and sea-bathing was the 

only respite from the heat and the tension. Care of casualties remained a problem 

throughout: the burial of the dead lying in no man's land was especially difficult and 

the campaign's only armistice was held at Anzac on 19 May for this purpose. As a 

result of these conditions sickness, principally a form of dysentery or enteric fever 

fuelled by a plague of flies, was rife. 

On 6 August an attempt to break the deadlock was made by landing fresh forces 

at Suvla bay whilst forces tried simultaneously to break out from Anzac. This was 

not successful. The fighting in August was notable for a vicious battle at Lone Pine 

by the Anzacs, a futile diversionary attack nearby at the Nek, the brief occupation of 

the potentially decisive heights of Chunuk Bair by the New Zealanders, and the 

lethargy of the British efforts under General Stopford at Suvla bay itself. Hamilton 
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was removed from his command on 15 October. His replacement Lieutenant-

General Sir Charles Monro swiftly recommended the evacuation of the peninsula. 

After several w ~-_,~...~:-s of hesitation in London, and a visit to Gallipoli by Kitchener, the 

decision was made. The evacuation took place in two stages: Anzac and Suvla on 

' 
18/19 December, and Helles on 8/9 January 1916. 

This thesis will not discuss in detail the political and military factors behind the 

defeat at Gallipoli. Suffice it to say that the campaign was severely hampered by 

two factors. Firstly, it was launched in haste and without sufficient prior planning. 

This meant that, through no fault of his own, Hamilton lost the asset of surprise and 

formulated his plans on the basis of scant information. Secondly, the campaign was 

treated in London as a side-show and was therefore kept short of men and 

armaments: instead the Western Front continued to receive the lion's share of the 

limited supplies available. Hamilton's deferential and optimistic nature was partly 

culpable for this deficiency in that he did not press hard enough for what was 
' 

needed for the successful prosecution of the campaign. 

Gallipoli's recent historiography 

Historians have explained this incident repeatedly. 3 There have been three 

substantial general histories of the campaign written since the close of the 

3 
Useful surveys of Gallipoli's historiography are to be found in John Robertson, The tragedy and 

glory of Gallipoli: Anzac and Empire (London, 1990), pp.268-276 and Edward Spiers, 'Gallipoli', 
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Second World War. Of these, Robert Rhodes James' Gallipoli (1965) is the 

most widely respected. 4 Alan Moorehead's Gallipoli (1956) was written in a more 

popular tone, but lacked precise detail at important points.5 lt is credited as the 

stimulus to the re-emergence of interest in the First World War of the 1960s.6 

• 

Michael Hickey's Gallipoli (1995) focuses on events on the peninsula to the 

detriment of political details. 7 

The tactical and strategic conundrums of the campaign have been a focus of 

attention for military historians. Denis Winter has paid particular attention to the 

landing at Anzac.8 The later failure of the Suvla bay landing has been studied 

by Robin Prior,9 and Eliot Cohen and John Gooch.10 The role of lan Hamilton as 

commander in the failed expedition has been considered by Robert Rhodes 

James11 and John Lee, 12 whilst Tim Travers' study of Hamilton's leadership 

placed him in the broader context of British Army styles of command. 13 

in Brian Bond (ed.), The First World War and British military history (London, 1991}, pp.165-188. 
A more limited survey of the historiography is given in M.H. Ellis, 'Gallipoli, then ... the facts and 
the historians', The Bulletin, 25 April 1964. 
4 Robert Rhodes James, Gallipoli (London, 1965}. 
5 Alan Moorehead, Gallipoli (London, 1956}. 
6 Alex Danchev, "Bunking' and debunking: the controversies of the 1960s' in Brian Bond (ed.), 
The First World War and British military history (Oxford, 1991 ), p.264. 
7 Michael Hickey, Gallipoli (London, 1995). 
8 Denis Winter, 25 April1915: the inevitable tragedy (St. Lucia, Queensland, 1994). 
9 Robin Prior, 'The Suvla bay tea-party: a reassessment', Journal of the Australian War 
Memorial, no.7 (October 1985), pp.25-34. 
10 Eliot A. Cohen and John Gooch, Military misfortunes: the anatomy of failure in war (New York, 
1990)' pp.133-163. . 
11 Robert Rhodes James, 'General Sir lan Hamilton' in Field Marshal Sir Michael Carver (ed.), 
Military commanders of the twentieth century (London, 1976}, pp.84-92. 
12 

John Lee, 'Sir lan Hamilton and the Dardanelles, 1915' in Brian Bond (ed.) , Fallen stars 
~London , 1991 ), pp.32-51 . I await with interest John Lee's biography of Hamilton. 
3 T.H.E. Travers, 'Command and leadership styles in the British army: the 1915 Gallipoli model' , 

Journal of Contemporary History, 29 (1994), pp.403-442. The ongoing interest of military 
historians in the campaign will be discussed further in the conclusion. 
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The most important recent publication on the campaign is less concerned with 

the military details of Gallipoli than with the nature of the experience of the 

campaign. Nigel Steel and Peter Hart's Defeat at Gallipoli (1994) 14 draws upon 

the testimony of ordinary men and their officers to recount the campaign. Peter 

Liddle's earlier Men of Gallipoli (1976) also pieced together the details of the 

campaign through individual's private papers. 15 Steel and Hart's methodology 

followed that of Bill Gammage. His book, The broken years (1974), drew upon the 

diaries and letters of approximately 1 ,000 Australians who fought in the front-line 

during the war. 16 This is a powerful and emotive but not unbiased portrayal of 

heroism amidst tragedy. (Gammage later worked as historical adviser on Peter 

Weir's 1981 film, GallipoiF which has greatly influenced current popular perceptions 

of the campaign.) 18 More recently, John Robertson has used the reactions of 

Australian participants of the campaign in order to trace the story of Gallipoli in a 

broader imperial context and in a tone that is redolent of Charles Bean, the 

Australian official historian of the campaign. 19 

14 Nigel Steel and Peter Hart, Defeat at Gallipoli (London, 1994). 
15 Peter Liddle, Men of Gallipoli: the Dardanelles and Gallipoli experience, August 1914 to 
January 1916 (Trowbridge, 1998; first edition 1976). · 
16 Bill Gammage, The broken years: Australian soldiers in the Great War (Canberra, 1974) 
17 

Bill Gammage, David Williamson & Peter Weir, The story of Gallipoli: the film about the men 
who made a legend (Ringwood, Victoria, 1981). 
18 The film's resonance is discussed in Chris Flaherty and Michael Roberts, 'The reproduction of 
Anzac symbolism', Journal of Australian Studies, 24 (May 1989) pp.52-69. 
19 

Robertson, Anzac and Empire. 
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Oral historian Alistair Thomsen's Anzac memories (1994) drew upon interviews 

with Australian working-class veterans from the ranks. 20 His is not a history of the 

campaign, but of memory and the Anzac legend. Indeed, as its title suggests, 

Thomsen's book is as much to do with the working of memory and the continued 

re'interpretation of an experience over time, as it is about the Anzac legend per se. 

Thomson found that his interviewees recalled little romance or heroism in their 

experiences. 

These books which view the campaign from the bottom up tend to have a 

distinctive focus and tone. lt is not a coincidence that Steel and Hart were the first to 

include the word 'defeat' in their title. The focus on the individual's experience strips 

away much of the romance of war and of Gallipoli. But there is a paradox here. lt 

has been argued that on the Western Front, the disappearance of the individual 

amidst modern technology and sheer weight of numbers also destroyed the 

romance of war. 21 Yet, overall an aura of romance still clings to Gallipoli- there the 

individual was not overwhelmed in the same way as on the Western Front. 

20 Alistair Thomson, Anzac memories: living with the legend (Melbourne, 1994). See also, 
Alistair Thomson, 'A past you can live with : Digger memories and the Anzac legend' in Alan 
Seymour and Richard Nile (eds.), Anzac: meaning. memory and myth (London, 1991 ), pp.21-31. 
21 Omer Bartov, Murder in our midst: the Holocaust. industrial killing. and representation (Oxford, 
1996), pp.5, 15-32. This suggestion about individuals, technology and romance must be 
qualified. lt overlooks, for example, the importance of small units in the successes of 1918 or 
the experience of a man such as Ernst JOnger, author of The storm of steel (New York, 1975; 
first published in English in 1929; first published in 1921 ). 
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The Anzac legend 

What is meant by the romance of war? This thesis takes it to mean the 

fascination, excitement and glamour of battle. In its idiosyncratic way, the Anzac 

legend is a romantic war myth.22 lt is probably the most widely known understanding 

of Gallipoli. lt concerns the prowess of the Australasians, but concentrates upon the 

Australian men of Gallipoli.23 The basic outline of the legend is as follows. In 

landing at Anzac Cove and pushing recklessly up the steep gullies and ridges of the 

peninsula these 'Anzacs' demonstrated tremendous courage and initiative. This 

was their first major appearance as a nation on the world stage. lt was the 

Australians' 'baptism of fire', the 'birth of a nation'. A sense of national identity was 

uncovered combining courage and self reliance, athleticism, fierce loyalty to mates, 

relaxed discipline, egalitarianism, dry humour and a wild streak - ingredients which 

made them formidable soldiers. The Anzac legend has been powerfully described 

by George Johnston. He wrote of the Anzacs, 

They seemed to belong, not to the standard conceptions of military 
prowess and discipline, but to some other, younger, more exuberant world 
of the spirit. Physical, masculine, their big sunburnt bodies remarkable to 
an older world, romping naked under shell-fire on the beaches and even 
fighting naked in their clifftop trenches, activated by simple codes of 

22 
This thesis takes 'legend' and 'myth' to be synonymous, but for clarity will refer to the 

Australian understanding of Gallipoli as a legend and its British counterpart as a myth. 
23 

The New Zealand component of Anzac has been largely overlooked; this thesis will reflect that 
pattern since it is a consideration of Gallipoli's historiography. Notable work on the New 
Zealanders at Gallipoli includes Christopher Pugsley, Gallipoli: the New Zealand story (Auckland, 
1984); Jock Phillips, Nicholas Boyack and E.P. Malone (eds.), The great adventure: New 
Zealand soldiers describe the First World War (Wellington, 1988); and Maurice Shadbolt, Voices 
of Gallipoli (Auckland, 1989). 
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loyalty, adventure, and comradeship, unmoved by and even sceptical of 
any thoughts of jingoism or patriotism, admiring and respecting "Johnny 
Turk", the enemy, far more than they ever admired or respected their own 
leaders, these Anzacs were to all outside observers a remarkable new 
breed of men.24 

• Such is the importance of the Anzac legend that it is celebrated and 

commemorated each year in Australia on Anzac day, the anniversary of the first 

landings. lt is an event that overshadows November's Armistice day 

commemoration and Australia day. The Anzac legend elevates the experience of 

Gallipoli and of war and places it at the centre of Australia's sense of identity. lt has 

therefore been of great interest to historians. 

Ken lnglis has led the way in this work; his articles indicate several rich veins of 

enquiry: the nature of the Anzacs and of the Anzac legend, the development of the 

legend, and the memorialisation of the Anzacs. lnglis was the first to point to the 

role of C.E.W. Bean, official correspondent and historian of Gallipoli in shaping the 

legend.25 Both~ Alistair Thomson26 and D.A. Kenf7 have done interesting recent 

24 George Johnston, 'Anzac ... a myth for all mankind', Walkabout (April 1965), p.15. 
25 K.S. lnglis, 'The Anzac tradition', Meanjin Quarterly, 100 {1965), pp.25-44; K.S. lnglis, 'The 
Australians at Gallipoli - 1', Historical Studies, 14, no.54 (April 1970), pp.219-230; K.S. lnglis, 
'The Australians at Gallipoli - 11', Historical Studies, 14, no.55 (October 1970), pp.361-375; K.S. 
lnglis, C.E.W. Bean, Australian Historian (The John Murtagh Macrossan Lecture, 1969. St. Lucia, 
Queensland, 1970); K.S. lnglis, 'Anzac revisited: the Anzac tradition in Australia and New 
Zealand', in Alan Seymour and Richard Nile (eds.), Anzac: meaning. memory and myth {1991), 
pp.13-20; K.S. lnglis and Jock Phillips, 'War memorials in Australia and New Zealand: A 
comparative survey' in John Rickard and Peter Spearritt (eds.), Packaging the past? Public 
histories (Melbourne, 1991 ); K.S. lnglis, 'A sacred place: the making of the Australian War 
Memorial', War and Society, 3, no.2 (September 1985), pp.99-126; K.S. lnglis, 'War memorials: 
ten questions for historians', Guerres mondiales et con flits contemporains, no.167 (July 1992), 
pp.5-21. Some of Ken lnglis' work has been gathered in John Lack (ed.), Anzac remembered: 
selected writings of K.S. lnglis (Melbourne, 1998). 
26 

Alistair Thomson, "'Steadfast until death"? C.E.W. Bean and the representation of Australian 
military manhood', Australian Historical Studies, 23, no.93 (October 1989), pp.462-477. 
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work on the manner in which Bean portrayed 'the Anzacs. Whilst Peter Stanley has 

considered Bean in the light of subsequent shifts in the perception of Anzac.28 

Kevin Fewster has also worked on Bean and explored the impact of Bean's fellow 

war correspondent, Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett, on the origins of the legend.29 

L.LRobson30 has been at the fore in debunking C.E.W. Bean, which brought upon 

him and others the ire of John Barrett.31 

Geoffrey Serle provided a swift response to lnglis, speculating upon the links 

between the digger tradition and Australian nationalism.32 This prompted Noel 

Mclachlan to take issue with the idea of the digger legend as a unifying force. 33 

The relationship between the Anzac legend and Australia's national self identity has 

27 D.A. Kent, 'The Anzac book and the Anzac legend: C.E.W. Bean as editor and image-maker', 
Historical Studies, 21, no.84 (April 1985), pp.376-390. This article sparked off Denis Winter to 
write 'The Anzac' book a re-appraisal', Journal of the Australian War Memorial, no.16 (April 
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frontline diary of C.E.W. Bean (Sydney, 1983). 
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31 John Barrett, 'No straw man: C.E.W. Bean and some critics', Australian Historical Studies, 23, 
no.89 (April 1988), pp.1 02-114. 
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been studied by W.F. Mandle,34 Richard White35 and Suzanne Welborn.36 Wendy 

Mansfield traced the development of what she termed a folk mythology in Australia 

regarding Gallipoli.37 Jane Ross traces the nature of the myth of the digger through 

both world wars,38 whilst Patsy Adam-Smith's use of veteran's testimonies has 

' 
stripped away some of the romance of Anzac.39 More recently, Thomson's Anzac 

memories has sought to develop a more nuanced understanding of the legend, and 

E.M. Andrews' The Anzac illusion has pointed out the parochialism, delusions, and 

exaggerations of the legend. 40 

The memorialisation of Anzac has been worked upon by several historians. The 

development of Anzac day has been studied by Phillip Kitley and Richard Ely.41 

Kitley considered the link between the rowdy aspects of Anzac day and the tradition 

of larrikinism in the A.I.F.42 Anzac day was also the subject of Alan Seymour's 

controversial play The one day of the year (1967). Ken lnglis has considered the 

establishment of the Australian War Memorial as a 'national temple to the cult of 
-._ 

A.I.F. manhood'.43 Peter Stanley has argued that the combined impact of Gallipoli 

34 W.F. Mandle, Going it alone: Australia's national identity in the twentieth century (Ringwood, 
Victoria, 1977), ch.1. 
35 Richard White, Inventing Australia: images and identity 1688-1980 (Sydney, 1981 ). 
36 Suzanne Welborn, Lords of death: a people. a place. a legend (Fremantle, 1982). 
37 Wendy M. Mansfield, 'The importance of Gallipoli: The growth of an Australian folklore', 
Queensland Historical Review, 6, no.2 (1977), pp.41-53. 
38 Jane Ross, The myth of the digger: the Australian soldier in two World Wars (Sydney, 1985). 
39 Patsy Adam-Smith, The Anzacs (London, 1978). 
40 E.M. Andrews, The Anzac illusion: Anglo-Australian relations during World War One 
iCambridge, 1993). 

1 Richard Ely, 'The first Anzac day: invented or discovered?', Journal of Australian Studies, 17 
iNovember 1985), pp.41-58. 

2 
Philip Kitley, 'Anzac day ritual', Journal of Australian Studies, 4 (June 1979), pp.58-69. 

43 
K.S. lnglis, 'A Sacred Place', p.99. 
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and the experience of Pozieres in 1916 upon Bean's perception of the Anzac 

affected the nature of the Australian War Memorial.44 More recently, D.W. Lloyd has 

considered battlefield pilgrimage and compared the commemoration of the Great 

War in Australia with that of Britain and Canada.45 

The heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli 

British historians have tended to focus upon the military rather than the cultural 

history of Gallipoli. One exception is Geoffrey Moorhouse's Hell's foundations 

(1992). 46 This book explores the impact of Gallipoli and its myths upon the town 

of Bury, home of the Lancashire Fusiliers which lost heavily in the landings at W 

beach. Moorhouse's preface notes the tragic nature of the Gallipoli campaign 

and the Australian dominance of its mythology. One of the aims of this thesis is to 

counterbalance the historiographical emphasis on the Anzac legend by exploring 

the British portrayal of the campaign. The romantic nature of the British portrayal, 

like that of the Anzac legend, has often been noted by historians, but unlike its 

44 Peter Stanley, 'Gallipoli and Pozieres: a legend and a memorial', Australian Foreign Affairs 
Record, 56, no.4 (April 1985), pp.281-289. 
45 D.W. Lloyd, Battlefield tourism, pilgrimage and the commemoration of the Great War in Great 
Britain, Australia and Canada, 1919-1939 (Oxford, 1993). An early work on the commemoration 
of the campaign at Gallipoli is T.J. Pemberton's Gallipoli to-day (London, 1926). General Sir lan 
Hamilton wrote an introduction to this book. There is no comparable array of work on the 
commemoration of Gallipoli in Britain. The British viewed the defeat at Gallipoli in the context of 
the entire war; they commemorated the First World War as a whole and the historiography has 
reflected this. This contrast serves to underline the unusual prominence of Gallipoli in Australia's 
national consciousness. See, Bob Bushaway, 'Name upon name: the Great War and 
remembrance' in Ray Porter (ed.), Myths of the English (Cambridge, 1992), pp.137-167; 
Catherine Moriarty, 'Christian iconography and First World War memorials' in Imperial War 
Museum Review, no.6 (1992), pp.63-74; Adrian Gregory, The silence of memory: Armistice day 
1919-1946 (Oxford, 1994). 
46 

Geoffrey Moorhouse, Hell's foundations: a town, its myths and Gallipoli (London, 1992). 
·' 
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Australian counterpart it has never been satisfactorily examined.47 I have named the 

British equivalent to the Anzac legend the 'heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli'. 

The British myth of Gallipoli contains three strands. The first is a romantic view of 

warfare and of this campaign in particular. The second is an emphasis on the 

heroism of the participants in the campaign which is used to defend them from 

criticisms of failure. The third strand is a distinctively British emphasis on the 

strategy of the campaign. The myth is melancholy in tone. This is understandable 

given the ultimate failure of the campaign, the terrible living conditions on the 

peninsula and the constant presence of death - not just the perpetual risk of death 

but wounded and decaying bodies all around. Importantly, however, there is not the 

anger, futility or irony that Paul Fussell and Modris Eksteins argue is notable in 

memories of the Western Front.48 

In developing the first two strands of the myth, authors not only convey a 

favourable view of warfare but also make allusions to earlier legendary battles and 

warriors. The area abounded with classical associations. Given Gallipoli's location 

adjacent to Troy, classical references were often made. The Dardanelles was the 

ancient Hellespont which Leander swam across to reach Hero, and which Xerxes 

crossed on a bridge of boats. Moreover, the campaign lent itself to comparison with 

Greek tragedy- explicitly to a cycle with three distinct parts (landing, trench warfare, 

47 
P.H. Liddle, 'The distinctive nature of the Gallipoli expedition', RUSI: Journal of the Royal 

United Services Institute for Defence Studies, 122, no.2 (June 1977), pp.51-6 lists the 
campaign's unique features but does not discuss them in detail. 
48 

Paul Fussell, The Great War and modern memory (London, 1975), p.35; Modris Eksteins, 
Rites of spring: The Great "!ar and the birth of the modern age (London, 1989), p.219. 
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and evacuation) and perhaps implicitly to a proud hero humbled (the British empire). 

Contemporaries also often described battles or battle descriptions as 'Homeric'. 

Another obvious comparison to make in fighting the Turks was to the Crusaders who 

in medieval times had sought to liberate Jerusalem and the Holy Land from the 

. 'f·d I 49 
1n 1 e s. 

Evelyn Cobley has discussed the effect of similar references in David Jones' In 

parenthesis which relates to his experience of the Western Front. Cobley explains, 

Since formal devices actually contribute to the construction of what they 
are usually thought to be simply reflecting, Jones's mythopoeic modernist 
approach cannot help but imply that the horrors of mechanised mass 
slaughter can be integrated into a romantic tradition of heroic warfare. By 
establishing metaphoric bridges between past and present, Jones 
constantly suggests the possibility of seeing the war in terms of continuity, 
reintegration, reconciliation, and redemption; in contrast, most other war 
writers insisted on the discontinuity of the war both with the past and with 
ordinary life.50 

Similarly, Paul Fussell was deeply critical of Jones' approach. Fussell argued, 

In Parenthesis at the same time can't keep its allusions from suggesting 
that the war, if ghastly, is firmly "in the tradition." [ ... ] The tradition to 
which the poem points holds suffering to be close to sacrifice and 
individual effort to end in heroism; it contains, unfortunately, no precedent 

49 
The comparison between war in the east and a religious crusade was implicit in army thinking 

before the war. David French has noted, 'Successive General Staff intelligence handbooks on 
the Turkish army repeated the fact that the Sultan's position as Caliph "invests wars waged by 
him against Christian Powers with a religious character''.' (David French, 'The Dardanelles, 
Mecca and Kut: prestige as a factor in British eastern strategy, 1914-1916', War and Society, 5, 
no.1 (May 1987), pp.45-61 .) 
50 

Evelyn Cobley, Representing war: form and ideology in First World War narratives (Toronto, 
1993), p.192. 
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for an understanding of war as a shambles and its participants as victims. 
[ ... ] The poem is a deeply conservative work which uses the past not, as 
it often pretends to do, to shame the present, but really to ennoble it. The 
effect of the poem, for all its horrors, is to rationalise and even to validate 
the war by implying that it somehow recovers many of the motifs and 
values of medieval chivalric romance.51 

Fussell and Cobley make an interesting point about the effect of historical 

references in war narratives, one that is useful in considering the nature of 

Gallipoli's heroic-romantic myth. That such references are made relatively 

frequently in works on Gallipoli points to the weakness in their view that the First 

World War caused a profound break in the historical continuum. Indeed the 

response of Fussell, a literature professor, to the First World War has provoked 

strong criticism from military historians such as John Terraine, Robin Prior and 

Trevor Wilson, and Gary Sheffield. 52 

lt should be noted that the Anzac legend also makes comparisons with ancient 

warriors. But whilst these references are made to ennoble the men of Anzac, the 

British purpose seems more often to be to ennoble the campaign itself. This 

distinction can be seen in the discussion of strategy. The Anzac legend scarcely 

discusses strategy, it is not important to its portrayal of a nation of heroic men.53 As 

51 Fussell, pp.146-7. 
52 Terraine, pp.130-141; Robin Prior and Trevor Wilson, 'Paul Fussell at war', War in History, I, 
no.1 (March 1994), pp.63-71; G. D. Sheffield, '"Oh! What a futile war'': representations of the 
Western Front in modern British media and popular culture' in . lan Stewart and Susan L 
Carruthers, War, culture and the media: representations of the military in 20th century Britain 
(Trowbridge, 1996), pp.63-66. Prior and Wilson, for example, note several factual errors on 
Fussell's part and the fact that he ignores facets of the war which were not futile such as the war at sea 
or the mobilisation of the British economy. 
53 

Bean did make grand claims for the strategy, suggesting that it might have curtailed the war by 
two years, but this dubious assertion is overshadowed by his emphasis upon the nature of the 
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the junior partners in an enterprise in which they proved themselves to be a 

formidable and resourceful fighting force, the Australians disclaim responsibility for 

failure and instead blame another: the British. Angus Calder explains the reason for 

this and also its resonance thus: 

The Dardanelles defeat was not Australia's - it was suffered by the British 
Empire, as a result of a strategy decided by the British government. 
Britons, not Australians, bungled. Hence the Gallipoli myth also 
crystallises Australian resentment against British condescension towards 
colonials, and Australians' sense of difference from Britons. lt is also 
intrinsically expansionist: the Gallipoli heroes far from home show the 
world what Australians are made of, and represent, as Bean put it, 'the 
kind of force to move the world'. 54 

But the British, the instigators and their defenders, must justify themselves, hence 

the preoccupation with strategy. The strategy is defended in two ways: in terms of 

its potential and in terms of its effect. The idea of attacking in the East is portrayed 

as an imaginative shortcut to victory. Winston Churchill55 and official historian 

' 
Aspinaii-Oglander,56 as well as Basil Liddell Hart,57 promulgated this idea. Such a 

peripheral attack utilising the nation's naval power has traditionally been held up as 

the British way in warfare. Those supporting this maritime strategy, in preference to 

Anzacs. (C.E.W. Bean, The story of Anzac from the outbreak of the war to the end of the first 
phase of the Gallipoli campaign, May 4, 1915 (The official history of Australia in the war of 1914-
1918, vol. I. St. Lucia, Queensland, 1981; first published 1921 ), p.174.) 
54 

Angus Calder, The myth of the Blitz (London, 1991 ), p.7. 
55 

Winston Churchill's The world crisis 1915 (London, 1923} is discussed briefly in chapter five . 
56 

C.F. Aspinaii-Oglander, Military operations. Gallipoli. Vol. 11: May 1915 to the evacuation 
(History of the Great War based on official documents. London, 1992; originally released 1932}, 

Pi~~~·. Liddell Hart, The real war 1914-1918 (London, 1930}; B.H. Liddell Hart, The British way in 
warfare (London, 1932} · 
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a more substantial continental commitment, praised it as a relatively cheap route 

towards victory.58 By contrast, however, Trevor Wilson has provided a remarkably 

clear-sighted and succinct assessment of the Gallipoli strategy's chances in The 

myriad faces of war. He writes, 'at no phase was the Gallipoli operation, even if 

blessed with reasonable military competence and a good measure of luck, assured 

of success. Rather, the odds against victory were, in whatever circumstances, 

ominously high.'59 Yet the prospect of victory in the East retains its potency as an 

alternative to the grim slaughter of the Western Front. The strategy is secondly 

defended as having had decisive results despite not having secured its most 

obvious goals. Thus it is frequently claimed that Gallipoli facilitated the later 

victories in the East by destroying 'the flower of the Turkish Army'. Those 

responsible for the strategy's implementation defended themselves by one further 

means. Like the Australians, they blame another: this time, the politicians in 

London. They argue - albeit in veiled terms - that decisions in London made their 

task impossible. 

The defence of Gallipoli's strategy appeals superficially to the intellect. The first 

two strands of the myth work more subtly. They are an emotional defence, a sugar-

coating for the bitter pill of defeat. The British ability and readiness to couch the 

campaign in heroic-romantic terms had several sources. One is the cult of chivalry 

58 The British way in warfare is discussed by Corelli Barnett, Britain and her Army 1509-1970 
(London, 1970); Michael Howard, Causes of war and other essays (London, 1983), pp.189-207; 
Paul Kennedy, The rise and fall of British naval mastery (London, 1991 ); and David French, The 
British way in warfare 1688-2000 (London, 1990). 
59 

Trevor Wilson, The myriad faces of war (Cambridge, 1986), p.130. 
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that developed in the nineteenth century. This idealised the supposed attributes of 

the knight of the Middle Ages. The knight, and therefore the gentleman, was 

thought to be brave, loyal, honourable, and courageous, a defender of the Church 

and of helpless women. Central to these notions was the idea that fighting was not 

only necessary but glorious.60 The generation of public-school educated men who 

fought at Gallipoli had been brought up on martial stories that they were ready to 

compare to their own experiences. These were stories such as Hector and Achilles, 

the knights of King Arthur, Richard the Lionheart crusading against the Saracens, 

Sir John Moore at Corunna, the charge of the Light Brigade, lvanhoe and so on.61 

Crucially, such stories idealised heroic failures as often as victories. Philip Guedella 

in reviewing General Hamilton's Gallipoli diary in 1920 was prompted to consider 

this British taste for failure: 

There is a certain state of mind, unless perhaps it is a state of health, 
which prefers its hopes forlorn. lt can only breathe in the tense air of 
disaster,, and failure has quite a success with it. Any student of opinion 
will tell you that with a British posterity one sound, romantic defeat will go 
twice as far as three vulgar victories; and nothing in London is more 
significant than the fact that Gordon, who failed is in Trafalgar Square, 
whilst Napier, who succeeded, has penetrated no further than Waterloo 
Place. Contemporaries may be incommoded by the loss of a war; but 
posterity, if the historians know their business, is a glutton for failure. 62 

60 
Mark Girouard, The return to Camelot: chivalry and the English gentleman (New Haven, 

1981), p.16. 
61 

Ibid. , p.281. 
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Philip Guedella, 'Miscellany - Defeatism', The New Statesman, 26 June 1920, London, Liddell 
Hart Centre for Military Archives, King's College, Hamilton papers, 17/43, p.80. 
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Several other popular ideas fed into this cult of chivalry and the romanticization of 

war. One was the late nineteenth century's glorification of death. An excellent 

example of this is Tennyson's The charge of the Light Brigade. David Cannadine, in 

his exploration of grief and mourning of the time, explains, 

But if the celebration of death was on the wane from the 1880s onwards, 
the glorification of death - of death on active service, in battle, in the front 
line, for one's country - was markedly on the increase. The growing 
international tensions of these years, combined with the ever-widening 
appeal of ideas of social Darwinism, and the stridently athletic ethos of 
the late Victorian and Edwardian public school, produced an atmosphere 
in which soldiering and games were equated, in which death was seen as 
unlikely, but where, if it happened, it could not fail to be glorious.63 

In 1915 Britain had had a recent example of heroic death in Scott of the Antarctic. 

Scott had written, "We are showing that Englishmen can still die with a bold spirit, 

fighting it out to the end .. . I think this makes an example for Englishmen of the 

future."64 Geoff Dyer discusses the nature of Scott's heroism thus: 

Although clad in the guise of scientific discovery, Scott's expedition 
contributed nothing to the knowledge of polar travels unless it was to 
emphasize 'the grotesque futility of man-hauling'. But with Scott, futility 
[ .. . ] becomes an important component of the heroic. That Scott had 
turned the expedition into an affair of 'heroism for heroism's sake' only 
enhanced the posthumous glory that greeted news of his death when it 
reached England on 11 February the following year.65 

63 
David Cannadine, 'War and death, grief and mourning in modern Britain' in Joachim Whaley 

~ed.), Mirrors of mortality: studies in the social history of death (London, 1981 ), p.195. 
4 

Geoff Dyer, The missing of the Somme (London, 1994), pp.8-9. 
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Although Scott is never directly alluded to by the mythologisers of Gallipoli, 

examples like his fed into attitudes of the time. 

This obsession with death and decay emanated in part from the influence of 

Romanticism. This helps to explain the fascination of the ruins of Troy. Other 

elements of Romanticism, despite its diffuse nature, can be discerned in the 

portrayal of Gallipoli. One might point to a preoccupation with the beauty of the 

peninsula (wild flowers and brilliant sunsets were a distinctive feature of the 

battlefield), or to an interest in the exotic which enhanced Gallipoli's mystique. The 

Romantic poet, Byron, had also made his personal contribution in 1810 by 

swimming the Hellespont as Leander had done. 

John Keegan, in praising Thucydides (who is sometimes alluded to in works on 

Gallipoli), pointed to the dual impact of Romanticism and Hellenism upon battle 

description. Keegan argues: 

66 

The difference between Roman and Greek historiography, in the words of 
Professor Michael Grant, is that the former 'began with politics and the 
state', while the latter 'sprang from geography and human behaviour'. lt 
was appropriate, therefore, that the Greek historians should have begun 
to make their influence felt on European historiography at the precise 
moment when an interest in 'geography and human behaviour', an 
interest whose intellectual and artistic manifestation we call Romanticism, 
was replacing a dry-as-dust legalistic concern with 'politics and the state' 
as the motive force of historical inquiry.66 

John Keegan, The face of battle (London, 1976), p.69. 
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Hellenism, an interest in ancient Greece, was central to an English public school 

education of this period. This ensured that Homer's Iliad was a familiar text and 

Schliemann's relatively recent excavations of the site of its battles was well known. 67 

Public schools also stressed chivalrous notions and the allied values of 

sportsmanship and athleticism. Peter Parker has studied the way in which the 

public school ethos affected attitudes to the Great War.68 This ethos with its 

romantic attitude towards war was perpetuated by popular novels such as Tom 

Brown's schooldays, Henty's adventure stories for boys, and by movements such as 

Baden Powell's Boy Scouts. With such a background, it is not surprising that many, 

particularly the socially elite members of the Royal Naval Division, were quick to 

make the link between modern battle on Gallipoli and its ancient precursors. The 

circumstances of the death just prior to the landings on St George's Day of Rupert 

Brooke, the most romantic and famous of public school boys, only reinforced such 

thoughts. Richard Jenkyns explains this phenomenon, 

lt was indeed impossible not to think of the Iliad, for Tray and the Gallipoli 
peninsula face each other across the Dardanelles; and when Brooke, with 
a terrible appropriateness, died on Scyros, one comparison was 
inevitable: as Charles Lister wrote after seeing him buried, 'The Island of 
Achilles is a suitable resting-place for those bound for the plains of Tray.' 
Perfect in physical beauty, perfect in the setting of his death, Brooke was 
fated to be likened to the heroes of epic or romance; but even when men 

67 
James Bowen, 'Education, ideology and the ruling class: Hellenism and English public schools 
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died in less cruelly apt circumstances, their friends often found the 
temptation to dignify them with the aura of heroic poetry irresistible.69 

Brooke was buried by torchlight on Scyros under an epitaph proclaiming in Greek 

that he 'died for the deliverance of Constantinople from the Turks'.70 

• Yet, the questions remain, why was it possible to romanticise Gallipoli in this way 

and why did its participants choose to do so? Simply to point to the romantic frame 

of mind with which these men began their campaign is not a sufficient explanation of 

the continuing desire to romanticise Gallipoli. Consider it for a moment in terms of 

Fussell's flawed but influential argument. Stripped of its romance, Gallipoli could 

have been transformed into the ultimate disillusioning experience. The potential for 

an ironic portrayal is certainly there: the possibility that Gallipoli could have ended 

the war surely provides the 'dynamics of hope abridged'71 which Fussell pinpoints as 

the fount of the Western Front's irony. But Fussell's paradigm of disappointed 

hopes leading to ironic portrayal does not apply to Gallipoli, just as it does not apply 

to the great mass of literature regarding the Western Front.72 How then, was it 

69 Richard Jenkyns, The Victorians and ancient Greece (Oxford, 1980), p.339. 
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possible for Gallipoli, a campaign which Peter Stanley has described as 'rich in 

irony',73 to be portrayed in its distinctive, romantic fashion? 

There are several factors which enable the Gallipoli campaign to be 

remembered in a quite separate manner to the Western Front. One might be the 

fact that Gallipoli was a defeat. Failure seems to have added to the romance of 

the expedition. This seemingly illogical point is illustrated by a comment in The 

Times from 1927: 

lt began with the achievement of the apparently impossible and it ended 
in failure, a failure which itself gave further glory to the troops engaged. lt 
was a proof of the military prowess of the race and a lesson in the 
relations between politicians and soldiers in time of war. lt will inspire the 
youth of the future, and it will ever be a warning to statesmen with ideas 
on war. 74 

To elevate failure in this manner produces an inclusive myth that all can celebrate -

from ardent militarists to pacifists. Indeed this element of failure may have 

contributed to the desire to remember Gallipoli amidst the disillusionment of the 

inter-war period. Hamilton wrote in 1932, 

I do not wish them to celebrate anniversaries of resounding victories, 
because flag-waving over an enemy's defeat must carry with it a sting to 
the self-esteem of that enemy which may engender a longing for revenge. 
No, rather would I suggest that we celebrate sheer feats of arms, like 
those achieved on the beaches of the Dardanelles, as conquests by our 
soldiers and sailors over every man's enemy- "The lmpossible!"75 
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There are other potent factors that set Gallipoli apart. Its physical separation 

from France and Flanders is obvious enough, as are its decisively different topology 

and climate. But perhaps its cost and timing are the crucial factors. The casualty 

st~tistics for almost nine months of fighting at Gallipoli are terrible: official statistics 

give the total number of casualties from the British empire at nearly 120,00076 or two 

casualties for every nine men sent out to the Dardanelles theatre.77 Yet the more 

terrible fact is that these statistics were dwarfed by those for the Western Front 

where five in every nine men became casualties. In particular, Gallipoli is 

overshadowed by the experience of the Battle of the Somme. During the first month 

of that battle, July 1916, -the worst month of the war- losses in France approached 

200,000.78 The Somme was a watershed, it tainted all that came after it. 

Conversely, the battles that came before- particularly Gallipoli - retain something of 

the sense of romance and excitement that characterised the earliest days of the war. 

As A. D. Harvey explains it, 
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The Romance of War was to a large extent a late nineteenth-century 
discovery: which was to carry almost a whole generation through Gallipoli 
and the Battle of Loos, before withering under the machine-guns of the 
Somme. 79 

'Therefore, despite Fussell's contention that the First World War constitutes a 

rupture in cultural history, Gallipoli proves otherwise. Fussell suggests that the 

profoundly shocking experience of the Western Front made a nonsense of 

traditional values and required a new 'modern' mode of thought. Yet the heroic-

romantic myth of Gallipoli is resolutely anti-modern. Gallipoli supports the argument 

that traditional modes of thought persisted and held resonance for many, that the 

traditional and the modern co-existed. As Hynes explains, 

Edwardian past and wartime past seemed contradictory realities, one 
refuting and cancelling the other. But both existed in the minds and 
imaginations of post-war survivors, and both together defined the troubled 
post-war,world. 80 

The second of my questions remains: why did the participants of Gallipoli choose 

to romanticise it? That is to say, what was the purpose of the myth? Selfish motives 

were certainly at work in some cases. For many of the most prominent figures of the 

campaign, their portrayals of Gallipoli can be viewed as a personal exercise in 

79 
A. D. Harvey, A muse of fire: literature. art and war (London, 1998), p.63. 

80 
Samuel Hynes, A war imagined: the First World War and English culture (London, 1990), 

p.354. .. 

26 



saving face. If Gallipoli was nearly successful in foreshortening the war and the 

failure to do so was someone else's fault, it makes that failure more palatable. This 

thought must be borne in mind in considering the writings of the men involved in its 

planning such as Churchill, Hamilton and Aspinaii-Oglander. Furthermore, for 

Australians and others caught up in the failure, such as the serial bankrupt, 

journalist and lecturer, Ashmead-Bartlett, perhaps it was also useful that it was an 

important failure. There was, therefore, a substantial coincidence of interest in 

making Gallipoli what it became. 

In considering the purpose of the myth, it might also be instructive to compare it to 

two other myths of the First World War which have been identified. Samuel Hynes' 

myth of the war and George Mosse's myth of the war experience refer to the 

experience of the Western Front. The first is angry and accusatory, expressed 

in high culture, its essence being 'the old betray the young; the past is remote 

and useless'.81 The second is a consolatory myth82 expressed in popular 

culture, its main features being the spirit of 1914, war as a test of manliness, the 

ideal of camaraderie, and the cult of the fallen soldier.83 The heroic romantic 

myth of Gallipoli contains elements of both of these - the accusatory idea of the 

politicians' betrayal and the consolatory idealisation of the war experience. 

Hynes is again useful in suggesting an overarching purpose for such myths: 
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We must believe that war narratives also confirm the memories of men 
who fought but did not write about their wars. Confirm, but also perhaps 
construct; for the order and meaning that written versions give to the 
incoherence of war must operate on other memories, making sense of the 
muddle of images that most men bring back from their wars. 84 

Such assumptions about the thoughts of the silent majority of participants cannot 

be substantiated, but these thoughts on the purpose of myths for those who 

propagated and perpetuated them are still helpful. The myths of Gallipoli - both 

British and Australian - helped to make its failure tolerable. They are about what 

made it special and different, and what made it worthwhile. They are about 

elevating the experience above the ignominy of defeat. 

Outline of this thesis 

How pervasive, then, was the heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli? This thesis sets 

out to trace its development and influence through the assessments of participants 

in the campaign. That it became the dominant public form of understanding and 

remembrance of Gallipoli is illustrated by countless newspaper anniversary articles 

and book reviews of the period. In 1939, for example, the BBC broadcast a 

documentary about the campaign. lt based its text upon the writings of Winston 

84 
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Churchill, John Masefield, General Sir lan Hamilton, Henry Nevinson, Compton 

Mackenzie, John North and Aspinaii-Oglander's official history of the war. 85 That it 

did so illustrates that the work of these authors, all of whom are discussed in this 

thesis, were considered to be the essential texts of Gallipoli by the nation's 

broadcasting voice. The result was an absorbing and moving documentary that was 

heavily influenced by the heroic-romantic myth. In particular the decision was made 

to quote several long passages from the romantic work of the poet, John Masefield. 

Did the heroic-romantic myth pervade all the primary texts of Gallipoli in the same 

way? This thesis considers participants' assessments in terms of three genres: 

official, journalists', and individuals'. They are considered not as historical evidence 

from which to discern the facts of the campaign, but as narratives which portrayed 

the campaign in a particular manner for a particular reason. The factual veracity of 

these various portrayals is therefore not the primary concern here, rather, the nature 

of their story-telling, their style, tone, emphases and omissions are the focus. 

This approach sets this thesis apart from other work on Gallipoli. For 

example, like Steel and Hart, the testimony of individual participants is 

considered. However this thesis uses them not to piece together the progress 

and experience of the campaign, not as historical evidence as such, but as a 

genre. This approach mirrors the priorities of these narratives: their priority is 

not to document the progress of the campaign but to record the nature of the 
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individual's war experience and how it felt. In doing so, it applies the ideas of 

Samuel Hynes' The soldiers' tale (1997). He imagines that the recollections of 

all soldiers can be gathered together as one story and then discusses this 

soldiers' tale. He suggests that unlike other war genres, the personal narratives 

of'soldiers, 

subvert the expectations of romance. They work at a level below the big 
words and the brave sentiments, down on the surface of the earth where 
men fight. They don't glorify war, or aestheticize it, or make it literary or 
heroic; they speak in their own voices, in their own plain language. They 
are not antiwar - that is, they are not polemics against war; they simply tell 
us what it is like. They make war actual, without making it familiar. They 
bear witness.86 

However, Hynes generalises too much: not all participants' published responses to 

Gallipoli fit his thesis of the soldiers' tale. Many of them are deeply imbued with the 

heroic-romantic myth. Nor do these personal narratives alone account for the 

picture of Gallipoli that was presented to the public prior to 1939. 

This thesis places alongside an examination of soldiers' personal narratives and 

the idea of the soldiers' tale two other genres: official responses and journalists' 

responses. The official responses are antithetical to Hynes' idea of the soldiers' 

tale, and to personal narratives in general. The journalists' responses straddle 

these two genres. 
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What, then, are the shared characteristics of the British official responses? They 

give a top-down view in which the experiences and emotions of individuals are 

largely irrelevant. They work on the level of high politics and the military details of 

strategy and tactics. Their purpose is to record the bare facts so far as that is 

consonant with downplaying criticism and controversy. Indeed they aimed to 

subdue criticism and controversy so that the memory of the campaign could be laid 

to rest. The contrast with personal narratives is clear: their task was to secure the 

memory of their participation and to find some meaning within that. Given this 

contrast, the journalists can be seen as a transitional group. The response that they 

developed detailed the facts and progress of the campaign within strict parameters 

of censorship laid down by officials, but also interpreted those facts, gave them 

meaning and considered their impact at the level of the individual. 

Almost all of the narratives of Gallipoli contained elements of the heroic-romantic 

myth of Gallipoli. This thesis considers their development and their style, and how 

they related to each other. 

The structure of the thesis is as follows. The first two chapters consider the 

official responses. The first official interpretation of the campaign was the 

Dardanelles commission. Despite the vigorous efforts of General Sir lan Hamilton, 

the commission report was a document which refused either to wholly blame or to 

exculpate those involved in the campaign. The second British official interpretation 

was the official history of the campaign. Its author, Brigadier-General Cecil Aspinall 

Oglander refused to make the history as bland as his superiors wished, though 
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some elements of the campaign were nonetheless whitewashed. lt thus had much 

in common with other official responses, but was also different in important respects 

from the model for British official history, Brigadier-General Sir James Edmonds' 

volumes on the Western Front. This chapter also considers the Australian official 

history by C.E.W. Bean. Bean had entirely different priorities from the British official 

responses which meant his work shared some characteristics with personal 

narratives and with his work as a war correspondent. The third chapter considers 

the development of the journalists' responses during the campaign with particular 

reference to the British war correspondent, Ellis Ashmead Bartlett and his relations 

with the officials who attempted to control him. lt compares his work with that of 

Bean. Given the transitional nature of the journalists' responses, they are not being 

considered in strict chronological order within the thesis. The fourth chapter 

considers the soldiers' personal narratives and compares Hynes' thesis of the 

soldiers' tale with the nature of Gallipoli's personal narratives. The final chapter 

looks at a special case amongst these personal narratives: the commander's 

response, Hamilton's Gallipoli diary. lt will be seen that Hamilton was a major 

exponent of the heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli. 

Hamilton's aim was to defend his reputation that had been severely tarnished by 

the failure of the Gallipoli expedition. His activities in attempting to influence the 

public portrayal of the campaign will be given particular emphasis throughout the 

thesis. lt therefore disputes Michael Hickey's assertion that, 
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He spent his long retirement, until his death in 1945 [sic], caring as best 
he could for his former officers and men, never repining or seeking to 
exculpate himself, despite the frequent and often shrill judgments passed 
on his conduct of operations at Gallipoli.87 

Because of this emphasis on Hamilton, and because of the historiographical 

domination of the Anzac legend, the British portrayal of Gallipoli will be the primary 

focus of the thesis. lt will be placed alongside developments in Australia in order to 

consider the portrayal of Gallipoli as a whole. For the narration of Gallipoli as this 

foundation myth of the nation contrasts strikingly with the way the story was told in 

Britain. Both forms of the reconstruction of the history of one campaign in the Great 

War reinforce the view that Gallipoli did not destroy the heroic romance of war 

stories. On the contrary, language and documentation coalesce into what has 

become the 'history' we share. 

a1 H" 1ckey, Gallipoli, p.338. My emphasis. 
~ .. i 
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He spent his long retirement, until his death in 1945 [sic], caring as best 
he could for his former officers and men, never repining or seeking to 
exculpate himself, despite the frequent and often shrill judgments passed 
on his conduct of operations at Gallipoli. 87 

Because of this emphasis on Hamilton, and because of the historiographical 

domination of the Anzac legend, the British portrayal of Gallipoli will be the primary 

focus of the thesis. lt will be placed alongside developments in Australia in order to 

consider the portrayal of Gallipoli as a whole. For the narration of Gallipoli as this 

foundation myth of the nation contrasts strikingly with the way the story was told in 

Britain. Both forms of the reconstruction of the history of one campaign in the Great 

War reinforce the view that Gallipoli did not destroy the heroic romance of war 

stories. On the contrary, language and documentation coalesce into what has 

become the 'history' we share. 

87 
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Chapter one 

The Official Response: The Dardanelles Commission 

The first official assessment of the Gallipoli campaign was undertaken 

reluctantly. lt had been a controversial episode, but it took another greater 

controversy, the Mesopotamia campaign, to force a public post mortem. 1 The 

Dardanelles commission sat in late 1916 and 1917 as Britain went through the 

battles of the Somme and Passchendaele on th~ Western Front. If the 

commission report's tone was mild and other concurrent events more 

inflammatory, it nonetheless aroused passions behind the scenes. The 

involvement of participants of Gallipoli in producing the report of the Dardanelles 

commission is the subject of this chapter. 

The Dardanelles commission has never before been considered in its own 

right. The evidence and reports of the commission are often used as a source of 

information by historians, but rarely as a subject for consideration in itself. 

When these hearings do feature in the historiography of Gallipoli, they are 

usually compressed into a brief paragraph summarizing the findings, their 

1 
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fairness and their influence on the subsequent literature.2 John Robertson's The 

tragedy & glory of Gallipoli: Anzac and empire3 is exceptional in devoting an 

entire chapter to the commission, but his study is restricted to the Australian 

perspective. More personal views have also appeared. The efforts of Winston 

Ch'urchill, the young and vigorous former First Lord of the Admiralty, to plead his 

case have been recorded by Martin Gilbert. 4 Similarly, Maurice Hankey, 

secretary to the Committee of Imperial Defence, described in his memoirs his 

own labours to defend the government before the commission. 5 However, the 

endeavours of General Sir lan Hamilton, commander-in-chief of the 

Mediterranean Expeditionary Force, regarding the commission have not 

received the same attention. This chapter takes the opportunity provided by 

Hamilton's copious correspondence regarding the commission to consider both 

the commission and the general in a new light. This is evidence that was largely 

glossed over by Hamilton's nephew in his biographl and obscured by brevity in 

2 
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Robertson's work. lt shows that Hamilton was not only an honourable and 

chivalrous soldier, but also a clever and guileful political operator. 

A reluctant concession 

In mid 1916 Britain contemplated two military defeats. Following an autumn 

of agonizing over the decision, the Gallipoli peninsula had been evacuated in 

January. During the same period fears developed that another expeditionary 

force was faltering in Mesopotamia. In April 1916 Kut el Amara fell. With this 

event, the combined impact of these two defeats forced the government to 

answer the critics who clamoured for an explanation. 

A request to lay the relevant papers about the Dardanelles before the House 

of Commons had been denied as early as the 15 November 1915.7 However, by 

1 June 1916, the fact that the Prime Minister, Asquith, had voluntarily offered to 

produce papers on Mesopotamia was used in Parliament by Sir Henry Dalziel to 

press for a similar action regarding the Dardanelles. In response to this point, 

combined with further pressure from Churchill, Bonar Law accepted the principle 

of publishing the papers.8 That the issue of the Mesopotamia papers opened 

the door to the investigation of the Dardanelles is indicative of the greater 

7 
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degree of controversy surrounding the Mesopotamia campaign. This is 

confirmed, for example, by contemporary editorials in The Times. In discussing 

Asquith's gradual yielding of the commissions it noted on 21 July 1916, 'this 

business on the Tigris is for the moment paramount'. 9 Its comments on the 

es1ablishment of the two commissions was entitled 'The Mesopotamia 

commission', the focus of the article followed its title. 10 

Sonar Law's promise was not popular within Whitehall. The Chief of the 

Imperial General Staff, General Robertson, for example, wrote a memorandu-m 

on 9 July that strongly opposed the publication of all or even part of the relevant 

documents. 11 Chief amongst the opponents to publication was Maurice Hankey, 

secretary to the Committee of Imperial Defence. He composed two memoranda 

outlining the case against this promise. 12 The longer of the two, written on 8 

July, gave the background to the decision, its precedents and the arguments 

against it. These were numerous. The Foreign Office objected to the 

publication of any diplomatic documents. This would have required permission 

to be sought from Britain's allies and such permission was felt unlikely to be 

granted. Diplomatic references would consequently have to be removed from 

naval and military documents. Of these documents, furthermore, care would 

9 
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need to be taken to avoid assisting the enemy. Indeed, it was suggested that 

any scrutiny of the Dardanelles campaign would signal that efforts in that arena 

were definitely finished. This was a fact that would assist the enemy in locating 

its defences. 

'Further difficulties arose over the publication of the proceedings of the War 

Committee - evidence crucial to making sense of events. 13 This evidence had 

not been taken down verbatim nor had it been circulated for checking by 

participants for security reasons. lt would therefore have been unfair to publish 

it. lt would also be difficult to go back and ask committee members to check the 

notes because a chief protagonist, Lord Kitchener, had died in the interim. 

Moreover, if the precedent of publication were set, discussions in future 

meetings might be stifled. In short, serious difficulties surrounded the 

publication of all relevant Papers, and a partial publication would not facilitate a 

thorough and just investigation. Hankey concluded thus: 'Unquestionably, 

without these papers it is impossible to tell the "whole story".' 14 

13 
The release of the Secretary's notes of the War Council proceedings continued to be a 

problem after the commission was set up. The issue provoked an hour long row at the 
committee on 20 September 1916. The compromise appears to have been reached that the 
commission would rely on a compilation of the pertinent extracts made by Hankey. Two 
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kept back. (Hankey to Asquith, 20 September 1916, Oxford, Modern Papers Reading Room, 
Bodleian Library, Asquith papers , 11/30 fol. 202A-D). 
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Hankey's memorandum was cogent and persuasive. Following its 

consideration and acceptance by the War Committee, 15 he drafted a statement 

to the House for Asquith explaining the change in government policy. A further 

statement explained why a select committee held in secret session would also 

be· unsatisfactory. lt would, Hankey argued, entail a large number of public 

servants to be diverted from their work which could only prove detrimental to the 

war effort. The statement continued, 

This dislocation of public business at the present critical time could not be 
countenanced unless some substantial benefit would result from it. This, 
however, in the opinion of the Government, would not be the case, since 
those persons who desire the Inquiry, in order to give a full and public 
account of their connection with these operations, would not obtain the 
publicity which is essential to them.16 

lt will be seen that openness of this type was of great importance to Hamilton. 

The decision not to publish these papers was a popular one within Whitehall. 

Hankey noted in his diary following the crucial meeting of the War Committee, 

July 11th I am thankful to say we managed to get a decision not to publish 
Dardanelles and Mesopotamia Papers. I think this was mainly due to my 
Memo. All the afternoon I was being rung up from different departments 
by people thanking me for managing this. 17 

15 
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Asquith made a statement to the House on 18 July explaining that the papers 

could not be published at the present time 'without omissions so numerous and 

so important that the Papers actually presented would be incomplete and 

misleading.' 18 He therefore proposed to postpone the publication of the 

Dardanelles papers, but suggested a debate on Mesopotamia without the 

publication of its papers either. However, two days later Asquith changed his 

mind. In a further statement to the House which initially closely followed 

Hankey's draft statement, Asquith explained his duty to act on the strong 

protests of his naval , military and diplomatic advisers, and noted the unfortunate 

precedents of the inquiries into the Walcheren expedition of 1809 and the 

Crimean war. But he then offered commissions of inquiry 'deliberating under the 

veil of confidence and secrecy.' 19 Hankey was dismayed. He noted in his diary, 

They decided after all to grant the inquiries which however were not to be 
parliamentary. Sheer cowardice, & due to that arch-funk Bonar Law. [ ... ] 
hurried down to the house to hear the P.M.'s speech . He made my 
speech, giving many of my quotations, and then - anti -climax - gave the 
show away by promising the committees! 20 

The commission was established by the 'Special Commissions (Dardanelles 

and Mesopotamia) Act, 1916'. lt heard evidence on 89 days between late 
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August 1916 and early September 1917, completing reports in February and 

December 1917. lt had been intended to keep the commission small and 

manageable, but discussions in Parliament swelled its number to ten. Lord 

Cromer was appointed as chairman; after his death on 29 January 1917, another 

commissioner, Sir William Pickford, a Law Lord, took his place. Other 

nationalities which fought at Gallipoli were represented by the New Zealand high 

commissioner, Sir Thomas Mackenzie and his Australian counterpart, Andrew 

Fisher; the Welsh M.P., Waiter Roch and the Irish Nationalist M.P., Captain 

Stephen Gwynn. Two other M.P.s, Sir Frederick Cawley and James Clyde, left 

the commission at its mid-point in December 1916 to take up appointments as 

Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster and Lord Advocate of Scotland 

respectively. lt was agreed in Parliament that the admirals and generals 'shall 

be tried by men who understand something about modern military matters'21 and 

so the names of Field Marshal Lord Nicholson and Admiral William May were 

added to the commission. E. Grimwood Mears, a barrister who had worked on 

the Bryce commission on the German atrocities in Belgium, the Reply to the 

German White Book, and the commission on the rebellion in lreland, 22 agreed to 

act as secretary to the Dardanelles commission in return for a knighthood. 23 

The establishing Act defined the commission's purpose as, 

21 
Admiral of the Fleet Sir H. Meux, House of Commons Parliamentary Debates, LXXXIV (27 

~2uly ~ 916), col. 1911. . 

2 
Gnmwood Mears to Lord Hard1nge, 1 August 1916, Asquith papers, 11/30 fols. 186-9. 

3 
Hardinge to Lord Cromer, \rivate, 1 August 1916, Asquith papers, 11/30 fols.184-5. 
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inquiring into the origin, inception, and conduct of operations of war in the 
Dardanelles and Gallipoli, including the supply of drafts, reinforcements, 
ammunition and equipment to the troops and Fleet, the provision for the 
sick and wounded, and the responsibility of those departments of 
Government whose duty it has been to minister to the wants of the forces 
employed in that theatre of war. 24 

Thus it produced two reports, an interim one concerning the campaign's origin 

and inception and a final report on the execution of the campaign. 25 These were 

concerned, as instructed by the bill, with the administrative problems of the 

campaign and a few crucial episodes. Hamilton's despatches were attached as 

an appendix to describe the fighting. 

But what was the commission's wider purpose? lt was surely to assuage the 

controversy that had forced its establishment. lt therefore needed to settle the 

question marks against the reputation both of the campaign and of some of its 

leading figures. Hankey highlighted the question of reputation in a memo to 

Asquith: 

The proposal to have the Dardanelles Papers published confidentially 
and discussed in Secret Session would, it is submitted, give satisfaction 
to no one. Secret publication would not whitewash Mr. Churchill or Sir lan 
Hamilton in the public eye, and that is all they want. 26 

~4 First report of the Dardanelles commission (Pari. Papers 1917-18, X, Cd 8490), para. 1. 
5 

Final report of the Dardanelles commission (Pari. Papers 1919, XIII, Cd 371 ). There was also 
a brief Supplement to first report issued which paraphrased the excisions that had been made 
(Pari. Papers 1917-18, X, Cd 8502). Lord Derby's secret copy of the first report without excisions 
~6an be found in P.R.O., CABH/184. 

Hankeyto Prime Minister, 11 July 1916, P.R.O., CAB 17/132. 
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This chapter will consider Hamilton's attempts to clear his reputation through the 

commission. The evidence which illustrates this also shows the ferment behind 

the scenes. 

Reputation at stake 

From the very first landings on Gallipoli, General Sir lan Hamilton sought to 

vindicate himself and the campaign as a whole. The reputation of the two were, 

and continue to be, inextricably entwined. As it is traced through his 

despatches, telegrams and memoranda; then through his dealings with the 

Dardanelles commission; and then through his writings and speeches, a shift in 

the emphasis of his vindicative efforts may be seen. During the campaign, 

Hamilton worked to establish its merits and successes, but, particularly after his 

removal as commander, he aimed to clear the cloud of blame and suspicion as 

well. He described his task to Birdwood thus, 

I have been fated to have to fight for an idea - for a might-have-been. I 
have been forced in fact to fight before this Commission in vindication of 
what you and I achieved with our brave troops and also in proving how 
much more we might have achieved had we been properly supported.27 

27 
Hamilton to Birdwood, 3 February 1917, London, Liddell Hart Centre for Military Archive, 

King's College, Hamilton papers, 8/1/11. 
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Hamilton fought 'tooth and nail' for 'our good name and reputation'. 28 This is the 

central contribution he made to the work of the Dardanelles commission. 

Hamilton continued to hope for a senior appointment throughout the war, but 

this became dependent upon a favourable report by the commission.29 Hamilton 

even· mentioned that political reasons accounted for his unemployment in his 

evidence to the commission. 30 In late 1917 it appeared that Hamilton's career 

was about to be revived. Hankey noted in his diary, 

Sir Grimwood Mears, the Secretary of the Dardanelles Commission called 
to say that the 2nd Report would be ready in a fortnight. His object in 
coming was to say that the Report contained nothing detrimental to the 
future military career of Sir lan Hamilton, & that Lord Justice Pickford, the 
Chairman of the Commission was prepared to say as much in writing to 
the P.M. This was important, because lan Hamilton had been to see me 
yesterday morning to say that by Dec 16th he would have been 
unemployed for 2 years, and would automatically go on the retired list; & 
that Lord French had applied for his appointment to the Eastern 
Command.31 

Hamilton's account of this conversation makes it clear that Hankey had assumed 

that the general was about to be rehabilitated and that Hamilton fully realised the 

vital role of the commission in this: 

28 
Hamilton to Braithwaite, 8 February 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/13. 

29 
Hamilton was offered the Governor-Generalship of Ireland, which he rejected in March 1916. 

Controversy in the commons in May 1916 over the Dardanelles dissuaded Asquith from 
afpointing Hamilton to the Eastern Command (I.B.M. Hamilton, The happy warrior, p.417). 
3 

Evidence of General Sir lan Hamilton, Thursday 29 March 1917, day 69, Dardanelles 
commission, q.25508, P.R.O., CAB 19/33. 
31 . .. 

D1ary entry, 23 November, 1917, Hankey Papers, HNKY 1/3. 
' 
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he replied , 'But I hear you are going to succeed Harry Wilson.' Thereupon, (not 
previously) I told him that I believed French had submitted my name for this appointment 
but, I added, that I could not conceive the Prime Minister agreeing to anything of the sort 
until he had seen with his own eyes the Dardanelles Report and made up his mind that I 
came fairly out of it.32 

Unfortunately for Hamilton, he never received another senior appointment, only 

the 'honorary role of Lieutenant of the Tower of London in 1918. However, as 

Hamilton explained to Churchill, being given any particular job was of secondary 

importance, 'So long as public feeling in the matter is such that the Government 

could do so if they wished, - that is the main thing, and certainly more vital to me 

than the bestowal of any non-fighting billet.'33 

lt should be stressed that Hamilton was not motivated by personal ambition 

alone. He was also concerned for the reputation of the Gallipoli campaign on 

imperial grounds. In May 1917 he wrote to Hankey: 

If my conduct of the operations is to be impugned by the Commissioner's 
Report, the result would be, to say the least of it, detrimental to future 
military federation of our forces on Imperial lines. [ ... ] I have not 
suggested this idea, so far, to anyone in the world. But you of all men in 
our Empire are capable of grasping its import and you will understand at 
the same time why it was impossible to use such an argument before the 
Commission and why I now take you into my confidence.34 

32 
Hamilton to Churchill, 23 November 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/16. Harry Wilson is more 

usually referred to as H.H. Wilson. The post in question is probably the Eastern command. 
~ilson was promoted to Chief of the Imperial General Staff in February 1918. 

34 
Hamilton to Churchill , secret, 7 October, 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/16. 
Hamilton to Hankey, person;1l, 11 May 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/31. ·, 
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Hankey gave the desired reply, 'I intend to avail myself of any opportunities that 

may arise to mention the argument as my own in any circles where it is likely to 

be useful.'35 This is a clear example of Hamilton's attempts to manipulate the 

commission, yet it should not be seen as a purely cynical and self-serving 

exe·rcise. He wrote to Churchill that the first report had done a great deal of 

harm, but that it was a critical final report that held the most potential to damage 

imperial unity. lt is worth quoting from this letter at length, since it explains 

Hamilton's regard for the imperial dimension of the commission and the extent of 

his moderating activities: 

Now what will smash - or go far to smash - you as well as me and, I 
veritably believe, in the long run our Empire, will be if this second Report 
does anything to shatter the belief still confidently clung to in the 
Antipodes, that the expedition was worth while, and that 'the Boys' did die 
to a great end and were so handled as to be able to sell their lives very 
dearly. 
The mischief that a sensational second Dardanelles Report of the 
Mesopotamia type would produce would be out of all reckoning greater 
than that produced by the first Dardanelles Report. Our colonies are 
case-hardened to all sorts of political scandals, treacheries and fiascos. 
But if the actual conduct of operations is held up to obliquy [sic] and most 
of all if the people of Australia and New Zealand feel their sacrifices went 
for nothing, then never expect them again to have any sort of truck with 
our superior direction in preparation for future wars. 
What is the moral of all this? I say that whilst the Report is still not quite 
stereotyped a warning as to the imperial issues at stake might, if put to 
Pickford, say, by the P.M., even at the 11th hour save the situation by 
determining him to put all his weight on the side of toning down any 
reflections which may have been made. 
Please do not think I would try to stop this Report whatever it may be. I 
feel it must come out now or people would think the worst. I would only 

35 
Hankey to Hamilton, private . ~nd personal , 10 May 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/31 . 
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wish the powers that be to realise what the consequences will be if they 
emphasise shortcomings in the conduct of operations. As for myself, if I 
am unjustly blamed, I shall ask for a Court Martial or at least a military 
inquiry, where, by statute, I can be present or be represented if my 
military conduct and character is impugned. But I am thinking of wider 
and bigger things than that. Amongst them, justice and truth and the 
maintenance of our imperial unity.36 

Hamilton's paramount concern here, was not to defend the politicians, but to 

defend the conduct of the operations, for adverse comment might be felt to 

invalidate the sacrifices of the Anzacs. Indeed, this consideration prompted 

Hamilton to assert the heroism of those he commanded in much of his writing. 

This concern for imperial unity is one of the reasons why the Murdoch affair -

where an Australian journalist sent an unauthorised and highly critical letter 

about Gallipoli to his Prime Minister- was so dangerous. 

The Prime Minister, H.H. Asquith wrote to Andrew Fisher, the Australian 

Prime Minister, to try to minimise the initial damage of this letter: 

This report is now being carefully examined here, and as many of the 
statements in it appear to be exaggerated and over-coloured, and some 
to be without foundation, I hope that you and your colleagues will 
suspend judgement and prevent publicity until you have received the 
report of Colonel Hankey and other relevant documents which are being 
sent to you without delay. We all here agree that no praise can be too 
high for the magnificent soldiership of the Australian and New Zealand 
troops. 37 

:
6 

Hamilton to Churchill, 30 June, 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/16. 7 
Asquith to Andrew Fisher, Prime Minister of Australia, Draft telegram, October 1915, Asquith 

papers, 11129 fols.239-40. 
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John Robertson writes that the British government need not have worried. 

Pearce, the Minister for Defence, was disinclined to rock the imperial boat. More 

importantly, W.M. Hughes took over as Prime Minister on 27 October, 1916; his 

government thought it had been wrong to allow Murdoch to visit Gallipoli at all 

and requested that no Australian press representative be allowed to visit the 

front in future without the prior approval of the Australian government.38 A letter 

by Lt. Gen. Sir William Birdwood, the British commander of the Australian and 

New Zealand Army Corps, also confirms that the Australians were anxious that 

the Gallipoli campaign did not damage imperial unity. Referring to the 

appointment of High Commissioner Fisher to the Dardanelles commission, 

Birdwood wrote, 

the Commonwealth Government quite disliked his [Fisher's] appointment 
to the Commission from the first, which was I believe hustled through by 
Asquith before Fisher had time to communicate with Australia. The 
Government there seemed to think that his appointment might be taken to 
mean that Australia had grievances which they wished investigated, while 
such was by no means their attitude. They were sure to let Fisher know 
this, which may account for his want of keenness! 39 

~: R~bertson, Anzac and Empire, p.158. 
B1rdwood to Hamilton, quite.private, 21 June 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/11. 
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Hamilton's approach to the commission 

Hamilton's strategy in approaching the commission combined two seemingly 

contradictory impulses: openness and secret orchestration. Since he felt that 

he, personally, had made no major errors, he believed that a full disclosure of 

the 'facts was in his best interests. A complete appreciation of the events of 

1915 would reveal that he and his force had done the best that was possible in 

the circumstances. lt would also reveal the factors that had let him down, in 

particular the failure to keep him fully supplied with reinforcements and the 

murky events that had led to his dismissal and the evacuation of the peninsula. 

He therefore wrote to Hankey when a commission of inquiry was first mooted: 

I want to tell you that I welcome the completest publicity. From my 
personal standpoint there exists no letter, cable or paper connected with 
the Dardanelles campaign I should wish to see withheld from publication. 
If I possess any documents not accessible to you, I shall be glad to place 
them at your disposal. 40 

A letter written by a War Office official, Major-General Sir Charles Callwell, 

considering the possible publication of the Dardanelles documents, confirms 

Hamilton's instincts were correct. Full publication of the papers would have 

made for uncomfortable reading for the government. Callwell was therefore one 

of the many who supported Hankey's attempts to avoid publication, discussed 

40 
Hamilton to Hankey, 28 June 1916, P.R.O., CAB 17/132. 
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earlier. Callwell describes how the full story would be very embarrassing to the 

Government: 

There are strong objections to the second period (b) [April landings to end 
of Suvla] being dealt with, objections which are apparent to anybody 
acquainted with the facts. Sir I. Hamilton's divisions were not kept up to 
establishment at any time subsequent to his operations definitely 
commencing; this was undoubtedly one of the causes of failure. His 
divisions were not kept up to establishment because we had not got the 
men to send out. This was because recruiting had broken down, and at a 
time when (unless my memory is at fault) members of H.M. Government 
were informing the public that all was satisfactory in respect to recruiting. 
Any papers published on the subject which do not let the cat out of the 
bag with regard to the shortage of drafts will be unjust to Sir I. Hamilton 
and to his army. If, on the other hand, the truth be told it will be 
impossible to conceal the fact that Lord Kitchener's scheme for creating a 
great British army for the war without resorting to Compulsory service had 
been proved to be impracticable as far back as May 1915, and it will be 
difficult to conceal the fact that he did not keep his colleagues in the 
Cabinet fully informed on this very important point. All this will eventually 
have to come out. But in view of his very recent death and also in view of 
the attacks which the Government - the pre-coalition Government - will lay 
themselves open to it will be much better to defer making anything public 
with regard to period (b) until the war is at an end. 41 

Despite this inclination towards openness and to appearing as a man who, as 

Braithwaite, his former C.G.S., put it, 'had nothing to attack about, and nothing to 

defend', 42 Hamilton considered employing a barrister to help present his case. 

This was suggested by Churchill and F.E. Smith, the Attorney General, in 

41 
Callwell to Brade, no date but probably July 1916, Hamilton papers,B/1/15. C.E. Callwell was 

Director of Military Operations and Intelligence at the War Office, 1914-16. R.H . Brade was 
Secretary of the War Office and Army Council, 1914-20. The presence of this internal War 
Office document in Hamilton's papers is further proof of the secret assistance Hamilton received 
f~om sympathetic informants . .. 
4 

Braithwaite to Hamilton, 18 November, 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1/13. 
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November 1916.43 Hamilton explained his concern to Braithwaite: 'There are just 

one or two people who must not get off scat free over this business. Without 

counsel I don't see my way quite clear to get at them.'44 Two impassioned letters 

in reply from his closest ally persuaded Hamilton not to take this overtly 

aggressive stance, arguing that a lawyer would 'alienate the sympathies of many 

soldiers and some, at least, of your friends' and that the 'world at large will say ... 

"he is not sure enough of himself and his own case to conduct it himself". 45 

Braithwaite even deprecated the submission of a statement in advance lest it be 

interpreted as an attitude of attack or defence. 46 Hamilton continued to be 

concerned with the 'devilish difficult thing' of stating his own case 'with full 

vigour.'47 His solution was to do all he could to manipulate and orchestrate the 

proceedings of the commission by assiduous work behind-the-scenes. 

Hamilton's attempts to orchestrate the evidence for the commission began as 

early as June 1916 when he and Churchill began to work together. Their plan to 

demonstrate the culpability of Kitchener was partially scuppered by his death at 

sea.48 Thereafter, Kitchener remained the target of Hamilton and Churchill, but it 

43 
Hamilton to Braithwaite, 14 November 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1/13. 44 
Ibid. 

45 
Braithwaite to Hamilton, 11 November 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1/13. 46 
Braithwaite to Hamilton, 18 November 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1/13 . . 47 
Hamilton to Braithwaite, 14 November 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1/13. 48 
Prior to the announcement of the commission, it seemed that papers on Gallipoli would be laid 

before parliament. The tragi-comic scene where they hear of Kitchener's death from a news
vendor's cry as he and Churchill were about to put the finishing touches to their evidence is 
described by Hamilton in Listening for the drums (London, 1944), p.254 and repeated in Gilbert, 
Churchill , Ill, p.780. 
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became impossible to attack him explicitly. Hamilton wrote to Churchill of a 

conversation with F.E. Smith: 

He was strong and clear of your way of thinking throughout. But, he said, 
that as my vindication must be, so far as he could see, at Kitchener's 
expense, it would be necessary if I had counsel that he came down to 
defend. [ ... ] I thought hard all the way and I came to the conclusion I 
should be utterly done for during my lifetime if any act of mine were to 
draw out a Government defence of Kitchener. Once my defence becomes 
looked upon as an attack on a dead hero it would be better for my 
reputation to lose than to win. Further, although our lines are not quite 
parallel, I am also quite certain the popular fury thus raised would react 
against your own case too. lt simply is not good enough. As a matter of 
fact, I don't mean to attack Kitchener at all although the figures will prove 
that, witingly or unwitingly [sic], he did me very badly.49 

After the death of Kitchener, Hamilton and Churchill's cooperation continued in a 

more limited fashion. Churchill, for example, gave Hamilton a copy of the paper 

he presented to the commission. This was a highly secret document, and 

Hamilton invited Braithwaite to come round to read it - 'I cannot, of course, send 

this paper out of my house.' His orchestrating aim is clear. He told Braithwaite, 

'Then when we talk we would do so with a mutual knowledge of the lines of 

Churchill's case which, up to a point, is our case.'50 However, Braithwaite 

considered that their case did not coincide at all with Churchill's and argued 

vehemently against such a stance: 

:~Hamilton to Churchill , 11 November 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1/16. 
Hamilton to Braithwaite, 5 ()ctober 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1/13 

·, 
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But, to follow your simile of the boat; if F.E. Smith is going to pull the 
stroke oar and Mr. Churchill is going to hold the rudder lines - instead of 
you - then I am going to be in another boat altogether, even if it is only a 
canoe which I have to paddle myself. 51 

Hamilton's correspondence suggests that he remained in close contact with 

Braithwaite throughout the commission's proceedings, but wrote to Churchill less 

frequently. This may have been due to Braithwaite's ultimatum, but could also 

be partly explained by Churchill being mainly concerned with the initiation of the 

campaign and Hamilton with its execution. lt should be noted that Hankey 

coached many of his colleagues who gave evidence during the first phase of the 

commission. 52 Hamilton was playing the same game as the politicians. 

After each witness appeared before the commission, the transcript of his 

evidence was forwarded to the individual concerned for correction. lt seems 

however that Hamilton gained access to all the other evidence too. This was not 

a privilege unique to Hamilton. Cromer, the first chairman of the commission, 

had told Churchill in September 1916 that, 

the evidence of all the witnesses will be printed, and that, should it appear 
desirable, for whatsoever reason, that any witness who has been already 
examined should be placed in possession of the evidence of other 
witnesses, a copy will be confidentially sent to him. Thus, on the one 
hand, the Commissioners will have an opportunity of recalling a witness 
should they think it desirable to do so, and, on the other hand, a witness 
who has been examined will have an opportunity of requesting that he 

:: Braithwaite to Hamilton , 1 ~ November 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1/13. 
Roskill, Hankey, I, p.294. , 
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may be recalled in order to furnish any further explanation which he may 
wish to make, resulting from the evidence of subsequent witnesses. 53 

Hamilton saw the evidence of at least thirty-one witnesses (from a total of forty-

three, including Hamilton, interviewed in the second phase of the commission), 

probably more than any other interested party; 54 he certainly made the most of 

the opportunities for reply and re-examination. 

Hamilton saw these papers on the strict understanding that he was not to 

show them to others, but he did nonetheless; he wrote to Braithwaite: 'although I 

am forbidden and have promised not to show these evidences I regard you as 

absolutely my alter ego in this matter. Only you must either burn or return.'55 

This cloak and dagger collaboration was repeated with all those Hamilton 

considered allies. For example, Ellison was also considered his alter ego on 

water matters;56 Birdwood and Freyberg were warned not to disclose their 

knowledge of others' evidence. 57 Hamilton shared this information in order to 

strengthen his defence of the campaign. When he identified a weak point, a 

false statement or an attack, he garnered information to promote his view and 

53 
Lord Cromer to Churchill, 20 September 1916, reprinted in Martin Gilbert, Winston S. 

Churchill. Ill. companion part 2. May 1915 - December 1916, p.1560. 
54 

Testimony from these 31 men can be found in the Hamilton papers, 8/2. 
55 

Hamilton to Braithwaite, 10 February 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/13. 
56 

Hamilton to Ellison, 16 February 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/21. Major-General G.F. Ellison 
was briefly Deputy Inspector General of Communications at Mudros. . 
57 

Hamilton to Birdwood, 26 February 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/11; Hamilton to Freyberg, 21 
December 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1/26. Lieutenant-Commander Bernard Freyberg V.C. of the 
Royal Naval Division did not give evidence before the commission. 
One Ernest Townley was made to sign the following declaration dated 12 March 1917: 'I hereby 
undertake that I will in no wisE:) indicate the source of any information regarding General Maude 
Which may be given me this e~ening by Sir lan Hamilton.' (Hamilton papers, 8/1/43). 
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encouraged allies to support it. 58 He was not above explicitly attempting to 

shape other's evidence, for example he wrote two letters to Birdwood suggesting 

the points he should bring out. 59 In the second letter Hamilton insisted 'what I 

am going to put forward in this letter is not tinctured by selfishness'. 60 

Nonetheless, it does not appear that Birdwood followed the advice. Hamilton 

had suggested the line he should take on the manner in which Hamilton's 

replacement as commander, General Sir Charles Monro decided the peninsula 

should be evacuated, but Birdwood did not touch upon this. 61 In turn, however, 

Birdwood did give guidance to Major General Sir Alexander Godley (G.O.C. N.Z. 

& A. Division) on his evidence. 52 

To a certain extent, in his correspondence, Hamilton was legitimately 

following up lines of enquiry at the request of the commission, 63 and his actions 

were openly referred to on occasion, 54 but other comments suggest that much of 

his activity was highly secret and improper. Hamilton wrote to Braithwaite on 21 

58 Hamilton had referred to 'my witnesses' in a letter to Braithwaite (a phrase which his former 
C.G.S. deprecated) and although the phrase was not used again, it is clear that a number of 
Hamilton's allies were happy to be directed in their evidence by him. See, Hamilton to 
Braithwaite, 14 November 1916 (Hamilton papers, 8/1/13). 
59 

Hamilton to Birdwood, 8 December 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1/11; Hamilton to Birdwood, 27 
January 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/11. 
60 

Hamilton to Birdwood, 27 January 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/11. 
61 

Evidence of Lieutenant-General Sir William Birdwood, Tuesday 6 March 1917, day 56, 
Dardanelles commission, P.R.O., CAB 19/33. 
62 

Birdwood to Hamilton, 4 December 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1/11 . . 63 
For example, Pickford asked him to investigate whether the Administrative Staffs of GHQ and 

the IX Corps had any conferences prior to the Suvla landing. (Hamilton to Braithwaite, secret, 4 
~ugust 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/13). 
4 

For example, Lord Granard states that Hamilton alerted him to a statement made about him 
by Ashmead Bartlett. (Evid~nce of Lieutenant-Colonel The Earl of Granard, K.P., G.C.V.O., 
Tuesday 10 July 1917, day 7~, Dardanelles commission, P.R.O., CAB 19/33). 
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the points he should bring out. 59 In the second letter Hamilton insisted 'what I 

am going to put forward in this letter is not tinctured by selfishness' .60 
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September 1916: 'I have heard something about the Commission and Hankey's 

evidence, but remember we are both (really and truly) liable to be cast into 

prison if it is known that we know.'65 

A staff dispute 

A good example of Hamilton's working methods regards one of the most 

contentious issues discussed by the commission - the staff work for the Suvla 

landing. The question was whether the 'Q' staffs of G.H.Q. and IX Corps worked 

together efficiently, or whether the G.H.Q. staff excluded the corps staff from the 

planning to the detriment of the operation. This question demonstrates 

Hamilton's subtle, even devious, methods. He sought out evidence from 

General Winter, Deputy Quartermaster General of IX Corps and from his 

assistant, Lieutenant-Colonel Beadon. Beadon wrote to Hamilton, 

I have just had a letter forwarded to me from General Winter in which he 
asks me to write to you direct as you wanted to know whether any 
conferences were held with the Administrative Staff of the 9th Corps prior 
to the Suvla operations. I do not remember any formal conferences being 
held of a purely administrative nature between the 'Q' Staff at G.H.Q. and 
the Corps '0' Staff though I believe the administrative arrangements were 
discussed by the General Staff, I was never personally present at any 
such conference and have no recollection of any member of the Q.M.G 
Staff being asked to attend. However after the General arrangements 
had been decided on I personally went into the details of the 
arrangements with the A.Q.M.G. of the 9th Corps and we certainly had 
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two such meetings one at G.H.Q. and one at Corps Headquarters at 
Kephalos, before the operations commenced. General Winter was very 
seedy at the time so could not be present. 56 

Hamilton took extracts from these two letters and forwarded them to the 

commission. However, he left out the underlined passage which appeared to 
' 

him to be the most damaging on this question. He wrote to Beadon to inform 

him of the exact use to which he put his letter, but was not quite truthful about 

his reasoning. He argued that if the whole of one letter was submitted, then the 

whole of the other would have been called for, and Winter 'had let himself fire off 

some curses at the Great Tribunal. So that would hardly have done.'67 Yet in a 

secret letter to Braithwaite, Hamilton explained his true reasons: 

Winter wrote me a letter which was no use, thinking and fancying and all 
the rest of it. Beadon wrote me a short letter which is extraordinarily good 
in its way, and has evidently (in my private opinion) been by him most 
carefully thought out. I enclose here for your very private information a 
copy of it. ---Had I sent this in, Nick [F. M. Nicholson] and one or two of the 
Commission would have got right home at you, for this is the very point 
they have been urging, that the Administrative Staff were not freely 
enough taken into your confidence. 58 

Hamilton thought that this manipulation had averted the danger of Braithwaite 

being criticised further, but there was still a chance that the commission might 

follow the point up or that Beadon might press his point, 

66 
Beadon to Hamilton, 2 August 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/10. My emphasis. 
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Therefore, I warn you so that, just if you meet Beadon, you could (without 
saying anything about this, which you must not on any account do) get on 
the right side of him. I hope they are all so tired they will accept my 
quotation and go no further. But they may get into touch with, or call up 
Beadon. 69 

This intervention by Hamilton, given his editing efforts, was one of the most 

blatant examples of his manipulation of the work of the commission. 

Braithwaite, in reply to Hamilton, felt that there was no foundation to these 

accusations, believing the only person saying that Winter was not taken into the 

General Staff's confidence was Woodward, the Deputy Adjutant-General. 'But 

then' , wrote Braithwaite, 'Woodward is a liar pure and simple, or shall we say (to 

quote your friend Mr. Winston Churchill), guilty of terminological inexactitudes, 

and this is proved up to the hilt by his evidence. '70 Woodward was one of a trio 

of staff officers - the others were Colonel Elliot, Director of Works, and Captain 

Maxwell, the press censor - who proved to be enemies of Hamilton and 

Braithwaite at the commission. Braithwaite wrote from the Western Front in 

March that he trusted Hamilton to ensure 'I do not suffer by my enforced 

absence, despite the Woodwards, Elliots, Maxwells and other snarling dogs who 

are yapping at my heels.'71 Hamilton was still pursuing this task in September 

when he wrote to Winter on the subject: 

69 
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I have been wondering whether it might not be wise if you were to place 
on black and white record the facts you made known to me first when you 
and I were listening to Beadon's story of his examination. I mean, the 
history you related of the luncheon party between you, Elliot, Maxwell and 
Woodward whereat Woodward strove to come to some understanding as 
to the course to be adopted before the Commissioners with a view to 
downing the General Staff. Perhaps I have put it more strongly than what 
you said to me would warrant, but anyway there was some sort of an 

• attempt to come to an understanding, from which you withdrew yourself so 
soon as you saw the drift of Woodward's remarks. 72 

This letter confirms Hamilton's method of operation. He had met with key 

witnesses to hear their evidence, and was now prompting one to make a record 

of a crucial episode. Hamilton did not propose to forward this record on to the 

commission in this case, and perhaps just as well; it would have been 

hypocritical to complain of others' collusion given the scale of his own activities. 

The criticisms made by Woodward and Elliot were central to the case against 

Hamilton and Braithwaite. lt was not for his tactics or strategy that Hamilton 

received such opprobrium, but for his staff work. For example, on 4 October 

1915, Lord Selborne wrote to Asquith questioning Hamilton's position as 

commander on these grounds: 'If, as I think, the principal, though not only, cause 

of the failure on Aug. 6 & 7, was bad, very bad, staff work, Hamilton himself 

cannot be exonerated from blame'. 73 

Woodward appeared on 24 January 1917, early in the commission's second 

phase. As Adjutant-General his work had been seriously affected by Hamilton's 

~~Hamilton to Winter, 26 Septem.ber 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/66. 
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controversial decision to leave the A and Q staff behind in Alexandria whilst the 

first landings were being planned. Difficulties had already been caused by the 

ten day gap between the departure of Hamilton and his staff, and of the 

administrative staff from England. He had great difficulty in issuing orders, both 

whilst in Alexandria and then at Lemnos, where, he said, he was not allowed to 

use the wireless and could not obtain a launch to get about in. He found that the 

medical preparations that had been made by the general staff were inadequate, 

and he did his best to tackle them on the subject. He made the extraordinary 

allegation that they thought 'they would be able to effect this landing with 

practically no casualties.'74 This is an overstatement; the number of casualties 

may have been seriously underestimated, but not to that extent. Despite these 

severe criticisms, Woodward tried to side-step several questions as to why there 

was a failure of co-operation between the branches of the staff. Such reticence 

was typical of most witnesses; however, eventually, he explained that there were 

both personal and military reasons for this problem. As to his former friend, 

Braithwaite, he explained cryptically, 

There are two or three men, we will say running a big business, and one 
has an idea that if he can get the whole of the reins of government of this 
business in his own hands, he will make £1 0,000, and the others will only 
make £2,000, instead of dividing the sum up into £4,000 each. That is an 
illustration of what I mean.75 
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He meant that the Chief of the General Staff wanted to take credit for everything 

himself. This combined with Hamilton's predisposition against Adjutant-

Generals: Hamilton had told him, 

' The whole thing can be done by the General Staff. As a matter of fact, 
the Adjutant-General's position is down at the base if they have one at all; 
and if I have anybody of the Adjutant-General's Department with me, I 
only want an A.A.G., and a note book, and perhaps one clerk. 76 

Woodward therefore argued that Hamilton, Braithwaite and the General Staff 

must take the whole responsibility for the medical arrangements. He also 

confirmed the suggestion that if he had been consulted, the Suvla water 

problems might have been better addressed. 

On the same day, Colonel Elliot, Director of Works, gave his evidence. He 

was more outspoken, although honest as to his possible bias: 

I think General Braithwaite, Chief of the General Staff, was the man who 
disorganised everything. I think he was the evil genius of the place. I 
could never get my head above water as arrangements were always 
upset. I feel strongly on this subject and this must be borne in mind in 
considering my opinion.77 

He also suggested that Braithwaite tried to keep everybody away from Hamilton, 

and as a result the commander was out of touch. Elliot's evidence was 
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devalued, however, by his admission that he was sent back to England in July 

tor being quarrelsome.78 Maxwell, the final member of this trio, gave evidence a 

month later. He was far less outspoken in his attacks, but confirmed that 

Braithwaite had limited access to Hamilton, had got rid of capable men on the 

stciff and cultivated a small clique of men; all of which had contributed to a 'very 

unpleasant and very disastrous atmosphere.'79 

Braithwaite began his evidence the day after Elliot. He refuted the allegations 

of Woodward and the Director of Works. Braithwaite accepted that the general 

staff may have made some temporary medical arrangements, but that it was for 

the Adjutant-General to make sure they were adequate and for Braithwaite to 

point out if they were not. He argued that the general staff would not have 

wanted to take on the extra work if someone else could do it. 

The next day, the more personal issues were dealt with. Braithwaite seemed 

rather hurt that Woodward who had appeared so friendly should be so 

venomous. He asserted that rather than acting as a barrier to Hamilton, he had 

actually tried to smooth relations between the two men. He recounted how 

Woodward was unhappy that Hamilton did not rate the role of the Adjutant-

General and so asked Braithwaite to help. Braithwaite went to Hamilton saying, 

78 
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'The Adjutant-General is very much distressed. He thinks you have not 
been very nice to him. lt is rather a difficult thing for me to say, but it will 
help all our relations if you are a little nicer.' He was awfully nice about it. 
I said: 'I hope you do not mind my talking to you about it' and he said: 'I 
do not mind a bit.' He said: 'I think I have been rather naughty; I will ask 
him up to tea this afternoon and I will be more patient.' I wanted to tell 
you that to show you my relations with Woodward. 80 

As to Elliot's allegations, Braithwaite explained that since they had little contact, 

Elliot's views must be based on hearsay. He also said that Elliot's boundless 

energy distracted him from finishing his tasks, and this was the reason he was 

eventually sent home. Hamilton later wrote to Braithwaite, 'Yes, I have seen 

your evidence and certainly you settled Woodward, Elliot and Co., so far as you 

were concerned, - for the moment! But the effect wears off and other nasty 

creatures creep in and repeat the slanders. That is the worst of it.'81 

Hamilton's strategy then, was one of seeming transparency combined with 

secret orchestration of the evidence of 'his witnesses' to best present their 

evidence and to, rebut specific allegations made during the proceedings. 

Churchill tried to do the same. The former First Lord of the Admiralty demanded 

the right to present and cross-examine his own witnesses as if it were a court of 

law. He wrote to Lord Cromer, 

With regard to the procedure of the Commission, I presume that I shall be 
at liberty to be present during the course of the enquiry. I have a number 
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of witnesses to bring before the Commission. I propose to conduct the 
case so far as I am concerned myself and not to ask leave to employ 
counsel. 82 

Extraordinarily, he was allowed to do this, and also to read out a long statement 

before his own cross-examination began. This was in addition to more than 100 . 
pages of statements and documents that he presented to the commission.83 

However, it is difficult to assess whose tactics were more successful, if indeed 

their effectiveness can be separately gauged. The reports criticised Churchill 

more strongly than Hamilton, but it was the younger man whose career ultimately 

revived. 

Hamilton and the commissioners 

Hamilton's manipulation of the witnesses was intended to influence the 

opinions of the commissioners. He was anxious to find out how their attitudes 

were developing. He therefore, for example, used Birdwood's high standing with 

the Anzacs to explore the attitudes of the commissioners from Australia and New 

Zealand. Birdwood had a particularly interesting conversation with Sir Thomas 

Mackenzie, New Zealand's representative on the commission, in June. This 

conversation was secret and private, a fact that did not prevent Birdwood from 
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summarizing it for Hamilton. He was able to ascertain that Andrew Fisher, the 

Australian representative, had lost interest in the commission, and decided that 

he probably carried little influence with the other commissioners. Birdwood took 

the opportunity, both verbally and later in writing, to urge the alteration of an 

unspecified criticism of Hamilton that was to have been contained in the report. 84 

Despite Hamilton's apprehension about Fisher's attitude, caused, as will be 

seen later, by his involvement in the Murdoch affair; it was the attitude of Field 

Marshal Lord Nicholson which caused him the gravest concern from the outset. 

As early as August 1916, Hamilton wrote to Braithwaite, 

Nick's appointment caused me to shiver. On the surface he has always 
been a friend; under the surface he has been, I know, a persistent 
crabber of your humble servant. In any case his delight in mischief
making will certainly find scope in the Commission. But there is one side 
to his mind which may save us. He hates K. a great deal worse than he 
hates me. Not that I think he hates me at all, but he has been jealous of 
me and has always had a mischievous delight in trying to put a spoke in 
my wheel.~5 

Nicholson had been a long standing foe of Hamilton's. This dated back at least 

to 190586 and possibly back to the Boer War when Hamilton acted as Kitchener's 

Chief of Staff. Hamilton told Birdwood, 'his clear, unmistakable animus against 

84 
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me dates exactly from the time when I said absolutely and clearly I retained my 

admiration and gratitude for that great soldier, Lord Kitchener. From that very 

moment he has done everything he possibly could to do me in.'87 However, an 

encounter between Braithwaite and Nicholson in December 1916- that is, before 

the second phase of the proceedings began - seemed to indicate that 

Nicholson's mind was 'still in a state of flux about the matter.' Braithwaite took 

his opportunity to assert the landing as 'the most splendid military feat ever 

performed' and to defend some criticisms of Hamilton's command. 88 However 

the hope that Nicholson was still open to convincing seems to have been in vain: 

with his access to so much evidence, Hamilton was able to chart the manner in 

which Nicholson was asking leading questions.89 Birdwood was able to confirm 

these suspicions as to Nicholson's activities in his private conversation with 

Mackenzie. Birdwood told Hamilton, 'What he very guardedly mentioned was 

that Nick was apparently out to do all he could to whitewash Stopford, and on for 

adopting a different attitude towards you.'90 

Given the 'malign' influence of Nicholson, it was comforting that Pickford 

asserted a moderating authority as chairman. His presence enabled Hamilton 

87 
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and Braithwaite to retain their confidence in the integrity and fairness of the 

commission. Braithwaite wrote, 'I have a good deal of faith in Mr Justice 

Pickford's acumen, and think that his experience as a Judge will enable him to 

size up not only what people say, but how they say it, and I am inclined to think 

thaf he is the dominant mind on the Commission.'91 lt does, however, seem 

possible that 'nasty old Nick'92 had a considerable effect on the final report. 93 

Part of this was due to the influence he gained from being the only military man 

on the commission - although Hamilton thought that the only area of judgement 

where this would come into play would be over the question of his intervention at 

Suvla on August 8th. 94 An extraordinary document amongst Hamilton's papers 

suggests the degree of influence Nicholson wielded, despite others' efforts to 

see fair play: 

XXX repeated that there is not a shadow of doubt that if Lord Nicholson 
had not been on the Commission Sir lan would have been completely 
exonerated. As it is, he casts imputations and makes suggestions till they 
are not sure whether they are right after all. The first Report which was 
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on the point of coming out a month ago was a complete vindication of Sir 
lan.95 

lt is unwise to rely solely on this document, given its unattributed nature, but it is 

corroborated by Hamilton's earlier suspicions. He wrote to Commodore Roger 

Keyes, 'Had it not been for Lord Nicholson's presence on this Commission 

would have been absolutely vindicated' .96 

Murdoch and the commission 

Nicholson's was not the only bias that Hamilton feared. He believed that the 

actions of the Australian journalist, Keith Murdoch, had turned the authorities in 

London against the campaign in the autumn of 1915 and had caused General 

Monro to make up his mind for evacuation before even reaching the peninsula to 

make his report. 97 He also feared that it had affected the view of Andrew Fisher. 

Murdoch's role in the Gallipoli campaign should be explained. He had come 

second to Charles Bean in the journalist's ballot to elect Australia's official war 

correspondent; but he nonetheless had managed to visit Gallipoli for four days 

on his way to take up an appointment as the managing editor of a cable service 

housed in The Times office in London. lt appears to have been his own idea to 
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make use of his journey to look in to the postal service and banking 

arrangements for the Australian Imperial Force in Egypt. 98 He then wrote a 

'wheedling'99 letter to Hamilton in order to secure a trip to Gallipoli. He was 

strongly influenced by the pessimistic and charismatic journalist, Ellis Ashmead 

Barllett, who persuaded him that the campaign was disastrous and that he 

should carry home a letter explaining, free from the rigours of censorship, the 

situation in Gallipoli as he perceived it to Asquith. This letter was seized by 

British intelligence officers when he reached Marseilles, but when Murdoch 

reached London he wrote his own version. This he sent to his friend, Andrew 

Fisher, Prime Minister of Australia. He also showed it to British Cabinet 

Ministers and Asquith had it printed and circulated as a Committee of Imperial 

Defence document. 100 

98 An official replied to Murdoch, ' ... the Minister will be glad to avail himself of your offer to inquire into and report to him upon certain matters in Egypt on the occasion of your projected journey to London.' (Acting Secretary, Department of Defence, Commonwealth of Australia to Murdoch, 2 July 1915, No. 35598, Canberra, Manuscript Reading Room, National Library of Australia, Murdoch papers, MS 2823/2/1 ). 
99 This is Hamilton's description. 'Memorandum by General Sir lan Hamilton on a letter from Mr K.A. Murdoch to the Prime Minister of the Australian Government (C.I.D. paper G.-25)', C.I.D. 
fcaper G.-42, 26 November 1915, Murdoch papers, MS 2823/2/1. 00 
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Murdoch's letter was powerfully written, full of emotive phrasing and 

generalisations proclaiming patriotically the virtues of the Australians, the pitiful 

nature of new British recruits, and the deplorable incapacity of British officers 

and particularly the staff. 101 Murdoch also mentioned the slow and bloody 

progress of the campaign, failing morale, the scandalously poor water supply, 

and alleged that sometimes laggards were shot by their officers. Most of this 

was given without specific examples, although Hamilton, Braithwaite and 

Birdwood were singled out for criticism. 

Murdoch forwarded this letter to Asquith on September 25, but only on 

October 13 did Hamilton receive a copy. He sent a cable in reply the next day; it 

was a restrained piece which questioned Murdoch's ability to make his 

judgements and pointed out Murdoch's pro-Australian bias, inaccuracy and 

exaggeration. 102 On October 15, Hamilton was relieved of his command. He 

always believed that Murdoch's letter had played a crucial role in this; Hamilton 

hated him for it. 103 He vented his fury in a full response to Murdoch's letter, 

which was printed as a Committee of Imperial Defence document on 26 

November, 1915. In it Hamilton expanded upon his criticisms of Murdoch. Note, 

No, I thought I was fulfilling your wishes in the matter and also carrying out my own duty.' This 
implies that Fisher had asked him for more than his impression on the postal service, but could 
be merely an attempt to bolster Murdoch's position (Evidence of Keith Murdoch, Monday 5 
February 1917, day 43, Dardanelles commission , q.16435). . 101 
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tor example, the sarcasm in his description of Murdoch's fleeting visit to the 

peninsula and his bias: 

His visit was of the briefest. He resisted the temptation to visit Helles, 
twelve miles distant, despite his original 'intense anxiety' to visit the 

· sacred shores of Gallipoli, and despite the facts that transport was always 
available and that he had my full permission to go anywhere and see 
anything. In short, Mr. Murdoch had hardly a bowing acquaintance with 
the peninsula, and he knows it. But this does not deter him from dealing 
out unrelieved condemnation to every section of the force: men, officers, 
staff, generals, lines of communication, base and home administration -
always excepting the Australians. 104 

Hamilton alluded to the malign influence of Ashmead Bartlett; highlighted 

Murdoch's civilian ignorance of the work of the staff and its usual interaction with 

journalists and the men; refuted the 'vile' allegation that laggards were shot and 

denied that men died from thirst alone. He asserted that Murdoch's account was 

ungenerous and unjust, his behaviour ungentlemanly. But the most scandalous 

feature was the importance given at home to these ill-founded and overblown 

allegations: 

Since I have returned I find everywhere my own soldierly reputation has 
been undermined, and I catch everywhere echoes of phrases printed in 
the Committee of Imperial Defence memorandum. 
In my absence, I, a British General and a member of the Committee of 
Imperial Defence, have had circulated amongst my brother members 
aspersions against my honour, and libels against my troops. No chance 

104 
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was vouchsafed me of proving the malignancy of these attacks, or of 
showing how far they might be inspired by personal animus. A fortnight 
before I had ever heard of their existence they had already been elevated 
to the rank of State papers, and passed round from hand to hand, and 
mouth to ear through the most influential circles in the land.105 

The role of Murdoch in Hamilton's and the campaign's downfall was still 
' 

paramount in the general's mind a year later when preparations were underway 

for the Dardanelles commission hearings. Hamilton believed that Murdoch had 

affected some commissioners' attitude towards himself, he wrote to Braithwaite, 

'There are several points on which I have been attacked and on which I have 

reasons to think I shall be attacked in the Commission by persons whom 

Murdoch has influenced' .106 Hamilton therefore seized his first opportunity to 

influence their view of Murdoch. He repl ied to a request from its secretary, Mr. 

Grimwood Mears, for suggestions as to witnesses to be summoned. In 

Hamilton's list, only Murdoch is mentioned as someone whose views need 

refuting. For this purpose he suggested Major-General Sir E.A. Altham, 

Inspector General of Communications and Surgeon-General Sir W. Babtie who 

could counter particularly unfair criticisms that had been made. Hamilton also 

suggested that Phillip Schuler should be called. He, like Murdoch, was a civilian 

pressman invited to the Peninsula by Hamilton, but his views were more soundly 

based: 'The only difference between his qualifications and those of Mr. Murdoch 
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are that he stayed longer on the Peninsula; that he saw fighting, and that he has 

since joined up and is serving in the ranks.' 107 He went on to suggest that 

Ashmead Bartlett's despatch be laid before the commission, for this in 

combination with Murdoch's letter 'were the final causes of a momentous, and I 

believe, ruinous decision.'108 

This letter from Hamilton was not placed before the commissioners, and so he 

faced the decision whether to press his attack in person when he appeared as a 

witness. He had corresponded with Mears during the winter occasionally 

referring to Murdoch; Mears advised him to 'get up and rub it in' 109 but the 

presence of Andrew Fisher on the commission caused Hamilton to hesitate. He 

told Braithwaite about his day at the commission on 8 January: 

Fisher asked me no questions at all and made himself exceedingly 
agreeable. On leaving the room he shook me warmly by the hand; said I 
had had a long and tiresome day but - and here he nodded his head and 
smiled in a sort of way to make me understand I had come out of it 
splendidly. 
I have a sort of impression that this is his way of saying, 'You leave 
Murdoch alone and I will be nice about you'. Well, if this is so, would I not 
be wise to play up to his hint? He may sell me, of course, in the secrecy 
of the conference and go against me all the same. 110 

107 
Hamilton to Mr Grimwood Mears, 22 November 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1/46. 108 
Ibid. 

109 
This is Hamilton's description. Hamilton to Braithwaite, 8 January 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/13. 

110 
Ibid. 
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Braithwaite's reply shows an equal degree of suspicion about the whole process: 

'Very glad things went so well ... Should not lightly dispense with evidence 

against Murdoch otherwise you are likely to be had behind your back'. 111 

In his evidence on the following day, however, Hamilton did not mention 

Murdoch or Ashmead Bartlett. Braithwaite himself was asked about the war 

correspondents and took the opportunity to tell the story of Ashmead Bartlett and 

Murdoch in remarkably calm terms. 112 By far the most damage to Murdoch's 

credibility, however, was done by his own testimony. His poor performance has 

been described thus: 'Murdoch was an unwilling, evasive, defiant, and rebuked 

witness. The climax was an admission, under close and decidedly hostile cross-

examination, that part of what he had written was a deliberate fabrication.' 113 

Murdoch explained that his main impression had been that the expedition had 

'reached a desperate crisis and that a full consideration of the position was 

essential.' 114 The questions to be asked therefore should have been, was this 

impression correct and was he right to take drastic steps to communicate this 

crisis? 

Murdoch robustly defended the morality of his actions, arguing that the War 

Office allowed correspondents to address a Minister of the crown, and that the 

correspondent's declaration that he had signed did not prevent him from carrying 

::
1 

Braithwaite to Hamilton, 9 January 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/13. 
1 

2 
Evidence of Braithwaite, qq.13750-6. 

13 
John Avieson, 'Sir Keith Murdoch: the unwilling witness', Australian Journalism Review, XI n
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a letter from another to the British Prime Minister. On the subject of Murdoch's 

own correspondence with the Australian Prime Minister, the recipient of that 

letter, Andrew Fisher, now a commissioner, took care to help out his friend's 

testimony, arguing that Murdoch was in a special position. Fisher had asked him 

to cbmmunicate his impressions and so, 

You therefore considered yourself in a privileged position as carrying a 
mandate from one self-governing dominion which was directly concerned 
with the operation of their forces in Gallipoli and elsewhere, to give your 
best impressions of what you saw? - I considered that I was charged with 
the duty of reporting to my Government in Australia to the best of my 
ability. 115 

This was Murdoch's trump card. Given the sacrifice of Australian men, it would 

have caused difficulties in imperial relations to deny Australia's right to know, by 

whatever means, how her men were being employed. Murdoch argued that he 

patriotically risked his career in order to ensure that the expedition be 

considered afresh. He went on to stress that he was never censured by the 

politicians he spoke to in Britain, and indeed was so well regarded that he had 

recently been granted an interview with a British Prime Minister. 

Though he would not be bullied, Murdoch fared less well in his attempt to 

defend his ability to formulate an opinion on the campaign. His sources had 

been weak - he was reluctant to name specific officers who he said had criticised 

11 5 lb"d I . , q.16420. 
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their superiors and he was forced to admit that he never met the British generals 

he so violently criticised. His civilian ignorance of the working of the army were 

made clear. Field Marshal Lord Nicholson questioned him particularly 

aggressively on the technicalities and distinctions of the staff, to which Murdoch 

couiC:l only weakly reply, 'Well they wear red.' 11 6 He blamed Ashmead Bartlett for 

the initial suggestion to break the censorship, and he admitted that he made his 

own letter purposefully highly-coloured to maximise its effect and that in doing so 

he was unjust to Birdwood. At the end of his testimony Murdoch requested a 

copy of Hamilton's memorandum about him. Murdoch feared that the committee 

might have been influenced by it. Pickford's reply was extremely sharp: 

I assure you we shall not, any more than we shall be influenced, if I may 
say so, by a good many hearsay statements which are in your statement, 
and as to which you have not given us any evidence. 117 

And yet Murdoch did influence the commission - not by his evidence, but through 

the original letter. For all the vagueness of its sources and its exaggerations 

and overstatements, it helped set the agenda of the commission. Many of the 

letter's concerns were the same as the commission's: poor staff work, the 

suffering of the wounded, and the failure at Suvla. 

11 6 
Ibid., qq.16521-2. This onslaught against Hamilton's enemy indicates that Nicholson was 

~erhaps more even handed than Hamilton credited. 17 
Evidence of Keith Murdoch , (10 question number . 
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Despite this poor performance, Hamilton remained concerned about Murdoch. 

He wrote to Mears suggesting another witness, Henry Nevinson, a senior war 

correspondent who would be able to refute Murdoch and Ashmead Bartlett's 

evidence. This 'little personal note' to Mears reflects the frank and co-operative 

correspondence which had developed between the secretary and the general: 

Nevinson is, as I have said in my original letter about Press 
correspondents, a high class man - a crank perhaps in some things but 
one whose word would carry great weight with his own profession. If you 
think there is even a lingering belief in the minds of any of the 
Commission that Mr. Murdoch had anything whatever to go upon except 
Ashmead Bartlett and his own imagination when he spread this untruth, 
then I certainly think Nevinson should be called.* 
*In any case he is a head & shoulders in intellect and everything above 
Captain W. Maxwell & such like conceited little shrimps. 118 

The final report did not mention the controversial actions of Murdoch and 

Ashmead Bartlett - perhaps they did not impress as witnesses or perhaps 

Hamilton's campaign against them worked. A more plausible explanation might 

be a desire to avoid controversy, either for its own sake or for reasons of 

imperial unity. 

11 8 
Hamilton to Mears, 6 March 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/46. This last comment was added in 

Hamilton's handwriting . , 
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A purposefully bland report 

The reports of the Dardanelles commission treated Hamilton kindly. The 

following is its harshest comment upon him: 

Though from time to time Sir lan Hamilton represented the need of drafts, 
reinforcements, guns and munitions, which the Government found it 
impossible to supply, he was nevertheless always ready to renew the 
struggle with the resources at his disposal, and to the last was confident 
of success. For this it would be hard to blame him; but viewing the 
Expedition in the light of events it would, in our opinion, have been well 
had he examined the situation as disclosed by the first landings in a more 
critical spirit, impartially weighed the probabilities of success and failure, 
having regard to the resources in men and material which could be placed 
at his disposal, and submitted to the Secretary of State for War a 
comprehensive statement of the arguments for and against a continuance 
of the operations. 119 

But its view that the operation should have been sufficiently considered before 

hand by Kitchener, that the requirements of other operations should be taken 

into account and that political considerations in London caused delay at an 

important time 120 are all most helpful to Hamilton's belief that the failure was not 

the fault of those who were actually at Gallipoli. 

Hamilton's reactions to the report suggest that he felt at least partially 

exonerated by the commission. He chose not to push for a court martial - an 

idea floated by Hankey in 191 i 21 
- and he sought the publication of the final 

119 
Final report, General conclusions, para. 9 12° Final report, General conclusions, paras. 1-5. 121 
Hankey to Hamilton, private!and personal , 10 May 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/31 . 
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report, and even of the minutes of evidence. 122 This demonstrates a continued 

belief that he could only benefit from openness. 

The treatment given to Hamilton in the report was extended to most of the 

soldiers involved in the campaign. The commission's restrained verdict blamed 

sorrie officials - political, military and medical - rather than soldiers. There was 

the failed bureaucracy at the War Office where the General Staff became 

moribund; 123 the failure as a bureaucrat and politician of the First Sea Lord, 

Fisher, in his attempts to oppose the initiation of the campaign; 124 the unhappy 

position of Churchill, the overpowering chief; 125 the failure of Hamilton to 

communicate effectively with his superiors or to work his general staff 

efficiently; 126 of Surgeon General Birrell to properly organise medical 

evacuations; 127 of Major-General Poett to properly organise the water supply at 

Suvla; 128 and Stopford's failure to make sure the staff work was done well. 129 

122 Hamilton twice made this suggestion in speeches, (Daily Telegraph, 26 April 1929, Hamilton 
papers, 17/47; and Evening News, 5 December 1929, Hamilton papers, 17/52). Similarly, 
Churchill seemed to be relatively pleased with the verdict of the first report. During a 
parliamentary debate on the subject in which he restated his case once more, he commented, 
'The burden that I have hitherto borne alone is now shared with the most eminent men which this 
country has produced within the lifetime of a whole generation in Parliament, in the Army, or the 
Fleet.' (Mr Churchill, House of Commons Parliamentary Debates, XC (20 March 1917), 
col.1786.) Furthermore, like Hamilton, Churchill pressed for the publication of the evidence after 
the first report was issued (Churchill to Lord Justice Pickford, reprinted for the Committee of 
Imperial Defence, P.R.O. , CAB 17/184, no date given on document). 
123 F. 4 1rst report, para. 0 
124 

Ibid., para. 91 
125 

Ibid., para. 121 (e) 
12s F" I 1na report, para. 33 
127 

Ibid. , General conclusion, para. 34 
128 

Ibid., General conclusion , para.19 
1~ -

Ibid., General conclusion , pa,ra. 19 
,.,! 

79 



Only Generals Sitwell, Hammersley and Stopford were criticised on their fighting 

merits. 130 

There had been calls in parliament prior to the commission to 'get to the 

bottom of the matter, and see that the people who are incapable are severely 

dealt 'with', 131 but this was not possible. In wartime the competence of the 

political and military commanders who continued to hold positions of power 

could not be seriously impugned. The result was a purposefully bland report, 

the publication of the military part of which was delayed until the peace of 1919. 

The manner of the first report's criticisms were commented upon during the 

parliamentary debate which followed its publication. Colonel Sir Mark Sykes 

said, 

lt seems to me also that the Report as it stands is unsatisfactory from the 
point of view of the people of this country as a whole. If people are 
supposed to have done wrong, I suppose you accuse them and take 
evidence against them, and some day you say they have done it or not. 
This Report does not seem to run on those lines at all, but gives scraps of 
evidence here and there. lt does not give one a fair picture of the whole 
thing. lt seems to damn with faint blame all along, with a little faint praise 
here and there. There is no real opportunity for those who are accused or 

· blamed of really speaking fully on these points. 132 

130 
Ibid., General conclusion, paras 7 & 8. 

131 
Mr Halt, House of Commons Parliamentary Debates, LXXXIV (26 July 1916), col. 1715. 

Halt's speech, described by Asquith as 'bloodthirsty' (col.1728), also made reference to Admiral 
Byng who was convicted and shot for a charge 'almost identical' to that against Hamilton 
~col.1714). 
32 

Colonel Sir Mark Sykes, House of Commons Parliamentary Debates, XC (20 March 1917), 
col.1772. ·· 
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After the publication of the final report, The Times' 'correspondent on war' made 

a similar point about the difficulty in discerning what criticisms had actually been 

made. He wrote, 'their conclusions, which are for the most part wise and 

balanced, have almost literally to be crushed out of the quartz'. 133 An editorial in 

the previous day's paper commented upon the report's reticence. In particular 

the failure to tackle the question of whether Hamilton had been the right man to 

command the expedition was noted and Mackenzie's supplementary report was 

commended for showing 'much more vigour in pronouncing a decided verdict'. 134 

The publication of the first report was followed by a debate in parliament on 

20 March 1917.135 lt began with extended speeches by Asquith and Churchill 

reiterating their own position, but was dominated, not by discussion of the 

reports' findings, but by discussion of the rectitude of publishing and discussing 

the report in wartime and of publishing a bowdlerised version of the report. This 

was as nothing compared with the three day debate from 12 July 1917 onwards 

which greeted the publication of the Mesopotamia commission report. The 

Mesopotamia commissioners were described by Balfour as 'criminals' and Sir 

Austen Chamberlain resigned from the government. 136 Such controversy is 

scarcely surprising for a report upon which Lord Curzon confidentially 

133 
Our correspondent on war, 'The Dardanelles report. The operations at Suvla bay', The Times, 19 November 1919, p.14. 134 
'The Dardanelles verdict', The Times, 18 November 1919, p.13. 135 
House of Commons Parliamentary Debates, XC (20 March 1917), cols.1753-1827. 136 
Davis, Ends and Means, pp.~1 0-214. 

··' 

81 



commented, 'a more shocking exposure of official blundering and incompetence 

has not in my opinion been made, at any rate since the Cri mean War' .137 

The final report of the Dardanelles commission, when it was eventually 

published on 17 November 1919, provoked even less controversy than the first 

installment. Curiously its publication does not appear to have provoked a 

debate in parliament. An article in The Scotsman commented upon the contrast, 

The Commission's first report raised almost as much controversy as the 
matter with which it was concerned. Their final judgements are of a 
character that will command general assent even if criticism may still fix 
upon details. 138 

The newspapers' verdicts upon the report appear to have attached most blame 

to the politicians whilst almost universally commending the men's heroism. 

Several papers touched upon the poor staff work at Gallipoli but the verdict upon 

Hamilton was mixed: his friend, Nevinson's, comment in the Manchester 

Guardian virtually cleared him of blame, whilst the Daily Express took a scathing 

view of his culpable failure. 139 

This muted response to a bland report had been connived at by some of the 

soldiers who testified to the commission. Babtie and Aspinall wrote to Hamilton 

137 
Lord Curzon, Memorandum by on the report of the Mesopotamia commission , printed for the War Cabinet 1917, P.R .O., CAB 17/191. 138 
The Scotsman, 18 November 1919, Hamilton papers, 17/38, p.37 139 
H.W. Nevinson, 'The new Dardanelles report' , no date, Manchester Guardian; 'Why we failed in Gallipoli. Scathing report of the Dardanelles commission', 18 November 1919, Daily Express, Hamilton papers, 17/38, pp.40-1. Pages 37-60 of this file contain newspaper articles in response to the final report from twelve different publications. 
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of their decision to avoid controversy in their evidence. 140 Aspinall felt that 

criticism would be subversive of all military discipline and he declined to make 

such comments without an order from the War Office. 141 Major-General De Lisle, 

commander of the 29th Division, suspected the politicians were trying to pin the 

blanie upon the soldiers and took extra care with his evidence accordingly.142 

Birdwood perhaps spoke for many soldiers when he wrote to Hamilton of his 

distaste for controversy: 

Personally I cannot help thinking that it is such a mistake asking us for 
opinions at all , as I cannot think what they possibly hope to get in the way 
of valuable information. lt is of course all right if we agree with and 
confirm what you say, but it would be a nice kettle of fish if we went in for 
criticising what you have done! 143 

Sir Thomas Mackenzie noted this tendency in his supplementary report: 

With reference to the evidence tendered, whilst undoubtedly it was, in 
many aspects, full and complete, yet one felt that some of the officers 
called as witnesses could have disclosed a great deal more than they did. 
Probably their reticence arose from a sense of loyalty to the Service and a 
disinclination to say anything against their comrades. As a consequence 
of this and the natural desire of the Commission to give those chiefly 
concerned the benefit of any doubt, some of the conclusions arrived at 
may be somewhat different from what they otherwise might have been. 144 

140 
Babtie to Hamilton, 11 December 1916, Hamilton papers, 8/1 /7; Aspinall to Hamilton, 15 

~anuary 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/4. 

1
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In not tackling the nature of the campaign's fighting, nor condemning it as an 

outright failure, the commissioners left space for other narratives to interpret the 

campaign. This may be its ultimate significance. The commissioners had relied 

on Hamilton's despatches, attached as an appendix, to describe the action of the 

campaign. lt was not until the official histories of Britain and Australia were 

published that a serious attempt to piece together an account of the campaign 

was made. 145 Nor did the commissioners prescribe improvements for the future; 

this was left to a joint services report after the war. The first report of the 

commission had touched upon the idea that it might be useful in the future, but 

explicitly rejected the means to render it so: 

if our enquiry is to be of any real practical use for future guidance, we 
should not confine ourselves to a bald statement of facts, or even to the 
mere assignment of a proper share of responsibility to individuals or 
departments in connection with past events, but that we should go 
somewhat further and indicate briefly and in general terms the 
conclusions at which we have arrived in respect to the merits and 
demerits of the original, as also of the revised organisations which have 
been instrumental in conducting the war. lt would, however, be exceeding 
the scope of our functions if we were to discuss in detail the measures 
which should be taken to remedy any administrative defects which the 
light of recent experience has revealed. 146 

145 
Br.-General C.F. Aspinaii-Oglander, Military Operations, Gallipoli I (192~) and 11 (1932). 

Bean, C.E.W., The Story of Anzac, The Official History of Australia in the War of 1914-1918, I 
(1921) and 11 (1924). Prior to these Charles Callwell produced a history which gave a fairly 
detailed account of certain phases of the campaign, but was not intended as a complete history 
and was above all concerned with the strategic implications of the campaign. (Major-General Sir 
C.E. Callwell, K.C.B., Campaigns and their lessons: the Dardanelles (London, 1919).) 
146 . .. 
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Therefore, in 1919, the Admiralty ordered the Mitchell committee to report 

secretly on the attacks on the Dardanelles. Its terms of reference looked to 

developing guidance for the future: 

lt is not intended that the Committee should in any way criticise the actual 
'conduct of the operations, but it should confine itself to drawing lessons 
from what actually took place, and thereon make proposals for the 
preparing for, and carrying out of combined operations in the future. 147 

As was the case with the Dardanelles commission, the limiting effect of these 

terms was compounded, in Hamilton's eyes, by cautiousness in writing the 

report. He commented in a letter to Churchill, 

As to the value of the Report, I am disappointed. Interesting and useful 
evidence, it is true, has been collected but the Committee as a body have 
not shown boldness and, to preserve unanimity, they have sacrificed 
effective comment: also, I think, they have been victims of Admiralty 
manipulation. 148 

Moreover, the report~was so secret that even a member of the committee and the 

man collecting records for the Australian official history were refused access to 

it.149 

The Dardanelles commission succeeded in taking the heat out of the debate 

in the short term, but it failed to assuage the controversy in the long term. Its 

147 
Report of the committee appointed to investigate the attacks delivered on and the enemy defences of the Dardanelles Straits. (Admiralty, M.01167 1919, copy in Royal Military Academy Sandhurst Library) , p.xiv. 
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blandness and its limited release did not satisfactorily and decisively clear 

anyone's reputation. As Hankey commented later, 

Personally, though I was almost the only person who received some sort 
of faint commendation in the report of the earlier Commissions I never 

• discovered any advantage of any sort or description which was obtained 
from these two inquiries. No controversy was finally settled - for 
controversy on these matters has continued ever since and will continue 
to the end of time. On the other hand, an immense amount of suffering 
and injustice was inflicted on men who had done their best to serve their 
country in conditions of terrible responsibility and with inadequate means 
at their disposal, in the confident belief that the country would see them 
through. At least one brilliant officer was consigned to the 'scrap heap' so 
that the country lost the benefit of his services and experience for the 
remainder of the war. 150 

The Dardanelles commission was limited in the questions it asked and in the 

verdict it gave. lt was the first part of the official response, it asked 'what 

happened?' and 'who was to blame?' lt gave limited answers to these questions. 

lt searched for administrative and political reasons for failure. lt did not piece 

together the military details of the campaign, it did not consider the nature of the 

experience. This meant that the full story of Gallipoli was left to be told 

elsewhere. 

150 .. 
Hankey, Supreme command, }r p.524. 
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Chapter two 

The Official Response: The Official Histories 

The first two volumes of Charles Bean's official history of Australia in the First 

World War, which relate the story of the Australian Imperial Force (A.I.F.) at 

Gallipoli, were published in 1921 and 1924. 1 The two volumes of Cecil Aspinall-

Oglander's British official history of the Gallipoli campaign were published in 

1929 and 1932.2 With unmatched access to information on the campaign, they 

provided definitive factual accounts which remain important sources of 

reference. Bean's history has been massively influential both on the Anzac 

legend and on the historiography of the campaign. What has been less widely 

acknowledged is the influence of Aspinall's history on the British view of the 

campaign. 

In Britain, the first part of the official response, the Dardanelles commission, 

had relied on General Sir lan Hamilton's despatches to provide a narrative of the 

campaign. lt was for the official histories, therefore, to establish what happened 

1 
C.E.W. Bean, The story of Anzac from the outbreak of war to the end of the first phase of the 

Gallipoli campaign, May 4, 1915 (The official history of Australia in the wc;lr of 1914-1918, I. St. 
Lucia, Queensland, 1981; first published 1921 ); C.E.W. Bean, The story of Anzac from 4 May, 
1915 to the evacuation of the Gallipoli peninsula (The official history of Australia in the war of 
1914-1918,11. St. Lucia, Queensland, 1981; first published 1924). 2 

Br.-General C.F. Aspinaii-Oglander, Military operations. Gallipoli. Vol. 1: Inception of the 
campaign to May 1915 (History of the Great War based on official documents. London, 1992; 
first published 1929); Br.-General C.F. Aspinaii-Oglander, Military operations. Gallipoli. Vol. 11: 
May 1915 to the evacuation (History of the Great War based on official documents. London, 
1992; first published 1932). : · 
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at Gallipoli. Australia, however, had played almost no part in the Dardanelles 

commission; the priorities of officialdom there were very different. This chapter 

will therefore consider the contrasting purposes and priorities of the official 

histories of these two nations. lt will be seen that from these priorities flowed 

profound differences in construction, style, focus and argument. But first we 

must investigate the concept of official history and its implications. 

The purpose of official history 

Whilst the concept of official history can be traced back to ancient times,3 the 

origins of British official military history are to be found in the nineteenth century. 

Jeffrey Grey suggests that nineteenth century general staff histories 

were perhaps the only truly successful official histories in the sense that 
they actually fulfilled the function which those who commissioned them 
had intended for them: a contribution to the military education of staff 
officers. 4 

3 
D.E. Kennedy, Authorized pasts: essays in official history (Melbourne, 1995) collects essays 

discussing the concept of official history from the Third Millennium B.C through to the twentieth 
century. 
4 

Jeffrey Grey, 'A commonwealth of histories: the official histories of the Second World War in 
the United States, Britain and the commonwealth', (The Trevor Reese memorial lecture 1998, Sir 
Robert Menzies Centre for Australian Studies, Institute of Commonwealth Studies, University of 
London. London, 1998) : 
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Military history developed therefore, particularly in Prussia, as a means of 

improving the performance of the national army. 5 Britain followed this trend with 

an official record of the siege of Sebastopol in the wake of the Crimean War. 

Staff histories of subsequent colonial campaigns followed; their purpose 

continued to be army instruction. The exception to this was Lieutenant Colonel 

Frederick Maurice's The military history of the campaign of 1882 in Egypt which 

aimed instead to educate the public as to the nature of small wars. Maurice took 

over the official history of the Boer War upon the death of G.F.R. Henderson, but 

he was forced to revert to the German staff history model for its compilation. 6 

This work was completed under the auspices of the Historical Section of the 

newly-formed Committee of Imperial Defence, which then went on to produce the 

British official history of the Russo-Japanese war and that of the First World 

War. 

The Historical Section of the Committee of Imperial Defence was originally 

proposed by Lord Esher in September 1906 and recommended by a sub-

committee under Sir George Sydenham Clarke which had been established to 

consider the question in 1907. lt was argued that it would be preferable for the 

naval and military histories of various campaigns to be produced by men 

experienced in such work in a single department so that the lessons of each 

5 
Hans Umbreit, 'The development of official military historiography in the German Army from the Crimean War to 1945' in Robin Higham (ed.) , Official histories: essays and bibliographies ~rom around the world (Kansas, 1 ~70), p.160. 
J.ay Luvaas, 'The first British of~!cial historians' in Higham (ed.), Official histories, pp.488-491. Th1s essay also appeared in Military Affairs, Summer 1962, pp.49-58. 
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could be treated as a whole and in combination with their political 

considerations. Such an arrangement, it was thought, would provide better 

value for money and minimise delays. The volumes produced were to be 

'historical work generally, as apart from technical handbooks' .7 

During the period in which the official histories of the First World War were 

written the Historical Section was run by its secretary, Colonel E.Y. Daniel, an 

officer of the Royal Marines. He referred difficult matters to Maurice Hankey, the 

secretary of the Committee of Imperial Defence and a fellow Royal Marine.8 

At the outbreak of the war, the Prime Minister, H.H. Asquith, appointed an 

Historical Committee to consider the collation of material for an official history. lt 

met periodically under the chairmanship of Vice-Admiral Sir Edmond Slade until 

23 October 1918. Furthermore, within the first year of war, Lord Kitchener and 

the War Office pressed for an official military history to be written in order to 

educate public opinion. This was approved on 24 January 1916 and announced 

in Parliament by Asquith on 28 June.9 In 1922, the continuation of the official 

histories was called into question on grounds of expense. 10 The reconstituted 

7 Colonel E.Y. Daniel, 'Official histories. Memorandum by the Secretary of the Historical Section 
of the Committee of Imperial Defence', C. I. D. Paper 238-B, October 1919, p.1, London, Public 
Record Office, (P.R.O.), CAB 103/83. This information is repeated in other memoranda by 
Daniel of 12 July 1922, CAB 103/82, duplicated in CAB 27/182; and 1938? (post October 1938 
certainly) , CAB 103/82. 
8 

James Edmonds, unpublished memoirs, 'Chapter XXXII: The Historical Section of the 
Committee of Imperial Defence, 1919-49', p.1, London, Liddell Hart Centre for Military Archive , 
Kings College, Edmonds papers, 111/16. Daniel was appointed to this position in August 1914. 9 

'Memorandum on the work of the Historical Section, Committee of Imperial Defence by Colonel 
E.Y. Daniel', 12 July 1922, pp.1-4, P.R.O. , CAB 103/82. 10 

Mr G. Locker-Lampson and Mr Hogge spoke in favour of an attempt to reduce the salaries, 
wages and allowances associated : with the production of the war histories by £1 ,000. The 
proposal was defeated. House o( •Commons Parliamentary Debates, CLV (13 June 1922), 
£ols.277 -286. : 
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Committee for the Control of the Official Histories under the chairmanship of the 

President of the Board of Education, H.A.L. Fisher, accepted that the official 

histories served a useful purpose and that their preparation should continue. 11 

This thoroughly considered decision clearly reflected more than a precedent. 

Why, therefore, did the government decide to produce its own history of the First 

World War? lt seems that official histories were a direct response to secrecy. 

Hankey pressed the case late in 1915: 

Owing to the development of modern rapid communications, censorship 
and secrecy have been carried to a pitch unknown in previous wars. The 
result is that the general public and even the professional sailor and 
soldier know very little of the history of the war. To this day, for example, 
very little is known of the movements of the Allied Fleets, nor of the great 
concerted naval and military operations which brought about the 
extinction of the German commerce destroyers. Such vitally important 
matters as the escape of the "Goeben" are a closed book to all but a very 
few. The despatches of the British Generals only illuminate one narrow 
portion of the land operations and give little idea of the huge 
combinations of which they formed but a minor part. The object and 
intention of the Dardanelles and Salonica operations are quite imperfectly 
understood. 12 

Hankey was assuming that a detailed, technical staff history would in time be 

produced, but meanwhile an interim 'popular' work would be required, by which 

he meant not a work to 'sell like smoke on railway bookstalls', but 'an 

authoritative history for the general reader' .13 

11 
Daniel, 'Report on the work of the Historical Section by the Secretary', C.O.H.12, 21 November 1924, p.2, P.R.O., CAB 16/52. 12 
Hankey, Memorandum for the P,rime Minister, 23 December 1915, p.4, P.R.O., CAB 103/68 and CAB 1 03/76 :.' 13 
Hankey, Mem~randum for the Pfi!lle Minister, 23 December 1915, p.6, P.R.O., CAB 103/68. 
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This argument that an official history would educate the public by 

compensating for the failings of other works is a recurring theme in Hankey'sand 

Daniel's memoranda. In his 1919 and 1922 memoranda, Daniel cribbed directly 

from Hankey's 1915 memo in explaining why Kitchener and the War Office 

pressed for an official history: 

What was required was an authoritative account for the general reader to 
meet a probable demand, to educate public opinion, and to provide an antidote to the usual unofficial history which, besides being generally inaccurate, habitually attributes all naval and military failures to the ineptitude of the Government. 14 

The first report on the work of the historical section in 1919 expanded upon this 

theme, confirming both the perceived failure of existing popular works and of 

generals' despatches: 

The necessity- for an account founded on official documents, elaborated by statements and private records of officers and German information, 
has become more and more apparent. Many complaints have been heard and received with regard to the garbled and misleading accounts given in 
their books by Sir A. Conan Doyle, and J. Buchan and others. The writers were of course glad to get anything to fill their pages, and accepted statements from officers who had been sent home as failures, and from those who wished to advertise their units, while others who were doing the fighting in the various theatres of war refused them information when applied to. The first thought that naturally occurred was that it would be sufficient to elaborate the dispatches; but the publishers who have been 
consulted with regard to this, and other authorities, are most emphatic 

14 
Daniel , 'Historical Section of the :committee of Imperial Defence', 12 July 1922, p.8, P.R.O., CAB 1 03/82. ' 
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that the public do not trust dispatches, and that a book of such a class 
would not have a large number of readers. 15 

In 1922 and 1938, Daniel wrote: 

The general effects of post-war literature are becoming clear; if widely 
read it owes its popularity to the amount of secret information which the 
author has divulged, or to the extent to which he has entered into 
personal controversies. lt would be morally wrong to leave either the 
public or the services to such guidance; it is a matter of honour and 
common sense that the country's unprecedented effort between 1914 and 
1918 should be analysed and its effects made clear. 16 

Daniel was arguing that the official history should address both the general 

public and the services to counter criticisms of the war. However, it would be 

wrong to imply that the British official history's purpose was to justify the war or 

guard its memory; rather it was to educate the public, or perhaps more 

specifically, the ruling classes, in order to provide a proper basis for future 

decision making. , In his 1933 report Daniel wrote, 

From the total number of purchases, some 70,000, I think it may be 
concluded the information contained in these histories has been, and is 
still being digested by a section of society which is sufficiently large, and 

15 
'Historical Section (Military Branch)' p.1 0. No date, no author, but probably by Edmonds soon after March 1920, P.R.O., CAB 103/1. My emphasis. Keith Grieves notes that Conan Doyle was remarkably successfully in accurately placing each brigade and battalion , but that his 'penchant for superlatives was based on thin evidence'. Grieves also writes that Buchan was taken more seriously by the civil population during the war, and that Buchan's writing assured them that war was noble. (Keith Grieves, 'Early historical responses to the Great War: Fortescue, Conan Doyle and Buchan' in Brian Bond (ed.), The First World War and British military history (Oxford, 1991), pp-26-7, 30-33). . 
Daniel , 'Historical Section , ~ommittee of Imperial Defence', 12 July 1922, p.41 and 1938?, p.8, P.R.O., CAB 103/82. '· 

93 



sufficiently well informed, to influence public opinion when questions of imperial policy are being debated. 17 

Above all, the official history addressed the services - not as disillusioned 

participants - but as professional soldiers to be trained. From 1927 the official 

histories were set for Army promotion examinations. 18 The primary purpose of 

the official histories therefore remained, as it had almost always been, the 

education of military professionals. Hankey wrote in draft notes for Daniel in 

1919, 

lt is, however, not only the enlihtment [sic] of the public that has to be considered, but perhaps even more important is the education of the professional officer. Where is he to go for information if there is no official history? Even the personal accounts that have been published of certain naval and military operations are reported to me to be inaccurate. 19 

Or to return to Hankey's memo of 1915: 'history is the "memory" of the Services, 

and without it the lessons will be forgotten alike by statesmen, sailors and 

soldiers.'20 

The case was thus made for an authoritative history of the war for the dual 

purpose of educating the military and the public, but why did that history have to 

be offician There were several benefits in having the historian of the war under 

17 
Daniel, 'Report on the work of the Historical Section by the Secretary', C.O.H.33, 22 February 1933, p.6, P.R.O., CAB 16/52. 18 
Daniel, 'Historical Section, Committee of Imperial Defence', 1938?, p.8, P.R.O., CAB 103/82. 19 
Hankey, 'Confidential. Offici~l histories. Memorandum by the Secretary of the Committee of Imperial Defence', September f919, handwritten, P.R.O., CAB 103/82. 20 
Hankey, Memorandum to Pri~e Minister, 23 December 1915, p.9, P.R.O., CAB 103/68. 

94 



the control of the government and recognised as the official historian instead of 

relying on an independent professional historian. These benefits accrued from 

practical matters of access and support. Much of the evidence to be used for 

the history was highly secret and access to it had to be controlled. Rather than 

becomihg entangled in an attempt to choose among the various historians who 

might apply for access if it were generally available, it was felt to be preferable to 

grant this privilege to one specially licensed historian. Daniel's memo explained: 

So much secret matter is included in this material that it would be out of 
the question to give indiscriminate or even extensive access to it. 
Similarly, for a proper historical appreciation of certain phases of the war 
the Minutes of the War Council, the War Committee and similar bodies 
are indispensable, as also are the statements presented to and 
confidential evidence given before the Dardanelles and Mesopotamia 
Commissions. The same applies to much of the Foreign Office records, 
while in the case of some operations personal considerations requiring 
very careful handling are involved. lt is only to a specially selected official 
historian that such material can be made available. 21 

This explanation incidentally gives a further reason why the Dardanelles 

commission needed to be supplemented. Such was the secrecy of the 

statements and evidence presented to the commission that permission to 

release these documents to the Australian government was refused as late as 

1927.22 This arrangement would have the further benefit of improving the 

historian's access to the participants of each action. They would trust an 

:
1 

Daniel, Memorandum, 12 July 1922, pp.36-7 and 1938?, pp.6-7, P.R.O., CAB 103/82. 2 
Proceedings of Meeting, i.e. Sub'· committee for the control of the official histories, C.O.H. 4, l1 F ' ebruary 1927, p.4, P.R.O., CAB ~16/53. 
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officially designated historian and feel able to cooperate with him in a manner 

that would have been impossible with a private individual. 23 

The second issue was financial support from the government. The private 

individual would never be able to fund his work and that of the necessary clerical 

assisfants himself; moreover, it was argued, the government had a moral 

responsibility to fund such an undertaking: 

Private historians as a rule have access to archives on the collection and 
arrangement of which thousands of pounds and years of highly skilled 
labour have been spent, and even with the path thus smoothed for them 
the work will never yield a living wage. lt must always be a labour of love 
or subsidized. In this case quite apart from the obvious need of a 
complete record of the war for official information, a subsidy appears fully 
justified in the interest of national education alone. If, as is now generally 
admitted, national education in its broadest sense is an elementary duty 
of government then the study of the war is one which specially calls for 
reasonable state assistance; and when we consider the vast cost at which 
our experience was bought, the amount that is being spent on making that 
experience available for educative purposes comes clearly within the 
limits of sound economy. In actual money values the cost of the war for 
six minutes exceeded the annual cost of making its lesson available by 
means of the Historical Section. 24 

Therefore, despite some Treasury pressure, it was argued that the value of the 

histories could not be judged by their receipts. 'lt is by the standard of their 

value for professional educational purposes that official histories must be 

judged', it was asserted, 'lt is doubtful if they will ever pay'. 25 This line of 

23 
Daniel, Memorandum, 12 July 1922, p.37 and 1938?, p.7, P.R.O., CAB 103/82. 24 
Daniel, Memorandum, 12 July 1922, p.35, P.R.O. , CAB 103/82. 25 
Daniel, 'Official histories - Me'inorandum by the Secretary of the Historical Section of the 

Committee of Imperial Defence', C. I. D. 238-B, October 1919, p.3, P.R.O., CAB 103/83. 

96 



argument was strongly supported by Hankey. He drew telling comparisons with 

other works of reference to justify the expense of the official histories. His view 

was reported in 1922 thus: 

' With regard to the cost of official histories, Colonel Hankey pointed out 
that the fallacy of the Treasury objection lay in the attempt to measure 
their value by the test of receipts, and that if such a test were applied to 
other scientific works it was probable that scientific research would come 
to an end. A history was essentially a work of reference and education. 
To the Naval and Military Services history bore somewhat the same 
relation as Parliamentary Papers do to Imperial Parliament. According to 
the Estimates for that year the publication of Parliamentary Papers 
involved a net loss of £75,000. Hansard alone involved a dead loss of 
£9,000 to £10,000. This cost was presumably justified by the historical 
and educational value of the documents concerned, and the same might 
be said to apply to the proceedings of Royal Commissions. 26 

The power of the arguments for an official history overcame not just the 

financial objections to the preparation of the histories, but objections to writing 

contemporary history and engaging the government in a subject so fraught with 

controversy. In 1919 Hankey wrote: 

Is it feasible to write Official Histories of events that have only just 
occurred? The author, however discreet he may be, is in a very awkward 
dilemma. However sparing he may be of personal comment, the manner 
in which he marshals his facts, more especially when unsuccessful 
operations have to be recorded, is liable to reflect on one leader or 
another, on this department or on that. The very absence of personal 
comment must weaken the interest in the book. Is it fair to publish the 

26 
Daniel, 'Memorandum on the Work of the Historical Section, Committee of Imperial Defence', 12 July 1922, pp.10-11 , P.R.O., tAB 103/82. 
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narrative when events are so recent that all the principal actors are still on 
the stage of public life?27 

He also took into consideration the possible reception of these histories and the 

potential impact this would have on the work: 

The Official Histories are always liable to be the target of attack in 
parliament and press. Coming in a succession spread over many years, 
each one subjected to criticism, they may prove very troublesome in the 
aggregate. Administratively they are a source of constant trouble and 
friction. Every time the Historical Section produces a history, it has to run 
the gauntlet of departmental criticism, which is apt to emasculate the 
work, and deprive it of half its interest. 

Ultimately, the outcome was not the vetoing of the project, but strict attention 

to its style and contents. In both Britain and Australia, contemporary history 

under the official imprimatur was felt to require particular attention to the 

accuracy of the narrative. In the British official history, however, the logic was 

extended further and led not only to the avoidance of inaccuracies, but also to 

the avoidance of criticism, controversy and overt assessments of failure. The 

solution in the case of the British naval official history was to attach the following 

disclaimer: 

The Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty have given the author access 
to official documents in the preparation of this work, but they are in no 
way responsible for its production or for the accuracy of its statements. 
Their Lordships find that some of the principles advocated in the book, 
especially the tendency to minimise the importance of seeking battle and 
of forcing it to a conclusion, are directly in conflict with their views. 28 

27 
Hankey, 'Cabinet. Official hist6ries. Note by the Secretary', 28 October 1919, p.2, P .R.O., 
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Owing to these conflicts the description 'official' was dropped from the official 

history of the Second World War and a disclaimer in the preface noted the 

author's access to official documents and his sole responsibility for the views 

. d 29 contame . 

James Edmonds and the writing of the British official histories 

The decision to go ahead having been taken, how were the British official 

histories written? The process was a laborious and time-consuming one. There 

were three stages in writing one volume. A first narrative, compiled from primary 

documents, would be circulated among participants and then revised to take in 

some of their criticisms. From this the historian would write his first draft which, 

again, would be circulated among participants, this time the higher commanders. 

Thereafter a final draft would be written which was subject to some further 

alterations in preparation for publication. A memo outlined this process thus: 

There is no short cut to the compilation of the first narratives. They will be 
kept permanently in the Historical Section and perhaps in other selected 
places, and be available, in the future, for the student. When the narrator 
has finished his first narrative he will be the leading authority on the 
operations with which he has dealt and will have read more war diaries 
and documents on the subject than it is good for any man to read again. 
The student in years to come will, no doubt, check portions of the 
narrative, and, when he finds it full and accurate, will feel that he can trust 
the remainder. His thanks, although he may be only able to express them 

28 
Sir Julian S. Corbett, NavaL operations, Ill (History of the Great War based on official ~ocuments. London, 1923). ·:) 9 
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as prayers for the faithful departed, will be the narrator's ultimate 
reward. 30 

A consideration of the sources available to the official historian might further 

illuminate the magnitude of the task. There were three kinds of British 

documents that had to be consulted: (1) those regarding policy, that is 

documents regarding the inception of a project such as minutes of War 

Committees; (2) those regarding intelligence, such as telegrams, which reveal 

information that was available to the commander of the project; (3) those 

regarding the execution of the operation, such as despatches or ships' logs,31 or 

unit war diaries. Brigadier-General Sir James Edmonds, the director of the 

historical section, also encouraged the utilisation of allied and enemy records. 32 

This was further augmented by the testament of surviving officers, who were the 

source of voluminous correspondence. This opportunity to utilise such 

invaluable and irreplaceable knowledge was used as a justification for 

embarking on such a potentially controversial project straight away: 

30 

In the case of certain operations and particular actions it has been found 
that the official records are very scanty and it is only possible to fill in the 
gaps and complete the story by obtaining the missing facts from the 
personal recollections of participants. The sooner these gaps are filled 
the better, for it is obvious that with the lapse of time memories fail and it 

Colonel J.S. Yule, 'Provisional note for the guidance of narrators in the compilation of first ~a~ati~es for histories of military operations', 15 September 1941, p.4, P.R.O., CAB 44/428. 
32 

anrel, Memorandum, 1938?, p.~. P .R.O., CAB 103/82. 
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becomes more and more difficult to get into touch with the right people. Eventually this source will be exhausted.33 

A task of this scope required a particularly industrious staff. Here is 

Edmonds' comment on the type of people required: 

The ideal compiler must be tolerant and receptive of criticisms, able to fit in , have a just and true sense of proportion, able to be brief and not obscure, and, above all, be prepared to drudge and drudge. A "narrator" should be selected for his capacity for hard work and diligence, NOT his literary talents. The historian should have both qualifications. Neither, however, must be too meticulous but must at all times make progress towards the completion of his task. The historian should avoid the danger of "driving on" without getting a step nearer his destination, to avoid too much revision and "brushing up" and labouring after the ideal phrase and the perfection of his English and lay out. He should as much as possible avoid bulk retyping until he makes his final revise. 34 

Edmonds regularly complained in his annual reports that the Historical 

Section was understaffed. lt grew to a maximum of twelve officers and a similar 

number of clerks during the compilation of the histories. In 1929 Edmonds 

wrote, 

I feel it my duty, as last year, to record that the staff is inadequate in numbers for a great national work requiring infinite care and scrupulous accuracy, and open to the criticism of the whole military and literary world. The staff of the French Military Section is about eight times as numerous, and the German, ten times. In addition to the compilation of the original narratives, and the revision of them when the comments of participants to whom they are circulated are received which is very heavy work, every 

33 .. 
3 
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name, initial, rank and figure, beside fact, must be carefully checked, and 
accounts of the German and French sections compared. 35 

This situation inevitably impeded the progress of the history. However, in his 

memoirs, Edmonds noted that, 

it has since transpired that the war history was used as camouflage to 
harbour the intelligence section of the forbidden [German] General Staff, 
that only 40 officers were actually engaged in the compilation, and that 
this proceeded at exactly the same pace as the British. By September 
1939, the Germans had published the narrative of events up to the end of 
1916, with of course much more in proof. The French history had just 
been completed; but it was, as the director, Colonel Reboul, told me, a 
mass of documents with only a thin thread of narrative to connect them 
together. 36 

In addition to producing its own histories, the Historical Section assisted the 

production of regimental histories and Dominion official histories. lt also 

provided information to the Ministry of Pensions and the Imperial War Graves 

Commission. 37 

Who were selected to undertake this task? In August 1915, Sir Julian 

Corbett, a lecturer in history at the Royal Naval College, Greenwich, important 

naval theorist and author of many works including Confidential naval history of 

the Russo-Japanese wa?8 began work on the naval history and Sir John 

35 
Edmonds, 'Report on work of Historical Section (military branch) , 1st December 1928 - 30th 

November 1929', 4 December 1929, p.12, P.R.O. , CAB 103/7. 36 
Edmonds, unpublished memoirs, eh. XXXII, p.8, Edmonds papers, 111/16. 

~7 Wi!son , Cabinet Office, p.126. 
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1s probably referring to the volun'je published as J.S. Corbett, Maritime operations in the Russo
Japanese War, 1904-5 (Annapol1~. 1994). 

102 



Fortescue, the Royal Librarian and author of The history of the British Arm/9 

began the military history of the Western Front. Both were to be popular rather 

than technical works. 40 In the spring of 1919, Captain G.S. Gordon began work 

on the history of the Dardanelles campaign. lt was mooted in 1922 that 'men of 

outstanding literary reputation' such as G.M. Trevelyan, Rudyard Kipling, Sir 

Arthur Quiller Couch, Sir Henry Newbolt or John Buchan should be associated 

with the Histories, so that their sales might be maximised.41 Newbolt did indeed 

take over the naval history upon the death of Sir Julian Corbett, but T.E. 

Lawrence, Maurice Baring and John Masefield decided to refuse appointments 

as official historians, 'mainly because they were unable to face the enormous 

and exacting research work entailed.'42 

The most important appointment was that of Brigadier-General Sir James 

Edmonds who in 1919 became the director of the Historical Section, Military 

Branch. Edmonds (1861-1956) had been at Staff College with Haig and Allenby, 

had written a history of the American Civil War, and had worked at G.H.Q. for 

39 J.W. Fortescue, A history of the British army, 13 vols . (London, 1899-1930). Fortescue's unhappy experience as official historian is briefly described in Keith Grieves, 'Fortescue, Conan Doyle and Buchan' , pp.18-19. 40 
Daniel, Memorandum, 12 July 1922, p.8, P.R.O. , CAB 103/82, and Wilson , Cabinet Office, p.124. Denis Winter describes Fortescue's work as 'a propagandist war history for the general public' (Denis Winter (ed.), Making the legend: the war writings of C.E.W. Bean (St. Lucia, Queensland, 1992), p.7). 41 
Hilton Young to H.A.L. Fisher, 'Memorandum on War Histories', 4 October 1922 and letter from H.A.L. Fisher to Lt. Commander E. Hilton Young, M.P. , 11 October 1922, P.R.O. , CAB 103/73. Buchan, besides writing 24 volumes of Nelson's history of the war (London, February 1915 to July 1919), revised as History of the Great War (London, four volumes, 1921 -2) , went on to write The history of the South African Forces in France (London, 1920). Kipling edited and ~ompiled The Irish Guards in the .Great War (London, 1923). 2 
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most of the war. 43 His job at the Historical Section entailed organizing the 

records and superintending the compilation of the histories. He took on the 

additional work of historian of the Western Front upon the resignation of 

Fortescue in December of that year. 44 He oversaw the production of the 

fourtet3n volumes of official history on the Western Front which were completed 

with the publication of volume eight in 1948; the official history series was 

completed in 1949.45 

The personality of Edmonds had a massive impact upon the nature of the 

British official histories. He was responsible for the shift from a popular account 

of the Western Front towards a more technical, staff history which favoured 

detailed and accurate information and eschewed overt expressions of opinion. 

He had found Fortescue's work to be 'very readable but very inaccurate'46 and 

forced Fortescue's resignation after he made intemperate comments about Field 

Marshal Lord French47 
- an official historian could not be controversial or 

43 David French, "'Official but not history?" Sir James Edmonds and the Official History of the Great War', RUSI: Journal of the Royal United Services Institute for Defence Studies, 131, no.1 iMarch 1986), p.58. 
4 

Edmonds, unpublished memoirs, eh. XXXII, p.3, Edmonds papers, 111/16. 45 
The 1992 reprint of Aspinaii-Oglander, Military operations by the Imperial War Museum lists the series in full. 
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Commander H.R. Moore, 'Minutes of meeting of the Committee on the Historical Section of the Committee of Imperial Defence' of 27 July 1922, O.H.W. 1st conclusions, p.5, P.R.O., CAB 27/182. 
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104 



partisan. 48 Edmonds thereafter chose to produce a work more akin to a staff 

history modelled on the official German history of the Franco-Prussian war. 49 

This shift in purpose is also evident from Edmonds' prefatory comments. In his 

first volume, published in 1922, he contends that the official history has in mind 

a dual'purpose: informing both the general reader and the student at 'military 

school'. 50 By 1928 and volume four he was bluntly stating, 'The purpose of 

military history is to discover what actually happened, in order that there may be 

material for study, and that lessons for future guidance may be deduced.'51 

Edmonds also affected the structure of the official histories as a whole. lt had 

originally been conceived that the naval history would be the linchpin of the 

series of official histories. Hankey had argued that sea power was the element 

linking the episodes of this widely ranging war. Furthermore, the implications of 

48 Edmonds, unpublished memoirs, eh. XXXII, p.3, Edmonds papers, 111/16. Denis Winter has 
alleged that Edmonds plotted to get rid of Fortescue. He suggests that Fortescue was trapped 
into making his unacceptable comments by being invited to review French's book, the contents 
of which were likely to be like a red rag to a bull. (Denis Winter, Haig's command: a 
reassessment (London, 1991 ), pp.242-3.) These assertions are entirely unsubstantiated by the 
sources referenced. In footnote 8, p.352, Winter lists several sources. The first, a note by 
Edmonds dated 12.9.19 is not properly referenced and I have not been able to locate it. The 
second, a letter by Edmonds denigrating Fortescue's work does exist but it was addressed to 
E.Y. Daniel and not to 'Sandhurst' as Winter states. There is no evidence of Edmonds plotting in 
CAB 103/83, and 'Minute 1 in CAB 635' is referred to in a memo in CAB 103/83 as War Cabinet 
635, minute 1. Winter implies he has read it, I have not been able to locate such a file. 
Furthermore, the veracity of Haig's command has been effectively demolished by Jeffrey Grey's 
review in Journal of the Society for Army Historical Research, LXXI, 285 (Spring 1993), pp.60-
63. Winter's subsequent comments on the writing of the official histories in this book will 
therefore be ignored. q . 

Moore, O.H.W. 1st Conclusions, 27 July 1922, p.5 (P.R.O., CAB 27/182). 50 
Brigadier-General Sir James E. Edmonds, Military operations. France and Belgium. 1914. Vol. 

1: August-October. Mons. the retreat to the Seine. the Marne and the Aisne, August-October 
1914 (History of the Great War based on official documents. London, 1925; first published 
1922), p.v. 
51 

Brigadier-General Sir James E. Edmonds, Military operations. France and Belgium. 1915. Vol. 
11: Battle of Aubers Ridge. Festubert and Loos (History of the Great War based on official 
documents. London, 1928), p.viii. :· 
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the war on sea power were the most important for a maritime power such as the 

British empire. 52 Edmonds, in his waspish unpublished memoirs, written at the 

age of 90, was scornful. Of Sir Julian Corbett, whom he unfairly described as 'a 

barrister and amateur writer of naval history', he wrote, 

He actually proposed that the general story of the war should be told in 
the naval, not the military volumes. I took the opportunity to remind him 

"Now far from St. Helena are the capes of Trafalgar, 
A longish way, a longish way, with ten years more to run", 

and told him that the Navy in 1914-18 was no more than guard of the lines 
of communication. lt was not this, however, which caused his sudden 
death in his bedroom in 1922.53 

However, a glance at Edmonds' and Corbett's volumes covering the period of 

the Dardanelles campaign show that it was the naval history that considered the 

question of grand strategy. Edmonds' volume on 1915, which covers the battle 

of Aubers Ridge and others, scarcely mentions the Dardanelles, despite the 

controversial nature of the decision to attack both there and at Gallipoli in May. 54 

Moreover, as will be seen, Aspinall had to be allowed to mention Aubers Ridge 

in his volume on Gallipoli. 

52 
Moore, O.H.W. 1st Conclusions, 27 July 1922, pp.4-5, P.R.O., CAB 27/182. This comment is 

indicative of Hankey's attachment to the maritime school of strategy. 53 
Edmonds, unpublished memoirs, p.1. 54 
Edmonds, Military operations, France and Belgium 1915, vol. 11, (London, 1928); Corbett, 

Naval operations, Ill. The scope of Corbett's work is perhaps explained by Paul Kennedy's 
observation that Julian Corbett was one of a small number of writers who 'endeavoured to show 
how much the army and the navy had complemented each other in Britain's past wars, and how 
either one acting in isolation possessed a greatly reduced role and effectiveness. (Paul Kennedy, 
The rise and fall of British naval mastery (London, 1991 ), p.389). See also Michael Howard, The causes of war, p.194. :· 
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Most importantly, Edmonds' involvement reinforced the existing tendency to 
avoid criticism and controversy. This tendency derived from Edmonds' close 
identification with his former comrades and was compounded by the circulation 
of drafts to participants. This contrived to give the British official history what 
Ken lnglis has referred to as 'the character of a committee's report.' 55 Edmonds 
considered the purpose of official history to be the education of the military, but 
he chose not to make the lessons of a campaign too explicit. He gave the facts 
and left the staff to draw its own conclusions. 56 Edmonds explained himself in 

1928: 

GENERAL EDMONDS said that two persons could not write in the same style. He had been inclined to hint a thing rather than to state it baldly. Taking the Battle of Loos, when Lord French and General Joffre were clamouring to have as many Divisions as possible, he put in the History what Divisions were sent to France, and at the same time said that four Divisions were sent to the Dardanelles, but he did not rub it in. We did not, he considered, want everybody to see the troubles we had had and the mistakes we made. 57 

Churchill, who was also attending this meeting, replied immediately that the 
contrary was the case, that all our mistakes should be made clear to avoid their 
repetition by our children. Churchill, of course, had an axe to grind on this 
specific point. lt is the crux of his argument that a choice should have been 

55 
K.S. lnglis, C.E .W. Bean. Australian historian (The John Murtagh Macrossan Lecture, 1969. St. Lucia, Queensland, 1970), p.22. 56 
So reported Hankey to the meeti[lg of the Committee on the Historical Section on 27 July ~?22, O.H.W. 1st Conclusions, p.6, P,,R.O., CAB 27/182. Proceedings of Meeting i.e. Sub -Committee for the Control of the Official Histories, C.O.H. 5, 9-March 28, p.9, P.R.O., CAB 16/53.' My emphasis. 
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made between reinforcing the Western Front and reinforcing the Dardanelles. 

Edmonds' refusal to engage in controversy, comment freely on episodes, and 

his habit of hiding difficult episodes in footnotes or leaving them out altogether 

has been widely discussed, most notably by Tim Travers and David French.58 

Edmonas' confidant, Liddell Hart, wrote of this self-defeating tendency: 

In the early years of his task, he often said that he could not state the damaging truth in an official history, because of loyalty to the Service yet wanted to make it known privately to other historians - which he did. That practice became a fatal hindrance to the chance of getting the lessons of World War I clear in time for the next generation to profit by them in World War 11. 59 

58 Tim Travers, The killing ground: the British army, the Western Front and the emergence of modern warfare 1900-1918 (London, 1987), chapters 8 & 9. He focuses particularly on Edmonds' growing bias towards Haig in the volumes on the Somme and Passchendaele. The official history of Passchendaele, Travers concludes, is 'plainly wrong' in blaming Gough and the Fifth Army, rather than Haig and G.H.Q., for the three major issues of type of offensive, width and direction, and planning responsibility. (Travers, p.216). See also, David French, "'Official but not history"?', pp.58-63. This article gives a balanced view of Edmonds' work and suggests that Edmonds' concealment of some of their weaknesses enabled him to gather more information from co-operative participants. David French, 'Sir James Edmonds and the official history: France and Belgium' in Brian Bond (ed.), The First World War and British military history (Oxford, 1991 ), pp.69-86 also comments on this theme. lt suggests that Edmonds was influenced by the Victorian tradition of military biography, by the great mystique attached to higher ranks in the British army, the climate of animosity of the inter-war years engendered by the publication of self-justificatory books by former participants, particularly those of Lloyd George, and by the impact of his continuing need for the co-operation of participants. 59 
B.H. Liddell Hart, 'Responsibility and judgment in historical writing', Military Affairs (Spring 1959), p.36. Liddell Hart's evidence regarding Edmonds' approach to controversial episodes is interesting, but his further comment on the failure to learn its lessons is less satisfactory since Liddell Hart had distinctive views on what those lessons should be which have been widely criticised. Michael Howard describes Liddell Hart as the leading spokesman of the school of thought that the First World War was an aberration from traditional British strategies. Howard goes on to say, 'The surprise and mobility which Liddell Hart had seen as the essence of British maritime strategy, so far from ensuring success, had resulted over the centuries in an almost unbroken record of expensive and :humiliating failures from which Wolfe's seizure of Quebec stands out as one of the very few exc~ptions.' (Howard, The causes of war, pp.191 & 206). 
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The pressure to avoid controversy in an official publication was just one of the 

various distorting influences to which the official history was subject. Others 

flowed from the purpose of these volumes and the author's personal approach 

and bias. The emphasis on its educative role for the army instead of aiming to 

enhahce public understanding of the experience of the war, for example, led to 

the suggestion that the Battle of the Somme and the other battles of attrition and 

stalemate required comparatively little attention. In 1922, Major General Romer, 

Director of Staff Duties in the War Office wrote, 

From the point of view of the education of the Army it was important that 
very good accounts should be written of the following periods:- 1914 to 
the end of the first Battle of Ypres, March 1918 to the Armistice, Allenby's 
Campaign in Palestine, and the operations in the Dardanelles. He was of 
opinion that a less detailed account might be prepared of the war in 
France from 1915 to 1918.60 

The first two volumes on the Western Front did indeed cover just over two 

months each, 1918 was covered in four volumes compared to 1916's two and 

Passchendaele got one inadequate volume. This weighting has not been 

replicated in the subsequent historiography of the Western Front which has 

given massive attention to 1914 and in particular to the attritional battles of 1916 

and 1917. This is not because of their military value but because of the 

60 
'Conclusions of Committee on the Historical Section', 31 July 1922, p.1, P.R.O., CAB 27/182. To be fair, it should be noted that Mr. L.S. Amery, Parliamentary and Financial Secretary, 

thought that this middle period sh9uld be moderately full as well, since the critical historian would ?ase his writings on the detail of ) he official history. However, the British army's studies in the Inter-war period did tend to reflecf !he emphases that Major General Romer suggested. 
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unprecedented and terrible losses they inflicted and the ensuing psychological 

impact not just on their participants but on the nation. 

A further distortion resulted in part from the history's purpose of staff 

education and in part from Edmonds' personal experience and bias. Edmonds 

wrote 'from the point of view of a staff officer. He admitted in old age that he 

largely decided what he would write from his memories of G.H.Q. This coloured 

his entire approach: 

The secret of rapid work is to make up one's mind what one is going to write, and not revising too much. A good memory is indispensable, and fortunately I had in Mr. Tarsey an assistant who knew as much about the war as I did myself and could read my handwriting at its worst. I had of course the advantages of having been at G.H.Q. France for most of the war, and thus of understanding its course from the inside; 61 

Edmonds did note that information became more distorted nearer to the top of 

the chain of command, i.e. nearer to G.H.Q. However, he did not recognise how 

this potentially devalued his chosen method of work: 

Regimental accounts on both sides were extraordinarily accurate; as one ascended in the hierarchy from brigade to division, division to corps, the story became more and more distorted and, on the German side, the casualties reduced. This distortion was not intentional; the higher staffs could not follow the fluctuations of a battle. 62 

61 :· 
6 

Edmonds, unpublished memoirs ; : ~h. XXXII, p.1 0, Edmonds papers, 111/16. 2 
Ibid., p.12. Edmonds was largely _successful in ensuring the factual accuracy of his volumes. 
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This statement amounts to an unwitting endorsement of the methods employed 

by Charles Bean, the official historian of the Australian Imperial Force. Like 

Edmonds he dominated his country's official history, but his work provides a 

stark contrast. 

Charles Bean and the Australian official history 

Charles Edwin Woodrow Bean (1879-1968) was born in Bathurst, New South 

Wales. In photographs he peers out from behind wire-framed glasses, a tall thin 

man with a shock of red hair. He was educated at Clifton College, Bristol and at 

Hertford College, Oxford where he studied Classics and then Law. He returned 

to his native Australia in 1904 and after a brief period as a barrister and a 

teacher, he worked as a journalist for the Sydney Morning Herald. In 1914 he 

was nominated by the Australian Journalist's Association to work as the official 

correspondent with the A.I.F. One of his most notable assignments as a 

journalist had produced a series of articles on the wool industry. In them Bean 

took a potentially dry subject and transformed it by describing the lives of the 

men involved. He thereby systematically presented some outstanding national 

types. 63 Bean had discovered his main interest, what his biographer, McCarthy, 

63 
Dudley McCarthy, Gallipoli to the Somme: the story of C.E.W. Bean (London, 1983), p.65. Bean published these articles as On the Wool Track (191 0) . Before the war he also published With the Flagship in the South (Lo~don, 1909), The Dreadnought of The Darling (London, 1911 ), ,and Flagships Three (London, 1913). 
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summarises as 'human subjects and their doings'. 64 An innocuous interest to 

hold perhaps, but when applied in the field of military history, a radical one. 65 

When he was selected as official correspondent it was agreed with the 

Defence Department that he would write a history of the war upon his return. 

This was to be 'an account of the Australian part in it for a permanent record for 

Australian libraries, schools, and the Australian people generally.'66 lt was not 

going to be another staff history, but a commemorative work. Indeed, he wrote, 

'I shall not write the military history of it, I shall write the national history - if I 

come through it - the history that will be read by my nation as long as it exists.' 67 

Bean sought to ensure that this would be possible, recommending that 'The 

sales shall be so organised that all Australians shall have an opportunity, if they 

care to take it, of purchasing the work.' 68 The commemorative point was 

emphasised at the time of his contract renewal in 1924: 

lt has to be borne in mind, too, that the Government, when it decided in 1919 to undertake the production of the National Histories had in contemplation not an ephemeral work but one that would endure. Books of the former class could doubtless have been hurriedly compiled and abundantly disposed of, but the work of constructing the permanent memorial in writing of Australia's effort in the war must needs be 

64 
McCarthy, Gallipoli to the Somme, p.72. 65 
Bean's approach is not however without its precursors: William Napier had produced a multivolumed history of the Peninsula War focusing on its battles. H.T. Siborne used only evidence directly from participants and illustrated his work with thumb-nail maps in the margin. (Winter (ed.), Making the legend, p.4). 66 
Bean to G.S.O. 1st Australian Divn., 27 June 1915, Canberra, Australian War Memorial, Bean ~apers, AWM 38 3DRL 6673 item 270. 7 
Bean to Capt. R. Muirhead Collins R.N., Official Secretary for the Commonwealth, 12 May 1916, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL.6673 item 271. 68 
Bean, 'Australian Records of the }Nar, Official Historian, A.I.F.', 14 August 1919, Bean papers, -AWM 38 3DRL 6673 item 11. 
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deliberate and if, on that account, the opportunities of the immediate postwar market are lost, the national value of the Histories can justifiably be counted against the expenditure. 59 

This conception of the official history was integral to the act of establishing a 

creation myth that pinpointed the Anzac experience as the 'birth of a nation'. lt • 

will be seen that the construction of 'a permanent memorial in writing' brought 

with it peculiar responsibilities and emphases. 

Bean's 1919 scheme for the official histories, drawn up at the same time as 

his proposal for what became the Australian War Memorial, makes the unusual 

emphasis of his work clear. He suggested that three different types of histories 

should be written: national histories, professional histories and unit histories. 

The national histories would comprise twelve volumes: six to cover Gallipoli and 

France, and then one volume a piece on Palestine, Rabaul, the Royal Australian 

Navy, the Australian Flying Corps, the effort of Australia, and six hundred 

annotated photos. Bean would be the Editor and Official Historian for these. A 

second group of histories were to be closer to the British vision of a military 

history: 

The PROFESSIONAL HISTORIES (medical, engineering, legal, veterinary, administrative, military schools, etc., artillery and desert warfare) are needed for the traditions of those branches of the Army; and the four first-named will probably be welcomed by their clvil professionals in Australia as the basis of a great tradition in their professions also.70 

69 
E.K. Bowden, 'Australian War Histories. Renewal of Engagement of Official Historian (Mr. ~ - E.W. Bean)', 4 June 1924, Bean p~pers, AWM 38 3DRL 6673 item 11 . My emphasis. 0 
Bean, 'Australian Records of the War, Official Historian, A.I.F.', 14 August 1919, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 6673 item 11. ' 
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Thus the volume to be used for military education was only of secondary 

importance and compared to traditions in other professional occupations. Bean 

suggested that the professional military volumes were 'most urgently necessary 

if the experience of the war [ ... ] is not to be forgotten and wasted' and therefore 

advised that 'the General Staff should be asked if it requires these or any such 

series. If so, that it be asked to appoint the writers, and that the Department 

make such arrangements as it desires to meet the immediate expense.'71 The 

official medical history was eventually brought under Bean's general editorship, 

but the other technical histories were not.72 After the first intensive period of 

work, Bean also supervised the writing of regimental histories.73 

A second distinctive difference in the Australian official histories was that 

Bean secured this promise from the government: 'The Commonwealth shall not 

censor or alter the National Histories as written, annotated or edited by the 

Official Historian.'74 Bean had explained to the Military Board that, 

71 
Bean, 'Australian War Records- Full Scheme of Publication', Memorandum for The Secretary, 

Department of Defence, 26 June 1919, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 6673 item 180. 
72 

Denis Winter writes that information began to be gathered for the technical histories at the end 
of 1917 but that this plan was upset by the German offensive in March 1918. Thereafter only the 
medical history work was taken up again (Winter, Making the Legend, p.16). According to Jane 
Ross, The myth of the digger (Sydney, 1985), pp.207-8, The Australian Army Medical Services 
in the War of 1914-1918 was published in three volumes: Volume I, Part 1: A.G. Butler, The 
Gallipoli Campaign (1930), Part 11: R.M. Downes, The Campaign in Sinai and Palestine, Part Ill: 
F.A. Maguire and R.W. Cilento, The occupation of German New Guinea (1930); Volume 11: A.G. 
Butler, The Western Front (1940); Volume Ill: A.G. Butler, Special problems and services (1943). 
73 

Bean, The writing of the Australian official history of the Great War - sources, methods and 
some conclusions', Royal Australian Historical Society. Journal and Proceedings, XXIV, part 2 
}1938), p.88. .. 
4 

'Agreement between C.E.W. Be~n and The Commonwealth of Australia', 1919?, Bean papers, 
-· AWM 38 3DRL 6673, item 11. TH'e only exception was in case of libel. 
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the volumes written by himself would necessarily include his own opinions on many subjects, in addition to the historical facts described, and he also admitted that his work could be taken as apportioning praise and blame to units and individuals. At the same time Mr Bean frankly stated that he raised no objection to the inclusion of an official notice that he alone was responsible for such opinions. 75 

The Mnitary Board accepted Bean's request but in consequence objected to the 

use of the terms 'Official History' or 'National History' and suggested that the 

series should be entitled 'Australia and the Great War', the sub-title to be "'The 

Story (or Narrative) of the A.I.F." by C.E.W. Bean, Official War Correspondent.'76 

Bean's response was strong: 

Restriction on the term 'national' and the ruling of the term 'history' out of the title I cannot agree to, nor to the style of myself as simply 'Australian War Correspondent'. lt was not in that capacity that I compiled three hundred volumes of notes, the most complete record ever kept by an historian. I was requested by the Government at the beginning of the war to obtain material with a view to writing the National History of the War, and if I am now appointed to do this I do not see why the book should not say so.77 

A glance at the front page of his first volume confirms that Bean won the 

argument. His preface gratefully acknowledges his freedom from censorship but 

does not go on to suggest that he alone was responsible for the opinions of the 
history. 78 

75 
'Copy of Minute by Military Board', part of 'Australian Records of the War, Official Historian, ~. I.F ., 14 August 1919', p.9, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 6673 item 11. Australian Records of the War, Off_icial Historian, A.I.F. , 14 August 1919', Bean papers, AWM ?

7
8 3DRL 6673 item 11 . , Ibid. 

,I 78 
:· ·-Bean, The story of Anzac, I, p.lix. ~ 
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Bean began work on the official history with a small staff of clerks and 

draftsmen in late 1919 at Tuggeranong, twelve miles outside Canberra. His staff 

reached its peak during the first few months of work when he was assisted by 

tour clerks and 4 draftsmen. From 1925 onwards there were only two clerks and 

one araftsman. 79 He expected the task to take five years, in fact each volume 

took three years to complete on average. Bean called upon a vast array of 

sources - 40 different classes of records, the official documents from Australia 

alone comprised 21 ,500,000 foolscap sheets - and used them with meticulous 

care. 80 He was nonetheless closely involved in all stages of the preparation of 

the official history of this relatively small force. He disapproved of the British 

authors' reliance on others to prepare a precis of events. 81 In constructing his 

history, Bean acted very much as a pathfinder. 'Few people', he wrote, 'realise 

to what an extent no guide even now exists to much of the history of the Great 

War.' 82 Bean's role as pathfinder is all the more notable when it is considered 

that not only were there few reliable published works on the events of the Great 

War before he wrote the official history; but there was no national tradition of 

79 
Bean, 'The writing of the Australian official history', p.88. 80 
Bean details these sources in 'The writing of the Australian official history', pp.93-6. He describes his methodology in 'The technique of a contemporary war historian', Historical Studies ~stralia and New Zealand, 11, no.6 (November 1942). 

8

1 
Bean, 'The technique of a contemporary war historian', p.70. 2 
Bean, 'The writing of the Austra..lian official history', p.89. In the preface to the first edition, Bean lists the more important boqks and writings he consulted. Many of these were personal memoirs or inherently unreliable :such as Hamilton's despatches, his Gallipoli diary or John Buchan's Nelson's history of the war. 
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battle literature either. 83 Bean wrote of this unique opportunity and 

responsibility, 

I regard our work as something like that of the photographer who must fix 
certain pictures on his plate or film, else they will be lost forever. [ ... ] 
What we have to do is "fix" that history for posterity. 84 

Prior to 1917 when the Australian War Records section under Captain J.L. 

Treloar was set up, the official records were very deficient.85 Bean wrote of the 

Gallipoli campaign, 'the official records were so bare and, as I know by my own 

observation and researches during the campaign, so inaccurate, that any history 

based chiefly upon them could only be a travesty of the truth.' 86 He therefore 

found, particularly when considering the human side of the story, that his own 

papers were his most important source. These diaries, regimental records and 

historical notes had the advantage of having been 'collected by a trained 

investigator, mainly at the time of events, and in most cases from the actors 

themselves.'87 Since he knew from the beginning that he would eventually write 

a history, he took notes in far greater detail than a war correspondent ordinarily 

would . In October 1914, he wrote to an official at the Defence Department, 

there will be an abundance of detail which would be too obviously 
censorable for inclusion in any letter, but which would have to be included 

83 
Robin Gerster, Big noting: the heroic theme in Australian war writing (Melbourne, 1987), p.2. 

:
4 

Bean writing in Sydney Morning Herald 1925, quoted in Winter, Making the Legend, p.14. 
8
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Bean, The technique of a contemporary war historian', p.66. 
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Bean, The writing of the Australia:n official history', p.90 . 
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117 



in the history of the Australian part in the war. If all goes well I shall bring back notes of these, and will undertake to write from them and from my letters, to the best of my ability, the story of the part Australians play in the war. 88 

Oenis Winter has sounded a fierce note of caution concerning the use of one 

of Bean's personal sources, his diaries. In a review of D.A. Kent's article on The 

Anzac book, Winter describes Bean's diaries as a 'ragbag of notes and jottings' 

which were written up in 1916 and substantially reworked in 1924.89 lt is clear 

from Bean's diaries that he went back over them adding notes, but not to the 

extent that Winter has suggested. The scope of these allegations and the 

mendacity implied seem implausible in the light of Bean's character. 90 Moreover 

Bean himself was well aware of the possible pitfalls of relying on a diary. He 

ensured that the following warning, written on 16 September 1946 was attached 

to all his diaries: 

These writings represent only what at the moment of making them I believed to be true. The diaries were jotted down almost daily with the object of recording what was then in the writer's mind. Often he wrote them when very tired and half asleep; also, not infrequently, what he believed to be true was not so - but it does not follow that he always discovered this, or remembered to correct the mistakes when discovered. Indeed, he could not always remember that he had written them. 

88 
Bean to Commander Pethebridge, Defence Department, 16 October 1914, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 6673 item 270. 89 
Denis Winter, 'The Anzac book: a re-appraisal', Journal of the Australian War Memorial, no. 16, (April1990), p.60. 90 
David Kent's reply to this review effectively refutes the wider thrust of Winter's article and also raises some questions of minor inaccuracies and vague referencing on Winter's part. (D.A. Kent, 'The Anzac book a reply to Deni~ . Winter', Journal of the Australian War Memorial, no.17 (October 1990), pp.54-5.) I am grateful to Ashley Ekins for supplying me with a copy of this article. ' · 
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These records should, therefore, be used with great caution, as relating only what their author, at the time of writing, believed. Further, he cannot, of course, vouch for the accuracy of statements made to him by others and here recorded. But he did try to ensure such accuracy by consulting, as far as possible, those who had seen or otherwise taken part in the events. The constant falsity of second-hand evidence (on which a large proportion of war stories are founded) was impressed upon him by the second or third day of the Gallipoli campaign, notwithstanding that those ·who passed on such stories usually themselves believed them to be true. All second-hand evidence herein should be read with this in mind. 91 

Perhaps the greatest difficulty regarding the sources on which Bean based 

particularly his Gallipoli volumes is that it resulted in the official history relying on 

the perceptions of one man to an inordinate degree. Bean's official history is 

therefore unusually influenced by the author's preoccupations and attitudes. 

The freedom of expression given to him can only have reinforced this. E.M. 

Andrews agrees: 

He based too much of his writing on the diary of his experiences (the sights he had seen and the conversations he had held) as a war reporter. His prejudices and misconceptions at the time, despite his care, therefore slanted some of his later views. Again, his class background, education (public school and Oxford), rank and position created an unbridgeable gulf between him and the ordinary soldiers. [ ... ] being in headquarters so much put Bean apart from the ranks, so that he did not understand what occurred at the cutting edge. [ ... ] His history, therefore, is slanted history, despite his great strength -his unrelenting search for the factual story. 92 

lt is perhaps unfair to say that there was an unbridgeable gulf - at least Bean 

attempted to break it down. He may have been taken into the headquarters 

:
1 
This warning can be found on anY[. Of the diaries in his papers (AWM 38 3DRL 606). 2 
E.M. Andrews, The Anzac illusion: Anglo-Australian relations during World War One (Cambridge, 1993), p.214. · 
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staff's confidence more than other reporters, but he also spent more time near 

the front line than the others. Yet his democratic credentials are impaired by 

suggestions that he tended only to gather evidence from officers. 93 

However, as Andrews notes, Bean's remarkable diligence in gathering 

evidence counter-balanced some of the problems of his evidence. Bean 

explained his methods thus: 'The writer himself, either on the day of battle or 

soon afterwards, visited as far as it lay in him to do so, every important trench or 

position mentioned in this and the following five volumes, and of most of them he 

kept detailed notes.'94 Like Edmonds, Bean recognised the strength of first hand 

evidence and the corollary of that, the weakness of evidence from further up the 

chain of command. Unlike Edmonds who was working on a far greater scale, 

however, Bean was able to base his work on this highly detailed evidence.95 In 

1933 he wrote, 

The story that emerges from this first-hand evidence is often widely 
different from the story in the leaders' despatches [ ... ] This imputes no 
blame to the leaders - they had to go on conducting the war and trying to 
snatch victory, not to devote themselves to sifting out evidence of past 
events. But it does mean that the historian - if he has the means - must 
ascertain for himself who were responsible for successes or failures, 
since the official reports are no certain guide.96 
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Bean, and in turn, Ken lnglis, suggested that this healthy mistrust was the 

product of nationality. Bean wrote: 'Probably the colonial writer regards more 

sceptically than those of older countries the despatches both of statesmen and 

of generals.'97 This assertion was not backed by any evidence and it should be 

noted, as quoted above, that Edmonds himself also recognised that 'the public 

do not trust dispatches.'98 Furthermore, Andrews has suggested that Bean's 

scepticism concerning British activities was coupled with an over-inclination to 

believe Australian soldiers' statements. 99 

Nonetheless, in relying on eye-witness accounts, Bean found that it was 'a 

perpetual marvel to me how exactly their narratives dovetail.'100 He further 

became convinced that evidence given by the wounded, like second-hand 

reports, were unreliable. 101 This diligent gathering of evidence and scrupulous 

archival work was central to Bean's quest for the truth. Denis Winter described 

this fundamental part of Bean's personal philosophy thus: 

Bean's underlying view was that so long as truth can get out, even amid a 
host of mistakes and distortions, it has an immense power to prevail in the 
end. And so it was with his historical work on the First World War: resist 
any view until it has been thoroughly tested against the best possible 
information, then set down a coherent story with all the details absolutely 
right, so far as possible. The final product would be more than a simple 

97 
Bean, The Australian Imperial Force in France 1916 (The official history of Australia in the war of 1914-1918, Ill, Sydney, 1938), p.vi, quoted in lnglis, C.E.W. Bean, p.23. 98 
Edmonds(?) 'Historical Section (Military Branch)', March 1920?, p.10, P.R.O., CAB 103/1. (No date or author given). 

99 
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work of record. Through its 'truth', it would alter the conduct of Australians and help shape their view of Australia's role in world affairs. 102 

Bean relished the opportunity he had to find and present the truth: 

• to all of us there was the excitement of constantly discovering unsuspected facts, or the truth as to events of whose causes we had previously known only one side; and of exhibiting to our own people and others many facts that would have undoubtedly been disputed unless accompanied by their discovered proofs; and, above all, of being able to right many wrongs, and to bring to thousands of actions recognition that they would never otherwise have obtained. 
Few people have the power that falls to a war historian in this way. 103 

Bean's wealth of first-hand evidence facilitated the principal characteristic of 

his history: its highly detailed front line perspective. His narrative is full of 

individual incidents, each supplemented by footnotes giving the personal details 

of its participants - a unique feature of his histories. This detail was crucial to its 

commemorative aim. For the history to be a dignified and worthy memorial it had 

to be authoritative and that required detailed proof substantiating his account. A 

microscopic focus, furthermore, gave him the opportunity to detail many 

instances of heroism, and to record endurance and self-sacrifice that would be 

lost to posterity if not recorded. 104 A further benefit, presumably, was that the 

high number of individuals mentioned was likely to boost sales of the volumes 

amongst those men. Such a close focus was made possible by the relative size 
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of the A.I.F. Denis Winter has calculated that the British official history of the 

war would have required 84 volumes to replicate Bean's level of detail. 105 

There were, however, drawbacks to Bean's front line view. E.M. Andrews 

argues that Bean's highly detailed narrative tended to swamp the overall picture 

of the' battle's progress. 106 He further suggests that Bean had a 'weakness in 

analytical ability'107 and that he 'deliberately covered up Australian 

weaknesses' .108 

Bean's tendency to place too much faith in Australian accounts and to 

downplay their failures is concomitant to his patriotic commemorative aim. In his 

words, he wished to commemorate 'the reaction of a young, free, democratic 

people to this great test' .109 In 1938 he described the questions he believed 

required answering in his history: 

How did the Australian people - and the Australian character, if there is 
one - come through the universally recognized test of this, their first great 
war? Second was the question: What did the Australian people and their 
forces achieve in the total effort of their side in the struggle? Third: What 
was the true nature of that struggle and test so far as Australians took 
part in it? How well or ill did our constitution and our preparations serve 
us in it? What were their strengths or weaknesses? And what guidance 
can our people or others obtain from this experience for future 
emergencies? 110 
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Thus the concerns of this journalist creating a history for a new nation, were 

radically different to those of a staff officer preparing a history for the army of a 

great imperial power. Their implications for the nature of the Australian official 

history were profound. The nature of these questions are a further reason why 

the impact of the author's personality is far more tangible in Bean's histories 

than in any other work of official history. Therefore, despite his desire to write 

'the bare and uncoloured story' 111 Bean's attitudes are revealed throughout his 

work. 

Bean shared many of his generation's beliefs and preoccupations. In his 

official history can be seen the collision of nineteenth-century values and 

twentieth-century warfare. Bean's unique response to this provides another 

example which disproves Fussell and others' argument that this collision led to 

crisis, to modernism, or else it resulted in strangely anachronistic responses. 

Bean's value system withstood this test. John Murphy, who appears to accept 

Fussell's paradigm, writes, 

Bean's history was predominantly about national character, framed by a backdrop of Empire, of racialism and of the macabre meeting of modern military technology with nineteenth-century ideals of Duty, Progress and Reason. But while for many Europeans the irrationality of trench warfare destroyed a liberal world, Bean's description of the first AIF expressed an archetype of supposed national manhood and nationhood. 112 

111 
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Bean's views were heavily influenced by his English public school education. 

Robin Gerster details his tendency, 'Vitae Lampada'-style, to employ sporting 

analogies - rowing, cricket, a football crowd, racehorses - in describing warfare 

and attributes this to his Newboltian public school. 113 lnglis reproduces 

Newbdlt's poem about his and Bean's old school, C/ifton Chapel. The following 

extract seems an uncanny precursor of the Anzac legend: 

To set the cause above renown, 
To love the game beyond the prize, 

To honour, while you strike him down, 
The foe that comes with fearless eyes; 

To count the life of battle good, 
And dear the land that gave you birth, 

And dearer yet the brotherhood 
That binds the brave of all the earth 

My son, the oath is yours: the end 
Is His, who built the world to strife, 

Who gave His children Pain for friend, 
And Death for surest hope of life. 

Today and here the fight's begun, 
Of the great fellowship you're free; 

Henceforth the School and you are one, 
And what You are, the race shall be. 114 

The most important of Bean's beliefs was his social Darwinism. lt informed 

the central thrust of his work. Thomson explains, 

He shared the ideas of contemporary social Darwinism, which assumed 
that there was an innate relationship between race and moral and cultural 

11 3 G t B. . 
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traits, and he was convinced that the English were pre-eminent because of their superior characteristics. Bean's racial attitudes would change, but the notion that the character of each individual exemplified distinctive national traits would remain the central explanatory tool of his life's writing. This idea dovetailed with a typically Victorian personal philosophy which assumed that an individual of sound character could determine his (rarely her) own fate, regardless of personal privilege or economic power. 115 

Thus Bean, believing that war afforded the opportunity to observe national traits, 

could write an article entitled 'Sidelights of the War on Australian Character' with 

only a small scholarly qualm about generalising. Bean's racialist attitudes are 

apparent in his portrayal of the Turks as stupid and sometimes inhuman (an 

opinion moderated during the course of the campaign); and in his portrayal of 

British troops as decent and brave, yet lacking initiative and drive. These 

attitudes were also informed by eugenicist ideas. After the disappointing failures 

of the British troops at Suvla, Bean wrote in his diary, 

The truth is that after 1 00 years of breeding in slums, the British race is not the same, and can't be expected to be the same, as in the days of Waterloo. lt is breeding one fine class at the expense of all the rest. The only hope is that these puny narrow-chested little men may, if they come out to Australia, or N.Z. or Canada, within 2 generations breed men again. England herself, unless she does something heroic, cannot hope to. 11 6 

These ideas culminated in his deep admiration for Australian troops: 

The Australian came of a race whose tradition was one of independence and enterprise, and, within that race itself, from a stock more 
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adventurous, and for the most part physically more strong, than the general run of men. By reason of open air life in the new climate, and of greater abundance of food, the people developed more fully the large frames which seem normal to Anglo-Saxons living under generous conditions. An active life, as well as the climate, rendered the body wiry and the face lean, easily lined, and thin-lipped. 117 

Given· the priorities of his history and the personal beliefs which fuelled them, 

Bean's theme throughout is the nature of the men produced by the young nation 

of Australia. He argues that the experience of working and surviving in the bush 

had percolated through Australian society, and that in combination with the 

egalitarian nature of society, this produced men who were independent, 

resourceful, adventurous and full of initiative. 11 8 This classlessness also brought 

with it a disrespect for hidebound tradition and a reputation for indiscipline. 119 

These qualities made Australians outstanding and excellent fighters. These 

ideas can be seen most explicitly in the final chapter of his last volume on 1918. 

Written during the Second World War it is a hymn of praise to the qualities of 

the A.I.F., particularly to their fighting prowess. 120 E.M. Andrews disputes Bean's 

thesis. He argues that Bean wrongly attributes to the Australians at Gallipoli the 
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efficiency which they developed by the end of the war. 121 Furthermore, he 

contends that the idea that Australian soldiers were different or better than other 

soldiers in the British army is an illusion.122 

Another nineteenth-century idea - the romance of warfare - took a battering 

on the Western Front. With no grand cavalry charges to describe in exalted 

terms but a great deal of random death by remote and impersonal technology, it 

became very difficult to apply the old idioms of heroic warfare. 123 Bean, 

however, managed to redefine and rejuvenate the concept of heroism as a test 

of endurance. 124 He complained in his diary about those who devalued heroism 

by overstatement and wrote of his definition of heroism: 

There is plenty of heroism in war - it teems with it. But it has been so 
overwritten that if you write that a man did his job people say: Oh, but 
there's nothing heroic in that! Isn't there? You come here and see the 
job and understand it and get out of your head the nonsense that is 
written about it. There is horror and beastliness and cowardice and 
treachery, over~all of which the writer, is anxious to please the public, has 
to throw his cloak - but the man who does his job is a hero. And the 
actual truth is that though not all Australians, by any means, do their job, 
there is a bigger proportion of men in the Australian Army that try to do it 
cheerfully and without the least show of fear, than in any force or army 
that I have seen in Gallipoli. The man who knows war knows that this is 
magnificent praise. The public can never know it. 125 
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The manner in which he described this heroism was vital too. As a result of his 

emphasis on the front line of battle and his detailed eye-witness evidence he 

was able to describe individual deeds. The actions of many separate individuals 

were recounted: individuals with a name and a home town and a job all carefully 

referenced in the footnotes. This made abstract deeds real; it brought them 

home. Gerster has noted of Bean's work, 

This Homeric technique of concentrating on brief anecdotal descriptions, 
including dialogue, of a few men in combat surrounded by a swirling free
for-all provides 'the perfect context for the creation of notions of 
heroism' .126 

Anticipating later criticisms like those of E.M. Andrews, it was Bean's hope that 

this detail illuminated rather than clogged his work and tied 'this national history 

into the everyday life of our people.' 127 The following extract illustrates how this 

personalised focus generated a sense of pathos and reinforced the heroism of 

the sacrifice: 

lt was near this spot that some of Swannell's men were under a Turkish 
fire to which it was difficult to reply. Swannell had felt sure that he would 
be killed, and had said so on the Minnewaska before he landed, for he 
realised that he would play this game as he had played Rugby football -
with his whole heart. Now, while kneeling in order to show his men how 
to take better aim at a Turk, he was shot dead. 128 
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A vital element in achieving this was Bean's purposefully plain and clear style 
of writing combined with frequent small sketch maps in the margin. These maps 
were well suited for understanding specific incidents but - in keeping with 
Andrews' criticisms of his overall coverage - not for trying to follow the course of 
a battle.· Bean's writing style reflected his belief that the military jargon of old-
fashioned history books made it impossible to follow the action of a battle. 129 

This lazy habit would have been 'fatal' to his aim of communicating the deeds of 

Australians to the nation: 

In the first place our volumes were written for the general reader - women as well as men. In the second, they were intentionally detailed, and jargon obscures detail - you use a set term to cover all sorts of different actions and experiences, whereas we felt that it was our particular business to describe those experiences and the reactions of the person who underwent them, whether these were scouts creeping along a ditch or generals waiting anxiously for news of the welfare of men whom they have committed to a nasty night attack. 130 

His writing is often interesting, it is lucid and rarely indulges in the hyperbole that 
is notable in much military writing. lt is even exciting at times. Indeed, Bean 
deliberately chose to recount episodes from the point of view of the participant, 
at first only revealing what they knew before moving on to explain the wider 

context so as to make the episode dramatic and thereby enable the reader 'to 
feel suspense, anxiety, relief as they felt it.' 131 
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Bean's individual focus, his bare description and anecdotal detail means that 

there are strong similarities in his work to the personal narratives of soldiers as 

they are identified by Samuel Hynes in The soldiers' tale: bearing witness to 

modern war. 132 Despite the fact that Bean was not a soldier, he too was bearing 

witness. There are, of course, many points of difference between Bean and 

Hynes' idea, not least of which is the level of factual detail and contextual 

information in Bean's work. However, perhaps the most important point is that 

Bean's purpose went beyond merely bearing witness, he aimed to commemorate 

the soldiers. This commemorative aim is the essential reason why this thesis 

argues that Bean's official history is romantic. 

The romance of Bean's portrayal of war has not always been accepted. lt has 

been noted, for example, that in contrast to many other writers on Gallipoli, 

Bean, the Classics scholar, made no reference to the legendary associations of 

the area. Bean did not need this. John North wrote, 'the only mention of Troy is 

that of a private soldier of the name, born in the severely unclassical locality of 

Geraldton, Western Australia.' 133 Robert Rhodes James has called the official 

history 'almost chilling in its curt factuality'. 134 Even Bean's friend, John 

Gellibrand, commented on 'His only failing, an inability to rise to the occasion. 

132 
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His pen was cold.' 135 Robin Gerster disagrees, he describes Bean's writing style 

approvingly: 

The result of the incorporation of so much material illustrative of individual 
experience into the narrative is that the Official History has the intimacy of 
a military memoir and the variety and dynamism of a good war novel. 136 

Bean may not have been conventionally romantic, but he re-fashioned notions 

of heroism for a new nation and found a formula with great resonance. 

The strength of Bean's portrayal of the Anzacs as romantic and heroic is also 

derived from his overall argument. Crudely put, this stated that the failure of the 

campaign was not due to Australian failings. As lnglis notes, 

The disaster evident by 4 May 1915 was of imperial, not colonial, making. 
Bean implies throughout the narrative and proclaims on its last page that 
for the soldiers whom he was writing to honour - the two thousand dead 
as well as the men still alive on 4 May - those ten days of Anzac were a 
triumph. 137 

Bean noted, with misplaced optimism, that the forcing of the Dardanelles and the 

capture of Constantinople could have shortened the war by possibly two 

years. 138 However, in detailing the manner in which the plan developed he 

singled out the impetuous Churchill for propelling it to tragic fruition in 

135 
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disadvantageous circumstances. 139 He argued that the campaign had valuable 
results but they were hardly sufficient to justify the losses involved. He 
concluded, 

the real stake - the opening of communication with Russia, the crushing of Turkey, and the securing of allies in the Balkans - was worth playing for, provided that it was attainable by the means employed; but nothing could justify the initiation of the enterprise by means which could not attain its goal. 140 

For the Anzacs to have fought so manfully in such circumstances makes their 
story all the more heroic and poignant. Their failure was not of their making. 141 

Similarly, Bean's depiction of the Turks also contributes to the heroic and 
romantic picture of the campaign. He described the Turks as honourable 
fighters. He may have castigated their stupidity, but he respected their 
steadfastness in protecting their home. His portrayal of the country bears none 
of the extreme distaste that was reserved for Germany and her 'utterly abhorrent' 
Kultur. 142 In particular, Bean admired the commander of the 19th Turkish 
Division, Mustafa Kemal. He argued that Kemal's actions were vital to the Turks' 
success. Such respect for the enemy dignifies defeat; perhaps it is more 
palatable to fail against an admirable leader and an admirable race. 

139 
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What Bean left out or played down was equally important in building his 

romantic image of the campaign and as revealing of his attitudes as what he 

argued and emphasised. Following his original vision of separate professional 

volumes, Bean's discussion of weaponry, technology and tactics were somewhat 

limited.· Yet he did criticise, for example, the overly ambitious tactics of the 

landing, or a decision to advance in daylight. He also went into some detail 

concerning the difficulty of the artillery at Anzac. This coverage is adequate for 

the non-military reader at whom he was largely aiming. lt should also be noted, 

as A.J. Hill does, that Bean's focus on the front line did not prevent him from 

moving back along the whole chain of command. 143 In considering the balance 

struck in Bean's narrative, it is worth remembering that warfare perhaps retains 

more of its romance if success or failure rest upon troops' endeavours rather 

than the accuracy of artillery calculations. 

There was an absence of horror and suffering in Bean's writing which also 

assisted the development of a romantic view of the campaign. Certainly, we are 

told of the annihilation of the Light Horse Brigade at the Nek in the August 

offensive, or occasionally of a bomb blowing off a man's arm, and an entire 

chapter is given to describing the prevalence of sickness at Anzac. We are left 

in no doubt that many, many heroic men died. Yet, for example, the description 

of the armistice of May 24th - the prime opportunity for conveying the deeply 

unpleasant nature of life on Gallipoli - is limited. There are hints that bullet 

14~- A.J. Hill, Introduction to U.Q.P. 19~_0 edition to The story of Anzac, 11, p.xxvii. 
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assisted the development of a romantic view of the campaign. Certainly, we are 

told of the annihilation of the Light Horse Brigade at the Nek in the August 

offensive, or occasionally of a bomb blowing off a man's arm, and an entire 

chapter is given to describing the prevalence of sickness at Anzac. We are left 

in no doubt that many, many heroic men died. Yet, for example, the description 

of the armistice of May 24th - the prime opportunity for conveying the deeply 

unpleasant nature of life on Gallipoli - is limited. There are hints that bullet 

.::: 
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wounds can be so destructive of flesh that bodies appear to have been 

mutilated, 144 however, as lnglis writes, 

The reader is given no help in these pages to imagine what bullets, 
shrapnel and bayonets do to flesh and blood and bone; and the only 
pliotograph of wounded men shows them as in need of a helping hand, 
but whole. The historian had emancipated himself from the rhetoric of the 
illustrated papers, but his pursuit of the truth stopped short of horror. 145 

More important still are Bean's omissions concerning personality - his primary 

interest. He did not mention personality clashes. He did not frankly admit the 

diversity of the men who fought and their attitudes, including the diversity in their 

quality. Thomson argues that 'Bean's readiness to make generalisations about 

the typical Australian [ ... ] in effect defined other behaviour as aberrant.'146 Bean 

chose to highlight the exceptionally brave or inspiring, and to limit his portrayal 

of incompetence, cowardice or unwarranted viciousness. Therefore, as 

Thomson notes, whilst-Bean is frank in comparison to Edmonds' volumes, he did 

use footnotes to discuss unsavoury behaviour and provide explanations of brutal 

behaviour thereby lightening the impact upon his glowing portrayal of the men. 147 

In doing so, Bean was repeating one of Edmonds' techniques for downplaying 

144 
For example, the discovery of Sergeant Larkin's apparently savagely slashed body, Bean The 

story of Anzac, I, p.421 
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controversy. In the following example of a rare revelation of weakness and 
disharmony, Bean's moderate language belittles the validity of the disagreement: 

The 14th (Victorian) Battalion was hampered by a certain feebleness of some of its senior officers, and about this time there occurred some • alleged default which caused bad blood between it and the 15th (Queensland). The event left an unfortunate tradition, which, encouraged by foolish partisans, persisted until after the Evacuation. 148 

Bean's propensity to minimise both criticism and the inclusion of personal 
failings in his volumes was the product of careful consideration. He explained to 
Keith Murdoch in 1921 that he hoped he had achieved a fair balance which 
maintained the authority of his work whilst conveying his personal view: 

People will turn up our records some day, and they will find here and there some very strong, sometimes untempered, foolish things, said about units by men writing on the spur of the moment; Pompey [EIIiot], for example wrote scathingly of men of other brigades in France, and there is a great deal written by staff officers, here and there, about the straggling at the landing. I try to give just so much of those things as they are worth in their proportion to the whole, so that when letters or diaries are someday published speaking of them the readers will say: "Oh yes, Bean dealt with that - it was only an unimportant section, ... (or) a passing phase ... and he gives you the reason for it." I promise you that the full reason for my feeling in regard to the A.I.F. ( and you know what that feeling is) will be plain to every intelligent reader of these six volumes, and I think most of them will acquire something of it. 149 

148 
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Bean, Waite, Edmonds and Aspinall: a brief comparison 

Perhaps the uniqueness of Bean's approach will become more apparent 

through a comparison with the other official history of the Anzacs at Gallipoli. 

Major Fred Waite, a staff officer in the New Zealand Engineers, wrote The New 

Zealanders at Gallipotl 50 as part of The New Zealand popular history series. 

The New Zealand Minister of Defence, Sir James Alien explained the series' aim 

in his foreword written in 1919: 

lt was recognised that the Official History would necessitate considerable 
research, would take a long time to write, and then must be largely a 
study of strategy and tactics; but something - that would be concise and 
interesting, not expensive, and available at once - seemed desirable. lt 
was decided to avoid the style of an Official History and select as writers 
soldiers who had themselves fought with the NZEF through the several 
campaigns; soldiers recognised by their comrades as authorities on the 
campaigns with which they deal; soldiers who themselves have 
experienced the hopes and fears, the trials and the ultimate triumph of the 
men in the ranks.151 

These are not the same self-reliant commemorative aims as Bean held . Waite's 

volume was only one third as long as Bean's, and its narrative focused on the 

experience of the campaign rather than individual deeds of heroism or the 

technical details of strategy, tactics or weaponry. Since no supplementary 

military history appears to have been published, it appears that New Zealand 

was content to leave other - probably British - official works to fill these gaps. 

150 
Major Fred Waite , The New Zealanders at Gallipoli (The New Zealand popular history series, 
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Waite's writing does include several features of the Anzac legend such as the 

fine physique of the men, 152 their initiative and individual intelligence, 153 their 

close bonds of brotherhood, 154 and the idea that Gallipoli produced a moment of 

national self-discovery 155 which meant that the campaign was not in vain. 156 Yet 

it does nof have Bean's didacticism. lt is largely written in the passive voice and 

rarely names individuals. Waite's prose is undistinguished but has occasional 

bursts of the traditional rhetoric of military history. His coverage of events is 

patchy. In particular, his description of the landings is rather disappointing, due 

in part perhaps to the absence of the New Zealanders from the first wave of the 

attack. He gives an unusual amount of coverage to the provision of food and 

medical services for the wounded. Although it does not have Bean's overt front 

line perspective, Waite's volume is still more concerned with bearing witness to 

the experience of the campaign and the sentiments it inspired, than in its action 

and military achievement. 157 

In this chapter I have advanced the argument that unlike Waite's limited and 

semi-official history or Edmonds' strait-jacketed method, Bean's approach to 

official history was romantic and original. Drawing upon themes and notions 

from the nineteenth century he refashioned familiar concepts and applied them 

152 /b 'd I ., pp.8-9. 
153 lb 'd I ., pp.79. 
154 /b 'd I . , p.90. 
155 lb 'd I . , p.172 
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to the army of a new nation. Bean's impact on the development of the Anzac 

legend has been the subject of a considerable historiography. Between the cold 

staff emphasis of Edmonds and the individual commemoration of Bean, the 

British official historian of Gallipoli, Cecil Aspinaii-Oglander, found a middle way. 

He wrote under the same strictures as the other volumes of the British official 

history; yet as in the Australian volumes, his volume bears the imprint of the 

author's opinions including his essentially romantic and benevolent view of the 

campaign. 

The British official historians of Gallipoli. 

Before Aspinaii-Oglander, two other historians attempted to produce this 

work. Captain G.S. Gordon was appointed as an additional historian at the 

Historical Section in 1919, he began work on the Dardanelles campaign that 

spring. He was Professor of English Language and Literature at Leeds 

university, and his war service had included an attachment to the Military 

Intelligence Directorate of the War Office. He contracted a fever during a visit to 

the peninsula in the summer of 1919 which weakened his health. Subsequent 

illnesses and an enormous increase in his work at the University considerably 

retarded his progress on the history. From April 1921 he began to pay four-fifths 

of his salary to an officer who took over summarizing relevant documents. 158 

.:·1 
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Professor Gordon resigned in February 1923 stating that he saw 'no reasonable 
prospect of my being able to carry through.' He was succeeded by Major-
General Sir G. F. Ellison on 1 August 1923. Ellison resigned on 24 January 1925 
and was himself succeeded by Aspinaii-Oglander. 159 The British official history 
of Gallipoli was published in two volumes in 1929 and 1932. 

Gerald Ellison's tenure as historian was somewhat controversial. Like 
Aspinall, he had been on the headquarters staff of the Mediterranean 
Expeditionary Force in 1915, holding the position of Deputy Inspector General of 
Communications there from late July. He was unwilling to follow Edmonds' 
policy of presenting facts without conclusions in his volume since he wished to 
express his strongly held conception of what had gone wrong at Gallipoli. 
Ellison's argument was that the failure of the campaign was due to the nature of 
its inception and governing policy throughout it. He considered these matters of 
grand strategy and politics to be the vital lessons of the campaign and he 
accordingly planned to devote one third of his account to them. Whilst he did 
acknowledge the necessity of avoiding the appearance of partisanship when 
questioned, he nonetheless maintained his intention to use the official history to 
correct what he perceived as false assertions and criticisms, notably Churchill's 
portrayal of Kitchener in The world crisis, 1915. 160 

1~ 
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This approach contravened the strictures of his commission. A note by E.Y. 

Daniel, Secretary of the Historical Section, explained what had been expected: 

When General Ellison undertook the compilation of this history he was informed that what was required was an authoritative narrative of the operations based on the official military records, care being taken to avoid controversial matters, except in so far as it was necessary to mention them to make the narrative intelligible. He was told that such matters as the control of war by the War Council, etc. the supply and training of men, and supply of munitions would be dealt with in the "France" volumes. The policy that dictated the operations and their relation to diplomatic action did not come within the scope of the Gallipoli Military History. 161 

Ellison's unwillingness to moderate his account led to his resignation. lt will be 

seen that very similar criticisms were made of Aspinall's successful approach to 

the official history. The difference between the two men appears to be that 

Ellison did not wish to write a military history that supplemented the Dardanelles 

commission's emphasis, rather he wished to publicise its findings. In 1926 he 

published a book, the title of which encapsulated his focus and argument: The 

perils of amateur strategy as exemplified by the attack on the Dardanelles 

fortress in 1915. 162 In it he wrote of the Dardanelles commission, 

This report is one of the most important State documents ever published, laying bare as it does in plainest fashion the nature of our machinery for 

161 
Daniel, 'Committee on control of official histories. Gallipoli campaign. Note by the Secretary', 27 November 1924, P.R.O. , CAB 16/52. 162 
Lieutenant-General Sir Gerald Ellison, K.C.B., K.C.M .G., The perils of amateur strategy as exemplified by the attack on the Dardanelles fortress in 1915 (London, 1926). Interestingly, Ellison remarks that the initial attempt to write the official history of the South African war by Colonel G.F.R. Henderson had similarly attempted to discuss the politics of war strategy. If this had been allowed Ellison suggests it \ vould have been a death blow against amateur strategy. (pp, 112-3). . 
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the higher conduct of war as it existed in 1914-15. lt was issued in 1917 at a critical period of the war, and consequently has never received the amount of attention it deserves. 163 

Herein, unfettered by governmental direction, Ellison assigned only one and a 

half pages to the military operations. There are perhaps two further reasons why • 

Ellison was unsuitable to complete an official history. Ellison did not merely 

pinpoint the failings of the authorities in London, he argued that important areas 

of government should be taken over by military professionals to avoid further 

mistakes. This is an essentially undemocratic and anti-Ciausewitzian thesis. 

Secondly, unlike Aspinall, he argued that there was never any hope that the 

attack on the Dardanelles would succeed and therefore should never have been 

undertaken. Such a suggestion would have been unacceptable in an official 

history. 

Cecil Faber Aspinaii-Oglander (1878-1959) was educated at Rugby and 

entered the Royal Munster Fusiliers in 1900. He attended the Staff College in 

1908 and went on to work on the General Staff in India and at the War Office. 

He was a Mason and had been secretary to the United Service Institution of 

India between 1909 and 1913. He joined the Mediterranean Expeditionary 

Force as a 2nd Grade Officer (GS02) in the Operations branch of the General 

Staff and during the campaign he was promoted from captain to lieutenant-

colonel. His professional skills as a staff officer were widely recognised, and he 

163 Ell ' . .. 1son, Penis, p.34. 
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planned the notably successful final evacuation of Gallipoli. He was mentioned 

in dispatches ten times during the First World War and retired in 1920. His 

second marriage was in 1927 to Florence Joan Oglander, a member of an 

important Isle of Wight family. He added Oglander to his surname by deed poll 

but co'ntinued to sign his letters Aspinall. 164 He went on to write several books 

after the official history including a two part biography of the Hon. Mrs Edward 

Boscawen, Admiral's wife (1940) and Admiral's widow (1942); Nunwe/1 

symphony (1945), a history of the Oglander family; The Roman villa at Brading, 

Isle of Wight (c.1950); a biography of Roger Keyes (1951 ); and Freshly 

remembered (1956), a biography of Thomas Graham, Lord Lynedoch. 165 He 

was described thus by the Daily Sketch: 

Soldiers, as a rule, though they are always neat, do not usually show 
taste in civilian clothes. They look as if they were all dressed according 
to plan by some military outfitter. General Oglander is an exception. His 
clothes are those of a man of taste and culture, redolent of the intellectual 
salon rather than the battlefield, and he wears a monocle. His 
conversation is erudite and interesting - in fact, in this respect he might 
well be compared with his friend, Sir lan Hamilton, with whom he was 
associated in the Gallipoli campaign. 166 

164 
These details are from Aspinall's papers (Newport, Isle of Wight, County Record Office, Aspinaii-Oglander papers) and from his obituary in The Times, 25 May 1959. 165 
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'Holding the official pen': Aspinall's official history 

Aspinaii-Oglander the official historian cannot be separated from Aspinall the 
staff officer. Whilst he adhered to many of the conventions of the British official 
histories of the Western Front, his own volumes were distinctive in nature. 
Hamilton described them as, 

something entirely out of the line of ordinary official histories and having, by some miracle, escaped from the official mill still trailing a few wisps of battle smoke and glory after it. 167 

They reflect the sensibilities of a British staff officer who participated in the 
campaign - therefore the influence of the heroic-romantic myth may be 
discerned. In particular, the volumes reflect the need to respond to 
misrepresentations of the campaign. 

Aspinall's official history describes and explains the military operations of the 
forces of the British empire at Gallipoli. lt was therefore a supplement to the 
Dardanelles commission which had not adequately covered this ground. But 
Aspinall's history was also a response to the commission reports' other 
inadequacies and to the sense of failure which had prompted the commission's 
establishment. The reports' bland style and limited circulation had failed to 
dispel the sense of failure attached to the campaign. Yet many of its 
participants, Aspinall included, felt the campaign had not been an unmitigated 
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failure. lt remained therefore for the official history to justify and explain the 

value of the campaign, to rationalise its failures and criticise its mistakes. 

Aspinall's history was also a supplement and a reply to the Australian official 

history. He aimed to correct its parochial individualism and biased pride. The 

British· official history of Gallipoli was therefore the product of a British staff 

officer who was deeply engaged with his subject matter, who aimed to capture 

what he perceived to be the nature of a unique campaign and to place it in its 

proper perspective. 

Aspinall's central task in his official history was to refute the idea that Gallipoli 

was an unmitigated failure. He felt that 'the truth about it [the campaign] has 

never yet been told. lt has been referred to as a "colossal blunder" and "a 

hopeless task from the first."' 168 How did he set out to correct this view? His 

most important point was that the overall strategy was a good idea. This gives 

the ensuing heroism and suffering value. Secondly, he argued that the aim of 

the campaign was almost achieved: like Hamilton in his Gallipoli diary he 

described their achievement as coming 'within an ace of triumph'. 169 Despite its 

ultimate abandonment, he argues thirdly and without Bean's equivocation, that 

the campaign had useful effects. Fourthly, he wanted to prove that though 

mistakes were made on the peninsula, the crucial mistakes were made in 

London and owed much to the lack of an authoritative General Staff at the War 

Office. Indecision there ensured that the Expeditionary Force was kept short of 

~ 68 Hand-written note by Aspinall, t~)(t indicates it was written in 1927, Aspinall papers, OG 112. 
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men and arms. This argument is made clear in his preface where he adds a fifth 

important point, namely that the campaign's losses simply do not compare with 

those of the Western Front. 170 

In writing his official history Aspinall faced serious opposition from Edmonds 

and tHe Army Council. Edmonds felt that he was unduly outspoken. He warned 

Aspinall, 

So far the press has treated all the military volumes very kindly. I am 
much concerned that there should not be a failure and the Branch should 
not be accused of issuing a biassed narrative brilliantly written but without 
the cold judgment that an official historian should display. Remember that 
you are not writing as yourself, but merely holding the official pen.171 

Edmonds particularly objected to Aspinall making criticisms. He wrote to him in 

April1928, 

If Gallipoli had only been written in the same spirit as were the first two 
volumes of France .. . all would have been well , and it is all the more a 
pity because the description of the fighting in Gallipoli is very graphically 
written, and it is only the criticisms which are so, to my mind, wrongly 
conceived. 172 

The Army Council also remarked upon the differences between the Gallipoli and 

France volumes. lt was noted in the annual report of the Historical Section, 

The Army Council consider that these chapters are written in a lucid and 
instructive manner and that they bring out clearly the lessons to be learnt. 
They are, however, compelled to observe that the tone of this particular 

170 lb"d .... 
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history differs materially from that adopted in writing the histories of other 
campaigns in the Great War, in which the facts are stated and the reader 
left to form his own conclusions. 173 

Aspinall sought to resist the imposition of changes by his superiors. He 

forced the consideration of the issue at a meeting of the Sub-Committee for the . 
Control of the Official Histories in March 1928. Almost thirty years later Aspinall 

recounted the situation to Liddell Hart thus: 

I was also amused to hear what he [Edmonds] told you about his dislike of 
telling the truth in an official history! That explains why he was so 'down' 
on my Gallipoli, and tried to persuade me to water it all down. I eventually 
had to go to Winston, who attended a special meeting of the C.l. Defence 
to discuss the whole matter, with Edmonds and me as witnesses, and at 
which, thanks to Winston's support, I was successful all down the line. 
But I remember Edmonds telling me that 'In ten years' time your book will 
carry no more weight than an article in the Sunday Press; it will lower the 
reputation of the War Histories, and you'll live to be ashamed of having 
written it!'174 

The main problem discussed at this meeting was Aspinall's reference to the 

indecision in government which had allowed both the Second Battle of Krithia 

and the attack at Aubers Ridge on the Western Front to go ahead when there 

was a shortage of ammunition. To Aspinall, this episode was symptomatic of the 

failure in London to support the Gallipoli campaign and give it the backing it 

required to succeed. Aspinall defended his ability to make such comments 

173 
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saying 'he could not see the value of a history written in blinkers or read in 

blinkers.1 75 and stressed that he was not implying that Aubers Ridge was wrong, 

but that going ahead with both attacks was wrong. This is the meeting referred 

to earlier in this chapter where Churchill robustly and self-servingly argued it 

was 'ab'solutely indefensible and absurd' to suggest that a monograph on one 

campaign should not make reference to the general context of the war, since to 

do so would make the story unintelligible. 176 Churchill opposed Hankey's 

suggestion that a passage should be inserted detailing the dilemma faced by the 

politicians in London. The Chairman, Lord Eustace Percy, M.P., President of the 

Board of Education, was quite happy to have such an insertion made 'if only in 

charity, even if not quite true'. 177 Hankey pushed for the Army Council's views to 

be taken into account and thereby restated the official histories' purpose and the 

particular constraints on such volumes: 

unless there is something at stake, we ought to give every possible 
deference to the views of the Chief of the Imperial General Staff. The 
history was written on the basis of information supplied almost exclusively 
by the War Office, and the largest market for the book would be soldiers. 
He felt in that case, subject to any principle, everything possible should 
be done to meet the C.I.G.S. 178 

:~s Proceedings of meeting C.O.H.S, 9 March 1928, p.6, P .R.O., CAB 16/53. 6 Ibid., p.1. .. 
177 lbi"d 9 .=. i ., p . . 
178 lb "d .. I ., pp.12-13. 
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lt was agreed that Aspinall would collaborate with Edmonds on this and other 

controversial passages, and the pressure for more subtle changes continued. 179 

However, from Aspinall's 1957 comments to Liddell Hart and from the published 

version, it does not appear that he moderated his comparatively outspoken 

comments. Another official historian, Cyril Falls' comment on his first volume 

also demonstrates Aspinall's success: 'In the Gallipoli campaign what happened 

in London was really more important than what happened on the Peninsula, and 

the political aspects are here clearly depicted.'180 The Gallipoli volumes were 

subjected to strong constraining pressures (including diplomatic concerns as will 

be seen) but not to the kind of massive alterations and changes of opinion that 

Tim Travers details in his study of the writing of the later volumes on 

Passchendaele. 181 

Aspinall's justification of the strategy of the campaign was the first step in 

proving the campaign was not a blunder, but the mistakes made by its 

participants also needed to be rationalised. He explained mistakes in terms of 

leadership failures, but was careful also to explain the extenuating 

circumstances. The most important of these were the decisions and indecision 

in London which ensured that there was always too few men and too few guns 

for the task. The rugged ground and amphibious nature of the campaign, which 

179 
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brought immense tactical and logistical difficulties, were also influential factors. 

Finally, like Bean, Aspinall highlighted the presence in the enemy camp of an 

outstanding leader, Mustapha Kemal, the 'Man of Destiny' .182 However, it is 

possible that this flattery was exaggerated for diplomatic reasons since the 

Foreign' Office wished to present specially bound copies of the history to the 

Turkish leader. 183 Nevertheless, these difficulties not only explained leadership 

failures but served to underline how remarkable the forces' achievements were. 

Aspinall's emphasis on leaders rather than battle plans as an explanation of 

failure can be seen as the product of his staff officer's perspective. Therefore 

Hunter Weston at the Helles landing and Stopford at Suvla received a good deal 

of criticism for their faulty implementation of viable plans. Stopford and the 

Suvla operations have been the subject of a re-appraisal by Robin Prior. 184 He 

has usefully pointed out how subsequent accounts have been based on just two 

sources: a report written by a staff officer at the time and the official history. 

Both of these were by Aspinall, moreover Aspinall, as one of the planners of the 

Suvla operation, was scarcely an independent witness. Prior argues that the 

Suvla plan could never have delivered a crucial victory and that Stopford has 

been made a scapegoat. In this, Aspinall was assisted by Hamilton, Churchill, 
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Birdwood and Keyes, all of whom had a vested interest in finding 'a military 

buffoon who by his incapacity had ruined the whole enterprise.' 185 

The most important failed leader on the peninsula was of course Hamilton. 

Aspinall praised his character but made several telling criticisms. The most 

acute was that Hamilton was 'loyal to a fault': 186 his deference to Kitchener 

compounded by his tendency to gloss over the difficulties of the situation 

contributed to the mistakes made in London. Hamilton also overemphasised the 

need for secrecy and thereby hampered the dissemination of intelligible orders 

at crucial junctures and effectively abdicated power to subordinates during large 

operations. 187 Nonetheless Aspinall was most sympathetic to the difficulties of 

Hamilton's task. Quoting Enver Pasha, he wrote that the commander had been 

set to 'thread a needle with his toes' .188 

Aspinall was also subject to some criticism concerning this portrayal, not from 

Hamilton, but from Stephen Gaselee the Foreign Office librarian: 

185 Ibid., p.33. 
186 Aspinaii-Oglander, Military operations, 11, p.5. 187 Hamilton explained his concept of command in The commander. He argued that a commander should not interfere with his subordinates since to interfere would result in 'the superior [being] too busy doing someone else's job to attend to his own - too busy with the parts to give his mind to the whole.' (lan Hamilton, edited by Anthony Farrar-Hockley, The commander (London, 1957), p.53). Major-General E.K.G. Sixsmith compares Hamilton and Haig's leadership. He is generous to Hamilton in praising his imaginative planning and noting his circumstantial difficulties, but nonetheless criticises him for 'the absence of that ruthlessness towards his subordinates which is one of the essentials of a great commander.' (Major-General E.K.G. Sixsmith, British generalship in the twentieth century (London, 1970), p.155). Hamilton's leadership has also been discussed in Robert Rhodes James, 'General Sir lan Hamilton' in Field Marshal Sir Michael Carver (ed.), Military commanders of the twentieth century: the war lords (London, 1976)pp.84-92; Eliot A. Cohen and John Gooch, Military misfortunes: the anatomy of failure in war (New York, 1990), pp.133-163; John Lee, 'Sir lan Hamilton and the Dardanelles, 1915', in Brian Bond (ed.), Fallen Stars (London, 1991), pp.32-51; T.H.E. Travers, 'Command and leadership styles in the British ~rmy : the 1915 Gallipoli model' , Journal of Contemporary History, 29 (1994), pp.403-44. .::.! 18~ Aspinaii-Oglander, Military operatib_ns, I, p.353. 
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lt is curious to notice how this very definite impression grows on one in 
reading the History carefully and critically as I have done. The author 
nowhere shows hostility to the Commander-in-Chief; nowhere is openly 
censorious of his decisions; and even provides, from time to time, 
excuses for his failures. All the same, the impression to which I refer 
grows more and more definite as the author continues his story, as if the 
facts he marshals are too insistent to be obscured or softened by the 
explanations offered. I have the feeling that in justice to the Commander 
'in chief somewhat more might be advanced in the ways of explanation 
than has been done. 189 

E.Y. Daniel in reply revealed Hamilton's attitude to the criticisms and his own 

outspoken opinion: 

The strange thing is that Sir lan Hamilton, who is a personal friend of 
Aspinall's, has read all the chapters of the history and has only suggested 
some slight modifications, which tend to show that he was to a great 
extent the victim of circumstances. But to my mind it is difficult to see how 
loyalty to, or fear of, one's Chief (Kitchener) can justify the senseless 
sacrifice of numbers of lives. 
Aspinall has toned down many of his statements and added several 
palliative remarks, which make the reading more palatable, but the facts 
remain and it is a sorry business. 190 

Later Gaselee wrote privately to Daniel suggesting a further reason why Aspinall 

ought to reconsider his presentation of Hamilton which harks back to one of the 

commander's concerns about the Dardanelles commission. Gaselee wrote, 

although Sir lan Hamilton may not be unduly sensitive as to how his 
military reputation appears in the History, there is a public side to this 
question as well as a private one. Many French troops, for instance, were 
under his command and - what is of greater importance in this connexion 

189 
Extract from Foreign Office lett~r. copy, 26 April 1927, probably from Stephen Gaselee, the fsoreign Office librarian, Aspinall papers, OG 111. 0 
Daniel to Gaselee, 3 May 1927, ~spinall papers, OG 111. 
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- many Dominion troops; is it not therefore politic that the Official History of the Campaign should, so far as is compatible with historical truth, endeavour to present the British Commander-in-Chief in a favourable light? The History should not obviously favour him or hold a brief on his behalf: it does appear, however, inevitable that much criticism will be directed against him in the future, and the Official History should, therefore, do what is possible to record and explain his difficulties and decisions, and thus reduce to their proper proportions some unfortunate Implications that arise in the course of the narrative. 191 

In explaining the value of the campaign and that it was not a 'colossal 

blunder', Aspinall not only dealt with strategy and tactics, but (unusually for an 

official historian) he also conveyed something of the drama and romance of the 

campaign. This is particularly notable in his preface and epilogue where he 

perhaps had more leeway for personal expression. He summarised his 

sentiments about the campaign at the beginning of the epilogue: 

The drama of the Dardanelles campaign, by reason of the beauty of its setting, the grandeur of its theme and the unhappiness of its ending, will always rank amongst the world's classic tragedies. The story is a record of lost opportunities and eventual failure; yet it is a story which men of British race may ponder if not without pain yet certainly not without pride; for amidst circumstances of unsurpassed difficulty and strain the bravery, fortitude and stoical endurance of the invading troops upheld most worthily the high traditions of the fighting services of the Crown. 192 

Perhaps the most obvious and the most typically British way in which Aspinall 

made the campaign seem romantic are his references to classical antiquity. The 

first reference was oblique: 'The campaign was enacted upon the most historic 

191 
Gaselee to Daniel (private) , 28 JJty 1927, Aspinall papers. OG111. 1 ?~ Aspinaii-Oglander, Military operat'ions, 11 , p.479. 
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of all stages for a noble feat of arms' .193 At the beginning of the second volume 

he reproduced a paragraph by Aeschylus which with its description of a 

besieging force afflicted by vermin and heat seems an uncanny parallel of the 

campaign. 194 The final part of the quotation is repeated at the very end of the 

volume and encapsulates Aspinall's argument: 'What need to repine at fortune's 

frowns? The gain hath the advantage and the loss does not bear down the 

scale' .195 This reinforces the idea that the advantages and achievements of the 

campaign outweigh its cost. Aspinall's fellow staff officer, Orlo Williams, 

discerned a sense of such classical romance working at a more subtle level in 

the official history: 

from his first volume, I derive the hope that he will be able, without 
distorting his facts or transgressing his limits, to reproduce the dramatic 
rhythm which, as surely as on the stage of JEschylus, pulses through the 
story of Gallipoli. Here, as there, neglect of principle and human over
confidence brought their inevitable Nemesis. 196 

This is not to say that Aspinall rejected all the norms of style of an official 

history. Aspinall 's prose was necessarily moderate and measured, a 

comparison with Hamilton will illuminate this. Hamilton, having read draft 

chapters from the second volume suggested an alternative opening paragraph. 

First, here is Aspinall's draft: 

193 
Aspinaii-Oglander, Military operations, I, p.v. 194 
Aspinaii-Oglander, Military operations, 11, p.v. 

195 lb ' .. Id., p.486. , 196 
Orlo Williams, 'The Gallipoli Tr~gedy: Part 1', The Nineteenth Century and After, CVI (July-Dec. 1929) p.85. ' · 
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The middle of May 1915 marked a critical juncture in the Gallipoli 
operations. The British hopes of a short campaign, crowned by a far
reaching victory, had ended in disappointment. Success at the 
Dardanelles could no longer be purchased without the expenditure of a 
very large military effort; 

Hamilton advised instead, 'You must begin your attack from a picturesque . 
angle', his suggestion begins, 

What the Ides of March were to Imperial Caesar the middle of May was to 
the G.H.Q. at Gallipoli. The British hopes of gaining a big victory with 
small forces had ended in disappointment. They were up against the 
hard fact that a vast military Empire like that of Turkey could only be over 
thrown by an adequate force; 197 

The published version remained close to Aspinall's draft. Another illustration of 

the constraints upon Aspinall's writing style comes from a manuscript fragment 

of a chapter regarding Suvla in Aspinall's handwriting. Its colourful but flippant 

metaphor was obviously deemed unsuitable for inclusion in the official history: 

On the 6/?th August indeed, the 9th Corps can be compared to nothing so 
well as to a motor car whose hurried assembly had only been completed 
by the inclusion of spare parts of various different makes. Some of them 
were new, others old, a few of them were already quite worn out and none 
of them were made to fit. The car had arrived from Ireland with a high 
reputation it had a fresh coat of paint, it bore a reputed maker's 
guarantee, and every confidence was reposed in it. Doubtless, before 
using it for important work, Sir lan Hamilton ought to have tested it. But 
he had no space to test it in before it reached the peninsula, and he knew 
that its first journey was along an easy road, with no gradients to speak 
of, and no serious obstacles. 

197 'Official history vol. 11, commen~s by Hamilton on chs i-vi ' p.1, London, Liddell Hart Centre for Military Archive, Kings College, H~milton papers, 7/9/15. lt is a clever overstatement to start .. referring to Turkey as a 'vast milita'ry Empire'. 
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No sooner was the car set in motion that its inherent faults became 
apparent. Violent noises came from under the bonnet. The carburettor 
choked, the bearing heated, the driving shaft snapped, the differential 
broke, the steering gear collapsed, and the engine fell to pieces. 198 

Nonetheless, Aspinall's volumes were well written - Liddell Hart thought they 

were 'so much better, and better written, than his [Edmonds'] own' .199 His 

description of the landings exemplifies his achievement. He described events 

carefully, explaining the disposition of the troops, their actions and progress both 

from the point of view of the invader and of the enemy. He explained where 

mistakes were made, but he also built tension, for example, 

During the hour of inky darkness that preceded the dawn the faint night 
breeze died suddenly, and the surface of the fEgean grew smooth and 
still as glass. In face of the coming drama, the very elements appeared to 
hold their breath. 200 

He did not shrink from admitting that severe casualties were inflicted. His 

description of V beach was vivid and dramatic: 

when the boats were only a few yards from the shore, Hell was suddenly 
let loose. A tornado of fire swept over the incoming boats, lashing the 
calm waters of the bay as with a thousand whips. Devastating casualties 
were suffered in the first few seconds. Some of the boats drifted 
helplessly away with every man in them killed. Many more of the Dublins 

198 
Handwritten opening of chapteron Suvla, undated, Aspinall 's handwriting, Aspinall papers, OG 116. , 199 
Liddell Hart to Aspinaii-Oglander::.'1 January 1958, Liddell Hart papers, LH 1/23/7. goo Aspinaii-Oglander, Military operations, I, p.173. 
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were killed as they waded ashore. Others, badly wounded, stumbling in 
the water, were drowned. 201 

But Aspinall did shrink from dwelling on the suffering of the wounded. Later 

however Aspinall graphically described the revolting living conditions and health 

problems on the peninsula. Just as emphasising the strategic and tactical 

difficulties underlined the forces' achievements, dwelling on these extremely 

trying circumstances served to throw the heroism of the men into sharp relief. 

The romantic image created by Aspinall in his well written and dramatic 

account was only possible in the context of a worthwhile campaign, but in turn it 

contributed to the sense that the campaign was worthwhile. This romance 

differentiates the Gallipoli campaign from the Western Front, and its official 

history from that of Edmonds' volumes. Aspinall and Bean were reflecting the 

perception of the campaign's participants that it was romantic and thereby 

reinforced and perpetuated that perception. As has been seen, Bean created a 

sense of romance and heroism through a focus on the individual moment. The 

discovery of the nature of those individuals, not the strategic achievement of the 

campaign, was what made the campaign worthwhile to Bean. Indeed Bean's 

discussion of strategy is not prominently placed. Bean's individual emphasis 

led, perhaps, to a distortion in his account which overstated the prowess of the 

Anzacs. This was something Aspinall was keen to counteract. Perhaps in 

201 
Ibid., p.232. Evelyn Cobley has suggested that metaphors of natural disasters such as this 

stormy scene with its 'tornado of fire' serves to imply that war is part of the natural order of things. (Evelyn Cobley, Representing war: form and ideology in First World War narratives .(Toronto, 1993), p.116). : 
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getting the role of the Australians into perspective by diminishing their 

achievement, Aspinall felt he would make the plans look better and the British 

troops look better still. 

In 1927 Aspinall wrote to Edmonds of the distorting dominance of the 

Australian version of 25 April 1915: 

This chapter was a difficult one to write because the truth about the 
Australian has never yet been told and in its absence a myth has sprung 
up that the Anzac troops did magnificently against amazing odds. The 
anniversary of the landings at Gallipoli is called Anzac Day, and very 
many people would be surprised to learn that any other troops but 
Australians took part in the landing operations in Gallipoli. 202 

In particular Aspinall was critical of Bean's emphasis on the front line soldier: 'An 

unbiassed history can hold no brief for the troops on the spot'. 203 This comment 

makes absolutely explicit the contrasting approaches of the British and 

Australian official historians. As with other narratives of Gallipoli then, Aspinall 

was writing to correct the perceived failings of an earlier narrative: Bean's official 

history published in 1921 and 1924. This attitude had the potential for great 

controversy. Aspinall 's draft version of the Anzac landing, a sacrosanct episode 

for the Australians, proved explosive. His description which included references 

to large numbers of stragglers (men who had returned to the beach and were 

possibly shirking their fighting duties) has been discussed in an article by Alistair 

Thomson, who commented, 

202 
Hand-written note by Aspinall , te~t indicates it was written in 1927 (Aspinall papers, OG 112). 
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Cecil Aspinall was able to perceive straggling from outside the Australian 
national viewpoint, though his perception may well have been affected by 
a different investment in the Anzac story. Bean suspected as much when 
he wrote of Aspinall's history in a letter to his friend and compatriot 
Brudenall White, 'I can't get away from the notion that he is on the 
defensive, and thinks that too much has been made of the Australians, 
and that he will even things up somewhat if he shows that they were no 
great shakes after all'. 204 

Aspinall described the campaign from the imperial perspective. He included 

all participants of the British empire and writing from the centre of that empire, 

he sought also to give the political and strategic context. Bean's aim was far 

more intimate and unique yet limited: he sought only to tell The story of Anzac. 

Bean admitted that his Australian history 'must inevitably be but a partial 

history'.205 The British were occasionally critical of this tendency. Edmonds' 

report of 1928 wrote of the latest draft of Bean's work: 

The Australian official account of the Australians in the battles of the 
Somme, close on a thousand closely typed pages, were sent to me for 
remarks and criticism. This absorbed a considerable amount of time, as 
the historian, Mr. Bean, had taken rather a parochial view, has no great 
military knowledge, and was inclined to write as if the Australian divisions 
were in 1916, when they arrived in France, the perfect instrument they 
were in August 1918, and to attribute their early failures in 1916 to British 
generals.206 

204 
Alistair Thomson, '"The vilest libel of the war''? Imperial politics and the official histories of Gallipoli', Australian Historical Studies, 25, no.1 01 (October 1993) p.635. Correspondence 

~~parding this controversy is to be found in Bean's papers, AWM 38 3DRL 7953 items 27 and 29. Bean, The story of Anzac, I, p.lx:v. 206 
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This criticism stemmed from Edmonds' staff emphasis, an emphasis replicated 
by Aspinall. His descriptions of battle did not describe the actions of individual 
men, but took the officers' point of view. This resulted not only from Aspinall's 
origins as a staff officer but also from his method of gathering evidence. There 
was no equivalent to Bean's diaries and front line interviews, Aspinall was reliant 
on War Office records and the voluminous correspondence that resulted from 
the circulation of draft chapters were circulated to officers, 260 in the case of the 
second volume. 207 Indeed the British were disdainful of Bean's methods. 
Edmonds wrote 'He founds his narrative far too much on general gossip without 
reference to documents, and has little idea of how Armies are commanded and 
Staff work done.'208 

Bean's letter of congratulation to Aspinall upon the completion of his official 
history was generous in its praise. lt was also perceptive in its description of an 
official history's relationship with the public and its recognition of the former staff 
officer's comparative strengths and differing priorities: 

lt seems to me that the public has accepted your work as the standard authority on the subject, and I feel quite sure that it will never lose that status. I feel sure also that you will never regret having adopted the freedom which you employed in stating your own views. We here have often been criticised for this, but without that frankness your great work would have lost its authority and its interest for the public. As it is, everyone who wants to know the true history of Gallipoli will go to your book. No other can approach it as an authority for what was planned. 

207 
'Report on work of Historical Section, (military branch) 1st December 1930 to 30th November 1931', P.R.O., CAB 103/9. , 208 
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Our Australian history will supplement it as an authority, perhaps, upon the human side of it, what was done and suffered. Not that your book in any way lacks its human side. lt is a fair, balanced , interesting human story, and I am just a little envious, and I congratulate you with all my heart. 209 

Conclusion: the official response 

The contrasting styles of Edmonds, Bean, Waite and Aspinall are indicative of 

their differing conceptions of the purpose of an official narrative. British official 

history took a top-down view which downplayed criticism and controversy, and 

was essentially exculpatory in purpose. lt therefore sought to clear imputations 

of blame and failure from the campaign and its participants. This can be seen in 

regard to Gallipoli in the twin strategies of denying the outright failure of the 

campaign and in rationalising the failures of its participating leaders. lt was not 

feasible to deny all failure nor to avoid all criticisms, but the highlighting of 

compensatory results' and muted criticism were possible. In the last chapter 

such characteristics and purpose were seen in the bland conclusions of the 

Dardanelles commission. lt is also particularly evident in Edmonds' approach to 

official history. He consciously limited his narrative to avoid overt criticisms. 

Therefore, although his volumes were written specifically for military education it 

was insufficient for this purpose. lt was left to the Kirke report to draw useful 

lessons from the First World War for internal army consumption. 210 

209 
Bean to As pi nail, 3 October 1932, Aspinall papers, OG 111. My emphasis. 210 
The Kirke committee and the influ:ence of its reports on inter-war training is briefly discussed by David French, 'Sir James Edmond$" and the official history: France and Belgium', pp.84-5. 
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Aspinall's tussle with Edmonds was not simply about how frankly criticism 

could be made, but also about who was to be exculpated. Both men wrote 

command narratives: they told the story from the leadership's point of view; but 

Aspinall's purpose was more narrowly focused, he sought in particular to 

exculpate the British leaders on the ground. Edmonds wrote for future staff 

officers; Aspinall wrote to protect his fellow staff officers, unlike Bean he held 'no 

brief'211 for the men. This he achieved by touching upon some elements of the 

heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli, particularly its imaginative strategy, by giving 

the wider context of political indecision, and by diminishing the burgeoning 

prestige of the Anzacs. Like the Dardanelles commission, his is essentially a 

narrative of the professional military. 

By contrast, Bean wrote a narrative for a citizens' army. lt is full of pride in the 

achievements of its individuals. lt bears witness to their heroism and in greater 

detail than any other official narrative it bears witness to their experience. 

Waite's New Zealand volume also bore witness to the experience of the 

campaign, but it modelled itself as being merely semi-official. In doing so, Bean 

and Waite share some of the characteristics of Hynes' idea of the soldiers' tale. 

But unlike the soldiers' tale, Waite, with his praise for 'the splendid record of 

sacrifice' of the Nek,212 cannot escape from the romance of war. Bean elevates 

the aim of bearing witness by seeking to commemorate the Australians in a 

national epic narrative. In doing so Waite, and particularly Bean blur the 

211 
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boundaries between the official mode of response and the soldiers' tale. This 

will be seen more clearly in the next chapter on the journalists. These are 

transitional narratives between the experiential narratives of the individual and 

the exculpatory narratives of officialdom . 

. ':r 
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Chapter three 

The Journalists' response: Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett 

and Charles Bean 

Australia's official historian Charles Bean worked throughout the war as her 

official correspondent. His British counterpart at Gallipoli was the highly 

experienced Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett. Their position as war correspondents was 

an anomalous one. They were at once part of the official machine, and 

simultaneously observers of it. Their job was to convey only what the armed 

forces wished the public to know about the current military situation, whilst 

describing the experience of that situation for the public. Their narratives bridge 

the gap between what could be produced under the official imprint, and what 

was later produced by other individuals recounting their experiences on their 

own terms. The journalists' response can therefore be seen as a transitional 

work which lies between the official responses and the soldiers' tale. 

Through a focus on Ashmead-Bartlett in comparison to Bean, this chapter will 

consider the nature of the journalists' response. 1 lt will also explore the tensions 

1 
See also John Williams, Anzacs. the media and the Great War (Sydney, 1999). I am grateful 

to Jeff Grey for this reference. , 
::I 
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generated by the anomalous, quasi-independent role of the journalist by tracing 
Ashmead-Bartlett's efforts to resist becoming an arm of government. 

The Journalists at Gallipoli 

Journalists were made unusually welcome during the Gallipoli campaign. 
They owed their good fortune in this to General Sir lan Hamilton's belief that the 
general public should be kept informed about the war. Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett 
was therefore among at least fifteen men who filed journalistic despatches from 
Gallipoli. He was one of the three correspondents accompanying the 
Mediterranean Expeditionary Force in April 1915. He had been chosen by the 
Newspaper Proprietors' Association to represent the London press and began 
his journey from London on 25 March with the myopic Lester Lawrence, the 
Reuters representative. 2 Lawrence was the only correspondent to witness both ~ 

evacuations at Gallipoli; unfortunately, however, he was inexperienced as a war 
correspondent and was perhaps better suited to reporting political rather than 
military developments. 3 Bean, an English-educated Australian who had been 
working for the Sydney Morning Herald, won the nomination of the Australian 
Journalists' Association to be their country's official representative. He was the 

2 
Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 25 March 1915, Sydney, Mitchell Library, State Library of New South Wales, Ell is Ashmead-Bartlett papers, ML A 1583. Hereafter abbreviated as Sydney, ML A 1583. 

3 
General A.J. Murray, Commander-in-chief, Egyptian Expeditionary Force, 'Report on Press representatives, 23 August 1916', Lqpdon, Public Record Office (P.R.O.), CAB 19/30. 
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only correspondent to be present for the duration of the campaign, and stayed 

with the Australian Imperial Force throughout the war. Malcolm Ross, New 

Zealand's official representative, arrived at Anzac in June and remained there 

until December when he left with typhoid fever during the evacuation. He, like 

Bean, was held in high regard. 4 Compton Mackenzie, the novelist turned staff 

officer, filed several articles in June during Ashmead-Bartlett's brief return to 

London. These men were joined from 14 July by Henry Nevinson, an 

experienced and highly respected journalist representing the Provincial Press, 

Herbert Russell, acting for Reuters and Sydney Moseley, for the Central News.5 

These last two remained on the peninsula little more than a month, leaving by 19 

August. 6 Sydney Moseley seems to have been an unpopular character at 

Gallipoli. Ashmead-Bartlett referred to him on his arrival as 'a terrible Jew boy'. 7 

Hamilton's report described him as 

unfitted to associate on terms of social equality with officers or his fellow 
correspondents. The latter very strongly resented his presence in their 
camp. [ ... ] He has no knowledge of military matters, and the few 
dispatches he did write while here were partly direct falsehoods. 8 

4 
Ibid. Malcolm Ross' son, Noel, had worked for The Times; he supplied his father with an 

account of the Anzac landing in which he was wounded (Canberra, Australian War Memorial, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 8042 item 3). Together they published Light and shade in war (London, 1916) which reproduced articles about the New Zealand forces which mainly regarded their activities at Gallipoli. 
5 

Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 14 July 1915, Sydney, ML A1583, p.123. 6 
Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 19 August 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.163. 7 
Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 14 July 1915, Sydney, ML A1583, p.123. 8 
General Sir lan Hamilton, 'Report on Press representatives, 12 October 1915', P.R.O. , CAB 19/30. 
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His short and seemingly unsatisfactory experience of the campaign did not 

prevent Moseley from publishing a strongly pro-Hamilton book entitled The truth 

about the Dardanelles. 9 Hamilton, recognizing an ally, later wrote to apologise 

and confide that he had been misinformed about Moseley and had therefore 

written to' the War Office to correct matters. This is revealed in a subsequent 

book, The truth about a Journalist, which also strongly defended Hamilton and 

criticised Ashmead-Bartlett's 'private vendetta' against the commander. 1° Keith 

Murdoch, who had come second in the ballot to elect the Australian 

representative, made his brief but ultimately significant visit to the peninsula in 

September. In addition to these, Major Oliver Hogue, writing as Trooper 

Bluegum, submitted articles to the censor in Australia, describing his 

experiences with the light horse in Gallipoli and Palestine. 11 Similarly, Private 

Arthur Godsman of the 2nd Highland Field Ambulance, formerly a reporter for 

the Aberdeen Daily Journal and Evening Express sent home via the censor at 

least one account of his experiences. 12 H.E. Yarra also sent several accounts of 

fighting to the Brisbane Patriot before the censors stopped this. 13 A.B. 'Banjo' 

9 
Sydney Moseley, The truth about the Dardanelles (London, 1916). 

10 
Sydney Moseley, The truth about a journalist (London, 1935), pp.1 04-5. 

11 
Ernest Scott, Australia during the war (The official history of Australia in the war of 1914-1918, 

XI. Sydney, 1937), p.216. 
12 

'City journalist at Dardanelles. "Aberdeen Gully". Thrilling experiences of ambulance man.', 
Evening Express (Aberdeen), 10 July 1915, Canberra, National Library of Australia, Ashmead
Bartlett papers, Mfm M2585. The originals of these papers are held at the Institute of 
Commonwealth Affairs, London; the microfilm version will be referred to hereafter as Canberra, 
Mfm M2585 etc. 
13 

Kevin J. Fewster, 'Expression and suppression: aspects of military censorship in Australia 
during the Great War' (unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of New South Wales, 1980), p.82 . .... 
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Paterson, a veteran reporter of the Boer War, filed reports for the Sydney 
Morning Herald from Egypt. Phillip Schuler of the Melbourne Age and C.P. 
Smith of the Melbourne Argus were also based in Egypt but managed to visit the 
peninsula. 14 G. Ward Price, Bartlett's ultimate replacement as the representative 
of the Newspaper Proprietors' Association, 15 filed at least one despatch from the 
Dardanelles in the latter stages of the campaign. 16 No Frenchman was 
authorised to act as correspondent. 17 

Ashmead-Bartlett's character and career 

The British war correspondent, Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett (1881-1931 ), was the 
first journalist to describe the landing of the Australians and New Zealanders at 
Gallipoli. He has been credited with thereby establishing the foundations of the 
Anzac legend, 18 but he was also the most trenchant critic of the campaign. 
Before the land campaign was one month old his independent-minded and 

14 Scott, Australia during the war, p.216. 15 N.P. Hiley, 'Making war: the British news media and government control , 1914-1916' (unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Open University, 1985), p.185. Ashmead-Bartlett's contemporaries appear to refer to him as both Ashmead-Bartlett and more simply Bartlett. I will follow this wecedent. 
6 G. Ward Price, (Dardanelles, 18 December), 'Our army in the Dardanelles. Guns and weather. Test of endurance', Daily Telegraph, 28 December 1915. 17 
This is according to Ashmead-Bartlett in a draft article 'Life and scenes at Gallipoli on land and sea' , Canberra, Mfm M2583 C6/28/7. 18 
This is the central thesis of the article by Kevin Fewster, 'EIIis Ashmead-Bartlett and the making of the Anzac legend', Journal of Australian Studies, 10 (June 1982). The idea was put forward by Ken lnglis in 'The Australians at Gallipoli - 1 ', Historical Studies, 14, no.54 (April 1970), and was first suggested by C.E.W. Bean in an article written at Bartlett's death (Sydney Morning Herald, 9 May 1931). .' .. 
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pessimistic attitude had brought him into conflict with Hamilton and his staff. 

Charles Bean provides a contrast in personality, attitude and work: a diligent and 

conservative man where Bartlett was conceited and rebellious. Bean is well 

respected as a reliable witness of the Gallipoli campaign, but his journalistic 

work has· been overshadowed by his achievements as Australian official 

historian of the First World War. Even whilst he was on the peninsula, Bean had 

one eye on the long-term portrayal of the campaign, and this may have had an 

effect on his despatches. As was seen in the previous chapter, Bean played the 

crucial role in the creation of the Anzac legend and he has therefore received 

massive attention from historians. This chapter will consequently focus upon 

Ashmead-Bartlett. lt will seek to explore his reliability as a witness, his relations 

with the censors, and the style and emphases of his work. 

Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett was a charismatic man, brilliant in conversation, but 

also cantankerous and egotistical. Bean described Bartlett and his recollections 

of his early life thus: 

He is a chap with an exceedingly nice nature but vilely brought up in the 
sort of wild selfish third rate society that surrounded his father. He frankly 
tells you that his mother and father were unsuited - that his mother, 
though always very kind to him, would have irritated anybody she lived 
with. He hated his school days at Marlborough - and the compulsory 
cricket and football, and his schoolmasters - almost every one of them, 
and their families. The only part he looks back on with pleasure is his 
active rebellion - as when he and a friend exploded 1 b lbs. of mine 
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powder on a neighbouring hilltop during the solemn procession of the masters and their wives and families to chapel. 19 

His conceit is apparent in his diary comment upon his departure from the 

campaign: 

All were genuinely upset at my departure. Poor devils. They will have a poor time now that I have gone. At least I have fought for their rights and but for me they would have been completely crushed beneath the iron heel. 20 

As this comment shows, he saw his role at Gallipoli as a battle against the staff, 

a battle to resist being drawn entirely into the official purview. When Bean 

mentioned the comment of a staff officer, Tyrell, that the war correspondent was 

a dying profession, Bartlett's response was typical both in its attitude and sharp 

turn of phrase: 'He thinks we're dyin', does he? ... Well , I'm glad we're dyin' 

game!'21 By contrast, Bean wrote to the Australian Secretary of Defence, 'Our 

Staff has stood by me splendidly in this and I do not think that I have written a 

word that has caused them a moment's anxiety - which is really the achievement 

I am proudest of.'22 

Ashmead-Bartlett was 34 in 1915. He was tall (5'1 0) and slim with grey eyes 

and fair hair. 23 He first witnessed war at the age of sixteen when he had 

19 
Bean's diary, 2 October 1915, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 606, item 17. 20 
Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 28 September 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.185. 21 
Bean's diary, 1 October 1915, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 606, item 17. 22 
Bean to Trumble , 10 March 1916, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 6673, item 270. 23 
Permit to leave New Zealand, Canberra, Mfm M2582. , ., I 
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accompanied his father, Sir Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett, former Civil Lord of the 

Admiralty, as a guest of the Sultan during the Graeco-Turkish War. 24 Bartlett 

senior's main interest as a politician was England's imperial role and he had 

believed that the security of Turkey was vital to the Empire. Ashmead-Bartlett 

trained ~s a lawyer, interrupting his studies to fight in the South African War and 

first worked as a war correspondent during the Russo-Japanese War. He was 

attached to the French army during the Moroccan campaign of 1907 and 

returned to Morocco in 1909 for Reuters, accompanying the Spanish army. He 

achieved major scoops in his following three assignments: with the Italian army 

in Tripoli in 1910, for the Daily Telegraph during the First Balkan War in 1912, 

and the Second Balkan War in 1913. As the First World War broke out he was 

on an assignment for the Telegraph with the Austrians fighting the Serbs. Prior 

to the Dardanelles expedition he had accompanied the British, French and 

Belgian armies on the Western Front. 25 

In 1910 he had twice contested Parliamentary seats, and was eventually 

elected Conservative M.P. for North Hammersmith in 1924. He resigned his 

seat when he was declared bankrupt in 1926. He had previously faced 

insolvency in December 1914.26 Bean wrote of this, 

24 
Sir Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett described this trip in The battlefields of Thessaly (London, 1897). 25 
'Celebrities at Home. Mr Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett', The World, 28 December 1915, Canberra, 

Mfm M2586. 
26 

Fewster, 'Ashmead-Bartlett', pp.28-9. His father had also been declared bankrupt in 1901 
following the failure of his weekly ne\Nspaper, England . (Details taken from the introduction to the 
catalogue of Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett's papers, Institute of Commonwealth Studies, London) . . :;r 
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25 
'Celebrities at Home. Mr Ell is Ashmead-Bartlett', The World, 28 December 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2586. 26 
Fewster, 'Ashmead-Bartlett', pp.28-9. His father had also been declared bankrupt in 1901 following the failure of his weekly newspaper, England. (Details taken from the introduction to the catalogue of Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett's p<3,-pers, Institute of Commonwealth Studies, London). 
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He is quite frank about the number of times he has been through the 
bankruptcy court and tells the story of how British justice is exemplified by 
the way in which one of his friends arranged with a certain judge to get 
the case through if possible without difficulty. This was done by calling it 
on perfectly punctually - a thing which practically never occurs. The 
creditors were assembling outside when the case came on but before any 
of them got inside the court it was over and they were left grieving.27 

Bartlett lived an extravagant life. Even whilst in the eastern Mediterranean he 

ensured that he had a supply of champagne. 28 Nevinson described his style 

thus: 

About him hung an atmosphere of magnificence that often astonished me, 
as when, among the rocks of that savage island, among the pigs and 
sheep that infested our camp searching for the last leaves and grapes of 
summer in a vineyard hard by, he would issue from his elaborately 
furnished tent dressed in a flowing robe of yellow silk shot with crimson, 
and call for breakfast as though the Carlton were still his corporeal home. 
Always careful of food and drink, he liked to have everything fine and 
highly civilised about him, both for his own sake and for the notable 
guests whom he loved to entertain.29 

His cash flow problems, exacerbated by ill-health after his return from the 

campaign, explain some of his behaviour, and are one reason why his activities 

and opinions should be treated with caution. 

During the campaign Bartlett had made the suggestion that the Turks should 

be offered ten shillings and a free pardon to encourage them to desert. In 

27 
Bean's diary, 2 October 1915, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 606, item 17. This allegation of corruption should perhaps be taken as being more indicative of Bartlett's entertaining style of conversation, than of the realities of the British judicial system. 28 
Fewster, 'Ashmead-Bartlett', p.23. .. 29 
Henry W. Nevinson, Last changes, !ast chances (London, 1928), p.35. 
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response Hamilton wondered to himself 'what would Ashmead-Bartlett himself 

do if he were offered ten shillings and a good supper by a Mahommedan when 

he was feeling a bit hungry and hard-up among the Christians.'30 Ashmead-

Bartlett was certainly keen to maximise his financial gain from his involvement in 

the campaign. In addition to his primary task of writing despatches for which he 

was paid £2,000 per year, 31 Ashmead-Bartlett took photographs which were 

widely published, particularly in May 1915; he was presumably paid for these. 32 

An admitted inability to 'draw a line myself either straight or crooked', did not 

prevent him responding positively to a request from an editor for sketches of 

interesting scenes at Gallipoli.33 During his brief return to London in June 1915 

he asked for a raise from the Newspaper Proprietors Association, 34 he signed a 

deal for a book on the expedition for an advance of £500 and the promise of a 

large royalty, 35 and he agreed to take 45% of the profit from the film he 

planned.36 Once he returned for good from the campaign he signed a lecturing 

deal with Jack White, manager of Thomas Beecham, and with the Berry 

30 Alan Moorehead, Gallipoli (Ware, Hertfordshire, 1997}, p.255. 
31 This is according to Hamilton cited in Compton Mackenzie, Gallipoli memories (London, 
1929), p.1 06. 
32 

Examples of his photographs are scattered through the press cuttings on Mfm M2585, National 
Library of Australia, Canberra. He is wrongly described as having been originally sent out to 
Gallipoli as the still photographer for the Newspaper Proprietors Association in Roger Smither 
~ed.}, Imperial War Museum film catalogue, I, p.373. 
3 

Ashmead-Bartlett to the Editor of The Sphere, 11 July 1915. Bartlett promised to try and pick 
up some sketches, not to draw them himself. The editor had promised to pay 'what you think 
fair'. (Editor of The Sphere to Ashmead-Bartlett, 7 May 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2582, B/3/65}. 
34 

Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 7 June 1915, Sydney, ML A1583, p.90. 
35 

Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 10 June 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.91. 
36 

Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 12 June 1!;115, Sydney, ML A1583, p.103. This film became Heroes 
of Gallipoli (Australia, 1920}, (Smither,r Catalogue, p.373} . .... 
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brothers, proprietors of the Sunday Times, entailing 25 lectures for a fee of £100 

per lecture, with an option on another 75 lectures; 37 one of his letters suggests 

that this deal was worth £10,000. 38 After an abortive lecture tour of America, he 

went on to lecture in Australia, agreeing with J & N Tait to give 25 two hour 

lectures· at £100 each .39 Whilst he was in Australia, he agreed to sell his papers 

on Gallipoli to the Mitchell Library in Sydney for between £200 and £300. 40 

Ashmead-Bartlett published three books featuring the Gallipoli campaign. 

Ashmead-Bartlett's despatches from the Dardanelles: an epic of heroism was 

brought out swiftly and reprinted his articles covering the period prior to the 

Suvla landings. 41 Some of my experiences in the Great War also reproduced 

some of his journalistic work. This volume contained one chapter on Gallipoli 

describing general scenes on the beaches and in the trenches.42 His most 

37 Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 14 October 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.192. Henry Nevinson also undertook some lecturing in October 1915 but not it seems on the huge scale of AshmeadBartlett. (General A.J. Murray, 'Report on Press representatives', 23 August 1916, P.R.O., CAB 19/30). 
38 Ashmead-Bartlett to Mr Christy, 24 October 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2582 B/3. AshmeadBartlett had been in discussion about lecturing with Mr Christy, but the latter's plans were not sufficiently lucrative. Bartlett wrote to him 'I'm afraid your ideas and mine about lecturing vary in a good many respects. I have no intention of undertaking a tour at all unless I am certain of making really large sums of money.' (Ashmead-Bartlett to Mr Christy, 16 September 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2582 B/3/155). 39 

Agreement with J & N Tait, Melbourne, Australia and London, 4 December 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2582 C1/5/41 . 
40 

W.H. lfould, Principal Librarian, Public Library of New South Wales to Messrs. Angus and Robertson Ltd. , 5 April1916, Sydney, ML A1583, p.6. 41 
Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett, Ashmead-Bartlett's despatches from the Dardanelles: an epic of heroism (London, 1916). This is the copy held by the British Library, however a review in the Daily Telegraph suggests that this book was first published around 13 September 1915. ('Mr Ashmead-Bartlett's Despatches. "An Epic of Heroism"' , Daily Telegraph, 13 September 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2586). .. 42 

E. Ashmead-Bartlett, Some of my experiences in the Great War (London, 1918). 
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important book came out ten years later. The uncensored Dardanelles43 was a 

highly critical work which had been planned even whilst Bartlett was at Gallipoli. 

One of his letters discussed a deal with the publisher Sir George Hutchinson; he 

was being pressed to bring something out swiftly, but Bartlett argued: 

Now if I am given time I am convinced I can produce a work which will 
have a far greater sale than one which would merely be more or less of a 
rehash of what has already appeared in the Press. The subject is too 
vast and too great to spoil by over haste. I will stake my opinion against 
the most astute publisher that the interest in this expedition will last for 
years and years and that its conduct will arouse more bitter controversies 
than any other event in English History for several centuries. lt will be the 
really authoritative book which will have the big and permanent sale and 
not one produced red hot like the generality of war books. This is outside 
their pail [sic] altogether. In the first place I have been allowed to see 
everything and I know every detail of what has taken place and until one 
is allowed to make the book really interesting by the publication of all 
those thousand details which no censor would allow at the present time it 
would hardly be worth while publishing it at all. 44 

The book enabled Ashmead-Bartlett to express his opinions on the strategy 

and tactics of the Dardanelles campaign - something that was not permissible in 

his wartime despatches. In The uncensored Dardanelles, Bartlett argued that 

the idea of capturing Constantinople was a brilliant one, but that Hamilton's 

43 
E. Ashmead-Bartlett, The uncensored Dardanelles (London, 1928). Ashmead-Bartlett published several other books: Port Arthur: the siege and capitulation (London, 1906); The passing of the Shereefian empire (London, 191 0); With the Turks in Thrace (London, 1913) with his brother Seabury Ashmead-Bartlett; The tragedy of Central Europe (London, 1923); and The riddle of Russia (London, 1929). 44 

Ashmead-Bartlett to Hughes Massie (his agent), 26 August 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2582 B/3/124. This letter is discussing a deal with Sir George Hutchinson. Hutchinson & Co. were the eventual publishers of The uncensored. Dardanelles. 
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faulty strategy and tactics brought on failure, despite the most heroic efforts of 

his force. Many of his criticisms are well founded - save perhaps for his oft-

repeated assertion that Hamilton should have attacked at Bulair at the neck of 

the peninsula. 45 Cyril Falls, a veteran of the Western Front and a very well 

regarded historian commented that the book was 

chiefly interesting as an explanation of the prejudice and distrust which 
soldiers cannot avoid when they have to do with war correspondents of a 
certain type. lt also illustrates to what follies vanity and cocksureness 
may lead a man in the position wherein Mr Ashmead-Bartlett found 
himself, even when that man is strikingly able, a clear writer, and an 
experienced war correspondent. 46 

Moreover it should be considered that if an author were to attempt to construct 

an argument most likely to please his reader and maximise his sales, he would 

do well not to attack the overall concept of the campaign, to emphasise the 

heroism of those involved, provide a recognisable scapegoat and to present an 

alternative route to victory. Similarly, Fewster has suggested that Bartlett 

changed his lecture rhetoric, becoming more optimistic and praiseful of the 

45 The greatest difficulty of landing at Bulair was that it was the obvious option and therefore heavily defended. This is discussed in an unsigned review of Bartlett's book, 'An uncensored war correspondent' in The Army Quarterly, (edited by G.P. Dawnay), XVI (April & July 1928), pp.323-7. Ashmead-Bartlett claimed that the Turkish commander's memoirs confirmed the veracity of his strategy, but in fact Liman von Sanders' Five years in Turkey (Annapolis, 1927), shows that he identified three key points on the peninsula, Bulair, Gaba Tepe and Sedd el Bahr 
and concentrated his forces accordingly. Hamilton landed his forces at the latter two points and von Sanders was loathe to take troops away from Bulair at first. G.P. Dawnay's role at Gallipoli is discussed later in this chapter. 
46 

Cyril Falls, War books (London, 19~9; first published 1930) p.178 . 
. ·.• 
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45 The greatest difficulty of landing at Bulair was that it was the obvious option and therefore 
heavily defended. This is discussed in an unsigned review of Bartlett's book, 'An uncensored 
war correspondent' in The Army Quarterly, (edited by G.P. Dawnay), XVI (April & July 1928), 
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46 Cyril Falls , War books (London, 19~9 ; first published 1930) p.178. 
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Anzacs and of the campaign in Australia, in order to attract a larger audience. 47 

Furthermore, the possibility must be considered that it suited Bartlett throughout 

to make the Dardanelles campaign important, for that made its most able witness 

important and valuable too. Contemporaries certainly suggested this: Moseley 

repeated ·a quotation from the publication Truth commenting on the 'great 

personal profit and kudos' gained from the campaign by Bartlett. 48 

There is a further difficulty in relying on Ashmead-Bartlett as a witness, in 

particular in using his private papers as supplementary evidence to his 

published work. Bartlett lost all his papers when the Majestic sank on the night 

of 26-7 May. Therefore his accounts of the early stages of the campaign, 

including that which purports to be a daily diary, were actually written at a later 

date. At the Dardanelles commission, he claimed that he re-wrote the diary 

immediately using his initial notes from a little notebook, presumably on his 

journey back to London; he accepted only that his recollection of conversations 

might not be verbatim. 49 However, some of Ashmead-Bartlett's diary comments 

show a remarkable and dubious prescience. lt is possible that he doubted the 

47 Fewster, 'Ashmead-Bartlett', p.28. John Robertson also notes this change in rhetoric in an 
article by Ashmead-Bartlett in The World, 1 February 1916: 'by early 1916 Ashmead-Bartlett was 
attacking conduct of the campaign along the lines that "brave Australians' had 'been sacrificed 
by [the] incompetence of English officers".' (John Robertson, The tragedy and glory of Gallipoli: 
Anzac and empire, (London, 1990), p.255.) In an newspaper interview during his tour of 
Australia, Ashmead-Bartlett declared, 'What I have come to tell is the story of the courage, the 
heroism, and the truly wonderful work of those brave fellows who have made so great a name for 
Australia. We are all proud of them.' ('Ashmead-Bartlett. Arrival in Sydney. Eulogy of the 
Anzacs. "Finest in the world'", Sydney Morning Herald, 12 February 1916.) 48 Moseley, The truth about the Dardanelles, p.254. 49 Evidence of Ashmead-Bartlett, Thursday 3 May 1917, day 75, Dardanelles commission 
(Canberra, Mfm M2586 F5/2) , p.1408. , 
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campaign's chances from the beginning, but not that he could have foreseen, as 

he alleges, the nature of the campaign's difficulties to such an exact extent that 

he could warn Hamilton on 22 April, three days before the first landings, 

'General , the task ahead is one of the most difficult that has ever been 

undertake'n, and the Expedition can only succeed if you have sufficient troops to 

push right inland at the start, and if the Government keep you well supplied with 

reinforcements.'50 Hamilton claimed that this warning was never made and that 

Bartlett had written it weeks later. 51 Similarly, did Bartlett actually wonder as 

early as 2 May 'whether Sir lan Hamilton would really face the true facts and let 

the Government know the real state of affairs'?52 Perhaps most tellingly, there 

are no mistaken predictions among his forecasts. However, this is not to deny 

that Bartlett made any forecasts at all during the campaign. In fact, his 

pessimistic pronouncements were so widely known that he was likened to 

Jeremiah, Jonah and Cassandra, he was rebuked by Braithwaite and, according 

to Mackenzie, forced staff officers at Helles on one occasion to hide behind 

rocks so as to avoid lunching in his disagreeable company.53 Nonetheless, in 

retrospect, Bartlett's contemporaneous criticisms and predictions seem well 

50 Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 22 April 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.30. 51 Hamilton, 'Statement on evidence of witnesses: Ashmead-Bartlett', London, Liddell Hart Centre for Military Archives , Kings College, Hamilton papers, 8/2/24. This was a document submitted to the Dardanelles commissioners . 52 Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 2 May 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.52. 53 Mackenzie, Gallipoli memories, p.20Q .. 
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placed. His 'diary' and other papers will be used in conjunction with articles 

published under his by-line in the Daily Telegraph and reproduced elsewhere. 54 

Ashmead-Bartlett's articles are valuable sources. Their authenticity is not 

affected by the sinking of HMS Majestic, nor do his financial problems impinge 

here. f1e perhaps sought to make his articles as interesting and graphic as 

possible, but this is a normal journalistic pursuit. His reports of the campaign are 

by far the best of those featured in the Telegraph. Their descriptions are 

powerful, their narratives engaging; they do not make wild claims of progress as 

some 'special correspondents' do, nor are they vague and bland as the official 

despatches are. The greatest difficulty in relying upon them as evidence is that 

they were seriously affected by censorship. Yet it seems that although Bartlett 

was prevented from fully expressing his pessimism, he was taken as being one 

of the most reliable sources of information. He wrote the truth, but not the whole 

truth. For example, in August, The Globe condemned the effects of censorship 

and relied on Ashmead-Bartlett to confirm the accuracy of other reports: 

There is nothing in the dispatch [i.e. Ashmead-Bartlett's] which gives the least confirmation to the optimistic narrative whose publication was authorised by the Press Bureau at the beginning of the week. If the Turks in the Gallipoli peninsula have been cut off the official Eye-Witness knows nothing of the fact. When the rosy narrative appeared we expressed a strong opinion that nothing of the kind ought to be authorised unless there were good grounds for believing it to be true. We regret to be compelled 

54 
Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett's articles from the Dardanelles appeared in the Daily Telegraph on 24 April , 26 April, 6 May, 7 May, 8 May, 11 May, 18 May, 19 May, 23 June, 9 July, 15 July, 20 July, 27 July, 6 August, 25 August, 26 August, 3 September, 4 September, 19 October, 26 October, 30 October, and 2 November 1915. 
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to repeat that observation with added emphasis. The public has been 
buoyed up by exaggeration, and the disappointment and reaction are to
day proportionately great. Why should the Press Bureau pass falsehoods 
when they are agreeable, and suppress the truth when it is not?55 

However Bean struck a note of caution in his diary: 'He's perhaps not quite so 

accurate' in detail as the English papers think him, but he is most honest in 

giving the real outline and trend of events'.56 

The influence of Ashmead-Bartlett's despatches 

The attention given to war correspondents by politicians, generals and 

censors is indicative of their potential power. Information flowing from the 

peninsula, for example Hamilton's public and private despatches, affected both 

policy and public perceptions of the expedition. 57 Before considering the official 

limitations placed upon the flow of information from the journalists, let us firstly 

consider the nature of the journalists' work that did reach the public. These 

despatches were important in shaping public perceptions of the expedition. 

Elements of the Anzac Legend and the heroic-romantic myth can be seen in 

them. A comparison of Bean and Bartlett's response to the Anzac landings 

55 
'Notes of the day. The Dardanelles.', The Globe, 25 August 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2585. 56 
Kevin Fewster (ed.), Gallipoli correspondent: The frontline diary of C.E.W. Bean (Sydney, 

1983), p.164 (diary entry for 2 October 1915). 57 
The impact of Hamilton's optimism.in his communications with the War Office are discussed in 

chapter five. ! 
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provides an ideal opportunity for contrasting the work of these two men and for 

tracing their impact upon subsequent accounts of the event. 

The first news of the landing came on 27 April with the publication of the 

previous evening's War Office announcement that a 'completely successful' 

landing had occurred. 58 Further reports and official despatches were published 

in the following ten days. These gave more scant details, some of it wildly 

inaccurate, for example a special correspondent's report of 29 April from Athens 

said that Allied troops had advanced twenty miles from their landing point at 

Enos. 59 The first detailed, descriptive account was Ashmead-Bartlett's. His 

article appeared in the Daily Telegraph on 7 May.60 He had submitted his cables 

to be censored on 27 April, and was happy to learn on the 29th that Lawrence 

was yet to submit any cables of his own. Frustratingly, however, Bartlett's 

cables were held up by General Hamilton's official despatches which took 

precedence. 61 Lawrence and Ashmead-Bartlett, then under the navy's authority, 

had split up at the suggestion of Admiral de Robeck, an idea accepted with 

alacrity by Bartlett who wrote in his diary, 'With this I had no objection, as I much 

58 'Great attack on the Dardanelles. Fleets and armies. Allied troops land in Gallipoli. Success of 
operations. Large forces advance.', Daily Telegraph, 27 April1915. 5 

'From our special correspondent, Athens, Thursday, 11.00 a.m. (delayed)', 'More troops 
landed. Noteworthy advance', Daily Telegraph, 1 May 1915. 60 

E. Ashmead-Bartlett (Dardanelles, April 24, 26 & 27), 'Graphic story from the Dardanelles. 
historic scenes. Army disembarked by moonlight. Dashing colonials. Capture of positions. 
Special cablegrams.', Daily Telegraph, 7 May 1915. 61 

Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 27 & 29 April, 1915, Sydney, ML A1583, pp.47 & 49. Fewster 
attributes Bartlett's scoop to confusion at the post office in Alexandria which interpreted his mark 
'urgent' as an instruction to telegraph the article at urgent rates and extortionate cost. (Fewster, 
'Ashmead-Bartlett', p.19). : 
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58 'Great attack on the Dardanelles. Fleets and armies. Allied troops land in Gallipoli . Success of 
o;erations. Large forces advance.', Daily Telegraph, 27 April 1915. 
5 'From our special correspondent, Athens, Thursday, 11.00 a.m. (delayed)', 'More troops 
landed. Noteworthy advance' , Daily Telegraph, 1 May 1915. 
60 E. Ashmead-Bartlett (Dardanelles, April 24, 26 & 27), 'Graphic story from the Dardanelles. 
historic scenes. Army disembarked by moonlight. Dashing colonials. Capture of positions. 
Special cablegrams.', Daily Telegraph, 7 May 1915. 
61 Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 27 & 29 April, 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, pp.47 & 49. Fewster 
attributes Bartlett's scoop to confusion at the post office in Alexandria which interpreted his mark 
'urgent' as an instruction to telegraph the article at urgent rates and extortionate cost. (Fewster, 
'Ashmead-Bartlett', p.19). ;, 
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prefer to work alone, and not to give anybody else the benefit of my 

experiences.'62 The British authorities in Alexandria held up Bean's account until 

13 May. lt was published in the Commonwealth of Australia Gazette on 17 

May.63 The potential influence of Bartlett's and Bean's accounts of the landing 

was recognised and reinforced by the swift decision of the New South Wales 

Department of Public Instruction to publish them, in edited form, as a pamphlet 

on 18 May 1915.64 

The two accounts demonstrate the strengths that were to mark out each writer 

in their work. Bartlett's is dramatic and vivid; Bean's more detailed and careful. 

Bartlett is particularly effective in building tension as the expedition gets under 

way and the 'twelve snakes of boats' slowly steam past: 

Every eye was fixed on that grim-looking line of hills in our front, so shapeless, yet so menacing in the gloom, the mysteries of which those in the boats, which looked so tiny and helpless, were about to solve. Yet for some time, not'a sound and not a light was heard or seen; it appeared as if the enemy had been completely surprised, and that we would get ashore without opposition. 65 

62 Ashmead-Bartlett diary, 5 April 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583. 63 C.E.W. Bean, 'Gallipoli (one)' , Commonwealth of Australia Gazette, no.39, Monday 17 May 1915, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 8039, item 1, pp.931-3. I will use this Gazette as my source for Bean's articles; they were published here a few days after they were released to the press. 64 Australians in action : the story of Gallipoli (Department of Public Instruction, New South Wales, 1915; copy in Mitchell Library, Sydney). The date is taken from the brief note on the title page signed by P. Board, Director of Education, Sydney. The articles were edited to a considerable extent for inclusion in the pamphlet. 65 Daily Telegraph, 7 May 1915. Bean contradicts Bartlett's description, he says the boats 'hurried inshore'(Commonwealth of Australia Gazette, no.39). All subsequent references to the articles on the landing are to these so_l,lrces. 
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He makes the beginnings of the fight sound more spontaneous and adventurous 

than Bean: 

lt was a trying moment, but the Australian volunteers rose as a man to the 
occasion. They waited neither for orders or for the boats to reach the 
tleach, but springing out into the sea, they waded ashore, and, forming 
some sort of rough line, rushed straight on the flashes of the enemy's 
rifles. 
Their magazines were not even charged, so they just went in with cold 
steel, and I believe I am right in saying that the first Ottoman Turk since 
the last crusade received an Anglo-Saxon bayonet in him at five minutes 
after five a. m. on April 25. 

Typically, Bean explains the reason why they began to fight in this way: 

So far not a shot had been fired by the enemy. Colonel Mclagan's orders 
to his brigade were that shots, if possible were not to be fired till 
daybreak, but the business was to be carried through with the bayonet. 
The men leapt into the water, and the first of them had just reached the 
beach when fire was opened on them from the trenches on the foothills 
which rise immediately from the beach. 

Bean interrupts the flow of his narrative to detail the topography of the area, 

comparing it to the Hawkesbury River country in New South Wales; Bartlett 

relies on a more vivid description that is accessible to all readers to convey the 

challenging landscape. He goes on to describe how this landscape is ideal for 

snipers and how adept the Australians and New Zealanders are at this kind of 

warfare which requires great endurance and individuality. Such praise is typical 

of Bartlett's report. He is skilful at creating memorable phrases, for example 
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describing the scene as 'sombre, magnificent and unique'; often these phrases 

are remarkably insightful. His phrase 'a race of athletes', hit upon a theme to be 

found throughout writings on the Anzacs: their magnificent physiques. In writing 

'they were happy because they knew they had been tried for the first time in the 

war and had not been found wanting' he encapsulates an important reason for 

Gallipoli's power and impact. There had been a secret fear that Australia 

wouldn't be good enough, 66 but this had now been categorically disproved. 

Gammage has explained of Bartlett's despatch, 'lt was exactly what Australians 

wanted to read. lt made them partners to Empire. They were all right.'67 Bartlett 

went on to award the ultimate accolade at this stage in the war: 'These raw 

colonial troops in those desperate hours proved worthy to fight side by side with 

the heroes of Mons and the Aisne, Ypres, and Neuve Chapelle.' By contrast, 

Bean's praiseful comparison is weaker. As an inexperienced war correspondent 

he was not able to compare the Anzacs to the other soldiers of the Great War, 

but only to use his knowledge of military history to link the operation to a similar 

occurrence at the battle of the Heights of Abraham in 1759. 

Some of the hallmarks of Bean's writing are apparent in this early article. One 

such is his tendency to identify particular men and incidents. Early in his 

account he describes the origins of a brigade as largely miners from the Broken 

66 
C.E.W. Bean, 'Sidelights of the War on Australian Character', Royal Australian Historical Society Journal & Proceedings, XIII, part IV (1927), p.21 0. 67 Bill Gammage, 'Anzac' in John .Carroll (ed.), Intruders in the bush: the Australian quest for identity (Melbourne, 1992), p.62. 
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66 C.E.W. Bean, 'Sidelights of the War on Australian Character', Royal Australian Historical 
Society Journal & Proceedings, XIII, part IV (1927) , p.21 0. 
67 Bill Gammage, 'Anzac' in J.ohn Carroll (ed.), Intruders in the bush: the Australian quest for 
identity (Melbourne, 1992), p.62. 
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Hill and Westralian gold-fields, but perhaps in this case Bartlett's similar point 

that these were 'men who six months ago were living peaceful civilian lives' is 

the more powerful: he makes them Everyman. However Bean's specificity 

comes into its own later in his account. When he describes the brave and 

inspiring actions of one officer, he focuses on the individual moment and makes 

the experience real and comprehensible. From this example he is able to 

extrapolate to a general moral point that his life has not been wasted. Huge 

losses are justified, therefore, through a personal example: 

Australia has lost many of her best officers in this way. The toll has been really heavy, but the British theory is that you cannot lead men from the rear, at any rate, in an attack of this sort. lt would be absurd to pretend that the life of an officer like that one was wasted. No one knows how long his example will live on amongst men. 

Bean's descriptions of the fighting, in this article as later, are particularly 

effective and evocative. However, as Fewster rightly points out, 68 the most 

important facet of Bean's work, a stress upon the nature of the Australian 

character, had not yet developed. 

Those details which were left out of the articles are also important. 

Evacuation had been seriously considered during the course of the night, 

Bartlett knew this but did not mention how close to disaster the landing came. 

Similarly, both Bean and Bartlett refer only briefly to the wounded, their numbers 

68 Fewster, 'Ashmead-Bartlett' , p.20. [ . 
.. ,I 
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are not detailed and the hard work of the stretcher bearers is instead stressed. 

In particular, Bartlett points to the high spirits of the wounded. Yet what seems 

to have been a draft of Bartlett's despatch contained scathing criticism: 

As usual the medical arrangements were awful, and terribly mismanaged, and the accommodation on the two Hospital Ships speedily gave out. There seemed to be no-one in supreme authority to direct the boats full of wounded, for whom no accommodation could be found in the two Hospital Ships, to any of the now empty transports lying off the coast. lt was a pathetic sight watching these lighters packed with the dead and dying and the maimed, being towed or rowed aimlessly round from ship to ship only to meet with the same reply 'we are full up'. 69 

However, it would not be accurate to imply that Bartlett left out all the difficult 

aspects of the operation. lt may be impossible to ascertain the scale of 

casualties incurred from his article and the failure to achieve all of the 

operations' aims is not mentioned, indeed the precise aims of the operation are 

never explained - neither in terms of operational tactics nor grand strategy. Yet, 

Bartlett did not exaggerate the landing's achievement, and he concluded with the 

sobering note that siege warfare would probably develop. 

The strength of Ashmead-Bartlett's landing despatch and the role of the war 

correspondent in describing the nature and experience of a military event might 

be further illuminated through comparison with the commander's official 

despatch. Sir lan Hamilton's official account of the landing was published on 7 

69 
'The story of the landing', Canberra;:,Mfm M2584 C7/5/17 . 
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July 1915.70 This is a more detailed account of the preparation and execution of 

the landings. lt gives specific information, detailing geographic features on the 

peninsula and naming units involved, and gives some explanation of the tactics 

of the landing. lt does include various explanations of the failures to push 

onwards and the following tacit admission of the failure of these early operations 

to achieve their goal: 'Hopes of getting a footing on Achi Baba had now perforce 

to be abandoned - at least for this occasion.' But as is suggested by this 

statement, the despatch is rooted in optimistic expectation of future progress, 

and ends not with a warning as Bartlett does, but with salutes to the Navy and to 

his commanders. lt also contains some literary touches, for example the 

following attempt to emulate Ashmead-Bartlett's successful portrayal of the 

tension prior to the landing: 

The morning was absolutely still; there was no sign of life on the shore; a 
thin veil of mist hung motionless over the promontory; the surface of the 
sea was as smooth as glass. 

That this and other such touches are unusual in an official despatch are perhaps 

revealed through comparison with Admiral De Robeck's official despatch which 

contains only the expected details of the operation and commonplace tributes to 

its participants. The landing, for example, is merely described thus: 

70 
Sir lan Hamilton (G.H.Q., Mediterranean Expeditionary Force, 20 May 1915), 'Official 

Despatches from the Dardanelles. Sir lan Hamilton on the Operations. Text of the Report.', 
Daily Telegraph, 7 July 1915. 

187 



At 4.20 a.m. the boats reached the beach and a landing was effected. 
The remainder of the infantry of the covering force were embarked at ten 

h 71 p.m., 24t . 

Ashmead-Bartlett's account of the landing of 25 April 1915 was the most 

important despatch from Gallipoli. Bean later wrote of it, • 

the despatch describing the Anzac landing electrified the world . . . it 
displayed the first terrible struggle on Gallipoli, and the qualities of the 
Australian and New Zealand soldiers, in one brilliant flash before the eyes 
of every nation and the world has never forgotten. Even today the 
tradition of the Anzac landing is probably more influenced by that story 
than by all the other accounts that have since been written ... He was the 
first to impress on the world the main facts of the landing and the 
impression is still there. 72 

Bartlett won the race to tell this story and continued to outshine Bean throughout 

the campaign. Bean's reaction to the news that his work on the Anzac and 

Suvla evacuation could not be sent suggests that he felt this disappointment 

keenly: 

This was like an unexpected shrapnel shell in the pit of the stomach. The 
despatch on which I had poured out more care than anything of which I 
have written here - the only chance one has had of even attempting to 

71 Vice-Admiral John M. De Robeck ('Triad', 1 July 1915), 'Vivid story of Gallipoli landing. 
Official despatch from Admiral De Robeck. Dashing bravery of the Dominions troops.', _Daily 
Telegraph, 17 August 1915. 
72 Dudley McCarthy, Gallipoli to the Somme: the story of C.E.W. Bean (London, 1983), p.128. 
This quote from Bean is taken from an article in Sydney Morning Herald, 9 May 1931 , p.17 
written on the occasion of Ashmead-Bartlett's death. 
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rival Bartlett's work (which no man ever censored in this degree). However, the authorities are quite right. 73 

Kevin Fewster has pointed to Ashmead-Bartlett's despatch in combination with 

his brief film of the campaign and his lecture tour as being instrumental in 'first 

shaping tnen institutionalizing a legend'. 74 lt has been difficult for subsequent 

accounts of the landing to deviate from its heroic tone - witness the furore over 

Aspinaii-Oglander's allegations of stragglers at the landing. To borrow an idea 

popularised by Peter Hennessy, Ashmead-Bartlett's despatch was history's first 

rough draft. 75 

Accuracy, exaggeration and romance 

In a more literal sense, Bean's despatches were the rough draft of his history. 

For example his description of the bravery of two nonchalant stretcher bearers in 

one of his despatches76 is very close to his description of the same scene in the 

first volume of his official history. 77 His writing style was similar in both works 

73 Bean's diary, 26 December 1915, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 606, item 24. This last comment deferring to the authorities' decision is typical of Bean. 74 Fewster, 'Ashmead-Bartlett', p.30. 75 
Hennessy was quoting Phillip Graham when he bought Newsweek in 1962 regarding his ambitions for the magazine. Hennessy's ensuing discussion doubted whether this would be possible in the light of government secrecy. (Michael Cockerel! , Peter Hennessy, and David Walker, Sources close to the Prime Minister (London, 1984), p.89). I am grateful to Professor J.A. Ramsden for this reference. 76 

Commonwealth of Australia Gazette, no.79, Friday 23 July 1915, p.1395. 77 
C.E.W. Bean, The story of Anzac from the outbreak of war to the end of the first phase of the Gallipoli campaign. May 4. 1915 (The official history of Australia in the war of 191 4-1918, I. St. Lucia, Queensland, 1981 ; first publishe911921 ), p.463. 
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and, like Bartlett's, was clearly the product of his working habits. Bean worked 

assiduously and meticulously, spending as much time as possible at the front 

and talking to as many participants in the action as he could. Ashmead-Bartlett 

was less likely to risk his life in this manner, preferring to stand back from the 

action arid attain an overview of developments. Fewster, quoting Bartlett's 

reputed comment, 'Oh - Bean - I think he almost counts the bullets!', compared 

the two men's approaches: 

The Englishman preferred to stand back and absorb the full scene - listen 
as the commanders expounded their strategy, watch it unfold and 
subsequently interview the wounded when they were returned to the 
ships. This approach gave his work a majestic broad sweep which Bean's 
stories sometimes lacked. Bartlett, at the same time, was more 
susceptible to error, often relying on hearsay where Bean usually could 
depend on his personal observations. 78 

That Bean's despatches were based on personal observation gives his work a 

distinctive quality, full of small details of the individuals who were 'our men'. 

Much of his description is written from the point of view of the front line and even 

includes snippets of speech. 79 He is perhaps less likely than others to use the 

passive voice, a linguistic trick which has the effect, according to Paul Fussell, of 

throwing a scene into 'merciful soft focus'. 80 Bean's work is more personal and 

78 
Fewster, 'Ashmead-Bartlett' , p.19. 

79 
For example, in describing a wounded gunner, Bean wrote, 'His first remark on regaining 

consciousness was, "Is the gun all right, sergeant?"' ('Gaba Tepe (Twenty two)', 30 July, 
Commonwealth of Australia Gazette, Monday 16 August 1915, no.94, Bean papers, AWM 38 
~pRL 8039, item 1, p.1595). .. 

Paul Fussell , The Great War and modern memory (London, 1975), p.178 . . . , ~ 
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intimate and articulates the reality that can be compressed and concealed in 

grand phrasing and platitudes. 

Although Bean had written in a cable that Bartlett was 'thoroughly reliable', 

particularly in comparison to cables originating in the Greek lslands,81 privately, 

he was highly critical of Bartlett's tendency to exaggerate. Whilst Ashmead-

Bartlett did not make unfounded claims as to the achievements of the campaign 

overall, it is true to say that he did add some extra colour to his articles. 

Bartlett's description of the attack by Maori soldiers at Anzac on Sunday 8 

August is a good example of this. He had received details of the attack from 

Malcolm Ross, the New Zealand correspondent. Bartlett's despatch included 

this: 'Although few in numbers they closed on the Turks with fury using their 

rifles as clubs swinging them round their heads and laying out several with each 

sweep.'82 Bean wrote in consternation in his diary after Bartlett had left the 

peninsula: 

When Ross supplied him with an account of what the Maoris and N. 
Zealanders had done on Aug. 6-10 I was most surprised to see something 
about the Maoris advancing (apparently on Chunuk) using their clubbed 
rifles, knocking down 3 men at each blow. I knew it was not true of this 
attack - and I didn't believe it to be true of any - and I wondered at Ross 
writing in this way. I asked Ross and he told me as a matter of fact he 
had not written it. Bartlett had said to him afterwards: "I say, I hope you 
didn't mind my inserting one or two things in your account - one or two 
things I heard from officers". And that was it - Bartlett wouldn't invent a 

81 
Bean cable, Kaba Tepe [sic], 26 June 1915, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 8039, item 7. 82 
E. Ashmead-Bartlett, (The Dardanelles, 12 August), 'Battles in the Dardanelles. The new attacks. Heroic exploits of colonial troops. Desperate fighting. Maoris in action. Special cablegram.', Daily Telegraph, 25 AugusJ 1915. 
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description like that. But he had heard something of the sort from some N.Z. officer and he inserted it without hesitation in a report which the article said he had received from Mr. Ross, the N.Z. Official Correspondent. Bartlett has a real regard for truth - and that is the astonishing part about him, that and his industry. 83 

When Bean had heard of a similar story he dealt with it in a much more cautious • 

manner: 

lt is said that one huge Queenslander swung his rifle by the muzzle, and, after braining one Turk, caught another and flung him over his shoulder. I do not know if this story is true, but when we landed some hours later, there was said to have been a dead Turk on the beach with his head smashed in. 84 

Bean was also critical of a description of the brief capture of Hill 70 by the 

dismounted British Yeomanry on August 23. Bartlett wrote: 

lt was now almost dark, and the attack seemed to hang fire when suddenly the Yeomanry leapt to their feet, and, as a single man, charged right up the hill. They were met by a withering fire, which rose to a crescendo as they neared the northern crest, but nothing could stop them. They charged at amazing speed, without a single halt from the bottom to the top, losing many men and many of their chosen leaders, including gallant Sir John Milbanke. 
lt was a stirring sight, watched by thousands in the ever-gathering gloom . . . . From a thousand lips a shout went up that Hill 70 was won. 85 

83 
Bean's diary, 2 October 1915, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 606, item 17. 84 
C.E.W. Bean, 'Gallipoli (one)'. 85 
E. Ashmead-Bartlett, (The Dardanelles, 23 August), 'The battles in the Dardanelles. Action of Aug.21. Splendid attacks on Turkish positions. Great British charges. Heroic conduct of the Yeomanry Division. Special Cablegram :(, Daily Telegraph, 4 September 1915. 
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Bean commented: 

I can't write about bayonet charges like some of the correspondents do. 
Ashmead-Bartlett makes it a little difficult for one by his exaggerations, 
and yet he's a lover of the truth. He gives the spirit of the thing: but if he 
were asked: "Did a shout really go up from a thousand throats that the hill 
was ours?" he'd have to say "No, it didn't". Or if they said "Did the New 
Zealanders really club their rifles and kill three men at once?" or "Did the 
first battle of Anzac really end with the flash of bayonets all along the line, 
a charge, and the rolling back of the Turkish attack," he'd have to say 
"Well, - no, as a matter of fact that didn't occur". Well, I can't write that it 
occurred if I know it did not.86 

As was later the case with his histories, Bean's achievement in avoiding overtly 

romantic descriptions brought some criticism for his clinical style. In June 1915, 

the Sydney Bulletin complained of his despatches, 

they don't serve the Australian who wanted the story of Australian arms to 
be written so that he could visualise it. The fact is he's too small for the 
job. lt demanded a man able to make images with the vocabulary of a 
literary man and the eye of a photographic lens, and it got- a reporter. 87 

Melbourne's Argus and Age came close to discontinuing their use of Bean's 

work in September 191588 and in April 1916 the Argus was still sniping about the 

lack of the suitable spirit in his work. 89 However, as was seen in the previous 

86 
Bean's diary, 26 September 1915, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 606, item 17. 87 
Bulletin, Sydney, 17 June 1915, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 6673 item 234. 88 
Wilson & Mackinnon, Melbourne to T. Trumble, Secretary of Defence, 29 September 1915, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 6673 item 270. 89 
Argus, 22 April 1916, Bean papers, 3PRL 6673 item 234 . .... 
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chapter, Bean's original style and concerns, in particular his focus on the 

individual, had its own romantic effect in developing the Anzac legend. 

Perhaps the restrained and detailed nature of Bean's writing might be further 

illuminated by a brief comparison to the work of another Australian war 

correspondent. Keith Murdoch visited Gallipoli briefly in August 1915. He wrote 

several general articles about Anzac which demonstrate the capacity for 

hyperbole which later marked his controversial letter to Prime Minister Fisher. 

The following are typical extracts from one of his articles: 

They can use their eyes. They can enjoy the blue Mediterranean waters, they see the green grass, and a wide expanse of sky. As they work in the evening the sun sets gloriously behind old Samothrace, where Jupiter dwelt; and in the soft twilight shades of these parts they can almost be at peace. What of danger! Few men fear it, most men forget it. These intrepid Australians - every one within reach of the beach - bathe daily, even twice daily, in spite of it. They walk through dangerous gullies for their midday swim. The danger only makes them conscious of their manhood, as they swing themselves, head high, down the paths. 
[ ... ] lt is this hardship of monotony that is hardest of all in the trenches. Do not mistake me; there is death almost every day, and varieties of wounds. But a man takes them in the service of his country. Monotony of work and monotony of food are harder to take. 
[ ... ]The word goes round. Every man charges. Every brain works. Every heart is aflame. Or the word goes round that we are attacking. Every man hopes he will be in the charge. For the Australians are great fighters - British and Turks say the greatest fighters in the world. 90 

9° Keith Murdoch, 'The new Australians. Fierce danger and hardship. Type of the Anzacs. Vain search for "Beachy"' , Sun, no date, Canberra, National Library of Australia, Sir Keith Murdoch Papers, MS 2823/2/13, "'Sun" and "He~?ld" Articles, from August 1915'. 
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In contrast to Bean, Bartlett's writing style was closer to the usual romantic 

portrayal of war such as Murdoch's. 91 There are numerous examples of his vivid 

powers of description. One such refers to the action of 12 July: 

Ar the same moment, as if animated by a common will, the regiments of 
the brigade leapt from their trenches and surged forward towards the 
great redoubt and the network of saps and trenches. The whole scene 
resembled some picture from the Inferno, for our guns, shelling the works 
behind, made a great background of earth and smoke; whilst no sooner 
did our advance become apparent than the enemy's batteries, which had 
been keeping very quiet, opened upon our infantry with shrapnel and high 
explosives, smothering his own works which we were about to enter. The 
ground resembled a gigantic steaming cauldron, into whose thick vapours 
the gallant brigade poured without once hesitating or looking back. 
Individuals soon became swallowed up in the mist, and all you could see 
were black dots rushing about or jumping into the trenches with bayonets 
flashing in the shrouded sun amidst a continuous roar of musketry, which 
showed that the Turks were resisting valiantly. 92 

Ashmead-Bartlett had the ability to portray war as a dramatic and exciting 

event. He was also able to inject great pathos into his accounts such as his 

concluding description of the attempt to capture Chunuk Bair on 1 0 August: 

91 An analysis of the tone and tenor of reporting from the Western Front and other theatres is 
outside the scope of this thesis. However, the extracts selected by Martin Farrar, News from the 
Front (London, 1998) appear to confirm the idea that Ashmead-Bartlett's writing style was in 
keeping with that of his fellow professionals. However he certainly avoided the worst excesses 
of the genre of the type that provoked this diatribe from C.E. Montague: 'through his despatches 
there ran a brisk implication that the regimental officers and men enjoyed nothing better than 
'going over the top'; that a battle was just a rough jovial picnic, that a fight never went on long 
enough for the men, that their only fear was lest the war should end this side of the Rhine.' (C.E. 
Montague, Disenchantment (London, 1922), p.98). 
92 Ashmead-Bartlett, (The Dardanelles, 14 July), 'Struggle for the Dardanelles. Battle of July 12-
13. British advance. Trenches captured. Hand-to-hand fighting. Special cablegram.', Daily 
Telegraph, 27 July 1915. [ . .... 
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Between our lines and the Turkish trenches you look out on a scene of desolation. The Turks lie in masses just as they have fallen or have been thrown out of the trenches to make room for the living, whilst at one point I saw a Colonial, an Englishman, a Maori, and a Gurkha all lying dead side by side, marking the highest point yet reached by the Imperial forces in the peninsula. 93 

With writing such as this, doubtless bolstered by his exaggerations, Ashmead-

Bartlett laid some of the ground work for the heroic romantic myth of Gallipoli. 

His tendency to include picturesque and historic features also contributed to the 

glamorous aura surrounding the campaign. lt has already been seen in 

Bartlett's description of the Anzacs leaping from their boats, that he was keen to 

frame the operation in terms of a modern day crusade. Prior to the launch of the 

campaign, for example, he writes of restoring Constantinople's Saint Sofia to 

Christianitl4 and that, 

Other crusades have not been noteworthy for the success which has attended them. ' We can only hope that this, the last and greatest, will avenge the chivalry of the Middle Ages, whose bones lie scattered and unknown throughout all parts of the old Ottoman Empire, from the gates of Vienna to Jerusalem.95 

93 
Ashmead-Bartlett, (The Dardanelles, 19 August) , 'The battles in Gallipoli. Four days' fighting. Desperate bravery of colonial troops. Hand-to-hand conflict. Special cablegram.' , Daily Telegraph, 3 September 1915. 94 
Ashmead-Bartlett, (Eastern Mediterranean, April), 'Expedition to the Dardanelles. A battleship in action', Daily Telegraph, 6 May 1915. 95 
Ashmead-Bartlett, (Dardanelles, 28 April) , 'Allied army at the Dardanelles. Striking scenes. Position well held. Futile Turkish attacks on colonial troops. Special cablegram', Daily Telegraph , 8 May 1915. .' .. 
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Such references lend the campaign an air of grandeur, placing the Allies' actions 

in a historical continuum. He also compares operations to other great military 

feats such as Wellington's Peninsular campaign, 96 Wolfe at Quebec, 97 and the 

Turks (when they are fighting particularly stubbornly) to their predecessors 

under Osman at Plevna, 98 and thereby measures their achievement. Unlike 

many other commentators, however, he does not take the opportunity to link the 

campaign to its classical forerunners. 

Another important element in the romantic atmosphere of Gallipoli was its 

beautiful setting and its rugged grandeur, 99 an exotic theatre different from the 

familiar dreary plains of north-western Europe. See for example the following 

two descriptions by Bartlett: 

The surrounding islands sparkle like great jewels in the shining atmosphere. They are green, and blue, and yellow in turn, as the sun reflects different points, and over them all tower the still snow-clad peaks of Samothrace. 10
q_ 

On the cliffs are great bunches of yellow plantagenesta and yellow poppies. You ride over fields and through gardens in which flowers abound in reckless and beautiful profusion. There are white orchids and rock roses, while mauve stock and iris abound. There are fields of 

96 Ashmead-Bartlett, (The Dardanelles, 10 May), 'Allied armies at the Dardanelles. The first stage. Impregnable position. Overcoming obstacles. Special cablegram.', Daily Telegraph, 18 May 1915. Ashmead-Bartlett, (The Dardanelles, 30 June), 'The victory in Gallipoli. Battle of June 28. Graphic story of British heroism. A splendid advance. Fine artillery work.', Daily Telegraph, 9 July 1915. 
97 

Ashmead-Bartlett, (Dardanelles, 21 May), 'The battles in Gallipoli. Turkish effort. Desperate attack on colonial troops. Totally defeated.' , Daily Telegraph, 23 June 1915. 98 
Daily Telegraph, 18 May, 9 July, 25 August 1915. 99 
Ashmead-Bartlett, (Eastern Mediterranean, 4 July), 'Battles in Gallipoli. The Gully Ravine', Daily Telegraph, 20 July 1915. 100 
Daily Telegraph, 6 May 1915. 
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poppies, white marguerites, and blue borage, intermingled with deep purple vetches, brick red pea and yellow clover, pink and white campions, and asphodel. 101 

Bartlett was careful, however, not to allow these picturesque descriptions 

overpower his writing. Many of the quotations just cited come from articles • 

written before the April landings. Since, during the campaign there was not time, 

space or need for this type of comment, it is reasonable to assume that he wrote 

them, at least in part, for the sake of filling out his articles. However, he does 

continue to praise the men's heroism and make historical comparisons 

throughout the campaign. A note in his papers explains what he considered to 

be the most effective style of writing for despatches: 

The great secret of all good discriptive [sic] writing is simplicity in style and in the language employed. At all costs avoid straing [sic] after effect. Try and write as if you were talking to some intimate friend who merely wished to hear what had happened. At except on very rare instances high flown picturesque sentences entirely destroy accounts of great events. They shake the reader's faith in the truth of the story and they fail to give him a correct idea of what happened. 102 

This contrast is evident when we turn to the novelist Compton Mackenzie. 

Mackenzie was on the staff at Gallipoli, and whilst Bartlett returned to London in 

June following the sinking of the Majestic, Hamilton asked the novelist to work as 

101 
Ashmead-Bartlett, (The Dardanelles, 10 May), 'Allied armies at the Dardanelles. Three days' battle. Furious attacks on Aki Baba mountain. Turkish resistance. Very slow progress. Special cablegram.' , Daily Telegraph, 19 May 1915. 102 
'Notes taken from the Agamemnon log of the Dardanelles expedition up to March 18th' (Canberra, Mfm M2584 C?/1/12). .' .. 
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an eye witness. Hamilton probably hoped to get a more tame eye-witness and to 

obviate the need for the difficult Ashmead-Bartlett to return. However, Bartlett 

did return and Mackenzie refused to continue in this work. 103 Mackenzie's 

articles describe the scenes at Gallipoli in poetic language, dwelling on the 

smoke of shell bursts, and spending less time and detail in describing fighting 

actions, it is difficult to ascertain from his despatches what has occurred. Both 

men, for example, recounted the loss of the Majestic, Mackenzie wrote: 

Among the transports and trawlers and various craft at anchor, a small 
green whale, all that is now visible of the Majestic, waited motionless 
upon the water. She was subsiding rapidly, they said: and already in the 
watery sunlight she gave the illusion of slowly assuming to herself the 
nature of the waves that splashed against her still rigid sides. Such a 
dream of a ship's transmigration to her own element vanished in the 
billows of dust ashore, vanished in that queer heartlessness of war that is 
really the desperate occupation of the mind with something to do and 
therefore no time to dream. 104 

In contrast, Bartlett, who was personally affected by this sinking, kept a more 

matter of fact tone, stressing how old the ship was before describing its final 

end. The underlined words are those the censor deleted, presumably because 

they were too distressing: 

The final plunge was so sad but grand that for a few seconds you forgot 
about the large numbers of officers and men who were still clinging to her 
like limpets when she went down. There was a great deal of cries and 

103 
Ashmead-Bartlett 's diary, 30 June J 915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.113. 104 
Compton Mackenzie, 14 June 191,5, Telegram to Daily Telegraph, Sydney, ML A 1585, p.2 . .. ,I 
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shouting as these unfortunates were precipitated into the water mixed up 
with the foam and steam. Many some were dragged down by the fatal 
nets before they could get clear others were probably killed inside by the 
explosion. Nevertheless the loss of life was small numbering only fifty. 105 

If Ashmead-Bartlett had allowed the picturesque and the romantic aspects of 

the campaign to overwhelm his articles, Hamilton might not have found Bartlett 

so objectionable. Whilst Ashmead-Bartlett put a positive spin on events where it 

was feasible, he attempted to combine these with frank criticisms and 

observations. Take for example the following extract from an article which 

attempted to assess the achievements of the landing and the future prospects of 

the campaign: 

Those who in their ignorance of the true state of affairs on the Gallipoli 
peninsula expected a speedy and triumphant success will be 
disappointed, but those who have studied the lessons of modern warfare 
in France and Poland will at once realise that the Anglo-French armies 
have not only accomplished marvels considering their strength, but also 
that the soldiers of both nations in two weeks of continuous fighting have 
performed deeds which have never been surpassed in the history of 
either nation. 
lt is only just that all false illusions as to the task before us should be 
cleared away, once and for all. Victories leading to decisive results can 
no more be gained in a day on the Gallipoli Peninsula than they can be in 
France or Belgium. 106 

105 'Last days of the Majestic' , May 261915, Sydney, ML A1584. 106 
Daily Telegraph, 18 May 1915. ' 
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Ashmead-Bartlett and censorship: phase one 

The balance struck between making optimistic interpretations of events and 

criticising where necessary was the result of ongoing negotiations between the 

censors and the journalist. This dilemma is at the heart of the anomalous 

situation of the journalist. The impact of the censors should therefore be 

explored. 

During the campaign, the flow of information from the peninsula to Britain was 

very tightly controlled. This was contrary to early indications. Since the 

campaign was initially conceived as a naval attack, the question of press access 

came under the Admiralty's and therefore Churchill's authority. In contrast to 

Kitchener's exclusive attitude, Churchill allowed Lawrence, Ashmead-Bartlett, 

Bean and Ross to act as official reporters from the outset of the campaign. 107 

Churchill's attitudes were matched by Hamilton's. At their first meeting the 

commander was most friendly to Ashmead-Bartlett and explained to him that 

he thoroughly disapproved of the manner in which the public had been 
kept in the dark throughout the campaign, and that he was entirely in 
favour of having reputable war correspondents with the Army. He said 
that of course, this passage would have to be censored, but that he would 
see that nothing was taken out except that which came within the 
category of military secrets. 108 

107 
Hiley, 'Making war', p.144-5. 

108 
Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 14 April to 2:_9 April 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.26. 
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Given the nature of the campaign, the censorship arrangements were complex. 

Since it involved both naval and military operations, despatches were subjected 

both to the Chief Naval Censor and the War Office censors at the Press Bureau. 

N.P. Hiley has pieced together these arrangements.109 In practice it appears 

that the navy was broadly in charge of censorship in the early stages, whilst 

military involvement steadily grew. Ashmead-Bartlett was therefore initially 

censored by the navy. Commodore Keyes was a benevolent censor who 

allowed Ashmead-Bartlett (to his surprise) to point out, for example, the extreme 

difficulties ahead following the failure of the naval attack of 18 March.110 

Bartlett's difficulties appear to have developed after G.H.Q. took over control of 

censorship following the landing.111 

lt initially seems to be difficult to locate the source of opposition at Gallipoli to 

journalists' freedom within the army. The commander appears to have retained 

his benevolent view of the press at this point since it was his personal 

intervention that secured Nevinson's employment at Gallipoli amidst 

disagreement among editors and upheaval at the Admiralty.11 2 Hamilton 

continued to make welcome speeches - he spoke to Moseley upon his arrival, 

109 Hiley, 'Making war', pp.164-6. 
11 0 Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 14 April to 20 April 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.24. Ashmead
Bartlett, (Eastern Mediterranean, 15 April), 'Expedition to the Dardanelles. Allies' great task' , 
Daily Telegraph, 26 April 1915. 
111 The military took over control of censorship at the Dardanelles from 13 May 1915, but the 
journalists were only put under the overall control of the War Office from 10 June. ('No. 66 
Censorship of war correspondents' reports' , Eastern Mediterranean Squadron Temporary 
Memorandum, 13 May 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2582 B/3/66; Hiley, p.173). 112 
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just as he had to Ashmead-Bartlett. Moseley suspected that it was Hamilton's 

subordinates who were the cause of the problems. 113 Ashmead-Bartlett had 

himself expected the censor, Maxwell, a former correspondent for the Daily Mail 

to take a 'fiendish joy in cutting up my despatches', but he found these fears to 

be groundless. 114 However, Hiley identifies the source of Bartlett's difficulties as 

the commander. He suggests that Hamilton's conception of press freedom was 

crucial: 

Hamilton carefully separated freedom of information from freedom of 
opinion, believing that the correspondents had no right to disagree with 
his optimistic interpretation of events. 115 

Again this points to the tension between acting as official conduit of information 

and journalistic interpretation of that information. 

These tensions became explicit in the aftermath of the second Battle of Krithia 

of 6-8 May. Bartlett's ---account of the landing was published in the Daily 

Telegraph on 7 May, by that time reinforcements had arrived on the peninsula 

and the next great engagement was underway. The Second Battle of Krithia 

involved every nationality present on the peninsula in three days of frontal 

attacks from all along the Allied lines at Helles. Almost 30 per cent of the total 

number of Allied troops on the peninsula became casualties for a gain of about 

113 
Moseley, Truth about the Dardanelles, p.15. 114 
Uncensored Dardanelles, p.36. 115 
Hiley, 'Making war', p.178. 
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600 yards. 116 This failure to take Krithia and Achi Baba signalled the end of the 

hope that the Gallipoli peninsula might be captured swiftly and cheaply. 

lt seems that Bartlett was forced to conceal his true opinion in reporting the 

attempt to capture Krithia, a battle he described grandly in his despatch as the 

'Battle of the Nations'. 117 lt is apparent that the battle involved much terrible and 

furious fighting, but the wounded and the dying are not described, nor are 

absolute exhaustion, the mutilating effect of gun fire, pain, suffering, confusion, 

fear - all things that were part of the battle. In describing the attack in the early 

evening of the third day for example, Bartlett writes of the infantry dashing 

forward with the sun glittering on their bayonets. He employs language so as to 

obscure some of the horror of the scene: the bullets 'patter' like gentle rain; men 

don't die in agonising pain but 'melt away'; the fusillade may be 'dreadful', but 

the fallen are replaced and the attack continues: 

They were met by a tornado of bullets, and were enfiladed by machineguns from the right, and the artillery in vain endeavoured to keep down this fire. 
The manner in which these Dominion troops went forward will never be forgotten by those who witnessed it. The lines of infantry were enveloped in dust from the patter of countless bullets in the sandy soil and from the hail of shrapnel poured on them, for now the enemy's artillery concentrated furiously on the whole line. 
The lines advanced steadily as if on parade, sometimes doubling, sometimes walking, and you saw them melt away under this dreadful 

116 Robert Rhodes James, Gallipoli (London, 1965), p.150. 117 
Daily Telegraph, 19 May 1915. This description the 'Battle of Nations' is possibly a reference to the Battle of Leipzig in October 1813. ~ 1 
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fusillade only to be renewed again as the reserves and supports moved 
forward to replace those who had fallen. 118 

He concludes that considerable ground has been gained, though not the main 

objective and that the men are determined not to budge; patience will be 

required fo capture Achi Baba, and in the meantime, 'our men have done 

everything mortal man can do.' 

Despite such obfuscation Ashmead-Bartlett's despatches were more 

informative and closer to reality than the pronouncements of Hamilton or 

politicians. Kitchener's statement to the House of Lords, for example, was 

unduly positive: 

The handling [at Gallipoli] was a masterpiece of organisation, ingenuity 
and courage which will long be remembered. The progress of our troops 
is necessarily slow since the country is most difficult. But the Turks are 
gradually being forced to retire from positions of great strength, and 
though the enemy is being constantly reinforced, the news from this front 
is thoroughly satisfactory. 119 

Some newspapers noted the contrasting tone of the pronouncements on the 

battle. The Pall Mall Gazette wrote: 

Following on Mr. Ashmead-Bartlett's vivid battle-picture, published 
yesterday, we get an official despatch from Sir lan Hamilton, which puts 
the operations in the Gallipoli Peninsula in a more hopeful light. The 
General Officer Commanding is able to say that "every day sees 

11 8 
Daily Telegraph, 19 May 1915. 
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improvement in the Anglo-French position." That is good. But there is 
very heavy work to be done still. We have learned that the defences of 
the Dardanelles can only be reduced by a campaign. There is no longer 
any question of a coup de main.120 

The discrepancy between Ashmead-Bartlett's account and the others 

demonstrates the importance of journalistic despatches as a source of 

information. Truth noted: 

Mr Ashmead-Bartlett's illuminating despatches from the Dardanelles are 
admirable supplements to the meagre reports which reach us from Sir lan 
Hamilton. We now know, what was anticipated in TRUTH from the first, 
that the process of clearing the Gallipoli Peninsula of Turkish troops will 
be a slow one. 121 

Despite the comparatively pessimistic tone of Ashmead-Bartlett's despatches, 

he was even more outspoken in private. He wrote in his diary of the late stages 

of the battle: 

120 

I again went to the shore to watch the final stages of the attack on Achi 
Baba, which culminated in a final charge of both armies simultaneously 
that is the French and English at 5.30 p.m. Of course this ridiculous [sic] 
of conducting warfare except a further slaughter [sic], and by 6 o'clock we 
knew that the first stage of the campaign had definately [sic] failed, and 
that it would be impossible to make another move of any sort until the 
arrival of large reinforcements from home. This means that we are now 
settled to a great campaign in France and another of huge dimensions in 
the near East. We have voluntarily brought this on ourselves by attacking 
the Turks, when we would have done far better to have let them stew in 

Pall Mall Gazette, 20 May 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2584. 121 
Truth, 26 May 1915, Canberra, Mfm} y12585. 
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120 Pall Mall Gazette, 20 May 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2584. 
121 Truth, 26 May 1915, Canberra, Mf.m M2585. 

···' 

206 



their own juice until the grand settlement which must follow the 
termination of the War. 122 

What appears to be a draft for a chapter of a book is even more damning. 123 

Bartlett describes the attack as being hopeless and desperate, 'an old-fashioned 

attack in ·which flesh and blood were pitted against entrenchments, barbed wire 

and concealed machine-gun positions, and ended in failure as such attacks 

generally do.'124 He quotes from Hamilton's despatch of 26 August 1915 to 

demonstrate the commander's absurd logic and to condemn the continuance of 

the battle on 8 May: 

lt is best therefore to quote his own words: "The troops were now worn 
out. The new lines needed consolidating, it was certain that fresh 
reinforcements were reaching the Turks. Balancing the actual state of my 
own troops against the probable condition of the Turks, I decided to call 
upon the men to make one more push before the new enemy forces could 
get into touch with their surroundings." 
Probably no more extraordinary statement has ever been written by a 
Commander in 8hief, and his deductions seem to have been based on 
the inverse ratio to the facts. Note the three first statements. His troops 
were now worn out. His new lines needed consolidating. lt was certain 
that fresh reinforcements were reaching the Turks. Thus there were three 

122 Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 8 May 1915, Sydney, ML A1583, p.59. 123 'The general attack on Krithia and Achi Baba, May 6th-8th 1915', Canberra, Mfm M2584 C?/1 0/1 -21. lt is not clear what this draft chapter was used for - it does not match AshmeadBartlett's The uncensored Dardanelles. Nor is it clear when it was written, although a later comment suggests that it was written later in the war: 'unfortunately at this stage of the war the development of the science of artillery fire against entrenchments had not reached the stage it has now.' (p.21 ). 
124 Canberra, Mfm M2584 C?/1 0/4. In his article he had praised it as 'a perfect example of the classical British attack, carried out over a broad front so as to concentrate the maximum number of men in the firing line for the final assault on the enemy's position with a minimum of loss.' Daily Telegraph, 19 May 1915. 
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reasons which made the continuation of the attack both undesirable and 
even dangerous. 125 

He also notes that this battle was an attempt finally to reach the first day's 

objective, a point ignored by Hamilton in his despatch. Indeed Hamilton's 

conclusion on this battle sounds contented: 'for the first time I felt that we had 

planted a fairly firm foothold upon the point of the Gallipoli Peninsula.'126 Bartlett 

further comments, 

Sir lan Hamilton's statement is far from complete or satisfactory. He does 
not mention his real objectives, the village of Krithia and the mountain of 
Achi Baba, but it must be borne in mind that his despatch was written 
after the failure of all his efforts against these two positions, and that 
there is probably a natural desire to limit his objective when writing of a 
defeat, for by thus limiting his objective, he could make it appear to the 
authorities at home that he had accomplished all he set out to do. 127 

This is unfair. Hamilton had in fact sent a frank telegram to Kitchener on 8 May 

about the battle. Like-Ashmead-Bartlett's differing accounts, it demonstrates the 

gap between permissible public and private expression: 

The result of the operation has been failure, as my object remains 
unachieved. The fortifications and their machine-guns were too scientific 
and too strongly held to be rushed, although I had every available man in 
today. Our troops have done all that flesh and blood can do against 
semi-permanent works and they are not able to carry them. More and 

125 Canberra, Mfm M2584 C7/1 0/19. 
126 

Sir lan Hamilton (G .H.O., Mediterranean Expeditionary Force, 26 August 1915), 'Sir lan 
Hamilton's stirring despatch. Vivid story of Gallipoli operations. Army in a wilderness. Difficult 
advances. Fine spirit of the troops.', Daily Telegraph, 21 September 1915. 
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more munitions will be needed to do so. I fear that this is a very 
unpalatable conclusion , but I can see no way out of it. 128 

Bartlett later wrote of the impossibility of being able to fully express his 

opinions and knowledge of this episode: 

lt is heartrending work having to write what I know to be untrue, and in the 
end having to confine myself to giving a descriptive account of the 
useless slaughter of thousands of my fellow countrymen for the benefit of 
the public at home, when what I wish to do is to tell the world the blunders 
that are being daily committed on this blood-stained Peninsula. 129 

This episode demonstrates both the misleading nature of Hamilton's despatches 

and the restrictions placed on the free expression of opinion of war 

correspondents. In his 1928 book, The Uncensored Dardanelles, the embittered 

Ashmead-Bartlett created an official bulletin which could be applied to any of the 

attacks on Gallipoli (it is attributed to July 15th, but also seems in keeping with 

this earlier attack): 

After a concentrated bombardment our infantry advanced against the 
demoralised enemy and speedily captured four lines of trenches. We 
were on the verge of taking Achi Baba when unfortunately something 
(generally the French) gave way on our right, leaving us with an exposed 
flank. Our centre then had to retire, suffering heavy casualties. On our 
left something else gave way, and the enemy was unfortunately able to 
reoccupy his old positions. We are now back on the same line from which 
we started this morning. The enemy's counter-attacks were most gallantly 
repulsed with enormous losses. At least ten thousand of his dead are 

128 
Quoted in Rhodes James, Gallipoli, p.157. 
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Ashmead-Bartlett , Uncensored Dardanelles, p.1 01. 

··' 

209 



lying in front of our lines and it is reported that thirty thousand wounded 
have been evacuated to Constantinople. Our troops are much elated by 
their success, and declare themselves ready to attack again at any time. 
We have made a distinct advance of at least five yards in some places.130 

How does Bartlett's experience of censorship compare to Bean's? Bean 

certainly did not have the same difficulties, but then, in addition to his 

conservative attitude to authority, his articles had entirely different priorities 

which did not lead him into conflict with the censor. He wrote in a letter 

protesting at the plan to make him move with the other correspondents to 

lmbros, 

I have not attempted to sum up the general trend of the campaign except 
in one small reference to events already published in England long 
before. I do not know, I do not want to know and of course I have not 
attempted to touch on, even remotely, any possibilities as to future plans. 
The only news I could get at lmbros would be of a general character 
relating to the movements and plans of the whole force which are the 
interest of most correspondents but which I do not need and cannot 
obtain at Anzac. The news which I cannot get at lmbros is the harmless 
details as to the life, scenes, bearing of men, which is what the nation that 
I represent wants to hear. 131 

Bean retained his freedom of movement, nor was he alone in his attitude to 

authority. lt seems that Ashmead-Bartlett's difficulties regarding censorship 

"130 
Ibid., p.158. 

131 
Bean to G.S.O. 1st Australian Divn., 27 June 1915, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 6673, item 270. E.M. Andrews also notes this trait in Bean: 'He was fascinated by individual heroism, and followed the rule of the censors, that it was no part of his duties to criticise the authorities but simply to report. ' (The Anzac illusion: .Anglo-Australian relations during World War One, (Cambridge, 1993), p.61 ). 
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stemmed from his particular attitude to official control. Hiley, in studying war 

correspondents between 1914-16 both at Gallipoli and on Western Front, found 

Bartlett to be unique: 

Wliat Ashmead-Bartlett did which was of great importance, and which was unique among the official war correspondents, sprang from his conviction that he remained free to record his own impressions. Whatever his motives, he attempted to describe exactly what he saw and to report precisely what he felt, holding that this was not inconsistent with his official status, and the significance lies not in the influence that this may have had with politicians at home, but in the reactions of his fellow journalists. Remarkably they all agreed with the military that in performing this simple function he had gone beyond his rightful duties. 132 

Ashmead-Bartlett and censorship: phase two 

The impact of Bartlett's unique attitude became particularly apparent from late 

May onwards. Such was his frustration at not being able to get the truth home 

that on 19 May he decided to submit an extremely frank letter to the Press. He 

did not expect it to be passed by the censors, and it was not, but he wished to 

test how far the truth was being allowed to get home. He wrote of this day 

retrospectively in his diary; 

I feel certain the Military Authorities out here are concealing the truth from the Authorities at home and that they will not tell them the real facts about the situation because they are afraid they will be withdrawn altogether and then good bye to K.C.B.s K.C.M.G. and all the other damned Gs and 

132 
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Peerages they have in mind. But this is only plaing [sic] with a great 
question when the whole safety of your country is at stake. But our 
leaders in the field are very little men. That is the trouble. 133 

On 26 May he was told that it was impossible to send it home, 'Then I knew', 

wrote Bartlett, 'what was going on and became still further convinced that the • 

truth was not known either in private or public circles at home . .1 34 Bartlett's 

relations with Hamilton and Braithwaite became very strained. They were never 

to recover, witness the usually chivalrous Hamilton's conversation with Nevinson 

two months later. Nevinson recorded in his diary that he 'was asked in to lan 

Hamilton alone. Very pleasant, but he ages. He burst out agst Bartlett very 

hot.' 135 Bartlett, in his typically conceited fashion, later wrote in his diary 

pinpointing the causes of the Staff's animosity following this frank letter. They 

now realised three unforgivable things: 

Firstly that I had-a perfectly clear conception of the extent of our so called 
success up to date. Secondly that I knew too much and disapproved of 
the strategy of the campaign and thirdly they saw for the first time that I 
was not prepared to be an official eyewitness but was determined to 
remain an independent critic who could not be got at in any one's 
interests. 136 

133 Ashmead-Bartlett diary, 19 May 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.66. 134 
Ashmead-Bartlett diary, 26 May 1915, Sydney, ML A1583, p.77. Hiley notes that The uncensored Dardanelles (pp.269-277) contains an appendix which is supposed to be the 13 May memorandum, but is actually a later version, the original having been lost on 27 May 1915. 
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On the night of 26-7 May, the Majestic was torpedoed and sank. In 

expectation of this, the crew had apparently been sure to make the best of the 

champagne and port on board the night before. Ashmead-Bartlett lost all his 

possessions, including his papers, and therefore returned to London to re-equip 

himself. • Hamilton's attempts to curtail Bartlett's activities continued when he 

cabled to the Governor of Malta, Lord Methuen, to prevent Bartlett sending off 

any cables since he was a 'Jeremiah'. Bartlett wrote, 'This confirmed my 

previously conceived opinion that the Staff were determined not to let the whole 

truth be known and that they dreaded above all else my return to England lest I 

should let the cat out of the bag . .1 37 En route, Bartlett met two King's 

Messengers, Captain Stanley Wilson M.P. and Captain Somers Somerset; both 

these men had apparently also found Hamilton's staff obstructive. Bartlett notes 

'lt appears that although entrusted with His Majesty's most confidential 

despatches, the General Staff had evinced a very strong desire not to have them 

actually up to the front for fear they would return home and tell the truth about 

the real state of affairs.' 138 

lt was possibly the two King's Messengers who persuaded Bartlett to write a 

memorandum for the Prime Minister, Asquith, to explain the situation in Gallipoli. 

In it he explained how close disaster had been on 25 April and the difficulty of 

137 'My Return to England and what happened.' Unpublished article?, Canberra, Mfm M2583, 
C6/1 /4. Clues in the text (a reference to Versailles) suggest that this was written after 1919. 138 Ibid., C6/1/5. lt has been impossible to verify this and Compton Mackenzie later wrote, 'At 
G.H.Q. Kephalo, we had thought Stanley Wilson an unreliable chatterbox.' (Compton Mackenzie, 
My life and times: octave five 1915-1923 (London, 1966), p.42). 
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On the night of 26-7 May, the Majestic was torpedoed and sank. In 

expectation of this, the crew had apparently been sure to make the best of the 

champagne and port on board the night before. Ashmead-Bartlett lost all his 

possessions, including his papers, and therefore returned to London to re-equip 

himself. ·Hamilton's attempts to curtail Bartlett's activities continued when he 
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Messengers, Captain Stanley Wilson M.P. and Captain Somers Somerset; both 

these men had apparently also found Hamilton's staff obstructive. Bartlett notes 
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'My Return to England and what happened.' Unpublished article? , Canberra, Mfm M2583, 

C6/1/4. Clues in the text (a reference to Versailles) suggest that this was written after 1919. 
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Ibid. , C6/1/5. lt has been impossible to verify this and Compton Mackenzie later wrote, 'At 
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the present situation. He wrote that further progress would be impossible 

without at least another five divisions. He also touched upon the problems 

regarding the flow of information, 'very erroneous reports', he said, had 

appeared in the Press: 

These statements and many others have been allowed by the Censor at 
home to appear in the papers, thus hopelessly misleading the public and 
rendering the subsequent disappointment all the more keen. lt is surely 
one of the first duties of a Censor to stop these ridiculous and ludicrous 
lies, as it is for him to suppress the truth when he considers it might be 
harmful. As a matter of sober fact, the Allies are only a few hundred 
yards further onward than they were three days after the landing. 139 

When he met Asquith, Bartlett was asked to summarise this memorandum so 

that it might be presented to the Cabinet. 140 Bartlett also engaged in a vigorous 

round of breakfast, lunch and dinner meetings whereby he explained the 

situation in Gallipoli as he saw it to Dardanelles committee members, Sir Edward 

Carson, Andrew Sonar Law, and Arthur Balfour; to the permanent secretaries of 

the War Office and Admiralty, Sir Reginald Brade and Sir William Graham 

Greene; to General Callwell, the Director General of Military Operations; to 

Harry Lawson, proprietor of the Daily Telegraph and chairman of the Newspaper 

139 Ashmead-Bartlett, 'Review of the situation in Gallipoli ', Sydney, ML A1583, p.10/227. 
Another copy is tiled in A 1584 and is signed and dated Ashmead-Bartlett June 1 1915. 
Ashmead-Bartlett's evidence to the Dardanelles commission does not mention the 
encouragement from the King's Messengers, but states that Admiral Limpus at Malta urged him 
to go to London and tell the truth as to what was happening. (Evidence of Ashmead-Bartlett, 
Thursday 3 May 1917, day 75, Dardanelles commission, Canberra, Mtm M2586 F5/2, p.1408). 140 Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 11 June 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.98. See also note attached to 
'Memorandum on the situation in Gallipoli' by George Robertson from whom the Mitchell Library 
purchased these volumes, Sydney,, ML A 1583 . 
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Proprietors' Association; and to Winston Churchill. He writes that he took care 

not to be used in the political intrigues of the day, but his actions would have 

inevitably involved him in them. 141 Bartlett also met Colonel Repington, the 

military correspondent of The Times who had revealed the shells scandal in 

May. 142 P-Ie took care not to feed him information that would generate a further 

scandal. 143 Perhaps he was wrong not to produce something similar to 

Repington's famous scoop; Compton Mackenzie certainly felt that Ashmead-

Bartlett wasted his opportunity, wrongly stressing his pet strategic plan of Bulair 

to those in authority when he should have repeated a call for 'guns and shells'. 

Mackenzie suggests that after Bartlett had met the Newspaper Proprietors on 9 

June, The Times could have splashed the lack of shells on 10 June. 144 

Hamilton had objected to Ashmead-Bartlett's return to London in the middle of 

operations, but hoped to turn it to his advantage by requesting that 'some more 

cheerful correspondent should be sent in his place.' 145 However, since 

Ashmead-Bartlett represented the whole London Press, it would have been 

141 'My return to England and what happened.', Canberra, Mfm M2583 C6/1/8. 142 Colonel Charles a Court Repington was based in London rather than at the front. His 
revelation of the shells shortage during the spring offensive on the Western Front in 1915 
provides another example of a war correspondent (or military correspondent, as he styled 
himself), seeking to influence events. In contrast to Ashmead-Bartlett and Hamilton's situation, 
Repington was assisted by Sir John French who sent his military secretary Brinsley FitzGerald 
and his A.D.C., Captain Frederick Guest to London with a memorandum showing the 
discrepancy between the number of shells requested and actually supplied. (Trevor Royle, War 
report: the war correspondent's view of battle from the Crimea to the Falklands (London, 1987), 0.127). . 143 

Uncensored Dardanelles, p.133. 
144 

Mackenzie, Gallipoli memories, pp,178-9. 145 
Hamilton to Kitchener, No M.F.289,. 3 June 1915, Hamilton papers, 7/3/1. 
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necessary for Hamilton to have provided a more 'definite objection' than his 

vague assertions of pessimism for Ashmead-Bartlett's return to have been 

prevented. 146 Ashmead-Bartlett was therefore allowed to return to Gallipoli. 

Arriving on 25 June he received a frosty reception: 

On arriving at G.H.Q. I was seen by the Chief of Staff who at once began 
to abuse me because he said it had been brought to his notice that I had 
openly criticised the conduct of the campaign about the camp. He said 
that as a private individual I might hold what views I liked but that as a 
War Correspondent I had no right to any except those which were officially 
given me. This is a new aspect of the case. He said it was a grave 
offensive [sic] to criticise the conduct of the campaign as it destroyed the 
morale of the army. I denied ever having done so in public which is 
perfectly true although in the course of private conversations I might have 
said something. Certainly I have never said a word to any officer in the 
front line having returned a stock answer to all requests for information 
namely "That the Government were absolutely united and were sending 
out large reinforcements". What really amuses me is the fact that the 
people who really criticise the campaign are the members of the 
Headquarters Staff itself. They are always coming to me with some fresh 
complaint. The Chief of the Staff said anyone who criticised them would 
be sent straight home an empty threat which was quite lost on me 
because it is their not in their interests [sic] to let anyone home at 
present. 147 

Hamilton continued to attack Ashmead-Bartlett's position. He seized the 

chance to allow more correspondents to report from Gallipoli. The arrival of 

Nevinson, Russell and Moseley on 14 July signalled the dilution of Bartlett's 

influence. As Hiley explains, 

146 
Kitchener to Hamilton, No M.F. 520J, 7 June 1915, Hamilton papers, 7/3/1. 147 
Ashmead-Bartlett diary, 30 June 19J 5, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.114. My emphasis . .. ,l 
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Despite unctuous assurances that he favoured the freedom of the Press and felt no personal animosity towards Ashmead-Bartlett, his policy towards the correspondents now became to divide and rule.148 

In late June, as referred to above, the correspondents were herded into a single 

camp at lmbros as a means of controlling Ashmead-Bartlett, but the reliable • 

Bean and Ross were allowed to roam freely as before. 149 In August, with the 

arrival of Major Delme Radcliffe, another press officer, it seemed that the 

correspondents' freedom of movement might be curtailed even more, but a 

deputation to Hamilton led by Nevinson secured a guarantee of freedom. 150 

Ashmead-Bartlett grew increasingly frustrated with the censorship, on 18 July 

he had a further run in with the censors: 

I thought there were limits to human stupidity but now I know there are none. The censorship has now passed beyond all reason. They won't let you give expression to the mildest opinions on any subjects. They apply it to taste style poetry and events of which the enemy are by now fully cognisant and which have already appeared in the press. The long article I wrote on Lancashire Landing has been returned without a single word being passed. The reason is that they state it makes the people on W beach look as if they were afraid. I wrote the article to please those on W beach and they were tickled to death with it? There are now at least four censors all of whom cut up your stuff. Maxwell starts it then Ward then General Braithwaite and finally Sir lan Hamilton. All hold different views and feel it their duty to take out scraps. Thus only a few dry crumbs are left for the wretched public. The articles resemble chicken out of which a thick nutritious broth has been extracted. 151 

148 Hiley, 'Making war', p.174. 
149 Bean to GSO 1st Australian Division, 27 June 1915, Bean papers, AWM 38 3DRL 6673 item 270. 
150 Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 2 August 1915, Sydney, ML A1583, p.123; Hiley, pp.179-180. 151 Ashmead-Bartlett, diary, 18 July 1915, Sydney, ML A1583, p.125. ,.,I 
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The next day he wrote to Harry Lawson to warn him of his difficulties and the 

effect it was having on his work: 

I am afraid you will find a great falling off in the quality of my work but this 
is entirely due to the censorship on letters which is the severest I have 

·ever known ten times more so than when I was with our Army in France. 
lt is in fact applied to everything and not confined to what might be of 
value to the enemy, which was the standard laid down and adhered to in 
Flanders. I think it only fair to me that the Newspapers Proprietors 
Association should know of the difficulties under which I now work. On 
the other hand the censorship as applied to cabled discriptions [sic] of 
fights is excellent and we are allowed to mention regiments Brigades and 
Divisions. lt is the censorsh ip of long and purely discriptive [sic] letters of 
which I speak. 152 

What were the effects in practice of this censorship? In Ashmead-Bartlett's 

papers there are some telegrams which bear the censor's marks. Amongst the 

passages that were cut are a frank appraisal in August of the lack of progress on 

the peninsula: 

but of course the real work of driving the enemy back and getting astride 
of the peninsula thus completely cutting off his armies south of the 
Narrows at this hour remains yet to be accomplished153 

A passage concerning the huge losses and the failure of the new armies was 

also cut: 

152 
Ashmead-Bartlett to Lawson, 19 July 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2582 B/5/53. 153 
Telegram to Daily Telegraph (r,e 8 August), 24 August 1915, Sydney ML A 1585. _.,I 
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but we have no more such divisions available stop our highly trained 
veterans have long since been swallowed up in the insatiable maw of this 
gigantic struggle and the Commander in Chief of an army must now rely 
on our new formations to undertake the most difficult intricate and delicate 
operations known in war namely landing in the face of an enemy and 
seizing positions in mountainous rugged broken unexplored country 
without hesitation and adequate reconnaissance stop it is absolutely no 
slight on the new armies to say they proved unequal to the task stop they 
fought bravely and bore cruel losses 154 

Earlier a warning as to the support and supplies required from home was 

excised: 

and to achieve these ends unlimited men unlimited ammunition and 
unlimited grenades are required stop our men cannot be surpassed in 
bravery and determination and cheerfulness under all conditions but our 
supplies of ammunition and our grenades are unfortunately limited and 
the stock is apt to run low before an engagement has been fought out to a 
finish whilst the Turk seems to have an inexhaustible supply of grenades 
of which he makes most effective use in his counter attacks stop155 

However a frank description of the fighting was allowed to remain in this article: 

the cost of this particular kind of warfare can be worked out with almost 
mathematical exactness for so many men must be sacrificed so many 
shells fired and so many grenades are required for every fresh houndred 
[sic] yards of ground occupied stop it is bludgeon work brutal and 
unattractive and giving little or no scope for skill in tactics or strateg/ 56 

154 
Telegram (re 23 August), 15 September 1915, Sydney, ML A 1585. 155 
Telegram, 23 July 1915, Sydney, ML A1585. This article appeared on 27 July 1915. 156 /bid ! 
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In September, Hamilton wrote to Harry Lawson to state his opinion that 

Bartlett was unsuitable to act as a war correspondent. Bartlett's later comment 

was, 'This is quite true, because I have always refused to write to dictation what I 

do not believe to be true, at anyone's request.' 157 Ashmead-Bartlett's frustration 

culminated· in a sensational attempt to step outside the constraints of 

censorship. He wrote another letter to Asquith about the campaign and 

persuaded the visiting Australian journalist, Keith Murdoch, to smuggle it to 

London. When this letter was seized from Murdoch by the military police, he 

wrote his own version and forwarded it to the British Cabinet and to his friend, 

Andrew Fisher, Prime Minister of Australia. 158 Ashmead-Bartlett's actions 

resulted in his dismissal: Braithwaite confronted Bartlett with the evidence of his 

actions on 28 September and he left lmbros on 2 October 1915.159 

Other breaches of official control 

The journalists' despatches were only one of many sources conveying 

information home about the campaign. Hamilton and his staff tried to control 

each one. Hamilton's influence over his communications with Kitchener and his 

published despatches are obvious, and the misleading and partial nature of the 

157 
Ashmead-Bartlett, Uncensored Dardanelles, p.237. 158 Further details of these events were given in chapter one. 159 Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, Sydney, MI,.A 1583, p.184 & p.187 . 
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latter have already been touched upon. His alleged interference with King's 

messengers has been mentioned too. The troops' letters would have been 

censored as elsewhere. There were other interesting attempts to convey 

information home. The first involved the Privy Councillor, the Earl of Granard 

who wishea to inform the King as to the situation. Granard told Bartlett that he 

had written to Hamilton saying, 

'I feel it my duty as privy Councillor to write the truth of all that has 
occurred out here to the King. Perhaps under these circumstances you 
would prefer that I should not serve under your command' Hamilton 
replied that in wartime Privy Councillors did not count and that all became 
soldiers and left the matter at this. On the same day he telegraphed over 
to de Lisle stating that Granard's letters were to be censored like 
everyone else's. This was passed on from Corps Headquarters for 
Granard to see. He inatiled [sic] it and then sent it back. Hamilton hates 
Granard like poison because he knows that nothing can stop his 
corresponding directly with the King and in telling him the truth. Granard 
sent in his next letter and received a note back from Ellison the 
Quartermaster General saying that he himself had sent it off. This shows 
how G.H.Q love one another. Never in fact was an army in a more 
deplorable state of moral disintegration. 160 

Granard went before the Dardanelles commission to correct Ashmead-Bartlett's 

lurid account of his actions. He denied that he had hated General Headquarters 

or had denounced Sir lan Hamilton, but confirmed that he had written to 

Hamilton on August 19 to warn that he was writing to the King. However he 

described that letter only as 'criticism in a certain sense' and explained that this 

160 Ashmead-Bartlett 's diary, 3 September 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.173 . 
. ~. l 

221 



criticism was confined to the 'breaking up of the 1Oth Division and a few minor 

incidents' .161 

A further unregulated source of information was another messenger, Major 

Guy Dawnay, sent to London in September at about the same time as Keith 

Murdoch.' Dawnay had been educated at Eton and Magdalen, Oxford and was a 

close associate of Cecil Aspinall's - both men working in the Operations Division 

at G.H.Q., Dawnay having begun the campaign as a General Staff Officer, 3rd 

Grade. Compton Mackenzie described him thus: 

Dawnay stood there, a fragile figure with something of exquisitely 
fashioned porcelain in the finely chiselled features of his small face. His 
red tabs, his red and blue brassard, and the red hackle of the Coldstream 
in his helmet glowed in the evening sun. [ ... ] he had a dry, sometimes 
indeed a wry wit, and he did not bother to spare those he disliked or, it 
might be more accurate to say, those he despised. 162 

In returning to London Dawnay had the blessing of Hamilton, who believed he 

would press for reinforcements . Cipher officer, Orlo Williams commented in his 

diary, 'His instructions are ridiculous "To answer all questions truthfully but in no 

way pessimistically."'163 Dawnay's journey resulted from his determination, 

shared with his fellow staff officers, Aspinall, George Lloyd and Wyndham 

161 Evidence of Lieutenant-Colonel The Earl of Granard , K.P., G.C.V.O., 10 July 1917, day 79, 
Dardanelles commission, qq.27618-27640, P.R.O. CAB 19/33. 
162 Mackenzie, Gallipoli memories, pp.96-7. 
163 Orlo Williams' diary, 2 September 1915, London, Imperial War Museum, O.C. Williams 
papers, diary 11 , p.15. 
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Deedes that the truth had to be told at home. 164 That truth was that Hamilton 

and Braithwaite had to go. Having read through Hamilton's correspondence with 

the War Office, Dawnay had a series of interviews with important officials, 

cabinet ministers and men of influence. He spoke firstly to Kitchener and then 

Churcnill. Both of these interviews were in the presence of the Chief of the 

Imperial General Staff and the Director of Military Operations. Then Dawnay 

saw Dardanelles committee member Andrew Bonar Law and parliamentary 

under-secretary for the Colonies, Arthur Steel Maitland, and next he saw the 

King. He also talked to another member of the Dardanelles committee, Sir 

Edward Carson, Kitchener's right hand man, Colonel Fitzgerald, and the Prime 

Minister, Asquith. Dawnay was shown a copy of Murdoch's letter which he 

annotated for Kitchener. 165 

Robert Rhodes James believes that Dawnay's trip was far more significant 

than the actions of Murdoch: 

Ministers were impressed by the weight of his evidence and his 
transparent integrity. Murdoch could possibly be laughed off, but not 
Dawnay. In all the history of the Gallipoli campaign, nothing is more 
surprising than the spectacle of this exceptionally competent young staff 
officer advising Ministers to over-rule the authority of his own commander
in-chief.166 

164 
Typescript, possibly extracts from draft biography of Deedes by Gladys Skelton, London, Imperial War Museum, G.P. Dawnay papers, 69/21/5, 'Miscellaneous speeches and articles 1920-1947'. Further details of this episode are given in John Presland, Deedes Bey: A study of Sir Wyndham Deedes 1883-1923 (London, 1942), pp.217-226. 165 
Dawnay papers, 69/21/1, 'Dardanelles 1915 - Official Correspondence'; Sir Robert Rhodes James' private notes on Dawnay's London visit. 166 
Rhodes James, Gallipoli, p.316.[ 
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However, Ashmead-Bartlett was dismissive of Dawnay. He wrote 'a more 

unfitting choice could hardly have been made. Dawny [sic] is both ignorant and 

stupid.' 167 However, there is no evidence to support this slur. Ashmead-

Bartlett's opinion seems to have been based on a conversation discussing the 

failure of the 29th Division at the end of August. Ashmead-Bartlett recounts it 

thus: 

"lt only proves" he went on "that odds of three to one are not sufficient. 
This statement amazed me and I replied "Who ever supposed they were 
after the lessons of this war" why you want ten to one and a flank to make 
sure of any sort of victory when attacking an enemy entrenched up to his 
neck. Dawny [sic] replied it so nearly succeeded and victory would have 
meant a Marquisate for Sir lan" this struck me as being a particularly low 
method of looking at the situation considering the deploreable (sic) state 
in which the army and the country finds itself at the present time. 168 

By contrast, the biographer of Dawnay's friend, Wyndham Deedes, notes 'in 

Dawnay an extreme intellectual clarity was combined with a sensitive and highly

strung temperament.' 169 Furthermore, Dawnay did not hold Ashmead-Bartlett in 

high regard either. He wrote of him in June, 

His descriptions - though frequently incorrect - are not so bad, but his 
judgement is puerile , - & naturally so since it is founded on no knowledge 
of the information & other data on which the operations are based so that 
he has to rely on guesses & deductions which are invariably wrong. He 
went home after the sinking of the Majestic & we were truly thankful to be 

167 Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 9 September 1915, Sydney, ML A1583, p.180. 
168 Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 23 August 1915 (Sydney, ML A 1583), p.169. 
169 Presland, Deedes Bey, p.182. , 
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rid of him. . . When we found out the false impression which he was 
circulating in London we asked for him back here, where he can do less 
harm. 170 

Dawnay was not the only subordinate of Hamilton's to go behind his back. 

General Sir Frederick Stopford, the disgraced commander of the IXth Corps • 

submitted what he called an unofficial report directly to the Military Secretary, 

when it should have been passed through Hamilton. Hamilton argued that this 

breach in the regulations had seriously affected the decision to relieve him of his 

duties. 171 The final sources of information, General Monro and Kitchener 

himself, reported through the proper channels after Hamilton had been relieved 

of his command. They eventually led to the evacuation of the peninsula. In 

addition, Ashmead-Bartlett continued to publicise his point of view once he had 

returned to London. He was interviewed in the Sunday Times and began 

lecturing on the campaign. 

Conclusion: Ashmead-Bartlett and the journalists' response 

What was Ashmead-Bartlett's purpose in attacking the leadership of the 

campaign in the autumn of 1915? lt was the same as Dawnay's: to get Hamilton 

and Braithwaite removed. In his letter to Asquith, Bartlett recognised that 

170 Dawnay to his wife, 30 June 1915, Robert Rhodes James' private papers. 171 Hamilton to Grimwood Mears, secretary to the Dardanelles commission, 10 May 1917, Hamilton papers, 8/1/46. 
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evacuation of the peninsula was probably politically impossible and argued that 

adequate preparations for winter should entail the evacuation of the Colonials 

and new leadership since 'the confidence of the troops can only be restored by 

an immediate change in the supreme command.' 172 He excused his breach of 

the censo·rship regulations because of his suspicion that the authorities were not 

properly informed, a suspicion he says was shared by many officers: 

I have taken the liberty of writing very fully because I have no means of 
knowing how far the real truth of the situation is known in England and 
how much the Military Authorities disclose. I thought therefore that 
perhaps the opinions of an independent observer might be of value to you 
at the present juncture. [ ... ] I have been requested over and over again by 
officers of all ranks to go home and personally disclose the truth but it is 
difficult for me to leave until the beginning of October. 173 

Bartlett's diary suggests that he would have continued his campaign against 

Hamilton and Braithwaite if it had proved necessary. Following a lunch with 

Winston Churchill, Bartlett wrote: 

He told me that lan Hamilton and His Chief of Staff had both been 
recalled. This is at least a step in the right direction. lt saves me 
agitating any further on this score. I was determined to go on making 
exposures of their deceitfulness and incompetency until matters had 
reached a crisis. 174 

172 
Ashmead-Bartlett to Asquith, 8 September 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, pp.248, 251. 

173 
Ibid., p.252. .. 

174 
Ashmead-Bartlett's diary, 15 Octoq.er 1915, Sydney, ML A 1583, p.196. 
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He further elaborated upon this point to Churchill in November: 

Personally I have refrained from any real criticism since my return, 
because I could not see that it would do any good at this stage, and once 
the General Staff were changed the immediate justification for it was 
gone. But when the true history of the events in the Dardanelles comes to 
be written, it will amaze the world that any Staff should have piled up 
blunder upon blunder in the way they did and the manner in which 
thousands of lives were thrown away to absolutely no purpose at all. 175 

For Bartlett, refraining from any real criticism included writing to The Times to 

explain the deception of speeches by Asquith and Churchill. He came to write 

the 'true history' of the Dardanelles in 1928 in The Uncensored Dardanelles. In 

the book he expressed his opinions in a manner he had been unable to do in his 

despatches. Yet even then his views had to be curtailed, not now because of 

censorship, but because of the fear of libel. Notes included in Bartlett's papers 

appear to be legal advice regarding the book. Referring to the suggestion that 

'military authorities deliberately suppressed the truth from their chiefs at home', 

the note warns: 

lt is this charge of wilful and deliberate suppression of the truth which, 
occurring over and over again in this book, makes it so dangerous from a 
legal point of view. The Publishers should insist upon its being withdrawn 
in toto. However true, its truth COULD NOT BE PROVED. 176 

175 Ashmead-Bartlett to Churchill, 13 November 1915, Canberra, Mfm M2582 B/3/203. 
176 .. 

'Observations of book UNCENSOR~D DARDANELLES', Canberra, Mfm M2584 CS/17/2. 
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Were Ashmead-Bartlett's allegations of suppression nonetheless correct? The 

attempts of Dawnay to bypass the official channels of communication show that 

they have some validity. 

Ashmead-Bartlett had a wider purpose beyond the goal of securing the 

dismissal o'f Hamilton and the by-passing of the censorship arrangements. 

Unusually for a war correspondent, he sought not only to describe events but to 

influence them as well. This was a product of his rebelliousness and arrogance, 

and it set him apart from more obedient correspondents such as Bean and 

Moseley. Bartlett may have felt his courageous defiance was motivated by a 

sense of patriotism, but much should also be attributed to a conceited sense of 

intellectual superiority and an instinct for self-aggrandizement. 

Bartlett may have influenced the course of events, but not in the direction he 

had hoped. His submission to Asquith in June pressed for a clear decision on 

whether to transfer men and guns from the Western Front, and pushed for them 

to be used at Bulair. 177 This did not happen. Indeed Nevinson, later suggested 

that Ashmead-Bartlett's actions had had the opposite effect to that intended: 

lt seems to me that his action was likely to result in dubitation about the 
whole campaign, hesitation to send adequate and powerful 
reinforcements to Sir lan, and a general tendency to regard the 
Dardanelles as a side-show, instead of an enterprise that ought to be 
pushed through with the utmost vigour. 178 

177 Ashmead-Bartlett, 'Review of the situation in Gallipoli', Sydney, ML A 1583, pp.17/234-18/235. 
178 

H.W. Nevinson, 'The Dardanelles controversy', The Observer, 8 April 1928, Hamilton papers, 
7/3/11. 1 
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Whether it was Bartlett or Dawnay who was the primary influence in securing 

the recall of Hamilton is also open to doubt. Bartlett even failed to convince the 

newspaper which serialised The uncensored Dardanelles of his point of view. 

Liman von Sanders' then recently published memoirs may have played a part in 

this. 179 In' the editorial in the Daily Telegraph which concluded the serialisation 

of Bartlett's book, the author is praised but it is Hamilton's viewpoint that is 

accepted: 

In another column, Captain Liddell Hart points out how frequently by the 
enemy's confession, Sir lan Hamilton came within an ace of success. 
Further, the consequences of that effort, and their immense potential 
effect on the whole war, as indicated by Liman von Sanders, are an 
indirect tribute to Sir lan Hamilton's vision of the goal and his 
unshakeable faith in its pursuit. The greater blame for the failure lies 
therefore on those who, hostile to or half-hearted about the enterprise, 
denied him the means early enough to ensure its attainment. 180 

In addition to his searing criticisms, Bartlett's memoirs and his war despatches 

contained elements of the heroic-romantic myth: faith in the potential of the 

Eastern strategy and the heroism of the men for example. These positive 

aspects of the campaign and not Bartlett's criticisms which remained uppermost 

in the melancholy yet romantic perceptions of Gallipoli. 

179 
'Book of the day. Defence of the Dardanelles. Liman von Sanders's Memoirs', The Times, 13 

January 1928, Hamilton papers, 7/3/11, shows that Five years in Turkey was first published in 
translation in the month before The uncensored Dardanelles was serialised. 
180 

'Gallipoli', The Daily Telegraph, 14,February 1928, Hamilton papers, 7/3/11. 
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How did other correspondents view Bartlett's interpretation of their role? 

Bean thought that Bartlett had been wrong to criticise the campaign whilst he 

was in London in June: 'lt seemed to be typically and exactly the thing that a 

War Correspondent ought not to do; but I am bound to say I think he's a 

compefent man, though certainly inaccurate.' 181 Bean seems to have 

understood Bartlett's motivation but eschewed such a proactive role as a 

journalist. He wrote to Murdoch, 

I believe in telling the simple facts, neither more nor less, and letting the 
truth do its work. I believe it pays in the end even when it doesn't seem to 
score at the moment. I quite see the point of view of others.182 

The Hamilton-loyalist, Moseley, also argued that Ashmead-Bartlett should not 

have made any criticisms, that he had forgotten his proper role with unfortunate 

results: 

The duty of War Correspondents is to record facts and impressions of 
what they actually see. In the Dardanelles campaign there appears to 
have been a tendency on the part of one or two correspondents to regard 
themselves as mentors to the Commander-in-Chief. Mr. Ashmead
Bartlett, in particular, was a culprit in this respect. He evidently had ideas 
of his own as to how the campaign should have been run, and as they 
differed from the plans of those who were actually responsible, he 
permitted himself to take a distorted and pessimistic view of the whole 
operations. 
lt is regrettable, in my view, that the whole of the London Press should 
have been fed from this jaundiced source. 183 

· 

181 Fewster (ed.), Frontline diary, 7 July 1915, p.138. 182 Bean to Murdoch, 14 June 1916,r. Murdoch papers, MS 2823/2/5 . 
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Compton Mackenzie, by contrast, saw an opportunity missed. lt has already 

been noted that he did not criticise Ashmead-Bartlett's decision to discuss the 

campaign with decision makers in London, but felt that his criticisms were 

misdirected and so failed to achieve their point (he should have cried 'guns and 

shells' riot Bulair). He also echoed Hamilton's view that correspondents could 

secure better support for a campaign. Coming from Mackenzie, this was more a 

call for more effective and subtle criticism, rather than for no criticism at all: 

Could we indeed have had these correspondents! half a dozen Nevinsons 
for example, who would have apprehended the meaning of the drama that 
was being played and each linked action of which is so lucidly set out in 
Aspinall's pages fourteen years later. And had we had them, could they 
but have been granted the eloquence to persuade Government, Press 
and Public to regard the success of the military operations at Gallipoli as 
vital to the ending of the War in the right way! 184 

But Mackenzie's opinion was not commonly held. Philip Gibbs, for example , 

a war correspondent working on the Western Front, later described his role thus: 

'My duty then was that of a chronicler, not arguing why things should have 

happened so, nor giving reasons why they should not happen so, but describing 

faithfully many of the things I saw, and narrating the facts as I found them, as far 

as the Censorship would allow.' 185 He added, 'some of us wrote the truth from 

first to last as far as the facts of war go apart from deeper psychology, and a 

183 Moseley, Truth about the Dardanelles, p. 165. 
184 Mackenzie, p.205. Aspinall was the author of the official history of the campaign. 185 Philip Gibbs, Realities of war (Lor,1don, 1929; first published 1920), p.7 . 
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Moseley, Truth about the Dardanelles, p. 165. 
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Mackenzie, p.205. Aspinall was th.e author of the official history of the campaign. 
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Philip Gibbs, Realities of war (London, 1929; first published 1920), p.7 . 
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naked realism of horrors and losses, and criticisms of facts, which did not come 

within our liberty of the pen.'186 

Phillip Knightley has praised Ashmead-Bartlett's decision to break the 

censorship rules, although he identified Keith Murdoch as the more important 

figure in 'the drama. He argues that if the correspondents at the Western Front 

had shown similar courage and enterprise, 'the war might not have continued on 

its ghastly course'. 187 A recent book by Martin Farrar concurs in this analysis. 188 

However, Knightley's argument that there was 'a great conspiracy' 189 to prevent 

the truth from being known at home, is not only too simplistic an interpretation of 

the motivations of all the correspondents and all those engaged in censorship; it 

also overlooks other sources of information conveying news from the front such 

as soldiers' letters, and it assumes a direct correlation between bad news and 

demoralisation. 

Ashmead-Bartlett's behaviour highlights the difficulties inherent in the position 

of the war correspondent. Hamilton once referred to Bartlett as a 'quasi-

civilian', 190 and indeed the role of war correspondent did cause these men to be 

part military and part civilian. They answered to both the commanders and 

censors, and to their employers in the press. A correspondent like Bean further 

186 Ibid., p.315. 
187 

Phillip Knightley, The first casualty: from the Crimea to Vietnam: the war correspondent as 
hero, propagandist. and myth-maker (London, 1978), p.1 03. 
188 Farrar, News from the Front. 
189 Knightley, First casualty, p.80. 
190 

Nevinson, Last changes, p.32. Thjs may be Nevinson's own phrase . 
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highlights their anomalous role through his working methods. He was officially 

based at G.H.Q., but spent his days in the front line with the citizen soldiers of 

Australia. The journalists' portrayal of war reflects this anomalous position. The 

journalists' response sits astride both the official accounts and the soldiers' 

persona1 narratives. Their despatches elaborated on the dry military details, 

adding colour but always in a restrained manner under the influence of 

censorship; yet in recreating elements of the experience of war they have much 

in common with the soldiers' own descriptions. Where they differ is in the risks 

of death each faced. 

: . 
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Chapter four 

The Soldiers' Tale : Participants' Personal Narratives 

In the years between the launching of the Gallipoli campaign and the 

outbreak of a second World War more than sixty books were published on the 

subject. A majority of these were written by men 1 who visited the peninsula in 

some capacity during the campaign. This chapter considers the published 

responses of these participants. Some of them emphasise and exaggerate the 

romance of the campaign, some do not. None of them condemns the campaign. 

The nature of their portrayals and some of the reasons for their point of view will 

be explored. 

Veterans' and observers' accounts can be divided into two broad categories. 
' 

There are those whose simple purpose was to write their own personal narrative 

to bear witness to their role in the campaign, and there are those whose purpose 

leads them to heighten the reality of the campaign and their experience of it, to 

romanticise it. 

1 May Tilton, The grey battalion (Sydney, 1933) is the closest thing to a Gallipoli personal 
narrative by a woman that I have found. Unfortunately this Nursing Sister with the A.I.F. was 
stationed in Egypt and was never near the front line . 
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I have taken this idea of bearing witness from Samuel Hynes' The soldiers' 

tale. 2 As I have already noted, he argues that straightforward personal 

narratives are neither romantic nor disillusioned. Personal narratives, he writes, 

work at a level below the big words and the brave sentiments, down on 
the surface of the earth where men fight. They don't glorify war, or 
aestheticize it, or make it literary or heroic; they speak in their own voices, 
in their own plain language. They are not antiwar - that is, they are not 
polemics against war; they simply tell us what it is like. They make war 
actual, without making it familiar. They bear witness. 3 

Hynes' idea is that there is a coherence to the sum of all the personal narratives 

written by soldiers who have participated in war. In all their variety they explain 

what war is like and how it feels. Their story of war is not of manoeuvre, tactics, 

strategy, numbers and statistics; it is about the experience of having been there. 

He writes, 'And so if we would understand what war is like, and how it feels, we 

must turn away from history and its numbers, and seek the reality in the personal 

witness of the men who were there.'4 This approach - using individuals' 

testimonies to discover the nature of the experience of war has been used by Bill 

Gammage, Nigel Steel and Peter Hart, and many other historians. Hynes is 

unusual in trying to draw some broader conclusions from these sources. This 

2 Samuel Hynes, The soldiers' tale: bearing witness to modern war (New York, 1997). 
3 Ibid., p.30. 
4 

Ibid., p.xii. Hynes uses the term 'history' to describe factual accounts of the past which detail 
and explain particular events. He does so to differentiate personal narratives with their focus on 
one individual's experience from such accounts. Hynes does not imply that personal narratives 
are the opposite to the factual accpunts of 'history', i.e. that they are fictional, but that they are 
divorced from contextualising detaiJs like dates or tactics. 
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has necessarily entailed some massive generalisations. One of the aims of this 

chapter will therefore be to test how far Hynes' concept of the soldiers' tale can 

be applied to Gallipoli personal narratives. 

Hynes contrasts the soldiers' tale with the myths of war, that is, the simplified 

narratives that have developed over time: 

By "myth" I don't mean a fabrication or fiction; I mean rather the simplified 
narrative that evolves from a war, through which it is given meaning: a 
Good War, a Bad War, a Necessary War. Myths seem to be socially 
necessary, as judgments or justifications of the terrible costs of war, but 
they take their shape at the expense of the particularity and ordinariness 
of experience, and the inconsistencies and contradictions of human 
behavior. The myth of a war tells what is imaginable and manageable; 
the soldiers' tale, in its infinite variety, tells the whole story.5 

The myths of Gallipoli are to be found in the second broad category of 

responses I have identified. These works focus on particular aspects of the 

campaign and rais~ the language they use towards what Fussell calls 'high 

diction.'6 In so doing they romanticise the campaign. lt is these accounts that 

have dominated later perceptions of the campaign. 

There are two major variants of myth attached to Gallipoli. These are 

encapsulated in two early and popular books on the campaign: John Masefield's 

Gallipoli (1916) and The Anzac book (1916) edited by C. E. W. Bean. These two 

variants overlapped and participants of Australia and Britain responded to 

5 
Ibid. , p.xiii 

6 
Paul Fussell, The Great War and~. modern memory (London, 1975), p.22. 
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elements of both strands. However, the key features of Masefield's Gallipoli 

epitomise the British romanticised response to the campaign which I have 

named the heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli, whilst Bean's work has profoundly 

influenced Australia's powerful Anzac legend. 

John· Masefield's Gallipoli was conceived as a work of propaganda. 7 lt was 

very successful. Within a year of its publication seven impressions had been 

printed.8 Indeed, such was its effectiveness that Masefield was asked by Lord 

Esher to write a similar volume on the Battle of the Somme.9 Masefield had 

visited Gallipoli only briefly during the campaign. He worked on a British Red 

Cross Society mission to supply equipment for the motor boat ambulance 

service which shuttled between the peninsula and Mudros bay. He probably 

spent only a week in late September there. lt was a less than romantic 

experience. He later wrote to his brother, 

7 John Mas~field 's literary papers are held by the University of Texas at Austin , Austin , Texas 
and the New York Public Library, New York. The requirement of completing this thesis in a 
reasonable period of time has precluded research on these private papers and also on those of 
the subsequently mentioned Ernest Raymond, Aubrey Herbert and Compton Mackenzie. 
8 D.A. Kent, 'The Anzac book and the Anzac legend: C.E.W. Bean as editor and image-maker', 
Historical Studies, 21, no.84 (April 1985), p.377. The discussion prompted by this article 
between Kent and Den is Winter was discussed in chapter two. 
9 John Masefield, The Battle of the Somme (London, 1919). Babington Smith describes Esher 
as the head of British Military Intelligence (Constance Babington Smith , John Masefield: a life 
(Oxford, 1978), p.159). Peter Fraser's biography of Esher does not assign this office to him, nor 
this involvement in Masefield's work. (Peter Fraser, Lord Esher: a political biography (London, 
1973)). In the Second World War,Masefield returned again to the theme of glorious defeat in 
The nine days wonder, (London, 1941) his work on the evacuation of Dunkirk . 
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Gallipoli was a crowded and disappointing time, and I got dysentery there, 
which lost me about a stone ... I was at Anzac with the Australians, and 
had in a brief time a full experience of war: lice, fleas, dysentery, shells, 
bombs, shrapnel, sniping and a chase by submarine. 10 

The origins of his work as a propagandist for Gallipoli lay in a lecture tour 

conducted immediately after the end of the campaign. Masefield had become 

famous as a poet in 1912, and at the suggestion of a New York firm he went on a 

lecture tour of America in January 1916. Masefield used the tour as an 

opportunity to present a British view of the war to a neutral country whose 

sympathy was important to the war effort. lt was also a chance to observe 

American public opinion, and Masefield found that he was frequently challenged 

about the failure at Gallipoli. Upon his return to Britain, he proposed to the 

Foreign Office that he should write an article to correct their enemy-inspired 

perceptions. Gallipoli was the result. 11 

Masefield's verdic_! on the Dardanelles campaign, as will become apparent 

later in this chapter, has much in common with the emphases of the soldiers' 

tale. He looked upon it 'not as a tragedy, nor as a mistake, but as a great 

human effort' .12 The effort and the nature of the soldiers themselves are the 

important things, more so than the fact of victory or defeat. However, since this 

is an overview of the campaign rather than a personal narrative, Masefield 

10 
Babington Smith, Masefield, p.132. 

11 
Ibid., p.158. 

12 
John Masefield, Gallipoli (London, 1916), p.3. 
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necessarily discusses the campaign's strategy and achievements and describes 

the crucial battles too. Also like the soldiers' tale, Masefield does not stint in 

detailing the seamier details of life on the peninsula. Yet the manner in which 

the future poet laureate does so explains much about the overall effect of the 

book. Speaking of the ordinary soldiers, Masefield wrote: 

Let him think, too, that never for an instant, in all that time, has he been 
free or even partly free from the peril of death in its most sudden and 
savage forms, and that hourly in all that time he has seen his friends 
blown to pieces at his side, or dismembered, or drowned, or driven mad, 
or stabbed, or sniped by some unseen stalker, or bombed in the dark sap 
with a handful of dynamite in a beef-tin, till their blood is caked upon his 
clothes and thick upon his face, and that he knows, as he stares at the 
hill, that in a few moments, more of that dwindling band, already too few, 
God knows how many too few, for the task to be done, will be gone the 
same way, and that he himself may reckon that he has done with life, 
tasted and spoken and loved his last, and that in a few minutes more he 
may be blasted dead, or lying bleeding in the scrub, with perhaps his face 
gone and a leg and an arm broken, unable to move but still alive, unable 
to drive away the flies or screen the ever-dropping rain, in a place where 
none will find him, or be able to help him [ ... ] and then, in the height of the 
tumult, when his brain is shaking in his head, let him pull himself together 
with his friends, ~and clamber up out of the trench, to go forward against 
an invisible enemy, safe in some unseen trench expecting him. 13 

Masefield's war is horrible, but compelling. The rhythm of the language in this 

passage draws the reader on to the point where the individual overcomes his 

fear and moves onwards. 

13 
Ibid., pp.74-5. ( 
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lt is not only through such battle scenes that Masefield makes his men heroic. 

His atavistic descriptions reinforce the impression of the campaign's grandeur. 

He describes the men thus: 'For physical beauty and nobility of bearing they 

surpassed any men I have ever seen; they walked and looked like the kings in 

old poems.' 14 He makes allusions to the classical associations of the area 

referring to Gallipoli as Thracian Chersonese and the Dardanelles as the 

Hellespont. He paints a scene which appears to be ancient and unchanged as 

he writes 'Samothrace and Euboea were stretched out in the sunset like giants 

watching the chess, waiting, it seemed, almost like human things, as they had 

waited for the fall of Troy and the bale-fires of Agamemnon.' 15 Perhaps most 

effectively Masefield draws acute comparisons with The song of Roland. Each 

chapter is proceeded by a quotation from this poem which dates approximately 

from the time of the First Crusade and describes Charlemagne's men fighting the 

Saracens. 16 For example, Hamilton's requests for reinforcements and their 

belated despatch is juxtaposed with the ruinous delay that results when Roland 

14 Ibid. , p.19. 
15 Ibid., p.82. 
16 The song of Roland translated with an introduction by C.H. Sisson (Manchester, 1983), p.8. 
Evelyn Cobley has discussed the effect of David Jones' references to The song of Roland and 
Welsh legend in In parenthesis. She argues, 'Linking a legendary Welsh figure with soldiers on 
the Western Front, Jones is able to suggest a redemptive interpretation of the war without having 
to say so on the level of realistic depiction. There can be no doubt that associations with 
archetypal events elicit "from the reader a depth of feeling that realism by itself cannot arouse".' 
(Evelyn Cobley, Representing war: form and ideology in First World War narratives (Toronto, 
1993), p.115.) 

240 



has to sound his horn three times before help is sent. 17 Such features 

differentiate Masefield from the unadorned style of the soldiers' tale. 

Peter Vansittart has commented on Masefield's defence of the campaign, 

'He could romanticise men's courage, ardour, endurance, and relate them 
to the gallantry of Roland at Roncevalles, but not their sufferings. He 
knew, in his own blood and bones, that pain, disease, gangrene and rot 
and wastage are vile and cannot be disguised by literature. 18 

But the vividness of these vile aspects served to underline the endurance and 

achievement of the men who were there. Therefore, despite Masefield's 

personal experience of Gallipoli, the overall effect of his considerable literary 

talents coupled with his propagandist purpose served to produce 'an intensely 

romantic book' 19 that was hailed in a contemporary review as 'an epic of heroism 

and endeavor'. 20 Esher privately wrote approvingly of Gallipoli, 'lt is on a level 

with Tennyson's "Charge of the Light Brigade", only it is in prose.'21 As such it 
--. 

constitutes the high watermark of the British heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli. lt 

gives the fullest possible expression to many important themes associated with 

the campaign: the classical associations of the area, notions of chivalry and 

heroism, the beauty of the location, the glorious achievements of men in war, 

17 Masefield, Gallipoli, p.115. 
18 

Peter Vansittart (ed.), John Masefield's letters from the Front 1915-1917 (London, 1984), p.46. 
19 Babington Smith, Masefield, p.158. 
20 

E.R. Turner, 'Some Books About the War', Sewanee Review, 25 (1917), p.497. 
21 

Esher to John Charteris, 16 October 1916, quoted in A.D. Harvey, A muse of fire (London, 
1998), p.79. 
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patriotism. Masefield is frequently cited in other works on Gallipoli and these 

ideas surface time and again, but nowhere else do they have such power. 

The Australian equivalent of the heroic-romantic myth is the Anzac legend. lt 

too serves to romanticise war. There is an extensive historiography discussing 

the legenCi's origins and nature.22 All agree that C.E.W. Bean played a crucial 

role in its development and propagation. D.A. Kent has argued that the first 

coherent presentation of the legend was given in The Anzac book.23 This was a 

commemorative collection of work by the men of Anzac and edited by Bean. By 

late 1916 it had sold more than 100,000 copies. 24 In its pages a picture 

developed of the Anzac as a tough man who endured discomforts with a few 

grumbles and sardonic humour. Despite the fact that most of them were town 

dwellers, the Anzac was cast as a bushman,25 a reluctant warrior who stood by 

his mates to the end, and whose sense of duty helped him withstand the 

sacrifices of the campaign. 

Kent argues that Bean's editing makes the landing seem 'a glorious 

dangerous game' and inserts a chivalrous regard for the enemy wholly absent 

from the men's submissions.26 Bean's purpose was to create a particular image 

of the Anzac. This was to become the Anzac legend. Kent's article, then, 

22 This was discussed in the introduction. 
23 C.E.W. Bean (ed.), The Anzac book (London, 1916). 
24 Kent, ' The Anzac boo!( , p.390. 
25 

This misrepresentation is discussed in L.L. Robson, 'The origin and character of the First 
A.I.F., 1914-1918: some statistical evidence' , Historical Studies, 15 (1973), pp.737-49. M -

Kent, ' The Anzac boo!( , p.386. . 
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supports Hynes' assertion of the gap between myth and the soldiers' tale. Kent 

notes that Bean excluded pieces on the experience of trench fighting on 

Gallipoli, and references to boredom, futility, cowardice, malingering, the 

anguish of personal loss and even a longing for beer. 27 

Robin Gerster has called The Anzac book 'a manifesto which sets out a thesis 

of Australian heroism.'28 He argues that Australian military narratives are 

dominated by a boastful 'glory syndrome': the urge to 'big-note'. 29 As Gerster 

puts it, 

Propaganda hacks, misguided ego-trippers, self-styled modern Homers -whatever their various motivations and aspirations, all were to some degree impelled by the same didactic purpose. From 1915 on, every mode of Australian war prose, whether 'factual', 'fictional', 'historical' or 'imaginative', typically functions either overtly or covertly as publicity for the Australian soldier as a twentieth-century embodiment of classical heroic virtue. 30 

Gerster is right to identify the heroic theme as one of major importance in 

Australian writing, but he pushes his argument too far. 31 Despite Gerster's 

exaggerations and Hynes' generalisations, however, they are both helpful. 

Gerster serves to contradict Hynes' idea of the soldiers' tale. I suggest that 

27 
Ibid., pp.382-3. 

28 Robin Gerster, Big noting: the heroic theme in Australian war writing (Melbourne, 1987), p.28. 29 Ibid., p.3. . 
30 

Ibid., p.5. 
31 This point is made in several reviews: John Barret in Journal of Australian Studies, no.23 (November 1988), pp.1 06-8; Richard White in Australian Historical Studies, 23, no.92 (April 1989), pp.323-4; Adrian Caesar in Journal of the Australian War Memorial, no.14 (April 1989), pp.58-9. .'.' 
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Hynes' idea applies to my first category of participants' responses - ones which 

bear witness. Gerster's ideas meanwhile are useful in discussing the 

romanticising, mythologising second category. 

The narratives of front-line soldiers 

This section will explore Hynes' idea of the soldiers' tale as it applies to 

Gallipoli through the personal narratives of front line soldiers in the campaign. lt 

is based on 16 personal narratives written before 1939.32 lt takes therefore a 

narrower time scale than does Hynes who is exploring the workings of memory 

and remembrance over a longer period; nonetheless his ideas appear to hold 

good. The criteria used for this section allowed books written in the first person 

or very lightly fictionalised by men of the rank of captain or below who served at 

Gallipoli. In this category I have allowed a sapper, an intelligence scout, a 

signaller and a man who was eventually promoted to join the artillery staff. 

32 Capt. R.W. Campbell, The kangaroo Marines (London, 1915); 'Anzac', On the Anzac trail: 
being extracts from the diary of a New Zealand Sapper (London, 1916); Oliver Hague, Trooper 
Bluegum at the Dardanelles: descriptive narratives of the more desperate engagements on the 
Gallipoli Peninsula (London, 1916); John Gallishaw, Trenching at Gallipoli: a personal narrative 
of a Newfoundlander with the ill-fated Dardanelles expedition (New York, 1916); Juvenis, Suvla 
bay and after (London, 1916); Trooper L. McCustra, Gallipoli days and nights (London, 1916); 
E.Y. Priestman, With a B.-P. Scout in Gallipoli: a record of the Belton Bulldogs (London, 1916); 
Sydney de Loghe (F.S. Loch), The straits impregnable (London, 1917); Captain David Fallen, 
M.C., The big fight (Gallipoli to the Somme (London, 1918); Captain R. Hugh Knyvett, 'Over 
there' with the Australians (New York, 1918); Hector Dinning, By-ways on service: notes from an 
Australian journal (London, 1918); E.F. Hanman, Twelve months with the "Anzacs" (Brisbane, 
1918); Eric Partridge, Frank Honywood, Private: a personal record of the 1914-1918 war 
(Melbourne, 1987; first published 1929); S.F. Hatton, The yarn of a Yeoman (London, 1930); 
Stanley Sherman Wright, Of thaLfellowship: the tragedy. humour and pathos of Gallipoli! 
(London, 1931 ); Ion L. ldriess, The desert column (Sydney, 1932). ,·,• 
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These were front line soldiers, the men upon whom Hynes based his theory. 

Most of these men were those who, as Hynes quoting Tolstoy would say, did 'the 

actual killing'. 33 

This list cannot claim to be exhaustive; I have attempted to include every 

available book in Britain, but it does not cover all those published in Australia. 

Even so, Australian authors predominate, accounting for eight of the narratives 

(Campbell (1915), Cavill (1916), Hogue (1916), De Loghe (1917), Knyvett 

(1918), Dinning (1918), Hanman (1918), Partridge (1929)). Four authors are 

British (Priestman (1916), McCustra (1916), Juvenis (1916), Hatton (1930)), two 

are New Zealanders ('Anzac' (1916), Wright (1931 )) and one, underlining the 

international nature of Hamilton's force, was a Harvard-educated 

Newfoundlander (Gallishaw (1916)). lt is interesting that comparatively few 

British front-line soldiers felt moved to publish their own account of the 

campaign. Did they feel that others did the job adequately? Did they lack a 

sense of personal importance? Did they lack the opportunity to write their own 

narrative? Perhaps their perception of the campaign was so at odds with the 

prevailing impression that they felt it impossible to express in public. Whatever 

the reason, this comparative reticence was not repeated elsewhere since there 

are plenty of British Western Front narratives. Conversely, does the 

preponderance of Anzac personal narratives reflect the discovery of a national 

33 Hynes, The soldiers' tale, p.xii. !· 
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identity based on remarkable individuals? lt is probably impossible to draw any 

sensible conclusions on national differences when a force numbering more than 

400,000 inspired 15 men into print. 

Sydney de Loghe's The straits impregnable (1917) is perhaps the best written 

of all.these books. Gerster praises it as 'a perceptive and stylistically satisfying 

treatment of one man's war' and accepts it as one of the 'very few wartime 

narratives by Australian soldiers [which] managed to add to the proliferating 

bushman-warrior legend and at the same time give a balanced account of the 

fighting.'34 De Loghe's narrative confirms several aspects of the Anzac legend, 

not least of which is the strange attraction of battle. For example, he writes of 

his approach to the landing: 

The while that firing grew more distinct, until it was no more a muttering, 
but had become a sullen, weariless booming, soaring up and down, a 
booming with the power to intoxicate the heart. I listened with soberness 
befitting a guest at one of Death's At Homes; and yet I was ready to shout 
too, shout that I was coming, that soon I would be there. 35 

Charles Bean emphasised the Anzacs' courage of endurance and the bonds of 

mateship. De Loghe has these elements too, but they are perhaps more finely 

nuanced. Thus when he writes of steadfastness there is also a touch of nerves, 

which makes his courage the more remarkable and human: 'There was no cover 

:
4 

Gerster, Big noting, p.50. .. 
05 

Sydney de Loghe (F.S. Loch), The straits impregnable (London, 1917), p.106 . 
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nuanced. Thus when he writes of steadfastness there is also a touch of nerves, 

which makes his courage the more remarkable and human: 'There was no cover 

34 Gerster, Big noting, p.50. 
35 Sydney de Loghe (F.S. Loch) , The straits impregnable (London, 1917), p.106 . 
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for anybody, and the shrapnel arrived so fast and so near that I found myself 

pretty jumpy again, to speak the truth. Yet it would have needed a handsome 

cheque to buy my seat.'36 De Loghe's narrative is complex. As Hynes says 

about the soldiers' tale in general: it tells the whole story. Thus there is 

cowarcfice37 and cynicism.38 The heroic version of the landing is dismissed in 

favour of a more realistic account of mistakes and advancing too far, ('But you 

know it wasn't the great affair it was made out to be' says his friend), 39 and there 

is 'beastly' and ignoble death to confront.40 Yet De Loghe tempered the negative 

aspects of his portrayal. Death is not entirely base and pointless, nor is it 

simply heroic and inspiring; it is a mixture of the two extremes. Here is his 

description of the death of a friend who died suddenly caught by shrapnel whilst 

the two of them were on the beach: 

I looked into Sam's face and an old thought came back to me. Death is 
not often beautiful. Here was no heroic end; here was no bold gaze, 
which told of past duties well done. Nothing of that kind, nothing. But, 
instead, a silly smile where the mouth dropped, and a little blood upon the 
palate, and a skin turning yellow and blue. Not heroic, my friends; not 
beautiful [ ... ] Friend Sam, you were rather "a ratter" - weak and easy to 
lead. Life owed you more years; but they would have been years without 
profit. Now you have died at the start of life, and others following will 
remember your sacrifice and take heart. You could have done no better 
thing.41 

36 
Ibid., p.128. 

37 
Ibid., p.171 . 

38 
Ibid. , p.238. 

39 
Ibid. , p.21 0. 

40 
Ibid. , pp.188-9. 

41 
Ibid. , pp.206-7. 
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In some respects, however, personal narratives such as De Loghe's did not 

tell the whole story. Their concern is the personal experience of war and all the 

emotions therein. They ignore much outside this. As Hynes says, 'War 

narratives are experience books; they are about what happened, and how it felt. 

Why is·not a soldier's question: Tennyson at least got that part of the Charge of 

the Light Brigade right: "Theirs not to reason why."'42 They are not concerned 

with the politics, the strategy or the tactics of the campaign: these are the 

concerns of history books. Personal narratives are concerned only with the 

personal implications of these things. Therefore they begin when their own war 

begins - enlistment, embarkation or training - and end their coverage of Gallipoli 

when they leave the peninsula. In the case of authors who only fought at Suvla 

bay, this can result in very limited coverage of the campaign. 43 We are told that 

De Loghe enlisted under the name of Lake and appears to have been an 

artilleryman. That his rank and assignment is difficult to ascertain is typical of 

the soldiers' tale. They are not vital to recounting the experience. Neither does 

he give technical details about his work. In keeping with this focus purely on the 

personal, the political wranglings of ammunition supply are only important to De 

Loghe's narrative for the resulting frustration of his colonel at the poor resources 

('They're limited to a round a day or something! Good God! Why don't we shoot 

42 Hynes, The soldiers' tale, p.11. This is a particularly sweeping generalisation on Hynes' part, 
but one that seems to apply in the case of soldiers at Gallipoli. 
43 See Gallishaw, Trenching at Gallipoli; Juvenis, Suvla bay; Priestman, With a B.-P Scout; 
Partridge, Frank Honywood; and Ha~ton, Yarn of a Yeoman . 

•. ,I 

248 



off all we've got, and then pack up the guns and send them home, and go to Hell 

like gentleman!' he is reported saying). 44 Similarly, it is seldom clear in any 

personal narrative exactly when or where any given action occurs. 

Perhaps the most notable omission from 'the whole story' is that De Loghe 

does not describe his personal involvement in the essential task of soldiering: 

killing. This might be ascribed to his role as an artilleryman, but the omission is 

repeated by all the other personal narratives. Hynes notes the same 

phenomenon and ascribes it to the morals of civilian soldiers: 'war narrators 

seem to have felt a reluctance, a moral fastidiousness, before the act of taking a 

life. These civilian soldiers seem to hold back from confessing to the essential 

act that a soldier must perform but that a civilian must not.'45 

Is De Loghe typical of the other personal narratives then? He does share 

many characteristics with the others. He begins with the assertion, 'This Book, 

Written in Australia, Egypt and Gallipoli, is true.' Unlike other accounts of war by 

journalists, historians, or novelists, ordinary soldiers often seem to have felt the 

need to declare the veracity of their own version and assert their authority as a 

participant and witness. 46 The emphases of each personal narrative, as might 

be expected, varies with the differing experience of each man. Therefore, some 

give greater weight to the distasteful living conditions on the peninsula - this is 

44 De Loghe, Straits impregnable, p.222. 
45 Hynes, The soldiers' tale, p.66. Joanna Bourke's An intimate history of killing : face-to-face 
killing in twentieth-century warfare (London, 1999) considers the way men experience killing and 
provides many examples of soldiers discussing this experience. 46 Hynes also makes this point (Hyne.s, The soldiers' tale, p.1 ) . 
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particularly true of men who arrived after the main battles had taken place (e.g. 

Gallishaw, Partridge). Others are most notable for a vivid description of entering 

battle or being wounded. lt is in such instances that personal narratives really 

come into their own. Whilst some narratives give a cliched account of battles 

with thrilling charges (e.g. Hague, Campbell), the most interesting and original 

give a very personal view of battle. lt is often confused and strange. Here is 

Wright's account of an attack in August: 

lt's hotter than hell in this trench with the fierce August sun beating right 
in. The rum some of us have isn't worth a damn to thirsty bodies. The 
Corporal suddenly yells, "Up with you, quick; he's coming!" The balance 
of the command is drowned in the hurricane of rapid fire that bursts out 
along the ragged trench line. In this moment of peril the little N.C.O. is 
everywhere at once, cursing, threatening and encouraging. He yells at 
me above the din, "You bloody fool, load!" and suddenly I realize that I've 
fired the ten shots in the magazine, and am still clicking away with an 
empty rifle. Just excitement. The attack melts away; with this our 
confidence grows. Wide awake now we take spells at the periscope. 47 

Hynes particularly emphasises the strangeness of remembered war. He writes, 

'In war every kind of monstrosity is possible. And the witness sees it more with 

fascination than with disgust, arrested by its strangeness. lt's a simple but true 

proposition: in war, death is grotesque and astonishing. '48 His point is borne out 

by De Loghe's description of the death of a marine, part of whose flesh lands 

quivering on De Loghe's boot; 49 and by ldriess' account of a young man's death: 

47 Wright, Of that fellowship, pp.82-3. 
48 Hynes, The soldiers' tale, p.20. .. 
49 De Log he, Straits impregnable, pJ 89 . 
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A man was just shot dead in front of me. He was a little infantry lad, quite 
a boy, with snowy hair that looked comical above his clean white singlet. 
I was going for water. He stepped out of a dugout and walked down the 
path ahead, whistling. I was puffing the old pipe, while carrying a dozen 
water-bottles. Just as we were crossing Shrapnel Gully he suddenly flung 
up his water-bottles, wheeled around, and stared for one startled second, 
even as he crumpled to my feet. In seconds his hair was scarlet, his clean 
white singlet all crimson. 5° 

• 

Some of the strangest experiences prove to be that of being wounded. This is 

Gallishaw's account: 

Just then I felt a dull thud in my left shoulder blade, and a sharp pain in 
the region of my heart. At first I thought that in running for cover one of 
the men had thrown a pick-ax that hit me. Until I felt the blood trickling 
down my back like warm water, it did not occur to me that I had been hit. 
Then came a drowsy, languid sensation, the most enjoyable and pleasant 
I have ever experienced. lt seemed to me that my backbone became like 
pulp, and I closed up like a concertina. 51 

Hynes labels the literary style of the personal narratives 'battlefield gothic'. 

He explains that soldiers tend to be unaffected by literary trends and instead 

report their wars 'in a plain, naming vocabulary, describing objects and actions in 

unmetaphorical terms, appealing always to the data of the senses.'52 He rejects 

the label realism, sensing it is somehow unsuitable and instead chooses to 

develop the term gothic. This term is more often used to describe nineteenth-

50 ldriess, Desert column, p.25. 
51 Gallishaw, Trenching at Gallipoli , p.180. 
52 Hynes, The soldiers' tale , p.25. Soldiers are, of course, by no means alone in ignoring literary 
trends. : 
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century novels with supernatural or horrifying events. Gothic as a genre deals 

especially with the physicality of horror, dwelling, for example, on blood and 

gore. 

The writing style of an author is fundamental to his purpose and his effect. 

Those personal narratives that eschew battlefield gothic set themselves apart 

from the simple task of the soldiers' tale to bear witness. For example, Oliver 

Hogue (whose book is tellingly subtitled Descriptive narratives of the more 

desperate engagements on the Gallipoli Peninsula), describes men charging at 

Lone Pine 'like hounds from a leash'.53 His book was based on articles 

published during the war in the Sydney Morning Herald and perhaps were 

necessarily propagandistic. R. Hugh Knyvett's account asserts the romance of 

Gallipoli and the prowess of the Anzacs, he rejects criticism of the campaign and 

seems proud of the Wasir riot in Egypt as a justified act of cleansing in a 'vile 

spot'. 54 As such he provides not a more finely nuanced picture of the Anzac 

legend, but one of the most extreme versions of it. Personal narratives such as 

Knyvett's, Hague's, Campbell's Kangaroo Marines (1915) or Fallen's The big 

fight (1918) adopt an entirely different voice to battlefield gothic. These four 

books were all published during the war, but so were most of the other books 

considered in this section. Their differences arise therefore, not from their date 

of publication but from their purpose. The purpose of Knyvett, Hogue, Campbell 

53 Hague, Trooper Bluegum, p.199. 
54 Knyvett, 'Over there', p.91. :. 
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and Fallon was the promotion of an idealised idea of Gallipoli; as such they fit 

Gerster's allegation of Australian big-noting well. This greater purpose puts 

them into my second category of romantic responses to Gallipoli. 

Those at one remove: chaplains 

Hynes considered only the personal narratives of those who did 'the actual 

killing '. His justification for excluding other men's testimonies is that 

'commanders don't usually do the fighting, or live with their troops, or get 

themselves shot at.'55 But Gallipoli is a special case in this respect. There, the 

commanders or the staff officers or the chaplains or the many others involved 

may not have directly fought in the battles, but they did live extraordinarily close 

to the front line, they shared the living conditions, and their lives were at risk 

every hour from stray bullets and enemy shells. This section will therefore 

consider the narratives of chaplains as exemplifying many of the features of the 

narratives of the others, such as medics, who worked just behind the front-line in 

support of the men. 56 

55 Hynes, The soldiers' tale, p.xv. 
56 In this category I have included medics, ambulance men and the mule corps. Personal 
narratives by such men include: J.L. Beeston, Five months at Anzac: a narrative of personal 
experiences of the officer commanding the 4th Field Ambulance, Australian Imperial Force 
(Sydney, 1916); Lt. Col. J.H. Patterson, D.S.O., With the Zionists in Gallipoli (London, 1916); 
John Hargrave, At Suvla Bay, (London, 1916); Major H.M. Alexander, D.S.O. , On two fronts: 
being the adventures of an Indian Mule Corps in France and Gallipoli (London, 1917); Geoffrey 
Sparrow M.C. & J.N . Macbean Ross, On four fronts with the Royal Naval Division (London, 
1918); Lt.-Col. James Young, D.S.O., R.A.M.C.{T.), With the 52nd (Lowland) Division in three .-,1 
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The four published responses of Gallipoli chaplains that I have found neatly 

illustrate the divide between my two categories. 57 Two of the books are 

straightforward personal narratives: William Ewing writes as chaplain of the 4th 

Battalion the Royal Scots and Rev. 0. Creighton writes of his time as chaplain of 

the 29th Division. One is more a combination of personal narrative and brigade 

history: Rev. H.C. Foster aims to chronicle the deeds of the 2nd Brigade of the 

29th Division, and the last is the novel, Tell England by Ernest Raymond, the 

former chaplain of the East Lancashire Territorials of 42nd Division. The latter 

two books distinguish themselves from the mainstream of the soldiers' tale by 

their tendency to romanticise the campaign for their own purposes. 

The personal narratives of the chaplains have much in common with those of 

the front-line soldiers. Their primary aim is to bear witness to the experience of 

the campaign: 'the picture I give is almost solely a human one' writes 

Creighton.58 Their accounts are written in the same battlefield gothic style. 

There are the frank admissions of the horrifying impact of war59 and the kind of 

vivid descriptions of some features that only seem possible if the author is 

drawing upon direct experience. Ewing, for example, writes of the flies, 'Entering 

continents (Edinburgh, 1920); Captain 0. Teichman, D.S.O., M.C., The diary of a Yeomanry 
M.O.: Egypt, Gallipoli, Palestine and Italy (London, 1921 ). 
57 Rev. 0. Creighton, C.F. With the Twenty-Ninth Division in Gallipoli: a chaplain's experiences 
(London, 1916); William Ewing, M.C., D.D. From Gallipoli to Baghdad (London, 1918); Rev. H.C. 
Foster, M.A., At Antwerp and the Dardanelles (London, 1918); Ernest Raymond, Tell England: a 
study in a generation (London, 1922). The only narrative of an A.I.F. chaplain that I have found, 
K.T. Henderson M.A., C.F., Khaki and cassock (Melbourne, 1919), does not touch upon the 
Gallipoli campaign. 
58 Creighton, With the Twenty-Ninth Division, p.vii. 
59 Ewing, From Gallipoli to Baghdad, p.55. 
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the dugout, you had to push your way through legions of these winged children 

of Beelzebub, who clearly resented your intrusion.'60 There are also occasional 

recognitions of the strangeness of war, such as this comment by Creighton: 'I got 

tired watching through glasses, and lay in a chair and read Guy Mannering all 

day -·an extraordinary occupation in the middle of a terrific bombardment and 

while many of one's recent friends lay mangled, dying, and dead.'61 

However, there are important differences which arise from the chaplains' 

position at one remove from the fighting. They are participants but they are also 

observers. There are no absolute claims to the truthfulness of their accounts as 

are found in the soldiers' prefaces. Similarly, Creighton's narrative is based on 

his diary, but he felt that his account of the landing was unsatisfactory. He had 

watched from a remote position and felt guilty that he was not able to tend to the 

wounded and dying.62 To compensate for this weakness in his account he 

inserted accounts of the landings by three participants. 63 This sense of 

remoteness from the action also brought with it the chance to stand back and 

explain some aspects of the campaign. Reverend Ewing chose to give a chapter 

to the ancient history and more recent defences of the Hellespont, followed by a 

general explanation of the landings. Foster gives the background to the 

establishment of the Royal Naval Division. 64 

60 
Ibid. , p.61 . 

61 Creighton, With the Twenty-Ninth Division, p.51. 
62 

Ibid., p.50. 
63 

Ibid., pp.57-63. 
64 Foster, At Antwerp, p.9 
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More importantly, this remoteness from the action brought an opportunity to 

assess. This is another point of divergence from Hynes' soldiers' tale. 

Creighton, in particular, is outspoken in his condemnation of the bungled nature 

of the campaign65 and the mistakes of government. 66 Concomitant with such 

assessments comes a greater sense of the progress of the campaign, of dates 

and positions, and of losses. Creighton even seeks to place the experience of 

Gallipoli firmly in the military tradition of Albuhera and Minden. 67 As might be 

expected, the chaplains' assessments were not simply of a military nature, but 

also included their religious responses to the campaign. Creighton was inspired 

by the goodness of the men in the campaign, the absence of sin and evil. 68 

Ewing found his own faith to be strengthened through the privilege of ministering 

to the dying lads.69 Foster felt that the sacrifices of the men would stem the drift 

towards irreligiousness in the country at large.70 Such sentiments appear to be 

typical of chaplains of the Great War. Laurinda Stryker, who has studied a much 

wider selection, confirms this: 

Their anthropology, based upon the application of a broadly muscular 
Christian outlook to their experiences as chaplains, permitted them to see 
the existence of a spiritual and moral realm even within the enterprise of 
war, just as they could see the image of a transcendent reality in nature. 
The war did not invalidate Christianity for them, nor did even modern 

65 Creighton, With the Twenty-Ninth Division, p.42. 
66 

Ibid., p.136. 
67 

Ibid., p.174. 
68 

Ibid., p.76. 
69 Ewing, From Gallipoli to Baghdad, p.184. 
70 Foster, At Antwerp, p.162. , 
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warfare stand as a challenge to it. The chaplain writers responded to the 
experience of war by invoking established Christian traditions, part of 
which included the valuation of courage. This valuation in turn helped 
them to find in the war - in the spirit of the men who fought - evidence of a 
higher, spiritual reality that could relativise even the horrors of war. 71 

Yet, perhaps it should also be noted that overall religious references are 

surprisingly infrequent in the chaplains' narratives. 

Foster's hybrid account of Gallipoli shares many features with the works of 

Creighton and Ewing, but in his portrayal of the Royal Naval Division there is a 

sense that he is attempting to romanticise their role. He emphasises the 

remarkable collection of talented officers in the Division and in particular he 

dwells upon the fleeting participation of Rupert Brooke in the campaign. For 

example, he describes a last encounter with him thus: 'Never had his face 

looked more beautiful than now; his eyes flashed with a brightness that was 

unearthly, and as he talked one read in his countenance that dazzling purity of 

mind which betrays itself so often in his poems.'72 Such an emphasis is not 

uncommon in references to the Royal Naval Division, a strange hybrid entity, 

part navy and part army, which guarded its peculiar identity. With its unusual 

group of officers and heroic exploits such as Bernard Freyberg's swim, it was 

unusually well-suited for romantic portrayal. 73 

71 Laurinda S. Stryker, 'Languages of sacrifice and suffering in England in the First World War' 
~~npublished Ph.D. thesis, University of Cambridge, 1992), p.79. 

Foster, At Antwerp , p.72. 
73 Other narratives connected to the Royal Naval Division include Douglas Jerrold, The Royal 
Naval Division (London , 1923); Douglas Jerrold, Georgian adventure (London, 1937); and two 
novels, Stanton Hope, Richer dust: a .story of Gallipoli (London, 1930), and A.P. Herbert, The 

.. ,1 

257 



Despite the example of Foster's romanticising intent, it is the fictionalised 

account of a chaplain at Gallipoli that best reveals the restraint and realism of 

other representations of the campaign. Ernest Raymond's Tell England (1922) 

sold 300,000 copies by the end of 1939.74 lt is an intensely romantic work, one 

that now seems chauvinistic and bombastic. Some contemporary critics 

dismissed it as 'laughable when it is not revolting by reason of its sticky 

sentimentality'. 75 Its theme is the adventure of war and the glorious selflessness 

and spiritual beauty of living and dying honourably in the name of patriotism. 

The novel follows two boys, Rupert Ray and Edgar Doe, from a boarding school 

worthy of Henry Newbolt to their participation in the late stages of the Gallipoli 

campaign. Much of the plot focuses on the influence of Padre Monty as he 

prepares them for battle and for death. He portrays their voyage as a knight's 

vigil in which their aim is to enter battle pure and white. For it is nothing less 

than a crusade to rescue Constantinople for Christendom. Before the boys 

depart for the East they are told, 

You're not over-religious, I expect, but you're Christians before you're 
Moslems, and your hands should fly to your swords when I say the 
Gallipoli campaign is a New Crusade. You're going out to force a 

secret battle (Oxford, 1982; first published 1919). A.P. Herbert will be discussed in the next 
section. Leonard Sellers' recent portrayal of the talented individuals of the Hood Battalion, Royal 
Naval Division, perpetuates the glamorous impression of the division. (Leonard Sellers, The 
Hood Battalion, Royal Naval Division: Antwerp, Gallipoli, France 1914-1918 (London, 1995), 
ch.5) 
74 

Ernest Raymond, Please you, draw near: autobiography 1922-1968 (London, 1969), p.69. 
Ernest Raymond's papers are held in .St Paul's School Archives, London. 
75 

Michael Moynihan (ed.), God on our, side (London, 1983), p.81. 
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passage through the Dardanelles to Constantinople. And Constantinople is a sacred city. lt's the only ancient city purely Christian in its origin, having been built by the first Christian Emperor in honour of the Blessed Virgin. Which brings us to the noblest idea of all. In their fight to wrest this city from the Turk, the three great divisions of the Church are united once more. The great Roman branch is represented by the soldiers and ships of France : the Eastern Orthodox branch by the Russians, who are behind the fight: the great Anglican branch by the British, who can be proud to have started the movement, and to be leading it. Thus Christendom United fights for Constantinople, under the leadership of the British, whose flag is made up of the crosses of the saints. The army opposing the Christians fights under the crescent of lslam.76 

The boys join up enthused with Rupert Brooke-style notions of their good luck 

to be able to fight and die for England. The idea of heroic patriotism is 

continued throughout the story. At the end, the surviving boy is encouraged by 

the padre to 'Tell England' the story of the peninsula. This phrase is taken from 

the epitaph from a friend's grave: 'Tell England, ye who pass this monument, We 

died for her, and here we rest content.' 77 Raymond took this idea from 

Simonides' Epitaph o,n the Spartans who fell at Thermopylae. 78 A keen sense of 

the classical associations of the area suffuse the novel. This is confirmed by 

Raymond in his autobiography. He was sent to six fronts during the war, but it 

was Gallipoli that held a special glamour and tragic beauty for him. This he 

attributed to its classical setting and the campaign's 'Attic shape' of a Greek 

tragedy. 79 Raymond's characters consider life on the peninsula is 'crowded, 

76 Raymond, Tell England, p.180. 77 
Ibid., p.273. 

78 Ernest Raymond, The story of my days: an autobiography 1888-1922 (London, 1968), p.141. 79 Raymond, Tell England, p.127. ': 
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glorious living' , the thought of approaching death is 'a terribly wonderful thing'. 80 

Save for a brief mention of the flies, the hardships of peninsula are absent from 

the novel. The romanticism of the novel is epitomised by this climactic battle 

scene: 

Doe stopped, and staggered slightly backwards. His cap fell off, and the 
wind blew his hair about, as it used to do on the cricket-field at school. 
He recovered an upright position; he smiled very clearly - then folded up, 
and collapsed. 81 

Edgar Doe's selfless heroism and resulting fatal wound is portrayed as his finest 

achievement. This is clean, exciting and heroic warfare where the individual 

makes a difference. 

lt can be seen that Raymond's novel uses many of the central ideas of the 

heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli. Why did he write in this manner? The nature 

of Raymond's participation in the campaign perhaps facilitated a predisposition 

to romanticise Gallipoli. Certainly, he arrived at the peninsula in the later stages 

of the campaign and therefore did not witness the carnage of the landings, 

hearing of them instead as heroic tales. But the greater part of the explanation 

is probably to be found in that predisposition towards sentimentality. Even in his 

autobiography written in 1968, and despite his embarrassment at 'the naive 

80 Ibid. , p.275. 
81 Ibid., p.290. £., 
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romanticisms, the pieties, the too facile heroics and too uncritical patriotism', 82 

Raymond's description of the campaign is still heavily influenced by his earlier 

attitude. 

The decision to use his experiences in writing a novel must also have played 

its part. A fictionalised account brings the freedom to embellish and elaborate 

on elements that might usually be played down. Michael Moynihan makes this 

point in his study of chaplains in the war and confirms an earlier observation of 

chaplains' personal narratives thereby: 

In most padres' accounts of their experiences at the front, there is a 
tendency to concentrate on events and to take for granted the spiritual 
aspects of their ministrations. Raymond's is no exception. Religion 
scarcely figures in the section of his autobiography covering his years as 
a padre. But in the ostensibly fictional Tell England he could let himself 
go, without inhibition.83 

Cyril Falls makes a_,similar point about the licence of a novel writer in explaining 

Raymond's phenomenal success: 

The reasons are clear; they are a combination of several qualities dear to 
the British middle-class reader - a lively story, not too obscure humour, 
sentiment laid on with a trowel but by a refined and gentlemanly hand, 
and a strong dash of religion. If this is not the War as it was it certainly 
was the War as it ought to have been.84 

82 Raymond, The story of my days, p.179. 
83 Moynihan (ed.), God on our side, p.82. 
84 Cyril Falls, War books (London 1989, originally published in 1930) p.293. Stuart Sillars 
attributes the book's popularity to,.its assertion of the continuity of an idealised England and the 
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lt is interesting to note that in other fictional accounts there can also be found 

Gallipoli as it ought to have been. Two stories written for children, for example, 

so embellish their story that their heroes are captured by the Turks but escape 

and manage to get on board an English submarine which makes its way through 

the narrows. 85 

Those at one remove: Staff officers and mavericks 

Another novel, partly set in Gallipoli, gives a partially romanticised portrayal of 

the peninsula. In this case, the author's purpose is particularly clear and 

important. A.P. Herbert was Battalion Scout Officer and was in charge of the 

12th platoon, C Company, Hawke Battalion, in the Royal Naval Division on 

Gallipoli.86 He wrote The secret battle in 1917. His biographer writes that it was 

'compulsively written under the duress of frightful memories.'87 lt is a stringent 

power of this idea to console the bereaved. (Stuart Sillars, Art and survival in First World War 
Britain (London, 1987) pp.135-142). 
85 Percy F. Westerman, The fight for Constantinople: a story of the Gallipoli Peninsula (London, 
1915) and T.C. Bridges, On land and sea at the Dardanelles (London, 1915). Another account 
that is probably fictionalised includes a failed romance with a nurse and an escape from 
imprisonment by the Turks (Peninsula of death, as told to W.J . Blackledge by Digger Craven 
(London, 1937)). On the theme of imprisonment, R.F. Lushington was captured so swiftly that 
almost entire personal narrative concerns his imprisonment (R.F. Lushington , A prisoner with the 
Turks 1915-1918 (London, 1923)). Another novel, George Blake's The path of glory (London, 
1929) does not present an idealised picture of Gallipoli , rather it has several of the features of 
the soldiers' tale such as confused battle descriptions and strange incidents. it has not been 
considered in detail because it cannot be ascertained whether or not Blake was a participant in 
the campaign. 
86 Sir Alan Herbert, C.H. , A.P.H.: his life and times (London, 1970), p.3 & p.40. I have not been 
able to locate A.P. Herbert's private papers. 
87 Reginald Pound, A.P. Herbert: a biography (London, 1976) , p.55 . 
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attack on the court martial procedures of the British Army. lt was based upon 

the case of a sub-lieutenant in the Nelson Battalion of the Naval Division. 88 

Herbert presents a young, eager officer Harry Penrose whose nerve is slowly 

worn away. Ultimately an incident in France leads to Harry being executed for 

cowardice. The book concludes 'That is the gist of it; that my friend Harry was 

shot for cowardice - and he was one of the bravest men I ever knew.'89 The 

purpose of the novel is therefore to make the reader understand something of 

the strains of war and to thereby engender sympathy for the men subject to the 

unjust procedures of the army. The romantic portrayal of Gallipoli in the early 

stages of the story (for example, Herbert writes, 'The Romance of War was in full 

song. And scrambling down the cliff, we bathed almost reverently in the 

Hellespont.')90 is therefore vital in conveying the changes that come over Harry. 

Later, in France, the narrator underlines this change: 

No one but myself would have said that this was not the same Harry of a 
year ago; for he was fit and fresh and bubbling over with keenness. Only 
myself, who had sat over the Dardanelles with him and talked about Troy, 
knew what was missing. There were no more romantic illusions about 
war, and, I think, no more military ambitions. Only he was sufficiently 
rested to be very keen again, and had not yet seen enough of it to be 
ordinarily bored. 91 

88 
Ibid., p.53. The specific case is thought to be that of Temporary Sub-Lieutenant Edwin Dyett, Nelson Battalion, 63rd (RN) Division. The details of this case which differ from Herbert's version are given in Anthony Babington, For the sake of example (London, 1993) and in Leonard Sellers, For God's sake shoot straight (London, 1995). 89 Herbert, The secret battle, p.130. 

90 Ibid., p.12. 
91 Ibid. , p.69. 
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The author of The secret battle, A.P. Herbert went on to become the 

Independent M.P. for Oxford University from 1935 to 1950.92 His namesake, 

Aubrey Herbert, was also an M.P. (representing South Somerset from 1911 as a 

Conservative)93 and took a very singular attitude to the campaign. He published 

an edited Version of his war diaries, Mons, Anzac and Kut under the pseudonym 

'An M.P.' in 1919. Before the war he had travelled extensively in Albania, 

Turkey and the Middle East and during the campaign he joined the New Zealand 

Division as an intelligence officer. Aubrey Herbert had come to admire the Turks 

deeply during his travels and he retained his sympathetic attitude throughout the 

campaign. He was particularly distressed by the fate of the wounded - of both 

sides- and he was instrumental in arranging the ceasefire at Anzac on 24 May.94 

Both Herberts were independently-minded men and this is apparent in their 

Gallipoli books. Aubrey Herbert, in addition to the attitudes which set him apart, 

experienced the campaign at one remove. As a staff officer he visited the front-

lines but he did not live there and he did not go into battle. His terrible eyesight 

and his useful linguistic abilities prevented this. These things explain the nature 

of his war narrative. lt is critical of the campaign, attacking the politicians who 

92 Robin Young, 'The man with no party has class act to follow.' , The Times, 3 May 1997, p.11. 
93 Auberon Waugh, 'Herbert, Aubrey Nigel Henry Molyneaux (1880-1923)' in C.S. Nicholls (ed.) , 
Dictionary of National Biography: missing persons (Oxford , 1993), p.303. Aubrey Herbert's 
~apers are located at the Somerset Archive & Record Service, Taunton. 
4 Margaret FitzHerbert, The man who was Greenmantle: a biography of Aubrey Herbert, 

(Oxford, 1985), chapters 3,4,5,7 &9. 
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failed the campaign95 and is particularly angry at the terribly inadequate medical 

conditions. 96 This is despite the fact that, according to his biographer, 

The extracts from Aubrey's diaries which he chose for publication in 
Mons, Anzac and Kut give a different impression from the original, 
unexpurgated text. [ .. . ] In the published version Aubrey left out most of 
the horrors. To have published these, particularly the terrible details of 
the condition of the wounded or the occasional moments of broken morale 
among the men, would have caused great distress to the relatives of the 
dead.97 

Therefore, whilst A.P. Herbert's novel fits into my second romanticising 

category (since this style of description is required to highlight the change in 

Harry Penrose); Aubrey Herbert's war memoir does not fit into either of my 

categories. He was a most unusual man and his book reflected this and the 

political points he wished to make. Nonetheless, it is interesting to note that he 

was not immune to the heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli: Peter Parker includes a 

poem by Aubrey Herbert on the death of Rupert Brooke which combines images 

of Greek heroes and crusaders. 98 

Another maverick staff officer at Gallipoli was the novelist Compton 

Mackenzie.· His Gallipoli memories (1929) is an engaging personal narrative of 

95 Aubrey Herbert (an M.P.), Mons, Anzac and Kut, (London, 1930; first published 1919), pp.1 02, 
113, 116. 
96 /bid. , pp.105, 181 , 188. 
97 FitzHerbert, The man who was Greenmantle, p.154. 98 Peter Parker, The old lie: the Great War and the Public school ethos (London, 1987), p.224 . • -,1 
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the campaign. 99 His aim in writing was the 'recapturing [of] the emotions and 

excitements and embarrassments of one insignificant individual against the 

background of that heroic tragedy.' 100 Unlike the works of Ernest Raymond, A.P. 

Herbert and Aubrey Herbert, therefore, Compton Mackenzie's response to 

Gallipoli has some things in common with Hynes' soldiers' tale narratives. In 

particular, Mackenzie conveys the strangeness of war. He is often driven to 

bizarre comparisons: G.H.Q. and the Mad Hatter's tea part/ 01 or the shores of 

Gallipoli and Margate on an August Bank Holiday. 102 His adventures in counter-

intelligence are particularly absurd. In his autobiography he described himself at 

Gallipoli as 'a mere butterfly in a graveyard' 103 and this captures the tone of his 

narrative. His comments frequently shift swiftly from the comic to the tragic. On 

the same page that he compares the armistice with a sports day, for example, 

he gives a graphic account of that day: 

Looking down I saw squelching up from the ground on either side of my 
boot like a rotten mangold the deliquescent green and black flesh of a 
Turk's head. [ ... ] I cannot recall a single incident on the way back down 
the valley. I only know that nothing could cleanse the smell of death from 
the nostrils for a fortnight afterwards. There was no herb so aromatic but 
it reeked of carrion, not thyme nor lavender, nor even rosemary. 104 

99 Compton Mackenzie's papers, including the manuscript of Gallipoli memories, are in the 
National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh. 
10° Compton Mackenzie, Gallipoli memories, (London, 1929), p.29. 
101 

Ibid. , p.35. 
102 

Ibid., p.163. 
103 Compton Mackenzie, My life and times: octave five 1915-1923 (London, 1966), p.16. 
104 Mackenzie, Gallipoli memories, pp.82-3 . 
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As has been seen earlier, this is the kind of vivid portrayal that only comes from 

the eye-witness. However, his battle descriptions reflect his remoteness from 

the action. He describes them as a distant observer105 or in terms of the 

frustrating wait for news as in his picture of Aspinall drawing exasperated 

doodles as they wait for details of the Suvla landings. 106 Indeed, Mackenzie is 

most interesting for the portrait of G.H.Q. which he provides. His experience of 

the campaign was largely spent meeting and working with important figures on 

the staff. His response to them and to the concerns of G.H.Q. - politics, strategy 

and leadership- take up much of his narrative. 

Mackenzie provides a strange mixture of the soldiers' tale, the heroic-

romantic myth and the ironic. His narrative is absurd, romantic and tragic. He 

certainly held many of the romantic attitudes that were common amongst 

members of G.H.Q. His appreciation of the manly beauty of the Achilles-like 

Anzacs is frequently quoted throughout the historiography of the Anzac 

legend. 107 As he left the peninsula, he was still moved by its classical 

associations and by the recent burial of Rupert Brooke. 108 He went on to 

fulminate 'And I have lived to hear Rupert Brooke sneered at for a romantic by 

the prematurely weaned young sucking-pigs of the next generation.' 109 But this 

is not the dominant tone of his book. For example he chooses the absurd 

105 Ibid., p.33. 
106 Ibid., p.374. 
107 

Ibid., p.80-1. 
108 Ibid., p.400. 
109 Ibid., p.394. 



strangeness of the soldiers' tale over the romantic in his selection of an account 

of the landing: 

All he knew was that he had jumped out of a bloody boat in the dark and 
before he had walked five bloody yards he had had a bloody bullet in his 

·foot and had been pushed back to bloody Alexandria, almost before he 
bloody well knew he had left it. 110 

Perhaps the explanation for the nature of his portrayal lies not just in his physical 

remoteness from the action, but from his chronological remoteness. Mackenzie 

was writing in 1929, and whilst he explains that his attempt to recapture the spirit 

of the campaign faithfully accounts for the lack of expected moral indignation 

against war, 111 it does perhaps account for something of his ironic tone. 

At one further remove: field and senior officers 

I have found seven personal narratives written by officers of the rank of Major 

or above. 112 Two of these were attached to the 29th Division: Major John 

Graham Gillam was a supply officer and Lt.-Gen. Sir William Marshal! 

110 Ibid., p.20. 
111 /b"d t ., p.x. . 112 Lt.-Col. C.H. Weston, Three years with the New Zealanders (London, 1918); Major J.G. Gillam, Gallipoli diary (London, 1918); General Sir lan Hamilton, Gallipoli diary (London, 1920); Major C.B. Brereton, Tales of three campaigns (London, 1926); Lt.-Gen Sir William Marshal!, Memories of four fronts (London, 1929); General Sir Alexander Godley, Life of an Irish soldier (London, 1939); Field-Marshal Lqrd Birdwood, Khaki and gown: an autobiography (London, 
1941 ). 
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commanded the 87th Brigade. He later became the commander of the 

Mesopotamia Expeditionary Force. Three of the officers were attached to the 

New Zealand Expeditionary Force. Major C.B. Brereton commanded the 12th 

(Nelson) company, Lt.-Col. C.H. Weston also commanded a company but only 

arrived at the peninsula in November, and General Sir Alexander Godley, was a 

former Dublin Fusilier who was commander of the New Zealand expeditionary 

force. Field-Marshal Lord Birdwood, as he had become by the time he published 

his memoirs in 1941, was the commander of the Australian and New Zealand 

Army Corps. General Sir lan Hamilton was the commander-in-chief of the 

Mediterranean Expeditionary Force. His Gallipoli diary (1920) will be considered 

in detail in the next chapter. 

The narratives of these men bear witness to their experience of the campaign. 

They therefore have much in common with the soldiers' tale. The degree of 

similarity is affected by their remoteness from the front-line both in physical and 

chronological terms. The most similar narratives were those of Gillam and 

Brereton - both published in 1918 and both were majors and therefore the most 

junior of'these officers. Gillam's narrative, for example, is mostly concerned with 

how he passed his days and his expectations and reactions. His work as a 

supply officer is scarcely mentioned. lt is written in the style of battlefield gothic 

and has several examples of the strangeness of war such as a religious service 

conducted in dangerous conditions. (He notes, 'lt is a lovely morning, and as 

the soldiers sing the hymns with lusty voices, an accompaniment is provided by 
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the screaming of shells overhead.') 113 But there are also the hallmarks of a 

narrative of a man who was comparatively distant from the front-line. His 

descriptions of battle are detached from the action. 114 He supplements his diary 

with the insertion of a few passages by a friend 'describing, so far as words can, 

the exquisite loveliness of the Peninsula.' 115 He comments on his romantic 

expectations of the campaign, 116 and he notes its proximity to Troy and its 

classical associations. 117 Most notably, his detached position enables him to 

make comments on the campaign's progress and strategy - for example, he 

concludes in late August that the conquest of the peninsula is now impossible. 118 

Strategic comments such as this are typical of the other senior officers' 

narratives. Indeed their narratives are dominated by considerations of their 

military duties. For example, Marshal! discusses Hamilton's tactics for the April 

landings, 119 and the problems of a command divided between the army and the 

navy. 120 Birdwood gives the Order of Battle of the Australian and New Zealand 

Army Corps in September 1914.121 The front-line soldiers tended not to state 

any conclusions on the campaign, although Wright, for example, commented on 

personal aspects such as his respect for the Turk and the glory of self-sacrifice 

11 3 Gillam, Gallipoli diary, p.89. 
114 See for example, ibid., p.120. 
11 5 Ibid., p.7. 
116 Ibid., p.5. 
117 

Ibid., p.70. 
118 Ibid., p.216. 
119 Marshal! , Memories of four fronts, p.54. 
120 

Ibid., p.111. .. 
121 Birdwood, Khaki and gown, p.247. , 

·' 

270 



and comradeship. 122 By contrast, the senior officers offer their views on the 

campaign as a whole, defending its conception and its achievement in 

destroying the flower of the Turkish Army. 123 There is rarely any sense of the 

individual's personality or emotions. Notable rare exceptions are Godley's 

admission of personal mistakes in the August offensive 124 or Birdwood's 'sudden 

cold fear of threatened disaster' when he contemplated evacuating Anzac on the 

first day. 125 

The nature of the senior officers' narratives can be explained by several 

factors. Their particular role in the campaign - which required an attention to 

tactics and required them to assess their progress - and their resulting 

remoteness from the front-line have already been mentioned. They share this 

explanation with the chaplains and the staff officers. They were also distant from 

the campaign in chronological terms: Marshal! published his memoirs in 1929, 

Godley in 1939 and Birdwood in 1941. But there is a further reason for their 

particular style. All these men were professional soldiers. Their experiences 

and attitudes do not make for engaging personal narratives for the non-military 

reader. As Hynes explains, 

They make good soldiers, but they are by and large no good for war 
memoirs; they stand too close to the center of war's values, and whether 

122 Wright, Of that fellowship, pp.127 -8. 
123 Marshall, Memories of four fronts, p.144; Godley, Irish soldier, p.202; Birdwood, Khaki and 
~own, p.296. 
24 Godley, Irish soldier, p.185. 

125 Birdwood, Khaki and gown, p.260. ' .. 
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they mean to or not, they act out the mottoes on the flags and the slogans 
on the posters. What suits memory best is a war life lived close to the 
action but at some distance from the values, by a man who is by nature or 
circumstances an outsider, who can be a witness as well as a soldier, 
who has felt war but doesn't love it. 126 

Their clos.e association with the military and its values can be seen in their 

writing style. lt is distinct from battlefield gothic, it cannot shake off the influence 

of the battalion diary or the commanders' despatch. The exception to the senior 

officers' style is Hamilton. lt will be seen that his intention was to romanticise the 

campaign, by contrast the senior officers meant only to bear witness to their 

experience. 

Participants' de-personalised narratives: histories 

Hynes contrasted personal narratives with 'history and its numbers'127 but 

some participants in the campaign chose to remove themselves entirely from 

their narratives of Gallipoli and to write a history of the campaign. There are two 

broad types of these histories: unit histories and more generalised accounts. I 

have read nine unit histories which feature the Gallipoli campaign. 128 

126 Hynes, The soldiers' tale, p.28. 
127 /b 'd " I ., p .XII . · 128 E. Pebody, Experiences in the Dardanelles of the 1st/5th Beds. Regiment T.F. (Oiney, 1916); 
Henry Hanna, K.C. The Pals at Suvla bay (being the record of "D" Company of the 7th Royal 
Dublin Fusiliers (Dublin , 1916); Gerald B. Hurst, With Manchesters in the East (Manchester, 
1918); Bryan Cooper, The Tenth (Irish) Division in Gallipoli (London, 1918; Blackrock, Co. 
Dublin, 1993); Douglas Jerrold, The Royal Naval Division (London, 1923); Capt. Stair Gillon, The 
story of the 29th Division: a record of gallant deeds (London, 1925); Lieut.-Col. R.R. Thompson , 
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Patterson's With the Zionists in Gallipoli might also be counted amongst such 

works. 129 In discussing unit histories a distinction should be made between 

regimental histories and divisional histories. Of this selection, which again does 

not pretend to be exhaustive, five are divisional histories: Cooper (1916), Gibbon 

(1921 ), Jerrold (1923), Thompson (1923), and Gillon (1925). An example of a 

more general history is John Masefield's Gallipoli. This later section will 

concentrate on Phillip Schuler's Australia in arms (1916) and Henry Nevinson's 

The Dardanelles campaign (1918). 130 

Keith Grieves' study of early regimental histories suggests that 'they emerged 

in the context of remembrance not as quests for objective truths.' 131 He writes, 

'the accounts met private rather than public needs foremost'. 132 This sets them 

apart from the official histories discussed in chapter two. Furthermore, there are 

clear differences between the nature of regimental histories and the soldiers' 

tale, however, this purpose of remembrance is perhaps akin to bearing witness. 

But it is not identical. The regimental histories sought to bear witness to the fact 

M.C., The Fifty-Second (Lowland) Division 1914-1918 (Glasgow, 1923). Another two unit 
histories that I have found were not written by a participant: F.P. Gibbon, The 42nd (East 
Lancashire) Division 1914-1918 (London, 1921); James Cowan, The Maoris in the Great War: a 
history of the New Zealand Native Contingent and Pioneer Battalion (Auckland, 1926). Although 
strictly speaking brigades, divisions and corps are formations, for ease of expression their 
histories will be referred to as unit histories. 
129 Lt. Col. J.H. Patterson, D.S.O., With the Zionists in Gallipoli (London, 1916). 
130 Phillip F.E. Schuler, Australia in arms: a narrative of the Australasian Imperial Force and their 
achievement at Anzac (London, 1916); Henry W. Nevinson, The Dardanelles campaign (London, 
1918). 
131 Keith Grieves, 'Making sense of the Great War: regimental histories, 1918-23', Journal of the 
Society for Army Historical Research, LXIX no.277 (Spring, 1991 ), p.14. 
132 Ibid. : 
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that an individual had participated, not to the experience of that participation. In 

divisional histories, remembrance is again important, but there it seems to be 

more about remembering the unit than individual men. 

The aim of remembrance is particularly clear in Hanna's record of the Dublin 

Pals which is the history of a company rather than a regiment. lt contains an 

appendix with many individual photographs and the biographical details of those 

whose photo was not featured. Similarly, Hurst's volume on the Manchester 

Territorials 133 gives an index of their personal names. Divisional histories also 

reflect this pattern, Stair Gillon's history of the 29th Division, for example, 

contains appendices listing winners of the Victoria Cross and a Roll of Honour. 

Several of the regimental histories have some of the features of personal 

narratives identified by Hynes. Pebody's slim volume on the Bedfordshire 

Territorials has a confused and vivid battle description, 134 a claim to the veracity 

of his account, 135 and concludes with Pebody's own evacuation on 30 October.136 

Similarly, Hurst does not continue his narrative of the campaign beyond his own 

evacuation in early November, 137 he describes his own distaste at court martial 

proceedings, 138 and acknowledges 'Here have only been expressed ideas that 

133 A publisher's note on the front page explains that the specific numbers of the Territorial 
Battalions concerned had to be deleted. 
134 Pebody, 1st/5th Beds. Regiment T.F., p.7 
135 Ibid., p.15. 
136 Ibid., p.1 9. 
137 Hurst, Manchesters, p.57. 
138 Ibid., pp.46-7. 
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occurred to a Regimental Officer, whose range of vision is always restricted, and 

whose generalisations are inevitably based on a narrow, personal experience.' 139 

There are, however, important differences between the soldiers' tale and 

regimental history. Hynes, referring not just to regimental history, acknowledges 

this: 

Personal narratives are not history and can't be; they speak each with its 
own human voice, as history does not, and they find their own shapes, 
which are not the shapes of history. They are neither better nor worse, 
neither more nor less valuable than history; they are simply different. 140 

This quotation comes after Hynes has discussed Robert Graves' assertion that 

'the memoirs of a man who went through some of the worst experiences of 

trench warfare are not truthful if they do not contain a high proportion of 

falsities' .141 Hynes also admits, following his discussion of Kipling's history of the 

Irish Guards, 'What ~ipling learned about personal recollections is obviously 

true: as history they are unsatisfactory: restricted, biased, afflicted by emotion, 

and full of errors' .142 Hynes does not think that this makes personal narratives 

'more nor less valuable than history', but it should be considered that even a 

partially fictionalised personal narrative is misleading unless the reader realises 

that it is so. 

139 Ibid. , p. 71. 
140 Hynes, The soldiers' tale, p.16. 
141 Ibid. , p.16. 
142 Ibid., p.15. 
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There are several obvious differences between personal narratives and unit 

histories. Where the authors of personal narratives tend to rely on their eye

witness evidence, all of the authors of unit histories have attempted to do some 

research and refer to and quote from other works on the campaign. Rather than 

concentrating on the nature of the experience, the histories tend to give factual 

accounts of the military aspects of the campaign that featured their particular 

unit. The regimental accounts are full of names, dates and places. Their 

participant authors do not tend to give a broader overview of the strategy of the 

campaign, but they do give details of the origins of the units. Such features also 

stem from the purpose of remembering the men of the unit. Divisional histories 

provide an even greater contrast to the soldiers' tale. They relate the campaign 

from the top down and cover only the important actions that involved the 

division, being careful to explain the context and the plan of action to make their 

narrative comprehensible. These differences between regimental and divisional 

histories stem from the size of the unit: the smaller the unit the more personal 

the history. This tendency was seen in chapter two in the contrasting styles of 

British and Australian official histories. lt was also seen in the narratives of the 

senior officers attached to these larger formations. 

Although these regimental histories avoid using high diction in their battle 

descriptions, they do often feature some romantic sentiments on their 

participation in war. Hanna's book on the Dublin Pals quotes Kipling: 'Who dies, 
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if England live?'143 and Hurst concludes that the Manchester men shared the 

Public School spirit 'to put the cause above renown' .144 Such romanticising is 

more notable in two of the divisional histories. Cooper begins his The Tenth 

(Irish) Division in Gallipoli (1918) by quoting Thucydides on sacrifice and glory, 145 

and his concluding chapter asserts the division's glory despite failure. He writes, 

'Whoever may be blamed for the small success achieved in Gallipoli, no 

discredit rests on the rank and file of the 1Oth Division.'146 Like the regimental 

histories, Cooper's work is also about remembrance. This is the subject of his 

final chapter and he concludes, 'Ireland will not easily forget the deeds of the 

1Oth Division. '147 Perhaps these romantic touches explain why Cooper claims in 

his preface not to have written a military history. 148 

Like other divisional histories, Douglas Jerrold's The Royal Naval Division 

(1923) is comparatively accurate in its military details. lt is also the most 

romantic of these unit histories. That this should be so is explained by the 

subject matter- the romantic potential of the R.N.D. has been discussed above -

and by the views of the author. Douglas Jerrold is better known for The lie about 

143 Hanna, Pals at Suvla bay, p.129. 
144 Hurst, Manchesters, p.99. 
145 Cooper, Tenth (Irish) Division , unpaginated. 
146 Ibid., p.135. All page references will be to the 1993 edition . Myles Dungan has implicitly 
criticised this romanticism, he notes 'the men of the 1Oth division were not the Spartan heroes portrayed by contemporary apologists like Cooper'. (Myles Dungan, Irish voices from the Great War (Biackrock, Co. Dublin, 1995), p.83). 
147 Cooper, Tenth (Irish) Division, p.139. Unfortunately, this was not the case. John Bowman, in 
introducing the new edition of Cooper, noted that 'there was a virtual eclipse [by the Easter Rising] of the story of Ireland's role in the Great War' (p.7) . 148 

Ibid. , p.17 .':. 
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the war (1930) that denounces the anti-war propaganda of the war books of the 

late 1920s. In his later memoir Georgian adventure (1937), he explained his 

view of the grandeur of the failed campaign having dismissed his colleague A.P. 

Herbert's bitter The secret battle: 

In any case, the one tragedy on the heroic scale which the war witnessed 
was not secret but played out before the eyes of the whole world. lt was 
the Gallipoli campaign itself. lt was at Cape Helles and Anzac and Suvla 
that the defeat of traditional civilisation was accomplished. 149 

The romance of Jerrold's history, however, is of a limited nature, particularly 

when compared to two notable general histories of the campaign. Schuler and 

Nevinson's works represent early articulations of their respective country's myths 

of Gallipoli. Both men were journalists. Henry Nevinson was a distinguished 

war correspondent who had worked for the Manchester Guardian. He reached 

the peninsula on July 14 to cover the campaign for the provincial press. 

Compton Mackenzie later recalled their first encounter at Gallipoli, 

The impression Nevinson made on me that day has never faded from my 
mind. He was then either on the edge or just past sixty, a splendid figure 
of a man with fearless eyes that might have belonged to a poet or to a 
general, dignified, courtly, immensely experienced, slightly austere, and 
above all the very personification of absolute integrity. 150 

149 Douglas Jerrold, Georgian adventure (London , 1937), p.130. 
15° Compton Mackenzie, 'A Great tylan ', Evening News, 16 March 1945, Oxford, Bodleian 
Library, Henry Woodd Nevinson pape_rs, MS Eng mise c.497/2, Press cuttings . 
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Phillip Schuler worked for The Age of Melbourne and visited the peninsula in 

August. 

Schuler's narrative, Australia in arms: a narrative of the Australasian Imperial 

Force and their achievement at Anzac (1916) shares some characteristics with 

the unit histories. lt too is very detailed in its descriptions and careful to identify 

places, times, brigades and commanders. Whilst Schuler's scope is much 

broader, it nonetheless limits its coverage to a specific group of soldiers. 

Schuler took care to explain that the British and French forces were equally 

heroic and that his concentration on the part of the Australians was 'because it 

was the only one of which I had full knowledge.' 151 But the tone of Schuler's 

work is different. He clearly set out to 'big-note', focusing throughout on the 

heroism of the men. After his description of the Light Horsemen at the Nek he 

quotes from Tennyson's The Charge of the Light Brigade. He concludes with a 

ringing summary of the most positive elements of the Anzac legend: 

In one day - 25th April - Australia attained Nationhood by the heroism of 
her noble sons. "Anzac" will ever form the front page in her history, and a 
unique and vivid chapter in the annals of the Empire. The very vigour of 
their manhood, the impetuosity of their courage, carried slopes that 
afterwards in cold blood, seemed impregnable. And they held what they 
won, and proved themselves an army fit to rank alongside any that a 
World Empire has produced. [ ... ] They gained a respect for themselves 
and for discipline. They formed for the generations of new armies yet 
unborn on Australian soil, traditions worthy of the hardy, freeborn race 
living under the cloudless skies of the Southern Cross. Open-hearted, 
ever generous, true as gold, and hard as steel, Australia's first great 

151 Schuler, Australia in arms p.1 0. 
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volunteer army, and its valorous deeds, will live in history while the world 
lasts. 152 

Henry Nevinson also produced a romanticised version of the campaign. His 

history is broader in scope than Schuler's: in addition to detailed battle 

descriptions of the British and the Anzacs, it portrays the characters of G.H.Q., 

praises the overall strategy of the campaign and criticises the politicians in 

London who did not give the campaign its due priority. lt is a strong defence of 

General Sir lan Hamilton. The tone of Nevinson's work is established in his 

preface in which he quotes Thucydides and notes that the Dardanelles straits 

were the scene of the Trojan dramas. 153 He goes on to explain his view of the 

campaign: 

lt is as an episode of a vanished past that I have attempted to represent it 
- a tragic episode enacted in the space of eleven months, but marked by 
every attribute q_f noble tragedy, whether we consider the grandeur of 
theme and personality, or the sympathy aroused by the spectacle of 
heroic figures struggling against the unconscious adversity of fate and the 
malign influences of hostile and deceptive power. 154 

152 Ibid. , pp.291 -2. Schuler produced a distilled version of these sentiments in a collection of 
photographs, P.F.E. Schuler, Pictures of the battlefields of Anzac: on which the Australasians 
won deathless fame (Melbourne, 1916). There were several other similar brief histories of the campaign produced in Australia during the war. They were written by non-participants in the campaign and share a breathless high diction: S. Bennett, Gallipoli : the heroic story of the Australasians at Anzac: complete official and other accounts - illustrated (Sydney, 15 January, 1916); Dr. J.W. Springthorpe, The great withdrawal : story of a daring plan. Last days at Anzac. How Our soldiers left. A vivid narrative (Melbourne, March 1916); Lieut. The Hon. Staniforth Smith , Australian campaigns in the Great War (Melbourne, 1919). E.C. Buley, Glorious deeds of Australasians in the Great War (London, 1915) and A. St. John Adcock, Australasia triumphant! With the Australians and New Zealanders in the Great War on land and sea (London, 1916) also share this tone. 
153 Nevinson, The Dardanelles campaign, p.vii. 
154 lb 'd . I ., p .IX. :;, 
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That Nevinson should espouse so many elements of the heroic romantic myth 

of Gallipoli is unsurprising. He consciously set out to emulate Masefield. When 

Nevinson bought Gallipoli he noted in his diary: 'Read it all day: with rather bitter 

envy: for I could have written it quite as well , though perhaps with less 

enthusiasm.'155 Nevinson had a long conversation with Masefield on the matter, 

and it transpired that Masefield had originally suggested to the government that 

the journalist should write about the campaign, but Masefield's fame in America 

- the primary target for the propaganda - was the deciding factor. 156 Both 

Masefield and Hamilton urged Nevinson to write his own book on the campaign. 

Hamilton lent his diaries and Dardanelles commission evidence in support of 

Nevinson's research. 157 Nevinson talked to various interested parties including 

Churchill , 158 and Masterton Smith (the permanent secretary to the First Lord of 

the Admiralty who was very loyal to Churchill) 159 
- such interviews help explain 

Nevinson's defence of the Dardanelles strategy. Colonel Leslie Wilson appears 

to have been the only one of Nevinson's interviewees who was hostile to 

Hamilton. 160 Hamilton's influence even extended to making corrections to 

Nevinson's draft. But this influence should not perhaps be exaggerated. 

Nevinson's portrayal of the campaign reflected his own impressions too. When 

155 Nevinson's diary, September 16, 1916, H.W. Nevinson papers, MS Eng mise e.620/1. 
156 Nevinson's diary, December 25, 1916, ibid. 
157 Nevinson's diary, February 6, 1917, H.W. Nevinson papers, MS Eng mise e.620/2. 
158 Nevinson's diary, May 8, 1917, ibid. 
159 Nevinson's diary, May 15, 1917, ibid. 
160 Nevinson's diary, November 15, 1917, ibid . 
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he later wrote his autobiography he repeated his defence of the campaign with 

only a small reduction in the romantic elements of his account. 161 

Conclus'ion 

In discussing war narratives, Samuel Hynes has in mind three different styles 

of writing: the soldiers' tale, the myth of a war, and history. This chapter has 

dwelled primarily on the first two categories. Hynes' concept of the soldiers' tale 

has been a useful tool in discussing soldiers' personal narratives of Gallipoli. 

Many of the front line soldiers' narratives fitted Hynes' characteristics perfectly; 

however the characteristics began to fit more loosely when they were applied to 

a broader selection of authors than Hynes had chosen. Therefore when the 

narrative's author was removed - in terms of time or space - from the front line, 

the narrative's focus spread beyond the purely personal and experiential. 

Furthermore, when the author sought to elevate the campaign's reputation for a 

particular reason , usually to commend it to others, they turned to the high diction 

of the heroic-romantic myth and the Anzac legend. 

When the author's intention was to write a history of the campaign, that is, 

what Hynes defines as a factual and de-personalised account, there are 

discernible elements of both the soldiers' tale and the myths of Gallipoli. The 

161 Henry W. Nevinson, Last changes, last chances (London, 1928), pp.29-66 . 
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soldiers' tale's essential characteristic of bearing witness to a campaign is 

essentially similar to the unit histories' aim of remembrance. But whilst the 

soldiers' tale remembers the experience, the histories remember the 

participation. As the size of the unit grows, the emphasis shifts from 

remem.bering the participation of a particular individual to remembering a 

particular battalion or regiment or division. With this shift comes a decline in the 

number of shared characteristics with the soldiers' tale, and sometimes an 

increased use of the romantic elements of the myth of Gallipoli. A similar 

phenomenon was seen regarding Bean's official history of the campaign. His 

account, however, was even more romantic in its way since he was not simply 

remembering the participation of the Anzacs, but commemorating their 

achievements for the nation. 

The histories are also similar to the official responses to Gallipoli in that they 

view it from the top down, but by contrast they have more freedom to choose to 

include romantic elements in their portrayals. Those personal narratives that 

describe the campaign from the opposite perspective - the bottom up - do not 

give a contradictory version of events, but a complementary one. They provide 

the details that are lost in the grand over-view of the distant observer, or the 

romance that is almost squeezed out of the official responses to the campaign. 

Ultimately, however, the nuances and contradictions of the narratives which fit 

Hynes' soldiers' tale are too complex and their focus is too confused and 
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parochial, and it is the simplified and palatable more romantic myths that are 

remembered. 



Chapter five 

The Commander's Response: General Sir lan Hamilton 

In 1920 General Sir lan Hamilton published the two volumes of his Gallipoli 

diary. 1 lt was the summit of his attempts to portray the campaign in a positive 

light. lt is an unusual and skilful senior officer's memoir. Not only does it seek 

to bear witness to the commander's experience, but it does so in a highly 

romanticised way. Hamilton develops the heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli. This 

chapter explores the motivation behind and the construction of the commander's 

response. 

Hamilton's character and career 

At the outbreak of the First World War, lan Hamilton was a widely 

experienced and decorated soldier. He had twice been recommended for the 

Victoria Cross - rejected once on grounds of his junior rank, once because of his 

seniority.2 He had acted as Kitchener's Chief of Staff during the Boer War and 

1 Gen. Sir lan S.M. Hamilton, Gallipoli diary (2 vols., London, 1920). This chapter is based on 
my unpublished M.Phil. dissertation, 'General Sir lan Hamilton and the re-writing of the history of 
the Gallipoli campaign 1915-30' (University of Cambridge, 1996). 
2 Gen. Sir lan Hamilton, Listening for the drums, (London, 1944), p.93 
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in November 1914 Kitchener suggested to Joffre that Hamilton should replace 

French as commander of the B.E.F. in France.3 On March 13 1915 he was 

appointed as commander-in-chief of the Mediterranean Expeditionary Force and 

hastily despatched to the Dardanelles. After his dismissal seven months later, 

he never again held an important command. During his retirement he remained 

a public figure, working extensively for the British Legion, unveiling war 

memorials, attending commemorative dinners and writing books and prefaces. 

Hamilton was a loquacious communicator, charming and intellectual. He 

published numerous books during his lifetime. He wrote imaginatively on 

military problems and even published his own poetry.4 His obituary in The 

Times noted: 

His intellectual gifts, his personal charm, his vivid imagination, his wit, his 
versatility, his forthrightness of tongue, and his power with the pen made 

3 lan B.M. Hamilton, Happy warrior: a life of General Sir lan Hamilton G.C.B., G.C.M.G .. D.S.O. 
by his nephew (London, 1966), p.268. John Lee's biography of Hamilton is forthcoming. 
4 Hamilton wrote: A jaunt in a junk (London, 1884); Fighting of the future (London, 1885); lcarus 
(1886); A ballad of Hadii (London, 1887), this was a volume of poetry; The Battle of Liao Yang 
(1905); The Yalu (1905); A Staff Officer's scrap book (London, 1905); Compulsory service 
(London, 191 0); National life and national Training (Birmingham, 1912); I an Hamilton's final 
despatch (London, 1916); lan Hamilton's despatches from the Dardanelles (London, 1917); The 
millennium (London, 1919); Gallipoli diary (London, 1920; single volume second edition, 1930); 
The soul and body of an army (London, 1991; first published 1921 ); The friends of England 
(London, 1923); Now and then (London, 1926), this was another volume of poetry; Belted 
Galloways (London, 1930); with Victor Sampson, Anti-commando (London, 1931 ); When I was a 
.QQy (London, 1939); Jean - a memoir (London, 1942); Listening for the drums (London, 1944); 
edited by Anthony Farrar-Hockley, The commander (London, 1957). Among the books to which 
he contributed introductions and forewords were: J.L. Bevis, The making of Wellington (London, 
1920); J.W. Burrows, The Essex Regiment (Southend on Sea, 1923); T.J. Pemberton, Gallipoli 
today (London, 1926); H. von Seeckt, thoughts of a soldier (translated from German) (London, 
1930); Edmond Delage, The tragedy of the Dardanelles (translated from French) (London 1932); 
F.C. lnglis, Scottish National War Memorial (Edinburgh, 1932); W.R. Marshal!, Memories of four 
fronts (London, 1932); W.D. Puleston, High command in the World War (London, 1934); Royal 
Gurkha Rifles (privately printed 194,7, Aldershot 1956) . 
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a remarkable impression upon his fellow-countrymen. This was perhaps 
heightened by the fact that he was inclined to take extremely liberal, if not 
what are called "Leftish," views.5 

These 'Leftish' views led him to oppose compulsory service - a stand which put 

him in opposition to his former commander Lord Roberts during the pre-1914 

controversy. He was mooted as a candidate for the House of Lords by the 

Liberals during the constitutional crisis of 1910.6 Ramsay Macdonald asked him 

to be Secretary of State for War in the first Labour government, but his 'leftish' 

views did not extend to condoning socialism. 7 However he did come to 

sympathise with the widespread pacifism of the inter-war period.8 Henry 

Nevinson, the highly regarded war correspondent, became a friend of Hamilton; 

he described this unusual general's sanguine and chivalrous nature thus: 

Undoubtedly he was deeply tinged with the "Celtic charm" - that glamour 
of mind and courtesy of behaviour which create suspicion among people 
endowed with neither. Through his nature ran a strain of the idealistic 
spirit which some despise as quixotic, and others salute as chivalrous, 
while, with cautious solicitude, they avoid it in themselves. 9 

5 The Times, 13 October 1947, p.a. 
6 Keith Grieves, 'C.E. Montague, Manchester and the Remembrance of War, 1918-25' in Bulletin 
of the John Rylands University Library of Manchester, 77, no. 2 (summer 1995), p.92 
7 lan B.M. Hamilton, The happy warrior, p.445 
8 For example, Hamilton spoke at the 21st anniversary party of Norman Angell's The great 
illusion in 1930. In his speech he urged Mr Angel! to write a sequel for the young, saying, 'Tell 
them how dull war is, tell them how futile.' ('A noted book comes of age', 21 March 1930, Daily 
Chronicle, London, Liddell Hart Centre for Military Archives, King's College, Hamilton papers, 
17/52.) 
9 Henry W. Nevinson, The Dardanelles campaign (London, 1918), p.66. 
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The purpose of Gallipoli diary 

Given his established pattern of writing books, it is not surprising that 

Hamilton wrote on the Gallipoli campaign. Moreover, there were more 

compelling· reasons for putting pen to paper than usual. The campaign had 

been the greatest event of his career and its greatest failure. lt had ruined him 

and tarnished his reputation. He therefore worked assiduously to clear his name 

and that of the campaign with which he was most closely associated. Hamilton's 

attempts to influence the Dardanelles commission were considered in chapter 

one. However the results of the commission proved to be highly unsatisfactory. 

The commission was of a strictly limited nature, dealing only with a narrow range 

of concerns and drawing only limited conclusions. Furthermore the publication 

of its reports was delayed and its evidence remained secret. Hamilton's 

exculpation therefore remained elusive. Hamilton expressed his frustration at 

this situation in the following passage written soon after the war but 

posthumously published in The commander. 

If there are those who doubt or wish to refute these contentions about the 
real reasons behind the limitations imposed on our fighting in the 
Dardanelles and our subsequent evacuation; if there are those who feel it 
was not as much the influence of outsiders toying with power they had no 
right to as the failing nerve of the politicians, then let me put this question 
to them. Why has the Report of the Royal Commission on the 
Dardanelles not been published with all the detailed evidence - taken 
from every conceivable witness - it contains? Not one line of it has been 
produced for the public to see. Where is the Official History of the 
Dardanelles, begun by a tried historian whose accuracy, impartiality and 
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good faith are proverbial, the Honourable John Fortescue? No! "The 
melancholy drama which, under the title of the 'glorious retirement from 
Gallipoli', was to make its Don Quixote progress through the journalistic 
forest of the Entente press" - the words are not mine - must be kept secret 
while I and others are alive to refute with the living word the glib excuses 
which the Government of the day has made for their actions. 10 

For Hamilton's purposes, therefore, the Dardanelles commission report was a 

failed narrative. Hamilton's Despatches had been published in 1916 and 1917, 

but this was a bland and essentially technical narrative, one that failed to 

counter the generally held impression that he was to blame for the failure of 

Gallipoli. Hamilton therefore sought to address a wider audience with his 

Gallipoli diary. 

This idea of the Diary as a riposte to the Dardanelles commission is implicitly 

confirmed by the preface to the Diary in which Hamilton described his reasons 

for publishing. He explained that he began to keep a diary in the wake of the 

South African War and the subsequent royal commissions. During these, 

through 'constant observation of civilian Judges and soldier witnesses', he 

realised that the 'unaided military memory' is 'fallible' and that 'The winner is 

asked no questions- the loser has to answer for everything.' 11 These comments 

are remarkably pertinent to his experience of the Dardanelles commission too. 

Diaries were Hamilton's means of self-defence in the wake of war. 

10 Hamilton, The commander, pp.23-4. The reference to Fortescue would suggest that this 
passage was written no later than 1919 since he resigned as official historian in December of 
that year. 
11 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.v. 
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lt was seen in the last chapter that, even while the Dardanelles commission 

was sitting, Hamilton successfully encouraged Henry Nevinson to write a 

sympathetic account of the campaign. Whilst Hamilton waited impatiently for the 

reports to be published he worked on his own narrative. This was, then, the 

continuation and the peak of his attempts to influence perceptions of his 

campaign. This scheme had great potential for success. This was not only 

because of his privileged position as the campaign's commander-in-chief, but 

also because accounts of the campaign were still relatively scarce. lan Beckett 

has noted that in a situation where access to official documents is strictly 

controlled, the earliest knowledgeable participant to publish 'had considerable 

impact in establishing some of the post-war controversies' .12 Nor was Hamilton 

alone in using his diary to convey his own point of view. For example, Keith 

Simpson has described how Haig's unpublished diary was circulated in defence 

of his own conduct of operations. 13 

Hamilton sought to demonstrate that the campaign had not been a disaster 

and that he was not primarily responsible for its failure. He therefore 

constructed a narrative that portrayed the campaign in the best possible light. 

This entailed the fullest demonstration of the heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli. 

As explained in the introduction, there are three strands to this myth. Firstly 

12 lan Beckett, 'Frocks and Brasshats' in Brian Bond (ed.), The First World War and British 
military history (Oxford, 1991 ), p.92. 
13 Keith Simpson, 'The reputation of Sir Douglas Haig' in Brian Bond (ed.), The First World War 
and British military history (Oxford, 1~91), pp.141-144. 
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there is the romantic and glamorous strand: in Hamilton's writing this is derived 

from a romantic view of warfare and the campaign's classical setting. lt is 

reinforced by a careful suppression of the more horrific elements of warfare. 

The second strand is that of honour and heroism: Hamilton stressed the 

chivalrous virtues, and the honour and gallantry of the men. In part this rested 

on the assertion that the failure of the campaign was not the fault of those who 

fought on Gallipoli. This idea leads to the third strand which concerns strategy 

and politics, particularly the suggestion that failure resulted from the mistakes of 

the politicians in London, and of Kitchener especially. This subtext ran 

throughout the Diary. Such implicit criticism of Kitchener was daring given the 

popularity and indeed the awe in which Kitchener was held by the public. Yet it 

was the most important of the three strands for Hamilton in that it was crucial to 

vindicating the commander and his campaign. This explanation of failure also 

served to make the campaign more poignant and to highlight the tantalising 

opportunity lost in defeat: the chance to foreshorten the war. In developing the 

heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli, particularly in criticising his former boss it will 

be seen that Hamilton was composing a narrative that was not possible within 

the constrictions of the Dardanelles commission or his despatches. 

Hamilton's prefacing description of the generally held impression of the 

campaign suggests that the heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli was already well 

established. He wrote: 

· .. 



only the vastness of the stakes; the intensity of the effort and the 
grandeur of the sacrifice still stand out clearly when we, in dreams, 
behold the Dardanelles. Why not leave that shining impression as a 
martial cloak to cover the errors and vicissitudes of all the poor mortals 
who, in the words of Thucydides, 'dared beyond their strength, hazarded 
against their judgment, and in extremities were of an excellent hope?'14 

Hamilton therefore claimed that he had 'no complaints' that he needed to 

express and illustrated this contentment by praising works by Masefield, 

Nevinson and Call well as 'each essentially true'. But 'on the top of these' he 

singled out the Dardanelles commission report and Sir George Arthur's 

biography of Kitchener which gave the Secretary of State's side of the story; the 

subtle implication being that these works were not 'essentially true'. Hamilton 

also wrote that he wished to face his critics rather than to publish his work 

posthumously: he therefore portrayed publication as a matter of honour. 

Furthermore he wanted his comrades to confirm his judgments: 'Before I go I 

want to have the verdict of my comrades of all ranks at the Dardanelles, and 

until they know the truth, as it appeared to me at the time, how can they give that 

verdict?'15 

14 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.vii. 
15 /b 'd ... . I . , pp.VIII-IX. 
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Hamilton's construction of Gallipoli diary 

Why did Hamilton choose to present his recollections as a diary? This 

question is a pertinent one since it is widely acknowledged that Gallipoli diary 

was not a faithful reproduction of a diary written in the midst of the campaign. 

Indeed: it is far from certain that Hamilton kept a daily diary during the campaign. 

The most likely scenario is that given by Robert Rhodes James: he states that 

Hamilton produced a memoir in diary form based on a few comments noted 

down each day.16 Despite this, Hamilton wrote to a correspondent in 1920 

explaining, 

it was a record taken down on the spot. I don't mean to say that there 
have been no cuttings out of repetitions and redundancies, or 
improvements in ways of saying things, but essentially the Diary is there 
as it was at the time and cannot in its body be changed. 17 

Hamilton therefore used the diary format to defend his narrative as the truth as 
"' 

he saw it - thus avoiding the need to declare the veracity of his narratives as 

16 Robert Rhodes James, Gallipoli (London, 1965), p.52 . The Gallipoli diary may have been 
based upon an appointment diary kept by Sergeant Major H.G. Stuart (Hamilton papers, 7/4/9). 
When amassing evidence for the Dardanelles Commission, Hamilton drew together a table of 
information that tallies with the appointment diary, which he referred to as his 'personal diary' 
(Hamilton papers, 8/2/22), yet in a letter elsewhere in the same file Maj. General W.P. 
Braithwaite wrote to Hamilton that 'you stated in effect that you welcomed every investigation, 
and provided every help even down to your personal and very private diary' (Hamilton papers, 
8/1/13). Martin Gilbert in his Winston Churchill. IV. companion part 2. July 1919- March 1921 
(London, 1977), pp.875-6, is certain that Hamilton did not keep a private diary, but dictated his 
recollections subsequently, using the appointment diary as a basis. I am grateful to Kate 
O'Brien, Military Archivist at the Liddell Hart Centre for Military Archives, King's College, London, 
for this information. 
17 Hamilton to Colonel Blair, 20 September 1920, Hamilton papers, 7/10/12 . 
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other soldiers' narratives do. Hamilton used the diary form to privilege his 

opinions and defend himself from criticism and accusations of hindsight. lt was 

also a convenient format for portraying the development of events. lt enabled 

Hamilton to explain his views and sentiments unencumbered by the need to go 

into the·details of developments on the ground. lt differed therefore both from 

his official despatches and from the narratives of other senior officers. 

Hamilton's official despatches had given far more detailed accounts of the 

military manoeuvres undertaken which lack the confusion of the diary's emerging 

picture. The despatches are notable for their sober language, greater tendency 

to frankly admit casualty figures and their lack of other distracting details. 

However, the tone of Gallipoli diary is not simply attributable to the difference 

between a personal narrative and an official document. The last chapter 

considered senior officers' narratives. Their attempts to bear witness to their 

personal experience were largely unsuccessful. They failed to distinguish their 

own view from their official work. Their narratives resembled despatches. By 

contrast Hamilton had long proved his intellectual ability to step outside military 

orthodoxy - both in style and opinion. Furthermore, Hamilton's purpose was not 

simply to bear witness but also to elevate the reputation of the campaign. This 

was a task to which he was temperamentally well suited. The creative facets of 

his personality which had aroused the suspicion of his peers would now come 

into full play in his rehabilitation. The diary form was the repository for this 

unfettered self-expression. The diary is therefore the perfect format for self 
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explanation and so for self-justification, for the expression of a romantic 

temperament and therefore of the heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli. 

How did Hamilton construct this exculpatory narrative? In his papers there is 

a portion of manuscript which offers some clues. 18 lt is certainly not an original 

diary kept during the campaign. lt shows that certain alterations were made 

before publication. These were not merely inconsequential changes to grammar 

or syntax. The changes included the editing and modification of criticisms of 

individuals and tended to temper the tone of the writing. A 1919 letter to 

Churchill suggests the reasoning by which such changes were made: 

Looking over some of my own old letters to my wife I found I heard a 
rumour of your resignation the previous evening, the 21st and my 
comments on it in the letter are better put than in the diary when de 
Robeck brought over the Reuter next day. In the letter to my wife there 
was a remark about the alarm amongst the sailors lest Fisher should 
come back as First Lord but the old boy has been so decent to you that I 
have thought it better left out. 19 

This again suggests that the diary was in part a weapon to be used against 

critics. Other additions to the diary included the insertion of battle descriptions. 

More importantly, he inserted the text of many of his cables. Such is their 

quantity that they account approximately for more than one quarter of the two 

18 'Part 11, diary of Sir lan Hamilton' covers 5 May to 30 July 1915, Hamilton papers, 7/10/3. 
19 Hamilton to Churchill, 29 December 1919, Cambridge, Churchill College, Churchill Archives 
Centre, Churchill papers, CHAR 2/106/174-5. 
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volumes. lt will be seen that these cables were a vital part of Hamilton's self 

justification. 

Gallipoli diary and the romance of war 

The alterations made to the manuscript were all done with a view to 

expressing Hamilton's viewpoint in the most convincing way. Hamilton's 

distinctive writing style is a central factor in making Gallipoli diary a persuasive 

portrayal of a worthwhile and well conducted campaign. His manner of self-

expression was perfectly suited to building a heroic-romantic portrait of Gallipoli. 

Hamilton's writing style was a function of his education and attitudes. As a sixty-

seven year old, his prose demonstrated the influence of a traditional Victorian 

public-school education.20 lt is ornate and highly embellished, particularly in its 

classical allusions; battlefield gothic it certainly is not. 

The style and sentiment of his work echoed nineteenth-century modes of war 

literature or the middle-brow writers of the Great War studied by Rosa Maria 

Bracco,21 who continued to assert the presence of inspiring human values in 

war, rather than emulating the ironic voice of disillusionment and alienation. 

20 Hamilton attended Cheam and Wellington before entering the army in 1873. 
21 Rosa Maria Bracco, Merchants of hope: British middlebrow writers and the First World War 
1919-1939 (Oxford, 1993). 
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Indeed, Hamilton explicitly distanced his view of war from the latter style of 

writing: 

There are poets and writers who see naught in war but carrion, filth, 
savagery and horror. The heroism of the rank and file makes no appeal. 
They refuse war the credit of being the only exercise in devotion on the 
large scale existing in this world. The superb moral victory over death 
leaves them cold. Each one to his taste. To me this is no valley of death 
- it is a valley brim full of life at its highest power.22 

In any case, the explicit description of war in terms of 'savagery and horror' 

would not have served Hamilton's purpose regarding Gallipoli. In later years, 

however, Hamilton praised the most famously disillusioned war book, All quiet on 

the Western Front 

There was a time when I would have strenuously combated [sic] 
Remarque's inferences and conclusions. Now, sorrowfully, I must admit, 
there is a great deal of truth in them. Latrines, rats, lice; smells, blood, 
corpses; scenes of sheer horror as where comrades surround the 
deathbed of a young Kamerad with one eye on his agonies, the other on 
his new English boots; the uninspired strategy; the feeling that the leaders 
are unsympathetic or stupid; the shrivelling up of thought and enthusiasm 
under ever-growing machinery of attrition war; all this lasting too long.23 

lt is remarkable that any general should comment in this way: such notions 

served to bolster the general revulsion against war and its leaders. Perhaps 

22 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.258. 
23 Hamilton to Huntington [a publisher] 2 April 1929, reproduced in 'The end of war? A 
correspondence between the author of All quiet on the Western Front and General Sir lan 
Hamilton G.C.B., G.C.M.G.' in Life and Letters, 3 (July 1929 to December 1929}, p.403 . 
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Hamilton's ability to think this way lay not only in the independence of his 

thought but in his isolation from the Western Front. Perhaps the worse the 

Western Front seems, the more tragic and romantic seems Gallipoli, a campaign 

of inspired strategy and sympathetic leadership which might have curtailed the 

war. 

But Hamilton only came to these jaded views later; in The soul and body of an 

army (1921) he commended the spirit of patriotism of the Army and concluded 

'Dulce et decorum est pro patria mort without a trace of Wilfred Owen's irony.24 

Similarly, in Gallipoli diary, Hamilton's romantic view of warfare is clear. He saw 

virtue in war, believing that it brought out the virtue in men, and hastened reform 

and change. These are social Darwinist notions. Watching the discipline of the 

crew of a sinking ship, he commented, 

On the deck of that battleship staggering along at a stone's throw was a 
vindication of war in itself; of war, the state of being, quite apart from war 
motives or gains. Ten thousand years of peace would fail to produce a 
spectacle of so great virtue. [ ... ] Only by intense sufferings can the 
nations grow, just as the snake once a year must with anguish slough off 
the once beautiful coat which has now become a strait jacket.25 

Hamilton the soldier thrilled to the sight of naval battle. He went on to suggest 

that the submarine, like the aeroplane, retained war's spirit of adventure: 'The 

exploits of the submarine give a flat knock-out to Norman Angell's contention 

24 Hamilton, The soul and body of an army, pp.302-3. 
25 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.34. . 
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that excitement and romance have now gone out of war.'26 The idea of the 

romance of war was also reinforced by the brief role in the campaign of Rupert 

Brooke. Brooke died on the eve of the landing (from the unromantic cause of 

septicaemia), but before he fell ill, Hamilton had invited him to join his personal 

staff: 

Young Brooke replied, as a preux chevalier would naturally reply, - he 
realised the privileges he was foregoing, but he felt bound to do the 
landing shoulder-to-shoulder with his comrades. He looked 
extraordinarily handsome, quite a knightly presence. 27 

Despite this romantic view of warfare, however, it should be noted that Hamilton 

retained a very humane sympathy for the men in the thick of the fighting. For 

example on the night after the landings he wrote, 'What of those men fighting for 

their lives in the darkness. I put them there. Might they not, all of them, be 

sailing back to safe England, but for me?'28 Even in this there are literary and 

therefore romanticising overtones: in Shakespeare's Henry V, on the eve of 

battle the king ponders and then denies his responsibility for his soldiers' 

deaths.29 

26 Ibid., p.234. 
27 Ibid., p.71. 
28 1bid., p.141 . 
29 William Shakespeare, Henry V (The Arden Shakespeare, third series; London, 1996), Act 4 
sc.1, lines 14 7-184. If this is indeed an allusion to the play, Hamilton has missed the most 
apposite quote in which the king says to the French princess, Katherine: 'Shall not thou and I, 
between Saint Denis and Saint George, compound a boy, half French, half English, that shall go 
to Constantinople and take the Turk by the beard?" (Act 5, se. 2, lines 204-7) . 
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Hamilton also built up the general sense of the romance of the campaign 

through many allusions to the setting of the campaign. His references to the 

days of Tray invest his attempt to capture Constantinople with an air of grand 

adventure and heroic struggle. Descriptions of the beauty of the peninsula, 

rising out'of the clear blue sea under bright sunshine, with its sprinkling of wild 

flowers, also provide a powerful contrast to images in other works of the muddy 

bleakness of the Western Front. Hamilton dwelled on these themes most 

frequently at the beginning of the campaign. The following passage was 

inspired by his first sight of the Dardanelles: 

No other panorama can touch it. There, Hero trimmed her little lamp; 
yonder the amorous breath of Leander changed to soft sea form. [ ... ] 
Against this enchanted background to deeds done by immortals and 
mortals as they struggled for ten long years five thousand years ago, -
stands forth formidably the Peninsula. Glowing with bright, springtime 
colours it sweeps upwards from the sea like the glacis of a giant's 
fortress. 30 

However, perhaps the most important aspect of this romantic strand is 

Hamilton's subtle and continuous project to minimise the horrors of warfare on 

the peninsula. This can be seen in his portrayal of living conditions, of battles, 

and of casualty statistics. References to the tough living conditions of the men 

are infrequent, even though once Hamilton left the relative luxury on board ship, 

he shared some of the men's discomforts at the ill-sited headquarters on lmbros. 

30 Gallipoli diary, I, p.28. 
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His references to major irritations, such as the heat or the swarms of flies, are 

brief. Similarly, although he remarked on the need for stamina in potential new 

senior officers for the Force, the strains of living and fighting which necessitated 

this were not spelled out. The following example where he did describe 

conditions in detail is reduced in impact by subsequent assertions as to the 

men's morale. Having inspected the 29th Division on 12 May, he wrote: 

Spent over an hour chatting to groups of Officers and men who looked 
like earth to earth, caked as they were with mud, haggard with lack of 
sleep, pale as the dead, many of them slightly wounded and bandaged, 
hand or head, their clothes blood-stained, their eyes blood-shot. [ ... ] This 
sounds horrible but the hearty welcome extended to us by all ranks and 
the pride they took in their achievements was a sublime triumph of mind 
over matter. Our voluntary service regulars are the last descendants of 
those rulers of the ancient world, the Roman Legionaries. 31 

Occasionally the Diary hinted of the sickness that was such a problem at 

Gallipoli, but again Hamilton tended not to dwell on its implications. On the 12 

July, he wrote 'but am too bad with the universal complaint to venture many 

yards from camp';32 he then went on to describe a full day's work. 

Similarly, Hamilton tended to avoid explicit descriptions of suffering and 

killing. Consider his description of a bayonet attack: 'Bayonets sparkled all over 

the wide plain. Under our glasses this vague movement took form and human 

shape: men rose, fell, ran, rushed on in waves, broke, recoiled, crumbled away 

31 Ibid., pp.220-1. 
32 Gallipoli Diary, 11, p.6. 
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and disappeared.'33 The reader remains detached from the action, in part 

because the writer is removed from the action too. Yet a bayonet attack would 

have been vicious and ugly and bloody; Hamilton has softened its horror and 

deflected its impact. The manner of Hamilton's description is in keeping with 

that of 'other participants' narratives who were distant from the front line as 

discussed in the previous chapter. Only direct participants in an action 

managed to vividly convey the nature of the experience. However, a comparison 

of the manuscript and the book shows that Hamilton's portrayal is not simply a 

product of his detached position. They reveal a willingness, on occasion, to edit 

the text so as to achieve a more optimistic note. On 7 May, Hamilton dictated 

letters to ease the tension of waiting for news from the battlefield. The extracts 

that he quotes in the book contain both news of good progress by Hunter-

Weston and Turkish reinforcements. In addition to this, however, the manuscript 

includes a letter to Maxwell which says, 'There is a bloody battle in full flame at 

this moment so it is a strange opportunity for correspondence ... We are going 

at a very ugly looking fence here.'34 This sombre analysis has been discarded 

thereby lightening the tone of the passage. 

Furthermore, Hamilton avoided bald casualty statistics. All too often he wrote 

of 1 ,000 or more Turks being killed without explicitly stating the corresponding 

casualties among his own troops. Where he did, such information might follow 

33 Gallipoli Diary, I, p.211. 
34 Ibid., p.208 and Hamilton paper~, 7/10/3, p.250. 
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positive news of a victory, or he might say that most of our casualties suffered 

only light wounds. British losses almost always seem to be lighter than the 

Turks', although in fairness it should be noted that overall this is probably 

statistically accurate.35 A comparison of Hamilton's approach to casualties 

between' his despatches and Diary is telling. Consider his description of the 

Turk attack at Anzac of 18 May. After some details of the course of events in the 

despatch, Hamilton concluded, 

The enemy's casualties were heavy, as may be judged from the fact that 
over 3,000 dead were lying in the open in view of our trenches. A large 
proportion of these losses were due to our artillery fire. Our casualties 
amounted to about 1 00 killed and 500 wounded, including nine officers 
wounded.36 

This may be compared to the account of these events in Gallipoli diary. Some 

aspects of the fighting are described, but the tone is different. Cold statistics 

have been replaced by the jubilant but vague cry of a warrior: 

Tidings of great joy from Anzac. The whole of the enemy's freshly-arrived 
contingent have made a grand assault and have been shattered in the 
attempt. [ ... ] A few more shells and they would have been swept off the 
face of the earth. As it is we have slaughtered a multitude.37 

35 An article in the Daily Telegraph of 22 September 1922, states that according to Liman von 
Sanders, the commander of the Turkish army, British dead numbered 20,000 whilst Turkish dead 
numbered 60,000. Other casualty estimates vary, but seem to agree that the Turks suffered 
~reater casualties. 

6 lan Hamilton's despatches from the Dardanelles, p.77. 
37 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.238-9. 
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Such phraseology is redolent of high diction with biblical overtones.38 The best 

indication in the Diary of the severe losses comes from Hamilton's repeated calls 

for reinforcements. Yet it still comes as a shock to read his cable to Kitchener of 

23 August which states, 'The total casualties including sick since 6th August 

amount to 40,000, and my total force is now only 85,000, of which the fighting 

strength is 68,000.'39 

Gallipoli diary and heroism in war 

Against this romantic backdrop, Hamilton portrayed the honour and heroism 

of his men. This is the second strand of the heroic-romantic myth. He detailed 

their best attributes, their morale and their motives. When describing units or 

individuals he strove to describe them as positively as possible. For example, in 

recounting General D'Amade's departure, Hamilton chose to discard his 

manuscript description of a man on the verge of breaking point, but retained his 

tribute to D'Amade as 'a most charming, chivalrous and loyal soldier.'40 Even 

more telling is his description of a setback on 8 June. New Turkish divisions had 

made a footing in the lines of the East Lancashires, but Hamilton was quick to 

38 Although there are no direct matches, several passages in the bible reflect something of the 
tone of this passage: Ezekiel 32,25; Ezekiel 26, 15; Jeremiah 19,6; 1 Samuel 6, 19. I am grateful 
to Elliot Vernon for these references. 
39 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, 11, p.136. 
40 Hamilton, Gallipoli Diary, I, p.222 and Hamilton papers, 7/10/3, p.266a . 
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39 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, 11, p.136. 
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assert that this would soon be overcome. The manuscript draft reveals the 

reason for this problem in strongly critical tones: 'Bad generalship (Doran) is at 

the bottom of this contretemps. Why French failure should be thought good 

enough for Gallipoli, I cannot think.'41 However Hamilton chose not to publish 

such a harsh and personalised attack. 

Concomitant to this avoidance of criticism is Hamilton's glowing assessment 

of his men's motives for fighting. He wrote of the Anzacs, 'They are not charging 

up into this Sari Bair range for money or by compulsion. They fight for love - all 

the way from the Southern Cross for love of the old country and of liberty.'42 

Charles Bean's assessment was different. In more sober language, he ascribed 

their motives to 'the mettle of the men themselves', to love of their own country 

and their mates.43 Hamilton was also keen to assert the fighting spirit of his 

men. This apparently remained strong even amongst the wounded. According 

to some experienced nurses he encountered, 

Never a day passed, so they said, in France, but some patient would, with 
tears in his eyes, entreat to be sent home. Here at Mudros there had 
never been one single instance. The patients, if they said anything at all, 
have showed impatience to get back to their comrades in the fighting 
line.44 

41 Hamilton, Gallipoli Diary, I, p.284 and Hamilton papers, 7/10/3, p.181. 
42 Hamilton, Gallipoli Diary, I, p.128. 
43 C.E.W. Bean, The story of Anzac from the outbreak of war to the end of the first phase of the 
Gallipoli campaign. May 4. 1915 (The official history of Australia in the war of 1914-1918, I. St 
Lucia, Queensland, 1981; first published 1921 ), p.607. 
44 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, 11, p.169 . . 
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On occasion, Hamilton did describe men's exhaustion and shaken spirit, for 

example following an inspection of the Plymouth Battalion on 12 May. These 

men had seen some hard fighting. Hamilton wrote candidly of its effect: 'The 

faces of Officers and men had a crushed, utterly finished expression: some of 

the younger Officers especially had that true funeral set about their lips which 

spreads the contagion of gloom through the hearts of the bravest soldiers.' 

However Hamilton still managed to pluck a positive point from this: 

They have nerves, the defects of their good qualities. [ ... ] No one fights 
better than they do - for a spell - and a good long spell too. But they have 
not the invincible carelessness or temperamental springiness of the old 
lot - and how should they?45 

Only at the very end of his campaign did Hamilton report that morale was 

suffering without making any compensatory comments. Having inspected the 

29th Division on 30 September he wrote, 'The men were in rags and looked very 
-, 

tired. This is the first time in the campaign our rank and file have seemed sorry 

for themselves.'46 Perhaps by pointing to such failings in his men - men who had 

been overstretched - Hamilton is making a point about the poverty of resources 

with which he had had to contend. He is able to praise the men's effort whilst 

implying a criticism of London. 

45 Hamilton, Gallipoli Diary, I, p.221. 
46 Hamilton, Gallipoli Diary, 11 , p.230 . 
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Hamilton's portrayal of the fine nature of his men was counterpointed by his 

disdainful attitude towards the Turks. A similar underestimation of the Turks had 

influenced the original decision to launch the expedition. Hamilton's description 

of a battle was modified between manuscript and book to downplay the valour of 

the Turkish men. In the manuscript, the Turks attempted to hold their trench with 

'true heroism',47 whilst in the book they merely 'stuck it out bravely'48 
- a subtle 

but important difference. Hamilton seemed to regret that decent men's lives 

were to be wasted in the killing of such inferior beings : 

Here are the best the old country can produce; the hope of the progress 
of the British ideal in the world; and half of them are going to swap lives 
with Turks whose relative value to the well-being of humanity is to theirs 
as is a locust to a honey-bee. 49 

There were racial grounds to his opinions. He attributed the strength of the 

Turks to the Teutonic influence: 'German thoroughness and forethought have 
-, 

gripped the old go-as-you-please Turk'.50 He thought his Anglo-Saxon men to 

be morally and martially superior: 

Let me bring my lads face to face with Turks in the open field, we must 
beat them every time because British volunteer soldiers are superior 
individuals to Anatolians, Syrians or Arabs and are animated with a 
superior ideal and an equal joy in battle. [ ... ] To attempt to solve the 

47 Hamilton papers, 7/10/3, p.254. 
48 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p209. 
49 Ibid., p.207. 
50 Ibid., p.23. 
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problem by letting a single dirty Turk at the Maxim kill ten - twenty - fifty -
of our fellows on the barbed wire, - ten - twenty - fifty - each of whom is 
worth several dozen Turks, is a sin of the Holy Ghost category.51 

Such racialist views - like his similar social Darwinist ideas, typical of the time 

and his generation - are also demonstrated by Hamilton's dismissive comments 

on the fighting prowess of the Senegalese troops in the French contingent.52 

Towards the end of the fighting, however, Hamilton was forced to modify his 

view of the Turk. Whilst he still believed that the Turks could be beaten, he did 

accept that his enemy is 'a formidable fellow to turn out of his trench'.53 

In addition to describing his comrades in a positive light, Hamilton presented 

a virtuous image of himself. lt is clear from the text that he was an honourable, 

chivalrous, imaginative and inspiring general who bore his fate with grace and 

stoicism. He was above all an optimist. That such a strong sense of the man 

can be derived is in part a function of the diary format which encourages 

introspection and comment, but also a tribute to Hamilton's communication skills. 

The individuality of Gallipoli diary is matched only by Compton Mackenzie's 

memoirs amongst the other Gallipoli narratives. 

51 Ibid., p.304-5. 
52 Ibid., p.1 06. 
53 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, 11, p.212. 
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Gallipoli diary and strategy 

Hamilton's optimism served in part to perpetuate the idea of the campaign's 

potential. Throughout Hamilton retained his faith that victory was near and 

remained convinced that the seizure of Constantinople was possible. lt is at this 

point that 'the second and third strands of the heroic-romantic myth begin to 

overlap. Whilst promoting himself and the achievements of his campaign, 

Hamilton was also projecting certain ideas about the strategy and the reasons 

for its failure. These were that the strategy was a sound and imaginative idea 

and that failure resulted from mistakes made in London, particularly by 

Kitchener. This idea was present throughout the Diary and was vital to the 

vindication of Hamilton and his campaign. 

There are numerous examples of Hamilton's optimistic nature. He seems to 

have found the positive in every situation: the Turks lost more, we seized 

prisoners, we took a certain number of trenches. He always had a relatively 

palatable explanation for set-backs: we only had to fall back because of fatigue, 

lack of high explosives, shrapnel and so on. Such explanations did not 

denigrate the honour of his men but quietly and continually pushed the idea that 

London had failed them. An example of Hamilton's optimism was his encounter 

with Lord Brassey on 15 August. He shocked Hamilton by his talk of defeat and 

the hopelessness of the task: 

The dear old man gave me a warm greeting, but also something of a 
shock by talking about our terrible defeat: by condoling and by saying I 
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had been asked to do the impossible. I have not been asked to do 
anything impossible in taking Constantinople. The feat is perfectly 
feasible. For the third time since we began it trembled in the balance a 
week ago. Nor is the capture of Suvla Bay and the linking up thereof with 
Anzac a defeat: a cruel disappointment, no doubt, but not a defeat; for, 
two more such defeats, measured in mere acreage, will give us the 
Narrows.54 

This expression of faith came after the Suvla landings, but it is possible to detect 

a wavering in Hamilton's spirit from that first week in August onwards. Of course 

before that there are moments in the Diary of frustration, irritation or 

disappointment, but with the dwindling hope of Suvla a rising panic is palpable. 

Hamilton's disquiet grew as he attempted to intervene at Suvla: Stopford the 

local commander was reluctant to drive on and take risks, and an air of 

complacency prevailed whilst the advantage of surprise was lost. Hamilton 

became disconsolate: 

We were holding our own; the Welsh Division are coming in this morning; 
but we have not sweated blood only to hold our own; our occupation of 
the open key positions has been just too late! The element of surprise -
wasted! The prime factor set aside for the sake of other factors! Words 
are no use.55 

'Words are no use.' This was the ultimate expression of dejection for a man like 

Hamilton. His sense of doom and foreboding grew further. On 2 September, he 

54 Ibid., pp 105-6. 
55 Ibid., p.71 . 
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reports a nightmare of the night before: 'I was lying in my little camp bed, and yet 

I was being drowned, held violently under the Hellespont.'56 But even after the 

final failure of the offensive in late August and his recall, he retained his 

optimistic belief in the potential of the campaign and the possibility of victory: 

Whenever I get home I shall do what I can to convince K[itchener] that the 
game is still in his hands if only he will shake himself free from slippery 
politics; come right out here and run the show himself. Constantinople is 
the only big big hit lying open on the map at this moment. 57 

Hamilton's optimism is an important element in the myth of Gallipoli. During 

the campaign it was also an important part of his leadership style and in the 

maintenance of morale: a commander, he noted, 'may still help to win the battle 

by putting a brave face upon the game when it seems to be up. By his character 

he may still stop the rot and inspire his men to advance once more'.58 But it was 

a double-edged sword: it simultaneously damaged the campaign as a whole. 

Hamilton's cables lulled the politicians into a false impression of developments 

at Gallipoli. The actions of the pessimistic Ashmead-Bartlett during his return to 

London in June therefore caused disquiet amongst them. Hamilton received a 

questioning letter from an unidentified friendly statesman59 following the 

establishment of the Dardanelles committee. In his reply on 29 July, Hamilton 

56 Ibid., p.163. 
57 Ibid., p.273. 
58 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.141. 
59 The manuscript identifies him as Lo~d Selborne, Hamilton papers, 7/10/3 p.262 I. 

.-,• 

311 



considered the interplay of personality and the interpretation of events as 

presented in cables: 

I am not quite sure that I clearly understand your meaning about cabling 
home the exact truth. Is there any occasion on which I have failed to do 
so?' I should be very sorry indeed to think I had consciously or 
unconsciously misled anyone by my cables. There is always, of course, 
the broad spirit of a cable which depends on the temperament of the 
sender. lt is either tinged with hope or it has been dictated by one who 
fears the worst. If you mean that you would prefer a pessimistic tone 
given to my appreciations, then I am afraid you will have to get another 
General.60 

Although Hamilton denied that he had been misleading, his chief cipher officer, 

Orlo Williams, confirms Robert Rhodes James' opinion that Hamilton's letters 

and telegrams were 'notably, and fatally, inconsistent.'61 In a 1929 article, 

Williams used the example of a telegram drafted on 9 May which stressed the 

need for more reinforcements and armaments, the lack of which was precluding 

further progress. This telegram was re-drafted the next morning with assurances 

of prospective success and strong morale, as befitted Hamilton's optimistic 

mood. Williams commented on the revised telegram, 

This last remark, true of himself, was quite untrue of the troops, as even I 
well knew: their confidence, especially in those who framed their orders, 
had received a rude shock and was never afterwards quite regained. But 
it was typical of Sir lan Hamilton, both now and later, that he would dilute 

60 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, 11, p.39. 
61 Robert Rhodes James, 'General Sir lan Hamilton' in Field Marshal Sir Michael Carver (ed.) 
Military commanders of the twentieth century: the war lords (London, 1976), p.92. -,. 
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cogently drafted reports with literary palliatives and comforting trimmings 
that were justified less by facts than by his own personal convictions. 62 

The tension regarding cables was felt on both sides at Hamilton's G.H.Q. 

Hamilton complained in his manuscript of his officials attempts to alter his 

cables, seemingly because it made them dull: 

I wrote cables, which I may at least say they are descriptive as far as 
official phraseology will admit, and they are turned by some miserable 
people somewhere into horrible bureaucratic cliches or dead languages, 
i.e. - we have made an appreciable advance; the situation remains 
unchanged; and similar god-damned phrases. Enough themselves to turn 
the most interesting news into soporifics. 63 

Hamilton's objection was really that the bureaucratic cliches punctured the 

romance of war, revealing something more like the stark truth that his flowing 

phrases tended to obscure. 

Another of Hamilton's attributes reinforced the damaging effects of his 

optimism on his cables. This was his chivalrous view of warfare and honourable 

code of behaviour. Such chivalry contributes to the heroic strand of the Gallipoli 

myth, but since it inclined Hamilton towards a deferential attitude to his seniors, 

it too played a part in his defeat. Hamilton's tactics and success were 

constrained by a shortage of men, and in particular, a shortage of arms. The 

62 Orlo Williams, 'The Gallipoli Tragedy: Part 1', The Nineteenth Century and After CVI (JulyDec.1929), p.93. 
63 Hamilton papers, 7/10/3, p.208b . ... 
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difficulties of his negotiations with London for further supplies were intricately 

bound up with his deferential relationship with Kitchener. Hamilton had served 

as Kitchener's chief of staff in South Africa and held him in the highest regard. 

Hamilton stifled his own ability to influence politics in London because of his 

regard for ·propriety in communicating with superiors. He therefore limited 

himself solely to corresponding with Kitchener and the War Office, thus 

precluding communication with Asquith or Churchill. He informed Churchill of 

his decision on 12 March: 

I must not in loyalty tell you too much of my War Office conversation, but I 
see I shall need some courage in stating my opinions, as well as in 
attacking the enemy; also that the Cabinet will not be quite eye to eye 
whatever I may have to say!!64 

Closing this avenue may well have damaged his operations, for to have kept his 

eloquent and dynamic friend better informed could have influenced important 

supply decisions. On several occasions Hamilton expressed his frustration at 

not being able to contact Churchill and the Admiralty in order to secure, for 

example, high explosive shells or aeroplanes. 65 The sense of loss at Churchill's 

resignation was reinforced by Hamilton's prescient comparison of his friend to 

Pitt.66 

64 Hamilton to Churchill, 12 March 1915 (Martin Gilbert, Winston S. Churchill. Ill, companion part 
I, July 1914- April1915 (London, 1972), p.683). 
65 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.161, p.287. 
66 Ibid., p.240. 
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Having limited himself to communicating solely with Kitchener, Hamilton 

compounded the situation by not pressing his views hard enough. One result of 

this was the imposition of Stopford. Hamilton's deference towards Kitchener 

prevented him from insisting upon his own choice of commander for the landings 

at Suvla br from rejecting Stopford - a man wholly unsuited to the task who was 

chosen only on grounds of his superiority. In the manuscript, Hamilton 

commented upon these difficulties. He felt he could have argued with a civilian 

but not with a soldier: 

A Field Marshal Secretary of State for War has his drawbacks. Imagine 
Brodrick in the South African War nominating the Column Commanders. 
K. would not have stood it for five minutes. Nor would Lord Bobs. But 
when the head of the Army under the King and constitution happens also 
to be head of the Army as a soldier ... ?67 

More importantly, having promised to undertake an operation with a specified 

contingent of men and supplies, Hamilton felt honour bound to attempt to stand 

by this, even though the nature of the operation had fundamentally changed. He 

also took it upon himself to understand the constraints placed upon Kitchener by 

domestic politics and operations elsewhere. This added a further disincentive to 

demand more reinforcements. Yet it was his place to request what was 

necessary, leaving the decision as to what was possible to Kitchener. Hamilton 

67 Hamilton papers, 7/10/3, p.192. William St John Brodrick was the Secretary of State for War 
until 1903. Lord Roberts replaced Buller as Commander-in-Chief in South Africa with Lord 
Kitchener as his chief of staff in late :1899 . 
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was concerned not to ask for too much: 'Nothing easier than to ask for 150,000 

men and then, if I fail say I didn't get what I wanted, but the boldest leaders, 

Bobs, White, Gordon, K., have always "asked for more" with a most queasy 

conscience.'68 Hamilton didn't want to cry wolf as a matter of honour. 

Furthermore, Hamilton struggled to strike a balance between persuading the 

politicians of his need for more of everything and the fear of frightening them 

away from the whole scheme. Therefore, for example, when he was presented 

with a golden opportunity for candour, Hamilton humoured Kitchener instead. 

He cabled privately on 19 May: 'You need not be despondent at anything in 

situation. Remember that you asked me to answer on the assumption that you 

had adequate forces at your disposal, and I did so.'69 

Hamilton's chivalrous attitudes are also apparent in his dealings with his 

subordinate commanders. Here too, it damaged the progress of the campaign. 

Having accepted each officer, his attitude seems to have been that he must trust 

them and leave them to get on with the task in hand once his orders had been 

given.70 The same attitude led him to persevere in capturing Gallipoli - he had 

68 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.228. 
69 Ibid., p.238. 
70 Hamilton was not unique in holding this attitude which was based on sound reasons of 
practicality. John Bourne describes how divisional commanders in the First World War either 
became cut off from his headquarters if they went to visit the trenches or they remained 
psychologically cut off at headquarters. (John Bourne, 'British Generals in the First World War', 
in G.D. Sheffield (ed.), Leadership and command: the Anglo-American military experience since 
1861 (London, 1997), p.1 05). Bourne further explains, 'The difficulties of leadership and 
command faced by divisional commanders were even more severe at corps, army and G.H.Q. 
level. Corps and army were the operational level of command during the First World War, 
responsible for planning and executing individual battles. [ ... ] The army level of command did not 
exist at all before the outbreak of war and was only created at the end of 1914.' (p.1 07) . 
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taken on the task and been trusted to do so, therefore even though the situation 

had changed he felt honour bound to carry on. His inactivity at the initial 

landings resulted from his perception of the detached role of the commander. 

For example, when he sensed an opportunity at Y beach, he was only tentative 

in his wire to Hunter Weston: 'Would you like to get some more men ashore on 

'Y' beach?'71 Only in a dire emergency did he forcefully intervene and give his 

'dig, dig, dig,' order to the Anzac commanders pondering evacuation.72 This 

self-imposed impotence was repeated during the Suvla landings. Although 

concerned about his new landing and having received only scant information, he 

responded to the commander of the IXth Corps, 'You and your troops have 

indeed done splendidly. Please tell Hammersley how much we hope from his 

able and rapid advance.'73 Hamilton should have replied in far blunter terms 

demanding information and progress. He was far too slow to act upon his 

private misgivings, to assert himself and to relieve Stopford of command. 

Similarly, it has been suggested that Hamilton was unable to impose his will 

upon his staff, to the detriment of the campaign. Bean wrote of this situation in 

his diary, 

71 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.133. 
72 Ibid., p.144. 
73 Hamilton, Gallipoli Diary, 11, footnote p.59 . 
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lt is rather a fault of character than of intellect that has caused him to fail. 
He has not the strength to command his staff - they command him; 
especially Braithwaite; his chief of staff, with whom he is on the worst of 
terms, I believe has commanded this expedition.74 

Bean went on to reveal more of this disastrous interplay of Hamilton's deference 

and optimism: 

Hamilton has not the strength to give those with whom he is surrounded a 
straight out blow from the shoulder - however much the situation demands 
it. To mix the metaphor- he has an unlucky ability for gilding the pill.75 

Hamilton 'gilded the pill' not only in commanding his subordinates or 

corresponding with his superiors, but also in formulating his later criticism. This 

partly resulted from the very difficult position in which he found himself. He 

wanted to show that he had been let down by London and by Kitchener, but he 

probably felt that it was dangerous to openly attack such an important and 

revered figure. He probably also felt some loyalty to his former chief. This 

chivalry was a further brake on criticism. Hamilton's solution came in two parts. 

Firstly he published a very full description of his preparations for the landing 

which amounted to approximately one fifth of the Dial)ls length. This 

demonstrated how difficult the task of landing on the peninsula was, and how 

74 K. Fewster (ed.), Gallipoli correspondent: the frontline diary of C.E.W. Bean (Sydney, 1983), 
pp.169-70. Hamilton never gives an indication in his book that his relations with Braithwaite may 
have been strained. Nor have I been able to locate any references to this in his papers, 
nonetheless this allegation is made quite frequently by contemporaries. 
75 Ibid., p.170. : 
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inadequate were the War Office preparations and how hastily he was expected 

to depart from London. In the course of this explanation he mentions his 

reasons for leaving his A and Q staff behind in Egypt temporarily, portraying it as 

a sensible arrangement and thereby rebutting a criticism of the Dardanelles 

commissibn. 76 In the course of this description of his preparations, Hamilton did 

not explicitly criticise Kitchener, but did express regret that sufficient planning, 

which could have much improved the situation, had not been possible.77 This 

section establishes the idea that the campaign was ill -served by the War Office 

and that the very achievement of landing on the peninsula was extraordinary. 

The second of Hamilton's solutions to explaining failure without explicit 

criticism was to insert the text of many of the cables and letters that passed 

between Hamilton and London. In a manner reminiscent of his stance 

welcoming the fullest possible disclosure of documents for the Dardanelles 

commission, Hamilton allowed the cables to tell their own story. They provided 

copious evidence of Hamilton's attempts to secure further men and armaments. 

They are supplemented by two appendices on the artillery situation which 

confirm his criticisms. 78 The result was the creation of the impression that 

76 Gallipoli diary, I, p.80. 
77 Ibid., p.47. 
78 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, 11, Appendix 1: 'Statement on Artillery by Brigadier-General Sir Hugh 
Simpson Baikie, ex-commander of the British Artillery at Cape Helles'; Appendix 11 : 'Notes by 
Lieutenant-Colonel Charles Rosenthal, Commanding 3rd Australian Field Artillery Brigade, 1st 
Australian Division, relating to ArtillerY at Anzac, from 25 April to 25 August 191 5' . 
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Hamilton was continuously being rebuffed by a short-sighted War Office without 

the need to complain with ill-grace and at length in the text of the Diary. 

lt should be noted that having demonstrated the extreme provocations he 

encountered, Hamilton did often express his exasperation. On 5 May, for 

example, tie received a cable urging him to push on whilst the War Office 

reconsidered the situation, his response concluded: 

it's not the advice that riles me: it's the fact that people who have made a 
mistake, and should be sorry, slur over my appeal for the stuff advances 
are made of and yet continue to urge us on as if we were hanging back.79 

The fact that Hamilton pressed for more on many occasions and that the War 

Office were wrong to put him in this position, does not contradict the point stated 

earlier that Hamilton did not press hard enough. He admitted as much in 1921: 

With too rare exceptions I was mealy mouthed in my cables and kept my 
outspokenness for my diary. lt was wrong. Yet K. was so formidable - so 
enormous a Personage that there is a certain excuse. Through the Diary 
I am always struggling up against his Colossus who overshadows my 
whole horizon - and that is what has led so many reviewers to think I am 
attacking K. who really was looming too big in my mind.80 

79 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.198. 
80 Hamilton to Spenser Wilkinson, 27 May 1921, Hamilton papers, 13/113. 

-.. 

320 



Yet, despite the continuous subtext in the Diary blaming Kitchener, Hamilton 

tried to deny that it was his aim to belittle the Secretary of State. In a footnote 

attributed to 1920, he wrote, 

all the time I was conscious, and am still more so now, of K.'s greatness. Still more so 
now because, when I compare him with his survivors, they seem measurable, he 
remains immeasurable. 
I wish very much I could make people admire Lord K. understandingly. [ ... ] K. was an 
individualist. He was a Master of Expedients; the greatest probably the world has ever 

81 
seen. 

Perhaps these sentiments explain why Hamilton in revealing Kitchener's 

mistakes and weaknesses, tended to portray him as a great man in the wrong 

job, surrounded by dangers. He later explained his view of Kitchener in The 

commander. Commenting on Lord Esher's The tragedy of Lord Kitchener, he 

wrote: 

I would only add to his description of K. struggling to raise a national army 
- in which he succeeded so well - and, above all, struggling to keep his 
head above water as a member of the War Cabinet and the Head of the 
War Office, by saying this: what Lord Esher, and more so, many others 
have failed to realize is that K. was utterly out of his depth. K. wanted to 
be a Supreme Commander and wasn't in a position to be one.82 

An illustration of this in the Diary is Hamilton's concerned response to a 

despondent cable from the War Office on 21 May. Hamilton noted that it had 

81 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p238. 
82 Hamilton, The commander, pp.129-30 . 
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been written on the day of Churchill:sand Fisher's resignations. He wrote warily 

of the sinister politicians that Kitchener faced - in the book they are 'masked 

figures', in the manuscript, worse still, they were 'dirk and stiletto men'.83 

Hamilton suggested that Kitchener was not at his best in such a situation. 

Rather his' strength lay in his ability to focus on the task in hand and to act 

immediately on that: 'But to-day, though he sees, the power of believing in his 

own vision and of hanging on to it like a bulldog, seems paralysed.'84 Hamilton 

blamed not only the politicians around Kitchener, but in his manuscript the poor 

calibre of his staff too: 

as surely as Samson's force lay in the length of his hair, so did his, K.'s, 
in the strength of his Staff; in his magic gift of making his immediate 
entourage into a band of devoted slaves. And those old slaves of his 
were really capable fellows. Now, I fear, K. begins to think he did it all:
peace with the Boers, victory over the Viceroy. So in a sense he did, but 
only by working his vague, sometimes childish thoughts through the mill 
of the brains of his intimates.85 

Hamilton sought to defend his personal honour by portraying his optimistic 

and chivalrous nature and by demonstrating that he had done all he could to 

ensure the success of the campaign. In so doing, he incidentally revealed how 

these virtues were also personal failings. The honour of the campaign and its 

participants (i.e. strand two of the myth) is intricately bound up with the reasons 

83 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.240 and Hamilton papers, 7/10/3, p.154a. 
84 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.279. 
85 Hamilton papers, 7/10/3, p.155. ·· 
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for its failure - the responsibility of Kitchener, the War Office, and the politicians 

- the proximity to victory and the potential implications of success. Thus in 

addition to establishing the culpability of Kitchener and the War Office and his 

optimistic assertions of near-success, Hamilton also pushed his 'Easterner' view 

of the potential consequences of the capture of Constantinople. Hamilton was 

most outspoken in his expression of these ideas in The commander, a book not 

published in his lifetime: 

the one venture in combined operations that we tried was the 
Dardanelles: a venture that was given less than half support; where the 
stores were loaded in the wrong order; where shipments of shells were 
sometimes of the wrong calibre; and where every scrap of material was 
begrudged. When, in spite of all this, the venture - this "sideshow" - was 
about to pay a real dividend for the lives it had cost, the Government lost 
their nerve and put paid to our last hope of ending the war in 1916.86 

In the Diary, Hamilton implanted this idea from the very beginning by quoting 

Kitchener's final words~ to him: 'If the Fleet gets through, Constantinople will fall 

of itself and you will have won, not a battle, but the war.'87 Another of his other 

numerous expressions of faith in the strategy came in an apparently far sighted 

passage propounding the need to recognise that the war will be won by military 

86 Hamilton, The commander, pp.139-40. As has been noted before, the suggestion that victory 
in Gallipoli might have led to the defeat of Germany in 1916 is not feasible. 
87 Hamilton, Gallipoli diary, I, p.16. : 

· .. 

323 



and economic warfare in tandem, 'How can economic victory be won? (1) by 

enlisting the sympathy of America; (2) by taking Constantinople.'88 

The response to Gallipoli diary 

Gallipoli diary was published in May 1920 and was widely reviewed.89 Whilst 

some reviewers made criticisms of Hamilton's conduct, most accepted his basic 

argument that he was ill-served by the government. These extracts from the 

unsigned review in the Daily Express can be taken as being broadly 

representative of the general tone: 

As in his "Staff Officers' Scrap Book," General Hamilton reveals himself 
as perhaps the greatest journalist who ever wore uniform. His literary 
style is almost wholly free from any reproach, his descriptive reporting is 
magnificent in its imaginative realism, and his judgments of men and 
things are shrewd, humorous, and always chivalrous. A man to love, a 
commander to inspire affection, a chief to deserve the loyalty with which 
he defends subordinates and - and always the ready writer. [ ... ] 

Sir lan reveals very fully the incompetence of Whitehall and the 
handicaps of his task. He drives new nails into new coffins. He explains 
the tragic limitations, while he eulogises the merits, of Lord Kitchener's 
last phase. He shows in sharpest outline the repetition in Gallipoli of all 
the administrative blunders that made the Crimea horrible and of many 
tactical absurdities which made the Boer war deadly. [ ... ] 

88 Ibid., p.338. 
89 A book of press cuttings concerning Gallipoli diary is to be found in Hamilton's papers, file 
3m. -
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This is essentially a book to read both for the pleasure of reading so well 
made a book and as an exercise in the revelation of human agonies. lt 
has its value as a side-light on the great war and its conduct. 90 

The Diary served to stir up the Murdoch controversy once more and this was the 

focus of. the reviews in Australia. This had been Hamilton's aim. He wrote to 

Churchill prior to the book's publication: 

One line before you read the Diary. I have thought it best to have the 
story printed quite complete but that does not necessarily mean that I 
intend to publish all that is now contained therein. For instance, I don't 
think I shall publish Granard's letter for he behaved quite decently 
afterwards and said he was sorry. As to the wickedness at the end which 
bust up the show there I am quite prepared to face libel action or anything 
else so that I can have the truth out. 91 

Hamilton also received many private letters of congratulations on Gallipoli 

diary. These would seem to suggest, in combination with the newspaper 

reviews, that publication of the Diary struck a chord with many and helped to 

alter opinion on the Gallipoli campaign. Three examples will illustrate this point: 

I knew you had great difficulties with the W.O., but until I read your book I 
never realised a fraction of what these difficulties were. Had the W.O. 
supported you adequately, it is difficult to appreciate what the result might 
have been . I often think however that the wearing down of the Turkish 
Regular Army on the Gallipoli Peninsula assisted the Allied Cause more 
than any temporary success would have done. I say temporary, because 
the capture of Achi Baba or Chunuk Bair would have brought down heavy 

90 'I an Hamilton's Defence - diary of a tragic campaign', Daily Express, 17 May 1920, Hamilton 
~apers, 17/43, p.8. 

1 Hamilton to Churchill, 15 Decemb,er 1919, Churchill papers, CHAR 2/106/152 . 
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German reinforcements to check further progress. As it was, both 
Jerusalem and Baghdad were gained on the shores of the Gallipoli 
Peninsula.92 

Though we failed time after time to achieve our objective we are now 
greatly encouraged by the masterly and courageous evidence from you 
that the failure was not the fault of those who did the fighting. 93 

Anyhow your book gave me an illustration in last evening's sermon for the 
"righr spirit". I told my people of the [?] glory and sadness of your book -
and that we who served under you loved and honoured you chiefly for 
your "spirit" and chivalry. 94 

Despite such reactions to Gallipoli diary, however, it has been suggested by 

both Edward Spiers95 and John Robertson96 that the real turning point in the 

public perception of Gallipoli came with the publication of Churchill's The world 

crisis 1915.97 Churchill echoed his friend Hamilton's arguments. In particular, he 

produced a robust defence of the Eastern strategy which he had worked so hard 

to implement in government and for which he had subsequently received so 

much criticism. Indeed, in his preface he wrote, 'Upon me more than any other 

person the responsibility' for the Dardanelles and all that it involved had been 

cast.'98 Churchill therefore repeatedly emphasised the damaging effect of the 

piecemeal dispatch of men and ammunitions, and he explicitly blamed Kitchener, 

92 General Sir Beauvoir de Lisle to Hamilton, 31 May 1920, Hamilton papers, 7/10/12. 
93 Capt. W. Henry Williams to Hamilton, 17 May 1920, Hamilton papers, 7/10/12. 
94 Henry A. Hall to Hamilton, 24 May 1920, Hamilton papers, 7/10/12. · 
95 Edward Spiers, 'Gallipoli' in Brian Bond (ed.), The First World War and British military history 
~Oxford, 1991), pp.168-170. 

6 John Robertson, Anzac and empire: the tragedy and glory of Gallipoli (London, 1990), p.271. 
97 W.S. Churchill, The world crisis 1915 (London, 1923). 
~ . 
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and the authorities in London, for this. Describing the preparations for the 

August operations, Churchill wrote: 

There is no principle of war better established than that everything should 
be massed for the battle. [ ... ] This high prudence cannot be discerned in 
Lord Kitchener's preparations at this time. 99 

Churchill couched his argument in a particularly powerful expression of the other 

facets of the heroic-romantic myth. The following description of the attack led by 

Doughty-Wylie on 26 April conveys something of Churchill's eloquence: 

When the cannonade ceased the English and Irish soldiers mingled 
together, animated by a common resolve, issued forth from the shattered 
houses of Sedd-ei-Bahr, and in broad daylight by main force and with 
cruel sacrifice stormed the redoubt and slew its stubborn defenders. The 
prolonged, renewed, and seemingly inexhaustible efforts of the survivors 
of these three battalions, their persistency, their will power, their physical 
endurance, achieved a feat of arms certainly in these respects not often , if 
ever surpassed in the history of either island race. 100 

A contemporary of Churchill's later warned against the powers of his dazzling 

rhetoric: 

99 Ibid., p.429. 
100 Ibid., p.324. 
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The very attractiveness of Mr. Churchill's writing of itself constitutes a 
danger; for the layman may well be led to accept facile phrase and 
seductive argument for hard fact and sober reasoning. 101 

Robin Prior has managed to look beyond Churchill's facile phrases and has 

meticulously dissected his work; 102 because of his work, this thesis will only deal 

with The world crisis 1915 briefly. Prior notes that Churchill misleadingly 

employed quotations from his contemporary correspondence, 103 that he 

amended his work to shift blame on to Kitchener, 104 that he glossed over 

logistical considerations and other difficult issues, 105 and invoked fate to explain 

away failure. 106 Churchill also constructed his account so as to avoid 

embarrassing Hamilton particularly regarding the plan for the April landings and 

the battle of late August. 107 This was due, in part, to the fact that Churchill was 

101 Colonel the Lord Sydenham of Combe et al The world crisis by Winston Churchill: a criticism 
~London, 1928) p.6. 
02 Robin Prior, Churchill's 'World crisis' as history (London, 1983). Churchill's memoirs and work 

as a historian have been the subject of much interest. Works in this area include, Malcolm 
Muggeridge 'Churchill the biographer and historian' in Charles Eade (ed.) , Churchill by his 
contemporaries (London, 1953), pp.343-352; Herbert Leslie Stewart, Sir Winston Churchill as 
writer and speaker (London, 1954); Maurice Ashley, Churchill as historian (London, 1968); F.W. 
Deakin, 'Churchill the historian', Churchill Memorial Lecture (Zurich, 1968); lan Beckett, 'Frocks 
and brasshats' in Brian Bond (ed.) The First World War and British military history (Oxford, 
1991), pp.89-112; Robert Slake, 'Winston Churchill as historian' in Wm. Roger Louis (ed.), 
Adventures with Britannia: personalities. politics and culture in Britain (London, 1995), pp.41-50; 
John Ramsden, 'That will depend on who writes the history.' Winston Churchill as his own 
historian (Inaugural lecture at Queen Mary and Westfield College, London, 22 October 1996. 
London, 1997). · 
103 Prior, Churchill's 'World crisis' , p.71 
104 Ibid. , p.140 
105 Ibid., p.139 
106 Ibid., p.279. 
107 Ibid., p.138 and p.169 
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relying on Hamilton and Aspinall for information on the military campaign and 

therefore did not realise some of the mistakes that had been made. 108 

Despite the fame and influence of Churchill's work, it may still be concluded 

that General Sir lan Hamilton has had an important impact on the perception of 

the Gallipoli campaign. John Lee has suggested, based on similarities in their 

language, that Gallipoli diary influenced Liddell Hart's thoughts on the strategy of 

the indirect approach. 109 As has been noted, Hamilton influenced his friend 

Churchill, and was also close friends with John Masefield, another prominent 

defender of Gallipoli. He encouraged Henry Nevinson to write, what was for 

some years, one of the main texts on the campaign. He worked hard to 

influence the Dardanelles commission and the official history. In his Gallipoli 

diary he produced one individual's view of the campaign, it is the commander's 

response. Its format brought to the author a freedom of expression denied to 

him in the context of the official responses. lt is therefore distinctly different from 

his Despatches, his literary skill and his purpose made it different from the 

narratives of other senior officers. Hamilton's purpose was not simply to bear 

witness to his own experience of the campaign, but to elevate the reputation of 

the campaign. He therefore expressed the romance and heroism of the 

108 Ibid., p.139 
109 John Lee, 'Sir I an Hamilton after the war: a liberal General reflects', draft article, pp.13-14. 
This comment was not included when this article was published in edited form in Hugh Cecil and 
Peter Liddle (eds.), Facing Armageddon: the First World War experienced (London, 1996), 
pp.879-887. .. 
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campaign and he gave an unfettered explanation of its conduct. This was his 

reply to his critics and his own apologia as well. 
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Conclusion 

The power of the heroic-romantic myth of Gallipoli is demonstrated by the 

example of John North. North was a qualified barrister who published several 
. 

novels in the 1920s.1 North was a veteran of the Western Front, not Gallipoli, 

but became obsessed by it during a visit to the peninsula in 1926, thereafter he 

read every book he could find on the subject and revisited the peninsula on 

several occasions. His book on the subject, Gallipoli: the fading visiod was 

published to coincide with the twenty-first anniversary of the decisive naval 

encounter of 18 March 1915 which led to the launch of the campaign.3 

What had captured North's imagination was a vision of the campaign's 

glamour. But a conversation with a friend in 1934 changed his view. North 

recalled, 

Not long before I sailed a Gallipoli friend asked me why in heaven's name 
I kept on returning to that scene of senseless horror and sacrifice; and 
these four words had stuck in my mind. Was it possible that they did 
indeed sum up the simple truth about a campaign which had hitherto 
attracted me because of the tragic immensity of its theme? Had the 
classical setting for the campaign made it difficult to turn an objective eye 
upon the campaign itself? I went back to the books I had not opened for 
nearly four years; I proceeded steadily to read them through; and as 

1 Catalogue details of Major John North, BA LLB (1894-1973) , London, Liddell Hart Centre for 
Military Archives . 
2 John North, Gallipoli: the fading vision (London, 1936). 
3 Publicity release, 'Gallipoli again' , North papers, 1/4a/5. 
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steadily my mood of disillusion deepened. lt seemed that Gallipoli could 
not survive its own story. 4 

North argues that the classical associations of the area have obscured the true 

story of the campaign and therefore promises of his book, 'All classical opiates 

will, therefore, be absent from this volume; the snows of lda will go unsung.'5 

North appears to be rejecting the heroic-romantic myth as a 'fading vision', but 

in fact he is merely discarding its most overtly romantic aspects: 

Nevertheless I still cherish a conviction that the reader may find the story 
of Gallipoli not to be dependent on an entirely false glamour for the 
attention and the admiration it has secured in the past. The story, indeed, 
must always be deserving of an adjective that has never been more 
abused than in its association with this campaign: but in so far as it 
relates the triumph of human endurance over suffering and peril that story 
is epic.6 

it is without irony that North dedicates his book 'to all those who had the good 

fortune to serve in Gallipoli'. 7 His conclusion reveals that he remained deeply 

affected by the aura that surrounds Gallipoli. He seems to acknowledge that the 

myth has elevated Gallipoli to more than simply a strip of land: 

Even those who return to the Peninsula to keep an appointment with the 
dead intrude upon its loneliness, its emptiness, its shattering silence. 
However, perhaps it is not upon Gallipoli that they intrude. Gallipoli is no 

4 North, Fading vision, p.17. 
5 Ibid., p.19. 
6 Ibid., p.20 .. 
7 Ibid., unpaginated dedication and p.16. 
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longer a narrow neck of land set in the blue or the grey of the sea. If it is 
anything at all, it is a country of the mind.8 

Therefore, although North appears to see through those who add to the romance 

of the campaign, his writing nonetheless serves to add to the dignified tragedy of 

the campaign. This description of the Anzacs, for example, is elegiac in tone: 

During these three and a half months, the Australian and New Zealand 
Army Corps, with an average fighting strength of rather more than twenty 
thousand rifles, clung precariously to that narrow tract of territory which is 
likely to bear its name until the Peninsula itself shall relapse into a last 
silence. Although they were never in real danger of being pushed back 
into the sea, these twenty thousand men were called upon to fight 
strenuously and heroically to defend their cavelike existence on the 
slopes of those hills which they were to consecrate by such a 'sum of 
bravery' that there must for ever reside in the name of Anzac a magic and 
a splendour to uplift all hearts. The Anzac that has come down to history 
is the domestic human story of this unique community of men, leading an 
utterly self-contained existence on a desert strip of land. In the broad 
canvas of the campaign they enter the picture when the main thrust 
towards the Narrows was transferred from Helles to the Anzac front. Not 
until then were they given an opportunity of entering into possession of 
those hills that-would have represented for them the gates of freedom and 
the way of victory. This opportunity they were unable to seize. lt is a 
supreme irony of history that the glamorous story of Anzac should move 
to final disaster immediately it joins the main narrative of the campaign. 9 

Another of his descriptions of the Anzacs is clearly influenced by Bean and the 

Anzac legend in the way it dwells admiringly on their character and fighting 

prowess. 10 North has also obviously been impressed by Hamilton's description 

8 Ibid. , p.360. 
9 Ibid. , pp.187-8. 
10 Ibid. , p.189. 
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of the campaign. Like Nevinson, North's own opinion was doubtless reinforced 

by the cooperation of the general. 11 He adds lustre to Hamilton's image as a 

loyal and imaginative general of great destiny. 12 Paraphrasing William Slake's 

Jerusalem, North writes, 

But the Commander-in-Chief never lost faith, nor ceased from mental 
fight, nor let his sword sleep in his hand; nor did he put the blame for 
failure on some 'implacable and malign destiny'. No support will be found 
in Gallipoli Diary for the easy doctrine that 'the hostile gods were 
marshalled against the Mediterranean Expeditionary Force', or that the 
gods 'ordained' that it should fail. 'Nothing happens without a cause,' 
wrote the Greek philosopher, 'but everything for a reason and by 
necessity.' Gallipoli Diary touches the heights of the human spirit, and is 
aflame with a dazzling clearness of vision and apprehension that can 
leave no doubt that the expedition to Gallipoli was led by a commander 
under whom men could be proud to serve. 13 

North also follows Hamilton et a/ in emphasising the third strand of the British 

heroic-romantic myth regarding strategy. He praises Churchill's vision of the 

strategic potential of Gallipoli. 14 He even claims that the peninsula should not 

11 Hamilton offered North the opportunity to consult his 'actual rough diary', and shared his 
suspicions concerning the machinations of Lloyd George and Murdoch's letter. (Hamilton to 
North, 2 November 1934, North papers, 1/3/238; Hamilton to North, 18 December 1934, North 
papers, 1/3/240). lt seems likely that Hamilton corrected drafts of North's book since North 
acknowledges in a letter that 'I could have sworn that there was no mention of 'the wooden horse 
of Tray' in the book, since I was at such pains to keep it out. However, I now realize that it has 
slipped in via Sir I. H.'. (North to unidentified reviewer, 30 February 1936, North papers, 1/3/360). 
12 North, Fading vision, p.244. In a private letter by North, he indicates that his view of Hamilton 
ran counter to that generally held: 'Yesterday I had a long talk with Sir lan and I propose to run 
contrary to contemporary opinion on the question of his leadership. Anyway, the majority are 
always wrong; and I should imagine that the average stuffy general can never be expected to 
understand Sir lan's temperament.' (North to Aspinaii-Oglander, 1 November 1934, North 
papers, 1/3/53). 
13 North, Fading vision, pp.317-8. 
14 Ibid., p.54. 
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have been evacuated because of the damage this did to the Empire.15 

Furthermore, like the Dardanelles commission he identifies the source of 

Gallipoli's failure as its leaders, especially those in London. He writes, 'some 

useful purpose may be served by contrasting the sufferings and the heroisms of 

the 'simple soldier' with the almost superhuman inadequacy of his political and 

military leaders - particularly on the home front.' 16 His criticism of the military 

and particularly the naval leadership at the Dardanelles provoked Aspinall-

Oglander to write the only scornful review of The fading vision. 17 This reaction 

may, however, have been provoked by North's dismissal of the evacuation which 

Aspinall, its planner, considered a personal triumph, and necessitated by 

Aspinall's precarious social position. 18 

Where North diverges from many other earlier accounts of Gallipoli is in the 

explicitness of his description of the campaign as a failure. Yet even this is 

tempered by his admiration for the campaign and in particular, his admiration for 

the heroism of the men. He writes, 

15 Ibid. , p.347. North was supported on this point by Douglas Jerrold. (Jerrold to North, 3 April 
1936, North papers, 1/3/271; Jerrold to North, 9 April 1936, North papers, 1/3/272.) 
16 North, Fading vision, p.32. 
17 Cecil Aspinaii-Oglander, 'Gallipoli Comes of Age- The Twenty First Anniversary', proof article 
for The Observer, Newport, Isle of Wight, County Record Office, Aspinall Papers, OG 113. This 
review was published on 22 March 1936 and can be found in North's collection of reviews, North 
~apers, l/4a/71. 
8 Nevinson apparently told North that Aspinaii-Oglander had offended De Robeck's family by 

downplaying his role in the official history. Like Aspinall, De Robeck's widow and her sister lived 
on the Isle of Wight where these women had great social importance. Aspinall's offence had 
therefore affected him socially. Aspinall's scathing review, which dwelled disproportionately on 
North's treatment of De Robeck, wastherefore an attempt to retrieve the situation. (North to Still, 
31 March 1936, North papers, 1/3/447). 
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lt is the mere magnificence of the bungling that gives cause for 
astonishment; and on this point let it be said that in face of so immense 
and so grievous a failure as Gallipoli, the voice of direct and deliberate 
criticism must be discomfited. Let it also be said that the reproach in 
memory would have been deeper still had the enterprise never been 
attempted. These protagonists, then, without any exception whatsoever, 
failed, whether excusably or otherwise. The only figures in the canvas of 
the campaign who never failed were the men. Never in the whole history 
of the campaign did they fail to go forward when the order was given, 
although it must now be obvious that on nine out of ten occasions that 
order meant the most rudimentary form of self-destruction. [ ... ] If it is still 
possible to think of this story of unrelieved failure as 'splendid', it is only 
because the men redeem it. If they failed at arms, they did not fail in 
death. 19 

John North's work is symptomatic of two trends in the later historiography of 

Gallipoli. The first is the decline of the extravagantly romantic response to the 

campaign which is apparent from the 1930s. Where contemporary authors often 

linked the campaign to its classical surroundings, for example, later authors 

have tended merely to note that this link was often made. The second trend is 

the continuing fascination which the campaign holds. These trends can be 

illustrated by Alan Moorehead's Gallipoli (1956). He eschewed high diction or 

the poetic touches of Masefield or Hamilton, but nonetheless told a compelling 

story that perpetuated the Anzac legend. The following is a good example of a 

modern reference to Gallipoli's classical past which points to its romantic 

19 North, Fading vision, p.354. Harold Nicolson's review noted 'His account is so restrained, so 
inevitable and so well-written that the reader is left with the impression of a noble enterprise 
rather than with the impression of a sorry failure.' (Harold Nicolson, 'Gallipoli Epic', Daily 
Telegraph, 27 March 1936, North pap:ers, 1/4a/71 ) . 
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potential in a low key way. In discussing Liman von Sanders' disposal of his 

forces prior to the April landings, Moorehead writes, 

This arrangement might have been sound enough at the time when 

Xerxes crossed from east to west in his advance on Europe, but to 

Liman's mind it was precisely calculated to lead to the complete 

annihilation of the Army as soon as an enemy attacked from the south.20 

Moorehead's book also demonstrates the renascence of the continuing 

fascination of Gallipoli. There had been a lull in publications about the First 

World War in general during and after the Second World War, but perhaps it is 

significant that it was a book about Gallipoli which re-inspired interest. 21 

lt may be that the coincidence of the publication of Moorehead's book with a 

new British failure in the Mediterranean - Suez - was part of its interest.22 

Gallipoli was certainly in keeping, not only with the British way in warfare, but 

also with the usual outcome of such expeditions. Michael Howard puts the 

campaign into the tradition of the maritime strategy thus: 

The attack on the Dardanelles, a brilliant almost a flawless strategic 

concept, had met the fate of virtually every British amphibious operation 

since the Age of Elizabeth: Lisbon in 1589, Cadiz in 1595, Cadiz again in 

1626, Brest in 1696, Toulon in 1707, Lorient in 1746, Rochefort in 1757, 

20 Alan Moorehead, Gallipoli (Ware, 1997; first published London, 1956), p.86. 
21 Alex Danchev, "Bunking' and Debunking: The Controversies of the 1960s' in Brian Bond (ed.), 

The First World War and British military history (Oxford, 1991 ), p.264. 
22 

1 am grateful to Daniel Todman ,for pointing this out to me . 
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Walcheren in 1809; all brilliant in conception, all lamentable in 

execution. 23 

Indeed, the strategic and operational lessons of the Gallipoli campaign have 

been of continued interest to the armed forces. During the 1920s this first 

modern amphibious campaign was 'exhaustively studied' by the U.S. Marine 

Corps.24 A study by William Puleston25 and a translation of Liman van Sanders' 

memoirs26 emerged from the United States Naval Institute, Annapolis. Gallipoli 

was therefore a direct precursor to the success of the island-hopping strategy in 

the Pacific in the Second World War. Moorehead also claimed that the lessons 

of Gallipoli were of direct use at Dunkirk, the Mediterranean landings and the 

Normandy landings.27 More recently, Admiral Sandy Woodward has noted that the 

delays and misunderstandings of earlier episodes such as Gallipoli haunt combined 

operations and were in his mind when preparing for the operations in the Falklands 

campaign.28 Gallipoli continues to be studied by today's army.29 lt was also the 

subject of a long running course at Oxford University f•o ""- t '1 ~s t"b ''1 <r4 . 

23 M. Howard, Causes of war and other essays (London, 1983), p.206. A further example of the 

lamentable failure of the maritime strategy is Norway in 1940. See also Corelli Barnett, Britain 

and her Army 1509-1970 (London, 1970); Paul Kennedy, Rise and fall of British naval mastery 

~London , 1976); G Till , Maritime strategy and the nuclear age (London, 1982). 
4 Allan R. Millett, Semper fide/is : the history of the United States Marine Corps (New York, 

1980), p.321. 
25 William Dilworth Puleston, The Dardanelles expedition: a condensed study (Annapolis, 1927; 

first published 1926). Hamilton wrote a foreword to Puleston's High command in the World War 

~London, 1934). 
6 Liman von Sanders, Five Years in Turkey (Annapolis , 1927; first published in German in 

1920). Another German memoir of Gallipoli translated into Engl ish in the same period was Hans 

Kannengiesser, The campaign in Gallipoli (London, 1928). 
27 Moorehead, Gallipoli , p.305. 
28 Admiral Sandy Woodward with patrick Robinson, One hundred days: the memoirs of the 

Falklands Battle Group Commander. (London, 1992), p.86 . .... 
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Although Gallipoli, like the Western Front, continues to be studied, it is interesting 

to note the difference in Britain between the Gallipoli Association and the Western 

Front Association. The latter is a serious study group founded in 1980 and 

composed of military historians, whilst the Gallipoli Association was founded 

eleven years earlier in 1969. Its primary purpose appears to be the perpetuation 

of the campaign's memory. This is not the only example of a profound difference 

between responses to the Western Front and to Gallipoli. Indeed, part of the 

Eastern strategy's initial attraction was as an alternative to the Western Front. 

Gallipoli's differentness was an important aspect of its early romance and its 

continued romanticization. lt was fought on a scale - in terms both of men and 

land -that is comprehensible, with comparatively low casualties in a location that 

was utterly different from the plains of northern Europe. Moreover, its strategic 

potential as a means of delivery from the attrition of the Western Front - however 

remote that was in reality - has been a continuous theme in its heroic-romantic 

myth. 

The power of this contrast lies in the popular perceptions of the Western 

Front. That perception is of an unmitigated disaster. Peter Simkins suggests, 

'British popular perceptions of the First World War are still stuck fast in the mud 

of Passchendaele.' He further describes this British fascination with defeat as 

29 See, for example, the chapter by Professor Geoffrey Till of the Joint Services Command and 
Staff College on command at Gallipoli, in a forthcoming book edited by Till and Gary Sheffield . 
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'historical masochism'.30 Despite the ultimate victory of 1918 which rested upon 

improved operational tactics, increasingly skilled soldiers and a successful naval 

blockade, the popular image of the Western Front is of a grotesque and futile 

war, fought in a quagmire at the behest of donkey-like generals.31 

If this Is the source of Gallipoli's resonance in Britain, in Australia the nation-

building Anzac legend has proved to be even more powerful, witness the 

importance of Anzac day in the national calendar. The resultant differing 

national perceptions of the First World War, as well as the differing general 

perceptions of Gallipoli and the Western Front are perhaps illustrated by the 

feature films made on the war in the last two decades. lt appears that there 

have only been two films. The first was the 1981 Australian film, Gallipoli by 

Peter Weir and starring Mel Gibson.32 This was a powerful restatement of the 

Anzac legend. By contrast, the only British film concerning the Western Front 

receiving a cinema release in the last two decades was based on Pat Barker's 

Regeneration. 33 lt focuses on the friendship forged between Wilfred Owen and 

Siegfried Sassoon at Craiglockhart, a hospital on the outskirts of Edinburgh 

30 Peter Simkins, 'Everyman at war: recent interpretations of the front line experience' in Brian 
Bond (ed.) , The First World War and British military history (Oxford, 1991 ), p.311 . 
31 See, G. D. Sheffield, "'Oh! What a Futile War": representations of the Western Front in modern 
British media and popular culture' in lan Stewart and Susan L. Carruthers, War, culture and the 
media: representations of the military in 20th century Britain (Trowbridge, 1996), pp.54-74. 
32 Bill Gammage, David Williamson & Peter Weir, The story of Gallipoli: the film about the men 
who made a legend (Ringwood, Victoria, 1981 ). 
33 Pat Barker, Regeneration (London, 1991 ). In 1979 an American TV movie of Erich M aria 
Remarque's All quiet on the Western Front (London, 1929). 
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treating shellshocked officers. it thus plays to the audience's perception of the 

futility of that theatre. 

Gallipoli shares this sense of exotic and attractive glamour with Lawrence of 

Arabia. Lawrence is a romantic figure, a hero from another theatre of war. That 

his epic memoir of his experience, Seven pillars of wisdom, 34 was a crucial part 

of his myth seems only to add another layer of similarity to Gallipoli. However, 

Lawrence, unlike the Gallipoli campaign, has been the target of de-bunkers.35 

Perhaps this is because Lawrence falsified his account in a way that the myriad 

narratives of Gallipoli did not. Certainly the melancholy and distasteful aspects 

of the Gallipoli campaign have always featured to some extent alongside the 

heroism and romance. Yet, as I have already noted, it was only in 1994 that a 

work on Gallipoli used the word defeat in its title. 36 

The title of Steeliiand Hart's work may not simply be due to a modern cynicism 

but also to their source material. Chapter four's consideration of soldiers' 

personal narratives showed that in some cases Samuel Hynes' idea of the 

nature of the soldiers' tale was applicable. Hynes suggested that soldiers do not 

romanticise war and without what North referred to as 'classical opiates' and the 

like, perhaps it is easier to see Gallipoli for what it really was. Yet despite their 

34 T.E. Lawrence, Seven pillars of wisdom: a triumph (2 vols. London, 1939; first published 
1935). The book was written in 1919 and privately printed in 1919; several other drafts were 
subsequently written and circulated (pp.19-21 ). 
35 Albert Hourani, The myth of T.E. Lawrence' in Wm. Roger Louis (ed.), Adventures with 
Britannia: personalities. politics and culture in Britain (London, 1995), pp.9-24. 
36 Nigel Steel and Peter Hart, Defeat at Gallipoli (London, 1994) . 
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resolutely clear-headed approach, Steel and Hart remain in a minority. An aura 

of romance continues to cling to Gallipoli. 

Cultural historians of the First World War have tended to focus upon either 

Paul Fussell's idea of the war (and specifically the Western Front) as a 

supremely 'ironic and disillusioning experience, or upon the development of the 

Anzac legend.37 This thesis has demonstrated that Fussell's idea, at the very 

least, does not apply to the Gallipoli campaign. On the contrary, Gallipoli 

retained a powerful and durable sense of romance. This romance was based 

upon the Anzac legend in combination with the heroic-romantic myth. These two 

strands are complementary, they are the particular national emphases within the 

grand narrative of Gallipoli. 

This romantic grand narrative of Gallipoli was established prior to 1939. 

Indeed it was firmly in place by the time John North wrote The fading vision in 

1936; most of the pieces of the jigsaw were there after Churchill published The 

world crisis in 1923 and certainly were by 1932 when the second volume of 

Aspinaii-Oglander's official history came out. The themes of romance and 

heroism are threaded throughout the narratives of Gallipoli. Sometimes these 

themes are overtly apparent as in the lyrical propaganda of John Masefield or 

the juvenile and sickly Ernest Raymond. The stoical General Sir lan Hamilton 

37 Paul Fussell, The Great War and modern memory (London, 1975). The work of other cultural 
historians such as Modris Eksteins, Samuel Hynes, Jay Winter, George Mosse and Rosa Maria 
Bracco, as well as the historiography of the Anzac legend was discussed in the introduction. 
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demonstrated the romance of striving, and sought to propagate his view of the 

campaign clandestinely and publicly. Charles Bean, perhaps the most prolific 

and effective mythologiser of Gallipoli, and specifically of the Anzacs, told the 

world of the romance of combat. This was an old notion, but one shorn of the 

grandiloqu'ence of high diction and refreshed and reinvigorated in the context of 

a national epic poem. 

Even those narratives or authors that are less obviously romantic contributed 

to the myths of Gallipoli. A.P. Herbert set out to criticise army discipline, but in 

describing the fall of Harry Penrose he presented Gallipoli as an innocent, 

romantic mirror of the young Harry. Even a critic of the campaign itself like 

Ashmead-Bartlett, did much to promote its reputation initially through his 

despatches. Thereafter his status continued to rely on that of the campaign and 

he therefore perpetuated the idea of its meritorious strategic conception which is 

fundamental to the campaign's attraction. The same idea was central to 

Aspinaii-Oglander's official history which broke from the norms of British official 

history to justify the concept and conduct of the operations. Furthermore, the 

Dardanelles commission in choosing not to castigate the soldiers at Gallipoli and 

in soothing the debate about the campaign, left open the opportunity to portray 

Gallipoli in a more positive light. Similarly, the soldiers'-tale type personal 

narratives are notable for the fact that they did not condemn the campaign 

outright and thereby failed to provide contradictory evidence to those who said it 

was romantic. 
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Three themes have emerged in the course of attempting to explain each 

author's motivation in writing about the campaign: bearing witness, 

commemoration and exculpation. These are not necessarily exclusive 

categories. Bearing witness and commemoration merge into each other where 

the author aspires to remember and record the experience of the campaign or 

record participation in it. This is particularly true of Bean. In his journalistic 

despatches, published piecemeal, his role was to bear witness to the role of the 

Australians in the campaign. When he retold that story in his official history it 

was elevated to become a national memorial. This elevation of the campaign 

entails romance and is the key to both commemoration and exculpation. The 

latter is the key motivation of the prominent British figures associated with 

Gallipoli such as Hamilton, Aspinaii-Oglander and Churchill. Given this context, 

it is possible that the heroic-romantic myth was essentially a product of the 

upper echelons of British society. lt certainly was not repeated in the soldiers' 

tale narratives of front-line participants. But it was seen that not all soldiers' 

narratives fitted Hynes thesis. Moreover, it is not the complexities and confusion 

of the soldiers' tale that have survived, but the simplified romantic narrative 

made from the British heroic-romantic myth and Australian Anzac legend. 

The survival of the notion of Gallipoli as a romantic, heroic, tragic, epic failure 

rather than as the futile, attritional, sickness-ridden defeat that it also was, is 

testament to its continuing fascination and to the resonance of the heroic-

romantic myth of Gallipoli. That this notion has been propelled to a much more 
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prominent place in Australia's national consciousness is testament to the even 

greater resonance of the Anzac legend. The combined power of the myth and 

the legend has ensured that a small and almost marginal campaign is 

remembered throughout the world, whilst most operations on the Western Front 

have been' virtually forgotten. Romance, it seems, is the key to the survival of 

narratives of war. There is no better instance of this truth than in the collective 

record of participants in the Gallipoli campaign who reflected on it in the twenty

five years between 1915 and 1939 . 
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