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Ti§ AKYRGED FIELD ARTILLERY HANDICAPR. -
Editor MANG:Gdsetle—~Whiile T have no desire of provoking any
* further controuBsy fi{the fe th ect.of, B
Van Wagner's: miwenication ‘which dppeared-in your ifgye of ;the-14th-
of March, T thifiR&tliatiit s, {ethaps, hardly fair to-y6ur readers to-allow
them to remaiil ndék iariy ‘érroneous . impressions. that: they “would
undoubtédly coriteri By ‘periising the letter in' question, What Major -
Van'Wagner's obje¥ dart be'in''§o violéntly assailing the D. A7 A.—an
"association: whieh“hlﬁsfiﬁaisfut'aply"db,'n’c_: 'éigqntiq work:in promoting:the .
efficiency of ‘the'fietd aptill ety. of “the"Domjnion—is beyond the péwers.
Of my comprehéﬂ%i@,ﬁ?ﬁ?k"«’ "”’ A TS T LT o
- Major Van ‘W3
failure of his batté¥
efficiehcy during ‘the b . :
the ‘matter would; Ethirik, comipel him to dcknowledge:-that there is very
slight, if any, ground, 8f coriplaint towards either.the D.. A. A. oriits
-executive. - It is a-Wellidknown fact “amongst the officers of the. artillery
that the -execmiééfﬁlf&_,hi?ﬁdssbdigtii)'n-bas left no stone unturned to-render:
the efficiency coﬁiﬁéeﬂbp‘*ﬁs? equal in. the. conditions under which the
several battenes tdmpetdras’ possible.  It’is true ‘that equal conditions -
have not always bedH séeiired; but it is- also trie that with the funds at
‘its disposal it has' hey ikl , ,
to the uninitiated;'8ayt appear” controllable, equal so far as- individual
batteries are concerned. A
_"Major Van Wanér's vieti's:a¥to thié‘propriety of counting the scores:
of batteries in thé\btedits® i the éfficiency competition and. standing of
the batteries is onttht I-think:is ‘hardly opén: to argument. ' Attillery.
fire-being the veryf%‘q‘?éh?é’bf Hefficiency,” 4nd being the point.to-which
‘all artillery instructithi?1éads; it would; Tthink, be a grave error were the
‘efficiency of a bathéry*thus - tested “ éxcluded from the general efficiency:
competition, everthotght'the shell practice’ may necessarily hiave to be

48Win' ‘the ‘Governor- General's prize for general .

et

held under “ varyitfi'€onditions.” - In the near future, however, we look-. .
to seeing many ofiSthe <“yarying conditions” of the past done away with- .. _ : _
~Quebec Battery to fire Canadian manufactired shells. -Majér' Van

by the concentration’ of competitors from the varjops batteries- at one
central point. - TH&\xecitive of -the assoctation have worked t6'attain
~ this  object for v8#fymany-years, and now- that success has -crowned
...their prolonged anﬁ"%géi%étic efforts; t’ would: certainly.be.a great pity
“for any battery to¥¥eribe-Ifomi the competition throygh disappointment
caused by the untttrollible citciimstances of the past, .+~ -~ -
‘Major Van "Wagtie™hardly places’ the matter ot signalling . blind
shrapnel beforé gg frrédderS correctly. It is true that there is no
specific rule laid dowhtfof" signalling blind “shragnel, but. neither is it
necessary. The etkoritf/signalling would appear to. me:to-have been
caused by the rang@pffjter ‘not hiaving fully comprehended the instruc-
tions laid down bﬁﬁ& Thispector of Artillery as to signalling. To my
- mind the instructioniffafé"quitc clear, The difficulty arose. through the
range officer attempting¥to-improve on the signalling as laid down by
allowing' his private;judgnient to decide whether a shell striking the
water was a commion *or™8, shrapnel shell. A shrapnel -shell “blind”
striking the water has:dllthe appearance and cannot be distinguished
from a common shell; and had the range officer treated the blind shrap-
nel of the Hamilton Battéry as what they would appear to be (common
shell), and signalled‘ac¢cordingly, Major Van Wagner would have known
within ten yards of ‘wheré his shell sttutk—and I ‘do not think he will
claim that the use of a teléphone could*have: given hith any more defi-
nite information than-this. The register keeper and "the. competitor
knowing the shell’ fired  to have been.a shrapnel, the range officer~
treating it-in his signal as what it would appear to be (a common shell),
no corfusion would have ensied. ‘It would ‘be at once apparent at the
firing point that the shrapnel was blind. - e
I cannot, howevei, leave this point of Major Van Wagner’s com-
munication without drawing attention to the fact that there can be no
difficulty in recognizih froin the firing point whether the shrapnel fuze.
has been good or blind. ;“The burst of the shrapnel -is distinctly visible
with the nakéd eye,’and how any officer could allow tAirteen blind shrap-
nel to be expended is a mystery. Even supposing that the. shrapnel
burst at the mcment of impact it must still be apparent to the .competitor
that though 'he might receive value for the shell as good, still: the shell
having burst so low, he would surely realize that the fuse had been
bored too long and improve it in his next round. The battery that
would fire 13 ilin’d shrapnel, signal or no signal, could bardly be called
“efficient,” as the unnecessary waste of ammunition with such a battery
on setvice (where neither telephone nor flag signalling could be expected)
would render its employment a very useless expense. It appears to me
that this is the affainment of “an efficiency at target practice that would
put the marksman of the old smoothbore ta the blush,” '

. Snan Ttis not appatentithat.any ill results would-ensuethroughs§ shrap: -
..nel shell;fuse good;’bursting:: between:bannerols. 4 and 5 beingisignialied
.-the same a8 betweeni1 and-target; fuse- blird, as:the impact ofisthg shell
-is ql‘qgj-}y visible:fram the firing point,-and the great.disiance-that Major
. Van'Wagner complaingi:about id, ‘itself, the -surety that theretwauld:be.,
_ ) ¢ -no confusion;as regards'the result-of the signalling..;> ;. . "
He matter that forms’ the subject.of, Majot H. P. | , e that _
‘ ' h ..points mére’ than- the: Welland :Canal Battery on’ the same-yange; the
-.same dagsand :employing ‘the'same signal: systém:in the preliniinary
practice; the latter battery. made, 47 - more- points-than the Hamilton. in
" its final:practice, ‘This difference inthe final;practice cannoti(be laid at
- the door of “an inferior signal system, because in the_ final practice no
-signalling:is permitted. : How; therefore;:can this falling -behind in:the

ast yéar, buta calr and unbiassed consideration of - -

¢ ben possibile o render éven conditions which, - - ,
‘to ‘be content with flag signalling instead of a télephone.

‘his name to such a statement.

.ago_when it was unsatisfactory, and allowing

has done. ' 4 _
studless shells issued to them through an error, and through no fault of
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It is also worthy of note that while the. Hamilton. Battery made. six E

final practice be-accounted for? T have heard it statéd that while tie

.commanding officer of the: Welland 'Cdnﬁl:?Bat_ti:g-y:v'faéfptesbnttd;ﬁnselﬁat ,

e¥Aipdoubitedly feels ‘.;'r‘;;i_iéh"di.‘_sqppéimin.eiitgit the .the final practice and gave much assistance in thé.way: of ‘alvice-and

instruction to the competitors, the officer commarding the Haitilton
Battery did not consider it worth while to be present at the'time of the
final:practice of his battery. I think that had the -Hamilton -Battery
been :properly overlooked in its final practice by its own officets it would
have won the general efficiéhcy prize—and nothing would have been
heard about the * varying conditions” of the practice. oo :

. . By the way, nothing was hedrd in 1887 about * varying conditions”
although the Hamilton Battery was awarded the general efficiency prize

.and had used thé telephone at_its shell practice, notwithstanding the

fact.that the Shefford, Newcastle, Richmond and Winnipeg batteries had
It all depends
oh “whose ox is gored.” ' o

The insinuatjon that the executive of the D. A, A. 'permitted the

‘use of the -telephone at Toronto for thé purpose of giving an undue

advantage to the batteries under the command of ‘the President
of the Association, I shall pass unnoticed. It is simply a mat'er of sur-

-prise to those who know the members of the executive that anofficer
.occupying the responsible. position of Major ‘Van Wagner -ehould lend

Now a word as to the studless shells. I have made full inquiries
into the lengthy arraignment-of the D.-A. A. for having compelied the

Wagner asks “Can a D. R. A. niember imagine thé D, R,°A’ com-
pelling some competitors to fire -the Canadian ammunition a ‘few years

( actory, and allowing others to usé imiported
ammunition, and when the competitor faiféd’ t0 k¥4 Foba ¥eo¥e dis-

qualify him for another competition? What a furore there wotild have

been. But this is. practically the way Quebec was treatéd™by the

D. A-A. Quebec did not protest. Nobody objects to dnything in the
competition except the ¢ Hamilton kickers”  ~ ~

- The statement made in the quotation is a safficiently serious one to

‘have warranted Major ‘Van Wagner in making the most complete

inquiries before sending it broadcast through the country in the way he
It is a direct misstatement. The Quebec Battery had the
the D. A. A or its executive. p -
Major Lindsay’s application to be allowed to fire his common shell

‘over again with the imported ammunition received the warm endorsation

and recommendation of the D. A. A. executive. The Department,
however, could not, unfortunately for the interests of the Quebec
Battery-in the competition, see its way clear to authorize the expense
attached to the additional expenditure of ammunition. Quebec did not

_protest, as Major Van Wagner has stated, because Major Lindsay had a

sufficient sense of fair play not to lay the blame in the matter at the
door of those who had no control over it. * The protesting has been

‘done on Quebec’s behalf, but without its consent, by the self-designated

the circumstances. ’ o . |
Major. Van Wagner’s peroration is not any more creditablé to him
than his misstatements as to the alleged handicapping of the Quebec

“Hamilton kickers” on insufficient grounds and in entire ignorance of

Battery by the D. A, A. He states that before 1833, from various local

causes, the Hamilton Battery was out of the competitionfor ‘atif place
in the efficiency list. His ground of complaint, ‘therefore, dates from
1885. 1In that year heascribes his inequality with the fortunate batteries
in the competition to no credits being given his battery for dismounting
drill; but I find on reference to the report of that year, that had the
full points for this drill been allowed the Hamilton Battery, it would not
have been any more successful as to the winning of prizes than without
the credits. Hamilton, with full marks added for dismounting drill,
would only have occupied a third place in the competition, The same
complaint_is made‘as regards 1886, and with just about as much justice.
The full points for dismounting-added "to the others awarded to the
Hamilton Battery would only have given them a third place in this year
aldo, In 1886 ng complaint was made. There were no “ varying con-



