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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In everything, the ideal is difficult, if not impsible, to achieve. During the Second World War,
the Canadian Army, through a variety of written aedoal means, but especially through the
Canadian Army Training Memorandy@ndeavoured to communicate to young men the
archetype of junior officer leadership. Above evkiyg else, the army expected its newly
commissioned officers to be paternalistic towaelrtmen, competent in the execution of their
duties and beyond reproach in their personal candinis was meant to help nascent leaders
forge strong and effective teams that performed wddattle (or that executed their sundry
duties in a credible manner if committed to a nombatant role). By articulating and constantly
reinforcing what junior officers should be, the @dman Army demonstrated the ideal, the very
lofty ideal, to which it hoped all would aspire amdth time and practice, become.

SOMMAIRE

Pour quoi que ce soit, il est difficile, voire pgeg impossible d’atteindre l'idéal. Pendant la
Deuxieme Guerre mondiale, I'Armée canadienne €egiloyée, par divers moyens écrits et
verbaux, mais particulierement a I'aide @anadian Army Training Memoranduyié
communiquer aux jeunes hommes l'archétype du lshgepour I'officier subalterne. Plus que
tout, '’Armée canadienne s’attendait a ce que tes/aaux officiers commissionnés se montrent
paternalistes envers leurs soldats, s'acquitteet asmpétence de leurs fonctions et adoptent
une conduite personnelle irréprochable. De telientes visaient principalement a aider les
nouveaux leaders a former des équipes solideshésn@s, qui avaient un bon rendement sur le
champ de bataille (ou encore qui réalisaient Idivsrses taches de facon efficace et efficiente
dans un réle de non-combattant). L'’Armée canadiendéfini et renforcé constamment ce que
devrait étre les officiers subalternes et par cguegt, a montré I'idéal, le trés grand idéal, que
tous les officiers subalternes pouvaient espéteindre avec le temps et la pratique.






INTRODUCTION

“In the British tradition the only occasion uponialina junior officer may
release himself from the obligation of thinkinghi$¢ men and his task is when
he is on leave.”

“It is always necessary to prove your worth to hiblel King's Commission,
to be willingly accepted by men as worthy to bertteader.?

Irrespective of whether leaders are born or madea@a’s army prior to and during the Second
World War employed various means — official puldiiwas, formal lectures, professional
journals, special addresses — to instruct junibcerfs on that most essential of all military
requirements: leadership, or in the parlance ofithe man management. Holders of the King’s
commission were expected to gain the full confideacd absolute respect of the men under
their command such that all would perform effedinand efficiently, whether in battle or not.
The army assumed that followers, who believed @irtleaders and held them in high esteem,
would more willingly obey so as not to disappoiftie ‘trick’ for officers, therefore, was to
secure their men’s faith in their position as thegitimate and rightful leader. This monograph
discusses how that was accomplished.

Whether in Canada, England or an active theatopefations, the Canadian Army expected
junior officers to acquire the cheerful, willing etience of their subordinates by: a) adopting a
‘style’ of leadership that can best be describepadsrnalistic, wherein the interests of their men
were put before all else; b) demonstrating compmeteppropriate to their rank and trade; and c)
conducting themselves according to the highest hpoireciples. Officers’ responsibilities did

not end there, however, being enjoined as they wetrain their subordinates and keep them in
both good discipline and high spiritT.aken together, this was the classic techniqueman
management’ as taught to officers. It was the apatanethod of securing the ‘willing
compliance’ necessary to make soldiers risk tfesst*



LIMITATIONS AND PURPOSE

Much can be learned through a survey of the liteeaas it pertains to the ‘type’ of junior officer
the Canadian Army desirédlhe majority of the material consulted for thegmses of this work
was written for those officers who occupied thedownd of the spectrum. These would be
cadets and lieutenants who, theoretically, hadrtbst to learn about leadership. As a
consequence, the focus of this monograph is owjjwfficers exclusively, with the treatment of
more highly-ranked officers and issues of ‘highemenand' having to wait for a separate venue.
As well, little mention is made herein of the manimewhich the army actually produced
paternalistic, technically competent and virtuoffcers; training is not the focyser se The
present discussion deals primarily with the endeadership instruction (the principles by
which the ideal officer was to live — the ultimaeal) rather than the means (the process by
which the ideal officer was gradually developedhe how).

Without doubt, an investigation of the processesvhich reciprocal relationships — enthusiastic
obedience in return for competent leadership —ccoitially be cultivated and then sustained
over time, lays bare some of the assumptions hettidarmy about officer-man relations and
the dynamics by which inter-personal affairs cdmdactuated Assessing the type of leadership
that the Canadian Army desired of its junior offg;en both the post-First World War and
Second World War eras, provides insight into Caisagiéitary culture of the early- to mid-30
century. Analyzing materials related to leaderstuptributes to an understanding of how the
army viewed its junior officers not only in termitbeir overall responsibilities, but also in
terms of their obligations to those over whom teegrcised command. And finally, such an
approach facilitates the establishment of a bas@bout inter-rank relationships, in other words,
the elucidation of the ideal or archetype to whadltwere encouraged to aspire.



SECTION 1: MEANS OF INSTRUCTION

Throughout the interwar and wartime periods, yoGagadian officers (or cadets soon-to-be
officers) were exposed to a variety of publicatitimst expressed opinion on matters of
leadership. Whether authors wrote in an officialinofficial capacity, nascent leaders witnessed
a remarkably consistent set of ideas concerningpélse means to interact with subordinates.
Particular details may have differed, but geneoalcepts remained largely the same. Of interest,
not all material was of Canadian origin. To popelliéd professional military journals, such as
the Canadian Defence Quarter(CDQ) published between 1923 and 1939, anddaeadian
Army Training MemorandufCATM) issued monthly between 1941 and 1947, Canada
borrowed heavily from the United Kingdom and itpenial possessions, from the United States
and even from GermaryJournals from which material specific to leadgushis taken included
DefencgUK), Field Artillery Journal(US), Infantry Journal(US), Journal of the Royal

Artillery (UK), Military Review(US) and various Army Training Memoranda from both
Australia and India.

Regardless of provenance, material gleaned fromr gthblications and reprinted in eith@dbQ
or CATMhad thepotential to influence readers simply by its presehe impact o€£DQon
leadership during the Second World War was probatitymal owing to its supersession by
other more focused and widely available publicatiaithile pre-war officers would have
benefitted to a degree, the impacGidQ would have been less on those joining after histli
had commenced when early issue€BiQ could only be found on the shelves of dusty lil@sui
For these officers, theATMwas in a much greater position to effect goodéestup given its
frequency of publication, easily accessible congertt broad distribution. THEATM truly
fulfilled a seminal function.

At the outbreak of the war, Canada’s army was lyyraeasure tiny; the victim of continual
budgetary reductions in the immediate post-Firstld/@/ar era and throughout the Depression
that followed. Government apathy during the 19265 ¥930s, compounded by a war-weary and
disinterested public, all but ensured that the anag under-funded, under-equipped, under-
trained and under-manned upon the declaration ofm@eptember 1939. Canada’s
contribution, originally pegged at only a singleidion, had by 1942 grown to an entire army
(First) comprised of two corps (I and Il) and &lketsupport that that entailed. When the war was
over, the army’s ‘total intake’ numbered more ti&0,000 persofisand enlistments in the
Canadian militaryn toto (navy, army and air force) numbered an impressnemillion from a
population only eleven times that sizBerhaps the most important statistic, at leagpfesent
purpolges, was that 42,613 commissions had beetedremhopeful leaders between 1939 and
1946.

With so many new officers, tHeATM (and allied publicationg)rovided one venue through
which a quick introduction to leadership could lamned. Being required reading for every
holder of the King’'s commission — “Every officertime Canadian Army in Canada should
receive a copy™ — this monthly tract offered short and pithy deticthat introduced officers to
the expectations of proper and acceptable conégetrding their interactions with subordinates.
In essence, successive issues oflGAdMendeavoured to highlight the salient aspects of
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officer-man relations and to give officers a s@rdunding in how to elicit the best from their
men. That being said, t@ATMwas also the Canadian Army’s professional jourfidhe day
and did not limit itself solely to discussions e&atlership, although articles dealing with man
management were indeed frequent. Commentariespiestsuch as techniques of instruction
and enemy weapons gave practical advice to yourgers attempting to master every angle of
their new profession, while contemporary operatioraratives from campaigns throughout the
world kept the fare interesting and varied.

If these two Canadian journal€CbQ andCATM- had an impact on Canadian officers, so too
did British publications that dealt with leadersimmpne way or another. Since Canada generally
followed Great Britain’s lead in matters militatar Office (WO) documents frequently
appeared under separate Canadian cover. Occagiandhe interest of economy and efficiency
no doubt, Canadian authorities simply re-issuedisB publication with a short notice affixed

to the inside cover that pointed readers to thet mbsvant and pertinent sections. One pamphlet
contained the following note: “has been approvedite in the British Army but much of it is
applicable to the Canadian Arm{?”

As an aside, some of the various Canadian andBptublications directed towards officers, in
the hopes of making them better leaders, at tippsa (at least from a modern Canadian
perspective) somewhat presumptuous, even condesgeibtb doubt ghost-written by officers,
perhaps very well-placed and educated officers,yjpamphlets spokir and from the
perspectivefthe common soldier. For example, statements wederabout what the common
soldier does and does not like; how he will act wfeeed with a particular situation; what his
beliefs are; how profoundly his emotions vary; whiatpreferences in terms of drink are; and so
forth. The ‘soldier’ as portrayed in many trainidgcuments comes across as a touch simple,
somewhat naive and just waiting for leadershipr@sed by an 18-, 19- or 20-year old no less!).
In other words, who the common soldier was, wasr@gone conclusion. When talking to their
soldiers, for instance, officers were cautioned $peak shortly and to the point. Use plain
words of one or two syllables. ... Avoid eloquenceaasle.” At other times, they were to:

“Write letters for the men, as their education afi,s them to conduct official

correspondence™?

The consistency of human nature undoubtedly engheddsome pieces of advice were sound
and broadly applicable — who wouldn’t like a hotalhy@ warm bath and a comfortable bed at the
end of a hard day’s work? Yet some pamphlets cat/dlye impression that officers would only
be leading simple-minded soldiers, who had a feswchaeeds. If those needs were met, so the
argument ran, leaders would find themselves in canthof loyal, dedicated, respectful and
highly obedient followers. In a rapidly expandingng, such an approach was perhaps
inevitable. The soldier was reduced to the lowestrmon denominator, and proffered advice
was non-descript and simple. The need to traicef§ quickly, apparently necessitated that
advice be generic and not overly complex. An offiweuld have to deal with those soldiers who
did not fit the mould, on an individual basis asweyed through his training materials.

Within the CATMin particular and other training documents moneegally, the assumption that
officers could be made and that leadership coulthbght was indeed omnipresent. New officers
had much to learn. Limited training days passetballquickly and were filled with a variety of



subjects. Leadership or man management, imporsahiras, could only receive a fixed amount
of attention. Officers were therefore required gied expected, to study independeliflgnd a
host of publications appeared throughout the wéadiitate their learning.

An examination of training syllabi illustrates tiemands placed on nascent officers. At the
Brockville Officer Training Centre, for instanceieutenant-Colonel R. G. Whitelaw, a
Permanent Force officer from The Royal CanadianRegt who had served on the pre-war
General Staff, kept his students busy. Under liectdon, traditional military pursuits were
important with drill, marching and map reading e&aing up 20 out of over 200 training
periods; field engineering consumed 15 periodsamization and administration, mechanical
transport (cadets learned how to ride a motorcgobedrive a Bren gun carrier), gas protection,
and rifle drill each accounted for 12 periods; @agionet fighting occupied another eight. By
contrast, in 1941 just four training periods weesated to the twin topics of leadership and
morale, one of which dealt with the ‘Customs of 8exvice and Mess Conduct,” while another
focussed on the ‘Duties of a Platoon or Equivaémmmander in Barracks & Camp.Officers
who passed through Brockville no doubt recalletelirom these two instructional periods as
they led their soldiers in battle against an aggves determined and mechanized enemy.

Such a wide variation in emphasis at an establishihesigned to turn civilians into competent
wartime leaders, not surprisingly, aroused pardictcomment. George Blackburn, for instance,
later recounted that his days at Brockville wereassned too much with drill and too little with
leadershig?® Wilfred Smith, on the other hand, held an entidifferent opinion, offering that

the heavy focus on the technical as opposed tpdtsonal served a distinct and beneficial
purpose:

...this knowledge and ability in infantry skills weparticularly important in the
Canadian Army, where egalitarian principles werdérsaly entrenched that
officers received little automatic respect by \eérf their rank alone. Respect
was accorded when officers were considered to deseon the basis of
knowledge, performance, and leadersfip.

In the eyes of this officer at least, technical petence was just as important as the ability to
foster sound interpersonal relations. Few men walldw a leader, no matter how friendly and
personable, who could not fire his pistol, readrhégp or deploy his soldiers properly.

To further instruct on the topic of leadership, sip@ken word frequently supplemented the
written. On special occasions where large numbkirsgressionable young officers were
present, both civilian and military dignitariesdreently offered their opinion on how best
leadership could be effected. Whether the minsteational defence, the commandant of a
training school (like Whitelaw above) or a distimghed soldier sporting rows of ribbons, various
speakers all made an effort to imbue their listem@th a sense of the profound, namely that they
would soon be in a position of great responsibitityvhich only competent leadership would
truly suffice. The comments of each individual earof course, as did their quality and brevity,
but each address, in its own way, strove to maiaaid to reinforce the concepts to which the
young listeners had already been, or would sooeXy@sed. Although perhaps not of the same
value as publications due to the infrequency aadsient nature of these events, special
addresses certainly bolstered the importance tdicdeadership concepts and made more than
clear what senior leaders expected of subordinbigsn taking command at Brockville in June
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1942, for example, Milton Fowler Gregg, VC, of EiWorld War fame, addressed a new class
of cadets. His comments were such that one obstawveurably remarked:

Quietly, without rant or histrionics, [Gregg] brdudhome to the men their
responsibility and duty; that which they owe ttauntry, their superior, the
men they would lead and, above all, their respdlitgibto democracy and
civilization. His talk was stirring, a dare andlatienge. A challenge that all
men passing through Brockville must accept. Theojuleaders of the Canadian
Army owe an incalculable debt to Colonel Gregg,avdt for his conscious

fine work but for the type of leadership which hemplifies on which so many
unconsciously model themselVés.

Canadian officers were therefore inundated fronousrquarters with advice and suggestions
concerning leadership — truly a wealth of inforraatfrom which lessons could be absorbed and
potentially employed? All in all, the various publications and addrestewhich aspiring

officers were exposed contended that leadership/agsmuch a function of human relations
...0bviously and naturally! Each in their own waywever, offered insight into the
fundamentals of this relationship and suggestechsbg which its dynamics could be
influenced. The material presented in lecturesmraished articles took a number of different
forms. By and large, the majority of discussionsfigred advice and suggestions, generally
instructing young officers as to what actions tebguld take, and by extension, what actions
they should avoid. Much of this dialogue offeredteecklist’ of sorts that would ensure success,
so it was assumed, if aggressively purstfed.

Officers were expected to possess very specifilitigsa— magnanimity, gregariousness, a sense
of honour, justice and fair play — and the instiartcs that they received would help bring these
gualities to the fore. Second, discourses on leshiealso informed officers in no uncertain
terms what their men expected of them. Knowing veladiordinates desired of superiors
encouraged the latter to interact with the formea very deliberate and particular manner to
meet these sundry requiremefité\nd finally, some material attempted to explaia th
psychology of the soldier. By understanding soklierotivations and their anticipated
behaviour, officers could theoretically impose tlsehaes on these thought processes to greatest
effect. Appreciating how subordinates thought,leassumption ran, would make it easier for a
leader to influence and encourage certain behasfoWWhether deliberate or not, these three
‘types’ of material, that provided advice, explairexpectations and explored psychology,
allowed officers to see the complex issue of lesltiprfrom different perspectives, all of which
would hopefully aid in their understanding.

So what specifically did the Canadian Army encoaragregards to leadership in order to
cultivate and maintain strong officer-man relati®Wghat type of officer was desired? How were
officers expected to interact with their men? Ihat intended here to simply list every action
that an officer could take to gain the confidened eespect, and thus the willing compliance of
his soldiers, because the resulting list could bigeally have no end and would ultimately serve
very little purpose. And the same can be said bbsrilinates’ expectations of superiors.
Pamphlets and special addresses serve those psigdbs® well. Rather, the main themes of
the literature will be identified and briefly disssed in order to understand in broad terms what
the Canadian Army viewed as the pre-requisitegdad, effective leadership. It is better to not
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give undue importance to details while overlookasgentials. Whatever their individual nature,
particular actions flowed from these general pptes, and so it is of greater utility to place
more emphasis on the latter than the former. Asbgilseen, the type of officer that the army
desired was one who: a) cared for his men in eragyect; b) was competent in the execution of
his duties; and c) upheld a high moral standargu¢h was achieved, he, and the army in turn,
would be well on their way to success.



SECTION 2: PATERNALISM

Paternalism in Theory

Both prior to and throughout the Second World Wae, Canadian Army encouraged leaders to
adopt a paternalistic attitude toward subordinatése hopes of enmeshing all, in a close,
sympathetic relationship. The concept of patermaiigas certainly not unknown. As historians
Gary Sheffield, Helen McCartney, David Englandaechrd Holmes and John Baynes have all
illustrated, it mediated officer-man relationshéhging the Great W&t In a corpus of work
dealing with the manner in which subordinate arpksior interacted with one another, these
authors have discussed the paternalistic exchanidpe icontext of the British Expeditionary
Force between 1914 and 1919, taking into accouwtt samplicating factors as class, type of
unit (Regular, Territorial or New Army) and pre-wsocial influences, amongst others. Quite
simply, the non-commissioned offered loyalty antedence to the commissioned in return for
competent leadership, both behind the lines aritie, and a high degree of care, wherein
superiors looked out for the interests and welfdreubordinates.

Noblesse obligetood as paternalism’s credo in that privilegeged responsibility. Benefitting
from more comfortable and favourable conditionsafvice, those befitting a gentleman,
officers were to play the role of father figurejrgan understanding of and empathy for their
men; show concern for their lives; and see to thegds before their own, whatever they may
be?* If such was the case and an officer was at thedane paternal and competent, his
soldiers would theoretically follow him with moratbusiasm than another officer who was less
SO on either accountar both. A paternalistic style of leadership wadaialy in evidence in the
British Army of the First World War and was probgpresent in the Canadian Expeditionary
Force too. At present, the underdeveloped statieedliterature on this point prevents the
drawing of any firm conclusions. However, it sediksly, based on preliminary investigations,
that such was indeed the c&3df paternalism was present in Canada’s army efGheat War,

as it most surely was in one form or another, thehould come as no surprise that such a style
was also in evidence during the Second World War.

Paternalism in Practice

The paternalistic approach, in which officers emeduthat the basic physical and psychological
needs of their men were met, was intended neithkbe indulgent nor pampering. Actions along
paternalistic lines were meant to encourage loy#igt, confidence and respect; all of which
would hopefully translate into obedience at theeumoment. Paternalism was very much
intended to create the type of relationship, basestrong bonds of mutual affection, in which
quick obedience was freely given in recognitionawfd in return for, good treatment. The army
itself acknowledged during the Second World Wat gadernalism served a utilitarian, even
self-serving, purpose and did not aim to make diibates happy just for happiness sake. “The
main object of welfare,” as one pamphlet made ekpliclear, “is to keep the men as happy and
contented as possible, so that they may be atrabtfighting fit and fit to fight.*® OneCATM
article further observed:
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Besides the duty we owe in looking after thempétgrnalistic leadership]
forms the basis of discipline. It ensures the readponse for the extra bit of
effort when required. If men remember the times lyauve gone out of your
way to help them, and that you always put theeriesgts before your own, you
have made them your debtors and your appeal has atnority and force, as
few men like not to repay debts of this kfid.

A junior officer was expected to fill a number offdrent roles with his men — advocate,
provider, defender, confidant, friend and aide sTémtailed the sacrifice of an officer’s spare
time in the interest and service of his m&fo reinforce this notion, one wartime publication
noted:

The more you ask of your men in the way of efford aesistance, the more
must you see to their comfort and welfare, andadguficer will ask a lot from
his men, at the same time doing a lot for them. ¥anot ask without giving,
and you ought to give before askiflg.

Seeing to their ‘comfort and welfare’ encompassédoad range of activities and was indeed
unlimited. Anything that could be done was to beeldt included, but was not limited to,
ensuring that leave was administered properly; e ate wholesome meals with the rations on
hand; that they received correspondence and wézdatnrite letters to their kinfolk; that their
private affairs were in order; that they had a cleaio speak with their officer about any subjects
of concern; that their health was maintained; thay participated in sports and games; that their
sexual lives were not misguided; that they werertained; that they had the chance to further
their education; and that their religious beliefsrevsupported’ Officers were therefore
encouraged to often ask themselves: “What litilegimore can | do for my men®’In

everything, and at all times, an officer was tdfbg his subordinates. In a very real sense, their
troubles were his troubles. By seeing to theireginterests, he could foster the confidence and
respect upon which the ideal officer-man relatigpstias based and ensure that his soldiers at
all times remained focussed on the task at Rattdvas for this reason that at Brockuville,

George Blackburn and his fellow cadets “had it pdhinto you by every instructor during
officer’s training that the welfare of the men ajgaomes before your owr>

If a junior officer was to be successful in anyhaf sundry roles, he first had to know his
subordinates on more than a superficial level. ilgply could not do his job properly if he did
not know each man under his command. In additianéce vital statistics, an officer was to be
familiar with the personality, intelligence, famityrcumstances and abilities of all of his
soldiers. Personal knowledge could be gained innamyber of ways? but participation in
sports was universally advocated, so much so thaat adjutants, the principal staff officers of
individual units, were encouraged to partake itlemive physical recreatioft.Only by knowing
his subordinates could a superior even begin toessdheir difficulties or act on their behf.

A number of dignitaries took hold of this particutheme, referring to it often during addresses
to which officer cadets were exposed (or in theinmn, no doubt, subjected!). Speaking to a
class at Brockville in 1942, Lieutenant-General Ktoart, the Chief of the General Staff,
remarked that studying and getting “to know each ainyour men” was one of the real “delights
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of regimental soldiering.” Like any artful skillolwvever, it required constant and repetitious
practice: “If you can strike the right note, younaget the results you wish from any individual.
Your problem is to keep on playing your notes uyill strike the right one®” Minister of
National Defence J.L. Ralston offered similar cairie graduates in the fall of 1942: “set
yourself to learn immediately the names of the mdrere they come from and a little
something at least of their background, what thdybdfore they came into the Army, what their
fathers did, something about their families and stbiimg about their ambitions.” He commented
further that learning their personal details “wilbke you more human. It will help you get the
best out of them.” The minister continued, not meotly:

A man who has to keep aloof from his men to mainkas [prestige] isn’t the
kind of stuff to make a good Canadian officer. Thiy soldiers] don’t want to
be babied, but they have a right to expect youstaon and vigilant interest in
their welfare®

Such intimate knowledge better positioned an offioeassist his men when personal problems
arose, thereby ensuring that they remained focussékeir immediate task, be it training or
operations. A soldier simply could not concentiatehis military duties if he was constantly
distracted by problems of a more personal nature.

By knowing his subordinates’ feelings, an officeasibetter able to maintain discipline.
Understanding how each man felt allowed issue®ntern to be resolved early with ease rather
than corrected later with difficul It is for this reason that: “An officer must bevalys readily
accessible to his men, both for interviews anchesering of complaints* Officers were

required to create within their respective commadsnducive environment, one that was both
encouraging and facilitative, in which subordindtdtfree to approach their superior: “The men
must feel that they can come and talk to theircef naturally about their private difficulties,

and must know that when they do so they will getsgthetic hearing™

Furthermore, because some men needed gentle gerst@mperform, while others required
forceful direction and others required no promp@@ll, knowing what ‘technique’ worked best
with each individual allowed an officer, when timed opportunity allowed, to tailor his words
and actions to connect with his subordinates iraamar that resonated with them best. This
knowledge of the men could only be gained througthomged and meaningful contact. Indeed,
“The more one knows of the men’s characters, ts@ewiill it be to handle thenf® An officer
could certainly begin the process of forging stroglgtionships by taking an active interest in
his men and using that knowledge to greatest effect

To further the creation of affective bonds basednarual loyalty and respect, junior officers

were encouraged to allow their men an opportunityogme to know them as individuals too.
Because remaining distant and aloof would notitatd either the creation or continuance of
strong relationships, “the officer must go out &f Wway to know the men personally and let them
get to know him and see that he is not really subhd fellow after all** As a result of the
powerful bonds that were created in the proces®wiing to know one another, men were more
likely to follow an officer with whom they had ddeeed a friendly, yet professional, rapport.
Whether owing to tradition, human nature, a pemasiilitary culture or something else
altogether, men frequently viewed their officershaa healthy dose of suspicion and reserve, one
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publication going so far as to assert that some aneriterribly suspicious about the honesty of
their officers.® The heavy emphasis on inter-rank contact was fitverentended to break down
such psychological barriers, to show the formet the latter was really on their side and was
not to be feared. As one article made clear:

You must have a cheerful, unhesitating obedienadl the men under your
command. This can only be obtained by knowing yoan and they knowing
you. Appreciate the situation of each man under gommmand. Show them
that you are 100% for them at all times and youigat 100% co-operation at
all times from thenf®

The foregoing was perhaps a little optimistic, tha underlying idea was sound.

Acting on behalf of their soldiers had its limitsvirever. Officers were cautioned that in this
most essential of duties, “friendliness is not éocnfused with familiarity, which must always
be an enemy of good disciplin&’A certain distance had to be maintained if appat@respect
was to exist between superior and subordinatetiPa#lg speaking, too close a relationship
might have impaired the imposition of disciplingcg one’s friends would have been much
harder to punish than one’s soldiers. Officer arah mould be close acquaintances, but they
certainly could not be close friends.

In order to create and maintain strong relatiorskijat could withstand the trials and difficulties
of battle, the army also encouraged superiorsdpae subordinates — their person, their
intelligence, their sense of fair play. Meeting umdry psychological needs of the non-
commissioned could take many forms, but interwakrwartime publications, along with various
speeches and addresses, frequently emphasizeddtdar officers to listen, to explain, and to
be just. In the army’s opinion, “The soldier does mind a severe code [of discipline] provided
it is administered fairly and reasonabf{.Members of McGill University’s Canadian Officers’
Training Corps were similarly instructed:

Officers, W.0O.’s [Warrant Officers] and N.C.O.’s¢N-Commissioned
Officers] will adopt towards subordinates such rodthof command and
treatment as will not only ensure respect for atityydout also foster the
feelings of self-respect and personal honour esdeatmilitary efficiency.
They will avoid intemperate language or an offeasiannef?

By treating soldiers as individuals and with a nocodn of respect, rather than as mere
automatons at the complete disposal of the armg,rasource as it were, officers could further
encourage the loyalty and confidence so essentedfective officer-man relations. All in
positions of authority were frequently enjoinedrtegard and treat...subordinates with the
courtesy and respect which is peculiarly due toyeperson who cannot defend himself against
discourtesy and disrespect.”

With the full force of military law behind them, fafers could theoretically expect their men to
instantaneously obey their orders without questitet, the army realized (and so too did the
best officers it would seem) that a more willingedience would result if leaders took the time to
explain to their followers the reasons behind patér courses of action, if feasible. Although
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not obligated to do so, the benefits in performaheg oftentimes resulted encouraged such an
approach. As Lieutenant-General G.G. Simonds, Gé@dficer Commanding Il Canadian
Corps, saw it, “If you explain to the Canadian salavhat is required of him and give him a
good reason for it he will produce the goods ewéngle time and do it twice as well as any
other individual.?* Again, perhaps a little optimistic, but the ideaonates. Letting the men
know how they fit into the overall plan was equatiptivating. Simonds likewise believed that
“Officers must keep their troops in the picturaktimes. The Canadian soldier does not give
his best when he is not in the pictuPé Explanations along these lines also ensured thdiess
knew enough of the overall plan to improvise ancetg on their own initiative to achieve the
objective if circumstances demandéd.

Rather than treat soldiers as mere instrumentsaof ificers were encouraged to regard their
men as members of a larger team, a team to whiaaliity they all belonged. As one lecturer
instructed:

| don’t want you to go away, however, with the idleat the men must be
treated like dogs — very far from it. You don’t waa curse or damn every time
you notice things go wrong. Sometimes a word eberagement, or a patient
listening to an explanation, or a smile when paigitbut the fault will go a long
way. Remember that, though we are officers andrthie are privates, still we
are all comrades in the great dangers and the sreigigle; make the men feel
that you realize this comradestaipd love it™*

Or in other words:

Ours is a force of men who have voluntarily offeteemselves to serve their
country in the cause of democracy, and it will ascighline no harm if officers
and N.C.O.’s recognize that men of all ranks allevieworkers in a common
cause, to be treated with the respect which oneawnees to another in a free
country>®

Like other leadership practices, respecting ongt®edinates could encompass a multitude of
different actions. All in all, however, the armycognized that an officer who acknowledged his
men’s intelligence, abilities, role, insights amdos, could increase the strength of attachment
between them. A relationship based on such respethe army contended, would be more
robust than one in which respect was lacking. Aotknt-all’ leader who remained aloof, who
treated his subordinates with contempt and who deetstrict obedience would surely be less
successful than hionfrerewho was the exact opposite in every respect.

That paternalism was central to the officer-maatrehship is beyond doubt. A young officer
had to concern himself less with his individual mygeh to leadership, that is to say what form
his minute interactions with his men would takeg amore with the fact that he was now obliged
by virtue of his commission to look out for his suthnates on every account. One Canadian
pamphlet that received wide distribution (and wasagently adopted by both British and
American forces) asserted that a platoon commdingéeds to feel, and must show, interest and
concern ineverythingthat affects the welfare and comfort of each mércbntinued, “The
backbone of good morale remains discipline, but diecipline needs first to be self-discipline.
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The platoon officer must be able to count on hifteeput all platoon values ahead of his own
selfish interests™ An officer’s particular approach might change frday to day, and from
circumstance to circumstance, but the ideal ofrpatessm remained inviolate and sacrosanct.
The regimental historian of Toronto’s famed"48ighlanders of Canada articulately expressed
this notion a decade after war’s end, writing:

It was not that the young subaltern had to decidetker a tough, a superior, a
conciliatory or a first-name basis was best withtfen: he had given some
thought to that . . . and could adjust to that. @isenaying change was that
everything about each of his men was now his bsasinghether he was on or
off parade, doing fatigue or gone AWL [Absent Witlhd.eave], drunk or
sober, and not excluding the condition of his k) what to do about his own
or his wife’s infidelities, and how much rent adiet’s family should pay. The
young officer had most to learn about the army wWg/had to know the
thinking of both the men and the N.C.O.s, and #isaattitude of those up
above. Not the least thing he must learn was haostaiad diplomatically if need
be between his men and the top; when they weregimerwould nearly always
take the blame. .In a time that was still afar, when officers andnnsbared the
same hazards and hardships [i.e., battle], he werddvhy this intimate
knowledge of his men was wise. It would help hinokrnwhat to expect, or
could demand from his méf.
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SECTION 3: COMPETENCE AND CONDUCT

Competence

Being ‘for’ his subordinates, however manifestegiiactice, did not automatically fit an officer
for the weighty responsibilities of command andlkrghip, especially in battle. An incompetent
paternal officer could be a dangerous liabilityt e same as a bungling martinet. While a
paternalistic and respectful disposition certaaibjed in securing a cheerful obedience, such an
approach was but one component of a much largemamd complex equation. If an officer was
to be a leader in the truest and most accurates serike term, he had to know his job well. By
demonstrating proficiency in all matters commentuvéth his rank and trade, whether
administrative, supportive or tactical, an officeld gain the confidence, respect and trust of
his men. As one publication made clear, “You mumivk your job. If you do not, you can have
no confidence in yourself, and the men can, ant] ke no confidence in you eithéfIn a
sense, competence was merely an extension of pasenn If an officer was to care for his
subordinates in every respect and attend to thigrasts, he had to be able to lead them
effectively in battle (from the front, it might leelded}® and ensure that their lives were not
needlessly wasted through incompetence or indifif@@eFor non-combatant officers, on the
other hand, a high level of competence would enthaetheir men’s time and effort were not ill-
placed. As such, the commissioned were constattynded:

Your men must instinctively look to you. To achigties end, you must earn
their respect, for your knowledge, for your assuampof responsibility, and for
your decisiveness of action. If you know what yoe @oing, your self-
confidence will inspire the confidence and respégtour men and be mirrored
in their actions?

An officer who was competent and who displayedrauge interest in his men — two hallmarks
of effective junior leadership — was no doubt etasfpllow.

Conduct

The army also believed that irreproachable persomadiuct would further assist officers in
gaining the respect, and thus the willing obedienééheir merf* An immaculately turned-out
and natty subaltern was supposed to serve this pamese. As one training document made
clear: “To be extremely smart and alert shouldngeambition of every CAC [Canadian
Armoured Corps] officer® Being the embodiment of the military ethos, officerere expected
to set the example for all to emulate so that thelsy components of that ethos — a distinct and
proper military bearing, aggressiveness, a corp@pirit, trustworthiness, and so on — might be
transmitted to and absorbed by the soldiers whay tommanded. A superior could not (from a
moral perspective at least) demand that his subatels exemplify the military spirit when he
himself was not a true and genuine exemplar ofgpait in turn. An officer was very much
expected to lead through positive example. It vaagHis reason that Colonel G. Brock
Chisholm observed:
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Everything the platoon officer does or says iswhised. His behaviour on and
off parade, in mess, out for the evening, on lesveeported fully and critically.
He is presenting a picture of a soldier to his nhietiey can find any defects in
his character they will do so, as an excuse foighang up their own former
points of view in favour of his [that is, for adom the military perspective as
their own]. The officer is being judged as worttyaoceptance or not, all the
time, 24 hours a day. His behaviour and bearinglatermining what kind of
soldiers these men will 58,

Soldiers in the field held similar views as thedtel colonel. Officers were supposed to be
paragons of virtue who were expected to never @edain behavioural boundaries. Some
‘things,” as many found out to their eventual daent, were simply ‘not done’ and were
definitely ‘not on.” Earning the respect of theildiers was predicated on officers acting in such
a manner as to indicate that tremtually deservetheir men’s respect. Whatever its individual
nature, improper conduct encouraged a certain Evaisdain and made it harder for
subordinates to willingly offer that respect upohieh effective officer-man relations were
ideally predicated. George Blackburn recalled trat officer:

...whose stock-in-trade is dirty jokes, within dayi®athe arrival at the Battery
became an object of contempt for many in his trépmaking discreet
inquiries, you were told it wasn't that they werg pff by the subject matter of
the jokes, but rather that their officer would itghiin telling them. They
simply expected a man whom they were obliged totsalind whose orders
they had to carry out without question, to be aatigve the average, with an
advanced sense of decency and mor&iity.
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CONCLUSION

The above commentary on various publications anldesges, which focused on leadership,
presents thaleal; the type of leader that the army hoped everyojuofficer would aspire to be
and eventually become with time, study and prachité only was an officer to be highly
competent in the execution of his specific dutied ethe embodiment of all that was virtuous, but
he also was to be paternal towards his subordinatag almost as a surrogate father. But
where does one go from here? As it turns out, therpial paths are many indeed. With the
establishment of the ideal, historians may subsgtuept to ‘measure’ individual officers
against this standard, this very high standardetermine if in fact the concepts expounded
through diverse avenues were actually implementedo@came more than just theory. Some
officers seem to have approached the archetypeemarkable degre® yet others most
certainly did not and fell far short on many couftitgvhy did some junior officers fail to
approach this ideal? Were the reasons systemsopalror environmental? Why, by contrast,
did others succeed?

While the theoretical steps to proficient officapsheem relatively simple and straightforward,
even logical at times, actually applying them wadaubtedly much more difficult, especially in
situations where lives and the outcome of individyserations hung precariously in the balance.
Much about the complexities and requirements afdeship could be learned through training
pamphlets, lectures and the occasional addressjrajfas they did considerable insight into one
of the most challenging responsibilities that afewould ever have to assume. Such an
introduction must have been enlightening, espscfall those who had never had the
opportunity to ‘lead’ their fellow citizens prioo joining the army. Individuals who came from
business, church groups, large families or othelasorganizations undoubtedly possessed an
advantage — some leadership principles apply ici@iimstance8’ — yet even they too had
much to learn and come to grips with. At the enthefr training, officers may have possessed
the theory behind good leadership, but only whacgd in command could their theoretical
understanding be put into practice, elements otwhiere undoubtedly modified, invented
anew or discarded altogether. Theory and praxisaaedy congruent. And so, from this
perspective, historians might be inclined to inqwithether the various means of instruction
actually had the desired effeat turning raw civilians, with no or limited mility experience,

into competent officers who could lead their salsliender extraordinarily difficult
circumstances and be triumphant in the end. Wireher words, did subalterns actually learn
leadership — during operations against a deternenedy or during preparations for the same?
Based on an admittedly incomplete survey of theveatt literature, it would seem that much
was learned ‘on the fly’ when, of course, the copsaces of failure were at their highest.

The individual means by which leadership principlese communicated — whether in the form
of publications or addresses by distinguished peidtes — were infused with a host of
assumptions that, when fully explored, will surphpvide insight into the social dynamic of the
Second World War-era and some of the salient featof Canadian military culture at the time.
Assessing the impact of these assumptions woutdysbe a profitable exercise also. As
suggested, th€DQ, theCATMand other training pamphlets relied heavily of-delzelopment
and passive absorption. Officers received theséqations and were expected to read, digest
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and later implement the contents as appropriatergeeBlackburn observed that unless junior
officers had attended the Royal Military CollegeG#nada in Kingston, they “gained their
knowledge in a hit-and-miss fashion — as much ftieeir own initiative in studying pamphlets
issued by the British War Office as from the logssttuctured courses set up by their unifs.”
No wonder then, that when faced with the imminenspect of letting down his regiment in an
upcoming exercise, Bert Hoffmeister, from the Sgafélighlanders of Canada, purchased WO
pamphlets in Aldershot, England, and taught himself to write an operation order, so
frustrated (and not a little anxious) was he bydvis lack of training® With the requirement to
quickly train officers to meet the needs of a megpanded force that, after June 1944 in the
case of Northern Europe and July 1943 in the cASécdy and Italy, was engaged in high
intensity combat operations, such an approach wdsaps inevitable, yet what were the
consequences? Were junior officers trained tookdyimr incompletely? Was too much left to
their own devices? Did the quality of leadershiphat platoon-level suffer as a result, and if so,
how and to what extent?

Other questions that historians might ask are naoseindeed and can certainly not all be listed
here. For example, one might inquire what was tigeaict of the First World War veteran non-
commissioned and commissioned officers (who oftees served as instructors) on officer-man
relations during the 1939-1945 war? Along simiiae$, how effective were various training
establishments (like Brockville where Whitelaw &Boegg commanded) in producing competent
leaders? Difficult, complex and involved questitm$e sure, but all questions that must be
asked and answered to arrive at a comprehensiverstadding of junior leadership in Canada’s
army during the ‘second Great War.” Again, what besn described is merely the ideal, the
archetype, to which all were encouraged to aspime,very small piece of a very large and
complex puzzle.

During the interwar period and especially during 8econd World War itself, the Canadian
Army encouraged young officers to be paternalistitheir relationships, competent in their
actions and upright in their deportment. Successoh undertaking was intended to secure the
confidence, respect and loyalty of subordinatésfalhich it was hoped would encourage a
more willing, indeed enthusiastic, obedience. Oulglipation summarized the whole matter
succinctly, “Leadership of the highest order isuieed of every officer.”” Stated differently, but
with no less significance:

Never forget for a minute that the men in the raaresthe salt of the earth, that
they deserve the best possible leadership, and ibatour privilege, as well as
your great responsibility, to have the honour ghamanding them. Every
officer must try his utmost to be worthy of thanar and responsibilit{.

The responsibility for the ‘best possible leadgyshias immense, composed as it was of
multiple facets that the young leader had to maBecause soldiers were unlikely to follow
with any enthusiasm those leaders who treated greorly, did not know their job sufficiently or
failed to act in a manner that encouraged respdaty-would follow because they had to, not
because they wanted to — the army’s heavy empbagsaternalism, competence and rectitude
was very much intended to improve the officer-malatronship to the point where obedience
was freely given in exchange for, and out of ackiedgment of, fair treatment. By seeing to
their various responsibilities, junior officers weeo be more than just an ‘ornamental
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appendagé” within their individual units. The best, it seefas to suggest, were fatherly and
able_andvirtuous. Effective leadership ultimately requigahstant attention and effort:
relationships had to be continually fostered, skithd to be continually improved, and one’s
conduct had to be continually monitored. Weightg aefty responsibilities indeed!
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