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Fierp MarsHAL SiR WitLiam Suim, Crier oF THE IMPERIAL GENERAL STAFF

I have chosen to speak to you on
leadership but I am a little diffident
for two reasons. The first is, that if
anybody who has had any command
talks about leadership, he is awfully
inclined to talk about himself and that
gets horribly boring. I shall try not to,
but I probably shall. The second thing
is that I have very often sat where you
are now sitting, and to get up at this
time in the morning to come and
listen to a foreign general talking
about something that a lot of people

have talked to me about already is not
really my idea of a happy morning.
Now you are all officers, and the
be-all and end-all of an officer is to be a
leader. You are also—most of you—
officers of the Armoured Forces, and
in the Armoured Forces, leadership is
required to an extent very much
greater than many other arms of the
service for the very simple reason that
you work in small parties, crews of
vehicles, and your leadership is really
the raw material of leadership. You
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have your men in your own hands,
under your own eyes, and that is the
basis of leadership—your handling of
men. I have been very lucky in my
service. In getting on for forty years of
service, I have commanded everything
from a section of six men to an army
group of a million and a quarter, and,
believe me, while it gets sometimes
more difficult 'and sometimes easier,
thebigger your command, the essentials
of command and leadership are always
the same. It doesn’t matter whether
you command ten men or ten million
men. If you are going to be a leader
you have got to have certain things.
Leadership is a mixture of example,
persuasion, and compulsion. If you
ask me to define what leadership is, I
should say it is the projection of your
own personality so that you get men
to do what you want them to do even
if they aren’t very keen on doing it
themselves. Leadership is the most
intensely personal thing there is in
the world, because leadership is just
plain you. I have told you that leader-
ship is the projection of your person-
ality, so it is not much good starting
off to be a leader unless you have got
personality, and you have got to have
a certain kind of personality. In that
personality you must have certain

This address was delivered by Field
Marshal Slim to officers at Fort Knox,
U.S.A., during a visit to that country
several months ago. It is reproduced in the
Journal by his permission. — Editor.
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qualities. The first of these is courage,
the next is willpower, the third is
initiative and the fourth is know-
ledge, —courage, willpower, initiative
and knowledge. If you haven't got
those, you won't make a leader, and I
would like, if you will allow me, to
talk for a moment or two about those
qualities.

First of all, courage. We all, thank
God, you and I, come of races which
have not failed for want of courage.
We can look back on our history and
we needn’t fear for the courage of our
race, or our races, but an officer
requires something more than mere
physical courage. He must have that.
You must take the lead when it is
most dangerous. The officer must
accept the greatest hazards, but, in
addition to the ordinary physical cour-
age, an officer is required to have a
courage of two kinds, much more than
the men he leads. Now the first thing
that an officer must have is the cour-
age that goes on. Now a British
soldier is no braver than a German, or
an Italian, or an Arab, or a Persian, or
anybody else, but he is, thank God,
brave for a little bit longer, and that is
the kind of bravery that the officer
has to have. You have to go on being
brave. Anybody can be brave for five
minutes, but it takes something to go
on being brave for five weeks. That is
what the officer has to do, that is what
his men look for—that when things
are bad, they look to the officer. We
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can all get along all right when we are
winning. I'm a hell of a general when
I'm winning, but I haven't always
been winning. If you have been a
British General at the beginning of a
war, you will know what I mean.
There always comes a time when the
things go wrong—when your air-
planes are shot out of the sky; when
your guns run out of ammunition;
when it is cold and it’s wet and your
men are hungry, and when a chap’s
heart sinks down into his empty
belly. When that happens, it doesn't
matter whether you are the general
commanding an army or the officer
commanding a platoon or section, you
will find—a lot of you have found it—
you will find there comes a pause and
your men just look at you. They want
to know what to do, and they look to
you to tell them, to lead them. That is
the test of an officer—the test of
leadership, and you won't pass that
test unless you have thought of it and
practised it. Sometimes it is very
dificult. It has happened to me—
men have looked at me to see what I
was going to say and I haven’t known
what the hell to say.

I stepped out of a tank once which
was the only means of communica-
tion I had, and standing outside that
tank there were three of my subor-
dinate commanders, a couple of staff
officers, and one or two other chaps.
The situation was bad. We had got a
division cut off and nothing to get it
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out with. It didn't look as if we
should last very long, and as I stepped
out, I saw those fellows waiting. They
didn’t do anything—they just looked
at me. I didn't know 'what the hell to
say, but I had to say something to
cheer them up, so I said, “Well,
Gentlemen, it might be worse”, and
one of those fellows said, “How?"
The only thing I could think of
answering was °Well, it might be
raining”, and by golly in an hour it
was. Well, I don’t hold that up to you
as an example of leadership, but it is
the sort of thing that does occur, the
sort of thing you have to steel your-
self against—that moment when the
courage and morale of the men you
lead falters, and you, the officer, it
doesn’t matter whether you have one
bar on your shoulder or a couple of
eagles—you are the man who has got
to put that courage and that morale
back into them. For that you need a
long-term courage. The other kind of
courage that you have got to show as
an officer is moral courage. Moral
courage, believe me, is a much rarer
thing than physical courage, much
rarer. All men I have known who have
had moral courage have had physical
courage as well. I can give you a very
small example of moral courage in your
everyday life. A junior officer passes
an enlisted man who doesn't salute
him, The officer has seen it; he
knows the man ought to have saluted
him, but he doesn’t say anyth 13
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doesn’t say anything because, first of
all, perhaps he is a bit shy and he
doesn't say anything because he is
afraid that if he stops this big husky
doughboy, he may get a bit of lip
from him, and then there is trouble.
The real reason why he doesn’t do
what he knows he ought to do, is
because he is frightened, because he
hasn’t got the moral courage to do it.
You want to start young and practise
it, because unless you have got moral
courage, you won't be much good as
an officer.

The second quality I talked about
was willpower. Your job as an officer
is to make decisions, to tell people
'W’bat to do. Well, it is not very
- ksormetimes to-kitow what'you

want to do; the difficulty’is to get' it

done. It is not good enough to give an
order, you have to see that it is
carried out. When you give an order
or make plans that you want carried
through, you will find there are an
awful lot of things that will turn up to
oppose it. First of all, there is the
enemy. Well, thathis all right; you
expect them to be like that. I remem-
ber a long time agd in the first World
War, in 1915, A%en they kept on
asking us for reports. We were up in a
front line trench and they sent us up a
big form to fill in. One of the questions
was “What is the attitude of the
enemy?” One of the young officers in
my regiment filled that in as “hostile™.
The form was sent back to him with a
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reprimand, and he was told to fill it in
again. He sent it back altered to
“still hostile™.

You expect opposition from the
enemy, but you will get it from all
sorts of other places as well. You will
get opposition from your own side;
you will get opposition from people
who want to do it in another way;
you will get opposition from your own
staff, especially your administrative or
logistical staff, who, in my experience,
jolly good chaps as they are, always
tell you that anything you want to do
is quite impossible. Of course, too,
you will get opposition from your
allies. When you fight in the next war,
you will probably fight with allies, and
some of thenr will-beworse thansthe .

“British* Allies “are frlgﬁtful people

They are narrow-minded. They can't
see the big picture. They have extra-
ordinary ways of doing things, and,
really they don't appreciate how
broad-minded, how sound, and how
big-hearted you are. When you begin
to feel like that—and you will—I
used to sometimes when I was discus-
sing things with Joe Stilwell—when
you feel like that just remind yourself
that you are an ally too. All you have
got to do is to walk around and sit on
the other side of the table and you will
look just like that to the fellow sitting
opposite you. When you have real-
ized that, start again, and you will
get on all right. As a commander, you
will have all this opposition, opposi-
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tion of every kind, and you have to
have the strength and will to break it
down and force your plan through.
Without strength of will, a comman-
der is no use at all. But there is a trap
in it. I have seen some very good
fellows fall down on it. You have got
to distinguish between that is just
plumb obstinacy and strength of will.
You must keep a flexibility of mind so
that you can change your mind when
it is necessary. That is one of the
trickiest things to do, and when you
solve the problem of keeping a

LEADERSHIP 5

hours; a battalion commander, perhaps
a day, and if you are an army com-
mander, you are probably thinking
three months ahead. The higher you
go, the farther ahead you must
think, but whatever you are, what-
ever your rank, you have got to think
ahead of your men. That is the only
way you will get initiative; that is the
only way you will make things happen
instead of just have them happen to
you. So think ahead, and keep the
initiative.

The fourth quality is knowledge.

If you ask me to define what leadership is, I should say it is the projection of your own
personality so that you get men to do what you want them to do even if they aren’t very keen
on doing it themselves.

balance between strength of will and
determination and flexibility of mind,
you are well on the way to being quite
a big chap. But willpower is an
essential of any commander.

The next thing I said you need is
initiative. Now initiative is very
simple. It simply means that youdon't
sit down and do nothing and wait for
something to happen, because, if you
do that in war, it will happen all
right, and it will be most mighty
unpleasant. The way an officer shows
initiative really depends on how much
he thinks ahead. Your job is to be
several jumps ahead of your men. If
you are a platoon or section com-
mander, you probably think only a half
hour ahead. If you are a company

commander, it may be a matter of .

Now you and I set ourselves up to be
officers. You have got bars and leaves
and stars on your shoulders, and I
have a thing on mine you have never
seen before, but it all means that we
are officers. We have no business to
set ourselves up as officers at all
unless we know more about the job
than the men we are leading. If you
are a junior officer commanding a
small sub-unit, you ought to be able
to do everything that you ask any
man to do better than he can do it
himself. If you can’t, just go out
behind the hut and practise until you
can. . .

You will see here in this school of
yours all sorts of things which will
make you more efficient killers and
more efficient soldiers, but the whole
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lot isn't worth two-pence if the men
who handle it aren’t right and if the
men who handle it are not properly
led. The first bit of knowledge you
have got to get if you set yourself up
as a leader is how to deal with men.
Get to know your men, learn which
man is the sort of fellow that needs a
little encouraging; which responds
when you go around your posts at
night, and put your hand on his
shoulder and talk to him about his
home town; which man wants barking
at, and which is occasionally the sort
of fellow who wants a good kick up
behind. Know your men'! The basis of
all leadership is knowledge of men.

If you have those qualities that I
have given you—those qualities of
courage, willpower, - initiative, and
knowledge—you will be a leader.
People will follow you, but there is
something else that you have got to
have—something that will make men
follow you when things go wrong. If
you have those four qualities you will
be a leader, but you won't be a good
leader and you won't be a leader for
good or for long. You have got to have
one more quality, and that is self-
sacrifice. If you have the quality of
self-sacrifice, your men will follow
you not only in good times, that is
easy, but in bad times.

I remember after a bit of a battle—
one of the many battles I lost—I was
told that a particular battalion bad

not done well, and so I went along to
see why. I found this battalion just
behind the battle line, where they
had been brought out. The men were
sitting about, they were very, very
tired, very dirty, a lot of them were
wounded. They were hungry and
riliserable. I looked around, walking
amongst those men, and I could not
see an officer anywhere, and I thought,
as sometimes happened, all the officers
had been killed. I went around a
corner and I found a little bunch of
officers. They were sitting there
having a meal, and they were having a
meal before their men had fed. Then I
knew why that was a bad battalion.
You, as officers, you will put the
honour of your country and of your
unit first; you will put the well-being,
the comfort and safety of your men
second, and you will put your own
comfort, your own well-being, last,
and last all of the time.

If ever you have that kind of
leadership with that ingredient of
self-sacrifice in it, then your men will
follow you anywhere. The sort of men
you lead are worth that. Now I have
talked long enough. I will end up by
saying one thing, as a rather old officer
toa lot of younger officers, and that is
this. In the Army of the United
States, there are no good regiments
and there are no bad regiments, there
are only good and bad officers. See to
it that you are good officers.



Coronit €. P, Stacry, OBE, Director of the Historical Section,
Army Headquarters, Ottawa

Parr I:
The War—How It Began and What It Was Like

On Confederation Square in the
heart of the city of Ottawa there
stands an old 12-pounder field gun.
Thousands of Canadians hurry past it
every day, but few of them ever give
it a second glance, and fewer still have
looked at it closely enough to see that
there’s a little brass plate on it. Yet
that plate tells how three Canadian
soldiers won the Victoria Cross saving
this gun in the Transvaal just half a
century ago. This insignificant little
cannon is an honourable relic of our
first Canadian overseas war — a war

that was a landmark in our national
development.

We haven't heard much about the
South African War in recent years.
People have seemed reluctant to dwell
on it, and it’s not hard to understand
why. There has been an uneasy feeling
that it was an aggressive war by a
great power against small ones, the
sort of enterprise most of us nowadays
are glad to forget. What’s more, the
people we fought against fifty years
ago are our good friends and associates
in the Commonwealth today. They've

7
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fought beside us in two much bigger
wars, and it might perhaps seem
ungracious and a bit embarrassing to
recall the bad old days when they
were Our enemies.

However, the South African War
passed into history long ago. It was an
incident that seems strange to present-
day eyes, but that is no reason why we
should refuse to look at it. Neither
the Boer people of South Africa nor
we whose fathers or grandfathers
fought on the other side will be any
the worse for remembering the brave
deeds done on those old battlefields.
And those days and those deeds had
an influence on our own country and
its place in the world. That influence
was greater than many people now
realize.

What I want to talk about today is
how the war came to happen and, ina
general way, what it was like.

The background of it is a very long
story, and there’s no point in trying to
tell it all. It goes back to Napoleon’s
time, when Britain took the Cape of
Good Hope from the Dutch. From the
beginning, the British and the Dutch

This is the first of four scripts written by
Colonel Stacey for a series of broadcasts
which he delivered over a Canadian Broad-
casting Corporation network during May
to commemorate the 50th anniversary of
the South African War. By permission of
the author and the CBC, the Journal is
privileged to publish the series. Part 2,
“How Canada Got into the War™, will be
published in the next issue. — Editor.
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inhabitants found it hard to get on
together. One of the main differences
between them centred on the prob-
lem of the treatment of the negro
races, which is still the basic question
of South African politics. By the late
nineteenth century South Africa was
divided into two main sections. One
was the two British colonies — Cape
Colony and Natal. The other was
two Dutch Boer republics — the
Orange Free State, and the Transvaal.
The republics had been founded by
Boers who trekked into the interior to
get away from British rule.

What started the war was a dispute
over the status of foreign miners in
the Transvaal. The fabulous gold
fields of the Rand were discovered in
1886, and gold-seckers poured in from
all over the world, threatening to
swamp the Boers in their own coun-
try. The question was whether the
“Qutlander” miners were to have
political rights in the Transvaal, and
on what terms. On this issue the
cosmopolitan capitalistand the shrewd
Dutch farmer met head-on. Many of
the miners were British, and the
British Government made their cause
its own. In 1896 came the Jameson
Raid, a thoroughly unjustified armed
attack on the Transvaal which was
engineered by Cecil Rhodes, the
Premier of the Cape Colony. This
destroyed what confidence was left
between the English and the Boers,
and produced an atmosphere that
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made war almost inevitable. It finally
began in the fall of 1899.

It’s hard forus today to imagine
two really civilized communities
choosing to go to war over a question
like this one about the Qutlanders.
How could such a thing happen? The
explanation, I suppose, is largely in
the spirit of the age. It was very
different from ours. The nineties were
the Jingo period — a time of crude,
rather simple-minded nationalistic
imperialism. They were also an age of
great international business enter-
prises which often seem to have
managed to be a queer blend of
philanthropy and piracy. Think of
the representative men of those days.
In the United States, it was the time
of Theodore Roosevelt, the Colonel of
the Rough Riders, the hero of San
Juan Hill, the man who “‘took
Panama™. In Germany, the limelight
was on the excitable young Emperor,
William II. He loved to frighten
Europe with his sabre-rattling. He
wasn't content with having the most
formidable Army in the world, but
was just embarking on the dangerous
course of building a great Navy as
well. In the British Empire, who was
the man of the hour? It was Rhodes,
the millionaire who was also a South
African politician, the idealist who
also believed in painting the map red.
All these men were megalomaniacs.
They all wanted to do something
great for mankind. And they all had a
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tendency to think that the end justi-
fied the means. Such was the spirit of
the age. It affected every western
country to some extent. It certainly
affected Canada.

Apparently the jingo spirit even
had somie influence on the South
African Boers. At any rate, the fact is
that neither party to the dispute in
South Africashowed any real desire to
avoid war. The British Government,
of course, felt quite sure of an easy
victory over the two little Boer
republics. But the Boer leaders were
almost equally sure that they could
beat the British. Many of them
didn't know much about the ‘outside
world; and they remembered that
they had actually cut a British force to
pieces at Majuba Hill back in 1881.
At that time Gladstone had been the
British Prime Minister. He chose to
make peace without wiping out the
defeat, and recognized the independ-
dence of the Transvaal. The Boers
may have thought something similar
would happen in 1899. Anyway, it
was they who finally started the
war — by sending an arrogant ulti-
matum to the British Government
and following it up with an invasion
of Cape Colony and Natal. But Mr.
Gladstone was dead, and British
affairs were being run differently now.

It turned out that both sides had
been wrong. The Boers found they
couldn’t beat the British. And the
British found that they had to fight
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two and a half years to beat the
Boers.

What was this war like? It was a
very different affair from either the
First World War — with its deadly
trench battles — or the Second, with
its vast mechanized manoeuvres. I
once asked an old soldier who had
been through both the war in South
Africa and the four years in France
which was worse. His answer was,
South Africa. In France, he said,
there was much more chance of
getting killed, but you usually got fed
regularly, and that was definitely not
the case in South Africa. This suggests
a basic difference. The 1914 war on
the Western Front was a static affair
in which supply was relatively easy to
arrange. The Boer War was a mobile,
fast-moving campaign, fought “over
eleven degrees of a bare brown
continent’’; and it was hard for the
rations to keep up with the troops.

Fifty years ago, the scientists and
inventors hadn’t given us the aero-
plane and the blockbuster — let alone
the atom bomb. The idea of making
war by bombarding cities full of
defenceless civilians was still regarded
as barbarous. For another thing,
motor transport hadn’t yet come on
the scene. This was a horseman’s war.
It was also a rifleman’s war. The king
of the battlefield was the man who
knew how to ride and shoot. And the
farmers who made up the Boer com-
mandos could ride and shoot. They

May

didn’t know much about modern
technology, but there was one piece of
machinery they thoroughly under-
stood. That was the magazine rifle.
The British Army had never faced
such musketry fire as it met on the
South African veldt. It soon found
out that to win battles there it had to
copy its enemy. The supreme arm in
these African battles was mounted
infantry. What was needed was troops
who could ride to the scene of action’
on horseback and fight there efficiently
on foot with the rifle. This meant
being able to hit the other fellow at
distances up to 1500 yards — ranges
unheard of for riflemen in the last two
wars.

But there’s something still more
striking about this campaign in
South Africa. It was fought in a clean
and decent way—so much so that it
has been called the last of the gentle-
men’s wars. Now war’s a dirty busi-
ness at best: I imagine it was pretty
nasty even when it was fought with
clubs and battle-axes. And whatever
the British may have thought, it’s fair
to assume that the Boer farmers whose
lands were laid waste didn't regard
this war as a particularly sporting
proposition. And yet it was very
different from those “‘total” wars that
the great powers have gone in for in
more recent times. We all know too
much about them. We know how
hatreds were aroused and fanned by
rival ideologies and propaganda, and
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how decent human values were more
and more debased until you got hor-
rors like Belsen and Buchenwald.
There was bitterness enough in South
Africa, but there was nothing like
that.

If you've read Denys Reitz's fas-
cinating book Commando you'll re-
member how the Boer guerillas used
to dispose of their wounded men.
They had no hospitals, so when a man
was too badly hurt to ride they simply
made him comfortable and left him
behind, feeling certain that  the
British would pick him up and look
after him. And the British always did.
Men of either side who got themselves
captured were almost invariably well
treated. The fact is that this was a
conflict between civilized men, and
they usually managed to fight each
other without forgetting that they
were civilized and that there were
standards of decency that were worth
observing even in time of war.

You don't read far in the records of
the war without finding out how
much mutual respect there was be-
tween the soldiers of the two sides.
In particular, the British often paid
warm tributes of admiration to the
men they were fighting. I'd like to
read one passage of this sort. It’s by
the correspondent of the London
Morning Post. He's writing about the
aftermath of a successful fight and the
treatment of the Boer wounded:—
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. .. We searched the ground, finding . . ,
ten dead and eight badly wounded men.
The soldiers crowded around these last,
covering them up with blankets or mackin-
toshes, propping their heads with saddles
for pillows, and giving them water and
biscuits from their bottles and haversacks
.. . The desire to kill was gone. The desire
to comfort replaced it. A little alert
officer—Hubert Gough ... —came up to
me. Two minutes before his eyes were
bright and joyous with the excitement of
the man hunt. He had galloped a mile—
mostly under fire—to bring the reinforce-
ments to surround the Boers . .. Now he
was very sad. ‘There’s a poor boy dying up
here—only a boy, and so cold—who's got a
blanket?’ So the soldiers succoured the
Boer wounded and we told the prisoners
that they would be shown courtesy and
kindness worthy of brave men and a famous
quarrel . . . I have often seen dead men,
killed in war . . . but the Boer dead aroused
the most painful emotions. Here by the
rock under which he had fought lay the
Field Cornet of Heilbronn, Mr. de Mentz,
—a grey-haired man of over sixty years,
with firm aquiline features and a short
beard. The stony face was grimly calm,
but it bore the stamp of unalterable resolve;
the look of a man who had thought it all
out, and was quite certain that his cause
was just, and such as a sober citizen might
give his life for. Nor was I surprised when
the Boer prisoners told me that Mentz had
refused all suggestions of surrender, and
that when his left leg was smashed by a
bullet he had continued to load and fire
until he bled to death; and they found him,
pale and bloodless, holding his wife’s letter
in his hand.!

Coming from a newspaper cor-
respondent in time of war, such words
about the enemy are surely very
remarkable—even though the cor-
respondent was a rather unusual
person. (His name. was Winston
Churchill) And yet this wasn't an

1 Winston S. Churchill, London to Lady-
smith via Pretoria (New York, 1900), 289-90.
By permission of Longmans, Green and Co.
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isolated opinion. Listen to Major
Allenby, who was to be the most
uniformly successful British com-
mander in the first German war. He
wrote home, “I have always liked and
admired the Boer,and always shall™.?
This sort of spirit kept this war from
degenerating into the monotonously
dirty and disreputable business that

2 Field Marshal Viscount Wavell, Allenby,
Soldier and Statesman (London, Harrad, 1946),
63.

Based on a drawing bv Lt. A. W. Wilson, Royal Artillery

the wars of dictators tend to be. It
was bloody enough; but at least it
wasn't barbarous. And this helps to
explain how it happened that a new
British Dominion came into existence
in South Africa just eight years after
the war ended; and the King's first
Prime Minister in that country was
one of those Boer Generals who had
fought against the Crown so long and
well.

(To be continued)

The Boer War—R.H.A. bringing their 12 rounders into action

under heavy fire.

MILITARY HOSPITAL

Ten years ago, on July 15, 1940,
the first Canadian military hospital to
function overseas in the Second World
War was officially opened near Tap-
low, Bucks, England, by the late
Viscount (then Rt. Hon.) R. B.
Bennett. It was constructed on the
grounds of the beautiful Thames-side
estate of Lord and Lady Astor where

a similar institution had been built
for Canadians during the First World
War.

The cost of building and equipping
the 600-bed hospital was $1,000,000
and was borne by the Canadian Red
Cross Society.— Directorate of Public
Relations (Army).



Tie Good Officer

Lt. Cor. F. E. AnpErsoN, Deputy DirEcTOR OF THE ARMY BUDGET,
Army HEapQuarTERS, OTTAWA

In his first message to Canadian
National Railway Employees Donald
Gordon, newly appointed President, is
reported to have announced that he
expected each of them to “continue
their efficient and loyal co-operation
with the executive in the interests of
the service.” He also said, “‘you have a
right to expect of me that I show
leadership, imagination and energy in
the development and betterment of
the system, and you have a right to
expect me to be jealous of your
welfare in all respects.”

Those were not platitudes. Nor
was Mr. Gordon groping for words;
he obviously was stating a code which
is an integral part of his personality as
one of our foremost executives.

Moreover, every top-notch exe-
cutive must not only have full know-
ledge of the principles of business
administration but have long since
determined for himself what precise
application he will make of those
“rules™ in daily contact with staff and
associates.

The days are definitely past when
we in the Army can afford to accept
formal routine as a substitute for
planning, or military discipline as a

substitute for intelligence. The officers
of Canada’s new Army should be as
familiar with developments in the
administrative and personnel fields as
they are with the improvements in
weapons or training methods. A staff
officer, an officer responsible for unit
administration, or an officer in any of
the service corps has duties similar in
many respects to those of a business
executive. All officers will certainly
benefit from study of the theory of
management,
course, also be proficient in soldiering,
and we have round-the-clock respon-
sibilities for military personnel which
a civilian executive can shrug off at
quitting time.

This article will