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Evidently the main consideration h

1 as
been to find the biggest men possible,
but with some claim to football skill,
for Gillingham are the biggest team I
have seen for years—bigger even than
the Millwall, Southampton and Reading
sides that won -promotion. They were
a week or two before they found their
feet, but now there is -any amount of
enthusiasm and team spirit, and though
the finer points are MNot obtrusive in
their play, they keep plugging away
bravely- and stubbornly,” and I would
not be a whit surprised to see them
bring: off a few surprises in the Cup
FCompetltlon.

. These qualities of pluck and persever-
ance, notably in front of goal, enabled
them to establish a margin of superiority
over the Town. The prettiness was pro-
vided by the Town, and.the effectiyeness
by Gillingham, and much though one
might regret the .defeat, and feel that
the result flattered the winners,” the
points were well deserved, and we could
not begrudge the victory . when- there
was such splendid confidence and eager-
ness. Few teams, I fancy, will be able
to hold the Gillingham forwards now
that they are together, and the clubs
that have gathered points at Gillingham
may be thankful that they got in early.

Luton’s skilful play was in almost
violent contrast to their ineptitude
against Newport County, and it was 2
real pleasure to watch some of their
advances, the short passing being very
clever. It was effective, too, up to a
point, and if the forwards had been able
to consummate theiz work when they
got within striking distance, the whole-
heartedness of the home team would
not have been sufficent to win the game.
Alas! just the most necessary quality
was lacking, and there was not a suc-
cessful shot at goal by any Luton player.

ither goalkeeper was over-worked.
bngeIBtanes ghad some _dlfhcult shots to
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-marksman on the To i
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In the second half the Town again
began well, and nearly scored witth a
minute or two, but in" Gillingham’s first
rush they succeeded. LOASBY was the
marksman, and after a scrimmage had
been cleared from the Town goal-mouth
he took the ball as Beacham sent it for-
ward, and with a deft movement he had
beaten the defence, and the ball was
sent into the net. For some minutes
there was trouble in the Town goal-‘
mouth, and more goals might have
come had there been a little steadiness, ‘
but thereafter the Town pressed hotly |
@or long periods, only to fail in shoot-
ing, and when Gillingham’s third goal
came the victory was established.

The home left wing had been doing

‘most of the damage, and after Cheesmur

had forced his way through he put the
ball across the goal-mouth : Baines
failed to reach it, and Bethell took pos-
Ssession. As the goalkeeper came ouf he
coolly shot the ball over his head into
the net. There was still another to
come, and this came from a penalty kick
given against. Richards, after he had
bowled over Bethell. and though the
referee saw nothing &rong, the linesman
notified an offence, and LOASBY scored
fflo? the “spot” with a slow ground
shot. }

Banes should have saved the third
goal, and the penalty kick was a poor
one, but then anyone should be able to
score from -such kicks. Kingham and
Richards had plenty of work, and they
were neither so reliable as could be de-
sired. The chief burden fell upon King-
ham, and he was opposed by a hefty
pair who did not shrink from using
their weight, and Death was disposed to
be unfair. At half the control was far
better than in the previous game, and
the support to the forwards was good,
but not the obstructive work.

The forwards showed individual and
corporate skill in advance, but their
finishing was exceedingly poor. There
was a lack of thrust and dash and con-
fidence, and though both  Yardley and
Dent played well in supporting Rennie,
none of the three shot well. M'Nestry
was not at his best, for he was suffering
from a severe cold, but Slicer did fairly
well, without ever mastering the strong
onponents he had to meet. It was a
clean and enjoyable game, and Gilling-
ham were especially pleased with the
“gate ’ of 7,000 spectators

GILLINGHAM™ . 4
LUTON TOWN i)

GILLINGHAM.—Rutherford ; Robert-
son, J. McGregor; Beacham. Collins.
Ellis : Bethel, French, Loasby, Cheesmur,
Death

LUTON TOWN.—Banes; Kingham,
Richards ; = McGinnigle, Clark, Hale:
M’Nestry, Yardley, Rennie, Dent, Slicer.

Referee—Mr. R. G. Rudd, Kenton.




