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Rules of Engagement, or “ROE”, are the modern amjitanswer to the question
of how to provide soldiers in theatre with the gude needed to minimize harm to
civiians but also the flexibility necessary to r@m an effective military force.
Developed at a high level in Ottawa, they are thieared down through the ranks, until
in a very simplified form they reach the individusbldier. Ideally, they provide this
soldier with clear and unambiguous guidelines foewthe use of force is authorised and
when it is not. Yet following the confused deployrt®e and inconsistently defined
mission in Canada’s contribution to peacekeepinBdania-Croatia, and even more after
the debacle of Somalia, there is some question agether these rules and guidelines
are indeed the most effective way to regulate Canagbldiers in theatre, particularly for
those individuals forced to abide by them. The aimthis paper is to ascertain the
practical usefulness of ROE and other guidelinesaidiers on the ground, using both
interviews with those who have worked under theoh saholarly analyses after the fact.

Four veterans provided their insights to the dgwalent of this paper. The first
veteran interviewed was retired Captain Terry Swamy served in the military for ten
years including time in the Canadian Airborne Remgitmn When he retired from the
Regular Force Mr Swan moved to Victoria as a pathe Reserves, working in the JAG
and eventually retiring from the Forces entirelieakerving as the Area Legal Advisor
(Pacific). Mr Swan provided many insights on thgulations governing soldiers while
deployed in Cyprus. Following Mr Swan was retiregkrdgeant William Willbond, the

only former non-commissioned member interviewedtlios paper. Mr Willbond spent a



large part of his career as a paratrooper with Alkborne, with service overseas in
Cyprus and at home in Canada during the FLQ Ciasid,offered an NCO'’s perspective
on the ROE. Retired Colonel Jim Kempling also @tehis expert opinion in the matters
of ROE, having completed a graduate course on éiweslof Armed Conflict at the Royal
Military College during his career and holding stgoopinions on the Somalia Affair.
Finally, retired Lieutenant-Colonel Barry Philligéscussed the changes in the nature of
ROE over the course of his career and on two magmioyments, both times as the
Officer Commanding of his unit. All four gentlemeprovided a slightly different
perspective on issues of the ROE and the natuypeaxfekeeping for the Canadian Forces
past and present.

In early peacekeeping missions such as UNDOF in Glodan Heights and
UNFICYP in Cyprus, no formal ROE existed; insteaditheatre commanders put
regulatory Standard Operating Procedures in pladewever, as the complexity of
operations increased, ROE become more and moresssge with one veteran
comparing the mission in Cyprus to more complicateddern missions. Yet these
sources also cautioned that the successful applicat ROE is entirely contingent on
the training and discipline and thus the leadersiifhe force, and on leaders’ ability to
successfully communicate the ROE to their troopquirements that were not met in the
Somalia mission, with disastrous consequences. héumore, clear and public
examination of completed missions is key to ensurihat the Canadian Forces’
successes are recognised and understood so thatc#ime be repeated, and, more

importantly, that its failures can be learned frand any flaws in the implementation of
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ROE swiftly corrected. In conclusion, the opiniogspressed by former soldiers align
with the opinions of the scholars and historiankaic and appropriate Rules of
Engagement are a valuable and effective tool inhtheds of a disciplined, well-led
military force.

Not all lessons regarding the conduct of peacekeemperations and the
usefulness of ROE come from official peacekeepirigsions. The Canadian Forces
could have learned many lessons useful for gemeratekeeping after participating in
guelling the terrorist activities of tHeont de libération du QuébgéLQ) in the October
Crisis of 1970. The FLQ had previously engagednreatended bombing campaign in
Quebec and Ontario, targeting government officald buildings, and had perpetrated
several robberies, many to obtain dynamite and wesp They had then escalated their
campaign, one terrorist cell abducting the Britiskde commissioner, Mr James Cross,
and later a different cell abducting Mr Pierre Lappwho was the Quebec minister of
labour® In exchange for the release of their hostagesFit@ made several demands,
including the release of several “political” prigwa, most of whom had been convicted
of FLQ-related robberies or murdérdheir demands being initially refused, the FLQ
murdered Mr Laporte and left his body in the trwika car outside Montreal, leaving
instructions on how to find it for the police.

After some debate, the Trudeau government enabeedMar Measures Act for

only the third time in Canadian history, the fitato instances having been during the
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First and Second World WatsMilitary personnel were called up to act as guasds
government and other important facilities, guardd ascorts for government officials,
and to support the police in their searches arest’t The Act was used because it was
believed to be the swiftest and simplest way toatlp empower the police and
supporting military personnel to act against theagion of “apprehended insurrection” as
set forth by the Act. The use of the WMA was, hoaredelimited by a set of regulations
that dictated the extent to which police and thétany were permitted to aétPolls at
the time showed broad public support in both Quedret the rest of Canada for the
Prime Minister's use of the WMA.

Those soldiers involved remember everything runrsngoothly and that the
public was, for the most part, friendly and suppert Mr Kempling recalls that
“generally speaking the people in Montreal wereyvesupportive of the level of military
intervention,” and Mr Willbond likewise recalls strg support for the military’s presence
and no problems interacting with the pubfidoth veterans remember that a great deal
was dependent on the good sense and restraine ofdividual soldiers involved, there
being little in the way of specialised orders airimg for the operation. A desire for
more structured training and preparation is cegaievoked by the remembered
instruction that “if you see somebody on a rooftoapin an upper story window who

appears to have a rifle, and they are not wearinguaon beret, shoot therf:"Still, no
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serious incidents are recorded to have arisen leetwalitary personnel and civilians,
and the soldiers involved in quelling the FLQ bedthin exemplary fashion.

However, the highly disorganised manner in whiah plolice handled the arrest
of well over 400 peopl& some guilty of nothing worse than being friend$hwFLQ
sympathisers, severely damaged perceptions of pleeaton. After the fact, public
opinion on the use of the military in Montreal ahe capital dipped sharply.

Soldiers participated in a very stressful operatexpecting what Mr Kempling
described as “a continuum of violence...start athwdemonstrations and bombings and
then selective assassinatidfi.He further remembered that “the perception was \iea
were at the selective assassination stiyarid that as a result the soldiers were on high
alert and expecting the worst throughout their mrssYet these soldiers have gone
completely unrecognised by their government, andyntearbour deep resentment and
anger. Mr Willbond often mentions that “the sadthiabout that is they should have
recognised those young paratroopers,” going omydltsat “it's not a big deal, you know,
it's just the SSM, the Special Service Medal, @th Essay on it, that's all, that's all they

need.*®

These soldiers went unrecognised because thergoeet elected to forget the
mission, with all its lessons, failures, and momseoit outstanding performance, rather
than find a way to sell it to the Canadian public.

Currently, the use of the military during the FL@ is often construed to have

been an instance of military Aid to Civil Powerthar than a WMA deployment. While
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some troops were initially called in under the awitly of an Aid to Civil Power, the later
tasks involving escorts, cordon and search, andwsiother operations were performed
under the authority of the WMA.. This was clearly understood at the tinvet because
of the government’s political need for smooth relas with French-speaking Canada,
and the fact that no Canadian government wishegltoit that Canada ever had a real
problem with domestic terrorism, the misunderstagslisurrounding this military action
have been largely left unresolved. As Mr Willboretalls, “after it was over and things
quieted down, they swept it under the rdd.”

As a result, Canada’s largest domestic counteotiem operation has remained
largely unstudied, and whatever lessons could daéel from it for future use are buried.
Canada’s later experiences with ROE in peacekeagpegations show how important it
is to learn from past operations, and demonstrédi& wan happen when that learning is
not achieved. The FLQ Crisis represented an exarapla missed opportunity for
learning; a peacekeeping-like operation that waxessful, and an instance in which
public opinion and soldier recognition were mishadd

The first official peacekeeping operations in whichnadians participated were
relatively simple affairs, where Canadians paratgol as UN forces maintaining a zone
of separation between two belligerent powers tlaat previously agreed to a ceasefire.
One such mission, in which Canada played a key, ks UNDOF, or the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force. It was esialol in 1974 to observe and to a

limited extent enforce the ceasefire and bufferezbetween Syrian and Israeli forces in
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the Golan Height$? Mr Barry Phillips recalls that his unit in the @ol “developed our
own rules of engagement in theatre, within...the genguidelines of the UN*® He
recalls that the mission itself was uncomplicateath the Syrians and the Israelis being
professional armies and behaving as such. Furthegrtioe peace that the Canadians of
UNDOF were tasked to preserve had been agreed lnpdine belligerents themselves.
As Mr Phillips remembered, “everything was relalyvguiet, because Syria and Israel
had agreed on a ceasefifé.In a way, the UN forces in the Golan were thenep$y to

be neutral parties with no investment in colludwgh either side, thus providing a
feeling of security for the Syrians and IsraeliSNROF involved straightforward
peacekeeping with little chance of significant miderstanding and very good
communication between all parties involved.

Another early peacekeeping endeavour in which Qanadplayed a significant
role is UNFICYP, or the United Nations Peacekeeiorgce in Cyprus. The mission was
originally established in 1964 to prevent furthaternal fighting between Greek and
Turkish Cypriots, yet after the Turkish invasion 974 the force’s mandate was
extended. It was feared that such a war would tanet involve the two NATO nations

of Turkey and Greece in conflict, and wished tovpre that occurrenc®.
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Yet the very involvement of these two nations wag pf what made Cyprus a
“pretty clear and straightfonNar%f’mission. In the words of Mr Kempling, who was a
Company Commander at the time of his deploymer@yprus, in Cyprus there was “a
uniformed army on both sides of the line who unibed war in the way that NATO
armies understood war, understood what the Rulégroked Conflict were, and you had
a high degree of confidence that the only peopé were going to shoot at you were
people that were specifically ordered to do ¥oBecause both sides of the conflict had
agreed upon the ceasefire and the presence of adigsy few instances of direct armed
conflict were encountered by the Cyprus peacekgepoops in the memory of those
interviewed, an impression confirmed by the onlfgeén casualties suffered by UN
Peacekeepers due to “Malicious Acts” throughoutethirety of the ongoing missidn.
The worst problems all of the veterans describetewiee heat, the food, and the feral
dogs — two soldiers remembered having to carrkstto beat the dogs away as they
attempted to attack soldiers seated in jé&palhile, as Mr Swan recalls, “there was
always shooting at night,” he goes on to say thatéty-nine percent of that was Greeks
taking shots at Turks and Turks taking shots ael@ever the Green Liné”UN forces
themselves were not the targets of aggression.

No Ottawa-developed, pre-written ROE were develofmd Cyprus, but the

commander of the Nicosia district, Colonel Clayi®eattie, at least, developed a simple
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set of “Rules for Firing” that directed the soldieas to when and how they were
permitted to use force. Mr Swan recalled the hétgfss of these guidelines and made
clear that the soldiers appreciated them, sayirgisctly: “soldiers like rules®® He
stressed that the soldiers’ regular training androon sense were, more often than not,
fully sufficient to the task before thefh.Mr Kempling remembers that the individual
knowledge every soldier had about his specific sasbilities was exceptional, and in
particular that “each [Observation Post] that wakeh over, there was written
instructions...an individual soldier had to be alslestand up and give a briefing” on his
duties theré®

Mr Willbond recalled an incident where a soldierdan his command slightly
exceeded these rules by chambering a round in todeack down a Turkish soldier who
was being deliberately provocative, though Mr Willld recalls that after chambering the
round the soldier immediately flipped the safetytis weaporf: While this is not an
example of ROE being strictly adhered to, it dent@tss that the professionalism of all
involved was sufficient to prevent a serious inoideven when the rules were set aside.
Cyprus was, in most senses, a simple peacekeepssijpmwherein all parties involved
were professionals and could be mostly relied upoact as such, yet it is clear that the
growing complexity of peacekeeping made the “Rdébesiring” very welcome among
soldiers.

The Canadian public, for its part, had remainedirstaly supportive of the

concept of peacekeeping in general and Canadiasebeeaping in specific since Canada
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contributed to UNEF, the first UN peacekeeping inissn the Middle East Correctly

or erroneously, Peacekeeping came to be seen bZdhadian public as the natural
employment of their Canadian Forédsnd so these early peacekeeping missions were
rarely in danger of the kind of forgetfulness exg@eced by the Forces in the wake of the
FLQ Crisis.

Later UN peacekeeping missions have grown steaddye complex, involving
fewer such quiet ceasefire-observer missions betywesfessional armies and more often
taking the form of peacemaking or peace-enforcenne@ssions, trying to impose an
external peace upon non-professional belligererite Wwad not yet agreed to cease
hostilities and might resent UN interference. la thrmer Yugoslavia, the Bosnian War
involved a confusing tangle of belligerents, chigfiroats and Bosnian Serbs, attempting
to wrest territorial control from one anot{&rThe United Nations Protection Force or
UNPROFOR was a large multinational force, senh#area in 1992 to create conditions
for peace talks.

No conclusive peace agreements yet existed, althsogne agreements about the
presence of UN troops were obtaifddEven prearranged agreements on troop
movements and withdrawals were occasionally notoboed or were disregarded by

belligerents in the field, as happened in OperatMedak Pocket. Here, Croatian
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authorities agreed to withdraw and allow Canadidh ttbops to take over the area to
facilitate ceasefir® These orders, however, were either not commurdcateCroatian
troops on the ground or were ignored, and the Graastead opened fire on the
advancing Canadians. The Canadians returned fadeabegedly killed more than twenty
Croat soldiers, although Croatian authorities hderied the entire incident,perhaps
due to the evidence — and outright accusationdhéyeacekeepers on-scene - that their
resistance was in order to allow enough time taiedily cleanse the villages in the
Medak ared® Whatever the reason, this lack of clear accouligbamong the
belligerents made the situation far more unstalmiéd potentially dangerous for the
peacekeepers.

Over the following months, UNPROFOR experiencechan@menon known as
“mission creep,* where the aims and mandate of the mission slowpaeded and
changed while underway, first expanding to coverttia of the “Pink Zones”, areas that
surrounded the UN Protected Areas and ensured ghfgty and logistical support, then
to some limited border control and port access, tiseprotection of humanitarian aid,
and finally to the protection of refuge®sa significant change from the original mission
to “supervise the retreat of the Yugoslav Peopla’sy, demilitarize the parties, and

ensure protection of three protected areas of Grdat
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Supporting these later claims of mission creep anstable mandate are the
experiences of those on the ground, as individo#ltaskings also changed suddenly and
without warning. Mr Phillips recalled that when ks preparing for his logistical
support mission, the Canadians were supposed ito i@ geographical area that would
have been fairly simple for his logistics unit tgpport, but that shortly after its arrival
the second Canadian contingent was redeployedftiret south near Sarajevo, and he
was thus forced to split his own unit to carry bist support missioft:

While it may sometimes become necessary to swifitlapt to changed
circumstances, as in Cyprus after the Turkish limmsconstantly changing and
redefining the mission on the ground is a dangermmlency, particularly in a
multinational force where contributing nations msgon find their soldiers operating
beyond the agreed-upon parameférwvith such a complex and unstable situation, it
becomes even more important for soldiers to knoacty what their ROE are, and ever
more difficult for those ROE to be developed. Rudé€Engagement are developed at a
high level in order to support the overall aimstloé mission. With shifting aims, the
ROE become less specific, and are issued withdeddess time for the individual unit
commanders to interpret them and pass the singbhfersion to their troops. This leads
to confusion in the field.

As Mr Phillips stated emphatically, the late retesp orders and the confused
fashion in which his unit was formed and deployeasvincorrect. Had the Canadian
troops encountered significant opposition, or asident such as the Medak Pocket, in

their initially disorganised state, the strong likeod is that they would have been in
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very serious trouble. Mr Phillips recalls that higlistered the radio waves between
Croatia and Ottawa saying 'this is definitely themg way to do this, this is dangerous,
we are going to lose people if we keep doing ie Itkis'.*® Furthermore, though the
soldiers were expected to protect civilian refugéesy were not to engage with Croatian
or Serbian forces unless directly attacked. Assallteghey faced a serious dilemma as
ethnic cleansing occasionally happened right betfoeg eyes, which by their orders and
sense of human decency they should prevent — yetuse of their ROE, they were
prevented from acting. Mr Phillips recalled thatéy'd block you, then they'd go in and
slaughter everyone in a villagé&'"This confusion of orders led to tragedy and resent
on the ground, as soldiers began to question th¢ pba mission that forced them to sit
idle as atrocities were committ&din the end, Mr Phillips said that while he got hisit
in order and well-trained in their duties, “it stdue been dealt with earlier, [we]
should've known all that'®

The soldiers themselves served long and gruelipipgiments to Bosnia-Croatia
and, for the most part, dispatched their dutieshwabmpetence and aplomb. The
Canadian contribution to UNPROFOR had enjoyed sajgport from Canadians, though
few Canadians seemed to care overmuch about tBEanioverseas. Whatever reaction
the Canadian public might have had to Bosnia, heweand whatever long-term lessons
might have been learned from that deployment, vadrdout wiped from the public

consciousness by news from the other major UN d¢iperan which Canadians were
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involved, taking place in Somalfa.

Despite almost a year of Canadian officers repgrunch problems of preparation
and unclear orders, Canada’s mission in Somali@rad even more pronouncedly from
confused orders and ROE. The unit sent to Som#lea Canadian Airborne Regiment,
had been struggling with endemic discipline andléeship issues during the months
prior to deployment, the mission itself was poatfined, and the ROE for the mission
were ill-considered and only imperfectly understdydsoldiers on the ground. Any one
of these problems might have been dealt with itatgn — in Bosnia, Mr Phillips and
other commanders dealt with the confused situatioough the discipline of their troops
and effective in-theatre training. But taken altbge, the situation in Somalia was a
disaster that did not wait long to occur.

The Canadian Airborne Regiment, or Airborne, wdkially activated on April 8
19688 The brainchild of Lt-Gen Jean-Victor Allard, thérBorne was designed to be an
elite unit that could be used to respond quicklyréquests for military support until
regular units could be mobilised and brought torb&&e Airborne’s structure at its
inception was an oddity, the regiment being a condnanit under the regimental CO, a
full colonel, but with each Commando also actingga®mmand unit undés respective
CO, a major. With this structure — a command un@oenpassing other command units —
the Airborne behaved organisationally much likeeayvsmall brigad&® This structure
meant the officer commanding exerted consideralrectd authority over the troops

within the unit, and the command of the Airbornesvea prestigious slot much sought
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after by new colonels. It also ensured that offcexperienced in large-unit command
were always in command of the Airborne.

In the years and months leading up to Somalia, kewehe Airborne had been
the subject of increasing concern, as a restruguof the Airborne and change in its
personnel and status had resulted in some serigsmiplihe problems? More
importantly, the quality of officers and soldieronting into the Airborne was
diminishing as it lost its status as a plum assigmmMr Kempling’s opinion is that in
Somalia “there was a...gross failure in leadershipe. gbnior leadership on the ground
didn't exercise effectively their duty to make stivat the ROE were workable,” and he
recalls that before Somalia “they downgraded théustof the unit and it became much
less attractive to go into a command positioh.”

The downgrade in status Mr Kempling discusses hefers to the 1992 Land
Forces Command decision to reduce the unit’'s stheaigd restructure the Airborne like
a regular infantry battalion. As such the three g@ndos effectively lost their status as
“units”, and the Airborne overall would be commaddey a lieutenant-colonel, rather
than a colonel as had been the case in the’p¥dth the change, the regiment became
eligible to be commanded by COs with no previoyseeience in leadership at that level,
a risky proposition for an elite unit of aggressaadiers in need of strong and capable
guidancé‘_’.3 Many of those in the junior NCO ranks were veterahseveral stints in the
Airborne, and even Captains commanding the compateé alone junior officers with

extremely limited military experience, were incriegéy unable to exert the level of
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control necessary to ensure adequate discipline.

Despite its disciplinary issues, the Canadian dtine Regiment was slated and
trained to participate in UNOSOM, the United NasdDperation in Somalia, which was
a standard Chapter VI peacekeeping mis3idbays before the Airborne departed for
Somalia, however, UNOSOM was downgraded at theastqpef the US and on this short
notice the Airborne was deployed instead on Opmmaieliverance, a Chapter VII
peace-enforcement mission under the US-led UNITBRited Task Force)® National
Defence Headquarters had already been sufferimg $®rious confusion and indecision
over what ROE to give the soldiéfsand now that the mandate of the mission had
changed completely, these had to be completelyrittew. As a result, the Airborne
arrived in Somalia with little understanding of th&®OE, which then proceeded to
change and be reinterpreted in various ways, geireral inconsistent versions of the
ROE card (a palm-sized, simplified breakdown of R@E handed out to each soldier)
circulated the camp. Indeed, some soldiers claimed never to have seeROE at all,
only listened to the many and constantly changingfibgs by officers who rarely, if
ever, drilled them on the detafls.

Both Mr Kempling and Mr Phillips repeatedly stregsthe importance of

explaining ROE to the soldiers and constantly idgll Mr Kempling stating that
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“‘company commanders, platoon commanders, [and]oseNiCOs need to really
understand [the ROE] so that the instructions tdiers are delivered in clear, soldierly

terms.’®°

Yet there is little evidence that any such tragntook place in Somalia. As a
result, soldiers had no consistent idea of howterpret expressions like “hostile intent”
as set forth in the complex ROE, and few or incstesit briefings on how to deal with
thieves approaching, fleeing with objects, or fieeempty-handef!: This, coupled with
the stress of the environment and endemic problem$eadership and discipline,
inevitably led to the orders given by Major AnthoBgward to catch a Somali thief and
“make an example of hifi® - the first steps leading ultimately to the hiicrtorture and
death of Shidane Abukar Arone. Here, confusiorhathigher levels of command met
confusion at the subordinate levels, resulting luenan tragedy and a national disgrace
that damaged the reputation of the Canadian Foaoek resulted eventually in the
disbandment of the Canadian Airborne Regiment.

The testimonies of the officers and non-commissionember with whom |
spoke made it clear that no matter how brilliart tdonstruction of the ROE, no matter
how clear the guidelines, a lack of leadership e ground would result in ultimate
failure. During the FLQ Crisis, with no such ordessrong leadership and well-trained,
well-disciplined troops were more than sufficieot the task of what was essentially
urban peacekeeping. In the Golan Heights, littledagpce was given from higher

authority on any rules or regulations for engagenasnthe mission was assumed to be
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simple peacekeepirf’j.Yet Mr Phillips spoke at length about the freque&oimplex, and
realistic training he and his subordinate officptg the troops through so as to ensure
they would follow the appropriate course of actionany situatior?* With the slightly
more complex situation in Cyprus, Mr Swan recdit twhile no Ottawa-developed ROE
were ever in place, the Canadian District Commarsdgrabout devising appropriate
regulations that were then disseminated to thepgBoMr Willbond spoke of training in
crowd-control techniques before deployment to Cgpusing riot-shields and batons as
well as concertina wire and jeeps, so as to bey fptepared for any situation on
mission®® In these situations, good organisation and plapaina higher level coupled
with strong leadership was enough to ensure tbaps were fully trained and prepared
for their missions.

However, Mr Phillips’ testimony along with availabsecondary analyses made
clear that in the Bosnia-Croatia mission, the caempey and leadership of those
operating in the field salvaged the failures ofHieiglevel leadership and organisation to
define and maintain an unambiguous mission aingednnate clear orders, and ensure
the orderly arrival and training of the units de@d. Mr Phillips made clear that
although his unit arrived piecemeal, insufficientisepared and with no mission-specific
training behind them, once on the ground he enstiradthey were thoroughly trained
and drilled, including detailed explanation of RQ#s philosophy on ROE was that “it

has to pass the soldier-test: you had to be altiermoto the guy in the coveralls and say
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‘did you understand that?* Mr Phillips accomplished this through clear instion and
constant verbal checks using realistic scenariosteHfailures in higher command
contributed to the humanitarian tragedy of ethié@sing carried out during the wars of
the former Yugoslavia, yet competent and effectaedership ensured that the troops
performed to the best of their abilities and weredisgraced.

In the Somalia mission, the failures of leadershigre apparent throughout the
chain of command. Very shortly before the Airbomas to deploy to Somalia, the
Airborne’s Commanding Officer, Lt-Col. Paul Mornéawvas relieved of his command
when his superiors began to harbour serious doalbtsit his capability to lead the
mission®® This action proved far too late to solve the Aim®s many problems, if
indeed a change in CO could have accomplished éhessary leadership solutions. Mr
Kempling is scathing in his criticism of Airborneddership before and during Somalia,
saying that 2 Commando, the company involved initicedent itself, “ended up with
some people like Tony Seward commanding, who | diotihave given command of a
section to...a unit made up of very hardcore, vengly very aggressive soldiers that
need to have very strong leadership, and theydigst't get it. And | think that was
amplified up the chain® As Mr Kempling's interview makes clear, even forme
Airborne officers have a particularly low opiniori the quality of leadership in the
regiment while it was in Somalia.

This lack of effective leadership, when coupledhwithe mass confusion of the

changing mission parameters and the chaos cregtatlliiple ROE being issued to the

®" Barry Phillips, personal interview, 19 Novembed20
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soldiers, could not possibly have had a happy ooécdOfficers put dangerously loose
interpretations on ill-conceived ROE they did naltyf understand, especially disastrous
in the case of the provisions for reacting with dlgdorce; even more damning, no
scenario-driven training was done on ROE while higatre”® Somalia represents a
complete failure of the system to learn from eitllee successes of Cyprus or the
mistakes of Bosnia, implement a workable plan, suqgport it with strong leadership and
effective training, and it resulted in a murder

The Somalia fiasco was also responsible for a lasting loss of faith in the
Canadian Forces by the Canadian public. The bdcktaganadian media and public
opinion following the Somalia Affair, particularlgfter the release of the photos of
Trooper Kyle Brown took of himself and Master CaigdoClayton Matchee beating and
torturing the teenaged Somali Shidane Abukar Aratemaged the reputation of the
Canadian Forces and its relationship with the pginblic for yearg?! In so doing, it cost
the Forces its most elite and previously prestigionit, which was disbanded in a move
most soldiers saw as a political sacrifice to appehe angry public, and a betrayal of a
unit that, following the debacle in Somalia, hadmeo under strong and effective
leadership and largely fixed its internal problefhs.

The lessons of public opinion and military leadeyshre closely linked in a
democratic country with an all-volunteer militakyad the regiment been properly trained

and prepared for Somalia, had the chain of commeached from UNPROFOR the

O Winslow, Canadian Airborne209.
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importance of clear ROE, there exists the posgiititiat even with the sloppy discipline
among the troops, Arone’s murder could have beewgmted and the damage to the
Forces’ reputation averted. Failing that, had tremd&diian Forces and the government
been immediately honest and transparent with thea@ian public about the problems in
the Airborne and the incident in Somalia, and exgld the ways in these issues they
were being addressed, there is the possibilityttitebacklash and accusations (wrong or
right) of a “cover-up” would have been far lessesevand the Canadian public would not
have felt so betrayed by its government and itstanly. Had the Canadian Forces been
more cognisant of the major internal issues expbseithe incident and taken immediate
action, the Airborne might have been preservedfamder maroon berets would not now
feel so betrayed by the government, the Forces,tlamagbublic. It is to be remembered
that retired soldiers become members of the pubimse memories will influence their
opinions and political will. As a volunteer army andemocratic society, the Canadian
Forces depends on the public’'s goodwill, and a$ suamnot afford to marginalise or
ignore its veterans.

When in the hands of a well-trained military wittrtogig leadership, Rules of
Engagement are invaluable and highly effective.yTteveloped out of the realisation
that peacekeeping operations were becoming far mwamglex and needed solid, clear
guidelines for soldiers to react appropriately untlging circumstances, guidelines that
are desired by the soldiers themselves. While Rf@Eaa irreplaceable tool for soldiers
and commanders in the field, they cannot compenf&atea lack of training and
discipline, and effective field leadership must goesent in order for the ROE to be

useful. Finally, after-action reviews conducteceihaustive detail, both for the military



and for the public, are an essential part of angsian in order to ensure that military
both retains the goodwill of civilians and soldiensd learns from the past. One of the
hallmarks of a professional army is that it carneigh it an institutional memory, a
collection of ‘Lessons Learned’ from which it deme$ a greater understanding of how to
succeed. If operations like the FLQ Crisis or Seanate ignored and forgotten, no matter
how politically embarrassing or institutionally péil, they will not be learned from and

the Canadian Forces will once again risk their tiépa.
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