NOTE TO READERS
Military Ranks and Titles

In recounting events and reporting on testimony received, this report refers to many members of the
Canadian Forces by name, rank and, sometimes, title or position held. Generally, we have used the rank and
title in place at the time of the Somalia deployment or at the time an individual testified before this
Commission of Inquiry, as appropriate. Thus, for example, the ranks mentioned in text recounting the

events of 19983 are those held by individuals just before and during the deployment to Somalia, while

ranks mentioned in endnotes are those held by individuals at the time of their testimony before the Inquiry.

Since then, many of these individuals will have changed rank or retired or left the Canadiandrartes f
reasons. We have made every effort to check the accuracy of ranks and titles, but we recognize the
possibility of inadvertent errors, and we apologize to the individuals involved for any inaccuracies that
might remain.

Source Material

This report is documented in endnotes presented at the conclusion of each chapter. Among the sources
referred to, readers will find mention of testimony given at the Inquiry's policy and evidentiary hearings;
documents filed with the Inquiry by government departmasta result of orders for the production of
documents; briefs and submissions to the Inquiry; research studies conducted under the Inquiry's
commissioned research program; and documents issued by the Inquiry over the course of its work.

Testimony Testimony before the Commission of Inquiry is cited by reference to transcripts of the Inquiry's
policy and evidentiary hearings, which are contained in 193 volumes and will also be preserved on CD
ROM after the Inquiry completes its work. For example: TestimdmyCol Nordick, Transcripts vol. 2, pp.
269-270. Evidence given at the policy hearings is denoted by the letter 'P'. For example: Testimony of
MGen Dallaire, Policy hearings transcripts vol. 3P, p. 477P.

Transcripts of testimony are available in the language in which testimony was given; in some cases,
therefore, testimony quoted in the report has been translated from the language in which it was given.

Documents and ExhibitsQuotations from some documents and other material (charts, maps) filed with the
Inquiry are cited with a document book number and a tab number or an exhibit number. These refer to
binders of documents assembled for Commissioners' use at the Inquiry's hearings. See Volume 5, Chapter
40 for a description of how we managed and catalogued the tens of thousands of documents we received in
evidence.

Some of the references contain DND (Department of National Defence) identification numbers in lieu of or
in addition to page numbers. These were numbers assigned at DND and stamped on each page as
documents were being scanned for transmission to the Inquiry in electronic format. Many other references
are to DND publications, manuals, policies and guidelines. Also quoted extensively are the National
Defence Act (NDA), Canadian Forces Organization Orders (CFOO), Canadian Forces Administrative
Orders (CFAQ), and the Queen's Regulations and Orders for the Canadian Forces (which we refer to as the
Queen's Regulations and Orders, or QR&O). Our general practice was to provide the full name of
documents ofirst mention in the notes to a chapter, with shortened titles or abbreviations after that.

Research StudiesThe Commission of Inquiry commissioned 10 research studies, which were published at
various points during the life of the Inquiry. Endnotes citing studies not yet published during final
preparation of this report may contain references to or quotations from unedited manuscripts.

Published research and the Inquiry's report will be available in Canada through local booksellers and by
mail from Canad&ommunication Group Publishing, Ottawa, Ontario, K1A 0S9. All other material
pertaining to the Inquiry's work will be housed in the National Archives of Canada at the conclusion of our
work.



Acronyms and Abbreviations

This report contains many acronyms and abbreviations for government departments and programs and
Canadian Forces elements, systems, equipment, and other terms. Generally, these names and terms are
spelled out in full with their abbreviation or acronym at their first occurrence in each chigter;

abbreviation or acronym is used after that. For ranks and titles, we adopted the abbreviations in use in the
Canadian Forces and at the Department of National Defence. A list of the acronyms and abbreviations used
most often, including abbreviations for military ranks, is presented in Appendix 8, at the end of Volume 5.




INTRODUCTION

Volume 1 sets out the major themes to be explored within our report. Included in that Volume is a
discussion of some of the principles which we consider to be funddrt®itita proper functioning of the

military. Following that, we investigate the systems, structures and relationships the Canadian Forces had in
place at the time of preparing for and deploying to Somalia. Next, we recount in narrative form the story of
what we learned about the Somalia deployment. The complete story was pieced together with meticulous
care from the testimony and documentation that was available to us.

At important junctures in that narrative we identify for the reader events which, uesyrsignal system
malfunction. Those points are warning sighgrecursors of issues to be explored in detail in our analysis

and findings. Thus, in Volumes 2, 3, 4, and 5 we analyze the details of deviations from the benchmark
principles and themes. These Volumes contain the essential distillation of the Inquiry's labours. In Volumes
2, 3, and 5 we discharge our mandate by exploring the issues we were charged to investigate, making
findings with respect to problems encountered, and offering recomnamsltd repair a system which

allowed such problems to occur. In Volume 4, we investigate the failures of senior leaders with respect to
the predeployment phase and with respect to disclosure of information and destruction of documents.

In spite of the truncation of our mandate, we have been able to effectively address almost all the points in
our terms of reference, although not necessarily to the extent initially contemplated. Even as modified at the
eleventh hour, our terms of reference give us laditiedreport, at our discretion, on whatever we felt we had
properly canvassed. Certainly, with more time we could have carried our investigation even further. Our
unfinished mandate is discussed in Chapter 42 in Volume 5.

Our chosen themes and principles are tightly interwoven both in terms of their theoretical treatment and the
onthe-ground realities to which they refer. Foremost among them are leadership and accountability, which
to a great extent underlie all the others. (These are discussed innd€talpter 15 and Chapter 16 in

Volume 2). We have gone to great lengths to research, study, and delineate our understanding of how these
twin pillars uphold the functioning of the military within a free and democratic Canadian society.

We have examined how these ideals should be realized in the structure and functioning of the chain of
command (Chapter 17 in Volume 2), and maintained through the exercise of discipline (Chapter 18 in
Volume 2). We note in particular how the entire hierarchy of the miliaipked by responsibility and
accountability. Interlinked duties extend outwards from each officer in every direction: upwards to higher
command, outwards to fellow officers, downwards to the officers and soldiers under their command. They
are not limited by specific orders or tasks: military tradition also demands that officers inform their
superiors faithfully and fully and that senior officers support those junior to them with proper supervision
and oversight.

The success or failure of a mission igedtly attributable to how well it is planned. Therefore, knowing the
events of the weeks and months before the incidents that sparked our Inquiry is essential to understanding
the systemic failures that created the circumstances which allowed certain dishonourable incidents to take
place. Accordingly, we explore the various component elements of mission planning: how the military
gathers intelligence and information, how higher command determines the suitability of forces for their
assigned tasks (Volun# Chapters 19 and 20), how training is planned and implemented (Volume 2,

Chapter 21), and, in particular, how Rules of Engagement are created, promulgated and impressed upon the
troops (Volume 2, Chapters 21 and 22).

All these elements of mission planning contribute to operational readiness. Therefore, we placed great
importance on investigating how the Canadian Forces (CF) determines that a unit is ready to be committed
for action, specifically examining the systems and relationships that were irdpldg 1992 at the time of



the Somalia operation (Volume 2, Chapter 23).

We also looked at policing and prosecutions within the system of military justice (Volume 5, Chapter 40).
In so doing, we paid particular attention to the powers and responsibilities of commanding officers and the
notion of command influence in the conduct of investigations and prosecutions. We also examined the
security and investigative functions of military police, especially regarding how they are deployed and what
constitutes apppriate strength for different kinds of operations. These considerations in turn led to an
examination of the structural and institutional adequacy of prevailing arrangements within the office of the
Judge Advocate General.

One of the basic themes explored in this report relates to openness and the disclosure of information
(Volume 5, Chapter 39). As we carried out our probe, we were forced to use valuable time, that had been
reserved for other purposes, to confront problems of inadequate informatimswaisdy Department of

National Defence (DND) that were affecting the efficacy of our work. At the outset, we expected to
investigate how information had been actively or passively withheld from those who should have known
about the incidents that initiated our Inquiry. Alarmingly, we were subjected to a process of obfuscation and
denial that was strikingly similar to that which we were charged to investigate. The allegations afpcover

that we pursued are of particular concern in that they extend béyaddmain of the military to affect the

rights of all Canadians in a free society.

In the chapters which follow, we present our disturbingly negative assessment of what transpired in the
Somalia deployment. Our analysis explores the problems that beset the Somalia mission and infected the
structure and functioning of the CF.

Three lengthy chapters, two describing a process (mission planning in Volume 3, Chapters 24 and 25) and
the other, an event (the March 4th incident, Volume 5, Chapter 38) meritiaofvexplanation. These

chapters are essentially case studies of what can go wrong. The mission planning analysis and the March 4th
incident each, in its own way, illustrates the multiple failures that occurred at virtually every turn of this
operation. They demonstrate vividly a mission sadlhceived that many Canadians will wonder why
consequences even more shocking than those that led to this Inquiry did not happen or have not come to
light.

In the end, following our analysis of the key issues werafbnclusions about what happened and why, and
make a number of recommendations. We found a multiple of contributing reasons for the incidents in
Somalia that must be of concern to the government and addressed at every level of the military and the
Department of National Defence. But in essence, we found that the twin pilleaglership and
accountability-- became so undermined that they no longer fully supported the roles and functions of the
Canadian Forces.




LEADERSHIP

Our Terms of Reference plagesat emphasis on assessing the quality of leadership exercised by the chain

of command of the Canadian Forces regarding the Somalia deployment. We were called upon to examine
"the effectiveness of the decisions and actions" of leadership within the Canadian Airborne Regiment, Land
Force Command, the Canadian Joint Force Somalia, and National Defence Headquarters as they related to
Somalia.

Effective leadership is required in all spheres of endeavour such as industry, politics, or the military. But it
is absolutely essential in a military context. According to a Canadian Forces manual, "Leadership is the
primary reason for the existence of all officers of the Canadian Fdréighibut strong leadership, the
concerted effort which must characterize an army is unlikely to be realized, and its individual members will
not achieve the unity of purpose essential to success in military operations. Strong leadership is associated
with high levels of cohesidrand the development of unity of purpose, critical to the success of any military
operation. Leadership is important at all levels of the Canadian Forces, applying equally to commissioned
as well as nocommissioned officers.

A major focus in this report is military leadership. However, the original mandate of this Commission was
broader. We had also planned to assess the leadership qualities of senior &ticemdtpolitical leaders:

the Deputy Minister of National Defence, Robert Fowler, during the period covered by our mandate, and
the Minister of National Defence during thethreatre phase of the deployment, the Hon. Kim Campbell.
The premature termination of the Inquiry by the present Government precluded us from hearing evidence
that could have made such an analysis possible.

DEFINING LEADERSHIP

Leadership is an extremely complex and vdaden concept that is highly dependent on context.
Consequentlywe have made our findings and recommendations based on actual testimony at public
hearings and information presented to the Inquiry in formal policy briefings, as well as from numerous
source documents including Canadian Forces manuals and books, reports and articles on leadership by
Canadian, American, and British military authorities. Indeed, often the Canadian military, in its leadership
manuals and in courses on leadership offered by its command and staff colleges, incorporates the views of
foreign miltary experts on this topit.

There appears to be no standard accepted definition of military leadership. Instead, it is a combination of
various qualities which, when taken together, are called leadership. The people exercising these qualities are
deemed to be leaders, and, based on an assessment of their effectiveness in a given situation, are rated as
‘good’ or 'bad'.

Leadership must be distinguished from other related concepts such as command aecthergnatthough

these terms are often used interchangeably. We must also distinguish leadership from the idea of authority,
responsibility, and accountability.

A good manager and a good commander both require leadership ability, but simply occupying a position of
authority does not necessarily make a person a leader.

Leadership includes not merely the authority, but the ability to lead others. Commanders will not be leaders

if they do little to influence and inspire their subordindt&se commander, in effect, becomes a leader

only when the leader is accepted as such by subordinates. Leadership requires much more than management
skills or legal authority. The leader is the one who motivates the other members of the combat unit. As one
American commentator on military leadership states:

Mere occupancy of an office or position from which leadership behaviour is expected does not
automatically make the occupant a true leader. Such appointments can tesattship but not
necessarily in leadership. While appointive positions of high status and authority are related to
leadership they are not the same tHing.

Management is the set of skills needed to make the most effective and efficient use of available resources in
the pursuit of a task. Command is the granting of official authority to an individual to assign resources in the



accomplishment of a mission or task. The person named as a commander hastiy augsue lawful
orders to specified individuals, and to require theipperation and energy in the execution of those orders.
With that authority, the commander has an equal responsibility for the successful conclusion of the mission.

Commanders have the right to delegate to subordinate commanders a portion of their overall authority
commensurate with assigned tasks. However, the commander is unable to delegate overall responsibility.
The commander may hold delegated subordinates responsible fffabtive completion of specific tasks
assigned to them. However, the commander remains responsible for the actions of all subordinates and for
the success or failure of the mission.

Commanders are accountable to their superiors for the effective and faithful execution of the command
entrusted to them and, while it may be seen that they share such accountability with their subordinates, this
must not be taken as an attenuation of their own accountability. The tracing of accountability within a
military chain of command is relatively straightforward. However, accountability is also a feature attendant
on any position of leadership, whether it be in command or on the staff. The subject of accountability is
treated in greater detail in Chapter 16 of this Report.

MILITARY LEADERSHIP AS AN ART

The fundamental question-sis leadership a science or an art? While there is some difference of opinion

on this, the former Chief of the Defence Staff, Gen Jacques Dextraze, wrote in 1973 that leadership is the
"art of influencing others to do willingly what is required in order to achieve an aim or a*jblais"is a

point of view agreed to by other reputable leaders, such as U.S. Army Gen Matthew Ridgway and British
Field Marshall Sir Archibald Wavell. As Gen Ridgway stated: "...| still think the variables of human nature
combined with those of combat, and to a lesser degree with those of peacetime training, make the exercise
of leadership far more of an art thancieace.®

Interestingly, Gen Dextraze in 1973 believed that many of the problems faced by managers in the Canadian
Forces, at all levels, stemmed from the fact that the art of leadership seemed to be dying, and was being
replaced by mechanical processes of control that made little distinction between human beings and
machines in the system. He lamented the concurrent degradation of language, for example, the term 'people’
was replaced by 'personnel invemtor

The theory of leadership as art emphasizes qualities such as intuition, character, and the determination to be
great2 While new theories of leadership often move away from the leadetsorn-notmade point of

view, it is important to encompass as many viewpoints as possible in determining the essential concept of
leadership.

LEADERSHIP: TRANSACTIONAL VERSUS
TRANSFORMATIONAL

More modern theories ¢éadership are based not so much on classic traits of leadership, but on analyses of
the relationship between the leader and the follower. Particularly relevant for our purpose is the current
debate betweetmansactionalandtransformationaleadership.

Transactional leadership is considered an increasingly common form of leadership in business, in politics,
and in government bureaucracy. "[L]eaders must engage in a transaction with their subcrdinates
exchange based on initiating and clarifying wisaequired of their subordinates and the consideration the
subordinates will receive if they fulfil the requirements.... This leadership consists of accomplishing well the
tasks at hand while satisfying the selferests of those working with the leader to do so. The leader sees to
it that promises of reward are fulfilled for those followers who carry out successfully what is required of
them."™ However, this kind of leadership has limitations. A temt®n creates no enduring purpose that

holds the parties together. It does not bind the leader and follower in a mutual and continuing pursuit of a
higher purposé? Active transactional leadershipdentingent reinforcement rewards (or avoidance of
penalties) contingent upon effort expended and performance level achieved. The less active transactional
leadership isnanagemenrby-exceptioror contingent negative reinforcement, and the extreme end of
inactivity islaissezfaire leadershipg= For example, the notion of performance pay awards illustrates the
contingent reinforcement feature of transactional leadership. "In many instances, such transactional



leadership is a prescription for mediocrity or worse: the leader relies heavily on manabgmereption,
intervening with his or her group only when procedures and standards for task accomplishment are not
being met. Such a manager espouses thel@oadage, 'If it ain't broke, don't fix it-#'

In contrast, transformational leadership "...occurs when one or more pergagawith others in a way

that raises both leaders and followers to higher levels of motivation and morality.... Their purposes, which
might have started out as separate but related, as in the case of transactional leadership, becéine fused."
Leadership experts appear to prafansformational leadership to transactional leadership. U.S. LGen
Walter F. Ulmer, Jr. argues that there is "a particularly formidable argument for frequent use of a
transformational style that nourishes a strong sense of responsibility and initiative among subordinates.
Transformational leadership, by the enlightened use of inspiration, communication, and understanding of
human behavior, camotivate subordinates to achieve more than could ordinarily be expétfed993

article describes the transactional/transformational leadership distinction within the U.S. military as the
following:

Our findings regarding current patterns of leadership in the military may suggest that many top
level officers might have been promoted on the basis of their transactional abilities to work within
the system. However, the military is undergoing some fundamental changes, which may result in a
different type of leader emerging at the top. We may see more Norman Schwarzhkopdisplay

all of the transformational factors and less of those generals who know how to ‘work the system'
transactionally’

This particular debate is relevant to the Canadian context, for, presumably, strong transformational
leadership should lead to a perception by subordinates that their leaders are effective. Yet, there is evidence
that Canadian soldiers do not see their leaders as effective. A 1995 Department of National Defence (DND)
survey ofattitudes of military and civilian employees within DND revealed dissatisfaction towards

leadership. Survey respondents believed that leaders in the Department were too concerned about "building
their empires" and "following their personal agenda," and that DND was being too bureafidiagic.

survey noted that "[e]mployees, both military and civilian, are losing or have lost confidence in the
Department's leadership and managementte former Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS), Gen Jean

Boyle, publicly stated last year that the rank and file had justifiable concerns about the quality of high
command?® And, more recently, LGen Baril, Commander Land Force Command, declared:

The Army has a significant leadership deficiency...| wileraphasize and demand throughout the
Army, responsible leadership and its essential components of moral and ethicalwliciehave

been tried and proven in war and which are essential to the Army's collective soul. Values such as
truth, duty, and valour along with the moral courage to do what is right rather than what is
fashionable. This must be the credo of the officer and NCO corps.... Unfashionable as some of
these old basic values may seem to some, it is the kind of leadership that produced the mutual trust
that bonded our Army in combat. That trust between the leader and the soldier is what
distinguishes outstandingnits from ineffective one$:

Clearly, the art of leadership requires a consideration of moral and ethical values. Elsewhere in this report,
we discuss in greater detail military ethics and accountability.

Transformationabktyle leadership is arguably of particular significance in the context of peace support
operations. A recent study on the Canadian peace support experience indicates that a changing leadership
dynamic is occurring in constabulary opas, wherein there appears to be a levelling of the hierarchy in
favour of more interaction between senior and junior ranks. Some junior personnel perceived that their
advice was more frequently sought and taken into account than was customary in other circumstances.
Greater reliance was placed on junior officers and seniccaomissioned officers

MILITARY VERSUS CIVILIAN LEADERSHIP

Management is largely viewed as a science, specifically the s@érogploying people and materiel in the
most economical and effective way to accomplish an objegtive.

Hence, the difference between the corporate ethic of the military and the managerial ethic is important. For,
unlike civilians who work for a private company, soldiers ultimately are expected to die for their country if



necessary. This is what Gen Sir John Hackett has called the "unlimited liability" of the Soidser, a

military leader has the duty to look after the welfare of his troops; he cannot treat them as mere tools for
career advancement. Some have argued that when this distinction fades, the military suffers. For example, it
has been argued that the failure of the American army during the Vietham War was due primarily to its
officer corps whose values were entrepreneurial, not corporative in nature. Officers were motivated by self
interest-- advancing their own careersrather than liing up to the values of sedfcrifice and reciprocal

trust characteristic of the traditional military etAidn effect, a managerial model that focuses on

managerial efficiency and individual sétterest will erode the traditional military ethic and undermine the
cohesiveness of the military unit.

A 1979 studyMilitary Attitudes and Values of the Army in CandiaMaj C.A. Cotton, surveyed

numerous Canadian soldiers and found that the army wastdréared by cleavages in basic values and
assumptions about structure and process within military life. This was a study in contradictions: a system
oriented towards combat in which a significant minority indicated that they would try to avoid going, or
simply refuse to go, should they be required to enter combat; where the majority were reluctant soldiers
who, if given the chance, preferred to work at their "trade" in a predictable daily and weekly routine; and
where the combat soldiers had a negativeis®fje and a collective sense that they are a necessary evil in a
military bureaucracg®

Cotton's analysis provoked intense debate about the degree of civilianization within the Canadian military.
For example, a 1989 Canadian Forces study disputed Cotton's original fifdirggued that Cotton's
conclusion that the majority of army personnel were "reluctant soldiers" was not supported when more
predse attitudinal measures were used to determine support for a traditional vocational model of service
versus the occupational model. The study concluded that a substantial majority of the pergbanel in
Canadian army supported the traditional ethos of sacrifice, and that a great majority believed that military
service is a way of life and can never be "just a job." A significant minority, however, found that the
demands made upon their rduty lives by their own military service had been excessive. rorguize,

this study claims that soldiers stand firmly by the ethos that separates them from civilian life, but many are
dissatisfied with the extent to which military demands have reduced their control of their own lives.

It is this aspect of civilianization of the army that has increasingly concerned members of the military. The
Review Group Report on the Unification Task Force of the Canadian Forces argued that the greatest cause
for concern in this regard was the gradual imposition of civilian standarttee management of the forces

and on the assessment of their needs and goals. It argued that in the absence of clearly defined and
defensible military values, the Canadian Forces was steadily turning to civilian values and concluded, in
part, that there was a need to develop a military ethos approved by the CDS and put into effect by the
military at every opportunit§?

ESTABLISHING A STANDARD FOR MILITARY LEADERSHIP

Given the range of opinion on whatrstitutes military leadership, we decided to identifydbee qualities

that are essential to success. In addition, we also sought to identify other necessary attributes of leadership,
as well as factors that would indicate successful leadership performance. We examined basic Canadian
military documents as well as actual testimony. In addition, we consulted the literature for the views of
senior military leaders, as well as other experts in the field.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF AN OFFICER UNDER THE
COMMISSIONI NG SCROLL

As LCol K.W.J. Wenek explains, "[ijn a fundamental sense, officership is simply doing what one is
‘commissioned' (authorized and empowered to déj.The commissioning scroll which authorizes and
empowers officers of the Canadian Forces establishes five key norms:

91 adherence to an ethic based on the core values of loyalty, courage, and integrity ("We reposing
especial Trust and Confidence in your Loyalty, Courage and Integrity...");



91 provisionof responsible service to the state ("You are therefore carefully and diligently to
discharge your Duty...");

1 perfection of the métier of an officer, "the management of violence" ("You are...to exercise and
well discipline both the inferior Officers and men serving under you...");

1 exercise of command and legitimate authority over subordinate ranks, and obedience to the lawful
commands of superiors ("...and We do hereby Command them to obey you as their superior
Officer, and you to observe and follow sucklens and Directions...");

f accountability for actions taken ("In pursuance of the Trust hereby imposed in y8u...").

As LCol Wenek explains, loyalty, courage, and integrity are central to the performance of an officer.
Loyalty entails both loyalty up and loyalty down. Loyalty up means both obedience of the Canadian Forces
to the government and, within the service, obedience to superiors. This is not a blind obedience, but rather
an informed commitment imlving "service before self." Loyalty down refers to the special obligations
military superiors owe to their subordinates by virtue of the substantial legitimate power they exercise over
them. "Generally, these obligations require officers to give particular attention to the care and welfare of
their subordinates, sometimes at the risk of personal cB€stirage is selévident. Integrity requires
truthfulness and honesty in the relations between sugeand subordinates, for without such honesty there
can be no trust. Integrity requires that officers "tell it like it is"; for example, complying fully and accurately
with reporting requirements.

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORTS

The Performance Evaluation Report (PER) is the principal document for personnel management in the
Canadian Forces, providing an ongoing record of each officer's performance. The PER is used by career
boards and personnel stafftae primary basis for comparing officers and arriving at career decisions. The
PER directly influences the career development of individual officers and, ultimately, the selection of
military leaders in the Canadian Forces. Hence, the criteria therein are useful in discerning what signifies
good leadership. The PER form for officers sets out a number of criteria, which have a direct, or indirect,
bearing on leadership. These criteria include:

1. performance factors such as accepting responsibilities and;dariglyzing problems or situations;
making decisions and taking action; delegating, directing and supervising; and ensuring-the well
being and development of subordinates; and

2. the professional attributes of professional knowledge, physical fithess, conduct, intellect, integrity,
loyalty, dedication and courage.

VIEWS OF CANADIAN MILITARY LEADERS

In his presentation to special policy hearings of our Inquiry, MGen Dallaire set out five qualities of
successful leadership attributed to former CDS Gen Ja@pidsaze®

1 devotion or selsacrifice

1 loyalty

1 knowledge
1 integrity

1 courage.

In his 1973 article on "The Art of Leadership," Gen Dextraze indicated that there are two forms of loyalty:
loyalty up to one's superiors, and loyalty down to one's subordinates. In case of conflict, loyalty to country
prevailed. Leadership also required forsaking personal pleasure when it conflicted with the performance of
one's duty. Leaders had to possess knowledge tfiitierg in their work. Integrity meant that a leader

should refuse to deceive others in any way. Leaders must make decisions, accept responsibility for their
success or failure, and not "shake responsibility" onto others. Finally, a leader must be courageous, willing
to accept danger knowing that it exidts.



Too frequently in discussions on leadership, the quality of courage is limited to physical courage. Without
guestion, this aspect of courage is lviparticularly in action. However, the quality of moral courage is

equally important in describing good leadership. Leaders must have the courage of their convictions, the
courage to acknowledge their own shortcomings, and the courage to say "No," whether it makes them
unpopular with their troops, displeases their peers, or thwarts the expectations of their superiors. U.S. Gen
Matthew Ridgway, in an article taught by professors in Canadian military colleges, stated:

It has long seemed to me that the hagdisions are not the ones you make in the heat of battle. Far
harder to make are those involved in speaking your mind about sorderhered scheme which
proposes to commit troops to action under conditions where failure seems almost certain and the
only results will be the needless sacrifice of precious lives. When all is said and done, the most
precious asset any nation has is its youth, and for a battlefield commander ever to condone the
unnecessary sacrifice of his men is inexcusable. In any actiomystubalance the inevitable cost

in lives against the objectives you seek to attain. Unless the results to be expected can reasonably
justify the estimated loss of life the action involves, then for my part | want non& of it.

In an example closer to home, it is instructive to consider the performance of LCol James Stone when he
was Commanding Officer of 2nd Battalion, Princess Patricia's Canadian Light Infantry (2 PPCLI), in Korea
in 1950:

The commandeof 2 PPCLI, Lieutenant Colonel James Stone arrived in Korea with an untrained
battalion that he was not to commit to operations until he, Stone, was satisfied that it was
operationally ready. On arrival, he was instructed by his operational superiors in the U.S. 8th Army
to go directly to the front. Unable to persuade the army staff of the inadvisability of the order,
Stone went directly to the Army Commander. Following what must have been a most interesting
discussion between this featar American gemal and Canadian lieutenatlonel, Stone

proceeded to train his battalion until it was ready for combat. It proved more than able a few
months later when it distinguished itself at Kapyong, for which it was awarded an American
Presidential Citation, and which its successor unit still wears proudly.

...There are others, less fortunate, where a greater capacity of commanders to say no might have
prevented accretions of small circumstances to produce Canadian disasters of arms. Sending troops
to Hong Kong vas one. Acceding to the-reounting of the Dieppe raid was anotfer.

Gen Dextraze, in his 1973 article, also set out basic rules of leadership, which included: accepting full
responsibility in the eyes of superiors for the mistakes and failures of subordinates (don't shift the blame
downward); always being concerned for the visgding of subordinates; never taking things for granted
(check and doubleheck); and recognizing that leadership and popularéynot synonymou¥.

In a written brief to our policy hearings on behalf of the Canadian Forces, MGen Dallaire argued that, while
characteristics and traits of leadership are not completely definitive, nonetheless, they provide the most
readily understood description of leadersRAf hese traits are capacity (intelligence, alertness, verbal

facility, originality, and judgement); achievement (schdigrsknowledge, and athletic accomplishment);
responsibility (dependability, loyalty, morality, courage, initiative, persistence, aggressiveness, self
confidence, and desire to excel); participation (activity, sociabilibgperation, adaptability, and humour);

and status (socieconomic position and popularity).

MGen Dallaire additionally testified that commanders also serve and care for their men (thus, it is not just

for symbolic reasons that officers eat only after their soldiers have been fethaatiee military leader has
undivided responsibility for all that subordinates do or fail to do, and a personal responsibility to ensure that
they accomplish the assigned mission. The leader must motivate subordinates and see that they are prepared
for their tasks, and that they do not suffer unnecessary casualties, are cared for if they are sick or wounded,
comforted if dying, and buried with dignity when they have dfed.

VIEWS OF OTHER MILITARY LEADE RS AND EXPERTS

As mentioned, much of Canadian thought on military leadership relies heavily on British, American, and
other foreign sources.



British military experts, such as Field Marshalls Montgomery and Wavell, have emphasized a number of
gualities of a good leader, such as being physically robust, inspiring confidence, having a spirit of
adventure, being truthful, optimistic, and having the determination to persevere in the face of difficulties. A
good leader must be a good selector of subordinatea gadd judge of character, and must be able to
dominate and master events. Gen Sir John Hackett argues that a leader has something that followers want,
namely a capacity to help people overcome the difficulties confronted in a joint enterprise. Therefore, a
person commanding others must possess to a higher degree than the followers those qualities that they
respect. A leader must be highly competent in the skills relevant to the discharge of the primary task of the
organization. As well, leaders are onlytidad to ask from below what they are prepared to give above, and
the people in charge must put first the interests of those over whom they are positioned.

American military leaders have also emphasized the need for integrity and aspects such as the hardihood to
take risks, the will to take full responsibility for decisions, the readiness to share rewards with subordinates,
and an equal readiness to take the blame when things go adversely.

PARTICULAR ASPECTS OF EFFECTIVE MILITARY
LEADERSHIP

A leader ths has many duties and responsibilities: among these are roles as disciplinarian, teacher, and
provider. In this part of the chapter, we focus on particular aspects of leadership that appeared most relevant
to issues examined by the Inquiry.

Leader as Disciplinarian
As Disciplinarian of Troops

As noted in the commissioning scroll, officers have the duty to keep their troops "in good Order and
Discipline." Canadian Forces leadership manuals detail this need for the leader to exercise discipline. First,
leades must be aware that repeated offences by subordinates indicate to some degree a failure in the
leadership of their unf€ Second, leaders must understand their disciplinary responsibilities. Leaders earn
the respect of their soldiers through example, judgement, fairness and knowledge of the task or mission.
"This kind of soldier realizes that being liked is not a sure road to success, but that the esteem he earns
through his leadership performance is lest means of assuring the individual performance of his
subordinates™ Third, leaders must insist on high standards of performance and maintain effective
communication with their soldiefé Fourth, leaders must enforce discipline fairly. Leaders should not close
their eyes to any lapse in discipline which needs to be checked immediately, but when it is advisable, should
wait before taking action. Whethere is an offence against discipline, such as an inferior performance,
leaders should quickly take steps to ascertain all the facts. Leaders should point out faults when they occur,
but when this approach fails, they should base their action on the seriousness of the offence, the
circumstances, and the records of the offenders. Leaders must hope never to be faced with a concerted
breach of discipline by a number of soldiers, but should be aware of this possibility. Leaders should inform
themselves abotihe causes of past incidents of indiscipline. Most breaches of discipline reflect on
leadership. Leaders who really understand their subordinates and have won their confidence will always be
aware of Ege existence of a grievance long before the subordinates are driven to any concerted breach of
discipline™

Self-Discipline

Only disciplined soldiers who accept the responsibility for disciplining themselves are fit to lead others. No
one should be given oumand of anything unless they first meet this most elemental prerequisite. This
applies in the first instance to the corporal on appointment to master corporal, and with increasing relevance
at each subsequent rank. In turn, the task of ensuring the discipline of the subordinates is perhaps the first
priority of the commander. Necessarily, commanders must expect that the discipline applied within their
command must, for the most part, be externally imposed. It should, however, be a goal to move the
commandsteadily towards a standard of séiécipline, through setting the example and requiring all those



who have been entrusted with authority to do the same. Good leadership is characterized by the example of
seltdiscipline, steady and dependable standards of justice, fairness in treating subordinates, and putting the
needs of troops ahead of one's own comforts. Through such leadership comes a disciplined unit, platoon, or
army.

Disciplined leaders realize that effective leadership is based on personatermsileaders ask much of
subordinates because leaders ask much of them$éles. Gen Ridgway asked: "[W]hen the crisis is at

hand, which commander, | ask, receives the better response? Is it the one who has failed to share the rough
going with his troops, who is rarely seen in the zone of aimed fire, and who expects much and gives little?
Or is it the one whose every thought is for the welfare of his men, consistent with the accomplishment of his
mission; who does not ask them to do what he has not already done and stands ready to do again when
necessary; who with his men has shared short rations, the physical discomforts and rigors of campaign, and
will be found at the crises of action where the issues are to be decitfed ?"

Looking after the Welfare of the Troops

Leaders must care about their subordinatéise cornerstone of this is respect. Leaders who do not
understand their troops and respetm as individuals have no right to assume command of them. "The
first thought of the leader must be for his men's welfare, especially after an engagement. His own comfort
and rest must come secondary. Traditionally, the leader eats last; thereby demonstrating his care and
willingness to attend to his own needs after his méhAs' specific examples, providing fresh rations to
troops may, in some cases, be impossible, but it is nonetheless an imfasttarih morale. The unit must
ensure that the troops are fed well at every opportunity and are provided with combat rations adequate to
their needs when fresh rations are not available. "Failure on the part of a leader to do all possible in this area
is inexcusable® Troops will accept shortages of weapons and equipment out of necessity but not due to
lack of concern by their leaders. They are justified in their expectations that commanders vahydtoirey
possible to get the necessary equipment and supplies.

Knowing the Troops

At the level of section and platoon, soldiers must know that leaders care, respect and understand them
personally. "The leader must get to know his men to the same degree as the soldier's family and close
friends do.*

At the higher levels of officership, the need to know your troops still applies. For example, Beitish F
Marshall Wavell emphasized two simple rules that every general should observe in relation to his troops:
first, never to try to do his own staff work, and second, never to let his staff get between him and his troops.
"What troops and subordinate commanders appreciate is that a general should be constantly in personal
contact with them, and should not see everything simply through the eyes of his staff. The less time a
general spends in his office and the more with his troops the b8tt#S: Army Gen Ridgway argued that
commanders needed to maintain personal contact with their principal subordinate commanders. There was
always time for these visits; administrative work could always be done at night. Commanders also have to
keep principal subordinates informed of their thinking or plans. The chances of a successful execution of a
tactical plan are greatly increased if commanders have secured the willing acceptance of the subordinate
commanders respsible for executing the plans assigned to them. Commanders must therefore ensure that
those subordinates receive notice of their plan in ample time to permit them to make the necessary
reconnaissances and to issue orders.

Using Informal Leadership to the Unit's Advantage

Informal groups will always arise within the formal military ufitWhether or not informal groups are of

value depends upon the aittle of the leader. Informal groups can be advantageous to a leader. Such groups
may help enforce healthy norms, thereby complementing the leader's maintenance of discipline, fill gaps in
official orders, increase satisfaction and stability, provide a useful channel of communication through the
grapevine, and encourage the leader to do better planning. On the other hand, the leader may encounter
several difficulties arising from the existence of informal groups. Such groups may resist change, turn



personnelway from the aims of the organization, spread false rumours, and force people to conform to
internal codes of behaviour or possibly face cruel penafies.

Formal leaders must therefore keep themselves informed of the existence of an informal group and handle
the informal group in a way that maintains the cohesiveness of the military unit. If this does not occur, the
danger arises that the formal leader will effectively be replaced by the informal. leade

Replacing Ineffective Commanders

Given the decision to remove the Commanding Officer (CO) of the Canadian Airborne Regiment, LCol
Morneault, just weeks before the deployment of the Canadian Forces to Somalia, some background
information on such a scenario is useful. That high command may be compelled to remove commanders
cannot be doubted. Indeed, in times of war, a commander's removal can occur swiftly. For example, during
World War Il, LGen Guy Simonds of 2nd Canadian Corps ordered the replacemeBeof &eorge

Kitching as Commander of the 4th Canadian Armoured Division during the battle of Normandy in August
1944. Kitching's description of the event was that "[Simonds] told me that he was not satisfied with my
performance and that | must go. That was that."

What are the criteria for determining when to remove a commander? One leader who addressed this issue
was Gen Ridgway. He argued that there were three points to consider for the relief of dersman

1. Is your information based on personal knowledge and observation, or on secondhand information?

2. What will the effect be on the command concerned? Are you relieving a commander whose men
think highly of him regardless of personal competence?

3. Have you a better man availabf&?

ESTABLISHING THE QUALITIES OF GOOD LEADERSHIP

From this general review, we may conclude with a list of qualities indicative of good leadership, thereby
establishing a standafdr assessing the performance of leaders in the Somalia mission.

In reviewing the considerable research material available on the subject, we were impressed by the
concordance among sources in listing the qualities necessary to good leadership in the military. Where
differences may arise is in the relative importance of those qualities and, from that, the difficulty in singling
out the core qualities, without which leadership will fail. Indeed, the attributes of leadership used in the CF
Performance Evalti@n Report (PER) are revealing: although the PER includes a creditable list, it would
seem that physical fithess carries as much weight in evaluating leadership in the CF as does courage or
loyalty. Or, in MGen Dallaire's view, verbal facility is as important as loyalty. Even in reviewing the
documentation by experts such as Montgomery or Wavell, one has the impression that a spirit of adventure
may be as important as being truthful.

The issue, then, is to identify the central and basic qualities witttaah leadership will not succeed.
While acknowledging that other characteristics are also ingredients of good leadership, we need to be quite
clear about the preminence of the core qualities.

Before establishing the list, we should acknowledge the need for the leaders in the Canadian Forces to
reflect faithfully, in their own makeup, the attitudes and mores identified with all members of Canadian
society.

There must be concordance between the leaders of one of Canada's most important institutiens and th
nation at large. No list of leadership qualities in the Canadian Forces would be complete without mention of
fairness, decency, compassion, a strong sense of justice, and pride in our role-aegmase In short, the
Canadian military leader must exemplify the Canadian national character.

The Core Qualities of Military Leadership

Table 15.1 contains the core qualities, necessary attributes, and indicative performance factors we
considered important in assessing leadership related to the Somaliaamissio



Table 15.1

Leadership Qualities, Attributes and Performance Factors

*

*The Core Qualities of Other Necessary Indicative
Military Leadership AUIBMES,  t ~annnt <nan mard PEformance Factors
Integrity Dedication Sets the example
Courage Knowledge Disciplines subordinates
Loyalty Intellect Accepts responsibility
Selflessness Perseverance Stands by own convictions
Selfdiscipline Decisiveness Analyzes problems and
Judgement situations
Physical robustness Makes decisions
Delegates and directs
Supervises (checks and
rechecks)
Accounts for actions
Performs under stress
Ensures the welbbeing of
subordinates

Recommendations
We recommend that:
15.1

The Chief of the Defence Staff adopt formal criteria, along the lines of the core qualities of
military leadership, other necessaryattributes, and indicative performance factors set out in
this chapter, as the basis for describing the leadership necessary in the Canadian Forces, and
for orienting the selection, training, development, and assessment of leaders.

15.2

The core qualities and other necessary attributes be applied in the selection of officers for
promotion to and within general officer ranks. These core qualities are integrity, courage,
loyalty, selflessness, and setfiscipline. Other necessary attributes are dedication,
knowledge, intellect, perseverance, decisiveness, judgement, and physical robustness.

15.3

The Chief of the Defence Staff adopt formal criteria for the accountability of leaders within
the Canadian Forces derived from the principles of accountability set out in Chapter 16 of
this Report, and organized under the headings of accountability, responsibility, supervision,
delegation, sanction, and knowledge.

154

The Canadian Forces make a concerted effort to improve the quality of leadership at all
levels by esuring adoption of and adherence to the principles embodied in the findings and
recommendations of this Commission of Inquiry regarding the selection, screening,
promotion and supervision of personnel; the provision of appropriate basic and continuing
training; the demonstration of selfdiscipline and enforcement of discipline for all ranks; the



chain of command, operational readiness, and mission planning; and the principles and
methods of accountability expressed throughout this Report.
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ACCOUNTABILITY

This Inquiry was established to investigate and report on

the chain of command system, leadership within the chain of command, discipline, operations,
actions and decisions of the Canadian Forces and the actions and decisions of the Department of
National Defence in respect of the Canadian Forcelogment to Somalia and, without restricting

the generality of the foregoing, the following matters related to thegpoyment, itheatre and
postdeployment phases of the Somalia deployment.

The terms of reference go on to provide a{page list of the specific matters we were directed to
investigate.

Our mandate was essentially to undertake a comprehensive review of the Somalia deployment. We were
asked to delve into questions involving both institutional failures and individual misconduct. Thigthvo
evaluating whether institutional or structural deficiencies existed in the planning and initial execution of the
operation, and whether institutional responses to operational, disciplinary, and administrative problems
encountered in the various phases of the Somalia operation were adequate. Also central to our investigation
was determining whether some of the problems encountered were the result of individual shortcomings or
personal failures.

In discharging our mandate we focused, at thedpfdoymem stage, on the nature of and preparation for

the mission and tasks assigned to the Canadian Joint Force Somalia and on the suitability of the forces
deployed to accomplish the tasks assigned. We were asked to examine the manner in which the mission was
conducted, the effectiveness of decisions and actions taken by leadership at all levels of the chain of
command, and the adequacy of the command response to the operational, disciplinary, and administrative
problems encountered. The curtailment of our endl@avby Governmeritnposed deadlines restricted the

ambit and reach of our inquiries, but wia did investigate shines a penetrating light across the entire
spectrum of activity in the Department of National Defence and the Canadian Forces. In addition, we sought
to explore, to the extent possible in the circumstances, the professional values and attitudes of all rank levels
with respect to the lawful conduct of operations and the treatment of detainees, as well as the extent to
which cultural attitudesftected the conduct of operations. We also reviewed allegations ofap\aard

destruction of evidence (although to a lesser extent than we would have preferred).

The public inquiry process is an exercise in accountability (a concept defined below). In general terms, an
examination of accountability as it relates to the military could entail a consideration of principles derived
from the fields of criminal liability, civil responsibility, ministerial accountability, public service
administration, and corpate, managerial, or bureaucratic accountability. However, despite the breadth and
scope of our mandate, we do face jurisdictional constraints. We, therefore, limited our investigation
consciously and deliberately, to questions of accountability falling outside the sphere of an assessment of
criminal or civil liability. We affirmed this orientation publicly on numerous occasions.

Excluding notions of criminal and civil responsibility from an analysis of accountability does not impede an
inquiry's ability toconduct an appropriate review. Indeed, public inquiries are effective instruments
precisely because they can probe an issue in the public interest without the need to assign civil liability or
determine guilt. The applicable principles of accountability are capable of reasonably precise identification
and can provide an effective measure for evaluative purposes.

ACCOUNTABILITY DEFINED

Accountability is the mechanism for ensuring conformity with standards of action. In any setting where
rules are establisdgo guide human activity, supervision of conformity with those rules is an essential
condition for the stability of that environment. Those exercising substantial power and discretionary
authority must be answerable (that is, subject to scrutiny, interrogation, and, ultimately, commendation or
sanction) for its use. Without answerability, systems tend to become autocratic, despotic, or dictatorial.
Accountability is therefore a basic attribute of open, democratic societies. Open processes generally are
regarded as guarantors of responsibility in the exercise of official authority. In democracies all public



officers exercising significant authority are made accountable for their decisions and the effects of them.
Accountability provides a vehicle for preventing, or at least controlling, the abuse of state power.

The term accountability is neutral in its embrace. It relates to both positive and negative actions. The
accountable person accounts for all activities that have been assigned or entimsissene, for all

activities for which the individual is responsible. Accountable officials receive credit as well as blame.
Thus, in a properly functioning system or organization, there should be accountability for individuals'
actions regardless of whether those actions are executed properly and lead to a successful result or are
carried out improperly and produce injurious consequences.

RESPONSIBILITY DEFINED

Responsibility is not synonymous with accountability. The person authorized to act is 'responsible’.
Responsible officials are held to account. People responsible for acting in an official capacity are ordinarily
held to account for their actions. An individual who exercises powers while acting in the discharge of

official functions is responsible for the proper exercise of the powers or duties assigned. Where the

individual does so under the direction of a superior officer entrusted with supervisory authority, that

superior officer is accountable for the manner in which that authority is or is not edefidigesubordinate

remains responsible for the proper exercise of the powers or duties assigned, but the subordinate's proper or
improper exercise of such powers or duties may also reflect proper or improper supervision for purposes of
overall accountability.

Responsibility in the Case of Supervision and Delegation

There is a distinction between supervision of a subordinate's actions and delegation of the authority to act to
another person (who may or may not be a subordinate). A person exercising sopanifsarity is

responsible, and hence accountable, for the manner in which that authority has been exercised. A person
who delegates authority is responsible, and hence accountable, not for direct supervision of the kind a
supervisor is expected to exercise but, rather, for control over the delegate and ultimately for the actual acts
performed by the delegate.

The nature of delegation can be explained in these terms: An individual entrusted with authority to act can
delegate certain tasks or functions tmther person, but the act of delegation does not relieve the

responsible official of the duty to account. Put another way, the responsible official can delegate the
authority to act but can never delegate responsibility for the proper performance of the tasks and duties in
guestion. Where a superior delegates the authority to act to a subordinate, the superior remains responsible
- first, for acts performed by the delegate; second, for the appropriateness of the choice of delegate; third,
with regard tolie propriety of the delegation (i.e., the nature, extent, and scope of the delegation and
whether, in any circumstances, it was appropriate to delegate the function in question); and, finally, for
control of the acts of subordinates, since delegates are the agents of their superiors and bind their superiors
in acting on their behalf.

Responsibility in the Case of Ignorance, Negligence and Willful
Blindness

Ignorance

It is the responsibility of those who exercise managerial authority (i.e., managemeatsémsie of

exercising supervisory or delegated authority) to know what is transpiring within the area of their assigned
authority. The proper exercise of managerial authority includes the necessity for managers to establish
adequate systems or procedures to provide relevant information; to seek information; and to be informed
and kept informed of all aspects of the mandate under their charge. Even if subordinates whose duty it is to
inform their superiors of all relevant facts, circumstances, and develtpfaéno fulfill their obligations,

this cannot absolve the superior of responsibility for what has transpired. Perhaps the most relevant
guestions in such scenarios are whether officers who had no knowledge of the facts or circumstances ought
to have inquired or to have known what was transpiring, or whether they relied unjustifiably on inadequate
sources for the information at issue. An executive officer who has been kept deliberately in the dark by



subordinates about important facts or circumstandestafg the proper discharge of organizational
responsibilities cannot, by that fact alone, escape being held to account. In such circumstances it will be
relevant to understand what processes and methods were in place to ensure the provision of adequate
information to those in authority. It will also be important to assess to what extent the information in
guestion was welknown or commonly held and whether the result that occurred could reasonably have
been expected or foreseen. Moreover, how the maiahgéicial responded upon first discovering the
shortfall in information will often be germane. (For example, were steps taken to prevent repetition or
continuation of the action in question?)

These circumstances apply to responsible officials who raise the claim of "I did not labmait important

facts or circumstances related to the discharge of organizational responsibilities under their charge. In fact,
those accused of responsibility for a harngfutcome often plead ignorance. Fxample, when blame for

a recent riot at Headingley jail in Manitoba was attributed to the provincial Minister of Justice, she offered
the defence of ignorance. Despite numerous prominent newspaper stories detailing serious problems at the
jail, the Minister insisted that she knew nothing about serious problems of safety and morale. Moreover she
invited the public to accept this claim as a robust defence, rather than as an admission of blameworthy
failure. The implicatiorof this view is, apparently that when one does not know of a problem, one is never
responsible for failing to take corrective action.

Similarly, some witnesses testifying before us claimed that their ignorance excused them from personal
moral responsibility. Examples of such claims are explored in Volume 5, Chapter 39, on disclosure of
documents. These witnesses, in effect, ask us to consider them blameless for their failure to take action to
correct a problem or set of problems of which they were not aware

Not everyone will agree with the view that officials are never blameworthy for actions omitted or
undertaken in ignorance. Indeed, it is one of the responsibilities of a superior officer to put in place the
measures necessary to stay informed. A superior officer has an additional obligation, where the proper
mechanism has failed, to ensure that appropriate corrective action is taken to remedy the situation.

The plea of ignorance ("l did not know") should be regarded as a weak defence. No automatiowgsace f

to the benefit of those who, when exercising managerial authority, reap the bitter harvest sown by their own
nonfeasance, misfeasance or negligence, or that of subordinates. Indeed, some forms of misconduct by
subordinates represent failures so large or so devastating to the functioning, morale, or good order of an
organization that discharge or enforced resignation of a manager or supervisor is required, even if the
superior officer is generally competent, has been diligent, and has acted in goothaimessage this

sanction sends to the entire corps of the organization is considered more important than the salvation or
preservation of an individual career. We do not mean to say that discharge or enforced resignation of the
superior must be the organization's invariable respo@satext is the controlling variable.

Thus understood, an accountable official cannot shelter behind the actions of a subordinate. Accountable
officials are always answdske to their superiors.

Negligence and Willful Blindness

Superiors' ignorance of wrongdoing by their subordinates does not excuse them from personal blame if the
ignorance resulted from failure to put proper information procedures in place, or failure properly to monitor
compliance with existing information procedures. Leaders who plead ignorance as their defence must show,
in other words, not only that they did not know of wrongdoing by subordinates, but also that they could not
reasonably have known. That they must demonstrate that their ignorance was not culpable.

If leaders were instrumental in their own ignorance, they are blameworthy for that ignorance. Those who
appeal to the defence of ignorance to excuse or to mitigate their wrongful conduct do not deserve to succeed
in their pleading when the ignorance was-gaduced.

A further factor may help explain why information of certain kinds does not always reaelevegh

officials. Some senior officials may want to be kept in a state of ignoraititeespect to certain

developments. This desire can be communicated to subordinates in a variety of ways, both direct and
indirect; subordinates then come to understand that certain kinds of immoral or illegal behaviour will be
tolerated by their superiors so long as there is no official communication up the line. If this is effective, the



senior officials are cloaked with what is termed 'plausible deniability'. They can then assert, with at least the
veneer of honesty, that they gave no orders and knew plot to engage in illicit behaviour. Of course, a

more objective inquiry into culpability would concern itself with what they knew or ought to have known

and whethet- through word, action, or both they simply turned a blind eye to consequences that they

were instrumental in setting in train.

Naturally, organizations that permit such an ethos to prevail also find it necessary to set boundaries on the
kinds of illicit behaviour that will be tolerated. One effective means of communicating this missage

through the example set by the organization's top leadership. Organizationally sophisticated leaders know
that if they are seen by subordinates to be violating the spirit of certain legislation. Subordinates will take

from such an example the message that they, too, should do whatever is necessary to pursue the less correct
bureaucratic objective rather than fulfil the aims of the governing legislation.

Responsibility and Sanctions

There are a few recognized occasions when one who is accountableddiidghe of others may

nevertheless seem not to be responsible for their missteps or misdeeds. The accountable party may appear to
escape sanction. In this regard it is helpful to consider two sets of circumstances. Both scenarios turn on the
nature and degree of the knowledge possessed by the responsible official.

The first scenario arises when superiors have been kept uninformed of important developments by
subordinates under their charge or by the delegate for whom the superior is responsible.dnatits, §t

the situation described is one of supervision, not delegation, in being held to accoamiptiasis will be

on the adequacy of the superior's oversight and supervision. If the situation described is one of delegation,
the emphasis on accounting will be on the selection of the delegate and the adequacy of the governing
controls surrounding the delegation. In either the delegation or the supervision scenario, even if the superior
official is successful in demonstrating appropriate, prudentegitigersonal behaviour, the superior

remains responsible for the errors and misdeeds of the subordinate. However, when assessing the
appropriate response to the actions of the superior whose subordinate or delegate has erred, the authorities
may be justified in selecting a penalty or sanction of lower order or no penalty or sanction whatsoever.

In the second scenario, the supervised subordinate or the superior's delegate acts, by stealth, artifice or
fraud, beyond the authority (actual or delegated) thablean conferred. In the case of a delegation, if the
superior has done all that can reasonably be expected in terms of selecting the delegate and imposing
controls on the exercise of delegated authority, or has taken other prudent steps to prevent such mischief,
the superior may escape sanction. As regards the acts of a supervised employee, a superior may, in a similar
manner, avoid sanction if all due care and diligence have been exercised in supervising and overseeing the
actions of the subordinate.

A leader exercising managerial or supervisory authority has a responsibility to put in place the mechanisms
needed to stay informed. Leaders also have an obligation to monitor their subordinates' compliance with
official policy. A leader with foresight should certainly anticipate that subordinates might conceal, rather

than report, cases of serious wrongdoing. When a pattern of concealment has existed in the past and may
have become a thoroughly ingrained part of an organization's ethos, a 'proactive’ lealdemgiiement

thorough safeguards to prevent breaches and to detect any that do occur despite best efforts at prophylaxis.

These scenarios may suggest an evasion of responsibility by the superior, but on closer examination this
impression dissolves. In point of fact, in systems that place appropriate emphasis on accountability, the
superior is always held to account. In accounting to the authorities for their actions, superiors must seek to
demonstrate appropriate diligence. Whether the situation invelyeesvision or delegation, if the superior

has done all that can reasonably be expected of a responsible manager or supervisor and has taken all
prudent steps that might reasonably be expected of one exercising managerial authority, the potential
sanction for the miscues of a subordinate may be mitigated.

This analysis of moral responsibility might be applied to the assertion made in testimony before us that if
senior officers resigned every time their subordinates made an error, there would never aeesslyite
Presumably, the point being made was that in any very large organization, subordinates will invariably
make errors. Human beings are fallible, and this fallibility does not vanish when they don the uniform of the



Canadian Forces. Minor mistakes will be frequent in any organization. Even systemic breakdowns can be
expected from time to time. Hence the point: if those at the top of the bureaucratic hierarchy were found
blameworthy and asked to resign every time a subordinate made an error, el@msas®r, we would

need a revolving door to accommodate a rapid succession of leaders.

Accountability does not demand such draconian measures when a misstep occurs. As the foregoing analysis
demonstrates, it would be inappropriate to exact the automatic resignation of the senior executive in
response to every error or example of misconduct. The need to account is invariable, but the proper
response or sanction must be proportional and conditional upon the nature of the superior's failure or
failures.

ACCOUNTABILITY AND ORGANIZATIONAL HIERARCHY

Hierarchy is an organizational imperative in any complex undertaking. Not all organizations are completely
pyramidal in structure, but in most the relationships established to accomplish the organization's business or
undertaking reflect lines of authority, communication and, ultimate, accountability. The complexity of the
undertaking determines the extensiveness of an organization's chain of authority to a certain degree, but
however it is structured, those at thpea of the organization are accountable for the actions and decisions

of those in the chain of authority who are subordinate to them. In a properly linked chain of authority,
accountability does not become attenuated the further removed one is from the source of the activity. The
supervisor's supervisor is no less responsible for the acts of a subordinate simply by reason of being two
rungs instead of one rung removed from the subordinate's actions. Rather, when the subordinate fails, that
failure is shouldred by all who are responsible and exercise the requisite autharityordinate, superior,

and superior to the superior. Indeed, those who exercise managerial authority on occasion may be obliged to
accept graver consequences for errors and misdeeds than those who serve below them.

All organizations and institutions have, in their upper stratum, a designated executive corps of responsible
leaders. All senior officials or executives must bear the burden of accountability for matters under their
directionor control. Also, in some contexts, such officials may be made answerable for the activities of the
organization as a whole, to the extent that they can be considered to be part of the directing mind or will of
the organizatiod.A person's liability to sanction for organizational misconduct or error may be determined
according to express rules or common understandings, where they exist, but in the absence of such rules or
shared appreciation (or in additi to them), liability may be assessed with reference to the individual's
position, roles, and responsibilities within the organization. Thus conceived, accountability in its most
pervasive and atncompassing sense resides inevitably with the chief executive officer of the organization
or institution.

If an individual is acting only as one part of a large organizatiaricog in the wheel* and many other

people contributed culpably to produce a bad outcome, some would argue that neither the limdividua
anyone else is individually responsible. Others would assert that everyone who contributed in any way has
an equal moral responsibility.

A more reasonable position is that all and only those whose culpable actions contributed to produce the
harm are responsible (blameworthy). Moreover, each is responsible proportionately to the degree of their
particular contribution to the outcome. Those who make the greatest culpable contribution to an outcome
deserve the greatest blame; but all who contributehddy tulpable actions or omissions, bear some
responsibility.

This is a traditional line of moral reasoning, and it would seem to follow from it that officials at the top of
the bureaucratic hierarchy will often bear the heaviest moral responsibility when things go wrong, by virtue
of their greater power and authority.

ACCOUNTABILITY WITHIN THE MILITARY

When an officer accepts command of troops, he accepts not only the responsibility of
accomplishing a mission, but the guardianship of those who servehisd@mmand. The

military hierarchy exists and can function because enlisted personnel entrust thbeinghnd

their lives to those with command authority. When those in command authority either abdicate that



authority or neglect that guardianship, more is lost than lives. Lost also is the trust that enables
those who follow to follow those who leéd.

We accept the view that the profession of arms is unique. No other profession in society "requires the
sacrifice of one's life in its service, whereas the military regularly requirg3liti requirement is what

General Sir John Hackett describedre Profession of Arnas the clause of unlimited liabili§jThis

reality has led commentators to observe that "[b]ecause it is unique, because it imposes special obligations,
and because it requires special men to fulfill them, the military profession mmesphrate even from the

society it serves:™

In the context of the military, two virtues or valuesoyalty and obedience are intimately linked to the

principles of accountability and responsibility. Indeed, for good and sufficient reasons, loyalty and
obedience have traditionally been regarded as the highest military virtues. As Alfred T. Mahan points out,
"the rule of obedience is simply the expression of that one among the military virtues uplbralivtiie

others depend®'Instant unquestioning obedience must be inculcated in military personnel as a prime virtue,
it is argued, because military necessity often requires that soldiers act rapidly and in concert. Delay or
hesitation could be fatal. Obedience to one's military superiors and loyalty to one's comrades can, of course,
easily express itself in concealment or cewprof their wrongdoing.

Few authors have offered a more strict constructidhedosupreme value of military obedience than Samuel
P. Huntington:

When the military man receives a legal order from an authorized superior, he does not argue, he
does not hesitate, he does not substitute his own views; he obeys instantly. He is judged not by the
policies he implements, but rather by the promptness and efficiency with which he carries them
out. His goal is to perfect an instrument of obedience; the uses to which that instrument is put are
beyond his responsibility. His highest virtueristrumental not ultimat®.

It is important to note, however, that Huntington qualifies his version of the military ideal with the words
"legal" and "authorized". That is, instant obedience is owed only to legal orders issued by an authorized
superior. This qualification highlights the crucial subordination of the military to the rule of law. Ultimately,
the loyalty of every officer and soldier in the armed forces of a democratic society must be toahe rule

law, as even Samuel Huntington, with his extreme emphasis on the military virtue of "perfect” obedience, is
compelled to admit.

The principles of responsibility and accountability discussed in this report apply eqaaityin some

cases, more stringentlyto leaders and members of the armed forces and to senior executives, public
servants, and ministers of the Crown. The military is a highly hierarchical system that confers unusual
powers of command, control, and discipline on members of the Carfealiees. Members of the armed

forces operate under the rule of law and are required to obey lawful orders under threat of severe
punishment, even when they are in dangerous circumstances. Officers and other soldiers authorized to issue
lawful orders benefit from absolute immunity when those orders are issued and obeyed. Members of the
armed forces in certain circumstances are authorized to use destructive force, including lethal force, that
may result in the injury and death of human beings.

Leaders in tharmed forces are at times responsible for the safety of Canada, vast national resources, and
the lives of large groups of Canadian citizens in uniform. Richard Gabriel marked these unique, near
universal, military duties in the most poignant way, observing that "no [other] profession has the awesome
responsibility of legitimately spending lives of others in order to render its seRiCariadians have a

right to know that the authority, responsibiliti@nd duties given to members of the armed forces, and
especially to leaders, are performed effectively, efficiently, and within the law.

Although the modern era has seen the emergence of peacekeeping as a hew and important phenomenon, the
Canadian Forces, like armed forces throughout history and in most other states today, is still seen largely as
an institution fashioned by discipline and ordered toward the chief purpose of fighting wars and winning

them. The structure of the armed foreess identification of authority in rank, its hierarchical organization,

and its system of commandreflects this purpose. The principal organizing concept of armed force,

however, is the idea of command. As used in the armed forces the term ‘command' embodies sanctioned
authority, unity of direction, and irreducible responsibility for the directiormgrdination, control and



behaviour of military forces under command. Command authority may vary with the rank and
circumstances of officers, but these basic elemergsrafand hold true at all levels.

It became obvious long ago that a single commander could not hope to exercise effective direct command
over large forces and complex operations. Consequently, the idea of delegating authority to subordinate
commanders evolved gradually and has become an essential facet of what is often called a 'system of
command'. The concept of delegation, however, has never usurped command responsibility. Delegated
command authority is always limited in terms of troops and resources|ditagion, mission, and/or

degree of powers. Commanders always retain responsibility for the behaviour of their subordinates and for
the resources, missions, and authority they delegate to them. Thus the image of a ‘chain of command'
appears, each link fastened inseparably to the next stronger link until it ends at the superior commander. It is
instructive to note that the links in the chain are commonly referred to as 'higher' or 'lower' and as 'up' and
‘down’, providing a strong semantic indication tit chain of command joins those of lesser authority to
those of greater authority.

Not all officers in the Canadian Forces are commanders. Many exercise staff functions and duties and are
accountable for the degree of diligence with which they discharge their responsibilities and assume their
obligations or use their powers. However, officers who are 'in command' are deliberately set apart from
other officers by custom and regulations. Commanders, even at junior rank, enjoy certain customary
privileges, suh as being allowed to fly individual flags and pennants, and they traditionally have status
above other officers. These customs, and others, are derived from the need in ancient times to identify
commanders on the battlefield. In modern times these trappings of command may have lost some
significance, but the identification of commanders remains a practical and necessary part of the military
institution nonetheless.

Commanders must be clearly identified because they are the source of lawful commarias; hadet
responsibility in law and regulation for the training and safety of people, the proper use of resources, and
the efficient accomplishment of assigned missions. In the Canadian Forces, commanders are identified in
several ways. Their appointments are routinely announced, changes in command are accompanied by
investigations to account for resources, and ceremonies are usually held and documents signed to mark the
transfer of command from one officer to another. These types of procedures are foldwety to verify

the change of command, but also to mark precisely the time at which it occurs, to avoid any ambiguity about
who has command and who can be held responsible for the unit or units under command.

As with rank, officers who hold senior command are usually more experienced and qualified than officers
who hold subordinate command. This ranking is another important separator between officers; it is also
another important separator of responsibility. As an officer gains rank and seniorityanglyst

hierarchical organization like the military, that individual's behaviour becomes increasingly important in
directing the behaviour of others and serves as a model for others throughout the organization. This effect is
multiplied enormously when commanders have the combined weight of senior rank and command authority.
Therefore, although very junior commanders might rightly plead that they can be held responsible only for
the behaviour of their immediate subordinates, senior commanders should aedoeidtable not only for

their immediate acts and decisions, but also for the consequenttesided or unintended of those acts

for all the units and individuals under their command.

Command fixes responsibility on individuals in the Canadian Forces. In regulations, "a commanding officer
is responsible for the whole of the organization and safety of the commanding officer's base, unit or
element.* Although the detailed distribution of work betwetie commanding officer and subordinates is

left substantially to the commanding officer's discretion, a commanding officer shall retain for himself: (a)
matters of general organization and policy; (b) important matters requiring the commanding officer's
personal attention and decision; and (c) the general control and supervision of the various duties that the
commanding officer has allocated to othéfsThe complexity of government sometimes makes itemor

difficult to fix responsibility in some agencies and departments of government, but such is not the case in
the Canadian Forces. Command and responsibility are clearly defined in custom and regulation and are
inseparable, unless they have been allowed to deteriorate through inattention or neglect.

Although commanders are accountable and responsible for the missions assigned to them and for the
behaviour of their troops, failure to achieve a mission, especially in war, is not necessarily a culpable act.



Military operations are often conducted in circumstances of great uncertainty and danger. Even the most
diligent commander can be defeated by a more clever enemy with greater resources. Military history is
replete with examples of honest failure, and they are occasionally marked with great honour.

On the other hand, carelessness, inattention, and lack of due diligence denote negligent failure. In such
cases, commanders have usually failed to train their forces adequately, to prepare fitting plans appropriate
to foreseeable events, to supervise carefully the deployment of their units, or to lead their troops
energetically by example. In the autopsy of any failed military operation, therefore, examiners must decide
whether the battle was well fought but lost, or lost through the neglect of the commander.

In the Canadian Forces the basic questiom$o should be accountable, what should be accounted for, and
to whom should an organization be accountabéee answered more easily than they are in other settings
because they are defined by custom of the service and the law. All members of the Canadian Forces are
responsible and accountable for their own actions. Moreover, individuals with authority provided by rank or
appointment carry a particular degree of responsibility and accountability for their own behaviour as well as
that of those under their direction. In this regard, commanders are the most obvious locus of responsibility
and accountability.

Although those in authority and especially commanders han@ugaand at times a wide range of things for
which they are accountable, customarily, they are all always responsible for obedience to orders, for the
state of their units, the accomplishment of assigned missions, and the behdtfmigood order and
discipline”-- of their subordinates. In regulations, as we have explained, the demands on commanding
officers are purposefully inclusive, encompassing every thing and act that falls under the direction of
commanding officers in the course of their dutRegulation and custom of the service, in other words,
place no boundaries on what commanding officers should be held accountable for, charging them with all
important matters requiring their personal attention and decision.

The Canadian Forces are accountable to Parliament through the government of the day, not as an institution,
but through the person of the Chief of the Defence Staff. The Chief of the Defence Staff alone has the
"control and administration" of the Canadian Forces, antl#timnal Defene Actspecifically prevents

anyone other than the Chief of the Defence Staff from issuing orders or directions to the armed forces.
Moreover, all members of the Canadian Forces are subordinate to the Chief of the Defence Staff, whose
lawful orders they must follow through commanders appointed directly or indirectly by the Chief of the
Defence Staff. Thus in custom and in law, members of the Canadian Forces, and especially commanders
appointed by the Chief of the Defence Staff, are accountable to the €thief@efence Staff who is, in

turn, alone accountable to Parliament through the government of the day. The argument that the changing
nature of public service makes accountability difficult to define is not nearly as vigorous in the armed
forces.

In Canada, control of the armed forces by civilians elected to Parliament is fundamentally important to the
safety of the state and its citizens. Control is meant to be exercised through a clearly delineated hierarchy of
civil and military authorities where respahility is fixed and obvious in law. If this inseparable system of
authority and responsibility becomes clouded for any reason, the state's control over the armed forces is
necessarily weakened. Although Parliament allows officers to have authority to issue orders and to compel
obedience in the Canadian Forces, it must demand in return that accountability for that authority be sharply
defined in regulations, unambiguously delineated in organization, and obvious in execution. Therefore, it is
the duty of etcted citizens to respect, guard, and reinforce control over the armed forces by holding those
given positions of special trust in the Canadian Forces to a stringent interpretation of responsibility and
accountability that allows for no uncertainty.

General Principles of Accountability
Accountability

Accountability is the mechanism for ensuring conformity to standards of action.



Those exercising substantial power and discretionary authority must be aablegji.e., subject to
scrutiny, interrogation andjltimately, commendation or sanction) for all activities assigned or entrusted
to them-- in essence, for all activities for which they are responsible.

In a properly functioning system or organization, there should be accountability for an individual's actions
regardless of whether those actions were properly executed and led to a successful result or improperly
carried out and produced injurious consequences.

An accountable official may not shelter behind the actions of a subordinate. An accountailaki®ffi
always answerable to superiors.

However an organization is structured, those at the apex of the organization are accountable for the
actions and decisions of those within the chain of authority who are subordinate to them. Within a properly
linked chain of authority, accountability does not become attenuated the further removed an individual is
from the source of the activity. When a subordinate fails, that failure is shouldered by all who are
responsible and exercise the requisite autherisubadinate, superior, and superior to the superior.

Accountability in its most pervasive and-alicompassing sense resides inevitably with the chief executive
officer of the organization or institution.

Responsibility

Responsibility is not synonymous with accountability. One who is authorized to act or exercises authority is
'responsible’. Responsible officials are held to account. An individual who exercises powers while acting in
the discharge of official functions is responsible for the proper exerctbe gowers or duties assigned.

Supervision

A person exercising supervisory authority is responsible, and hence accountable, for the manner in which
that authority is exercised.

Delegation

A person who delegates authority is responsible, and hence accountable, not for direct supervision of that
kind a supervisor is expected to provide but, rather, for control over the delegate and ultimately for the
actual acts performed by the delegate.

The act of delegation to another does not relieve the responsilgialadf the duty to account. Individuals
can delegate the authority to act, but they cannot thereby delegate their assigned responsibility in relation
to the proper performance of such acts.

Where a superior delegates the authority to act to a subordinate, the superior remains responsible, first,
for the acts performed by the delegate; second, for the appropriateness of the choice of delegate; third,
with regard to the propriety of the delegation; and, finally, for control of the acts of the subordinate.

Sanction

Even of the superior official is successful in demonstrating appropriate, prudent, and diligent personal
behaviour, the superior remains responsible for the errors and misdeeds of the subordinate. In such
circumstances, however, when assessing the appropriate response to the actions of a superior whose
subordinate or delegate has erred or been guilty of misconduct, the authorities may be justified in selecting
a penalty or sanction of lower order, or no penalty or sanction whatsoever.

Knowledge

It is the responsibility of those who exercise supervisory authority, or who have delegated the authority to
act to others, to know what is transpiring within the area of their assigned authority.

Even if subordinates whose duty it is to inform their superior of all relevant facts, circumstances, and
developments fail to fulfill their obligations, this does not absolve the superior of responsibility for what
has transpired.



Where a superior contends that he or she was never informed or lacked requisite geomitadegard to
facts or circumstances affecting the proper discharge of organizational responsibilities, it is relevant to
understand what processes and methods were in place to ensure the adequate provision of information.
Also germane is an assessment of the extent to which the information in question was notorious or
commonly held and whether the result that occurred could reasonably have been expected or foreseen.
Moreover, how the managerial official responded upon first discovering the shortfalbimation is

often of import.

SPECIFIC DEFICIENCIES IN EXISTING MECHANISMS AND
PROCESSES

We find that the standards just discussed have not been well guarded recently. The hierarchy of authority in
National Defence Headquarters, and especially between the Chief of the Defence Staff, the Deputy

Minister, and the Judge Advocate General, has become blurred and distorted. Authority within the Canadian
Forces is not weltlefined by leaders or clearly obvious in organization or in the actions and decisions of
military leaders in the chain of command. Moreover, we find that governments have not carefully exercised
their duty to oversee the armed forces and the Department of National Defence in ways that ensure that both
function under the strict control of Parliament. Consequently, responsibility and accountability in the armed
forces and the Department of National Defence are wanting, and control of the armed forces and the
department by Parliament is impaired.

To this point we have concentrated on defininghgeand attempting to set out guiding principles. We now
move to a consideration and analysis of practical issues that raise accountability concerns.

The Government's action in curtailing our investigation has had the effect of preventing us from exploring
the full extent of and accountability for, personal failures. Nevertheless, we have had ample opportunity to
investigate fully issues pertaining to individual misconduct and personal shortcomings in relation te the pre
deployment phase of the Somalia méssas well as in relation to the phase of our proceedings in which we
explored issues surrounding the disclosure of documents by DND and the CF through the Directorate
General of Public Affairs (DGPA). Our findings and conclusions in this regard are found in Volume 4 of
this report, entitled "Failures of Individual Leaders".

More generally, we are in a position to identify certain specific institutional or systemic deficiencies in
existing accountability mechanisms and processes.

These are apparent in thdlitary itself and in the militarycivilian/political relationship. We are also in a
position now to advance proposals for reforms designed to improve accountability in practical terms.

Before setting out these reforms, we summarize the most significant deficiencies bearing on accountability
that emerged from our consideration of the testimony and the research undertaken. Each deficiency plays a
role in diminishing or impeding accountability. The list and description below should be of assistance to the
future efforts of policy makers, although we do not regard it as exhaustive.

1. As we detail at various points in this repBrafficial reporting and recoriteeping requirements,
policies and practices throughout DND and the Canadian Forces are inconsistent, sometimes
ineffective, and open to abuse. This situation should be compared with that in the Australian
services. As regards consistency and effectiveness, a useful counterpoint is provided by the precise
and detailed orders that are given to an Australian commander for a peace support mission. They
provide a remarkable contrast to the terms of reference given to Col Labbé for the Somalia
deployment. Notable in the Australian orders is the value clearly placed on reporting, record
keeping, investigating, and keeping concerned parties informed of progress of investigations with
respect to activities generally and significant incidents in particular. These documents show that
orders given can carry with themhierent accountability requirements, demonstrate the integrity of
the operation of the chain of command with respect to accountability requirements, and
demonstrate the intention of superior commanders to monitor and supervise the carrying out of
assigned tasks. Regarding the potential for abuse in loose 4eeapihg practices, we have seen
that, in some cases (e.g., daily executive meeting records and minutes), as publicity regarding the



Somalia operation increased, records appear to have been obssdilrechtely or not kept at all,
to avoid later examination of views expressed and decisions¥hade.

In Chapter 39, describing the document disclosure phase of our hearings, we demonstrate the
presence of an unacceptable hostility within the department toward the goals and requirements of
Access to Information legislation, an integral aspect of public accountability. There appears to be
more concern at higher levels with managing the agenda and conttiodlifigw of information

than with confronting and dealing forthrightly with problems and issues.

The specific duties and responsibilities inherent in many ranks, positions, and functions within
NDHQ are poorly defined or understobd-urther, the relationship between officers and officials

in NDHQ and commanders of commands, as well as officers commanding operational formations
in Canada and overseas, is, at best, ambiguous and uné&rtain.

The nature and extent of the duties and responsibilities of superiors to monitor and supervise are
unclear, poorly understood, or subject to unacceptable personal discretion. Accountability for
failure to monitor and supervise seems to be limited to the assertion that the superior trusted the
person assigned the task to carry it out properly.

The current mechanisms of internal audit and program review, which are the responsibility of the
Chief of Review Services (CR$)are shrouded in secrecy. Reports issued need not be publicized,
and their fate can be determined at the discretion of the Chief of the Defence Staff or the Deputy
Minister, to whom the CRS reports. The Chief of the Defence Staff or the Deputy Minister, as the
case may be, retains unfettered discretion concerning feifpand whether there will be outside
scrutiny of a report. The CRS has no ability to initiate investigations. No mechanism exists for
follow-up or independent assessment of their reports or recommendations for€hange.

A disturbing situation seems to exist with respect to -&ft¢ion reports and internally

commissioned studiéS These reports and studies can serve an accountability purpose, provided
they are considered seriously and their recommendations are properly monitored and followed up.
While requirements to produce evaluationd afteraction reports are clear in most cases, no

rigorous and routine mechanism exists for effective consideration and-gtioWwe have

numerous examples of problems being identified repeatedly and nothing being done about them or
about recommendations in reports addressing and suggesting remedies for the pfdtiiems.

fate seems to rest within the absolute discretion of officials in the upper echelons, who can and
often do reject suggestions fomange without discussion, explanation, or possibility of review or
outside assessment.

Mechanisms for parliamentary oversight of the Department of National Defence and military
activities are ineffective. We base this conclusion to a large extent on the analysis conducted on
our behalf by Martin Friedland and detailed in his st@yntrolling Misconduct in the Military*

A 1994 joint parliamentary committee was unanimous in support of the view thaidteeneed to
strengthen the role of Parliament in defence matters. We do not see Parliament playing an
extraordinary supervisory role with regard to military conduct but, clearly, it can and should do
more. We agree with Professor Friedland that Parliament is particularly effective in promoting
accountability when it receives, examines, and publicizes reports from bodies with a mandate to
report to Parliament (as would be the case, for example, with the responsibilities we propose be
entrusted to an insp®r general).

We identify numerous deficiencies in the operation of more indirect accountability mechanisms,
such as courtmartial and summary trials, MP investigations and reports and the charging process,
personnel evaluations, mechanisms for instilling and enforcing discipline, and investigating and
remedying disciplinary problems and lapses, training evaluations, declarations of operational
readiness, and so on. These are the subject of close examination in other chapters of this Report.

Leadership inmatters of accountability and an accountability ethic or ethos have been found
seriously wanting in the upper military, bureaucratic and political echelons. Aside from platitudes
that have now found their way into codes of ethf@mnd the cursory treatment found in some of

the material tabled by the Minister of National Defence on March 25, %238& impulse to



promote accountability as a desirab&ue or to examine seriously and improve existing
accountability mechanisms in all three areas has been meagre.

10. There also appears to be little or no interest in creating or developing mechanisms to promote and
encourage the accurate reporting, by all ranks and those in the bureaucracy, of deficiencies and
problems to properly specified authorities and then to establish and follow clear processes and
procedures to investigate and follow up on those repbrts.

The Need for an Office of Inspector General

The foregoing description of notable deficiencies in the accountability of the upper echelons as revealed by
the experience with the Somalia deployment suggests a range of possible solutions. Some of these
suggestions are proposed and discussed in greater detail elsewhere in this report. However, one particular
suggestion dealing with the creation of a new office of inspector general merits consideration here, since its
entire raison d'étre is the promotiongséater accountability throughout the Canadian Forces and the
Department of National Defence.

A comprehensive listing of our proposals for reform, including the creation of the Office of Inspector
General, is offered at the end of this section.

Control by Parliament is essential to democracy in Canada and to tHeeingjlof the relationship between
the CF and society, but this is made difficult by the vast amount of information in the CF and DND and by
the technical nature and necessary secrecy of defmicy and defence relations with other states.

Ministers of National Defence depend mainly on the advice and guidance of the CDS and the Deputy
Minister when formulating policies and making decisions. This expert consultation usually serves
governments well, but ministers have no established way to examine the CF or DND except through the
eyes of their own military officers and officials. At times, ministers have organized evaluations, reviews,
and inquiries into the activities of the armed forces an@®Piut these studies have been restricted in

scope and in tim& The Auditor General of Canada routinely undertakes assessments of the CF and DND
and produces valuable reports on specific issues, but they are also4fmited.

Parliament is also dependent mostly on advice emanating from the same two sources and on occasional
studies that do not always meet its needs. Clearly, from the evidence befomgisisrsirequire a body to

review and report on an ongoing basis on defence affairs and the actions and decisions of leaders in the CF
and DND.

Canadian soldiers also lack information and assistance in their dealings with higher defence authorities.
Although they voluntarily surrender some rights and freedoms when they join the CF, they retain an
expectation that they will be treated fairly by their officers and by officials of DND. Most soldiers are well
treated and serve with justifiable pride in theiitsibut occasionally, and too often recently, this trust has
been broken.

Members of the CF have reported that they are confused about their rights. They complain also that the
chain of command is often unresponsive to their concerns and that those who file grievances may be met
with informal reprisals and adverse career actféidembers of the armed forces who feel the need to
initiate a complaint often feel they face two unpalatable cheicgther b suffer in silence or to buck the
system with all the perils such action entails. In our view, Canadians in uniform do require and deserve to
have a dedicated and protected channel of communication to the Minister's office.

In other countries, offices of inspectors general and ombudsmen have been established to accommodate
respectively these two requirements of review and reporting, and fair hearing for grié¥axiqaesent,
Canada has no inspectomgeal or ombudsman with jurisdiction to oversee or investigate military affairs.
There are also no routine reports to Parliament by the CDS or DND beyond those provided during the
annual departmental budget estimates process.

This handicaps Parliament in its role of supervising military affairs because it does not have easy access to
critical analyses of defence matters. The evidence before us suggests that this has resulted in a serious
deficiency in the oversight of the CF and DND by Parliament and ime¢hément of members of the CF

who have grievances against individuals in the chain of command.



There is evidence that Canadians and members of the CF want a review process that is straightforward and
independent We also believe that a civilian inspector general, properly supported and directly responsible
to Parliament, must form an essential part of the mechanism Canadians use to oversee and control the CF
and the defence establishment. While thea@& its members would merit the primary attention of this new
office, the close ties between the CF and DND, and public servants in DND, especially at NDHQ, requires
that the Inspector General must act in and for members of both institutions.

The Inspector General of the Canadian Forces

The Inspector General of the Canadian Forces should be appointed by the Governor in Council and made
accountable to Parliament. The Inspector General should be a civilian and have broad authority to inspect,
investigate, andeport on all aspects of national defence and the armed forces. The Inspector General,
moreover, should be provided with resources including auditors, investigators, inspectors, and support
personnel gathered in the Office of the Inspector General of the Canadian Forces.

In our view, the Inspector General should incorporate the concepts of both a military inspector and an
ombudsman. These two concepts, while focused on different areas, are plainly related but might be
established as separate branches uthgelnspector General.

Mission of the Inspector General of the Canadian Forces

The Inspector General's mission should be to initiate and to inquire into, and periodically report on, any
aspect of national defence that the Inspector General determines is important. These matters would include
among other things, discipline, efficiency, economy, morale, training, operational effectiveness and
readiness, the conduct of operations, and the functioning of the military justice system.

The Inspector General wousdso have an important responsibility regarding personnel and personal

matters in the CF. These duties would include overseeing the efficiency and effectiveness of personnel
policies such as promotions, selection of commanding officers, and the conditions of service for members of
the CF. The Inspector General would also supervise and report on the redress of grievance system in the CF
and provide opportunities for members of the CF to report matters that they think need to be investigated
outside the chaiof command.

The Inspector General should report to Parliament annually or whenever serious issues come to the
attention of the Office of the Inspector General.

Functions of the Inspector General
The Inspector General should have four main functions:

91 Inspections: focused on systemic issues in the CF and DND, including systemic problems within
the chain of command and the military justice system.

1 Investigations: focused on complaints about misconduct of individuals of any rank or position,
about injustices$o individuals within the CF and about misconduct related to the roles, missions,
and operations of the CF and DND.

f  Overseeing the military justice systéfifocused on the application of thiational Defence Act
(NDA) and allegations of:

-- abuse of rank, authority, or position: for example, a failure to investigate, failure to take
corrective actions, or unlawful command influence; and

-- improper personnel actions: for example, unequal treatment ofedkbers, harassment, racist
conduct, failure to provide due process, reprisals.

91 Assistance: focused on helping to mediate conflicts between individuals and the CF and DND, and
to help redress injustices to individuals.



Powers of the Inspector General
The Inspector General should be empowered:

1 toinspect any documents, plans, and orders of the CF and DND;

i to initiate studies and reviews of any defence issue or matters without prior authorization of the
MND, CDS, or DM of DND;

1 to initiate investigations ofrey complaint of wrong doings against any officers or members of the
CF and any public servants or officials of DND without prior authorization of the MND, CDS, or
DM of DND;

9 to visit any unit or element of the CF or any defence establishment without prior warning;

1 to interview any member of the CF or public servant of DND without prior approval of superiors
and in complete privacy and confidence.

1 to review all military police documents and reports, and documents pertaining to the military
justice system;

9 toconduct interviews of members of the CF charged under the NDA, to review the use of all
disciplinary proceedings and administrative processes related to discipline or career assessments,
including reproofs and reports of shortcomings;

1 toreview and inspect all caresslated documents, boards, or assessments pertaining to individual
members of the CF or the CF personnel system generally;

1 to review and inspect commanders, units, or elements of the CF assigned to any operation in
Canada or abroad and to refpon the operational effectiveness and readiness of those
commanders, units or elements; and

1 to make public any reports or recommendations flowing from inspections and investigations as the
Inspector General sees fit to release.

The Inspector General and Members of the CF and DND

Any member of the CF and any public servant in DND should be permitted to approach the Inspector
General directly for whatever reason and without first seeking prior approval of any other member of the CF
or DND.

There should beaneed to report a complaint to a superior or reveal any conversation or correspondence
between the member and any superior.

Inspections, audits, investigations, or reports that arise from complaints made by members of the CF or
DND need not identify the complainant in any way.

Members of the CF or DND who believe that reprisals have been taken against them because of complaints
made before the Inspector General should have special access to and protection provided by the Office of
the Inspector General. this regard, a few words concerning our experience with the subject of

intimidation, harassment, and reprisals are in order.

From the earliest days of this Commission of Inquiry, concerns were expressed, in the media and elsewhere,
that the Inquiry might not be able to get to the bottom of the matter because some witnesses from the
military, especially those in the lower ranks, would fear reprisals from the authorities or prejudice to their
military careers. In our public pronouncements on this subjeatdieated that, at the time, we saw little

evidence to suggest that threats of any kind were being made to potential withesses before the Commission.
While there was little real, tangible, or objective evidence to sustain these concerns, we knew that they
existed and we were sensitive to them. Looking back on the entire course of our Inquiry, we have come to
the conclusion that these concerns were far from fanciful. Certain witnesses who appeared before us did so
against a backdrop of fear and intimidation.

We have publicly recognized the great courage that individual soldiers have shown in coming forward to
assist the Inquiry in its work and by providing testimony at our proceedings that was not always favourable



to the Canadian Forces. Among these we would number Maj Buonamici, Maj Armstrong, Cpl Purnelle, and
Cpl Favasolf! Cpl Purnelle and Maj Buonamici, in particular, were victims of threatening behaviour and
attempts at intimidation. Maj Armstrong htalbe protected in theatre against physical reprisals for

bringing his important allegations of misconduct to the attention of his superiors. We believe that these
officers and norcommissioned members have served as examples to all ranks, particularly soldiers of lower
rank, and we are indebted to them for their courage and support of our work.

We publicly undertook, on several occasions, to do everything in our power to protect these soldiers against
any recrimination or prejudice to their careers thaghtflow from their ceoperation with us. At the

beginning of the irtheatre phase of our proceedings on April 1, 1996 we summarized our activity and plans
in this regard:

...a number of steps have been taken to favour the establishment of the truth and protect those who
seek to contribute to the inquiry process, including adopting a rule of practice and procedure which
treats as confidential the information the Commission receives from whatever source; allowing
testimony in camera where necessary, unllemgethe investigation of any allegation, complaint or
evidence of ongoing reprisals against potential withesses while the inquiry is in progress; and, if

we find it necessary, we are prepared to include in our final report a proposal for a review
mechanism whereby a committee of the House of Commons acting as a sort of ad hoc Ombudsman
would be called upon to review upon request and systematically every five years the file and career
progression of those who will have testified before this Commissiorafrin

The Commission is confident that these measures are sufficient to eradicate the possibility of
reprisals and protect those who may be vulnerable in the military system.

Those who have testified before us under threat or peril to their careers are entitled to receive protection
with respect to their future careers within the military. Regrettably, we have concluded that the reality exists
that, for so long as these soldiers remain within the military, both their personal and professional reputations
must be protected. Because of the past actions of the chain of command, there must be a mechanism
available to these officers and noommissioned members to redress any reprisals that may be taken

against them after the Commission of Inquiry has issued its report.

We therefore believe that there is an urgent need for a new and more effective form of military career
review procedure to deal with these cases. Such career review boards should be entirely independent and
impartial committees. Also, any careewiew boards that may be convened with regard to individuals who
have rendered assistance to the Inquiry should contain representatives from outside the military (perhaps
including judges or other respected members of the larger community) in order to insure transparency and
objectivity in the process. Career review board decisions should be subject to a further effective review by
someone other than the Minister alone (as is currently the case), such as a committee of the House of
Commons or Senate.

A career progression review procedure should provide soldiers who have assisted the Inquiry, and others in
similar circumstances, with a mechanism for applying to have their career progression reviewed
effectively Individuals who have testified before us and allege that their career progression has been
adversely affected as a result of their testifying should be given the right to apply to an independent career
review board to have their career progresseviewed. They should possess, as well, an ability to seek a
further review of the findings of these special career review boards.

In the event that reprisals have occurred and career advancement has been adversely affected, a mechanism
for redress should also be included in the new procedure.

We believe that a systematic, periodic annual report should be prepared by the Chief of the Defence Staff
for the benefit of a select committee of the House of Commons or Senate that reviews the career
progression oflathose who have testified before the Inquiry.

We support the creation of a specific process, under the purview of an independent inspector general,
designed to protect soldiers who, in the future, bring reports of wrongdoing to the attention of their
superiors®



In addition to the foregoing and in light of the experience of Cpl Purielte,are struck by the fact that

individual free speech in the Gadian military has been stifled to an unacceptable degree. While reporting
requirements and relationships must be observed and dissident activities that threaten unit effectiveness and
cohesion must be checked, the military must be open and receptive to legitimate criticism and differing
points of view?®> Members of the military should enjoy a right of free expresSimrthe fullest extent

possible, cosistent with the need to maintain good order, discipline, and national security. This should be
reflected in official guidelines and directives.




RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that:

16.1 TheNational Defence Actas a matter of high priority, be amended to establish an independent
review body, the Office of the Inspector General, with well defined and independent jurisdiction and
comprehensive powers, including the powers to

1. evaluate systemic problems in the military justice system;

2. conduct investigationsinto officer misconduct, such as failure to investigate, failure to take
corrective action, personal misconduct, waste and abuse, and possible injustice to
individuals;

3. protect those who report wrongdoing from reprisals; and

4. protect individuals from abuse of authority and improper personnel actions, including racial
harassment.

16.2 The Chief of the Defence Staff and the Deputy Minister of National Defence institute a
comprehensive audit and review of

1. the duties, roles and responsibilities of all militaryofficers and civilian officials to define
better and more clearly their tasks, functions, and responsibilities;

2. the adequacy of existing procedures and practices of reporting, record keeping, and
document retention and disposal, including the adequacy of penalties for failures to comply;
and

3. the duties and responsibilities of military officers and departmental officials at National
Defence Headquarters in advising government about intended or contemplated military
activities or operations.

16.3 The Chid of the Defence Staff incorporate the values, principles, and processes of accountability
into continuing education of officer cadets at the Royal Military College and in staff training,
command and staff training, and senior command courses. In particular, such education and training
should establish clearly the accountability requirements in the command process and the issuance of
orders, and the importance of upper ranks setting a personal example with respect to morality and
respect for the rule of law 16.4 To strengthen the capacity of Parliament to supervise and oversee
defence matters, theNational Defence Acbe amended to require a detailed annual report to
Parliament regarding matters of major interest and concern to the operations of the National

Defence portfolio and articulating performance evaluation standards. Areas to be addressed should
include, but not be limited to

1. adescription of operational problems;
detailed disciplinary accounts;
administrative shortcomings;

fiscal and resource cacerns; and
postmission assessments.

ok~ wn

16.5 TheNational Defence Acbe amended to require a mandatory parliamentary review of the
adequacy of the act every five years.

16.6 TheQueen's Regulations and Ordetse amended to provide for a special and more effective
form of military career review procedure to deal with cases of intimidation and harassment related to
the Somalia deployment and this Commission of Inquiry.

16.7 Such special career review boards be entirely independent and impartial committeesiazontain
representation from outside the military, including judges or other respected members of the larger
community, to ensure transparency and objectivity in this process.



16.8 Decisions of these special career review boards be subject to a further effective review by a
special committee of the House of Commons or the Senate or a judge of the Federal Court.

16.9 In the event that a finding is made that reprisals have occurred and career advancement has
been adversely affected, a mechanism for redresg lavailable.

16.10 For the next five years, an annual report reviewing the career progression of all those who
have testified before or otherwise assisted the Inquiry be prepared by the Chief of the Defence Staff
for consideration by a special committee of the House of Commons or the Senate.

16.11 A specific process be established, under the purview of the proposed Inspector General,
designed to protect soldiers who, in the future, bring reports of wrongdoing to the attention of their
superiors.

16.12 TheQueen's Regulations and Ordegrticle 19 and other official guidelines and directives be
amended to demonstrate openness and receptivity to legitimate criticism and differing points of view,
so that members of the military enjoy a right of free expression to the fullest extent possible,
consistent with the need to maintain good order, discipline, and national security.
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NOTES

'Knowledge' should not be thought of as the complete encapsulation of all aspects of corporate or
organizational consciousness. Kredge need not be actual. It can be imputed. In matters of
consequence, willful blindness does not excuse. As regards individual actions, the notions of
intention and recklessness are often germane. Also, in this latter regard, knowledge may not be a
useful focus of inquiry- at least in some settings, as, for example, where negligence is in issue. In
such circumstances, it may be more appropriate to focus on whether the individual adhered to
appropriate standards of care and whether due diligence wassexrer

We acknowledge the highly charged debate concerning whether liability should ever be absolute.
We incline to the view that in the context of the military and the reality of a soldier's 'unlimited
liability' in extreme circumstances, there may be a need for the organization to vindicate itself
through a public changing of the guard, even though due diligence may be demonstrated.

This is the case where the issue is one of criminal liability.

Representative Dan Daniel, United States Congress, CeigrakHearings on the Death of U.S.
Marines in Beirut, 1983.

Richard A. GabrielTo Serve with Hono’ Treatise on MilitaryEthics and théVay of the
Soldier (Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1982), p. 87.

General Sir John Hackefthe Profession of Arnm{eondon: Times Publishing Co., 1962), p. 63.
Gabriel, To Serve with Honop. 88.

Quoted in Samuel P. Huntingtofhe Soldieand the Stat¢Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, 1957), p. 73.

Huntington,Soldier and Statey. 73
Gabriel, To Serve with Hongmp. 86.
Queen's Regulations and Ord€3R&0) 4.20(1).

QR&O 4.20(3). For general responsibilities of an officer commanding a command, see QR&O
4.10.

See our discussion in Volume 5, Chapter 38, which deals with the March 4th incident.
This is discussed in Volume 5, Chapter 39, on disclosure.

There are numerous examples of this. The evidence and submissions of the former Deputy Chief of
the Defence Staff reveal ambiguity and possible confusion about whether the DCB&fas a

officer with command prerogatives, had responsibility for the declaration of operational readiness;
the former Deputy Minister evinced some ambivalence in his testimony about whether it was
possible for him to give advice on operational matters; the former Director of Operations (J3 Ops)
gave testimony downplaying the significance of his position as regathdsatre events and

liaison, yet he appears in evidence as interacting intensively with key figures in Somalia at crucial
points.

See the reseeh study we commissioned: Douglas BlaNdtional Defence Headquarters: Centre
for Decision(Ottawa: Public Works and Government Services, 1997).

The main functions of the Chief Review Services are to provide expertise on management
practices; to carry out program evaluations and independent audits, including the investigation of
inappropriate use of resources; and to provide a corporate ethical and conflict of interest focus, all
to assist senior managers in DND and the Canadian Forces in meetingathggtes.

In our DGPA hearings we witnessed an example of the misuse of the Chief Review Services
function, presumably so as to ensure alevel, lowprofile examination of an issue. The CRS
was directed to investigate the possible destruction or alteration of documents, when a Military
Police or criminal investigation was clearly a more appropriate vehicle.
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See, for example, BGen |.C. Dougl®gacekeeping Operations (PKO's) Review, Interim Report
- SPA DCDSDecember 21, 1990); MGen Boyle, "After Amti Report- Somalia Working
Group", July 29, 1994, Exhibit-P73 Document book 44, tab 3 (unsigned).

See the studies of the Chief of Review Services on such subjects as peacekeeping and command
and control: Chief Review Services, NDHReport on NDHQ Program Evaluation E1/81 DND
Policy/Capability in Support of Peacekeeping Operatiduly 1983; andNDHQ Program

Evaluation E3/92ZCommand and Controlol. 7, Summary of Internal Reports Relating to

Command and Control (March 1994).

Martin Friedland Controling Misconduct in the Military{Ottawa: Public Works and Government
Services, 1997), pp. 16810.

See the recently devised Statement of Defence Ethics, in Dfence 2000 New®ecember
1996), p. 4.

See, for example, Reports to the Prime Minister, [tabled by] Minister of National Defence,
"Authority, Responsibility and Accountability” (1997); "Ethos and Values in the Canadian Forces"
(1997); and "A Comparative Study of Authority and Accountability in Six Democracies" (1997).

In this regard see our digssion of the incident of March 4, 1993 in Volume 5, Chapter 38, and
note the cases of Maj Armstrong and Maj Buonamici.

Such studies include, for exampliggport to the Minister of National Defence on the Management
of Defence in Canad&eport of the Management Review Group (July 1972); Task Force on
Review of Unification of The Canadian Forcéfmal Report(March 15, 1980)Review Group on

the Report of the Task Force on Unification of the Canadian Fqhagegust 31, 1980); and

various internal NDHQ mgorts prepared by the Chief Review Services.

See various reports of the Auditor General to the House of Commons regarding the Department of
National Defence.

Canadian Forces Personnel Applied Research Unit (CFPARU), "Mechanisms of Voice: Results of
CF Focus Group Discussions”, Sponsored Research Repbrt®&ober 1995), p. DND 403818
and following.

We visited and collected information from various foreign defence establishments. In the United
States, we were provided with a description of the Insp&xmeral, Department of Defense, and
the Inspector General of the Army.

CFPARU, "Mechanisms of Voice".

This important function is covered in greater detail in Volume 5, Chapter 40, which details our
findings and recommendations with regard to the military justice system.

A nonexhaustive list of those who have also been of assistance to us, at some personal risk,
includes Sgt Little, Sgt Flanders, Maj Pommet, Maj Kampman, Maj Mansfield, Maj Gillam, Cpl
Noonan, Cpl Chabot, MWO Amaral, MWO O'Connor, Cpiith, Cpl Dostie, WO Groves, and
WO Marsh.

Reprisals are not restricted, apparently, to enlisted men and women. As we were about to go to
press with this report, we were advised (in a letter dated June 6, 1997) by Mrs. Nancy Fournier, a
civilian employee of DND, that she has experienced prejudice to her career as a result of providing
testimony before the Inquiry in the DGPA/document disclosure phase of our proceedings and in
the subsequent coumtartial of Col Haswell. In a letter to the Deputy MinistéNational Defence

dated April 15, 1997, a copy of which she provided to us, Mrs. Fournier complains of being
relegated to a position more junior than the one she occupied previously and of being asked to
perform menial and demeaning tasks, in what she regards as "an effort to make my life as
miserable as possible in the hope that | will up and quit willingly."

As they are required to do under faeen’s Regulations and Order92(e) and 5.01(e).

An attempt was made to have Cpl Purnelle, an outspokén cemoved from the military via the
career review board process and thereby bypass the more transparemactalprocess. After
our intervention on his behalf, a decision was taken to proceed against him first by way-of court
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martial. Nine charges were laid against Cpl Purnelle undeéMdkienal Defence Actwo of these
charges related to the single incident of Cpl Purnelle leaving his post without permission and
attending at the Inquiry's offices in order to bring new evidence to our attedtioers related to
media interviews given in contravention of the injunction against speaking to the press. In this
latter regard, he alone was initially singled out for disciplinary action from among a group of
soldiers who were interviewed for the television progemjeux.Other charges brought against

Cpl Purnelle related to his having written and published a Hdio&,armée en dérou{®lontreal:

Liber, 1996), that was critical of the armed forces. Cpl Purnelle ultimately wasroattialled.

His constiutional objections to the proceedings, based on an alleged violation of his rights of free
expression, were dismissed and thereafter he pleaded guilty to five charges of conduct prejudicial
to good order and discipline (NDA, section 129). He was sentenced to a reprimand and a fine of
$2,000. Cpl Purnelle is now facing possible discharge in career review board proceedings begun
against him.

In this connection we note the severe restrictions that military regulations impose on the disclosure
of information(including nonclassified information) by any member of the Canadian Forces. In
particular the following regulations appear to be unduly restrictive: QR&O 19.10, 19.14(2),
19.36(1), (2) (c) (d) (e) and (j), and 19.38.

In the military context, at least, the right to free expression should not be thought to embrace an
ability to espouse supremacist causes; foster illegal discrimination based on race, creed, colour,
sex, religion, or national origin; advocate the unlawful use of force or violence; or otherwis
engage in efforts to deprive individuals of their civil rights.




THE CHAIN OF COMMAND

As we have explained, the chain of command is an authority and accountability system linking the office of
the Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) to the lowest level of the Canadian Forces and back to the office of
the CDS. ltis also a hierarchy of individual commanders who take decisions within their connected
functional formations and units. It is intended to be agmgtive instrument of commandallowing

commandses to actively seek information, give direction, and oversee operations.

A chain of command can be judged from two perspectives: as an instrument of command, exercised through
the flow of orders and information, and as a hierarchy of related commanders. These two charaeteristics
information transmission and the exercise of command and control by (usually) offidefise a chain of
command. The measure of a chain of command, therefore, lies in its reliability and effectiveness as a
conduit to move irdrmation up and down the chain of authority, and as a personal expression of the skills,
competence, and diligence of commanders. A rough instrument can disarm the finest commanders, just as
the finest instrument can be wasted on indifferent officers. Ultimately, commanders are responsible for
shaping the chain of command to their purposes and honing it to sharp perfection.

The chain of command also provides a mechanism for transmitting critical aspects of command authority
and responsibility. A properly fictioning chain of command helps senior officers understand what is
happening in their commands and pinpoint weaknesses and problems. These discoveries can be made
through routine inquiries and reports, by staff officers acting for commanders, and directly by the
commander's inspections and visits to subordinate units. Whenever the chain of command is brittle or
broken, commanders may be left without reliable information with which to make decisions. Ensuring the
soundness of the chain of command is theesfoparamount responsibility of command.

The chain of command is not expected to be a mere transmission line between commanders; instead it is
established to reinforce the authority of command and to allow officers to do their duty as prescribed in law
and regulation. Therefore, when important orders and direction are passed from one level of command to
the next, commanders are expected to review the orders for completeness and appropriateness and to take
action to correct defects that come to their aib@nt-urthermore, they are expected to amplify orders to

suit the circumstances of their commands and the strengths and weaknesses of their subordinate
commanders. Finally, they must supervise implementation of their orders and oversee the successful
completion of the assigned mission. The chain of command greatly facilitates these activities.

Before and during the deployment of the Canadian Joint Force Somalia (CJFS), the chain of command in
the Canadian Forces (CF), in our view, was found wanting intheie aspects. It failed as a

communications system and broke down under minimal stress. Commanders testified before us on several
occasions that they did not know about important matters because they had not been advised. They also
testified that important matters and policy did not reach subordinate commanders and the troops or, when
they did, the information was often distorted.

FAILURES OF THE CHAIN OF COMMAND

The chain of command was not functioning properly during thaelppboyment phase, either as a

mechanism for passing information or as an effective command network. The failure of the chain of
command at senior levels was particularly striking with regard to how commanders came to understand the
state of the Airborne Regiment in 1992. Many senior officers in the chain of command, from MGen
MacKenzie to Gen de Chastelain, testified that they were ignorant of the state of fithess and discipline of the
Canadian Airborne Regiment (CAR). Yet they maintained even during the Inquiry that they hadtfadth in
appropriateness of the CAR to undertake a mission because they assumed that it was at a high state of
discipline and unit cohesion.

MGen (ret) MacKenzie testified that BGen Beno had not informed him of the serious and dangerous
incidents of indiscipline within the CAR. He did not know that weapons and ammunition had been seized
during a search of the unit barracks conducted by Maj Seward. Nor did he know that unauthorized weapons
had been found in the possession of soldiers. MGen MacKenzie told be thas unaware that 'Rebel’

flags were flown routinely by soldiers in the CAR and that, indeed, 34 such flags had been seized by unit



officers. He stated he was also ignorant of the fact that many soldiers and serdonmoissioned

members had repeated problems of alcohol abuse in the weeks and months before deployment of the unit to
Somalia. Finally MGen MacKenzie admitted that he did not know that members of the CAR openly

displayed racist and extremist tattoos before their supériors.

Even by itself, MGen MacKenzie's ignorance about the true state of discipline in the CAR is a cause for
concern. But it is even more serious because the leaders' failure to recognize these facts or to investigate
them adequately was compounded in early November 1992 after LCol Morneault was relieved of his
command, in part because the CAR was undisciplined. At this point, there could have been no question, in
our view, that the unit was in trouble. Still, none of the condeamhattempted to seek out the facts of the
Regiment's state of disciplifd@/hen MGen MacKenzie was asked during testimony whether "any people
above you, any of your superiors" directed him to find out specifically whether the discipline problems that
had existed [in the CAR] had been resolved, he answered, "N8, sir."

MGen MacKenzie was also unaware of other problems that should properly have constenties. For
example, he stated before us that he had no knowledge of reservations about Maj Seward's ability to
command 2 Commanddn hindsight" MGen MacKenzie admitted before us that no "sane person could
deny" that more should have been done by officers in the chain of command to tackle problems in the CAR
prior to deployment.Yet we were astonished to find that no measures were taken by thecbogns to

ensure tf;gt LCol Mathieu would be adequately warned about the problems in the unit when he assumed
command’

LGen Reay testified that before September 1992, during the period when the decision to identify the
Airborne Regiment as the unit to go to Somalia was being made, he was not aware of any concerns that
BGen Beno had about LCol Morneault's leadership style. His first indication of trouble in the unit came
from conversations with LGen Geligaand MGen MacKenzie in "late September or early October," but the
only concern seemed to be LCol Morneault's weakness as unit trainer. Nevertheless, LGen Reay knew that
"discipline was a small factor but a factor.” Yet he testified that he took no action to inquire into thié factor.

LGen Reay testified that on or about October 3, 1992, he was informed by MGen MacKenzie that "clearly
some disciplinary problems were emerging in Petawawa that neededatterdineeded to be resolvéd."

MGen MacKenzie testified that on or about October 5, 1992, he would have mentioned the illegal use of
pyrotechnics and the torching of the car to LGen Gervais and LGen Reay and told them also that the
incident had not been resolv&tlowever, the Deputy Commander of Land Force Command (LFC), LGen
Reay, maintained that he was unaware that members of the CAR had attackaihtbbé admmand by

burning the car belonging to the unit orderly sergeant (the Commanding Officatigyfepresentative) in

early October. Incredibly, he testified that he remained unaware of the incident for months, even in his
capacity as Commander LFC. He stated that he did "not recall ever being told specifically of the car burning
episode and when | read of it in the de Faye Board of Inquiry | was really quite surprised because it was the
first time that that specific incident was brought to myraite." Though LGen Reay was aware that the

unit was in trouble in several respects, he, by his own admission, made no inquires of MGen MacKenzie or
took any other actiof by reviewing command Military Police reports, for exampl® discover for

himself the true situation in the CAR.

The Commander Force Mobile Command/Land Force Command (FMC/LFC), LGen Gervais, testified that
he was not aware of discipline problems in the CAR when he recommerzdetthét unit to go to Somalia.

He testified also that even in m&kptember, after discussing the situation in the CAR with BGen Beno, he
knew nothing about any discipline problems. LGen Gervais had two further conversations with BGen Beno
during the autumn of 1992, but according to his testimony, he was not informed of the disciplinary
problems in the unit. When informed by his executive assistant soon after the event that a car burning had
occurred at CFB Petawawa, LGen Gervais did not connect that intidéase CAR, nor did he seek any

more information on the incideftln fact, even though as Commander FMC/LFC, he had easy access to
many experienced staff officers, including Military Police officers, and routine incident reports, LGen
Gerva;lszremained ignorant of the true situation in the CAR until after his retirement from the Canadian
Forces:

BGen Beno was sufficiently concerned about the stateasfiness of the CAR that he mentioned his doubts
informally to LGen Gervais in September 1992. Later, on October 19, 1992, in his letter to MGen



MacKenzie asking for the dismissal of LCol Morneault, he wrote specifically that "the battalion has
significant unresolved leadership and discipline problems which | believe challenge the leadership of the
unit."2 BGen Beno testified, however, that prior to that letter he had not mentioned the state ofliimeliscip

in the CAR to any officer in the chain of command. Nevertheless, he did assume that the serious incidents
which occurred in October 1992 were known to commanders, because he believed "that military police
reports [of the incidents were] passed to the various headquarters which would include the area and the
command [headquartersf"

The former Chief of the Defence Staff, Gen (ret) de Chastelain, explained to us that "control and
administration indices or means that the control of how [the CF] are used and the-day

administration of them in terms of organization, supply, discipline, all come under the Chief of Defence
Staff." When he was asked if such things as hazing rituals and the wearing of unauthorized and
inappropriate clothing by members of the CAR suggested to him a breakdown in either discipline or
leadership in the Airborne Regiment, Gen de Chastelain replied that he knew nothing of these matters until
sometime in 1994. He admitted &b had he known of the serious disciplinary problems in the unit, "I would
have taken it up with the commander [LGen Gervais], and had he known that, I'm sure he would have taken
it up with his [subordinates].” But Gen de Chastelain testified that he did not know anything about problems
of indiscipline in the CAR in 1992

Gen de Chastelain emphasized that indiscipline in any unit is a serious matter. He made the point strongly
"that in any case of a setis discipline problem within a unit, | think it is incumbent on the commander of

that unit to let his immediate superior know that that has happened and what measures he has taken to fix it
and that either he has fixed it or he needs further assistance." He admitted that if commanders had been
aware that the issues of the change of command and discipline and the challenge to authority were linked,
someone ought to have taken strong action. Nevertheless, Gen de Chastelain insisted that no negative
information about the CAR came to him through the chain of command, through-¢h#esbtechnical

network, or through the police or security staffs at any tfiiéis we find remarkable and a strong

indication that the chain of command in the CF and the staff system in National Defence Headquarters
(NDHQ) were unreliable.

BGen Beno's letter of October 19th explicitly made the link between disciplinary incidents and challenges

to authority, yet no action beyonisthissing LCol Morneault was taken by any commanééccording to

Gen de Chastelain's testimony, the commanders failed to inform him of serious matters as he would have
expected, and they also failed to react appropriately to the problem. What is not clear is whether the failures
were caused by oversight and carelessness or by a concerted effort within the LFC chain of command to
hide the true situation from the CDS.

One senior officer at LFC headquasgteBGen Zuliani, did attempt to initiate a comprehensive investigation

of the state of readiness and fithess in the CAR following the dismissal of LCol Morneault. He suggested in
his testimony that LGen Gervais and his commanders were reluctant to explore the full extent of the
problems in the CAR. He spoke directly with the Commander LFC shortly after LCol Morneault was

relieved and asked that a board of inquiry be established to investigate the context in which the decision was
taken and to root out amnderlying weaknesses in the CAR. Specifically, he asked that the internal inquiry
examine the circumstances that led to the relief of command of LCol Morneault; conflicts involving him

and officers at the Special Service Force (SSF) Headquarters; incidents or conflicts within the CAR during
the June 24Dctober 19, 1992 period; the process by which the chain of command was notified of the
existence of various problems within the CAR; and the evaluation process that led to the decision to replace
LCol Morneailt.X® BGen (ret) Zuliani testified that his advice was first accepted by LGen Gervais, but later
rejected following discussions with MGen MacKenzie and LGen Reay. Here, we see the chain of command
explicitly rejecting an offer to discover the true extent of the problems in the CAR and, therefore, willfully
remaining uninformed.

Throughout the period from early 1992 to the deployment of the CAR to Somalia in December 1992,
several serious disciplinary priens-- one, at least, of a criminal natureoccurred in the CAR. These
incidents, among other things, were so significant that they led to the dismissal of the Commanding Officer
of the CAR, itself a unique and remarkable event in Canada's peacetime army. Yet we were told that few



officers in the chain of command, from MGen MacKenzie to the CDS, Gen de Chastelain, were even aware
of the problems.

We are asked to believe that the scores of staff officers responsible for managing information from units for
senior officers and commanders in SSF Headquarters, Land Force Central Area (LFCA) Headquatrters,
Land Force Command (LFC) Headquarters, and National Defence Headquarters (NDHQ) never informed
them of these grave incidents. Indeed, we must assume that the specialized and dedicated MP reporting
system, composed of qualified roommissioned members (NCMs) and officers who routinely file police
reports and investigations specifically for the use of commanders, failed to penetrate the chain of command.
In othe words, we must believe that the commanders did not know what was happening in their commands
and therefore the chain of command failed. But the evidence is that the chain of command provided enough
information that commanders ought to have been prompted to inquire into the situation and act.

THE CHAIN OF COMMAND: OPERATION DELIVERANCE

During the planning and pi@eployment periods, the chain of command for Operation Deliverance began at
Gen de Chastelain, passed to LGen Gervais, to MGen MacKenzie éafyeBeptember 1992), to BGen
Beno, to LCol Morneault and, after his replacement on October 23, 1992, to LCol Mathieu.

During the deployment period, beginning in ridécember 1992, the structure of the chain of command

was altered by the creation of CJFS under the command of Col Labbé. Therefore, at the moment of
deployment and during the initial stages of operations in early January 1993, the chain of command,
according to the CDS's orders, flowed from the CDS, Gen de Chastelain, to the Deputy ChiehoéDef

Staff, Intelligence, Security and Operations (DCDS 1SO), MGen Addy, to the Commander CJFS, Col
Labbé, thence to the Commanding Officer of the Canadian Airborne Regiment Battle Group, LCol Mathieu,
and from him to the officers commanding the commandos and attacheditub

Subsequently, several key officers changed positions and assumed new responsibilities. Gen de Chastelain
retired and was replaced by Adm Anderson on January 28, 1993. LGen Reay replaced LGen Gervais as
Commander LFC in January 1998Gen Addy was promoted and replaced as DCDS by VAdm Murray in

late February 1993. The names changed, but neither the responsibilities of officers in those positions nor
their command relationships to the CJFS changed at all.

We were told without further explanation and supporting evidence that "the Forces had an administrative
concept of organization and command control...[and] stilFdeldwever, in our view, the confusion of
responsibilities in NDHQrad the lack of precise definitions of command authority in the CF and in NDHQ

are such that it raises worrisome questions about the reliability, or even the existence, of a sound concept of
command in the CF generally.

LGen Addy recalled that "several incidents in the late 1980s...brought to light major planning and command
and control shortcomings at the national level [of the EFAlthough LGen Addy believes that some

command problems were resolvedlBO1, he states that this was not the case regarding "command and
control issues between the Environmental Commanders, the DCDS, and the Joint Force Corgander."
This is a very serious admission of a deep systemic weakness within the highest levels of the command
structure of the CF because officers in these positions are the principal operational commanders and staff
officers in the CF. By his own admission, LGen Addy knew of these problems when heelle€DS

(ISO) in 1992 and was aware of these serious defects as early & 1986.

LGen Addy also presented to us a document entitled, "Deputy Chief of The Defence Staff, Intelligence,
Security, and Operations" to explain his terms of reference and describe his functions as DCDS (ISO) in
1991 and 1992. The document still reflects this confusion of responsibilities and ambiguity of command
authority. It confirms the DCDS (ISO) as having "major responsitslities the focal point for planning,
controlling, and coordinating the NDHQ Joint Staff" and that "he acts as a Commander of a Command for
all peacekeeping units/formationé® "

Planning for Operation Deliverance circumvented in some respects the established chain of command of the
CF. First, Gen de Chastelain, and his staff acting in his name, took all important decisions concerning the
NDHQ CJFS command, organization, manning ceiling, logistical sugpattet, deployment timings,



mission statement, operations orders, rules of engagement, and public affairs issues. The commanders of
commands served merely (and obligingly) as ‘force generators' and advisers.

Second, on deploying the CJFS, Gen de Chaste lain established a unique and separate chain of command for
the mission, which remained in effect until the mission was completed. Apparently, none of the formation
commanders or their headquarters in the army, including the 1st Canadian Division Heaslgquanter

considered capable of heading this mission or the appropriate choice for the task. So Gen de Chastelain
authorized the creation of an ad hoc headquarters for Col Labbé.

Third, the selection and the appointment of Col Labbé as the Commander of CJFS was made by Gen de
Chastelain, whose orders stated that Col Labbé would act under his direction (then under the new CDS,
Adm Anderson, in late January 1993). Notwithstanding these orders, it is obvious from the evidence that
from the beginning of the opdran the Chief of the Defence Staff was only Col Labbé's notional superior,
for it was in fact the DCDS who commanded Col Labbé in every important respect until the mission was
completed.

CONFUSION IN COMMAND FROM THE CDS TO THE
COMMANDER CJFS

Gen de Chastelain indicated in his warning order of December 5, 1992, that the "Commander Joint Force
Headquarters has [operational commandhiatre for employment (phase three)" and that the "[Canadian]
joint force, when formed will be under the command of the CBShis instruction is repeated in the

CDS's subsequent operation order of December 9, 1992, with the additional remark that "operational
control of elements of CJFS will be transferred to commander U.S. Combined Joint Task Force Somalia
(CJTRS)."® But as the operation developed, the national chain of command as it extended into NDHQ
became increasingly ambiguous. No witness could explain to usycdearith confidence the national

chain of command for Operation Deliverance.

In accordance with a Ministerial Organization Order (93073), a Canadian Forces Organization Order
(CFOO) "to state the organizational status of the CJFS" was issued by Adm Anderson, the Chief of the
Defence Staff, on February 10, 198&ssigning the CJFS to the Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff. It
confirmed Col Labbé's appointment and that he had operational command off §eT@8 order made Col
Labbé "responsible to the DCDS for the effective and efficient administration [and] for disciplinary matters
of the CFJS", and for all matters involving policy. Moreover, the order also made the DCDS responsible for
national aspects of technical support, financial matters, and contacts between the CJFS and other parts of
the Canadian Forces. Routinely during the operation, Col Labbé reported to the Deputy Chief of the
Defence Staff and took all his orders from him.

Yet the testimony foboth LGen Addy (DCDS (ISO) until late February 1993) and VAdm Murray (DCDS
through the remainder of the deployment) contradicts doctrine and illustrates the obvious ambiguity in the
command relationships between Col Labbé and NDHQ. LGen Addy testified that "in joint operations the
tasked command is required to prepare the forces, they select them, they declare them operationally ready to
the [CDS] at which time they are handed over to the [CDS] and on his behalf | would be acting as the
commander of theaenmand for him." He explained that the CJFS existed officially only as it arrived in
theatre, and that was where the formal change in command occurred. "Until it is all deployed [in theatre] it
isn't there, but the elements thereof, as they come in theatre, come under my command through the
commander joint task forcéWhen asked directly, at what date he assumed command of Col Labbé and
the CJFS, LGen Addy replied, "when the joint force [was] deplo§&titierefore, by his own testimony

and according to CF doctrine and common sense, LGen Addy was in command of Col Labbé.

VAdm Murray testified that:

I have no difficulty saying thdtwas the one principally responsible for the conduct of operations

in Somalia That is certainly true. But | think, to be absolutely accurate and precise, we should..
have a clear understanding of what command and control relationships actually existed in that
scenario. And irthat scenario, the commandettieatre, Colonel Labbé, was responsible to the
commander in Ottawa, the Chief of Defence Staff, Admiral Anderson. As Deputy Chief of Defence
Staff, | functioned on Admiral Anderson's behalf and oversaw the oper&min a formal



command and control sense, the commanding relationship was between Colonel Labbé and with
me functioning on behalf of Admiral Anderson in terms of operafions.

He emphasized, however, that therthal relationship in the chain of command for Col Labbé" was to the
CDS, but always "through me." However, VAdm Murray could not have been "the one principally
responsible for the conduct of operations in Somalia" without beingetfiectocommander of the

operation in Somalia. In a military organization, "in a formal command and control sense," responsibility
and command are indivisible.

It is clear to us that this kind of ambiguity in the command arrangements of the CF cannot be permitted. If it
were dlowed, then accountability, and thus civil control of the military, would suffer. Officers either
command or they do not. Once LGen Addy and VAdm Murray were given control of the execution of the
operation and the force commander, they became part of the chain of command for all practical purposes
and, consequently, assumed command responsibilities. Moreover, neither doctrine nor custom allows staff
officers to command units, and attempts to bend this concept, even (or especially) at the highest levels of
command, distort and obscure responsibility and accountability. Nevertheless, it is apparent that the
command of CJFS above Col Labbé was unclear and that, particularly at NDHQ, the fundamental
importance of establishing unambiguous command relationships was not well understood or practised.

It is not as though the issue of problems in the structure for the command and control of the CF on
operations in Canada and overseas was new to leaders. Studies ordered by the CDS as early as 1985 to
inquire into the ontinuing confusion in NDHQ concerning operational planning, confirmed this issue. One
of these warned the CDS and the Deputy Minister that NDHQ could not be relied on to produce effective
operational plans or as a base for the command and control of the CF in opé&tatidi#88, the

weaknesses in plans for CF operations near Haiti prompted yet another study into authority and planning
responsibilities in NDHQ. This report found: no agreed upon corioefite operation of the CF in

wartime; that NDHQ was inappropriately organized for command functions; that the responsibilities of the
CDS and DM were blurred; and that "the most complex issue dealt with" was the relationship between the
DCDS and the commanders outside Ottawa. None of these problems was resolved satitactorily.

A report prepared for the CDS and the Deputy Minister in September 1992 confirmed that these problems
had not been properly adzssed. Among other things, the evaluators found "undue complexity in the

current command and central structure.. .and too much room for misinterpretation." Further, "the evaluation
[showed] that there is a critical need for a simplified command and control structure, one which will bring

to an end the current ad hoc approa@Hi.hus, from their own studies and experiences, senior CF officers
should have been well aware that the existing structure faothenand of the CF was, at least, suspect and
required their careful attention as Operation Deliverance was being planned.

FAILINGS OF THE CHAIN OF COMMAND DOWNWARD

In our view, the chain of command failed also as an instrument of command. For example, the commanders
who were ordered to prepare the troops for the Somalia mission appeared content to allow the CDS and his
staff at NDHQ to control every critical decision regarding the mission. Nevertheless, any of these officers
could have intervened at anyng in the planning process if they were at all concerned about the plan, the
selection of commanders, the command and logistical arrangements, or the resources that were to be
deployed to Somalia. They had a particular opportunity to influence the course of events when Gen de
Chastelain issued his operations order, because that event should have caused them to review at every level
the adequacy and completeness of the orders they received before they issued their own orders to the
formations and units undéneir command.

Senior commanders are not compelled to pass on orders with which they disagree. They have customary
discretionary powers to try to influence their superiors' decisions and to ask for clarification of orders and
directions, especially when commanders are concerned with the safety of their troops or the plans for their
employment. For example, Gen de Chastelain testified, with regard to rules of engagement, that when he
was "satisfied [with the ROE] they would be issued to the commander wild then put them into effect

with the caveat that if he found anything in these Rules of Engagement that did not meet his requirement he
could come back and ask for chang&s."



The commanders took no significant action in this regard, however, nor did they question or modify the
plan or orders produced at NDHQ. The commanders, therefore, at a minimum, acquiesced in the disruption
of the chain of command and ought to be held accountable and respongibéedonsequences of the

orders they did issue.

Not only did the chain of command function improperly in passing information upward to commanders, but

it also failed as a mechanism to pass orders, instructions, and "concepts of operations" to subordinate
commanding officers, especially during the planning for Operation Cordon and Operation Deliverance. As
noted in the chapter on mission planning, the chain of command proved cumbersome and ineffective in
many cases and neglected CF doctrine developed déptxiacilitate the passage of orders. As well,

officers complained that the chain of command became confused and cluttered because many officers failed
to respect it, and because of the intrusion on it afadled technical networks'.

For example, BGen Crabbe, Commander of the Special Service Force in 1991, issued his planning guidance
for Operation Python to the commander of the CAR, Col Holmes. He specifically warned Col Holmes to

obey only orders issued by the Commander SSF, because he worried tdraiency in many CF agencies

and headquarters to become involved inappropriately in the planning and execution of operations. If there
was one major lesson to be learned from previous operations of this nature, it was the need to maintain a
clear and inviolate chain of commat#fd.

In addition, officers declared for example, that the chain of command was too convoluted; that too many
officers at NDHQ were involved in the vetting of what should have bmgime demands; and that senior
staff officers at NDHQ were calling the CAR directly or vice versa. Members of the CAR also violated the
chain of command upward but defended the action because of necessity. In his after action report, Col
Holmes complained:

The Cdn AB Regt was frequently chastised, sometimes quite harshly, for not passing information
up, or for violating the [chain of command]. This we did. We had to! The information flow from
the [chain of command] was next to rexistent. Routine [Situgn Reports] did not start arriving
until well into the mounting process.-theatre information was nonexistent until the CAR

managed to send an LO (liaison officer) for a two week visit. We had numerous diplomatic,
military, and UN sources that were not exploited [by NDHQJ for the benefit of the CAR. It was
also obvious that after a significant delay in deployment, staffs at the higher level started to lose
interest in the operation despite the Regiment's continued commitment.

Other officers complained that it was improper to dispense with tried and true procedures concerning chains
of command, lines of communication, and the delineation of responsibilities.

For example, Maj Desnoyers, a senior staff officer at LFCA Headquarters wrote:

As we have introduced additional levels of staff to the chain of command we have failed to
redistribute the responsibilities so that in peace, minor ops and war the same devolution is
apparent. Policy decisions shouldrhade at higher levels and detail should be the business of
lower levels with no more than the normal 'consider two down' rule being applied. This fault is
equally true of NDHQ as it is of FMC or the LFAs [Land Force areas] and must be tackled if we
are to produce a system in which all concerned know their function. Without such enforced
compliance, chaos will continue to reign with ad hoc arrangements for each class of, if not each
individual, operatiorf?

As discussed elsewhere in this report, the chain of command from NDHQ to Col Labbé failed early. He was
appointed to command the CJFS although he was inexperienced, was outside Canada during the pre
deployment period, took no part in the geployment planning, training, and supervision of the force, and
was given only five days to prepare himself and his headquarters for this dangerous and unusual operation.
The selection of Col Labbé by the CDS, even if he hadfeelded faith in Col Labbé's abilitis open to
guestion and placed inordinate demands on Col Labbé, even though he was obviously highly motivated to
seize the opportunity the command presented to him.

A critical function of commanders is the selection of subordinate commanders at whatever level.
Commanders have to be diligent in selecting commanders to lead members of the CF and they cannot



simply rely on faith and trust and then hope inexperienced subordinates will perform well. "Hope is not a
method," and mere faith in subordinates is mwhmand.

THE CHAIN OF COMMAND IN THE SSF AND THE CAR

The CAR was disrupted in mitl992 by its continuing reorganization under the direction of a chain of
command rife with internal dissension and distrust. Major Seward, the officer commanding 2 Commando,
complained that orders were confused and information was not being passed down the lifé Thikim.

type of problem continued during training and was mentioned as a problem in the evaluation of Exercise
Stalwart Providence. The exercise director, Col Macdonald, testified that he "was concerned that the
debriefs and the evaluations, assessments that we were doing were not being passed down to every soldier
in the battalion® He believed that this was a significant problem in a unit about to undertake a UN

mission:

To conduct this type of mission, all the soldiers have to have every bit of information available to
the battalion, because they may be tla& lperson on that convoy escort or they may be the first
person on a site. And we were feeding in points that we felt each soldier had to have and, in some
cases, that did not get down to the soldiers who needed that inforfifation.

The cause of the problems in the chain of command was more complex than simple errors of procedure and
experience. WO Murphy testified that distrust of the leadership in the regiment was "causing dissension
amongst the noncomnsisned officers* There was also a significant breakdown in communications

between MWO Mills and Maj Seward, which further compromised the passage of information and the
integrity of the information circulating in 2 Commando. As a result, the inevitable and usually benign

informal chain of command that exists in all organizations became especially active and disruptive. Capt
Koch testified that in his opinion "soldiers looked more towards their seni@siNtbeir warrant officers,

than to their officers" for information and leadershigThe dissension in the ranks and especially in 2
Commando led to open challenges to leaders, symbolized in some instances by the flying of the rebel flag in
barracks after such a practice had been banned by offfcers.

The problems in the command relationship between BGen Beno and LCol Morneault, discussed elsewhere
in this report, inevitably affected the working relationship between officers in SSF Headquarters and the
CAR. Maj Kyle testified that he noticed that his Commanding Officer, LCol Morneault, was "very, very
concerned" about the amount of attention that BGen Beno was giving to regimental training, in the sense
that BGen Beno was interfering in CAR affairs. Maj Kyle also complained that he thought senior staff
officers at SSF Headquarters were distorting his informéfion.

Maj Turner testified that he observed the working relationship between BGen Beno and LCol Morneault
often. On more than one occasion he noted that BGen Beno was critical of the Commanding Officer's
priorities and methods of command. For example, he was present when BGen Beno conveyed to LCol
Morneault his opinion that "he thought the priority of the CO's effort should be on training and that the table
of organization and equipment [on which the Commanding Officer was working at the time] st ves

one of his staff officers* Maj Turner reported that "Gen Beno himself was feeling some frustration with
[LCol] Morneault and in the course of a conversation did confide in me that Colonel Holmes had had
reservations about the appointment of [LCol] Morneault." It was remarkable that a commander would
express his lack of confidence in one of his commanding officers to a staff officer. Surely the remarks upset
the relationship and trust betwee@dl Morneault and senior staff officers at SSF Headquarters.

During the summer and autumn of 1992, the CAR was in turmoil, not only because it was preparing for
overseas duty, but also because it was in the throes of a fundamental reorganization compounded by an
annual posting in and out of personnel. Moreover, on October 23, 1992, the Commanding Officer was
relieved of command, a stunning blow to the unit's confidence. Yet no officer in the chain of command
visited the unit to critically assess its readmer to gauge the morale of the soldiers. Leadership from the
chain of command was lacking when it was most needed.



CONCLUSION

Armed forces allow commanders extraordinary powers over the lives and safety of Canadians and give them
control over lethal weapons and their use. Officers also are trusted to defend society, sometimes with deadly
force. Civil control of the armed forces through officers given authority over military units depends on a

clear delineation of responsibility and accountability in timeeal forces and between the armed forces and

civil authorities. For these reasons, the concepts of command, authority based in law, and the chain of
command- linked authority defined in degreesevolved early. They have been the hallmark of €ivil

military relations and military organization for centuries.

There is no evidence that the concept of a chain of command is faulty. Indeed, evidence suggests that
governments should insist on an easily identifiable, direct, and unencumbered chain of comimand in t
Canadian Forces. If the chain of command is not entirely unambiguous, then accountability for decisions
and actions in the CF will not be obvious, and that is a danger to civil control of the armed forces.

There is considerable evidence that the chain of command, during both-tlepfirgment and the 4in

theatre period, failed as a device for passing and seeking information and as a command structure. On one
occasion at least, commanders rejected an offer that might have informed them of serious prabéems

CAR. These failures can be attributed to commanders, but not to the concepts of command or the chain of
command.

There is also considerable evidence that the actions and skills of junior leaders and soldiers overcame many
of the defects in the chain of command, allowing the operation to proceed. This is especially true during the
period when Operation Cordon was cancelled and Operation Deliverance was authorized and deployed.




Recommendations
We recommend that:
17.1 The Chief of the Defence Staff:

1. confirm in doctrine and in orders that the chain of command is the sole mechanism for
transmitting orders and directions to the Canadian Forces;

2. confirm in doctrine and in orders that staff officers are never part of the chain of command
and have no authority to issueorders except in the name of their respective commanders;
and

3. inthe case of a specific operation, improve existing mechanisms for reviewing, confirming,
and publishing the chain of command.

17.2 The Chief of the Defence Staff ensure thédchnical networks, such as legal, medical, or
engineering specialist networks, do not interfere with or confuse the chain of command between
commanders.

17.3 The Chief of the Defence Staff establish general concepts and principles for the command of
Canadian Forces contingents on international operations. These concepts and principles should then
be instilled through training and used to frame particular orders for commanders of specific

missions.

17.4 For greater clarity, and to remedy deficiencies in ésting practices, the Chief of the Defence
Staff ensure that all commanders of Canadian Forces contingents destined for international
operations are given operations orders concerning the chain of command:

1. within the contingent;
2. between the Canadian Forces contingent and allied commanders; and

3. between the deployed contingent and the Chief of the Defence Staff or subordinate
commanders.

17.5 The Chief of the Defence Staff conduct national training exercises routinely to test and evaluate
the Canadian Forees chain of command in likely or planned operational settings.
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DISCIPLINE

Among the issues facing us, discipline has proven to be critical in understanding what went wrong in the
Somalia mission. Much of the problem of the Canadian Airborne Regiment (CAR) as a unit, most of the
incidents that occurred during the prepamastage in Canada, and the many troubling incidents involving
Canadian soldiers in Somalia all have a common origimdiscipline. For the ordinary citizen, little

exposed to the military, discipline is understood to be the cornerstone of armies, the characteristic that one
would have expected to be much in evidence in an army as renowned for its professionalism as the
Canadian Forces (CF). It was the difference between this public expectation and actual events in the
Somalia mission which captured théeation of Canadians and contributed to the call for this Inquiry.

MEANING OF MILITARY DISCIPLINE

It is important to understand the critical role which discipline plays in the militéyymeaning, purpose
and goals.

The Oxford Concise Dictionargives at least eight definitions for the word 'discipline’, the majority of

which convey the sense of training, instructing, or conditioning with the purpose of establishing order and
control (especially control of conduct). Interestingly, only one definitigjivien regarding the notion of
chastisement, punishment, or controlling misconduct.

The word 'discipline’ would seem to have a distinct meaning when associated with the military as opposed
to its application to society at large, as manifested in judicial, legal, and police usage. In the larger societal
context, discipline has come to mean the enforcement of laws, standards, and mores in a corrective and, at
times, punitive way. The same connotation certainly pertains to the military as well, and, mtfezfoicus

of much of this chapter.

However, it should be understood that the more important usage in the military entails the application of
control in order to harness energy and motivation to a collective end. The basic nature of discipline in its
military application is more positive than negative, seeking actively to channel individual efforts into a
collective effort thereby enabling force to be applied in a controlled and focused manner.

Much has ken said in the course of our hearings about over aggressiveness. It is generally recognized that
soldiers are, by the very nature of their work, aggressive. As Anthony Kellett stated, "If an army is to fulfil
its mission on the battlefield, it must be trained in aggressidhe control of aggressivity so that the right
amount of force can be applied in exactly the right circumstances is central to the military. The means of
effecting such control is digdine.

PURPOSE AND GOALS

The military profession, in general, understands and respects the meaning of the word 'discipline’, in intent
at least, if not always in faétcew other professions are as dependent on discipline. An army is best seen as
a collection of individuals who must set aside their personal interests, concerns, and fears to pursue
collectively the purpose of the group. The marshalling of individual wills and talents into a single entity
erables an army to face daunting challenges and great adversity, and therefore to achieve objectives
unattainable except through this concerted effort. The means by which this is accomplished is discipline.

The chief purpose of military discipline is the harnessing of the capacity of the individual to the needs of the
group. The sense of cohesion which comes from combining the individual wills of the group members gives
unity of purpose to the group. The group which achieves such cohesiveness isitiitigaod discipline

is a critical factor at all levels of the military, nowhere more so than at the unit level. Much of this chapter is
concerned with the Canadian Airborne Regiment as a unit, or with its various parts,-timétsal the

battalion.

Discipline plays a vital role at all levels within the military. Too frequently, armies tend to treat discipline as
the concern mainly of the lower levels, a matter to be attended to primarily fypnonissioned officers,

and needed only at the unit level and¢bbe But discipline is important for the proper functioning of the

chain of command throughout the military. Undisciplined staff officers or commanders who hold



themselves above the rigours of discipline can do far more harm to the collective effort of the military than
can any soldier in the ranks.

IMPOSED DISCIPLINE

Discipline seeks to draw out the best from individuals, relying ideally on their sens@péiagion and
teamwork to support the group. Of course, since it is usually unnatural for aspidingys to willingly

forgo their own selinterest, discipline must initially be imposed. It must also be imposed on those soldiers
who, even though trained and experienced, do not learn to discipline themselves. However, the goal of
effective discipline is to gradually bring individuals to a point where, of their own volition, they control
their own conduct and actiofis.

SELF-DISCIPLINE

Only experienced soldiers, who accept the responsibility for distiglthemselves, are fit to lead others.

No one should be given command of anything unless they first meet this most basic prerequisite. This
applies in the first instance to the corporal on appointment to master corporal. It applies with increasing
relevance at each subsequent level of rank. In turn, the task of ensuring the discipline of subordinates is
perhaps the first priority of commanders. Necessarily, they must expect that the discipline they use within
their commands must, in the main, be exteynafiposed. But it should be their goal to steadily move their
command toward an effective level of sdi§cipline. This is accomplished in large part through setting a

good example themselves and requiring all those in whom they have entrusted authority to do the same. As
amplified in Chapter 15, good leadership is characterized byliseipline, steady and dependable

standards of justice, fairness in treating subordinates, and putting the needs of the troops ahead of one's own
comforts and interests.

Sweh leadership produces a disciplined unit, platoon, or army ready for and capable of operational tasks. To
ensure such a unit is the basic purpose of military discipline.

OBJECTIVES OF DISCIPLINE

The following are the objectives for good discipline in a military organization:

1 A standard of discipline high enough to assure that the aggressiveness necessary for military
actions is controlled, so that the right amount of force can be applied in exactly the right
circumstances (this is especially critical iska demanding the applicationrafnimumforce).

1 A standard of imposed discipline which leads all members to set aside individual interests,
preferences, concerns, and fears in order to pursue collectively the purpose of the group.

1  Aunit (or an army) wherein the pursuit of a single common purpose or goal draws all members
together as a cohesive whole.

1 A standard of imposed discipline wherein laws, orders, and customs of the Service are observed by
all members and wherein punishment is meted out jystynptly, and to a dependable standard
known to all.

1 Aunitin which it is clearly the commander's goal to elevate individual members to a standard of
self-discipline, where individuals control their own conduct and actions of their own volition.

1 Aunitin which no one is entrusted with the leadership of others without having reached a high
standard of selfliscipline.

1 A unit in which leadership is characterized by the example cfisgiipline, steady and
dependable standards of justice, fairnessaiating subordinates, and putting the needs of the
troops ahead of one's own comforts and interests.

1 A unit sufficiently well disciplined and well led that obviates the challenge of an informal
leadership.



1 An armed forces whose leadership throughout all rank levels holds discipline to be an elemental
quality of soldiering, a responsibility of all officers and rcommissioned officers whether in
command or on staff, and a fundamental responsibility of the chain of command, one which cannot
be delegated.

The degree to which these objectives of discipline were met during the Somalia mission, in the CAR and
Canadian Airborne Regiment Battle Group (CARBG), as well as the responses of the Canadian Forces in
general, will now be assessed.

STATE OF DISCIPLINE IN THE CAR BEFORE SEPTEMBER 1992
Background
The Hewson Report

On September 26, 1985, MGen C.W. Hewson submitted a report concerning disciplinary infractions and
anti-social behaviour within Force Mobile Command (FMC). The report had been ordered a maeith earl
by Gen G.C.E. Thériault, Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS). In complying with this order, LGen C.H.
Belzile, Commander of FMC, stipulated that MGen Hewson was to assess whether there was an unusual
number of disciplinary infractions and incidents of @ucial behaviour within the Special Service Force
(SSF) and the CAR.

Concern that SSF soldiers were not conducting themselves with proper discipline was not new. In a
memorandum of May 7, 1984, BGenIRStewart, Commander of the SSF, noted the generally lax control
over soldiers, disobedience, impaired driving offences, inadequate control of stores, ammunition,
pyrotechnics, weapons, and equipment resulting in thefts or losses, and instances Sftéoaauitr, it

was an incident at Fort Coulonge in July 198Ben a CAR soldier murdered a civilian with a machete
during a barroom brawl, which led to the Hewson investigdtion.

MGen Hewson concluded that the SSF displayed a higher rate of violent crime than other FMC formations.

The CAR along with the 1st Battalion, The Royal Canadian Regiment (RCR) both manifested more assaults
than other SSF units. Although the CDS, Gen Thériault, had considered disbanding the CAR in the wake of
the Fort Coulonge incidefitMMGen Hewson refrained from making radical recommendafions.

Hewson Recommendations for Improving Discipline

MGen Hewson's recommendations for improving discipline provide instructive background for
understanding the disciplinary problems affecting the CAR as the Somalia deployment approached. In
MGen Hewson's view, only mature trained infantry soldiers should be eligible to serve in the CAR.
Regiments and career managers needed-tpemate to ensure that the CAR was staffed with suitable
personnel. He asserted that the CAR's junior officers angtoromissioned officers (NCOs) needed to
establish closer rapport with the soldigtsVhile he acknowledged that most NCOs were outstanding
soldiers and leaders, he commented that some weak junior NCOs contributed directly to a breakdown of
discipline Further, he advocated that the officers with authority to enforce discipline be identified more
clearly and consistenth?,than was the case at the time, given that organization &tderstheir
implementatiof had created the confusing situation in which both the commanding officer (CO) of the
Regiment and the officers commanding the commandos had equal disciplinary powers. However, the
confusion resulting from this situation ended with the reorganization in the summer of 1992 that stripped the
commamio commanders of the status of a €0.

Another source of confusion noted by MGen Hewson was the reluctance of certain COs to empower NCOs
to lay charge$® He referred specifically to the anomalies surrounding corporals: they were employed as
senior privates and yet treated as NCOs for purposes of disciphirally, he recommended that qualified
spedalists examine the incidence of alcoholism at Canadian Forces Base (CFB) Pethwawa.



Follow-Up to Recommendations of the Hewson Report

MGen Hewson provided useful strategies for strengthening discipline and reducisgcaitbehaviour in

the Canadian Airborne Regiment. Initially, his recommendations were taken seriously. In a memorandum of
November 25, 1985, LGen Belzile advised the CDS that he intended to act speedily on those problems
falling within his competenc&

On September 4, 1986, LGen de Chastelain, then Assistant Deputy Minister (Personnel), stated in a letter to
Mobile Command Headquarters that he considered this particular episode of disciplinary infractions and
antisocial behaviour closed. He added that action regarding disciplinary infractions asdcéaiti

behaviour would continue within a broader confxt.

Over the long term, MGeHewson's specific recommendations attracted less attention. Col Holmes, the CO
of the CAR from 1990 to 1992, testified before us that the Hewson report never came up in any discussions
accompanying the handover from the previous CO, Col M.J.R. HougHfomther, Col Holmes stated that

he neither received a copy of the Hewson Report nor asked to*s¥etitwe received evidence showing

that during CoHolmes' tenure as CO, the types of misconduct which triggered BGen Stewart's
condemnation on May 7, 1984, were again evident within the CAR.

Incidents in 2 Commando and Responses
2 Commando as a Disciplinary Challenge

Col Houghton, who commanded the CAR from 1987 to 1990, testified that 2 Commando was a cause of
concern regarding discipline, in particular because its members were exceptionally agftessheeearly

1990s, disciplinary infractions t&@lace in 2 Commando but did not result in comprehensive and effective
remedial measures. MGen de Faye's board of inquiry in 1993 singled out 2 Commando as displaying flawed
discipline and found that the CAR was deployed to Somalia with serious disciplinary problems in 2
Commandd?

The Rebel Flag

Col Holmes testified that during his tenure as CO of the CAR, 2 Commando displayed the Confederate or
Rebel flag in its quartefs.2 Commando was not the only commando to show a flag: 1 Commando used the
fleur-de-is flag. For Col Holmes, Quebec's flede-lis flag was acceptabf However, he viewed the

display of the Confederate or Rebel flag in 2 Commando quarters as a potential disciplinary challenge. He
construed the flag not as showing racist attitudes but as perhaps symbolizing a unit seeking a separate
identity?’ The flag was often taken out after punishment was imposed on members of 2 Commando. In our
view, it signalled a form of rebellion against constituted authority. Col Holmes dressed down the CO of 2
Commando, Maj Davies, and banned any public display of théet the flag reappeared within the

CAR in early October 1992 when various disciplinary infractions were taking place, somevimg

members of 2 Commando.

Aggressivity, Bonding and the Wall of Silence

When Col Holmes was CO of the CAR, disciplinary infractions suggesting aggressive, even violent
attitudes within 2 Commando took place. When the Military Police attempted to investigate, they were often
unable to pinpoint the culprits, encountering a ‘wall of silence'. For example, in 1990 an automobile
belonging to Capt Ferraby, an officer in 2 Commando, burned under suspicious circumstances. Despite
investigation, the culprits wereever found®

The de Faye board of inquiry reported that in the spring of 1992 equipment assigned to Maj Davies and his
sergeanmmajor was slashed during exercises in the United States, but an investigation failed to identify the
perpetratof? Similarly, investigation did not reveal the parties responsible for breaking into and

vandalizing the room at CFB Petawawa of Pte Gatske, a member of 2 Comimavidy,1992%

Col Holmes suggested that the 'wall of silence' among members of the CAR resulted from Hdneling.
asserted that bonding began not at the commando level but at the platodhWéewetcognize that while



bonding can help to make a platoon, company, or battalion operationally effective, it often did not promote
good discipline within ta CAR and its commandos. Loyalty among soldiers is important but misguided
loyalty is dangerous and erodes official discipline.

Incidents in Other Commandos
Focus on 1 Commando and 3 Commando

A snapshot of discipline in the Regiment, provided by the board of inquiry for LCol Morneault's change of
command in June 1992, shows a comparison of the three rifle comniandos:
1 Personnel awaiting military or civilian trials:

*

1 Commando - one soldier awaiting courhartial for absence
without leave
2 Commando - one soldier awaiting courhartial for theft

- two soldiers (one a sergeant) facing civilian
assault charges
- one master corporal awaiting civil trial for
driving while impaired

3 Commando - nil

1 Personnel on counselling and probation (C&P) or recorded warnings

*

1 Commando - two soldiers on C&P
- nine soldiers on recorded warnings (includin
a sergeantjor alcohol abuse

2 Commando - five soldiers on C&P
- 17 soldiers (including three sergeants) on
recorded warning

3 Commando - one soldier on C&P
- seven soldiers (including one sergeant) on
recorded warning

If 2 Commando offered the most formidable disciplinary challenge by the early 1990s, 1 Commando took
second place, and 3 Commando was by comparison the tamest conffrBeitiol Commando and 3
Commando displayed disciplinary problems, andrafits to investigate, especially in 1 Commando, met

the same ‘wall of silence' that investigative work in 2 Commando encountered.

Disciplinary Problems in 1 Commando

The strongest sign of disciplinary problems in 1 Commando was the initiation party for incoming members
of 1 Commando that took place at CFB Petawawa in August 1992. A video taken at the party depicts the
activities in which the new members engaged: they urinated on one another; they consurseckeithe
bread; they did pushps in feces; anthey simulated anal sékThis list is not complete. Gen de

Chastelain, the CDS at the time, testified before us that the video depicting the initiation party of August
1992 for 1 Commando members showed that leadership and discipline had both brok&dbamthe

final Military Police report concerning this initiation party appeared on May 9, 1995, Capt Langs affirmed
that the participants were knowand that several senior personnel had known of the initiation party either
before or after it occurred. However, even then no individuals had undergone disciplinary°z@tioe
participants suggested to the Military Police that an unofficial 'discipline’, under the aegis of informal
leadership and existing alongside the official discipline, encouraged participation. While there was no
formal requirement to participate, those who stood apart mightenatdepted in the same way as those

who experienced initiatioff. Cpl Purnelle testified that when he joined 1 Commando in 1990, he had not
participated in the initiation and suffered some ostracism as a felelertheless, not all participants
entered the initiation party out of a sense of compuf&ion.



Another manifestation of 'discipline’ promotied informal leadership was the profession of ignorance that
various participants made when Military Police investigators asked who organized and controlled the
party*3According to a Military Police report of January 22, 1995, the initiation party was announced
through 1 Commando's chain of command at an orders group (O group) riétihi conclusion is
correct, the inference is that the professiohignorance indicated a 'wall of silence' like that encountered
in 2 Commando.

Disciplinary Problems in 3 Commando

While 2 Commando and, to a lesser degree, 1 Commando displayed disturbing signs of indiscipline, the
state of discipline in 3 Commando before the deployment to Somalia was significantly better. However,
disciplinary problems had occurred in 3 Commando during the early 1990s at CFB Petawawa when
Military Police seized illegally stored personal weapons and subsequently discovered ammunigion be
held without authorization. Most suspects identified in the ensuing investigation belonged to 3
Commandd?

Factors in the CAR's Disciplinary Problems

Evidence showed that the following factors played an important role in fostering disciplinary problems
within the CAR and specifically, 2 Commando, around the time that preparations to deploy to Somalia
began in September 1992:

]

CAR used as a 'dumping ground' for problem soldiers
Quiality of junior offices and NCOs

Recruiting practices

Relationship between master corporals and soldiers
CAR turnover rates

Tasking of junior officers

Conflicts among officers and NCOs

Suitability of CAR personnel

Lack of regimental cohesion

Downplaying of disciplinary infractions
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Evading responsibility for disciplinary infractions

CAR as a 'Dumping Ground' for Problem Soldiers

The parent regiments of the commandos sometimes used the CAR as a dumping ground for soldiers and
officers who were less experienced or had shown theese be exceptionally aggressi¥@rincess

Patricia's Canadian Light Infantry (PPCLI), the feeder regiment for the 2 Commando, did not always send
its best members to the CAR; nor did the PPCLI willingly take back troublesome méfibetis the

Royal 22 Régiment (R22R) and The RCR, the feeder regiments for 1 Commando and 3 Commando
respectively, proved easier for Col Holmes to deal with in per$ortaed matter€ Nevertheless, the

R2ZR also contributed officers of questionable quality to the CAR. Occasionally, parent regiments sent
their best NCOs to the CAR for training; once these NCOs were well trained, the parent regiments would
call them back and substitute less experienced replaceffients.

Quiality of Junior Officers and NCOs

The quality of the junior officers and especially the NCOs avparticularly important factor, especially in

light of MGen Hewson's recommendations. BGen Beno, who took command of the SSF in August 1992,
appreciated the potential role that the NCOs could play in upholding discipline. In a briefing on September
9, 1992, to senior NCOs, he qualified discipline as the "realm of the R{Eidence, however, suggested



that the quality of the NCOs was problematic before NDHQ issued its warning order for Operation Cordon
on September 4, 1992.

The quality of the master corporals was particularly doubtful. One important contributing factor was the
CAR's approach to recruiting master corporals. While privates, corporals, sergeants, and officers could be
posted in from other regiments, the CAR recruited master corporals solely within its owrffEinikswas
significant. Master corporals are the NCOs closest to the ssftied represent the first level of leadership
that the soldiers encount€mMaster corporals recruited from other regiments would have brought with

them experience in alternative leadership techniques, but master corporals who came exclusively from the
CAR had a narrower backgrouri.

A related factor was the Delegated Authority Promotion System (pAPtBere were too few master

corporals in a unit, the commanding officer could submit names of privates or corporals he deemed suitable
to be appointed master corporfl€pl Matchee became a master corporal under the DAPS, even though

for the same promotion he had not been successful in competition with his peers in the regular NDHQ merit
boards¥’ The DAPS also led to the appointment of exceptigrintéxperienced master corporals.

The CAR's visit of February 1992 to Camp Lejeune in the United States showed the inability of its NCOs to
exercise effective disciplinary control over their soldiers. During the visit, some senior NCOs themselves
got into a fight in a club at the caffip- hardly a sterling example for their subordinates.

Recruiting Practices

Recruiting practices specific to 2 Commamdarsened the quality of its NCOs and the consequences were
unfortunate. There was testimony that Maj Davies actively sought NCOs of lesser calibre in order to allot
high Performance Evaluation Report (PER) scores to those who were outstanding or superior (the personnel
management system limited the number of outstanding and superior r&tifilgsje was testimony that the

senior NCOs in 2 Commando, while keen and fit, lacked the experience and matimiiy obunterparts

in 3 Command&: Several witnesses intimated that some NCOs in 2 Commando were afraid of their
soldiers®?f this is true, the NCOs of 2 Commando were less likely to take vigorous disciplinary measures
against troublemakers. Indeed, various soldiers in 2 Commando reportedly exercised an informal leadership
over their comrades that paralleled and sometimes opposed the official lgadérsh

Relationship Between Master Corporals and Soldiers

The relationship between the CAR's master corporals and the soldiers was ambiguous, and hampered the
ability of the master corporals to act as effective agents of discipline. On the one hand, the master corporals
lived in the same quarters as the soldiers and socialized with them; on the other, they were expected to
supervise them and report disciplinary infractihs.

CAR Turnover Rates

The turnover rate within the CAR was fairly high in 1992, about 30 per cent of all other ranks (that is, non
officer ranks)>* Between June and December 1992, the CAR had three COs: Col Holmes, LCol Morneault,
and LCol Mathieu. The de Faye board of inquiry was told that 50 per cent of the CAR's officers and 33 per
cent of its NCOs changed in 19%2This influx of new members presented a challenge for the officers and
NCOs, who needed time to establish unit standards of discipline. New officers and NCOs were either
inexperienced in discharging the disciplinary responsibilities of their rank, or, if they were posted in from
another regiment, were unfamiliar with the particular challenges of upholding discipline in the CAR.

Tasking of Junior Officers

Junior officers received tasks that took them outside the CAR periodically. This practice was common
throughout Land Fae Command (LFC) and resulted from the cutbacks in personnel $é#étisough

taskings were probably necessary, they had a negative effect upon unit discipline. When junior commanders
are taken away from their troops, they lose whatever standards of discipline they have attained and the
troops are not afforded steady, elended leadership.



Conflicts Among Officers and NCOs

Good leadership depends on relationships among the leaders and followenes lthgit an confidence,

trust, and mutual respect. Unfortunately we have found overwhelming evidence that there was a marked
absence of these qualities in the CAR during thedemoyment perio& Relations were strained between

the commander of the Special Service Force (SSF) and the CO of the CAR, and between the CO and the
senior staff of SSF Headquarters. Testimony before us described a lack of confidence and mutual respect
among the senior leadersthe CAR and open animosity among the regimental sergegiot (RSM),

certain senior officers, and the company sergemajer (CSMs). This situation impeded the teamwork
essential for maintaining good discipline in the CAR during this critical period.

Itis also likely that the lack of trust and, at times, open hostility among senior ranks in the CAR encouraged
the same qualities among the junior ranks, fostered dislike and disrespect for their own leaders, and
encouraged the emergence of informal leslipt

Suitability of CAR Personnel

There were people in key positions in the CAR in 1992 whose suitability for their appointments was
guestionable (see Chapter 19). This factor undoubtedly contributed to the general state of indiscipline and
played a role in the breakdown of discipline after the Regiment deployed to Somalia.

Lack of Regimental Cohesion

Evidence indicated that the three commandos maintained a high level of independence from e&ch other.
Sametimes the relations between the commandos degenerated into ébhflite spring of 1992, for

example, a porch party at CFB Petawawa including members of 1 Commando and 2 Commando got out of
hand: a group from 1 Commando stole 2 Commando's Rebel flag, and a group from 2 Commando
absconded with and may have burned 1 Commando'sdislis flag.” The events of the porch party

suggest antipathy beter Francophone and Anglophone members of the CAR. Testimony also suggested
that the three rifle commandos were sufficiently independent that the RSM, CWO Jardine felt himself
handicapped in attempting to enforce discipline across the Regiment as &whole.

Downplaying of Disciplinary Infractions

Disciplinary infractions were sometimes overlooked. In 1990, a vehicle belonging to Capt Ferraby,
commander of a platoon within 2 Commando, was set of*fike.senior officers testified, the burning of
the car was a significant incidefityet Col Holmes, who assumed office shortly after the burning of Capt
Ferraby's vehicle, admitted that he never gave the incident a great deal of fAdinghte Faye board of
inquiry also found that the slashing of Maj Davies' equipment, mentioned earlier, was not pursued
thoroughly?’®

Evasion of Responsibility for Disciplinary Infractions

CAR members often successfully evaded responsibility for disciplinary infractions. The burning of Capt
Ferraby's vehicle provided a case in point: the culprits were never discovered and Capt Ferraby, described
as strict with his mef,was posted out prematuréfThe matter of the drum fracas at a club at Camp
Lejeune in February 1992 was not purst&this encouraged further violations of discipline.

Remedial Measures

From the beginning of the 1990s, remedial measures to correct the CAR's and, specifically, 2 Commando's
disciplinary problems were discussed. When MWO Mills became company senggganibf 2 Commando

in July 1991, his career manager advised him to sort out 2 Commando's disciplinary pfShigmasently,

a state of affairs known within DND's hierarchy.

In May 1992, Maj Davies acceded to MWO Mills' request to ban alcohol from the bafrachdWo

Mills' view, alcohol had played a role when 2 Commando members physically damaged the Bafitaeks.
porch party mentioned earlier also influenced Maj Davies to accede to MWO Mills' rét@esimary
trials of violators took place almost weekly in the course of MWO Mills' attempts to enforce dis&ipline.



However, senior officers did not always support stern measures. Col Holmes was described to us as
unsympathetic to Maj Davies' ban on alcohol from private quaftefSol Morneault's attitude towards the
ban was a subject of contradictory testimony: MWO Mills asséhiidl Col Morneault abrogated®f,

while LCol Morneault claimed that he allowed Maj Seward to decide whether the ban would B lifted.

The normedical use of drugs by CAR members brought punitive measures during the autumn of 1992 as it
had earlier. Testimony suggested that 1 Commando had a considerable drug problem and that Maj Pommet
took measures to curb drug ab&&wo members of 1 Commando were prevented from being deployed to
Somalia in December 1992 pending a drelgited courmartial®® Two members of 2 Commando,

including MCpl Matchee, received counselling and probation for drugs during the five years before the

CAR deployment to Somal#d.Two members of the Combat Support Commando were placed on

counselling and probation for drug usefpril 1992 and January 1993.

BGen Beno's memorandum of September 24, 1992, concerning the administration of discipline within SSF
units, attempted to expedite the summary trial process in 2 Commando and the CAR, and in ofRer units.
He stated that summary trials took place too long after soldiers had been advised that charges against them
were forthcoming? While he recognized that the appropriate check of documents remained necessary, he
instructed COs to ensure that specialist advice was obtained only when necessary and not as a matter of
course? In his view, his instruction would reinforce the sense of purpose and personal responsibility of
officers and NCO$® Moreover, soldiers would be disciplined by the officers and the NCOs commanding
themday by day rather than by the syst&rlis instruction was germane to the CAR and specifically 2
Commando, where the summary trial was the most common method of handling disciplinary charges. From
1988 through 1992 only one coumartial took place within the CAR whereas in 1992 alone, 62 summary
trials took place® This is comparable with other amfitry battalions? However, as Martin Friedland points

out, the use of summary trials decreased by half between 1982 ant#1992.

This illustrates that the enforcement of discipline had apparently become less of a priority. It may also be
indicative of apprehension about tBbarter of Rights and Freedortizat caused the leadership of the CF
generally to draw back from its responsibilities for discipfit Indeed, some officers may have seen the
impact of the Charter as justifying their own inaction and as an excuse for avoiding their disciplinary
obligations.

The disciplinary problems which surfaced within the CAR and, specifically, 2 Commando, from the
beginning of the 1990s cried out for special remedial measures. Although measures were applied, they
evidently were not comprehensive enough to be effective.

DISCIPLINE DURING THE PRE -DEPLOYMENT PHASE
Incidents in 2 Commando
Background: Training Preparations of SeptemberOctober 1992

The incidents of October 2 and 3, 1992, which indicated a troubling lack of discipline in 2 Commando, took
place as the Canadian Airborne Regiment battalion group was undergoing training for operations in
Somalia. After National Defence Headquarters issued its warning order for Operation Cordon on September
4th, ™% training began on September 8, 1992, and continuedghr@atober® culminating in Exercise

Stalwart Providence from October 14 to 18, 1§92.

The training during September was not free of disciplinary probl&thowever, during Exercise Stalwart
Providence, disciplinary deficiencies were quite apparent within 2 Commando. Senior NCOs from the
Royal Canadian Dragoons (RCD), the Regiment that apprtiieduhttalion group's performance, reported

that 2 Commando's soldiers lacked discipline in their order of fgsj Kampman noted that the

soldiers of 2 Commando were much quicker to escalate the use of force than soldiers of 3 Cdffimando.
Further, he found that they displayed a more aggressive attitude toward the local ‘civilian' population, a role
played during Exercise Stalwart Providence i members of the RCE® These observations suggest that
grounds existed, at this stage, for questioning whether 2 Commando's members would adopt a disciplined
approach in applying the rules of engagement when serving in Somalia.



Incidents of October 2 and 3, 1992

Three incidents on October 2 and 3, 1992 demonstrated the lack of discipline within 2 Commando at that
time. The evening of Friday, October 2, 1992, marked the start of the first free weekanddjority of

the CAR members since training had beiOn the evening of October 2nd, military pyrotechnics were

set off illegally at a party at the Kyrenia Club, the junior ranks' mess at CFB Pet&aestimony before

us suggested that the Confederate flag was once again in evildndée early morning of October 3rd, a
vehicle belonmg to the 2 Commando duty NCO, Sgt Wyszynski, was set afire; Sgt Wyszynski had
allegedly called the Military Police concerning the disturbances at the Kyreniad*€AsLCol Morneault
testified, the burning of Sgt Wyszynski's car displayed alarming parallels with the burning of Capt Ferraby's
car in 19902 In both cases, a member of 2 Commando, whose duties included the enforcement of
discipline, hcurred the enmity of some of the soldiers; his car was burned and the burning of the car
preceded his removal from the CAR.

On October 3, 1992, various members of 2 Commando, perhaps fearing that their rooms would be inspected
for pyrotechnics the following Monddy; discharged illegally held pyrotechnics and ammunition during a

party in Algonquin Park® The initial evidence suggested that membérsommandos other than 2

Commando might have been involved. MWO Mills testified that Sgt Wyszynski told him on the evening of
October 2, 1992, that the Kyrenia Club party included about 50 personnel belonging to all five commandos
within the CARX® As inquiries proceeded, however, growing suspicion fell on 2 Commando. By October

9, 1992, LCol Morneault informed BGen Beno that 2 Commando members were likely the culprits in the

first incident, and that a@ommando member might have torched Sgt Wyszynskis-car.

Initial Reactions to the Incidents of October 2 and 3, 1992

Most officers and NCOs responsible for discipline within the CAR acknowledged before us that the
incidents of October 2 and 3, 1992, were signifiédh®n October 6, 1992, BGen Beno demanded from
LCol Morneault an explanation for "the disgraceful turn of events involving your seldiiging the

evening of 2 October 19922 The issue confronting BGen Beno, LCol Morneault, and their subordinates
was how to identify the perpetrators.

On the morning of October 5, 1992, Cpl Matchee, Pte Brocklebank, and a third individual approached WO
Murphy to report that they had participated in the party in Algonquin Park, where they consumed alcohol
and fired off pyrotechnic¥’ However, Pte Bicklebank informed WO Murphy that he accepted sole
responsibility for the pyrotechnics discharg€Both WO Murphy and MWO Mills testified that they

viewed Pte Brocklebank as 'taking the fall' for the other particig&WO Mills charged Pte

Brocklebank with a minor service offence, but in effééthis discouraged further investigation. Altlgh

the visit of the morning of October 5, 1992, to WO Murphy might appear at first to be an instance of co
operation with the CAR's disciplinary authorities, in reality, it represented a variation of the 'wall of silence'.

During the afternoon of October 5, 1992, all ranks of the CAR assembled on the parade square, where LCol
Morneault castigated thetf: He affirmed that those who admitted to their role in the incidents by 0900

hours on Friday, Octobé&, 1992, would be treated firmly but justly; those who did not confess their role

but were subsequently found out would be treated sevéréle then dismissed all of the commandos

except 2 Commando, and then told 2 Commando collectively that he considered them the maintSuspects.
LCol Morneault subsequently addressed 2 Commando's officers, and the Regimental Séagera@wWO

Jardine sternly leated the NCO$2/ CWO Jardine reportedly made it abundantly clear that the Rebel flag

was not to reappear within the CAR.

LCol Morneault ordered a surprise inspection of the rooms and lockers of 2 Commando's members on
October 5, 19922° Maj Seward testified that the goal of the inspection was to locate pyrotechnics,
ammunition, and Rebel flag&®’ The inspection reportedly netted 34 Rebel flags as well as pyrotechnics and
ammunition=2! Maj Seward conducted five summary trials of 2 Commando members as a result of the
inspectiont*2 He referred Cpl Ford, arrested for possession of pyrotechnics and live ammunition, to LCol
Morneault for tria®® The room inspection, however, did not identify the men who had expended military

pyrotechnics illegally at the Kyrenia Club on the evening of October2, 1992.



Later that day, Maj Seward marched 2 Commando to High View Tower in the training“aresining

continued at High View Tower for the rest of the wé&lut the real purpose was to persuade the parties
responsible for the incidents to coseward3® This exercise did not adequately clarify the situation. Only

Cpl Powers confessed to Maj Seward that he had thrown pyrotechnics at the Kyrenia Club on the evening of
October 2, 1992% The training at High View Tower ended when it became clear that nothing further was

to be gained by continuing with*

As early as October 5, 1992, blMorneault contemplated the much more radical step of not permitting 2
Commando to be deployed to Somalia unless the perpetrators of the disciplinary incidents of October 2 and
3, 1992, came forwart By late morning that day, CWO Jardine, Maj Seward, and MWO Mills all

assented to LCol Morneault's plan of threatening to leave 2 Commando behind. LCol Morneault advised
BGen Beno of the plan. However, when BGen Beno informed MGen MacKenzie of the @an, M

MacKenzie responded negativéfy.

We view the controversy surrounding the plan as forming part of a broader controversy concerning the most
effective way to combat the 'wall of silence’, and certainly the Military Police encountered it as they sought
to identify the parties responsible for the disciplinary incidents of October 2 and 3, 1992.

On October 5, 1992, a soldier from 2 Commando confessed to his platoon warrant officer that he had
participatel in discharging military pyrotechnics illegally at the Kyrenia Club, but the platoon warrant
officer did not report his admission to his commando sergeajur** Additionally, when the Military

Police reinterviewed a soldier of 3 Commando, on November 26, 1992 about the torching of Sgt
Wyszynski's car, he affirmed that his platoon warrant officer had informed him not to take a polygraph
test!*? Theattitude of both WOs hindered the investigation of the disciplinary incidents of October 2 and 3,

1992.

A further dimension to the aftermath of the early October incidents was the relief from command of LCol
Morneault. Relieving LCol Morneault of command sent an inappropriate message concerning discipline to
CAR members and, especially, 2 Commando. Even before the incidents of October 2 and 3, 1992, 2
Commando NCOs and junior officers who were responsible for enforcing discipline had not always
encountere@ cooperative attitude. MWO Mills testified that around 1990 someone fired a bullet through
the window of the office of the then Company Sergdaajor, MWO Stevens® Capt Ferraby's car was set
afire, and he was posted out. MWO Mills testified that relieving LCol Morneault of command and
transferring Sgt Wyszynski from the CAR suggested that troublemakers within CAR could challenge lawful
authority with impunity:*

The Senior Chain of Command and the October Incidents

Evidence indicates to us that the chain of command above the CAR and the SSF became generally aware of
the October 2nd and 3rd incidents chiefly in the context of BGen Beno's recommendation to relieve the CO
of the command of the Regiment.

MGen MacKenzie had visited CFB Petawawa on October 2nd to address the leaders of a 1 RCR company
about to be deployed to the former Yugoslavia, but he did not visit the!€AR.

It was that same evening that the Kyrenia Club incident began the weekend of disciplinary problems in the
Regiment. On October 5th, MGen MacKenzie received a general overview of those incidents but learned
little about the torching of Sgt. Wyszynski's é8BGen Beno acknowledged in his testimony that he never
spoke directly to MGen MacKenzie or his chief of staff about the incid&msy did he call either LGen
Gervais or MGen Reay about théff.

Rather, in this period, BGen Beno's direct contacts with his commander, MGen MacKenzie, concerned the
performance of the CO of the CAR, LCol Morneault, and unresolved disciplinary problems were cited as
only part of BGen Beno's dissatisfaction with LCol Morne&tlt.

We find it significant that MGen MacKenzie acknowledgedhiis testimony before us that, in retrospect,
further measures should have been taken to counter the problems afflicting the CAR before the deployment
to Somalia. We presume that disciplinary problems would have been among the problems he had in mind.



On October 9th, BGen Beno advised MGen MacKenzie that he was getting closer to asking that LCol
Morneault be replacet® and on October 19th, he wrote to MGen MacKenzie that the CAR displayed,
among otheshortcomings, unresolved disciplinary problems but that "there is a potential to turn things
around if there is good leadership at the tép.The letter was undoubtedly superseded when, on October
20th, BGen Beno telephoned MGen MacKenzie to formally request LCol Morneault's replacement. The
discussion focused on training rather than disciplinary probtér@n the same day, BGen Beno faxed a
letterto MGen MacKenzie confirming the request in writing which, while it cited "significant unresolved
leadership and discipline problems", devoted attention to the issue of trafitl@en MacKenzie testified
that when he received the letter, disciplinary problems in the CAR were not his chief céhcern.

During these events, MGen MacKenzie was at Fort Leavenworth in the United States with his commander,
LGen Gervais, and the rest of the Army Council. He was therefore able to discuss at first hand with his
immediate superior BGen Beno's recommendation to replace LCol Morneault.

These discussions took place intermittently during the course of the visit to Fort Leaveruwinty led
the Army Commander, LGen Gervais, to take the final decision on October 20, 1992, to relieve LCol
Morneault, based on advice from MGen MacKenzie and LGen Gervais' Deputy&aier, MGen

Reay>*

MGen Reay testified that MGen MacKenzie telephoned him, perhaps during the week of October 5th, and
spoke about disciplinary problems within the CARuUt only in broad term§” According to MGen Reay,

MGen MacKenzie did not give him any details regarding the disciplinary incidents of October 2nd and 3rd.
MGen Reay informed us that he made no specific inquitféy October 9th, MGen Reay knew that CAR
members had expended pyrotechnics illegally, but he was unaware that the Kyrenia Club had been the
venue. He believed, however, that the gap in his knowledge was closed Octobeti26tknew generally

of the illegal discharge of pyrotechnics at Algonquin P&the torching of Sgt Wyszynski's car was
undoubtedly the mosterious of the disciplinary incidents of October 2nd and 3rd, but he said he learned of
it only when he read the report of the de Faye board of inquiry in $$93.

LGen Gervais, for his part, conceded that MGen Reay might have briefed him generally about discipline in
the CAR, but if so, he did not recall that any details were mentiAetd stated that he had no recollection

of BGen Beno's letter thiGen MacKenzie nor did he remember that MGen MacKenzie raised disciplinary
issues with him at Fort Leavenworfii.Indeed, he testified that no discussion of CAR disciplinary issues
took place during the vistt? If anything, he told us, he first learned of the disciplinary problems in 2
Commando after he retired from the Canadian Fofé&en deChastelain's evidence was that he learned

of the disciplinary incidents of October 2 and 3, 1992, only in 1993, when he was serving as Canadian
ambassador to the United Stat&s.

MGen Reay, LGen Gervais, and Gen de Chastelain knew that BGen Beno seriously doubted LCol
Morneault's leadership capabiliti®é Gen de Chastelain agreed before us that good leadership is important
to a unit's cohesivenessdadiscipline.

Thus, the senior levels of the chain of command became engaged in the disciplinary problems of the CAR
in the fall of 1992 only indirectly through the issue of the replacement of the CO of the Regiment. We have
no evidence of any further action or involvement.

Discipline, October 23rd to Deployment

LCol Mathieu replaced LCol Morneault as CO of the CAR on October 26, #9BZen Beno testified

that he had full confidence in LCol Mathié¥,and this led to a shift in his approach to promoting good
discipline within the CAR. While LCol Morneault was CO, BGen Beno maintained close surveillance, and
after LCol Morneault's departure he ensured that LCol Mathieu was aware of the CAR's disciplinary
problems. As early as October 23, 1992, he composed amgiteire listing the subjects on which he
intended to brief LCol Mathieu, and disciplinary issues figured promin€fBGen Beno testified that his
briefings to LCol Mathieu made him aware of the disciplinary incidents of October 2 and 3/AB@z&n

Beno's evidence indicates, however, that he subsequently relied upon LCol Mathieu's assurances that the
incidents had been investigated and that the officers in the unit were entirely satisfadti@gn Reay
acknowledged before us thatretrospect, BGen Beno should have been more aggressive in seeking



answers about the unresolved disciplinary problems he had det€adedording to MGen MacKenzie's
testimony, he inquired of BGen Beno about the CAR's state of leadership and discipline under LCol
Mathied” and in his policy letter of November 20, 1992, he expounded generally on the command
responsibilities for upholding disciplirend good ordef® Nevertheless, there is no evidence suggesting

that he asked whether BGen Beno or LCol Mathieu took measures to restore discipline, trust, or obedience
among the soldiers in the wake of the incidents of October 2 and 3, 1992, and what those measures were.

MGen MacKenzie testified that his superiors gave him no special instructions concerning leadership and
discipline”® LGen Gervaisestified about his visit of November 12, 1992, to the CAR, when he asked how
training was progressing. He also received BGen Beno's assurances that the CAR no longer suffered from
inadequate cohesion, as well as LCol Mathieu's affirmation that he had encountered no difficulties in his
new post:”’

LCol Morneault's replacement by LCol Mathieu may have lifted the morale of some officers. Maj Kyle
testified that he believed that the CAR now had the reqisitiership and directic#? BGen Beno

expressed full confidence in LCol Mathi¥d Nevertheless, Maj MacKay asserted that he detected no
profound changes in the Regiment during the interval between LCol Morneault's departure and the date five
weeks later when it was about to be deployed to SoffalTdere is no evidence of effective measures

taken by LCol Mathieu to remedy the unresolved disciplinary problems identified earlier.

BGen Beno declared the CAR operationally ready on November 133 ®@en Beno affirmed that he
consulted with LCol Mathieu when appraising the CAR's operational readiA¥ss.when LCol Mathieu
became CO, the majority of the soldiers were on embarkation leave, where they remained until November
8, 1992!% BGen Beno acknowledged that LCol Mathieu first saw the entire Regiment on November 9,
199284 Was BGen Beno subject to pressure to declare the CAR operationally ready? Col O'Brien
telephoned him earlier in the day on November 13, 1992, to inquire how operational preparations were
advancing, and BGen Beno told us in testimony that a failure to declare the Regiment operationally ready
could be construed as edting adversely on hirff®

Incidents in Other CAR and CARBG Sub-Units

The evidence brought before us indicates that the CARB@isith apart from 2 Commando appear to
have contributed much less to disciplinary problems before deployment. No noteworthy disciplinary
infractions for personnel serving in Headquarters Commando, A Squadron RCD, or 1 Airborne Field
Engineer Squadron came to our attention. The members of 1 Commando and, to a lesser degree, 3
Commando and the Service Commando were, however, implicated in some disciplinary infractions.

Disciplinary Incidents in 1 Commando

One disciplinary incident involving 1 Commando took place on October 9, 1992, when the Red Cross
convened a special blood donor clinic at CFB Petawawa. Capt N. E. Gibson, the CAR's Medical Officer,
and Maj R.J. Brown, an anaesthesiologist also belonging to the medical team slated for Somalia, had
established that CAR members should be tested to confirm their blood group dresthbtood would be
necessary in theatt& One way to bolster the fresh blood supply in Somalia was to take blood from CAR
volunteers before the Regiment deployed to Somalia. The clinic's purposes were thus twofold: to test for the
blood type of CAR members and to obtain blood from dofféi/hen the Red Cross team arrived, only 1
Commando was available. October 9, 1992 was a Friday, and 2 Comarah8dCommando had already

been stood down for the weekefidlYet the medical team's work was supposed to profit the entire CAR,

and in our view, to schedule the blood donor clinic without ensuring that the whole Regiment would be
available to participate was poor planning. LCol Morneault conceded before us that he had allowed Capt
Gibson to schedule the blood donor clinic too hastlsome soldierslid not appeat?® A number of the 1
Commando members who presented themselves were reluctant to undergo tests. A senior NCO advised
them that the Red Cross intended to test for AIDS, and they were asked to sign a declaration authorizing
this particular tes£? Various members perceived AlE8sting as a screening device and believed that

those who tested positively would be barred from being deplmy8dmaliat®? Most members present did

not volunteer to donate blodef approximately 40 to 60 members reportedly gave bigbdlaj MacKay

admitted before us that the soldiers should have received a better advance briefing on the purposes of the



blood donor clinid® Linguistic differences beteen some Red Cross team members and some 1
Commando members contributed further to the failure of communication: some Red Cross team members
were unilingual Anglophones, whereas some 1 Commando members were unilingual Francéphones.
When the Red Cross team attempted to obtain blood donations, they suffered verb&f abuse.

Occurring so soon after the disciplinary incidents of October 2 and 3, 1@3&nHuct of some 1

Commando members at the blood donor clinic on October 9, 1992, was troubling. Their conduct raised less
concern than the burning of Sgt Wyszynski's car or perhaps even the illegal discharge of pyrotechnics and
ammunition, but it showed that concern for the CAR's disciplinary level could not be restricted totally to 2
Commando. On October 19, 1992, BGen Beno wrote to Dr. A. Guilivi, Medical Director of the Ottawa
Centre of the Red Cross, apologizing for the way some soldiers conductesiyes at the blood donor
clinic.28 Four days later, LCol Morneault informed BGen Beno that he planned to counsel 1 Commando on
their lack of ceoperation and poor condu€t. The blood donor clinic incident became known higher in the
chain of command. MGen Reay informed us that after the meeting at Fort Leavenworth, he was generally
aware of i£% He testified further that he connected the incident with the broader issues of discipline and
challenges to lawfully constituted authority that were pressing, about the time of the Fort Leavenworth
meeting? Nevertheless, we received no evidence suggesting that any 1 Commando members were
subjected to disciplinary proceedings because of their conduct at the blood donor clinic.

Incidents in 3 Commando

We cannot affirm categorically that no 3 Commandanimers participated in the disciplinary incidents of
October 2 and 3, 1992. Various 3 Commando members were questioned by the Military Police in
connection with the burning of Sgt Wyszynski's ©agnd some responses obtained suggest that a ‘wall of
silence' about disciplinary infractions was present in 3 Commando as well. One soldier affirmed during his
interview, for example, that even if he possessed pertinent information, he would not @l far as

we are aware, however, the Military Police investigation did not elicit evidence directly implicating 3
Commando members in the burning of Sgt Wyszynski's car or any other disciplinary infraction of October 2
and 3, 1992; no 3 Commando member was subject to charges or other measures.

Service Commando

The Military Police interviewed only one member of Service Commando about the disciplinary incidents of
October 2 and 3, 1992 (actually, a membe2 &fommando who was on assignment to Service
Commando¥> More specifically, they questioned him regarding the illegal expending of pyrotechnics and
ammunition in Algonquin Park on October 3, 1992; he professed that he brought no pyrotechnics and that
no one discharged pyrotechnics in his preséfceo the best of our knowledge, the evidence against him
was not compelling and he too was not subjectiarges or other measures.

Possible Ways to Remedy Disciplinary Problems

During the final month before CAR members began to be deployed to Somalia on December 13, 1992,
additional steps were contemplated as measures to improve discipline within the CAR. These included:
further screening out of weak officers and troublemakers; reassigning personnel within the Regiment; and,
ensuring the contingent included an adequate number of Military Police.

Screening Out Weak Officers and Troublemakers

According to LCdMorneault, BGen Beno raised questions about "numerous people", including the Deputy
Commanding Officer, Maj MacKay, Maj Seward, and Capt Rain#fielowever, LCol Morneault testified

that BGen Beno never explicitly ordered him to move or to replace af%dmile he was CO, LCol

Morneault compiled a list of CAR members that officers commanding (OCs) and senior NCOs considered
troublemakers, but heid not pass it on to BGen Beno or LCol Mathf&By the time LCol Mathieu

replaced LCol Morneault on October 26, 1992, Military Police reports concerning the investigation into the
disciplinary incidents of October 2 and 3, 1992, were beginning to appear. One Military Police report of
October 26, 1992, described the results to that point of the investigation into the expending of illegally held
pyrotechnics and ammunition at Algonquin P&FKThe report suggested that various participants in the



party at Algonquin Park were known; the report did not, however, affirm that their role in the discharging of
illegally held pyrotechnics and ammunition was clearly establisfled.

On October 13, 1992, a Military Police report was issued concerning the illegal discharge of military
pyrotechnics at the Kyrenia Club on October 2, 1992: the report notedphab®@ers admitted his role in
throwing a smoke grenade and a thunderflash but otherwise made no findings against-aGyo@etober

26, 1992, a Military Police report concerning the burning of Sgt Wyszynski's car appeared: no withesses or
persons with information regarding this incident had come foradlthough by late October 1992, the

results of the two later investigations were meagre aat ke investigation of the Algonquin Park party of
October 3, 1992, gave some indication of who some of the probable troublemakers were.

BGen Beno acknowledged in his testimony that he possessed the authority to approach a CO and to instruct
that particular soldiers not to be deployed to Somaka administrative action rather than a disciplinary

oneZ However, he affirmed that by dealing with a soldier administratively before impending disgiplinar
procedures took place, he would very possibly affect the disciplinary &ttiiGen MacKenzie also

stated unequivocally that administrative procedures are available for leaving soldiers?behind.

BGen Beno's evidence suggests that he left it to LCol Mathieu to make the decisions on whether to take
weak officers or troublemakers to Somalia. BGen Beno testified that he told LCol Mathieu that he would
fire Maj Seward?® but he did not wish to intervene as long as LCol Mathieu felt comfortable with Maj
Seward; Maj Seward remained OC of 2 Commando. Capt Rainville, who was to figure prominently in the
March 4, 1993 incident in Somalia, provides another example of an officer whose fate BGen Beno left to
LCol Mathieu. LCol Morneault administered a verbal warning to Capt Rainville on October 23, 1992: the
verbal warning arose from his conduct at la Citldiel Quebec City on February 7, 1992, and in two

incidents at CFB Gagetown, one in April and the second in May, #99¢hen BGen Beno wrote on

December 15, 1992, to LCol Mathieu about Capt Rainville, he expressed "grave doubts about this particular
officer". 22 Nevertheless, LCol Mathieu decided to take Capt Rainville to Somalia and even kept him as OC
of the Reconnaissance (Recce) Platoon.

In the enl, six 2 Commando members were removed from the deployment list by LCol Mathieu, who
advised BGen Beno accordingly in writift§.BGen Beno advised us that he did not know in which
disciplinary incident the six were suspected of having particigaiéte testified further, to our
amazement, that he did not know their names except for Pte Brockf&bhiekclaimed that he would be
interfering in CAR discipline merely by receiving their narfféaVe find this claim to be unconvincing.

Reassigning Personnel within the Regiment

As an alternative strategy to combat disciplinary problems within the CAR, BGen Beno recommended
shuffling CAR members within the Regiment. More specifically, according to the additional information in

a briefing for the Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS), he recommended thaMdokault and LCol

Mathieu move from 2 Commando ten privates, six corporals, six master corporals, three sergeants and one
platoon commander and, from the Reconnaissance (Recce) Platoon, two corporals, two master corporals
and one sergeafft In his evidence, he acknowledged that he had recommended that LCol Mathieu move
various CAR members within the uifthe added that he had heard that some Cé®Rqmnel were, in fact,
moved?® He testified that he recommended a shagavithout reference to nam&MGen MacKenzie,

speaking about 2 Commando, observed that sprinkling about 25 members throughout the unit would
ultimately achieve littlé%’ We endorse this view.

An Adequate Military Police Contingent

As discussed in detail in Chapter 25, NtissPlanning: Military Planning System, and Chapter 40, Military
Justice, Military Police can play an important role in helping to bolster discipline within a unit. The decision
to deploy the CARBG to Somalia with only two Military Police was to bear heavily on the state of
discipline experienced in theatre.



THE SENIOR CHAIN OF COMMAND AND DISCIPLINE

There are a number of troubling aspects in the chain of command'’s reaction to the disciplinary incidents in
the CAR in early October 1992. These include supimy; passage of information; timely reaction
including advice, guidance, and intervention; and follgw

In Volume 4,Failures of Individual Leaderaye discuss the adequacy of the supervision by the

Commander of the SSF of the preparations of the CAR. There is no evidence, however, to suggest that
superiors above him were taking appropriate steps to supervise the CAR in any meaningful way. When the
disciplinary incidents occurred, although the Commander of the SSF reacted, his superiors were not
involved. Evidence suggests that there was a practice to await the receipt of incident reports, together with
actions proposed or already put in place by the subordinate commander, before superiors involved
themselves. While this practice may have the virtue of allowing the subordinate to command without
interference from superiors, it has the decided weaknesses of delaying or indeed preventing senior reaction,
withholding the greater authority one might expect the superior to bring to bear on the problemsiagd clo
the possibility of higher levels of the chain of command applying more experienced, and perhaps more
objective, judgement in remedying the situation.

The events of October 2 and 3, 1992, signalled a significant disciplinary problem within the CAR.-The car
burning incident was particularly compelling. These events, especially the challenge to authority evident in
the burning of the duty officer's car, should have elicited an immediate and decisive response from all levels
of the chain of command. Theyddhot. Instead, the superior levels became engaged only after they were
presented more than two weeks later with the request that the CO be relieved of command. The rationale for
that action in part rested on the failure of discipline in the CAR

There is considerable evidence that the chain of command above formation level did not exercise
adequately its responsibilities of supervision. Passage of information was intermittent. Timely reaction
through advice, intervention, or remedial action was not seiffibi exercised. This state of affairs can be
attributed to the responses of individuals. There are, however, systemic aspects to it as well. Such response
appears frequently in evidence in a variety of situations involving a number of different officers, and
indicates a pattern of practice which differs from doctrine and recurs often enough to suggest that it had
become the custom.

We encountered in testimony many instances where supervision was almost routinely foregone, as if close
supervision might be istaken for a lack of confidence in a subordinate. We have been troubled by the poor
passage of information, despite adequate standing procedures and satisfactory methods of communication.
And we are deeply concerned that the chain of command almost invariably took little action to inform itself
even when incidents were clearly signalling serious problems.

We were particularly disturbed by the apparent laiaie attitude of seniors to the subject of discipline
generally. As stated in the introductiontbis chapter, discipline must not be seen to be the sole purview of

the lower end of the chain of command, a subject safely left in the hands of the NCO corps. While NCOs do
indeed play a vital role in the application of discipline, they deserve and need the active participation of all
levels of the chain of command. That participation should take the form of evident interest and concern
expressed through close supervision. It should be demonstrated by senior commanders appearing among the
troops, especibl in difficult times. And it should show convincingly the readiness of senior commanders to

lead by example. One may contemplate, in hindsight, the salutary effect on the standard of discipline in the
CAR in the autumn of 1992, had the most senior leaders appeared on the scene and made quite clear to the
troops exactly what their standards of discipline were.

DISCIPLINE DURING THE IN -THEATRE PHASE

Events in Somalia were to demonstrate the effects on operations of the standard of discipline evident in the
CAR during the predeployment phase. The Canadian contingent included a number of units amdtsub

in addition to the Regiment, some of which encountered disciplinary problems as well. But in the main, the
focus of our analysis continues to rest on the Regiment as it faced the challenges of operations in Somalia as
part of Unified Task Force (UNITAF). In light of the truncation of the Commission's deliberations, we have



not been able to hear all the evidence covering ttieciatre phase. However, suféat evidence was
amassed to permit a partial summary of events and incidents typifying the state of discipline in Somalia.

The evidentiary base for analysis comprises the list of incidents in Chapter 40, Military Justice, testimony
taken during hearings on events occurring up to the middle of March 1993, and the detailed examination of
the March 4th incident presented in Chapter 38. Here, we will concentrate in summary fashion on those
indices of performance and conduct which bear upon discipline.

The indies include problems of conduct, misuse of alcohol, indications ofamgressiveness, evidence of
poor standards of seffiscipline, and the disciplinary record of convictions under the Code of Service
Discipline.

To look first at incidents recorded during thetlieatre phase, we note that of a total of 102 listed in

Chapter 40, some 58 are considered to have been incidents of a disciplinary nature. Eight of these are by
any standard deemed minor, involving such service offences as short absencesleébe, improper

dress, and the like. These were dealt with by summary trial. Two others of these 58 incidents, however,
were the March 4th and the March 16th incidents. They were of such profound consequence as to
jeopardize history's assessment of the entire mission. In between these two extremes, the list of disciplinary
incidents along with evidence presented to us contain some troubling indicators.

There were 10 recorded incidents which could be considered serious breaches of the Code of Service
Discipline, although a number of them were never prosecuted. In addition to the abandonment of a personal
weapon during the March 4th incidéfithere was, in our opinion, evidence of negligence in another case

of a loss of a weapd®’ There was one case of a false stateffitmnd there were four cases of theft or
suspected théftt (plus another case wherein cash disappeared from the troops' own canteen fund but no
suspects were found). Stealing, in particular, stealing from a fellow soldier, has historically been one of the
gravest of service offences, constituting an assault on trust and mutual confidence, upon which depends
soldiers' capacity to live in the close environment demanded by the operation and to rely on one another in
life-threatening situations.

There were two incidents involving insuldination?? and one case where a soldier assaulted a sup&rior.

These incidents are troubling indications that assault on official authority was still prevalent in the Regiment
even in theatre. More alarming was an incident in which an officer struck a suboféftiaateyent

signalling a breakdown of the most basic standards of leadership loysteating disrespect for soldiers

and a lack of selfliscipline.

We have heard considerable evidence on the issue of alcohol abuse in the contingent. Home videos
routinely showed soldiers drinking. In many scenes, alcohol was being consumed by soldiers while armed
with their weapons. We heard evidence of heavy drinking among soldiers while travelling on civilian
aircraft?**and extensive testimony reported to us the drinking indulged in by some NCO#Siees. The

list of incidents includes eight cases of alcohol abfisehich resulted in convictions under the Code of
Service Discipline. Yet we have had to conclude that the number of aleatdd convictions does not

begin to describe the pervasive influence that misuse of alcohol had on the performance of troops in
Somalia.

As early as New Year's Eve 1992, an ominous precedent was signalled in the rumour of misuse of alcohol
by the Commanding @€er (CO) and the Regimental Sergeddjor (RSM) who permitted troops on duty

to see them while they were allegedly under the influence of alé8hwke do not have to rule, and we

refrain from doing so, on the actual physical state of the CO and the RSM. What is important for our
purposes here is the negative perception that the troops acquired early on of their leaders. Coupled with the
laxity that came to prevail with respect to the enforcemerteoitcohol policy, the observance of the rules

of engagement (ROE), the handling of personal weapons and discipline in general, alcohol abuse
contributed to setting the stage for the inevitable.

Indeed, the issue of the rules of engagement and their observance is dealt with in detail in Chapter 22, and
in even sharper focus in Chapter 38 on the March 4th incident. However, there were also incidents under
the broader umbrella of discipline related to the attitude of troops in Somalia. These include ttt@oonvi

of an officer for inciting his troops to abuse detainees. In addition, two other cases were alleged in which
senior officers were rumoured to have incited the troops to aggressi¥&nwesstress that in neither of



these two cases was culpability proven. However, we do note the unfortunate rapidity with which rumours
of these remarks spread through the contingent and the inevitable influence they surely had on the attitude
of soldiers towards theimission.

Other incidents pertaining to the attitude of troops involved the handling of detainees. Apart from the tragic
abuse which Shidane Arone suffered as a detainee of Canadian troops, one of the lesser incidents involved
allegedly giving Somali nationals noxious substances to drink and painting the hands of Somali thieves
white before releasing thefff. Further, it had become widespread practice to take trbigdyphotographs

of restrained detaims made to wear condemnatory signs.

The attitude of troops was most graphically illustrated in the photos and home videos which eventually
came to light. As noted, many of these involved detainees. Others contained scenes of individual soldiers
using abusive language, obscenities, and racial epithets.

Evidence before us shows that the contingent suffered many cases of careless weapon handling including
accidental discharge of personal weapons. Of these, 19 cases led to corf/foBmesof these resulted in

the death of a fellow soldier; another involved a senior officer. Taken together the frequency of this offence
is alarming and far higher than experienced in units of similar size and with comparable operational
conditions. The average experienced by units in Yugoslavia in43%92s four to six cases. When 1st
Battalion, The Royal Canadian Regiment (LRCR) served in Croatia in 1994, they experienced one
accidental discharge in the six months they vdengloyed on operations. All combat arms soldiers are
intensively trained in the safe handling of personal weapons, training that is regularly refreshed in
operational units. This included the CAR and other units of the SSE The mishandling of personal weapons
is therefore a sign, not of inadequate training, but of laxity and carelessness. The problem was made worse
by the poor example set by leaders themselves committing the same offence. The record of the CARBG for
accidental discharges of weapons is ofh® most damning indicators of the lack of s#ffcipline in

evidence before us.

Finally, Maj Armstrong was advised to wear a flak jacket and to leave the theatre prematurely for fear that
one of his fellow soldiers might, under the influence of alcohol, take reprisals against him for his
responsible stand on the shootings of March?4tNo incident speaks more eloquently of the state of
discipline in the CARBG in Somalia than this.

FINDINGS

1 The CARwas again experiencing signs of poor discipline in the early 1990s, despite the remedies
recommended in the Hewson report.

1 The state of discipline within the CAR's 2 Commando caused particular concern at that time. Over
aggressiveness, defiance of authority symbolized by the Rebel flag, and misdirected bonding as
evidenced in the pervasiveness of the ‘wall of silence' all characterized the state of discipline in
that subunit during the years preceding Operation Cordon.

91 Disciplinary problems were apparemt 1 Commando as well. The strongest evidence is the
initiation party for incoming members of 1 Commando that took place at CFB Petawawa in
August 1992. Attempts to investigate the party again encountered a 'wall of silence'.

91 Evidence of serious disciplinary disturbances in 3 Commando before preparations began for the
deployment to Somalia is restricted to the seizure of illegally stored personal weapons by the
Military Police. Some members of 3 Commando were convicted of offences involving the improper
possession of weapons or ammunition.

1 There is little evidence pointing to unusual disciplinary problems in the Service Commando or the
Headquarters Commando before the CAR began preparing for Somalia.

1 A number of factors contributed to disciplinary problems in the CAR and specifically in 2
Commando prior to deployment including periodic lack of commitment on the part of the CAR's
parent requirements to ensure that their best members were sent to the CAR; inferior quality of
some junior officers and NCOsoudbtful practices in 2 Commando for recruiting NCOs;



ambiguous relationships between master corporals and soldiers; high turnover rate within the
CAR and the suhnits; mutual distrust and dislike among some of the CAR's officers and NCOs;
guestionable suitability of individual officers for the CAR and the ranks they occupied; a tendency
to downplay the significance of disciplinary infractions or to cover them up entirely; and, the
continuing ability of CAR members to evade responsibility for discipline.

1 The tendency to downplay disciplinary problems was especially troubling, both in underrating the
significance of specific infractions and, more generally, in undduning the influence of poor
discipline as a criterion of operational readiness.

1 Evidence showed that the CAR's three commandos functioned almost independently. The CAR's
lack of cohesion undoubtedly impeded attempts to enforce discipline within the Regiment.

1 There were attempts to correct the CAR's and specifically 2 Commando's disciplioalisnus
such as alcohol and drug abuse during the early 1990s. Officers and NCOs received
encouragement to adopt a purposeful, responsible attitude when conducting summary trials.
However, these measures seemed unable to address the problems that faced the Regiment by then.

1 As we explain in greater detail in Chapter 19, Suitability and Cohesion, the CAR was unfit to
undertake any mission in the autumn of 1992, let alone deployment to Somalia and this state of
affairs was due in part to the CAR's disciplipgroblems.

9 The three incidents of October 2 and 3, 1992, demonstrated a significant breakdown of discipline
in 2 Commando during the critical period of training and preparing for operations in Somalia.
Military pyrotechnics were expended illegally at a party in the junior ranks' mess; a car belonging
to the duty NCO was set on fire; and, various 2 Commando members expended illegally held
pyrotechnics and ammunition during a party in Algonquin Park.

1 These incidents were so serious that LCol Morneault@seg to leave 2 Commando in Canada
unless the perpetrators came forward. BGen Beno, after consulting MGen MacKenzie, opposed
this plan. In the end, the leadership was unable to identify the perpetrators.

1 Although LCol Mathieu was informed of the weakness of Maj Seward, the problems with Capt
Rainville, the indiscipline in 2 Commando, and the general lack of cohesion in the Regiment,
almost everyone suspected of participating in the October incidents was permitted to deploy.
Several of them created diffitigls in Somalia.

1 Inview of the serious disciplinary problems in the CAR, the failure to include an adequate
Military Police component in the CARBG was a major shortcoming in planning the operations in
Somalia.

Returning to the objectives of discipline, as discussed at the beginning of this chapter, we find further that:

1 The standard of discipline was not sufficiently high to control the aggressiveness of troops in the
CARBG

1 The standard of imposed discipline did not adequately contribute to the colssiwdithe unit
and in particular to the sense of collective purpose of the group.

I The standard of imposed discipline did not ensure that all members observed the laws, orders, and
customs of the service to an acceptable degree.

1 The lack of an adequate standard of-sidftipline was especially evident both in the attitude of
troops to the task at hand and in the example set by their leaders.

Finally, with respect to the senior levels of the chain of command, we find that:

1 Despite doctrine, establishedgetice, procedures, and resources, there were problems at the
senior levels of the chain of command of inadequate supervision, poor passage of information,
untimely or slow reaction through advice or intervention, and ineffective remedial action. Such



problems appear to be so frequent as to indicate a significant systems failure in the exercise of
command.

1 The attitude of all ranks, from junior soldiers to the most senior commanders in the CF, towards
the importance of good discipline was fundamentallykw®éth insufficient respect for and
attention to the need for discipline as a corsémne of professional soldiers, military operations
must be expected to fail. In respect of the issue of discipline, the mission to Somalia was
undoubtedly a failure.

DISCIPLINE IN THE FUTURE

It is clear from these findings that the leadership of the CF faces a major challenge in ensuring that the
disciplinary problems experienced in the Somalia mission do not recur. That challenge is more difficult
because discipline inlwes every member of the forces. It is a function of both individual and group
attitudes and effort, and it pervades virtually every facet of military activity.

Moreover, it presents a special challenge for leadership at the officer level. In a few cases, officers
themselves breached the Code of Service Discipline. In general, discipline seems to have been simply taken
for granted. It seems to have been assumed that trained soldiers in a professional military would naturally be
well-disciplined. It was trded and reported upon indifferently, with no centrabedination or sharp focus

at the highest levels. Above all, it was the subject of inadequate supervision, guidance, or remedy by the
senior levels of the chain of command.

In facing the future, the first requirement is to take steps to recognize as a matter of fundamental policy the
importance of discipline and the role it must play. Not only does it need policy definition and emphasis in
doctrine and in training and education material, it also demapdsminent and visible place in the interest

and concerns of the most senior leadership.




Recommendations
We recommend that:

18.1 The Chief of the Defence Staff institute an official policy on screening aspirants for all
leadership positions, beginning with the selection of master corporals:

1. identifying self-discipline as a precondition of both commissioned and necommissioned
officership; and

2. providing for the evaluation of the individual in terms of selfdiscipline, including the ability
to control aggressive and impulsive behaviour.

18.2 The Chief of the Defence Staff ensure that the importance, function, and application of discipline
be taught in all officer leadership training, including the Royal Military College, staff and command
college courses, and senior command courses.

18.3 The Chief of the Defence Staff modify the performance evaluation process to ensure that each
individual's standard of self-discipline is assessed in the annual performance evaluation report form,
along with the individual's performance in applying discipline when exercising authority.

18.4 The Chief of the Defence Staff establish the head of Canadian Forces personnel (currently the
Assistant Deputy Minister Personnel) as the focal point for discipline at the senior staff level in
National Defence Headquarters, with advice and support from the Director General of Military

Legal Services and the Director of Military Police. To this end, the head of personnel should establish
and review policy on discipline, monitor all Canalian Forces plans and programs to ensure that
discipline is considered, and assess the impact of discipline on plans, programs, activities and
operations, both as they are planned and regularly as they are implemented.

18.5 The Chief of the Defence Staff emphasize the importance of discipline by reviewing frequent and
regular reports of the Inspector General, and by requiring the head of personnel to report at least
monthly at a daily executive meeting on the state of discipline throughout the Canadian Fas, both
inside and outside the chain of command, and by personally overseeing any necessary follgw

18.6 The Chief of the Defence establish in doctrine and practice that discipline be identified as a
determining factor in assessing the operational readiness of any unit or formation.

18.7 The Chief of the Defence Staff establish in doctrine and practice that during operations, all
officers and noncommissioned officers must monitor discipline closely; and that the head of
personnel oversee and, at the enof each mission, report on discipline.

18.8 To remedy deficiencies in existing practices, the Chief of the Defence Staff undertake regularly a
formal evaluation of the policies, procedures, and practices that guide and influence the
administration of discipline in the Canadian Forces.

NOTES

1. Itis noteworthy that discipline is not defined in either Waional Defence ACNDA), R.S.C.
1985, Chapter M (as amended), or tiigueen's Regulations and Ordeeven though the NDA
offence, "Conduct to the gredice of good order and discipline”, is the most commonly used
offence in the CF.

2. Anthony Kellet,Combat Motivation: The Behavior of Soldiers in BafBeston: Klusver Nijhoff,
1982), p. 10.

3. In chapter 8 offhe Psychology of Conflict and Comlfiew York: Praeger, 1988), Ben Shalit, a
former commander of a military psychology unit in the Israeli Defence Force, provides particularly
useful insights into the meaning and application of discipline in armed forces.

4. DND, Operational Training Manual, vol. 2Jnit Administration” (B-GL-304-002/Fp. 001, July 7,
1987) addressed discipline in article 501 as follows:
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4.1. The objectives of military discipline are to ensure prompt and willing obedience to
authority and to establish order and cohesion among individuals.

4.2 Obedience is the basis for sound discipline. It should not have its origin in fear of
punishment but rather, should emanate from the individuals' understanding that orders are
given by superiors who have proven their knowledge and ability. Properly iathredl,
discipline imparts respect and confidence in soldiers and supports cohesiveness in the unit.
Laxity in discipline creates unit disorder which can be disastrous in war.
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SUITABILITY AND COHESION

Our terms of reference required us to assess the suitability of the Canadian Airborne Regiment (CAR) for
service in Somalia. Our approach to this task involves examining the specific suitability of the Canadian
Airborne Regiment for the Somalia mission (missspecific suitability). Was the CAR adequately

manned, organized, equipped, and trained for that particular nfssio

The inherent suitability of the CAR is also an important issue. Inherent suitability involves a consideration

of several issues, including whether there is an appropriate correlation between the capabilities of the unit
and the tasks assigned; adequacy of the organization in terms of command and control; and the adequacy of
its resources, the nature of its training, discipline, and the attitudes of its members. Armed forces are
composed of functional units, each with specific characteristics and dapabidach military unit is

designed to be inherently suitable to perform certain types of tasks: air transport squadrons are suitable for
air transport tasks, as mine hunting ships are suitable for mine hunting. Similarly, an infantry unit is the
appropriate organization to launch an assault on a defended location. To say that a unit possesses inherent
suitability, however, does not necessarily mean that a unit is in all respects suitable for every mission. It is at
this point that every aspect of missigipecific suitability must be considered. The unit must be ready to
assume its particular assigned mission.

Readiness is the state of preparedness of a unit to perform its assigned role. It is not enough that a unit be
found inherently suitable to take on a mission of the kind that it ultimately is asked to perform. As regards
its actual assignment, the unit must be able to demonstrate that it is operationally ready.

Finally, suitability cannot be assessed solely in terms of role, structure, resouindeext, readiness.

Unless soldiers work together agrat, trust and depend on one another, and strive for the same goal, they

are unlikely to succeed in any endeavour they undertake. The degree to which there is unity or cohesion in a
unit is a critical measure of its fithess or suitability for any mission.

Unit cohesion is the product of leadership, training, discipline, and high morale. It gives members of a unit
the feeling that they can depend implicitly on their comrades. A strong and cohesivasutdgather under

the direction of its official leaders. It is this sense of predictable dependability that gives a unit its strength,
especially in stressful situations. On the other hand, a unit lacking in cohesion tends to act in an
unpredictable manner, often on the direction of its informal rather than its formal leaders. Again, this
tendency emerges most notably when the unit is under stress. Thus, fostering unit cohesion is a cardinal
responsibility of leaders, and the degree of unit cohesioney ankasure of operational readiness and,
therefore, of suitability.

DETERMINING SUITABILITY AND COHESION

Before a unit can embark on any mission, it must meet certain standards. These standards form the basis for
our evaluation of whether the Canadian Airborne Regiment, in the fall of 1992, was fit to go on any
mission.

A consideration of the suitability of the CAR would be incomplete without reference to its recent history

and the effects of the reorganization of 1992. Against this backdrop we will cotigdellowing

questions, which all bear on the issue of the suitability of the CAR for service in any theatre: Was it a

formed unit? Had it been assigned missions and tasks from a higher formation? Did it function as a unit?

Was it adequately manned? We will then proceed to determine cohesion by addressing these questions: Was
there a sound standard of leadership? Was there an acceptable standard of discipline? Did the leaders and
subordinates act together? Was there excessive instability or turbuleasgBaNinit suitably trained?

Finally, we will address the inherent and missipecific suitability of the CAR.

Some of the factors in determining a unit's suitability and cohesion for a given mission are assessed
elsewhere in this report. For example, leadership, discipline, training, and the adequacy of manning are
treated in separate chapters.



Suitability
Was the Canadian Airborne Regiment a Properly Formed Unit?
Effects of the Move to CFB Petawawa in 1977

The move of the Canadian Airborne Regiment EB®etawawa in 197%which was the subject of

considerable controversy, resulted in manpower reductions and structural changes that significantly reduced
the combat power of the Regiménitlso, the CAR lost its special statagsemption from external taskings

- a feature which differentiated it from every other unit of the Army. As a result, the CAR felt its combat
readiness had been eroded. In 1982, Udafies, Deputy Commander of the CAR, wrote a paper

describing the structure and operation of the Regiment at that time;

The truth of the matter is that the Canadian Airborne Regiment is simultaneously the best and
worst organization in the army and, arguably, in the CF [Canadian Forces]. It is the best because
the Regiment is a collection of very fit and very dedicated young Canadians who temporarily
volunteer to leave the comfort, security and relative uniformity of more than a dozen parent
Regiments, lanches and trades to commit themselves to an elite which strives for the ultimate
professional performance.... Notwithstanding its code and the soldiers who practice it, the
Regiment is one of the worst organizations in the CF. This because the circumstances under which
it must work and play and celebrate its heritage are complex, confused and illogical, and therefore
frequently counterproductive’...

The paper argued that, among other things, the move &td¢lgyiment to CFB Petawawa signalled the end

of its operational capability as a ready force by its subordination to another formation headquarters. For
example, although the role of the Special Service Force (SSF) since September 1980 had been that of a
Canadian AifSea Transportable (CAST) Brigade Group in support of NATO, the CAR was specifically
excluded from that commitment. This meant that for a large part of the year, SSF Headquarters was focused
on issues not involving the Regiment.

The role of the Bgiment was that of a ready, regimerdiake force for the Defence of Canada Operations.
However, it was impossible for the Airborne Battle Group to form a coherent and effective force by living
and training together because the-gsulis needed to carry out a full airborne operation of regimental size
(i.e., gunners and engineers) were not part of the Canadian Airborne Regiment. Rather, they now belonged
to nonairborne units committed to CAST. The result was a perceived degradation of unity among unit,
airborne battle group, and Special Service Férce.

Thus, from the perspective of the CAR, the reduced assignment of CAR as part of the Special Service Force
created operational and organizational problems that inhibited the ability of the Regiment to effectively

carry out its role as a quick reaction unit in defence of Canada's North. This situation fostered disharmony
between the CAR and the SSF, and weakened the regimental structure of the CAR.

The Hewson Rport

As discussed more fully in our chapter on discipline, problems within the CAR became apparent by the
mid-1980s. This led the Chief of the Defence Staff, Gen Thériault, to order a study in 1985 to review
disciplinary infractions and angsiocial behaviour within Force Mobile Command (FMC), and, in particular,

the Special Service Force and the CAR. This study, known as the Hewson report, after MGen Hewson, then
Chief of Lntelligence and Security, reached several important conclusions about the s@atRexfiment at

that time?

On the question of command, the report described the Canadian Airborne Regiment as a unigue, continuing
"organizational phenomenon" that made it difficult for the regimental commander to exercise disciplinary
authority® The Canadian Airborne Regiment was unusual in that under Canadian Forces Operational Order
(CFOO) 3.21.5 it could be both a unit within the SSF or a formatienabipg independently, and the
commandos could be either subits or units within an independent formation. The CFOO did not identify

the commandos as units, but they were perceived as such. The Commander SSF found it necessary to
designate as commanding officers each of the five officers commanding commandos, an awkward and



unbalanced arrangement. The result was that five of the subordinates of the regimental commander had the
same disciplinary powers as the regimental commander. Although practicakansang evolved whereby

the commanding officers voluntarily restricted their powers in deference to their regimental commander,
MGen Hewson noted that this total reliance on an unofficial arrangement "must be detrimental to the due
process of military law", and concluded that the organization was an impediment to didcipline.

LGen Belzile, Commander FMC, wrote to the Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) in response to the report.
He emphasized, in part, that cor@ndos must continue to have unit status and be commanded by
commanding officers. He warned, to little avail, that a failure to make these arrangements would impair
morale in the Regiment and result in further @oitial behaviouf.

Independence of the Commandos

The three infantry commandos retained a separate and distinct character. This distinctiveness was
encouraged in a number of ways: separate residences for each commando at CFB Petawawa, ‘friendly’
competitions such as athletics and, most importantly, a vertical command structure linking each commando
to the level above it but not to other commandos. For example, the Airborne Indoctrination Course had
formerly been held for all Airborne initiates collectively, but by 1991, each commando conducted its own
indoctrination course.

The commandos acted in concert on training exercises. However, each commando platoon was responsible
for a specific task and, consequently, members did not mix with each aotivey ttaining. This may have
enhanced cohesion at the platoon level but at the expense of fostering cohesion at the commando and
regimental levels.

Testimony also showed that the commandos differed from one another. According to the Regimental
SergeanMajor, CWO (ret) Jardine, in 1992 the soldiers in 2 Commando were mostly young and single;
most lived in quarters and exhibited somewhat less professionalism than members of 1 Commando and 3
Commando. The behaviour of the 2 Commando soldiers was aggresslVeWO (ret) Jardine testified

that 2 Commando seemed to have a love/hate relationship with the other comfandos.

There was an ongoing rivalry among all commandos, particularly in relation to 1 Commando, a
Francophone unit. Although, CWO Jardine and others believed no particular antipathy existed between the
Francophones and Anglophori&spntrary evidence emerged. LCol Morneault observed tension betwee

the two groups, but considered it to be normal, reflecting Canadian sHditetwever, Maj Kyle observed

that the announcement of 1 Commando's victory in the 'march and shoot' competition for that year failed to
elicit even polite applause from the other commandos at the annual Christmas-cinriadication that

there was something more negative than mere rivalry invéh@gl Purnelle of 1 Comnmalo noted that

the Francophones in 1 Commando were not very concerned with what was going on in the other
commandos, and there was generally little intermingling among platdons.

Several witnesses criticized the structure of the CAR for its lack of integration of the commandos, contrary
to the situation earlier in the Regiment's history. CWO Jardine believed that the structure of the Regiment

in effect, the independence of the commandosade it dificult to deal effectively with discipline in 2
Commando. The structure of unit independence, he said, made the top of the regimental structure a "sort of
guiding hand" to control the commandos. Thus, each commando had its own unit standing operating
procedures (SOP$J.

Maj Seward, at that time the Officer Commanding (OC) of 2 Commando, testified that separating the
commandos along strong regimental lines had not been wise, since such a system roadesimit

difficult to attain®® Similarly CWO Jardine testified that the change resulted in loss of control, as evidenced
by the fact that the commandos were no longer working tog€tMateover, Maj Kampman of the Royal
Canadian Dragoons testified that since the rifle commandos had previously been trained essentially to
operate independently in battle, he was concerned about the ability of the corartmawdok closely

together, after restructuring, as part of a more integrated unit. He observed that after Exercise Stalwart
Providence in the fall of 1992, integration had not developed to the point where the commandos operated
effectively together, although this was expected of companies in an infantry bdttalion.



However, other witnesses, generally of more senior rank, disagreed with this assessment. For example, LCol
Morneault said that the CAR haddreacting effectively as a unit, even prior to the transition in the summer

of 199228 Maj MacKay testified that despite differences among the commandos, there was a level of
cohesion based on their belonging to the same organization and sharing the saméaeratapirit? The

CDS, Gen de Chastelain, and the Commander of the Army, LGen Gervais, and others did not believe that
the independence of theramandos in itself would affect the stability of the Reginfént.

Indeed, even in the wake of the Somalia deployment, the high command continued to support the regimental
affiliations between regular infantry regiments and the CAR. In his 1993 response to the CDS's direction to
examine leadership and discipline within the CAR, LGen Reay, at that time Commander of the Army,

argued that manning the Regiment would become more difficult to sustain in theriongithout the

affiliation, although he did not explain why. He therefore did not recommend termination of the regimental
affiliation between the regular infantry regiments and the CAR. He said that it was clear, however, that the
commanding officer could not indefinitely retain the assigning of personnel to thengslalong absolute
regimental lines. For this reason, the commanding officer would eventually be granted the unfettered
authority to determine the employment of every person in the RegirEit in itself is clear evidence

that in 1992 the commanding officer did not have the control over the Regiment that he should have had.

In his 1993 paper, "The Way Ahead", BGen Beno, Commander of the SSF submitted before the de Faye
board of inquiry the following comments on regimental affiliations:

The regimental method of manning 1, 2 and 3 Commando leads to a sense of independence. There
is the potential for cliques to develop where otherwise uratdsiindividuals might be protected.
Offsetting weaknesses in one quiit by moving personnel to another is generally not done

because of current regimental affiliatids.

FINDINGS

1 Even before the restructuring of the Canadian Airborne Regiment in 1992, there were recognized
deficiencies in the organization and leadership of the Regiment. These differences were
exacerbated by the reorganization of 1992, which failed to eliminate the independence of
commandos. There is compelling evidence that the CAR was not a properly formed unit.

1 Francophones and Anglophones generally did not work together, and the relationship between 1
Commando and 2 Commando in particular went beyond mere rivalry, at times becoming hostility.
Cumulatively, the result was a lack of cohesion at the most basic level.

Did the CAR Have a Properly Assigned Mission and Tasks from Higher
Headquarters?

Downsizing of the Regiment

As of February 7, 1992, the Regiment had an established stafn{tB members. A proposed

reorganization would entail a reduction to 68At the same time, the units of the Regiment were to be
formally disbanded and would become 4ufits, although their existing names (1 Commando, 2
Commando, and 3 Commando) would be retained when referring to the three rifle companies of the new
battalion? One unit, the Airborne Headquarters and Signal Squadron, would na Exige>

Col Holmes, the Commanding Officer of the CAR at the time of the transition, testified about the changes
resulting from the restructuring. The nature of the Service Commando also changed. Before the change, the
CAR could conduct operations and sustain itself for extended periods. Limiting the Service Commando to
what was essentially a unit resupply organization, however, meant that it could only look after the needs of
the Regiment for a veryrief period. The Regiment had therefore lost its capability forssedfainment.

The Mortar Platoon was eliminated from the organization and a new weapons support compan$fcreated.
The CAR had been reduced to capabilities similar to those of a smaller line infantry battalion.



LCol Morneault described the transition as a huge team effort, involving much hard work by almost every
leader in the Regiment. He pointed out that the transition eliminated tite afihe Regiment to operate
without additional support. LCol Morneault looked forward to the Regiment becoming a battalion and the
greater cohesion such a change would bring: "It would be a familiar structure to newcomers, coming from
other infantry battalions; and, again, sometimes simpler is bétter."

The restructuring and downsizing took time. When the warning order for Operation Cordon was received in
early September 1992, the Regiment had ngsiphlly completed the transition. The Regiment was still
turning in excess vehicles and equipment. Planned moves to new building locations had not been finished,
nor had buildings been renovated. Also, the regulations, orders, and instructions for the Regiment had not
yet been rewritten, although a plan had been drawn up for this pdfpose.

Still, LCol Morneault concluded, to our surprise, that aside from the disruption caused by the turnover in
personnkduring the normal Active Posting Season (APS), the transition itself had no adverse impact on the
Regiment? Given the extent of the transition and other activities, we must consider whether this assessment
was accurate.

Role and Tasks of the CAR during Reorganization

At the time of its deployment to Somalia, the role of the Regiment was to providedeggayment
airborne/airtransportable forces for operations in accordance with assigned tasksilpimsupport of

national security and international peacekeeping. This role had remained unchanged since it was assigned in
1978. The operational tasks of the CAR were detailed in three Special Service Force (SSF) Defence Plans
(DPs):

1 SSF DP 200, Civil Aid Operations, assigned tasks to be conducted on order when the Regiment
was designated the SSF Immediate Reaction Unit (e.g., armed assistance to federal penitentiaries);

1 SSF DP 310, Defence of Canada Operations, assigned the Airborne the followsngutasiant to
receipt of a warning order from SSF Headquarters: maintain the Pathfinder Platoon at 48 hours
notice to move and be prepared for airborne operations anywhere in Canada; maintain a
commando group at 72 hours notice to move and be prepared for airborne operations anywhere in
Canada; and maintain the remainder of the Regiment at 96 hours notice to move and be prepared
for airborne operations;

1 SSF DP 700, Stability Operations, designated the Regiment as the light infantry battalion
component of &nited Nations peacekeeping unit. The Regiment's primary task in the normal
peacetime state (standby phase) was to be prepared to deploy anywhere in the world as a light
infantry battalion for peacekeeping operatiéhs.

The CAR was capable of performing the first two tasks. On a tight schedule, it would have been difficult for
the CAR to meet the task as a light infantry battalion, since this task required a slightly different
organization and mix of eqament.

The Concept of Employment

Although the CAR did have assigned roles and tasks, consideration of these nevertheless seemed to take a
back seat to the restructuring of the Regiment in 1992. For example, by the time the CAR had been
downsized to a battalion in June 1992, discussion was still continuing within Land Force Central Area, the
Special Service Force, and the Regiment about the appropriate ‘concept of employment' for the Regiment.

The purpose of the concept of employment was to detail the @pgieomission and implied tasks of the

CAR and its affiliated combat support and combat service support elethears! Force Command

approved a final concept of employment for t he Regiment on November 4321982clear that the

Regiment was reorganized before it was given a new concept of operations. We believe it would have been
more logical to develop the concept of employment first, and tbeigi the unit to implement the concept.



In the new concept of employment, the primary role of the Regiment was to "provide a parachute
deployable, combatapable force in support of Canadian interests at home and abroad." A secondary role
was to operate as a light infantry battalion group in l@msmid-intensity operations or in peacekeeping
operations anywhere in the wofftiThe proposed organization for Active Posting Season in the summer of
1993 calkd for a regiment of 665 personnel, including a mortar platoon (unlike the restructured Airborne of
the summer of 1992), and a direct fire support platoon (which had not been included in the original
planning)®* A subsequent reorganization would be necessary after the Somalia deployment.

Before the deployment of the Regiment to Somalia, senior officers in Land Force Command Headquarters
had recognized that to carry out its concept of employment, the Beigiveeded additional integral
components, including a mortar platoon and a direct fire support platoon. These were never added.

Moreover, under restructuring plans of November 1992, designed for implementation in 1993, the CAR was
once again to become an independent unit capable of acting under national or allied*cbnérol.

Regiment was to come under command of the Land Force Central Area (LFCA) Com#fi@&®@len. Beno,

the Commander SSF, was concerned in the fall of 1992 about the plans for the independence of the
Regiment, arguing that it should be left as a unit integral to the SSF and detached for tasking to National
Defence Headquarters (NDHQ) or Area Headquarters as desired. He added: "If there was a battalion that
needed...firm direction and leadership, it is the [CAR]."

FINDING

9 The restructuring of the Canadian Airborne Regiment in 19911882 by downsizing the
Regiment to battalion size took place without first deciding the appropriate ‘concept of
employment' for it, What emerged was poorly conceived. As in 1977 with t he move to CFB
Petawawa, the downsizing of the CAR in 1992 occurred without due consideration being given to
the appropriate mission, role, and tasking of the CAR. There is some question as to whether the
mission and tasks were fully appropriate given the capabilities of the restructured CAR.
This lack of definition concerngnconcept of employment, role, and tasking contributed to the
impression that the CAR was unsuitable for the Somalia mission.

Was the CAR Adequately Manned?

The Hewson report emphasized the requirement for experienced, mature, and continuous leadership at
section and platoon levels, but noted that the relationship between the soldiers and their immediate leaders
had deteriorated badly over the preceding 10 y&a&grimary cause was the increase of taghkwithin

Force Mobile Command, which meant that many of the junior leaders were away from the units for months
at a time. The turbulence caused by this instability increased due to the need for leaders to attend career
courses. Since they lacked effective leadership from junior officers and noncommissioned officers (NCOs),
many soldiers looked to informal leaders among themselves. As is often the case when informal leadership
emerges, many of the se informal leaders could not cope with the challengspmasible manné?.

The report also noted that although most of the NCOs were outstanding soldiers and leaders, from time to
time weak junior NCOs, attracted by the airborne option, had joined the Regiment. They became liabilities
contributing directly to a breakdown in discipline. Care had not been taken to ensure that only above
average NCOs, particularly junior NCOs, were chosen for service with the*A&eover, it became

clear that junior leaders were not equipped with the necessary tools to detect personality irregularities that
might manifest themselves during trainitig.

Clearly, the Hewson report was concerned about deficiencies in leadership of the junior ranks and NCOs in
the Regiment. However, while noting the instability within the CAR, MGen Hewson did not view the
organizational structure, involving the organization of the Regimenhdritwee independent commandos,

as warranting change.

The Opinion of the Director of Infantry

Col Joly, the Director of Infantry, testified in 1993 before the de Faye board of inquiry about the situation
of the CAR prior to 1992. He identified a tradition of establishing a rotation among the regiments so that a



senior colonel in each of the regiments who had formerly commanded a battalion would be appointed to
command the Regiment. Also, a very good lieuteicaitnel was ordinarily selected as deputy comaes.

The regimental operations officer and regimental major were typically experienced majors with good
prospects for promotion to lieutenasdlonel. The commanding officers of the commandos were considered
to be leaders with excellent potential for future progression. The aim, in ideal terms, was to place the best
leaders in the CAR so that t hey would, in essence, improve their leadershiff skills.

This tradition of quality appointments changed wit tlownsizing of the CAR. The downgrading of the

rank of the commanding officer position had a ripple effect, causing further reductions of ranks in other
positions. At that point in time, according to Col Joly, Princess Patricia's Canadian Light Infantry (PPCLI)
majors were not of the highest calibre. (One senior officer had concluded that many of the CAR's field
officers were older, and not of the mould that was traditionally expected in the Regiment) . Col Joly
believed that when commanded by a full eah the CAR had been much better served in its assigning of
personnel and recruitment because the colonel had participated in the Infantry Council process as an active
co-equal, and had been able to garner the support of the regiments involved.

According to Col Joly, the CAR was a special unit, requiring care and attention; otherwise, by default, its
quality and efficiency would suffer. The difficulty was that there had been a great deal of confusion brought
on by downsizing, and "perhaps as part of thixpss, the Airborne Regiment has been a casualty in the

way it has been manned, for reasons that are not clear but may be more of a parochial nature related to the
regiments having other priorities in these changing tirfies."

In an overview probably written in late 1992, Col Joly also concluded that the Regiment had been manned
"with secondand thirdstring majors, and the thistring ones clearly had no potential." He recognized the
possibility that sme of the personalities would not be able to cope in Somalia and anticipated that there

might be some problems. Col Joly claimed that sometime in January 1993 he had sent a message to LCol
Mathieu. The message raised concerns about seven of LCol Mathieu's majors. However, Col Joly stated that
the intent had been misinterpreted by LGen Reay, who subsequently directed that his message be destroyed
because it caused confusion. The issue was handled by normal staff‘action.

In his testimony before us, Col Joly reiterated that the overall quality of the majors in the CAR, at least as
far as the PPCLI was concerned, had been generally substandard and certainly below the outstanding level
- that is, in his words, "second" or "third string". By second string, he meant that the person would probably
not gain command or be promoted to lieuter@oibnel or had not demonstrated the potential to be

promoted. By third string, he meant that the person was not liketytewe promoted. For the CAR, he

said, strong leadership skills had been required, including, in the case of majors, the potential to become a
lieutenantcolonel commanding officer of a field unit in the Canadian &fiy.

In addition to quality concerns, there was a concern regarding numbers. When the CAR was eventually
deployed as the Canadian Airborne Regiment Battle Group (CARBG) to Somalia, it did so under a manning
cap of 845 personnel. To meet thastriction, difficult cuts were made. Needed personnel were left behind

in Canada. The CAR was sent on a potentially dangerous operation with known shortages in areas such as
line infantrymen, security forces, and combat support. They also went without an adequate reserve.

In fact, following the Somalia incidents, senior commanders severely criticized the leadership of the officers
and NCOs in the CAR. LGen Reay, for example, commented that the poor quality of some of the regiment's
officers and soldiersgsted to the CAR in recent years, ultimately resulted in leadership shortcomings,
indiscipline, and the emergence of a small lawless element within the Refiment.

FINDING

1 There was a deterioration in the quality of some personnel assigned to the CAR. This was
exacerbated when the Regiment was downsized to a battalion. In addition, there were personnel
shortages in several critical areas. Because of this combination of factors, we find that the CAR
was notproperly manned.



Did the CAR Function as a Unit?

The reorganization of the CAR in 1992 was substafftihe preface to "The Canadian Airborne Regiment
Transition Plan" describes the transition as involving:

...the simultaneous disbandment of five units; a change of command, the loss of 150 personnel; the
reorganization of virtually every platoon in the regiment; the assimilation of Base personnel into

our quarters, the RCR into our messes; and a ngrasting cycle this summer. All the while we

must continue to prepare our soldiers for a possible UN contingency...and prepare an extensive
individual and collective training plan for this f&fl.

This reorganization, in fact, interfered with the normal routine and appears to have continued beyond the
summer into the fall of 1992. The Regimental Commander, Col Holmes, was ordered to minimize unit
training as of May 29, 1992, to give the reorganizatiorptogrity.*? The board of inquiry convened to look

into the change of command noted that when LCol Mathieu replaced LCol Morneault as Commanding
Officer of the CAR in October 1992, and the Regiment had been reduced to battalion status, " some of the
necessary follovon activity [had] not yet been completed, particularly in the areas of role, organization,
equipment and garrison accommodatigHt'also nded that the cumulative effect of Operation Python and
Operation Cordon over the same time frame as the reorganization and reduction of the Regiment would
necessitate a large stocktaking, and that the Regiment would face a daunting challenge to clean house after
its return from Operation Cordah.

What effect would this reorganization have on the capability of the Canadian Airborne Regiment to go to
Somalia? Opinion on this issue was divided. Some serilitary officers, including the Chief of the

Defence Staff (CDS), the Commander Land Force Command (LFC) and his deputy testified that the
restructuring was not so great as to prevent consideration of the CAR for selection. It appears that the
further up the chain of command one went, the less seriously the problem was régarded.

However, others of lower rank were much more critical. Col Holmes, the Commanding Officer of the CAR
before LCol Morneault &imed command, criticized the restructuring of the CAR. On the question of
whether the reorganization had impaired the ability of the Regiment to train for Somalia, he concluded:
"From a soldier's perspective | would suggest no; from an administrative perspective, | must question
whether the Regiment would be capable of undertaking the operztion.”

The plan for the transition, he said, was more long than short term. Although some expertise remained in th
Regiment as a result of the extensive training done for Operation Python, downsizing and the Active

Posting Season nonetheless meant that a considerable number of new soldiers as well as officers needed to
be brought up to the necessary level of expertise. The reorganization, in fact, extended into the fall.
Moreover, the CAR had to reorganize and retool itself for Operation Cordon and, since it went to Somalia
with armoured vehicles which were not part of the CAR's inventory, it hadequip again fothe

Operation Deliverance mission.

Col Holmes equated the process to thengineering of a mediwsized business: an organization with 750
people was being reduced to about 600 and the process was changing virtually every aspect within that
organization, including personnel, equipment, vehicles, and administthkienstated: "So there's a lot of
things in the equation here that in my view, contributed to the possibility of it being slightly of€®aiian

not more so22

When asked whether tasking the CAR for the Somalia mission had been a wise choice given the tremendous
changes in the organization, Col Holmes replied: "It would not have been my choice...it would have been
difficult for anyone to pick up the pieces and b e ready to go in that short of order, in my view. That's my

own personal opinion?

Col Joly, who in 1993 was Director of Imfy at Land Force Command Headquarters, also pointed to
deficiencies resulting from the downsizing. Given the various tasks assigned, the CAR had inadequate ready
resources to undertake the full range of expected missions, not only domestically but also internationally.
Consequently, some of the components needed to augment the CAR could not be adequately trained.
Moreover, it would be difficult to bring the components together in the time allowed for deploying ( a



sevenday response time). If committeddeploy without those resources, the CAR would have had serious
difficulty performing its tasks’

MGen (ret) Loomis, author of a recent book on the Somalia deployment, argues that the downsizing of the
CAR rendered the CAR ineffective as a functioning regiment. He maintains that the central problem with
the Regiment was that by the time it went to Somalia, "it was neither fish nor fowl, neither a brigade nor a
conventional Canadian infantry battalicf".

According to MGen (ret) Loomis, as long as the CAR was a-brigade, with three different mini

battalions under their own commanding officers, with its own attached airborne artillery battery, engineer
squadron and logistics unit under a regimental head quarters organized like a brigade headquarters, the
situation was tolerable. However, if constituted in this way, every unit would be grossly under strength. In
his view, when further reductions forcdwtCAR to be reorganized into an infantry battalion and partially
mechanized for Somalia, it should have been dispersed back to its parent regiments. This would have
ensured that the proper checks and balances of the regimental system were working.

FINDING

9 The restructuring changes that occurred within the CAR during -B29left the Regiment ll
prepared to undertake a mission. During restructuring, it was not functioning as a unit.

Cohesion

The capacity of soldiers to work together as a unit is highlgidgnt on structure. The infantry battalion
constitutes one of the most developed and reliable military structures. It features a chain of certireand
classic interrelationship between officers and NGQsd a place for every member of the unit.

Military analysts agree that cohesion is fundamental to the performance of an arfy emiers

continuously encourage and build unit cohesion, especially during training exercises. Cohesion is instilled
by emphasizing group loyalty and identification through ceremonies, common traditions, unique uniforms,
and distinct practices. When a unit is warned for an operation, a commanding officer must make an extra
effort to bring the unit together by providing a clear purpose for a unit's mission and by reinforcing through
training, unifying procedures, orders, tactics, and other operating methods. It is critical during this period to
demonstrate and exercise the formal leadership system or the authority ofithef cloanmand to establish
confidence in the leaders, and to eliminate questions about who is directing the unit in the field.

Any experienced officer asked to evaluate the cohesion of a unit would therefore look for evidence that
members of the unit at all levels understand the unit's mission; are performing their tasks according to
agreed standing operating procedures; and that orders and directions are flowing through the unit from top
to bottom in an efficient manner.

To determine the level of cohesiomthe CAR the following questions will be addressed. Was there a
sound standard of leadership? Was there an acceptable level of discipline? Did leaders and their
subordinates act together? Was there excessive turbulence ? Was the unit suitably trained?

Was There a Sound Standard of Leadership?

In this section, we summarize some of the findings illustrating the level of lead@mshie CAR and its
impact on cohesion. Strong leadership is associatéchigh levels of cohesiof.

Leadership problems were evident at all levels. Officers in the chain of command had lost confidence in
LCol Morneault and had him removed as Commanding Officer. The RSM, CWO Jardine, argued with LCol
Morneault about the readiness of the unit and openly contradicted his Commanding Officer in front of
warrant officers and sergeafifs.

LCol Morneault was not the only officerhwse ability as a leader was doubted by senior officers and
others. Testimony before us shows that senior officers and some senmymiissioned officers did not

trust Maj Seward or consider him fit for duty in Som&fi&Gen Beno remarked that he "would fire

Seward based on [his] observations and what [he] heard from Col MacDonald," who conducted Exercise
Stalwart Providenc&



Immediately before dearture for Somalia, the CAR exhibited undisciplined behaviour, including the

misuse of pyrotechnics, ammunition, and weapons, engaging iscaidi activities, and acting with

hostility towards superiors. This behaviour can be attributed, at least in part, to failures by the unit leaders.
Commanders and leaders were not only unable to maintain good order and discipline in the CAR, but were
also unable to resolve these problems satisfactorily before the CAR departed for Somalia. Even as late as
October 191992, BGen Beno complained to MGen MacKenzie that "the battalion has significant
unresolved leadership and discipline problems which | believe challenge the leadership of fRe unit."

Officers were not the only poor leaders in the CAR. In 2 Commando, in particular, mangmonssioned
officers were young, inexperienced, and demonstrated poor leadership. Two sergeants were found to be
unsuitable and returned to their parent units six months after #veypested to the CAR. Another failed to
report a soldier known to be involved in an unlawful activity. According to testimony, the RSM, CWO
Jardine, was not respected by some soldiers and some officers.

Indeed, leadership problems were so great that in late 1992, BGen Beno identified the deputy commanding
officer, the officer commanding 2 Commando, the officer commanding the Reconnaissance Platoon, and as
many as 12 NCOs as leadership risks whom heffieiuld not be deployed to Somalia. In his letter of

October 19, 1992, recommending the replacement of LCol Morneault, BGen Beno wrote that LCol
Morneault should be replaced "forthwith" because "for many reasons...including leadership and discipline
problems...the Canadian Airborne Regiment is not a steady unit at thi time.

FINDING

9 Significant problems at several levels of leadership undermined the cohesion of the CAR to the
point where the Regimentased to operate effectively.

Was There an Acceptable Level of Discipline in the CAR?

The CAR was experiencing signs of poor discipffhdespite the remedies suggested in the Hewson report.
This was particularly evident in 1 Commando (initiation rites) and 2 Commando (excessive aggressiveness,
defiance of authority). There were also troubling incidents in 3 Commando, Service Commando, and
Headquarters Commando, but nothing as remarkable as the others.

Thefactors that contributed to discipline problems included the quality of some junior officers and non
commissioned members (NCMSs); high turnover rates andfeunit taskings; mistrust and dislike among

some of the officers and NCMs; a tendency to downplay the significance of disciplinary infractions; and the
continuing capacity of CAR members to evade responsibility for disciplinary breaches.

In order to attain cohesion, a unit must demonstrate that it can function effectively in a disciplined fashion
by promoting recognized standards of conduct. As we indicated elsewhere, this was not the case in the
CAR.

FINDING

1 Lack of discipline was one of the reasons the CAR failed to reach a workable level of cohesion.

Did Leaders and Their Subordinates Act Together?

The command relationship between BGen Beno, Commander of the SSF, and LCol Morneault,
Commanding Officer of the CAR, deteriorated throughout the fall of 1992 to the extent that BGen Beno
eventually recommended the replacement of LCol Morneault.

Conflictsbetween senior officers seldom go unnoticed. Some staff members within both SSF HQ and CAR
HQ were aware of the differences of opinion between BGen Beno and LCol Morneault. This caused
additional stress between the two headquarters and was eptodective to a strong sense of cohesion.

Relations Between Officers and NCOs

Evidence of low unit cohesion in the CAR immediately prior to its deployment to Somalia was presented to
us by other witnesses as well. Among other indicators of poor relations anéookigsin the CAR, they



described a significant degree of tension an d distrust between some officers-aothntssioned
officers®

An officer's task is the command of a unit or-sutit. The officer is responsible for leading and for devising
plans to achieve the objectives for which the officer has been assigned. Those who lead must provide
inspiration to their soldiers and be responsible for their-luglthg. The officer is also responsible fortai
paperwork and administration of the officer's organization.

The NCO is responsible to the NCO's superior officer for thetakahay running of the platoon, for

discipline, for seeing that the troops are ready at the right place at the right time, with the correct equipment
to carry out the officer's plan. As the e yes and ears of the officer, the NCO is responsible for keeping
superiors informed of the morale, discipline, and weling of the soldiers and acts as an intermediary
between the lower ranksd superiors. The NCO is also responsible for seeing that the officer's policies and
commands are passed on down the ranks.

The team of officer and NCO should embody the ideal working relationship at every level of the
organization. The officeNCO relationship represents the nexus between the officers and the troops and the
quality of this relationship determines the overall success of the hierarchy. If the officer and NCO can work
together ceoperatively and transmit a positive impression to the s@died to those higher in the

hierarchy, there is much less stress on the structure.

The importance of NCOs was emphasized by senior Canadian officers who testified that because officers
pass through a unit more quickly than NCOs, the enforcement of discipline within a unit often rests on the
shoulders of the regimental sergearajor, sergeartsajor, warrant officers, sergeants, and master

corporals. These NCOs have a closer familiarity with the soldiers in the unit. If there is a strong regimental
sergeatimajor or a strong cadre of NCOs, leadership problems disappear or are minimized. If these leaders
are weak, however, problems will arise. Therefore, an important aspect of unit cohesion is the ability of
NCOs and officers to eoperate with and trust one another.

Many critical observations were made about the offid€O relationship within the CAR before its
deployment to Somalia. Maj Kampman of the Royal Canadian Dragoons observed that the more frequent
rotation of officers than of NCOs in the CAR madtieery difficult for officers to impose their control and

their command on their sulmits. Thus, almost by default, the senior NCOs became the old hands in the
unit to whom the soldiers looked for leadersKp.

Maj Seward, Officer Commanding of 2 Commando, observed a change in the composition of the Regiment
between his first tour with the CAR while it was at Canadian Forces Base (CFB) Edmonton, and his later
experience in the Regiment in 1992. Notabiyl 992, the soldiers did not have the infantry qualification

level courses that were available to soldiers in the 1970s and 1980s. There were also more privates than
corporals, and the soldiers were younger. This suggests the need for superidt NCOs.

The Regimental Sergeahtajor (RSM) was concerned that the authority of NCOs was being eroded. He
testified that he disagreed with the posting of two sergeants from 2 Commando. The RSM, CWO

Jardine, bééved that these NCOs were not accepted, and that there was pressure from above (Maj Seward)
and below (the junior ranks) to get rid of th&m.

CWO Jardine testified that he found it appalling that someone in authority had not known of or taken steps
to prevent the controversial hazing or initiation rites involving 1 Commando personnel in 1992, given that
orderly corporals, orderly sergeants, and the orderly officers within the CAR itself were on allitién

barrack blocks. CWO Jardine perceived a problem in the fact that the commando orderly sergeants living in
the quarters were actually master corporals and were fairly young. Because they s hared the same quarters,
they socialized with the soldiers: "You could be socializing with the soldiers at night and the next day you
would be out telling them what to do." According to CWO (ret) Jardine, the master corporals should have
been segregated from the corporal and private ranks.

As well, there were numerous instances of poor judgement and bad advice from senior NCMs. For example,
when Cpl Powers of 2 Commando first admitted to being responsible, at least in part, for the Kyrenia Club
incident, he was advised by his sergeant not t o come forward at that time. In CWO (ret) Jardine's view,
such advice was "totally wrong®.



Evidence of Distrust and Conflié?

The quest for excellence and the spirit of competition, when properly harnessed, are positive forces.
However, when they are uncontrolled and differences are allowed to fester, they can beprodaotgive.

In a cohesive unit, differences of opinion are quickly and diplomatically confronted and constructive
criticism is encouraged and issues resolved. In a unit lacking cohesion, these problems remain uncorrected
and can become divisive.

The level of distrust and conflict emerged clearly from tidence of the officers and na@mmissioned
members who appeared before us. In a unit it is not imperative that all individuals like each other, but they
must have mutual respect and trust. Unfortunately for the CAR, there was a significant level of distrust and
conflict between officers and NCOs. As a result, cohesion suffered gfeatly.

The examples offered in the preceding section represent only a small part of the overall picture of
dysfunctional intepersonal relationships within the CAR presented to us. The image of strained
relationships and conflicting views among so many of the officers and NCOs of the Regiment is striking,
particularly in light of the singularly weak response of the senior leadership to these problems in the days
leading up to the deployment to Somalia.

FINDINGS

1 There was a lack of cohesion among the officers anecoamrmissioned members of the GAR
leaders and their subordinates did not act together.

1 Generally, the failure t@eparate master corporals from the rest of the troops in barracks
weakened the NCO chain of authority.

1 The officerNCO cohesion within the Candian Airborne Regiment was weak. Conflict and distrust
existed among several officers and NCOs within the Regiment. This affected the proper
functioning of the chain of command.

Was the CAR Suitably Trained?

Our evidence shows that the missapecific training provided to the CAR for its tour of duty in Somalia
was poorly planned, poorly delivered and, in someaim=ts, clearly inadequafte.

Surprisingly, a systematic approach to the training of peacekeepers was almost totally absent in the CF.
Training on peacekeepifrglated matters was left to the ad hoc exigencies efigpboyment training.

Adding to this deficiency was the fact that the CAR received insufficient support and consideration from
NDHQ, Land Force Command Headquarters and Land Force Central Area Headquarters during its pre
deployment preparations.

Training is an important aspect of cohesion. It serves to instil the persoradsidience that individuals
need to do their job. Training builds trust by demonstrating the value of teamwork. Without proper training,
teamwork, and unit cohesion suffer.

FINDING

1 Problems encountered in training the CAR also served to lower the cohesion in the unit.

Was there Excessive Instability in the CAR?

In the days leading up to its deployment, the CAR was characterized by instability or turbulence, possibly
due toa high turnover rate of personnel in the unit. Instability results from postings in and out, the
movement of personnel from one position to another within the Regiment, and readjustments made when
individuals leave their positions to take career courses. Other reasons for turnover include high priority
taskings outside the unit, the need to augment training establishments, and the need to fin d individual
replacements for other peacekeeping missions. Typically, in peacetime, the number of personneisin a uni



well below the number required in times of war. Also, when preparing to embark on peacekeeping missions,
some reorganization is always necessary. As a result, there is always more work to do in a unit than there
are people to do it. Excessive turnover and less than adequate resources can cause breaks in the chain of
command and may adversely affect cohesion in a unit.

The Canadian Airborne Regiment not only experienced a change in leadership at the commanding officer
level but three of the four commam@®Cs were also changed.

Within 2 Commando itself, from 1990 to the summer of 1993, the commanding officer or officer
commanding changed six times and the sergeiur was changed four tim&sSimilarly, a considerable
turnover of the corporals and privates occurred in 1991 and a substantial turnover of officers and non
commissioned officers took place in 199Zhe CAR, which had just undergone a araiorganization,
was profoundly affected by the turnover in positions within 2 Commando.

Maj Seward testified that when he took over command in 1993, 2 Commando consisted of about 136
persons of all ranks, of whom about 50 per cent had changed during the Active Posting Season of 1992.
Most of the changes had occurred at the rank of private and corporal. Also, two of the three platoon
commanders had changed, although the platoon warrant officers H&d not.

FINDING

1 There was a substantial turnover of personnel within the Canadian Airborne Regiment during the
Active Posting Season of 1992. Such a rate of changeover was not unique to the Regiment itself,
but was nonetheless excessive and contributed to lowering the cohesion of the unit during the
period of preparation for Operation Deliverance.

Inherent Suitability

The selection of the Canadian Airborne Regiment also raises the issue of whether such units are inherently
suitable for peacekeeping or peanaking operation&!

A defence publication lists air mobility, quick reaction, flexibility and lightness of arms as characteristics
that set airborne forces apart from more conventional f&fces.

A former commander of the Airborne, LGen (ret) Foster, identified several other characteristics that are, in
his view, unique to an airborne regiment: a high state of readiness (available within 48 to 96 hours);
independence; ability to dramatically increase in size; an enhanced rank structure; maximization of fire
power; an exceptional fitness requirement among soldiers; and a direct line to the senior cofimander.

Despite this list of impressive qualities, LGen (ret) Foster conceded that generally speaking, the past
operations of the CAR had not required the specific characteristics he ha&'lideedenied, bwever, that

the CAR had been a regiment in search of a mission, one that could be considered a luxury. Instead, he
compared the CAR to an insurance policy, in that it was ready to go and waffecsie®

Paratroopers and the Constabulary Ethic

The question remains whether paratroops, as opposed to other infantry, are appropriate for peacekeeping or
peacemaking activities. Equally important, from the perspective of the Somalia operation, is ttiergoks
whether paratroopers believe themselves to be appropriate for such activities.

An American study conducted on the attitudes of paratroopers ashesgurs, presented data pointing to

a potential incompatibility between the parachutists' creed and what the study refers to as 'the constabulary
ethic'. The same study also indicated a greater potential for problems such as boredom among such troops
on peacekeeping missiofsThis conclusion is suppted by a 1990 examination of peacekeepers in the

Sinai which concluded that although paratroopers had served well as peacekeepers, a "significant minority"
had experienced attitudinal conflicts with the constabulary &thic.

Another American study published in 1985 suggested that the ability of paratroopers to adapt to
peacekeeping operations depended largely on the expectation of career enhancement. According to this
study, paratroopers who expressqgbaitive orientation toward a combat role and negative feelings about



undertaking a peacekeeping assignment, could nonetheless adapt to the relative passivity and boredom of
peacekeeping operations, provided such assignments were perceived to bentenmeeing®

The studies of American paratroopers suggest that many, albeit a minority, felt that peacekeeping could not
be effectively performed without the use of force; that peacekeeping did not remeiiel skills; and that
peacekeeping was not the kind of job that paratroopers should be called upon to do. Such soldiers were seen
as likely to question the appropriateness of a peacekeeping mission for their unit. Inasmuch as the CAR
trained regularly with its allied counterparts, it is possible that these attitudes may have influenced some
members of the CAR or that they may have had such attitudes quite independent of any outside influence. It
is the responsibility of leaders to see to the eliminatiosuch attitudes.

Mission-Specific Suitability

Missionspecific suitability simply means that the unit selected for a mission was chosen on an appropriate
selection basis and, when properly prepared for its mission, was capable of conducting the mission
successfully.

One factor cited as favouring the CAR's selection for Somalia was the Regiment's designation as Canada's
UN standby unit, and the high state of readiness that this designation implied. Many witnesses emphasized
the CAR's standby status as gandactor in its selectiof?

Gen (ret) de Chastelain, in response to criticism of the choice of the CAR for peacekeeping missions,
pointed out that the CAR had been the UN standby unit for more than 20 years and had done "exemplary
service in Cyprus during the Turkish landings in 1974". He added, "We should not apologize in any way for
the [CAR] being a UN force®® He was supported by LGen Reay, Comuer of Land Force Command,

Whogfaw the paratroop nature of the Regiment as an additional advantage in its selection as the UN standby
unit=

Policy for Selecting Peacekeeping Units

The instructions for designating a UN standby unit are found in the CDS's 1990 "Direction to Commanders
199096", and contain the CDS's personal and primary operational direction to the Canadian Forces. The
mission of Mobile Command was to maintain comtggtdy generapurpo® land forces to meet Canada's
defence commitments. Among Mobile Command's tasks was the need to contribute to land forces as
directed in support of international peacekeeping obligaffons.

According to NDHQ Instruction DCDS/85, in keeping with government policy to support peacekeeping
operations, the Canadian Forces was required to maintain at an advanced state of readiness, for deployment
anywhere in the world, a force designated "PK" standby unitpdsimg three components:

I acombat arms unit, configured as a light infantry battalion, including support weapons
detachments;

9 atactical air transport element; and

I acommunications element capable of providing communications for a bsgadtrce.

The view of the Canadian Forces in the late 1980s, it appears, was to deploy operational units on
peacekeeping duties. The Final Report on NDHQ Program Evaluation E2/90, PeaceXestpiad;

During the @Id War there was an apparent reluctance to reduce the effectiveness of formations

and units by removing components for peacekeeping duties. This concern was exacerbated by the
1970s when a number of Canadian peacekeeping contributions had come to comprise primarily
support personnel committed to leteym operations. In turn, the option was seen to lie in the

creation of ad hoc units and subhits for peacé&eeping, drawing on support trades from across

the CF. Recently, there has been a trend back toylaglcontributions drawn from a formed unit.
Sources stated that this was related to a number of factors: superior unit cohesion and performance;



the end of the Cold War; UN requests for a better balance of combat and support contributions;
and, usually, finite sknonth mandate¥.

The Quick-Deployment Issue

The capability to deploy quickly, in accordance with the status of a UN standby unit, was one of the factors
in the selection of the CAR for SormaliHowever, as matters developed, despite its status as a light infantry
unit specializing in deployment by parachute, there was nothing in the designation of the CAR as Canada's
UN standby unit that uniquely suited it for the Somalia mission.

Although, in theory, the CAR could have deployed within seven days, it was highly questionable whether it
was capable of conducting the mission in Somalia immediately after the dayeieployment period. LCol
Morneault testified that although the CAR could have alggd within the seveday period, its preparation

for the mission would have been less well done; thus, any declaration of operational readiness would have
been delayed until the unit was in thedfreGen (ret) Foster testified that peacekeeping missions often

took from weeks to months to be put in place, "So that's nott@é8to®-hour kind of business®

Ordinarily, the sevewlay notice period nant that the CAR would be basically equipped with the soldiers'
personal equipment and the weapon systems that they could carry into a mission area. However, the
Somalia deployment called for the kind of equipment that was suited to the work of a mechanized battalion.
Therefore, large quantities of equipment not normally belonging to the CAR had to be transferred to the
unit, packed into sea containers, and loaded onto ships. Also, members of the CAR had to be trained to a
new role as a mechanized unit. Asesult, the CAR could not possibly deploy within seven days for the
Somalia operation and, initially, 30 days' warning was given.

In our view, the lack of objective standards for declaring operational reatliardsa perceived rush to
deploy caused a premature declaration of operational readiness of the CAR.

The CAR had major defects that hindered its operational readiness. It was in the midsidaiental
reorganization in addition to a change in its concept of operation. The reorganization had been taking place
for some time but all the issues involving the new organization had not been resolved. Although primarily
trained as an airborne light infantry battalion, it was expected to operate in Somalia as a mechanized
infantry battalion, a considerably different concept.

The difficulty in making this adjustment was seriously downplayed. Only rudimentary training had been
completed, and then, onfif the section and platoon levels. The cohesion necessary to employ the
commandos in support of each other and the integration of the infantry and armoured resources were never
exercised. Had the CAR been forced to deploy as a battle group or combat team (believed to have been a
distinct possibility prior to their departure from Canada), it would have done so without the benefit of any
familiarization training or common standing operating procedures. Also, the logistics concept needed to
support the operatnal concept was neither practised nor tested.

FINDING

1 By any realistic standard, the CAR was neither sufficiently cohesive nor operationally ready to
take part in operations in Somalia.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has discussed two significant aspects of military operations: suitability and cohesion.

To be suitable for any type of deployment, a unit must meet certain conditions, be properly formed, have
properly assigned missions and tasks, and be adequately manned. We have found that the CAR was not a
propety formed infantry battalion because it was beset by organizational stresses and limitations of a kind
that should not have been placed on an infantry battalion. In addition, compounding the CAR's difficulties
was the fact that the CAR was not properly manned because due care and consideration were not taken in
selecting many of the key personnel, especially the leaders.



To possess the cohesion necessary for deployment to Somalia, the CAR had to meet certain conditions: it
had to possess sound leadershig exercise acceptable discipline; it also had to have leaders and
subordinates act in concert. This could only occur with proper training and relative stability in the ranks.

We found significant leadership failings, at several levels, which were serious enough to weaken the
cohesion of the CAR to the point that it ceased to operate effectively. In this regard, there was less than an
acceptable level of discipline which, in turn, reduced the level of cohesion in the CAR. The leaders and
their subordinatesafled to act in unison and, in many cases, were in conflict. These shortcomings also
served to reduce the level of cohesion within the CAR.

Although, in theory, the CAR was inherently suitable for the mission to Somalia, its actual state of
leadership, discipline, and unit cohesion rendered it unfit for any operation in the fall of 1992.

From a missiorspecific perspective the CAR had been improperly prepared and inadequately trained for its
mission, and by any reasonable standard, it was not operatiozedly for employment on Operation
Deliverance.

Although the CAR may have been suitable for its mission by virtue of the fact it was a major combat arms
unit, its dysfunctional organization, poor cohesion and low mission suitability rendered it unsuitable for
deployment to Somalia.
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PERSONNEL SELECTION AND SCREENING

The key question in assessing the adequacy of the selection and screening of personnel for the Somalia
deployment is whether the system, and those who operated it, took unacceptableitlstsknowingly or
negligently-- in the manning of the Canadian Airborne Regiment (CAR) (which made up more than 70 per
cent of the Canadian Forces personnel who served in Somalia) dadiding which members of that unit

were suitable to participate in that mission. In answering the question, we must consider these processes in
their proper context.

The public should be entitled to assume that members of our standing, professional armed forces who are
employed in line units of the Regular Force, and who are available and eligible for peace operations, are
sound and reliable individualseven in the absence of significant{mnéssion screening. As discussed in

Chapter 8, the Canadiamf€es (CF) has a comprehensive and highly structured system for selecting,

training and employing its members. While career progression and prospects differ, the path is the same for
all members of a given military occupation. This standardization does permit a certain amount of faith that
members of the forces are reliable, suitable and competent to perform their duties. However, such faith must
not be blind; and those within the system must not allow themselves to become complacent, regardless of
how higHy developed it is.

Chapter 8 revealed certain gaps and limitations in the screening of CF recruits. Persons with potential for
criminal and antsocial behaviour can and do slip into the system and, once inside, may even thrive for a
time on some aspects of military life. Unlike the case in most police forces, a criminal record is not a bar to
enrolment in the CF and individual recruitment centres have considerable discretion in assessing the
significance of past criminal convictions. There are, more®ignjficant restrictions on the uses that can

be made offoung Offenders Acbnvictions in the recruit screening procésdso, unlike applicants to

many police forces, CF recruits are not normally subject to psychological stability testing and asSessment.
Finally, information obtained during the security clearance process can be used only for that purpose and
not for other adminisative, disciplinary, or investigative purposes.

Further, in terms of postnrolment, there are widespread reservations within the CF about key aspects of
the career management system, such as the fairness and effectiveness of the performance evaluation
reporting system; the accountability of National Defence Headquarters career managers; and general
perceptions that career management in the CF appears often to be more preoccupied with icalisetua
development than with operational imperatives.

This raises the pervasive and vexing problem of careerism. Careerism is the phenomenon whereby the
individual's need or desire for career advancement in an institution takes precedence over the needs of the
mission or the welbeing and effectiveness of the institution. Careerism is inconsistent with the

performance of duty in pursuit of the needs of the service. It is a problem thatasngans unique to the
military. Nonetheless, the military, more than other institutions in society, has as part of its atiths

indeed, part of its raison d'étrethe notion of sacrificing personal interest for the common good. Even

more to the point, it is the military, more than almost any other institution, that prides itself on translating
this ideal into practice. So we consider it appropriate, and indeed incumbent upon us, to comment on this
phenomenon.

The precepts of careerism seem to haa@ime entrenched in the attitudes of many members of the CF.

This is particularly noteworthy in the upper echelons, where some senior officers have tended to hitch their
stars to selected superiors, cultivated their performance to the personal standards of their bosses, and
rationalized their actions and sometimes their sense of values, particularly loyaltythe basis of their
understanding of their bosses' imperatives. As discussed in Chapter 15 on leadership, this has had the effect
of shifting indvidual senior officers to the transactional form of leadership, trading institutionally required
gualities of transformational leadership for unduly loyal performance to the standards of their superiors.

It is only human, of course, for people to be concerned with the development and progress of their careers
or for mentors to be concerned with the promotion of their protégés. Moreover, it is entirely appropriate for
an institution to take an interest in the development andhegllg of its employeefcluding the

meaningful development of their careers with that institution. This is important not only for employee



morale, but also in ensuring that talent and potential are fully exploited or, at least, not squandered. In the
case of the military, the further dimension of this obligation rests on the concept that individuals are
encouraged to forgo seliterest in favour of the group in the understanding that the group will look after
them. Attention to rational career development therefore servesnistithtional and personal interests.

Indeed, the attention paid to personal and career development by the Canadian Forces is to some extent a
worthy example for other employers and institutions. But to the extent that such concerns find systemic
expression in the institution, it must be clear at all times that the interests of the institution come first and
that considerations of individual career development are legitimate only to the extent that they coincide with
the needs of the institution.

Unfortunately, we have seen strong evidence of careerism creeping into and distorting the integrity of the
personnel system as well as other crucial systems of accountability. Potential candidates for important jobs
in various units were excluded from consideration if they were likely to be promoted during the normal term
of such a postingln selecting someone to fill a key sumit command position in the Canadian Airborne
Regiment in the summer befale Somalia mission, the most desirable candidate was sent on course by his
parent regiment rather than to the CAR. The career manager and the member's regiment believed that a tour
with the CAR at that time would delay the member's career advanc&martother case, a platoon

commander in the CAR was allowed to continue with a course in the United States during critical pre
deployment training in the fall of 1992, leaving the platoon irhéeds of the secorid-command.

It is bad enough when line units take a back seat to the needs and preferences of individual candidates and
their mentors and proxies. But careerism also contributed to a performance appraisal system that was overly
reluctant to criticize and to record instances of shortcomings. It led to the downplaying of misconduct by
subordinates and reluctance to take appropriate remedial measures in some cases. Attigseroist)

inspired the coveup, or attempted coverp, of serious incidents of negligent, and even criminal,

misconduct.

So, while the phenomenon of careerism is often associated with the personnel and career development
system, both its roots and its implications extend much further, with the potential to threaten all aspects of
the institution.

In addition to these systemic gaps and shortcomings, the CF personnel system is subject to a variety of
constraints that affect its capacity to screen and tselembers rigorously. First, recruitment and promotion

in the military are a response to organizational and operational imperatives as well as to the relative merit of
individuals® Vacancies in the authorized establishment must be filled. Second, in the appointments process,
the best candidates for the job may not always be available. They may require further education, training, or
work in a different position for their longrm career developent.

And although the needs of the service are supposed to take precedence over individual career deVelopment,
those institutional needs have both a lamgl a shorterm dimension to them. After all, it is in the interests

of the CF that members with superior potential progress more rapidly so that their talents can be put to
optimum use. Paradoxically, then, the more members excel in particular jobs, the more they will ultimately
be needed séwhere. The chain of command is responsible for establishing the proper balance between
shortand longterm needs, always recognizing the primacy of operational readiness and effectf/eness.

Third, the military is subject to federal laws governing human rights and privacy which tend to restrict the
potential intrusiveness of the military in vetting its membéRinally, concerngbout morale within the

military also serve to restrain any impulse to overly aggressive screening and monitoring of CF personnel.

Recognizing these limitations, all members of the chain of command with personnel responsibilities must be
vigilant and conscientious in discharging these responsibilities, including responding to lapses in discipline
and professionalism by their subordinates. The personnel system is only as good as those who operate it. If
those with personneklated responsibilities simplylyeon the other components of the system, or are
otherwise lax in performing their duties, problems will inevitably develop and recur.

This is not to say, however, that the CF should be looking to get rid of members at the first sign of
difficulty. The CF should continue to be, as some witnesses described it, "a rehabilitative institution".
However, operational effectiveness and good order and discipline must be the priority, and the CF
peronnel system is not, and never will be, a substitute for diligence on the part of supervisors and



commanders at all levels in discharging the full range of their personnel responsibilities. These include
getting to know their subordinatestheir strengths and weaknesses; taking or recommending appropriate
disciplinary or administrative action, or informal forms of counselling and guidance; conscientious and
candid performance evaluation reporting; and recommending and appointing only the best available
candidate for the job, based on appropriate criteria.

Thus the adequacy of the selection and screening of personnel for the Somalia deployment depended on the
effectiveness of both the personnel system itself and the actions and decisions of individuals at all levels of
the chain of command who were operating and overseeing that system.

We turn now to the particular processes used to select and screen personnel for the Somalia mission,
including posting to the Canadian Airborne Regiment, andlpptoyment seening.

MANNING OF THE CANADIAN AIRBORNE REGIMENT

As indicated in Chapter 8, very few participants in an operation like the Somalia deployment are selected
individually for that mission. The Force commander is the notable exception. Most other personnel are
deployed because their unit is selected and dispatched by the national chain of command. Thus, in the case
of the Somalia deployment, the quality of personnel selection for service in the Canadian Airborne

Regiment was obviously crucial to the succdssubsequent screening for the mission itself. It is to this

aspect of the question that we turn first.

Selection Criteria for the Canadian Airborne Regiment

Apart from being parachutgualified and volunteering for airborne duty, there were no formal standards for
posting to the CAR. There was, however, a widely shared perception of the attributes considered desirable
for Airborne personnel. It had long been recognized in Land Force Command (LFC) that the CAR had a
special need for physically fit, expered, and mature soldiers at all levels of the organizatioon
commissioned members, the junior leadership ranks, and the commando and regimental leadership alike.
Yet these criteria were never formalized. What informal criteria there were and the rationale for them are
discussed in more detail below.

The Special Challenge of Selecting Airborne Soldiers

Airborne forces, characteristically, need to be at a higher state of readiness taaoore troops. They

need to be ready for action within 48 1 Bours, and they are intended to be employed in areas where other
ground forces do not have access and tend to operate #intégbity situations on their own resources for
short periods? These employment characteristics were reflected in the concept of operations for the CAR.
The unit's conceived role included being ready for rapid deployment anywhere in Canada and being
Canada's standby unit to conduct UN operations on short fbtice.

As a result of this concept of operations and the demands of parachuting, there was generally a higher
physical fithess requirement for Airborne soldi€rBecause of these physical demands, service in the CAR
was voluntary? Naturally, an applicant for service in the CAR had to be parachusdified, or had to be
willin g to become sb&'

Given the CAR's planned operational role and the physical demands on its members, it was also generally
recognized that Airborne soldiers needed to be somewhat more aggressive than othet*®idiassone

CF behavioural scientist wrote in a 1984 study, there is an implicit risk of inappropriate behaviour in an
organization that selects for aggressiveness:

...itmay be extremely difficult to make fine distinctions between those individuals who can be
counted upon to act in an appropriately aggressive way and those likely at some time to display
inappropriate aggression. To some extent, the risk of erring on the side of excess may be a
necessary one in an organization whose existence is premised on the instrumental value of
aggression and violenée.

Land Force Command was aware of the special chabengeelecting personnel for the Canadian Airborne
Regiment well before the Somalia missf8hey knew that particular care had to be taken to ensure that



experienced and mature personnel were appointed to the-Gad¢Ruding junior and senior leaders who
could manage the natural enthusiasm and aggressiveness of Airborne $bldiers.

Informal Selection Criteria for Junior Ranks

It was widely acknowledged that soldiers should be posted to the CAR only after they had had the chance to
adjust fully to military life through service with a regular infantry battalion after battle séhbé

Hewson study of 1985 found that, with the benefit of this prior experience, juniaramemissioned

members (NCMs) exhibited better sdibcipline during their Airborne service and were less apt to be led
astray by misguided informal Idarship or peer group pressété.and Force Command leadership at the
time agreed with these recommendations and reiterated to the feeder regiments the Canadian Airborne
Regiment's special need for mature foommissioned members who had one to two years' experience in a
regular infantry battalion, as well as abeaxeerage performance and excellent physical condition. However,
it was consciously decided at that time not to insist on the mptication of these criteria, for fear of

being unable to keep the CAR at its required 90 per cent strength asraddgiess unit, bearing in mind

the voluntary nature of service with the Reginfént.

Informal Selection Criteria for Leadership Positions and Impact of the
1992 Restructuring

It was also well understood that particularly strong leaders were needed to command Airborné?Soldiers.

For the regimental commander's position, there was the additional challenge of commanding personnel from
different regiments and being able to bring them together to function as a cohes¥@h@iCAR's

brigade commander observed in the fall of 1992 that the Canadian Airborne Regiment "is the hardest unit to
command.?’ Hence, it was considered desirable that the cantfer of the CAR be an experienced unit
commandef® In addition, the need for aboaverage, mature and conscientious-nommissioned officers
(NCOs) and junior officers to temper the enthusiasm of Airborne soldiers was recognized several years
before the Somalia deployméft.

When the CAR was restructured in 1992 and downgraded to a status equivalent to that of a battalion, the
position of regimental commander went from being afgostmand appointment in the rank of colonel to a
regular unit command in the rank of lieuteraatonel. In other words, before the appointment of LCol
Morneault in 1992, commanders of the CAR would have had previous battalion command experience with
their parent regiments before commanding the CAR. But even though the unit Commanding Officer (CO)
position was being reduced from colonel to lieutercahdbnel, there was some debate about whether it
shouldbecome a first command or should continue as aqmsmand appointmert.

Normally, a candidate for battalion command would have completed the Canadian Land Force Command
and Staff College course as well as the CF Command and Staff College course. Officers are selected to
attend command and staff college while in the rank of major. They are selected in one of two ways: from the
top half of the merit list for majors, or by the chain of commamahédiately following their tour as a sub

unit commander on the basis of superior or outstanding performance as assessed in their performance
evaluation reports and by their regiments. They should also have commanded a rifle company and would
normally have served in a series of staff appointments at various levels of Land Force Cémmand.

In the absence of official selection criteria for the position of commanding officer of the CAR, the NDHQ
career manager for lieutenaadlonels in 1992, Col Arp, developed some unofficial criteria. According to
these criteria, the successful candidate would be at the lievmsianel rank (having been appointed to

that rank within the last five years) in the combat arms, preferably infantry; would have prior successful
command at the company level; would be at least functionally bilingual (since a third of the unit was drawn
from the predominantly Francophone Royaf R2giment); would have a desire to commamdild have
previous Airborne experience, preferably including an operational deployment; would have completed a
range of combat and command courses (much of which would be implicit in achieving the rank of
lieutenantcolonel); would have good potential for subsequent promotion; would be recommended by the
relevangzregimental council; and, ideally, would have previous command experience as a lieutenant
colonel=



Another consequence of downgnaglithe CAR to battalion status was that commanders of the CAR
commandos went from being more senior majevgith at least five to seven years in rank, with previous
command experience in that rank (usually command of a rifle company in an infantry battalion), and who
had commanding officer statusto being more junior majors in their first command role in that Fank.

Aside from losing the greater disciplinary powers of a commanding offfeedrop in the status of the
appointment implied different qualifications and different assumptions about the command potential of the
appointee. The incumbent went from being someone with previous company command experience as a
major, and often senior officer education at the CF Command and Staff College, to being a junior major
without senior officer training and without necessarily having commanded at thmisiével>* According

to Col(ret) Joly, a former director of infantry and former regimental colonel of the Princess Patricia's
Canadian Light Infantry, it is at the level of captain and especially major where "it becomes apparent who
the best people are" and who should rise to command companies, battalions, and brigades. Hence, the 1992
reorganization of the CAR meant that command of the Canadian Airborne Regiment commandos went from
being a job for senior majors with definite potential for higher commarudbeing a proving ground for

majors.

The Selection Process

The CAR was composed essentially of personnel posted from the three regular infantry regiments: The
Royal Canadian Regiment (RCR), the Princess Patricia's Canadian Light Infantry (PPCLI) and the Royal
22 Régiment (R2R). While some CAR members remained for several years, personnel were posted to the
CAR with the expectation that they would return to their parent regirfieéismbers had a career

affiliation with their parent regiment, rather than with the CAR. This feature of service with the CAR was
underscored by the fact that, since the late 1970s, the three line commandos of the CAR were manned
strictly on the basis of regimental affiliation: 1 Commando by thelR22 Commando by the PPCLI, and 3
Commando by The RCR.

The effect of this arrangement was that the parent regiméaise® an oversight and advisory role for
promotions and appointments in the Canadian Airborne Regi#8nt.for example, in the case of the
appointment of the commander of 2 Commando, the appointee would be from the PPCLI and that
regiment's representative, usually the regimental colonel, would consult with the career manager and the
branch adviser and make the recommendation to Land Force Command Headquarters, subject to any
objections by th CAR commandef

In the case of appointing the CAR commander, all three regimental councils would be asked for
recommendations. The deputy commander of Land Force Command would meet with the three regimental
colonels, and they would select the CAR commanding officer, subject to the approval of the Commander
Land Force Commartl.Generally, an attempt was made to rotate the appeiritamong the three parent
regiments, although this was by no means strictly obséfved.

Another distinctive practice was the-salled 'Airborne Offer' promotion. Since service in the Canadian
Airborne Regiment was voluntary, it was sometimes necessary to allow a member to be promoted earlier
than would otherwise be the case, to ensure that all positions in the CAR were filled at the appropriate rank
levels*? Land Force Command policy limited a member to one such promotion in a €areer.

Selection of NCMs for the CAR was an informal process within the parent regiments, involving infantry
battalion COs and regimental career managesch battalion kept a list of those applying for parachute
training and Airborne servicg Although service with the CAR was voluntary, the parent regiment chain of
command suggested it to an individual if they deemed it approftiate.

CWO Cooke, who served as NCM career manager for the PPCLI from 1991 to 1994, testified about the
process for selecting soldiers for service in the Canadian Airborne Rediriénysical fitness and job
performancavere said to be the main selection critéfiRegimental merit lists were consulted, and

candidates had to pass a physical training test. Ideally, the candidate would have at least 18 months' service
in the parent regiment before applying to the CAR. Candidates would also be expected to have completed a
primary combat function course and a specialty qualification, such as reconnaissance patrol or mortar. An
applicant's conduct was said to héen a factor in selection. According to CWO Cooke, if members

selected for parachute training subsequently experienced disciplinary or administrative problems, they



would be removed from the unit's list for Canadian Airborne Regiment séiibe. most significant
selection factor was the recommendation of the company commander and the companymseige&nt
However, the battain CO made the final recommendatin.

Postings of personnel from the parent regiments to the CAR were finalized at the annual infantry NCM

merit boards. The boards were composed of all the battalion COs and regimental serggarits the

three regiments, who met to decide on promotions and extensions of service contracts. During these
proceedings, participants met separately by regiment and conducted regimental business, including deciding
on postings to the CAR

The CAR commander always had the authority to return members to their original units if they did not
measure up, but this was not done often. Essentially, the CAR had to trust the parent regiments to send the
right people®

Tour lengths in the CAR varied, but generally the more junior ranks stayed for longer periods. The normal
tour for an officer was twio three years; for senior NCOs it was generally two to four years. However,
members could stay with the CAR indefinitely if they were willing to continue to volunteer for Airborne
service?® Some NCOs did stay for many years. There was evidence, however, that this was often not a
positive phenomenon for either the individuals or the CAR. It was felt to limit individuals' experience,
perspective, and career advancement unduly and to creataté¢iniad for inappropriate situations of

informal leadershig?

Adequacy of the Manning of the Canadian Airborne Regiment at the
time of the Somalia Deployment

We heard detailed evidence on the selection of particular individuals for key positions in the CAR in
19922 This was a critical year for the Canadian Airborne Regiment in two ways. First, the Regiment was
being reorganizeddm a regiment to a battalion. This had implications for how the unit functioned, both
operationally and administrativel Second, as we have seen, the reorganization had implications for the
level of experience required of those occupying the key command positadhthis at a time when the

CAR would be deployed on its first UN mission in several y&ars.

Evidence presented foge us called into question the suitability or relative quality of a number of personnel
selections for the CAR. In reviewing this evidence, it is not our purpose to criticize the individuals in
guestion but to evaluate the process for manning the CAR, including the actions and decisions of those
responsible for that process.

Evidence of Problems with the Process

At times, the personnel system seemed to rely blindly and bureaucratically on formal appraisals and was not
responsive to other sources of raevinformation that were often more revealing. A key tool in selecting

CF personnel for promotions and appointments, the annual performance evaluation report, was known to
downplay a member's weaknesse¥et they were heavily relied on, while informal yet often more candid
comments were often ignored or rejected. For example, while LCol Morneault was given a 'superior' rating
in 199192 as the Deputy Commander of the CAR by his superiorHGlIohes, the latter nonetheless had
reservations about LCol Morneault's suitability to succeed him as Airborne ComriiaAdeording to Col

Holmes, the jobs of commander and deputy commander were different and required different $trengths.

He and the Brigade Commander at the time, BGen Crabbe, made their concerns known to Land Force
Command? But MGen Reay and LGen Gervais preferred to rely on the career manager's assessment of the
personnel records and the discretion of the regimental senate of tfie®R@2La Régie, which had

nominated LCol Morneault for the job in the first place. By the same token, criticisms of the proposed
selection of Maj Seward as Officer Commanding (OC) 2 Commando from his predecessor, Maj Davies,
were ignored by the career managed not forwarded to the chain of comm&h8imilarly, Maj Seward

failed to heed a warning about Cpl Matchee when selecting him for a master corporal appointment just
before the deploymefi.In the case of Capt Rainville, his personnel files contained no references to la
Citadelle or Gagetown incidents (see Chapter 18, Discipline), even though his Brigade Commander had
recommende that his letter about the matter be placed on Capt Rainville® file.



Although 'the best person for the job' was supposed to be the prevailing ethic in CF appoitments
particularly for key posts, such as battalion and company commaradeariety of extrinsic factors were
allowed to influence the process.

At times, career management plans for individuals were permitted to take precedence over the needs of a
key combat arms unit like tH@AR. As we have seen, candidates likely to be promoted during the normal

term of a posting were excluded from consideratfamd the preferred candidate for appointment as

officer commanding 2 Commando was sent on a course instead of to the CAR in 1992. The career manager
and the member's regiment thought that a tour with the CAR at that time would delay the member's career
advancemerfg

More arbitrary administrative imperatives were also allowed to distort the selection process. For example,
NDHQ refused to allow any exceptions to its decision not to promote any infantry captains in 1992. For the
CAR, this resulted in two contenders for the 2 Commando OC job being dropped from further consideration
-- one of whom was particularly highly regard&d.

Even completely irrelevant factors, such as inégimental and nati@h politics, were sometimes allowed

to influence key appointment decisions. It was precisely these factors that resulted in the selection of LCol
Mathieu over two other candidatéhoth of whom had already commanded battalions successfully with
their parent regiments,while LCol Mathieu had no¥ It was decided by thCommander Land Force
Command, LGen Gervais, that the Royal R2giment should be given a chance to redeem itself following
the relief of LCol Morneaul€ It was also considered desirable to avoid a perceived slight to thR B22

that particular time because of the impending referendum on the Charlottetown Zosmakzingly,
considerations of this type were allowed to cargydhay even though the CAR was a few weeks away from

its first UN mission in several years and the Land Force chain of command was aware of problems in the
unit that had contributed to the highly unusual step of relieving the Commanding Officer of his command.

In selecting personnel for key leadership positions in the CAR, the chain of command showed considerable
deference to the judgement of the regimental councils of the parent regimestsbddes are outside the

chain of command and are not accountable for their personnel selections. Yet, a career manager testified
that the recommendations of regimental councils were practically decisive in matters of personnel
appointments. While regiments normally have to live with the results of a poor éheie this constraint

did not apply to external postings, such as those to the CAR. One might have expected that this would make
the chain of command more inclined to review and seeaguneks the regiments' nominations for the CAR.

But this was not the case.

The PPCLI knew that Maj Seward was not the best choice to lead 2 Comfd@ih@éoCommander of the
CAR at the time, Col Holmes, also felt that the PPCLI could have done better in th&tRuatsathen told
that PPCLI would not put forward any more nominees,aines refrained from pressing the matter
further, as he could have dofféelhe Commander and Deputy Commander of LFC, LGen Gervais and
MGen Reay, were similarly disinclined to go beyond the RoyaR&giment's nominations for
commanding officer of the CAR in 1992This was in the face of actual concerns expressed by the
outgoing CAR and Special Service Force (SSF) commandérsesipect to LCol Morneadfit.
Furthermore, after LCol Morneault was relieved, the new nominee of tHiRR220l Mathieu, was
accepted immediately even though he had not previously been selected to command one of its own
battalions-- in contrast with the nominees of the PPCLI and The BCR.

Even when the NDHQ career manager, Col Arp, asked for more nominees from fRealR2@qustions
had been raised in the LFC chain of command about LCol Morneault, the president of ReB%én
Zuliani, simply reconfirmed LCol Morneault's nomination and did not attempt to provide alternative
candidate§®

Furthermore, before the Somalia deployment, there were no official Land Force Command criteria for the
key positions of commanding officer of the CAR and the officers commanding the commabepsnd

the most obvious, such asldling the right rank and being parachaiealified® What unofficial criteria

there were would be waived to accommodate regimental nominees. Neither LCol Morneault nor LCol
Mathieu had previously commanded a battalion, even though this experience was desirable in a CAR
commandef? Likewise, Maj Seward had not previously commanded a rifle comBarst, in all these



cases, other candidates who had the desired attributes were available, or could have been mad¥ available.
In this context, it is worth noting that the CAR was the CF standby unit for rapid response and UN
operation® and that combat arms unit commands (such as command of the CAR) were supposed to be
among the CF's top staffing pritieis, second only to UN force commaridls.

Another weakness in the personnel system was the manner in which the Delegated Authority Promotion
System (DAPS) was applied to the CAR\s described in Chapter 8, the DAPS allowed Land Force
Command combat arms units to promote soldiers to master corporal who did not have the minimum
prescribed time in rank but were otherwise qualifiecttierappointmerit: Master corporal is an important
appointment, representing the first level of leadership in th& &fd NDHQ would authorize a DAPS only
where the normal promotion system could not produce a sufficient number oftBatthe CAR had a
practice of using the DAPS to avoid posting in master corpbiatsthe parent regiments, thus allowing

the unit to reward good performance among soldiers already serving in th& OARrtunately, because

of the CAR's policy of manning commandos along the lines of parent regiment affiliation, this practice
significantly reduced the selection base (from battalion to company). This in turn greatly increased the risk
of promoting to a junior leadership position soldiers who had insufficient experienceatunityrand who
would be overly familiar with their subordinafés- precisely the opposite of what the CAR needed, as
indicated in the Hewson repdft.

Cpl Matchee was appointed to master corporal through the DAPS on November 3% H89%&aceived

this promotion even though he had participated in the Algonquin Peideirt of October 3, 199%:he was
removed from a section at the request of the sergeant commanding that section just before deployment
because his behaviour and attitude were disruptimad his platoon warrant officer and platoon

commander objected to the appointment because of concerns about his attitude and d@pline.

Matchee's platoon second in command even recommended to the Platoon Commander, Capt Sox, and the
Company Sergeaiajor for 2 Commando, MWO Mills- and through them to Maj Sewardthat Cpl

Matchee be left behind during the forthcoming deployment to Sofalia.

Evidence of Problems with CAR Personnel

Land Force Command long knew of the special need for mature and experienced soldiers and leaders in the
CAR, and the Hewson repayt 1985 provided an explicit and detailed reminder to LFC of these needs. The
chain of command also knew that the CAR depended on the three regular infantry regiments to meet these
needs by sharing their best persoffi@ind that this situation created at least the potential for a conflict of
interest, since the regiments had an obvious interest in keeping as many of their better soldiers and officers
as possiblé® Further, the 19992 reorganization meant that for the first time, key leadership positions in

the CAR would be open to persons who had not already been selected for equivalent positions in their
parent regiments.

Despite these warnings and signals, and although the CAR had been designated as Canada's standby unit for
emergency UN operations, key figures in the LFC chain of command would later concede that insufficient
care had been taken in selecting personnel foAitorne Regiment®*

There was evidence of persistent suspicions that the parent infantry regiments deliberately sent less than
their best personnel to the Airborne Regiment, or sent those they found too aggfeéBsivexample,

despite the excessive actions of Capt Rainville during exercises while he was serving wittffhsR22
1991-92- actions that the chain of command ddesed inappropriate at the timehe was posted to the

CAR in 1992. The CAR was not even informed of these incidents until Capt Rainville had been with the
unit for a few month$%® To give another example, Pte E.K. Brown apparently got drunk and broke a
window in his barracks in Calgary on the eve of his departure for PetaWawhile appropriate officials

in 2 Commando were ade aware of this, it certainly did not delay his new posifigloreover, in the case

of Cpl Matt McKay, given that the DND's Special Investigation Unit had information about his activities in
1990 and that a photograph of him giving a Nazi salute had been published in a Winnipeg new8paper,
together with the fat that his platoon commander in the PPCLI had counselled him about his association
with such organizations? it is likely that his parent unit was aware of his involvement with racist groups
when they posted him to the CAR.



According to CWO Jardine, regimental sergemajor at the time, an official from the PPCLI with whom

he spoke in the early 1990s suggested that they made a point of not sending their best soldiers to the
Airborne*2 Moreover, there was evidence that at least one of the parent regiments was reluctant to take
back norcommissioned officers who had been with the CAR for a number of years when this was

suggested by the CAR commander and the regimental sergaport

Maj Seward alleged that the previous commander of 2 Commando had deliberately sought inferior NCOs
from the PPCLI for the Airbornetachieve a better distribution of performance evaluation report (PER)
ratings among senior NCOs in 2 Commantfo.

Although he testified that he felt that the screening of soldiers from th&RR&# generally adequate, the
Officer Commanding 1 Commando in 1993, Maj Pommet, indicated that, on at least one occasion during
his tenure, a soldier was sent to 1 Commando while on counselling and probation. This is contrary to CF
regulations. Maj Bmmet sent the soldier back to his original &Hit.

Also in contrast to the spirit of the Hewson report, there was evidence that the parent regiments would often
try to use the CAR as a training ground for NCOs. If an NCO did well, he would sometimes be called back
and replaced by someone less experieftddCol (ret) Mathieu testified that he felt that the battalions of

the paent regiments would sometimes use the CAR as a "training centre" for soldiers presenting discipline
problems in garrisoft’

Whether the Airborne was used as a dumping ground for problem personnel or not, it is clear that the parent
regiments did not always send the right people to the CAR. Moreover, at least in the case of the PPCLI, a
number of key people in the LFC chain of command and in the parent regiments were aware of this in the
periodleading up to the Somalia deploymétit.

Despite the Hewson report's emphasis on the CAR's particular need for mature and experienced personnel, a
number of witnesses indicated that, at least in the early 1990s, the Airborne was receiving too many soldiers
-- both NCMs and NCOs who were younger and less experienced than had formerly been tH& démie.
Seward, (the OC in 2 @amando in 19983) for example, noticed a much greater proportion of privates
among the NCM ranks when he took over 2 Commando in the summer of 1992, than during his previous
tour in the late 1970%¥° Moreover, some soldiers were still being sent to the CAR fresh from regimental

battle school, even though this was generally considered undesifable.

In particular, the calibre ghe selections from the PPCLI in the late 1980s and early 1990s seemed to
decline*® Correspondingly, 2 Commandewhich consisted entirely of members from the PPClas
experiencing discipline problems throughout this period. Key personnel in the CAR, the PPCLI, and the

LFC chain of command were aware of this, or came to be aware of it at som&{espite the efforts of

2 Commando's Company SergedMdjor, MWO Mills, to reassert discipline in the suhit during the

previous year, Maj Seward conceded that 2 Commando definitely had more than its share of discipline
problems in 1998312 Personnel of that commando generated more charges and administrative action,

both at CFB Petawawa and in Somalia, than any otheusitilof the CAR® Moreovet it was

predominantly 2 Commando members who were the subjects of generalmartitd arising from events

in theatre.

Nor were the problems confined to the junior ranks. Senior NCOs in 2 Commando seemed to lack the
experience and maturity of those in other comman@d3uring preparations for the Somalia operation in

the fall of 1992, two sergeants had to be repld€eddaj Seward had problems with another sergeant who
had advised a soldier to delay coming forward to confess his involvement in setting off illegally obtained
military pyrotechnics at the junior ranks' club in early October of that'yeltaj Seward also had

problems that fall with a warrant officer who had failed to follow his directions while in command of his
platoon during training® Significantly, two officers (Maj Seward and Capt Sox) and two senior NCOs (Sgt
Boland and Sgt Gresty) from 2 Commando were among thoseroattitlled in relation to the beating

death of a civilian prisoner in Somalia on March 16, 1993. Both Maj Seward and MWO Mills had to be
replaced by LCol Mathieu during the deploymetit.

LCol (ret) Mathieu testified that, after the March 16th incident, he realized that the PPCLI had sent weak

leaderdor the top three posts of 2 Commando in 1921 the officer commanding, the secend

command, and the company sergeaajor.3



Yet the suitability of Maj Seward as Officer Commanding 2 Commando was an issue even before the March
16th incident. Several officials, including the PPCLI's regimental colonel, were dissatisfied with the

selection of Maj Seward in the first place, or at least felt that PPCLI should have been able to coime up wit
a better candidat€? During preparations for the Somalia mission, the Commanding Officer of the Royal
Canadian Dragoons which was helping the CAR with a pdeployment training exerciseand the

Brigade Commander, BGen Beno, both recommended to the CAR CO that Maj Seward be &placed.

Later, during a review of the personnel files of CAR majors conducted during themmlssnal Force

Command concluded that Maj Seward did not meet the newly established criteria for Airborne Regiment
majors 23

During the Somalia deployment, Maj Seward was a disappointment to his CO, LCol M&thleu.

discharged his weapon accidentally on one occasion and was convicted of negligent performance of duty;
he was later given a reproof by LCol Mathieu for this incidenwell as for failing to control his soldiers

on certain occasions; and after the beating death of a civilian detainee by 2 Commando soldiers, LCol
Mathieu replaced Maj Seward and sent him back to Calfalaj Seward was later codrmnartialled in
connection with that homicide for having instructed his subordinates to abuse prisoners as a deterrent to
infiltrators to the camp. He was convicted of negligent performance of duty and senteacsere
reprimand 3’ On appeal to the Court Martial Appeal Court, his sentence was increased to three months'
imprisonment and dismissal from her Majesty's Seritklaj Seward's application for leave to appeal to

the Supreme Court of Canada was dismisded.

Problems with the suitability of key personnel weo confined to 2 Commando and the PPCLI during this
crucial period. Many people in the unit questioned the appropriateness of CWO Jardine (from The Royal
Canadian Regiment) as Regimental Serg&ajor -- or at least found him difficult to work with? Some

also questioned whether The RCR could not have come up with a better candidate than Maj MacKay for
Deputy Commanding Officer of the CAR: He, along with Maj Seward and the Officer Commanding
Service Commando, Maj Vanderveer (from the PPCLI), was found not to meet the newly announced LFC
guidelines for CAR majors in March 19$%.While LFC found no fault with the performance of Maj

MacKay and Maj Vanderveer, it was felt that both lacked battalion command potential, and Maj MacKay
was older than the optimal age for a CAR major {35).

Another source of problems was the CAR's Reconnaissance Platoon Commander, Capt Rainville, who was
posted to the Airborne from the 2nd Battalion of the RoyaR&yiment in the summer of 1992. The SSF

and CAR's Commanding Officer found out several months later that Capt Rainville had been involved in
some troubling incidents during exercises in the winter of 0 During training operations at CFB
Gagetown, he had been too aggressive in his treatment of ‘prisonens. dfiwebruary 1992, he exceeded

his authority in conducting a simulated raid on la Citadelle in Quebec City to check security at that site. He
used prohibited or restricted weapons to threaten and frighten security guards into opening the vault where
weapons were stored. Civilian police were called, and the incident was reported in the news media. The
incident became the subject of a significant incident report to higher headqtféiteesletter to BGen

Beno, Capt Rainville's superior commander, BGen Dallaire wrote that Capt Rainville had shown a serious
lack of judgement?® BGen Beno instructed LCol Morneault to give Capt Rainville a verbal watffing.

Later, there were newspaper photographs of Capt Rainville with knives strapped to his belt, contrary to
dress regulation$’ The Journal de Montéal published an article where Capt Rainville is reported as
conveying the impression that Airborne Regiment soldiers were trained or had a mandate for such activities
as assassinations, kidnappings, and codateorist operation§® BGen Beno recommended to both LCol
Morneault and LCol Mathieu that they seriously consider leaving Capt Rainville behind during the Somalia
mission*?

In Somalia, Capt Rainville planned and led the security patrol that resulted in the shooting death of one
Somali civilian and the wounding of another on the night of March 4,1993. He waswantiglled and

acquitted of unlawfully causing bodily harm and negligent performance of duty in relation to this shooting.

The CAR even had problems with the two commanding officers supplied by the RoRadithent in
199293. Neither LCol Morneault nor LCol Mati was at the top of the Regiment's command list, and
neither had been offered command of a iR2Rattaliont>° LCol Mathieu had been a lieutenationel for



seven years at the time, so it was highly unlikely that the Royal 22nd Regiment had any intention of ever
offering him command of one of its battalions.

Only four months after LCol Morneault took command of the CAR, the Brigade Commander, BGen Beno,
formally requested that LCol Morneabk relieved of command. BGen Beno indicated that he could not
declare the unit operationally ready as long as LCol Morneault remainéd B®believed that LCol

Morneault did not properly appreciate the unit's training priorities and failed to involve himself sufficiently
in the direction of the training* As a result, the unit was behind in its training for the mission, aitgptd

BGen Bend>®The Commander SSF also noted problems with internal unit cohesion, as well as
"unresolved leadership and discipline problems which... challenge the leadership of tf& Bieh Beno
recommended that LCol Morneault be replaced, and his superiors in the LFC chain of command accepted
the recommendatiof?? The Commander Land Force Command, LGen Gervais, took the decision to relieve
LCol Morneault of command on October 20,198He was succeeded by LCol Mathieu a few days later.

LCol Mathieu led the unit during the Somalia deployment, but he was relieved of his command in
September 1993 and charged with negligent performance of duty in relation to orders, given while the CAR
was in Somalia, concerning the use of deadly force. LCol latiias twice acquitted of this charge by a
general courtnartial, and he took voluntary release from the CF in October 1994.

In general, there was significant dissension and a lack of confidence among key personnel in the CAR's
chain of command, both before and during the deployment. The following account is by no means
exhaustive. The Base Commander at Petawawa and head of the Canadian contingent for United Nations
Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM), Col Cox, and the Brigade Commander, BGen Beno, didalohget

with LCol Morneault. LCol Morneault thought that his Operations Officer, Capt Kyle, was inexperienced.
For his part, Capt Kyle, along with BGen Beno and the latter 5 Operations Officer, Maj Turner, did not
have confidence in LCol Morneault; the same officers also lacked confidence in the Officer Commanding 2
Commando, Maj Seward, as did the Officer Commanding the CARBG's Engineer Squadron, Capt
Mansfield. Maj Seward, for his part, distrusted the Deputy CO, Maj MacKay, and Capt Kyle. There were
significant problems between Maj Seward and the Regimental Setdagr CWO Jardine, and even his
own Company SergeaMajor, MWO Mills. Indeed, most of the other senior personnel in the EAR
including the officers commanding the other commandos, the company semgegotsthe platoon warrant
officers, and the senior NCOsseemed to have a problem with CWO Jardine. There was also mistrust
between CWO Jardine and MWO Mills and between CWO Jardine and the senior NCOs of 2
Commanda>’

Senior NCOs, warrant officers and officers need to have confidence in each other and must, at the very
least, have open lines of communication between and among themselves. Those in positions of
responsibility need timely information ehamong other things the state of discipline and morale among

the soldiers as well as other personnel matters. Inevitably, there are occasions when, for example, platoon
warrant officers or company sergeantajor prefer to raisa matter with the next higher n@emmissioned
member in the unit, rather than directly with the officer to whom they report. They may even have problems
with that officer. Therefore, a good level of trust and communication throughout the NCO/warrant officer
network, as well as in the formal chain of command is essential in a unit. We found it particularly disturbing
that in the CAR, and especially in 2 Commando, there was significant evidence of problems on both fronts.

Furthermore, the CAR experiencedisas discipline problems while in theatre, as demonstrated by 10
general courtsnartial involving personnel of all rank levels in the unit (see Table 20.1).

In addition to the courtmartial, personnel were sent back to Canada during the mission for disciplinary
reasons in five cases, including the Mortar Platoon commander and a warrant officer. The mission was also
plagued with a high number of accidental weapons discharges, 18 of which resulted in charges against
CARBG personnel, including three masterporals, a lieutenant and a major (Maj Seward, the Officer
Commanding 2 Command&¥.

Table 20.1CourtsMartial

Table 20.1CourtsMartial (cont'd)




FINDINGS

At the time of the Somalia deployment, the Canadian Airborne Regiment (CAR) had not been well served
by the personnel system, especially the process foninthat unit. Inadequacies in these processes and
deficiencies in the actions and decisions of those responsible for their operation significantly contributed to
the problems experienced by the CAR in 1992 and 1993.

il

Performance evaluation reports, which form the basis of key decisions concerning a member's
career development (promotion, appointments, and selection for courses) were known to
downplay a candidate's weaknesses. Yet they were relied on heavily, even blindly, in promotion
and appointment desibns.

The chain of command repeatedly ignored warnings that candidates being chosen for important
jobs were inappropriate selections.

As a matter of common practice, career managers refrained from passing on comments about
candidates when they were made by peers or subordinates. Nor did they accept advice from
officers about their replacements.

Except for formal disciplinary or administrative action, information about questionable conduct
on the part of CF members was not normally noted in files or damséo subsequent superiors.

There were no formal criteria for selecting candidates for key positions, such as the unit
commanding officer and officers commanding-galis.

Land Force Command waived its own informal criteria in order to accommodate the parent
regiments' nominees, even though candidates who met the requirements more fully were available,
or could have been made available.

Representatives of the regimental councils of the parent regiments, who are outside the chain of
command and thereformaccountable, had too much influence in the process. This was
particularly problematic for the CAR, since these officers were virtually the only source of
nominees from their regiments for postings to the CAR, and since any repercussions of a poor
choice would be felt by the CAR and significantly less by their own regiments.

In the appointment process, individual career management goals were too often allowed to take
precedence over operational needs.

Bureaucratic and administrative imperatives also waliewed to dilute the merit principle in the
appointments process and override operational needs.

In some cases, the chain of command allowed completely irrelevant factors, such-as inter
regimental and national politics, to influence key appointment decisions.

Although the CAR was known to require more experienced leaders than other units, in 1992, the
chain of command knowingly selected less qualified candidates for key positions in the CAR when
better candidates were available, or could have been meaitahle.

The Delegated Authority Promotion System (DAPS) promoted less experienced soldiers to master
corporal -- an important rank, representing the first level of leadership in the Canadian Forces.

The CAR abused the DAPS by using it to avoid posting in master corporals from the parent
regiments, and promoting from within instead. Unfortunately, because of the lack of mobility of
personnel between the CAR's three rifle commandos, this practice meant that DAPS appointments
in the CAR were much less corifie than those in the parent regiments. In the parent

regiments, a new master corporal was selected from anywhere in the battalion, whereas in the
CAR, the commanding officer was effectively limited to choosing from a corsigadysukunit.

This practice increased the risk of selecting junior leaders at the NCO level with insufficient
experience who were overly familiar with the soldiers they would then be called on to supervise.

Cpl Matchee was appointed to master corporal through the DAPS, everhthewready
satisfied the basic prerequisites for that promotion through the normal route and had not been
successful in competition with his peers; he had participated recently in the Algonquin Park



incident of October 3,1992; and even though the second in command of his platoon and his
platoon commander raised concerns about the appointmant even questioned his suitability
for deployment to Somalia.

There were problems with appointees to leadership positions in the CAR #9398% COs,

one offcer commanding a commando, and a commando sergeajar were replaced. One of

those COs and the OC, along with two platoon commanders and two section commanders, were
court martialled in connection with events in Somalia.

It was generally recognized by Land Force Command well before the Somalia deployment that the
CAR was a special unit with a particular requirement for mature and experienced leaders at all
levels-- senior NCOs, as well as platoon, company, and unit command positions. Yet by the time
of the Somalia deployment, there was an apparent trend toward younger and less experienced
soldiers and junior leaders. Promotion practices such as theafled 'Airborne offers' which

used promotions to fill vacancies in the CAR, and the Delegated Authority Promotion System
particularly as it was used in relation to the Airborne Regimenbntributed to this trend.

There were no strict standards for selection of soldiers for the CAR.

While the CAR could veto selections and post soldiers back tatpagiments, initial selection of
soldiers for the CAR was entirely in the hands of the sending units.

The informal selection process for the CARperated, as it was, by the sending units and
regiments- left the CAR vulnerable to being used as a dumping ground for overly aggressive or
otherwise problematic personnel.

Despite the recognized need of the CAR for more mature soldiers, some soldiers with a record of
recent misconduct were sent to the CAR.

Parent regiments would call their best NCOs bfokn the CAR and send less exerienced
replacements; in other words, they used CAR as a training ground.

The feeder battalions were in a conflict of interest when it came to sending thqirabtty
personnel, and the CAR undoubtedly suffered when parent regiments experienced particular
shortages of such people.

The practice of manning the CAR commandos according to regimental affiliation aggravated the
impact of personnel problems in parent regiments by preventing the CAR from drawing more
heavily from he healthier regiments.

The Princess Patricia's Canadian Light Infantry experienced a slump in personnel quality in the
early 1990s. As a result of the system of selecting for the CAR, this had a direct impact on 2
Commando.

In general, despite warnings in the 1985 Hewson report about the CAR's special need for mature
and experienced soldiers and leaders, Land Force Command and the parent infantry regiments
too often failed in their duty to the CAR in this respect.

Recommendations

We recommend that:
20.1The Chief of the Defence Staff enforce adherence to the following principles in the
Canadian Forces promotion and appointment system:

1.1. that merit be a predominant factor in all promotion decisions; and

1.2. that the operational needs of the Service always have priority over individual career
considerations and administrative convenience.

20.2 To remedy deficiencies in existing practices, and to avoid minimization or concealment
of personnel problems, the Chief of the Defence Staff modify the Performance Evatign
Report system to ensure that a frank assessment is rendered of Canadian Forces members
and that poor conduct or performance is noted for future reference by superiors (whether or
not the matter triggers formal disciplinary or administrative action).



20.3 The proposed Inspector General conduct periodic reviews of appointments to key
leadership positions in the Canadian Forces to ensure that the proper criteria are being
applied and that such appointments are as competitive as possible.

20.4 The Chief ofthe Defence Staff ensure that good discipline is made an explicit criterion
in all promotion and appointment decisions.

20.5 The Chief of the Defence Staff develop formal criteria for appointment to key command
positions, including unit and subunit commands, deviation from which would require the
formal approval of the Chief of the Defence Staff.

20.6 The Chief of the Defence Staff ensure that, for any future composite combat arms unit
(such as the Canadian Airborne Regiment),

1.3. formalized criteria for selection to the unit are established;

1.4, the Commanding Officer have maximum freedom in selecting personnel for that
unit; and

1.5. the Commanding Officer have maximum freedom to employ personnel as the
Commanding Officer deems appropriate.




Pre-Deployment Selection and Screening

The focus of standard poeployment screening in the Canadian Forces at the time of the Somalia
deployment was to avoid costly and disruptive repatriation and replacement of personnel from an
operational theatr&® The emphasis of the formal process was on factors such as administrative, medical,
and family problems® As observed in Chapter 8, central considerations, such as behavioural suitability
and professionalism, are matters of discretion for the chain of command within the deploying unit. Until
very recently (May 1994), there was little formal guidance on how that discretion should be exé&tcised.

Improper behaviour of CF personnel during a mission can be costly in a number of inggsms of lives,
property, operational success and in terms of the reputation of Canada and its military. As the 1995 manual
for peacekeeping operations puts it, our soldiers function as "goodwill ambass&ddisteover, as

Franklin Pinch noted in a 1994 article, peace operations "tend to be complex, ambiguous and stressful
environments, Were individual weaknesses are likely to be magnified and where a high degree of
occupational fithess including psychological and sociological fithease necessary for effective

adaptation and performanc&In such a context, proper screening for behavioural suitability assumes the
utmost importance.

As Capt (N) Allen, who commanded HM@3eserverduring Operation Deliverance, observed, "even
identifying one individual with a potential personabplem which may later cause considerable grief, is
cause enough to take the time and trouble long before deploytfent.”

Appointment of the Joint Force Commander

Unlike most CF personnel who served in Operation Deliverance, the overall Canadian Task Force
Commander, Col Labbé, was chosen specifically for the mission. There are no formal criteria for such a
position, apart from being at the right rank level to command a force of the size and composition in
question.

Col Labbé, then serving as the Chief of Staff at 1st Canadian Division Headquarters, was appointed Force
Commander of CJFS by the Minister of National Defence on the advice of the Chief of the Defence Staff
(CDS)** The Commander Land Force Command, LGen Gervais, recommended Col Labbé to the CDS on
the basis of his personal knowledge of him as a "very competent and thorough officer" with some
experience in joint operatiod® For his part, the CDS, Gen de Chastelain, knew of Col Labbé's reputation

as a commanding officer and from his staff appointments and, on that basis, considered him "an outstanding
officer" who "seemed ideal for the tas€*According to LGen (ret) Gervais, Col Labbé would have been
among the group of colonels being considered for promotion to briggeteral in 1992% Col Labbé was
informed on December 4,1992 that he would be the Commander of Canadian Joint Force’&omalia.

LGen (ret) Reay testified that there would have been advantages in selecting Col Cox, who was already in
Somalia at UNOSOM Headquarters and would therefore have been familiar with the personalities involved
and with the theatre of operations. But because the proposed intervention was beginning to evolve into a
multi-national peace enforcentesperation, it was more convenient to select Col Labbé, who was available
for liaison with U.S. military officials on tactical matters relating to the misSidMloreover, Col Labbé, as
Chief of Staff at 1st Canadian Division Headquarters, was then overseeing a joint headquarters structure
that was involved in highdevel operational planning and was analogous to what was being envisaged for
the Canadian task force deploying to Som#fa.

Pre-Deployment Screening

Predeployment screening of most CF personnel for Somalia had both a formal and an informal

component’ The formal component was based on administrative, medical and family considerations set

out in the Canadian Forces Administrative Orders (CFAOSs); these were the focus of Departure Assistance
Groups conducted by the bases concetfiffeormal Departure Assistance Group screening was conducted

for CAR personnel and available augmentees at CFB Petawawa on September 10 and4 1digg2.

Force headquarters staff were similarly screened at 1st Canadian Division Headquarters at CFB Kingston on
December |4tH22 But apart from a direction not to send personnel with a record of "repeated misconduct",
the assessment of members' behaviauiability was left to the discretion of unit COs, who bore ultimate



responsibility for certifying the fitness and suitability of each member of thé’fitven the nature of
problems that arose during the Somalia deployment, it is these informally assessed aspects of conduct and
performance that are of concern to this Inquiry.

According to testimony before us, the unit chain of command generally did consider soldiers' recent
performance and conduict determining their suitability for deployment on a missi6rOur Inquiry was

told that discipline was assessed on the basis of actual records of charges and convictions, as well as minor
misconduct not necessarily resulting in charges, and that recent misconduct would be of greater concern
than older incidents® However, the ultimate screening decision was normally based on the member's

overall record, rather than on a single incid&ft.

Although responsible for all personnel in the unit, in practice, the CO personally screened only immediate
subordinates- the company commandersalthough the CO would certainly consider his platoon
commanders as weff2 Company commanders usually made the screening decisions about the vast majority
of personnel in the unit, although company sergeajors, platoon commanders, and warrant officers

would all have input®

Adequacy of Screening for Operation Deliverance

Some personnel were screened out for reasons of poor conduct or perfoffnitus: notably the

Commanding Officer of the CAR, LCol Morneault, was relieved of command after the Brigade

Commander, BGen Beno, lost confidence in Hiifeurthermore, at least 10 members of ther@démber

rear party of the Canadian Airborne Regiment were initially excluded from the Somalia deployment for
disciplinary reasons: one from Headquarters Commando, three from 1 Commando, four from 2 Commando,
and two from 3 Command$&? Two other members of 2 Commando had been posted out of the CAR in the
fall of 1992 as a result of miscondd€t Two senior NCO®f 2 Commando were also replaced before
deployment because of poor performaié&urthermore, six reservists who completed-geployment

training were sent back to their units for poor conduct or perform&hseSquadron of the Royal

Canadian Dragoons also left behind a couple of soldiers because of disciplinary c8ficerns.

However, two of théen Airborne members initially left behind for disciplinary reasons were later sent to
Somalia. One was a corporal from 2 Commando who had been placed on counselling and probation in
December 1991 for misconduct and misuse of alcBfdlhe other was a private, also from 2 Commando,
who was convicted of assault causing bodily harm and sentenced to 30 days' imprisonment on October
28,1992 for an incident in June of that yE&This member was also present during the Kyrenia Club and
Algonquin Park incidents in early October 1942Both members were sent to Somalia in April 1993 as
replacement$?

Moreover, other members of the CAR whose behaviour or performance had been the subject of negative
attention before the mission were deployed to Somalia. At least 47 members of the CAR were subjects of
such attention in 1992, in the form of criminal/disciplinary charges, administrative action for misconduct or
poor performance, verbal warnings, or involvement in the incidents of Octe)&022, when stolen

military pyrotechnics were set off illegally at CFB Petawawa and Algonquin Park and a duty sergeant's car
was torched?® Twenty-eight of these membersincluding 12 of the 14 involved in the incidents of early
October-- were sent to Somald: While the majority apparently served without incident, at least nine were
involved in further misdeeds in theatre, ranging from accidental weapons discharges and drunkenness to
torture and murder®

Although it is difficult to secondjuess the judgement of the leaders responsible in specific cases without
knowing the nuances of each case and other considerations, in some of these cases there were clear
antecedents to the misconduct that occurred during the mission.

A member of Headquarters Commando was involved in an incident aboard RME€&veron New

Year's Eve- just days after his arrival in theatre. He was sentenced to 30 days' detention for drunkenness
and conduct to the prejudice of good order and discipline and was sent back to *€4Hael£O

subsequently recommended him for substance abuse counselling and release froff'tfibi€Eame

member had previously been involved in incidents of misconduct related to alcohol abuse and had been
charged by civilian police with leaving the scene of an accident in the spring 0f%992.



A soldier in 2 Commando who went to Somalia with the CARBG was arrested for assault while on leave in
Canada in February 199%.He was convicted of this offem, reassigned to the CAR rear party at CFB
Petawawa, given a recorded warning, and apparently released from the CF a few mortA3 hasesame
member had been convicted of assault causing bodily harm in September 1992 for an incident the previous
Decembef He also participated in the Algonquin Park incident on October 3,1992, where beer was
consumed and weapons and stolen military pyrotechwees discharget?

Another soldier from 2 Commando was also involved in the pyrotechnics incidents of early October 1992.
He ultimately admitted to stealing the pyrotechnics and setting them off in Algonquin Park on the night of
October 3rd® He was charged under the Code of Service Discipline and was sentenced to a $100 fine and
seven days' confinement to barraéksAlthough his superiors were initially going to leave him in

Canad&® this soldier went to Somalia with his unit. Maj (ret) Pommet, the Officer Commanding 1
Commando in 19993, testified that, based on these infractions alone, he would have left this soldier in
Canada during the mission had the soldier been in 1 Comm#&ndo.

During the mission, the soldier in question was chavgédtorture and negligent performance of duty in
relation to the March 16,1993 beating death of d#rold civilian detainee; he was acquitted by a

general courmartial. He was alleged to have withessed much of the incident and failed to intervene or
report what was happening. He was subsequently convicted of conduct to the prejudice of good order and
discipline for his conduct in a homemade video which was recorded in Séfalia.

Even before the Aonquin Park incident, this soldier had accumulated a noteworthy
disciplinary/administrative record: in June 1991, he was convicted of negligent performance of duty and
was sentenced to seven days' confinement to barracks; in March 1992, he was sentenced to a $100 fine and
seven days' confinement to barracks for being absent without leave; and in Septembéded98an a

month before the Algonquin Park incidenhe was given a recorded warning for his "military condé®t".
Comments from his personnel file indicated that, while he had a positive attitude, he was someone who
required "maximum supervision during stressful situatiéffaWVhile the soldier's superiors in 2 Commando
did have some concerns about him because of his recent misconduct and because they considered him
somewhat gullible and impressionaBtéthey believed that he was nonelésss a good soldier and could be
controlled in theatre. But WO Murphy also indicated that this soldier's deployment to Somalia was
attributable, at least in part, to a perceived lack of suitable replacements. There was concern about the
relative calibre of anyone already slated for the rear party; and by that time, all the allotted reservists had
been integrated elsewhere in the &Hit.

This case seems to have been symptomatic of a more general wéakmeesennel screening in 2

Commando, which had more discipline problems before and during the Somalia deployment than any other
subunit in the battle grouf™ The personnel problems in the PPCLI and problems in the selection process
for the CAR that contributed to this phenomenon were discussed earlier in this chapter. Based on
documents and testimony before the Inquiry, a majority of the 47 members of the CAR whose behaviour
was the subject of negadi scrutiny in 1992 came from 2 Commando (including 13 of the 14 individuals
implicated in the incidents of Octobes32and as a result of the barracks search of Octobef'8iWhen

only those members of this group who were sent to Somalia are considered, 2 Commando's share rises to
two thirds?** Finally, seven of the nine members who got into further trouble in theatre were in 2
Commandd= These figures suggest not only that 2 Commando had more than its share of discipline
problems to begin with, but also that it was less effective than othemstshin screening out personnel the
commando leadership should have known required closer scrutiny.

Part of the problem was the attitude and approach tdgpyment screening of the Officer Commanding
of 2 Commando, Maj Seward. From the perspective of selection and screening, 2 Commando had the
advanage of being significantly ovestrength for the Somalia deployment. (It had to reduce its
establishment by a quarter to stay within the manning ceiling for the mié§iafe) Maj Seward, for
reasons of subinit morale and cohesiveness, was loathe to leave anyone behind particularly if it meant
having more reservists assigned to the commé&Hddoreover, in the aftermath of the pyrotechnics and
carburning incidents at Petawawa in October 1992, Maj Seward became even more defensive of his
soldiers®® While he recognized that there were potential troublemakers in hisisitb”® he and others in
the commando leadership apparently felt that they could monitor those soldiers better if¥heates. in



this spirit that Maj Seward and MWO Mill the Company Sergeattajor, apparently rejected the alleged
warnings of WO Murphy and Capt Sox that MCpl Matchee and Pte E.K. Brown should not go to Somalia
because of concerns about their attitudes and discifitrnically, then, factors that should have
encouraged a more vigorous screening of persenagbersonnel surplus, known discipline problems, and
the availability of Reserve Force personnel as substitugestually led Maj Seward toebmore lenient in
screening personnel for Somalia.

Maj Seward was not the only one who failed to heed warnings and advice about personnel in the period
leading up to the deployment. LCol Morneault rejected the advice of LCol MacDonald, Commanding
Officer of the Royal Canadian Dragoons, that Maj Seward should be replaced as Officer Commanding of 2
Commandd? Both LCol Morneault and LCol Mathieu rejected the same advice from the Brigade
Commander, BGen B® 22 BGen Beno also recommended to LCol Morneault and LCol Mathieu that they
should seriously consider leaving Capt Rainville beRfi@ut both COs expressed confidence in him, and
Capt Rainville went to Somalia as Commander of the battle group's Reconnaissance?®latmamding

to LCol (ret) Mathieu, BGen Beno also had concerns about thetp€pmmanding Officer, Maj

MacKay?% LCol Mathieu had known Maj MacKay since 1968, and they had served together on operations
before, so he had confidence in the DCO's abilities and did nothing further in response to BGen Beno's
concerns. LCol Mathieu did not know Maj Seward or Capt Rainville, however, so he did some checking
with LCol Morneault and with the relevant NDHQ career manager, Maj Priestman. LCol Morneault
endorsed both of them, and their memsel files looked good. Capt Rainville's file contained no reference to
the serious and telling la Citadelle and Gagetown incidents, although LCol Mathieu was aware of the
formerZ¥

The Regimental Colonel of the PPCLI, Col Gray, the outgoing Commanding Officer of the CAR, Col
Holmes, the Director of Infantry and Chief of Personnel for Land Forces, Col Joly, the Brigade
Commander, BGen Beno, and the Commander Land Force Command, LGen Reay, all had ebocer

the selection of Maj Seward to lead 2 Commaffi¥et despite these concerns, and even in light of
problems earlier in the deployment, Maj Seward was allowed to remain in command of 2 Commando until
after the March 16,1993 homicid€.

LCol Mathieu did not follow BGen Beno's suggestion about moving 25 members of 2 Commando and six
members of the Reconnaissance Platoon to other parts of thaaReans of dealing with problems of
discipline and challenges to authority in the &fit.Col Mathieu felt that the idea was not a practical
solution, since the troublemakers were not identified and because of the different working languages of 1
Commando and 2 Comman&b.

Although problems with the structure and system for manning the CAR, as well as specific problems with
some selections fronhé PPCLI, may have stacked the deck to some extent against the unit in Somalia, the
personnel screening conducted for that mission by the CAR, and particularly by 2 Commando, did little to
root out problems already known to exist. Ironically, but not surprisingly, omissions of the type just
described- apparently motivated by the desire to preserve the integrity of the CAR in the sho#t term
helped to undermine it in the long run.

FINDINGS

The screening of soldiers in the Canadian Airborne Regimentleevibural grounds for participation in
Operation Deliverance was inadequate. We find that:

1 There was no formal system or standard for assessing or reviewing behavioural suitability. While
CFAO 2050 precluded the deployment of personnel with "a history of repeated misconduct",
there was no definition or elaboration of this standard. In practice, therefore, the attention and
weight accorded past misconduct or misbehaviour was effectively at the uncontrolled discretion of
the commanding officer or the offrtedmmanding the subnit.

1 Poor judgement was shown in screening CAR personnel for the mission, especially in 2
Commando. Shoterm morale appears to have taken precedence over discipline.

1 Discipline and behavioural suitability did not receive sufficient emphasis in the screening and
selection process.



The unit leadership rejected significant warnings about the suitability of some personnel.

Appointments to key positions in the CAR were allowed to stand despite serious misgivings on the
part of senior offiers and members of the chain of command, and despite the fact that the unit
was on its first overseas deployment in several years.




Recommendation

We acknowledge amendments to CFAOsAB0and 2660 in May 1994 that now require commanding
officers to decide explicitly on the behavioural suitability of soldiers under their command for overseas
operations and that provide specific guidance on the factors that should be considered in this assessment.

1 We recommend that:
20.7 Canadian Forces Administrative Ordes 20-50 and 2046, which deal with the screening
of Canadian Forces personnel for overseas deployments, be amended to:

1.1. place priority on discipline as a criterion for selecting personnel for overseas
deployment;

1.2. make consideration of the behavioural suitability indicators mandatory; and

1.3. make it clear that although the behavioural suitability indicators listed in Canadian

Forces Administrative Order 20-50, as well as the option of referring cases for
assessment by behavioural specialists, can assist commtiaig officers in screening
personnel for deployment, they in no way displace or qualify commanding officers'
responsibility or accountability for screening personnel under their command.




A CAVEAT ON DISCIPLINE AND SELECTION AND SCREENING

A recurring theme in the findings and recommendations in this chapter is that discipline should receive
greater emphasis in the selection and screening of personnel, from recruitment through deployment. While
we believe that this is entirely appropriate on the basiseoé¥fdence considered by this Inquiry, it is

important to recognize that good leadership is an essential ingredient in selecting, training, developing,
employing, and supervising soldiers. New procedures and guidelines can help, but they are no substitute for
thorough, professional, and accountable leadership.

It is quite proper that indicators of undisciplined conduct be given greater and more explicit prominence in
personnel selection and screening decisions, but we would not want such decisions &dsecom

mechanical as to displace command judgement and accountabilie CF recruiting system and the

chain of command have been, and should continue to be, mindful of the fact that a person's potential (for
good or bad) cannot always be summed up in a criminal record or a personnel file. While needless risks
should not be taken in the face of significant warning signs, a rigid and bureaucratic approach could lead to
selection and screening decisionada solely with a view to preserving the decision maker's blamelessness,
rather than conscientiously assessing the individual.

Again, while guidelines, regulations, and orders that compel specific attention to behavioural suitability are
useful improvements, they are only part of the story. Unless leaders at all levels have an appreciation of the
intrinsic value of discipline in relation to the overall success of military operations; unless the responsible
officials have sufficient authority, informatiomé resources to select and screen their personnel; and

unless there is accountability for bad judgements, much of the problem will remain unaddressed.

THE PROBLEM OF RACISM

"| came to Somalia to shoot me a niggét"

"The presence of white supremacists andmazis in the Armed Forces or racists was a contributing
factor of the disruptions in the militarn®*

Apart from the normal personnel consiagons of conduct, performance, and discipline, the deployment to
Somalia should have raised concerns about racism. Incidents in the Canadian Airborne Regiment before and
during the Somalia deployment bear this out.

The Policy at the Time of the Deployment

At the time of the deployment, the Canadian Forces had no policies denying enrolment to active racists,
prohibiting involvement in racist organizations or participation in their activities, or even excluding active
racists from UN dutie$®

This is somewhat surprising for several reasons. For one thing, since 1978, the Canadian Ifkeredis
federal institutions has been prohibited from engaging in practices that discriminate on the basis of race,
national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, or sex, among other prohibited grééfidsreover, since 1983,

the CF has been legally responsible for exercising "all due diligence" in preventingntemtisr other
discriminatory treatment of CF members and applicants by fellow me&ibErgthermore, it was obvious
long before the Somalia deployment that Canada's commitment to UN operations would bring Canadian
soldiers into close contact with people of different cultures and races.

By way of comparison, the U.S. military has had rules prohibiting active participation by its soldiers in such
extremist groups since 1988.

Furthermore, the CF lackedand continues to lack any procedure, apart from the normal chain of

command, for complaining about racist condde 1994 U.S. congressional report found that the factors
identified by armed services members as making the complaints system most effective included options for
raising complaints outside the chain of command, having strong support from top leadership, including a
demonstrated comitment to protecting complainants from reprisal, adhering to established time lines for
investigation and action, and providing detailed feedback to the compl&ihant.



Racially motivated conduct was addressed by the CF before 1993 only through general laws and rules. As
of December 1992, the following provisions applied to CF members regarding human rights and provided
the basis for dealing with any and all racist conduct in the CF:

1 National Defence Acskection 129(1): "Conduct to the Prejudice of Good Order and Discipline";

1 Queen's Regulations and Ordé€€R&0) 19.14: "Improper Comments" that may discredit the CF
if overheard by the public or that might make subordinates of the speaker dissatisfied with their
condition or duties.

1 QR&O 19.44: "Political Activities and Candidature for Office", which prohibits officers and
NCMs from active participation in a political organization and from making political speeches.

1 Canadian Forces Administrative Order @B 19-39: "Personal Harassment" policy and
procedures to deal with improper behaviour based on personal characteristics, including race but
also including physical characteristics or mannerisms.

1 CFAO 1940: "Human Rights- Discrimination" policy which provides a procedure for handling
complaints to the Canadian Human Rights Commission.

1 Security Orders for the Department of National Defence and Canadian F&@hapter 22
"Security Clearances", where a member's security clearance could be affectethedeciea
change in personal circumstances such as actions that support extreme ideological views that are
considered detrimental to DND or national security, or association with extremist cults when
association appears to be causing adverse behavioural changes.

Members of the CF are also subject to@maminal Codeprovisions relating to hate crimes:

9 section 319(1), inciting hatred against an identifiable group where such incitement is likely to lead
to a breach of the peace, and section 319(2), wilfitymoting hatred against any identifiable
group?!

Finally, article 4.02 ofQueen's Regulations and Ordetates, among other things, that officers shall
promote the welfare, efficiency and good discipline of all subordinates. Article 5.01 gives the same
direction to norcommissioned members.

Project SIROS and the CAR

By the late 1980s and early 1990s, the Department of National Defence began to have concerns about
possible rightwing extremist involement in the CF in light of the extremist ideology and violent

tendencies of some of these groups and their potential threat to s&éumity99091, the Special

Investigations Unit (SIU) of the Department of National Defence began a program, Project SIROS, to track
such member§? By June 1992, some 40 CF members had been identified as having possible involvement
in right-wing extremist and racistrganizationg**

At the time of the Somalia deployment, however, efforts like Project SIROS did little beyond monitoring
the problem. As with much of the information obtained during security clearance checks (e.g., criminal
record information from the RCMP, subversive indices from the Canadian Security Intelligence Service,
and information from any other outside soéfdethe intelligence and inforrtian gained through SIROS
tended to be kept within the security directorate at NDHQ, unless evidence of criminal activity was
uncovered. There was no consistent practice of briefing commanding officers about racist extremists under
their command until 199%° Whatever briefings of commanding officers did take place before that time
were done at the conclusion of an SIU investigation, rather than at the?8Usmther, with respect to

SIROS investigations, while the SIU would forward relevant information to staff of the Director of Security
Clearance, it is not clear that information would flow in the opposite direction: the SIROS data base was
maintained separately from the one for security cleargfites.

Nine of the 40 CF members identified by Project SIROS by June 1992, were at CFB Petawawa, and six had
been members of the CAR. Not only was CFBavawa an "area of concern" for Project SIROS, but the
problem of active racists at Petawawa was apparently centred in 2 Commando of the Canadian Airborne
Regiment£®?



In the case of two members of the CAR who went to Somalia, the SIU had information before the
deployment linking them to racist extremist activities. In the case of one of these individuals, the SIU
received information about him in December 1991 and again in May 1992. SIU deemed thatiofor
insufficient to warrant an investigation at that time. However, an investigation was conducted from May to
August 1993. The result was that there was no conclusive evidence in the case and, indeed, it was thought
that it might have been a case of mistaken identity.

The other individual was Cpl McKay of 2 Commando. The SIU first received information on him in 1990,
before the start of the SIROS program, while Cpl McKay was still with 2 PPCLI in Winfipég. his

posting to CFB Petawawa in 1991, Cpl McKay claimed to have ceased hisswhitamacist activities,

after being advised to do so by his platoon commander in WinfipBigt being convinced of this, the SIU
launched an investigation in early 1992 that ended in May 38Jhe results were inconclusive: the SIU
could not confirm Cpl McKay's continuing involvement in righinhg/white-supemacist activities following

his posting to Petawawa® In the summer of 1992, the second in command of Cpl McKay's platoon, WO
Murphy, was shown a photocopy of a Winnipeg newspaper photograph from the previous year; it showed
Cpl McKay with his head shaved giving a Nazi salute. According to WO Murphy, he interviewed Cpl
McKay about the photograph and asked him whether he belonged to a white supremacist group. Cpl McKay
said that he had been involved m#tuch groups while posted in Manitoba with 2 PPCLI, but that he had
quit and no longer espoused such vié#§VO Murphy claimed to have informed either MWO Mills, the
Company Sergeaiajor, or the Platoon Commander, Capt Sox, or both, about his counselling of Cpl
McKay.2® Cpl McKay's superiors were not briefed by the SIU until April 1883 he SU reopened its
investigation of Cpl McKay in April 1994; the investigation ended when Cpl McKay was released from the
CF for disciplinary reasons in May 1985 .In 1996, Matt McKay was arrested and charged in a hate

related homicide in Winnipeg that occurred in 1991 while he was serving with 2 PPCLI.

Another CF member from a different unit at CFB Petawawa, who allegedly attended skinhead rallies and
was linked to the violent Aryan Resistance Movemeas released from the CF in December 1992 and so
did not participate in Operation Deliverance. Despite this background, however, and in spite of criminal
convictions for robbery and assault and a Canadian Police Information Center notation that he should be
considered "violent", this individual +enrolled in the CF in March 1992

After the CAR was deployed to Somalia, the SIU became aware of information linking five additional
members of the unit to &t groups or activitie®? including one CF member who was apparently a

member of the Ku Klux Kla®® Among these five were MCpl Matchee and Pte E.K. Br&#m February

1993, the SIU received information alleging that Pte E.K. Brown of 2 Commando had been involved with
racist skinheads before his posting to the CAR in July ##9the information received was sufficient to

warrant an investigation, but before one could be launched, the SIU was asked to halt its investigation so as
not to compromise the criminal investigation and prosecution flowing from the March 16,1993 homicide of

a civilian detainee in the 2 Commando compound at Belet Huen, Séfialia.

Racist Conduct in the Airborne Regiment

Notwithstanding testimony that CFB Petawawd hazeretolerance policy with respect to racist behaviour
and symbol$® other evidence demonstrated a persistent problem of racist behaviour among some CAR
members.

Racial slurs were uttered without any disciplinary respé#da.September 1991, a Nazi flag and

paraphernalia were found hanging on the wall in a 2 Commando barracks used for orders group#fieetings.
Other questionable behaviour at Petawawa included the symbolic display of a Confederate or Rebel flag by
some soldieré®’ However, many, including LCol Morneault, expressed the belief that the Rebel flag did

not have racist connotations and saw it solely as a rallying symbol for 2 Commando. The Rebel flag was
removed as a sanctioned symbol and was banned, but for disciplinary, ratettieasons.

However, it was the treatment opldRobin, shown in a video of hazing in the CAR in August 1992, that
demonstrated the clearest lack of guidance and understanding of racially motivated behaviour in the CAR.
Cpl Robin, the only Black man in the hazing group, had the letters 'KKK" written on his shoulder. Cpl Robin
was also tied to a tree, had flour put on his face, and was referred to as "Michael Jackson's secret"; he was
also required to crawl on all fours with a collar around his neck while being called®®idotever, the



other treatment of Cpl Robin was not much different from what others received during the hazing. Cpl
Robin explained that he was indifferent to the experience; he did not see his hazing treatment as an act of
racism on the part of CAR members, although he did admit that marking 'KKK' on his shoulder was a racist
act®?

Other racist behaviour directed at Cpl Robin included being called "nigger" or "negre" lay @R
members, although Cpl Robin said he saw this as &f8ke.

It is possible that at least some of this ostensibly racist behaviour could be ascribed to a consciously
cultivated and inculcated xenophobia (in the generic sense of that term) as part of internal bonding, rather
than to malicious racial hatred or contempt of their colleague on the part of other CAR members. Cpl Robin
himself provided an example of this perspective. Even when he reviesvédzing video, he still did not

want to hurt the good name of the CAR and was reluctant to crifféize.

Racist conduct and association with racist groups were not a factor in predeployment screening by units at
the time of the Somalia deployméftThe SIU was not asked to provide input on the screening of

personnel for overseas missions. Nor did the training process assess soldiers' understamdiactibn

to, Somalis or Somali cultufé?

Once the CAR reached Somalia, members used derogatory terms to describe the local population. In
testimony it was noted that the terms "Nig Né§"Nigger" 2> "Slomali" 2 "Smufty" 2 "Moolie",?® and
"Gimme"“were coined and used often by CAR members to refer to Somalis. We were surprised to learn
that many of these terms were not necessarily considered derogatory or racist by CAR F@mbers.

PostDeployment Action

Racism was recognized by the military as a significant issue only after media reports in the spring of 1993.
As a result oftie events in Somalia, a review of DND regulations, orders, and policies regarding racism and
the involvement of CF members with racist organizations was conducted.

As a result of evidence revealed during the de Faye board of inquiry, a specific policy on racism was
developed and issued in a general message from the Chief of the Defence Staff in August 1993. The result
was CFAO 1%3, issued in February 1994,

CFAO 1943 defines racist conduct as

conduct that promotes, encourages or constitutes discrimirmmatimarassment on the basis of race,
national or ethnic origin, colour or religion, including participation in the activities of, or
membership in, a group or organization that a CF member knows, or ought to know, promotes
discrimination or harassment on the basis of race, national or ethnic origin, colour or religion.

CFAO 1943 also states the CF policy on racist conduct, which is that

the CF are committed to the principle of equality of all people, and the dignity and worth of every
human being, withduegard to, among other things, race, national or ethnic origin, colour or
religion. CF members must always be guided by this principle in their relationships with each
other, with members of the public, and with all those with whom they come in contact both within
and outside Canada.

and that

racist attitudes are totally incompatible with the military ethos and with effective military service,
and any conduct that reflects such attitudes will not be tolerated. Racist conduct is therefore
prohibited, and Wl result in administrative action, disciplinary action, or both, and may include
release. An applicant for enrolment in the CF who is unable or unwilling to comply with the CF
policy against racist conduct will not be enrolled.

CFAO 1943 also provides examples of racist conduct related to membership in racist organizations. Some
of these examples are making, publishing, distributing, displaying, or issuing literature of the group or
organization; donating or raising funds for the group or organizatiwhspeaking publicly on behalf of the
group or organizatioff*



CFAO 1943 points out that racist conduct can consist of individual actions that are unrelated to any
organization: using racial epithets or derogatory terms, inequitable assignment of duties, etc. The order also
notes Canadian law prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, principally the Canadian Charter of
Rights and Freedoms, the Canadian Human Rights Act, and the Criminal Code.

The order attempts to provide guidance and direction to COs, to the Military Police, and to the SIU for
dealing with racist conduct. It outlines administrative measures a CO can take, which range from informal
counselling to a recommendation for release from the CE. It also contemplates suspension from duty in
serious cases and states that the CO can take disciplinary action as well as administrative action, that is,
laying a formal charge under the National Defence Act.

The antiracism CFAO directs that rest conduct be reported to NDHQ and that a program of education

and training to prevent racism be developed. At the recruitment stage, it directs that enrolment be refused to
anyone not prepared to sign a statement of understanding signifying their willingness to comply with the CF
antiracism policy. In addition, a questionnaire is now given to all entrants asking specifically about racist
activities and affiliation$®? Of course, providing false infortion during recruitment is itself grounds for
involuntary release from the &

Separate from the development of CFAG4A®but related to it, a screening procedure was developed by

CF behavioural scientists to assist COs in screening members for UN or other overseas duty and to identify
those with the potential for aberrant or asutial behaviour. If the CO had any doubts about an individual,

that member can be referred to a personnel selectimeoffia qualified psychologist for a more detailed
assessment.

In another separate but related activity, a CF Employment Equity Project was started in 1992 in recognition
of the need for the CF to reflect and represent the country's cultural diversity. The following employment
equity principles were promulgated by the CDS in May 1993:

1. CF endorses a proactive, purposeful recruiting program, which includes attracting candidates from
diverse ethneultural backgrounds who meet all prescribed recruitingostads.

2. CF provides equitable opportunities to all serving members for training and development to
enhance their abilities.

3. CFis committed to the elimination to the maximum extent possible of any policy or practice that
results in arbitrary barriers to the advancement, promotion, and retention of all its members.

4. CF promotes awareness, understanding, and acceptance of aiteltinal groups with a view to
enhancing their contribution to the operational effectiveness of the CF.

Under the Employment Edy Project, a review of the recruiting system has been completed to identify and
remove systemic barriers, and a Foraide census selflentification survey has been completed to
determine current representation of designated groups in the CF.

FINDINGS

We find that inadequate attention was paid to the problem and risks of racism in the Canadian Forces.

1 There was no policy or process for screening out active racists from deployment on missions, nor
was there a policy precluding such persons from joimingerving in the CF in the first place.

1 Atleast with respect to the Canadian Airborne Regiment, existing laws, regulations, orders, and
policies were not used adequately or uniformly by the chain of command.

1 There was no procedure, aside from the chain of command, to complain about racism.

91 Proper policies and procedures did not exist for the adequate sharing and communication of
information and intelligence among all the agencies concerned, including the environmental
commands and unit leadership.

1 The CAR's mission training did not test soldiers for their attitudes and responses to racial and
cultural differences.



1 Use of racist language and racist conduct on the part of some CAR members before and during
the Somalia deployment suggest, in some cases, a lack of cultural understanding and training, as
well as the presence of persons who freely exhibited racism.




Recommendations

We believe that, well before the problems revealed during the Somalia deployment, the vast majority of CF
members recognized thatcdist conduct is incompatible with military service. But a key lesson from the
Somalia experience is that even a few extremists can have a pronounced and dysfunctional impact on the
CF's bond with the Canadian public at large. Clearly, leadership by example, meaningful education and a
zerctolerance attitude are essential attributes of any attempt to deal with racism in the CF.

We acknowledge and commend the -aatiism policy of the Canadian Forces, issued in February 1994 in
the form of CFAO 133, whichprohibits racist conduct and makes it grounds for denial of enrolment in the
Canadian Forces and, in the case of serving members, for administrative action up to and including
involuntary release, as well as a possible charge of conduct to the prejudice of good order and discipline
under the National Defence Act.

We recommend that:

20.8 The Chief of the Defence Staff develop and issue clear and comprehensive guidelines to
commanders at all levels regarding prohibited racist and extremist conduct. The guidaks
should define and list examples of racist behaviour and symbolism and should include a list
and description of extremist groups to which Canadian Forces members may not belong or
lend their support.

20.9 The Canadian Forces continue to monitor racist group involvement and affiliation
among Canadian Forces members.

20.10 The Department of National Defence and the Canadian Forces clarify their position on
the extent of their obligations under applicable privacy and human rights laws in screening
applicants and members of the Canadian Forces for behavioural suitability, including racist
group affiliation.

20.11 The Department of National Defence and the Government of Canada review their
security policies and practices to ensure that, within the limits of applicable privacy and
human rights legislation, relevant information concerning involvement by Canadian Forces
members or applicants with racist organizations and hate groups is shared efficiently and
effectively among all responsible agencies, includingpé¢ chain of command.

20.12 The Department of National Defence and the Canadian Forces establish regular liaison
with anti-racist groups to obtain assistance in the conduct of appropriate cultural sensitivity
training and to assist supervisors and commanders in identifying signs of racism and
involvement with hate groups.
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TRAINING

We were asked to inquire into "the appropriateness of the training objectives and standards used to prepare
for deployment of the Airborne Regiment" and to report on "the operational readiness of the CARBG
[Canadian Airborne Regiment Battle Group], prior to deployment, for its missions and“t&skeiamental

to a unit's operational readiness are troops well trained to perform all aspects of the mission to which it is
being committed. Accordingly, our Inquiry touched on a broad spectrum of issues related to training and
included, but was not limited to, a review of the training objectives and standards used for Operation
Cordon and Operation Deliverance.

A well trained unit for peace support operations is one that is ably led; functionally well integrates (that i

its operational components fit together well); cohesive (it displays positive bonding among peers and across
rank levels); and focused on an understood mission. It is-adsal of primary interest in this chapteione

whose members have the knowledge, skills, outlook and attitudes necessary to meet the challenges that will
be faced in theatre. This is especially important when troops are being sent off to represent Canada in
foreign environments characterized by a high level of complexity, diveasitlgiguity, uncertainty, and

risk,2 of which Somalia is but one example.

The responsibility to ensure that units are well trained and their members have the appropriate attitudes to
effectively undertake peace support operations begins with the Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) and the
Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff (DCDS) and extends through the various levels of command to unit
commanding officers and on down to section commanders. Wedhetefgin by reviewing the peace

support operations training arrangements that were in place at the higher levels of the Canadian Forces (CF)
before considering the specific training conducted for Operation Cordon and Operation Deliverance.
Ultimately, we want to know whether the Canadian Airborne Regiment Battle Group was properly trained

for the Somalia mission and, if not, what the deficiencies were and how they might have been corrected.

TRAINING POLICY FOR PEACEKEEPING MISSIONS
The Traditional Approach

Given Canada's long involvement with United Nations peacekeeping endeavours, one would expect that by
1992, the year Somalia became an international issue, the CF would have had a clearly defined and
conceptualized training system for peacekeeping missions that reflected changes in the peacekeeping field
at that time. (Our discussion of training policy up to 1992 relates primarily to "traditional peacekeeping”,
characterized by the basic tenets of consent, impartiality, and use of force onhdiefeel€, as discussed

in Volume 1, Chapter 18 Peacekeeping.) Amazingly, this was not the case. Indeed, at that time, the
training policy of the CF was based almost exclusively on a traditional mode of general purpose combat
preparation.

The objective of general purpose combat training (GPCT) is to prepare soldiers and units to perform a full
range of basic combat functions and to integrate these functions effectively to meet larger operational needs.
Before advancing to collective unit training, all soldiare trained in basic soldiering skills, such as the use

of weapons, fieldcraft, communications, biological/chemical defence, basic fitness, and first aid. GPCT was
to provide the foundation for peacekeeping, supplemented by mgsémific training during pre

deployment preparations as the need arose.

This reliance on GPCT was based on the conviction that troops well trained fénteigsity warfare

would be well prepared for any scenario falling short of combat, including peacek&épisgumed that
peacekeeping would draw on the same set of skills as conventional warfare, but would test them to a lesser
degree.

In addition to developing fighting skills, GPCT was seen to instil a strong sense of unit discipline and the
ability to work cohesively and efficiently in any military setting, whether in battle, delivering food and
assistance, or in other emergencies. Since UN peacekeeping missions involved critical contact with other
military or paramilitary leaders, it was believed that combaady troops would be better able to



understand, and command the respect of, the military leaders and soldiers of warring¥attiapsears'
experience in traditional peacekeeping, typified by Canada's involvement in Cyprus, had demonstrated the
relevance of unit discipline, cohesion, and basic professional skills in all military endeavours.

It was assumed that any necessary training be@g@dT was achievable within the relatively short period
between the notice of mission and a unit's actual deploymtrat is, from several days to a few months.
Relegating this training almost exclusively to the-geployment phase also reflected the view that each
new mission was unique, with few common characteristics that could be prepared for outside a mission
specific context.

This basic CF design of training for warthe 'traditional’ approach was clearly evident in the early 1990s
before toops were sent to Somafist was formulated in response to the plans and priorities established by
the Government of Canada and expressed in the 1987 Defence Whité Régilerrecognizing Canada's
continuing participation in UN peacekeeping missions, the White Paper essentially endorsed Cold War
defence policy, based on a strategy of deterrence and collective defence in Nortte/meriVestern

Europe. The focus of the CF on general purpose combat readiness flowed from this statement of’priorities.

This policy seems to have served our forces well throughout tbellsa ‘classical' peacekeeping era
(1956:1990)2 when relatively stable unit rotations to Cyprus were the norm. Indeed, CF peacekeepers were
recognized internationally for their high level of prafiemalism. However, the rapidly changing nature of
global conflict and the dynamics of peacekeeping in the late 1980s calleeefamenation and change in
peacekeeping training approaches.

Peacekeeping Skills Beyond General Purpose Combat Training

Training must be tailored to the tasks required, and this varies, to some degree, from mission t8 mission.
The modern peacekeeper is called upon to perform an extraordinary range of roles and tasks:

The soldier of the 1990s must be flexible. He must be a diplomat, an aid worker, a policeman, as
well as a warrior. He must exercise an unprecedented level dfisalbline by, in effect,
programming himself to fit the prevailing situation.

In wartime, roles and objectives are clearly defined. But in operations other than war, the soldier is
often forced to change roles from day to day, or even moment to moment. The peacekeeper must
draw upon his combat infantry skills if a fifight breaks out, andhen revert back to his

diplomatic or humanitarian self.

The soldier of the 1990s must be better educated than ever before. He must be acquainted with the
political, military and sociecultural dynamics of the crisis area.... He must realize that as a
representative of his country, his conduct will be held to extremely high starf8lards.

Thus a much wider array of knowledge and skill is required than is normally covered under GPCT.
Broadening th knowledge and skill base through education and training is also a way of shaping
appropriate attitudes and setting the right expectations to help CF members adapt to the demands of
traditional peacekeeping or other peace support missions.

Many generic lists have been developed of the kinds of training generally required for peace support
missionstt Some outline all the skills required; others focus only or@BCT skills. To indicate the mge

of skills and their interrelationship, we include a representative and composite list of key subjects identified
as being of particular relevance to peace support missions. They are grouped to include those that usually
fall within GPCT (although the exact application of the skills may differ); those not traditionally included in
GPCT, but of general application to peace support operations (‘generic peacekeeping' skills); and those that
must be taught in a missiepecific context?

General Purpose Combat Training

1 use of small arms, creserved weapons and nethal weapons



fieldcraft, including survival techniques, map reading, water purification, navigation
use of communications equipment

mine awareness

Law of Armed Conflict

first aid, including CPR, hygiene

=A =4 =4 =4 A A

patrolling and checkpoint operations
1 sentry and guard duties, compound security.

Generic Peacekeeping Training

overview of United Nations and history of UN peacekeeping

=

nature é UN peacekeeping activities

understanding of a peacekeeper's roles and responsibilities
review of lessons learned from previous missions

conflict resolution and negotiation

intercultural relations training

use of force policies and rules of engagement (ROE)
investigation and UN reporting procedures

establishing buffer zones, supervising a cdmsemonitoring boundaries
protecting humanitarian relief efforts, convoy escorts
establishing and maintaining law and order

searches, crowd control, hdimgy detainees

assistance in rebuilding infrastructure, relief work
co-operation with related agencies (e.g., Red Cross)

=A =4 =4 4 4 4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -5 -

public affairs/media awareness.
Mission-Specific Training

missionspecific objectives and command and control structures

geography, history, political background, and threat assessment (military and environmental) in
relation to theatre of operations

theatrespecific cultural and language training
theatrespecific vehicle, weapons, mines and munitions recognition
training on missiorspecific standing operating procedures and ROE

=A =4 A =4

theatrespecific health and hygiene
1 stress management techniques.

We emphasize that the lists are not exhaustive or authoritative. However, they are sufficiently illustrative of
training requirements for peace support operations to serve as a checklist in this chapter.

The lists are striking in at least two respects. First, the topics relevant to training for peace support
operations are numerous and complex; we could not imagine them being covered adiexinetgire

deployment phase, particularly in cases where that period is measured ¥ASkyend, although some

topics must be taught in the context of a specific mission, many are applicable more generally to a wide
range of UN missions. These generic peacekeeping training topics should be included, along with GPCT, in
core training received by members of the Canadian Forces. This cannot be done during the limited pre



deployment period onlgind calls for a greater use of the individual training system, so that topics can be
incorporated over a longer period.

Internal Reassessment

The Department of National Defence (DND) and the CF conducted a number of studies and reviews during
the late 1980s and early 1990s examining various peacekeaetated issues. Common themes of these

internal reviews and studies included the absence of a nationally directed peacekeeping training program;
inattention to, or inadequacy of, training structures andgz®es; and resulting deficiencies in the

knowledge, skills and orientations of CF peacekeefiéns1989, the Lalonde study advocated better co
ordination of peacekeeping deployments between National Defence Headquarters (NDHQ) and commands,
but upheld the general purpose model of traifiithe same year, the Rowbottom study proposed a
specialized approach to peacekeeping pajgieocedures and trainifg.

In 1990, the Special Peacekeeping Adviser to the Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff reported that Canada's
peacekeeping training efforts had both systemic and training content deficiéf@an lan Douglas

observed that "the training of our troops selected for UN operations is not well managed by the central
system. Most training activities are ad teoal, with a few exceptions, take place because field commanders
foresee, and cater to, operational training requirements."

BGen Douglas noted that Canadian officers received insufficient education and training in peacekeeping
operations. Particularly lacking were education and training in relation to the geopolitical, cultural,
interpersonal and international-operation aspects of UN deployments. In the United Nations Observer
Group in Central America (ONUCA) operation, both the Spanish and Venezuelimgeots "were quite
superior to the Canadian Contingent, when compared across the board."

As to formed unit preparation, BGen Douglas confirmed the lack of direction from NDHQ to commands to
units: "After 26 years of the Cyprus commitment there is still no system directed training package. Units
either go back into regimental archives, and update old training plans, or borrow the most recent plan from
the unit which preceded them".

The Douglas report recommended the development and management ahg pagkage by Land Force
Command Headquarters; introduction of a course of studies to overcome the noted education and training
deficiencies; and the establishment of a permanent joint staff (J Staff) to improve NDHQ communication,
co-ordination and management of peacekeeping activftiéslso called for an imlepth review of all

categories of peacekeeping trainifig.

A DND Mili tary Review preliminary report, issued in February 1991, observed that there were "no current,
officially published, Canadian doctrinal manuals for the guidance of CF members or units training for or
serving on peacekeeping dutié$As well, there was "a lack of coordinated policy direction for training

and training standards for units preparing for peacekeeping operations." Force Mobile (now Land Force)
Command had no current training polfoy formed unit deployments and rotations, and concern was
expressed that general military training, which emphasized a high standard of discipline and aggressiveness,
was insufficient for the peacekeeping role. "While there is no question of the requirement for a high state of
discipline, time and training are required to prepare the soldier for the passive role of a peacekeeper."

In 1992 an NDHQ program evaluation report identified weaknesses at all levels of peacekeeping training
and observed that "conand and control and communication systems across the Canadian Forces for
peacekeeping do not exi$t. The report reinforced the need for the involvement of the individual training
system, along with functional commands, to ensure comprehensive peacekeeping education and training;
emphasized the importance of "Awaditional" and "special" skills for peacekeepers; and urged the
allocation of resources to support peacekeeping training effdrtseValuation reflected growing concern
about the adequacy of both general and specific aspects of peacekeeping training and concluded that
"peacekeepers will need more than only general military training."

In early 1991, the United Nations published "Training Guidelines", which included guidance on standards
of training for peacekeeping operations among contributing n&fi@se response was a staff paper by the
Directorate of Peacekeeping€rations depicting a complacent CF attitude (that is, that very little was
needed to prepare CF peacekeepers for operations), which was causing difficulties in competing with other



peacekeeping contributors [who were] paying attention to the expressed wishes of the UN [by] upgrading
their peacekeeping skill$>"

The paper warned against resisting the guidelines for refresher and special training (e.g., mission orientation
and negotiation). ThEF had an obligation to meet the UN guidelines, the paper argued, and could "no
longer claim that specific peacekeeping training is not needed." Among its recommendations were that
training be given priority and that it be tailored to the needs of various categories of peacekeepers, including
formed and composite unit contingents (combat and support).

Internal resistance to change was apparent in the early 1990s, particularly around the time when
submissions were being made to establish a peacekeepiriggtieentre at Cornwallis, Nova Scotia. The

centre was to provide more focused expertise and broaden the range of education and skills training being
offered to peacekeepefsin general, the CF response was to favour maintenance of the status quo, with the
(by then) familiar refrain that "the best peacekeeper is atvedtied soldier, sailor or airman who knows his
trade”, with any required specialized training to be carried out as a pematdon'Z The traditional list

of contingency training (basically, combatiented training, conducted annually for the UN standby
contingent outside Canada, under jungle, mountain or desert conditions);
replacement/reinforcement/rotation training (primarily for support personnel destined for the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force (UNDOF) in the Golan Heights, conducted quarterly); and military
observer training was offered asdasmce of a comprehensive training approach. There were also claims

that staff changes in the office of the Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff (DCDS) in 1988 had improved the
peacekeeping training situatiéh.

In the short term, very little action flowed from any of the study or review findfrgsd it is unlikely that

change would have occurred had it not been for external préSguseirvey of CF commands, colleges,

and schools in March 1993 showed that few of the formations were conducting specific UN training or
educatior?® and there was no indication of any appreciable influence on the way training was being directed
by commands or done at the unit leeAlso, a comprehensive DCDS instriact of December 29, 1993

aimed at rectifying deficiencies, making improvements, and formalizing direction and guidance for
peacekeeping operaticdhs- had no immediate effect. Problems and limitations in peacekeeping training at
the deploying unit level persisted into the rii@90s>

The State of Training Policy in 1992

Thus in 1992, despite numerous internal studies with astensmessage that peacekeeping training

should be critically reevaluated and changedan ad hoc, general purpose combat training approach to
preparing for UN deployments remained. There was no nationally directed systematic process for
determining training requirements for peacekeeping and other peace support operations or for developing
training plans and programs. P&xld War peace support operations training lacked an appropriately
defined concept of operations, a proper needs analysis hagemtonducte,and formally developed
doctrine, standards and training plans were absent.

Without training objectives and standards at the command level, there was no basis on which to provide
guidance as to training priorities or the level to which training was to be conducted, let alone criteria to
evaluate the effectiveness of such training. Production of training curricula, training packages, and standing
operating procedures at the fation/unit level was indeed hampered by the absence of central direction, a
supportive training structure, and a 'corporate memory bank'. Although progress has been made since, the
tone set at NDHQ and within commands foreshadowed the problems encountered by the Canadian Airborne
Regiment during preleployment preparations in the fall of 1992. These can be seen partly as a reflection of
higherlevel resistance to modernizing the peace support operations training structure and process to meet
emerging challeges. In this sense, some of the difficulties experienced by the CAR were highly predictable
and preventable.

FINDINGS

1 In 1992, there was no formalized and standardized training system for peace support operations.
A comprehensive training policy, based on changing requirements, had not been developed, and
there was an absence of doctrine, standards, and performance evaluation mechanisms respecting



the training of units being deployed on peace support operations. This situation existed even
though deficienies in training policy, direction, and management had been clearly identified in
internal Department of National Defence and Canadian Forces reviews and staff papers before
1992

1 In preparing its forces for peace support missions, the Canadian Forces relied almost exclusively
on a core of general purpose combat training, supplemented by mggssaific training during
the predeployment phase. This traditional approach to training was not adequate to give military
personnel either the full range of skitis the appropriate orientation necessary to meet the
diverse and complex challenges presented in-@God War peace support missions. There was a
failure to incorporate the required generic peacekeeping training, both in the individual training
system and in the regular operational training schedule.

1 There was no resource centre to provide effective support and assistance to units preparing for
deployment, nor was a procedure in place for the systematic compilation and analysis of lessons
learned to asst in the planning of and preparation for new peace support missions.

CAR TRAINING BEFORE SEPTEMBER 1992

The Canadian Airborne Regiment was reputed to produce well trained, highly motivated soldiers and was
tasked to maintain those soldiers at a heightened state of readimetsis section, we examine briefly the
training undertaken by the CAR before it received the warning order for Operation Cordon, with a view to
assessing its state afadiness- in terms of training- to undertake preparations for a UN peacekeeping
mission in the late summer of 1992.

Induction into the CAR

All CAR members were volunteers. Before applying to the CAR, they would have served for at least 18
months in a parent infantry regiment, successfully completed a parachute jumping course, demonstrated a
high level of physical fithess, and achieved a specialty qualification in a combat fufiction.

For many years, the CAR conducted an Airborne Indoctrination Course (AIC), usually in the late summer,
to orient newly arrived members. Until the riii80s, the AIC was a formal, intensive course consisting of
10 training days devoted to physical fitness, marksmanship on all infantry weapons, basic fieldcraft and
battle drills, continued parachute training, rappelling, unarmed combat, and first aid tfaifiegcourse
culminated in a parachute dragsually at night. Upon completion of the course, the member was presented
with a regimental coir- the rite of passage into the ranks of the Airbd¥ne.

By 1985, the AIC had been reduced to a4k coursé® After Col Holmes took over command of the
CAR in 1990, the course was changed so that it was no longer a rite of passage into the Regiment. Instead,
it was conducted at ¢hcommando level to integrate new members into theiusitb®

Annual Training
Annual Training Cycle

As with other infantry units, the CAR had an annual training cycle, culminating in-teveitor formation

level exercise in the late sprifiiThe CAR's training year was divided into three periods: individual

training (September to December), collective training (January t9,Mag total force training (June to
August) # The individual training period focused on the development of individual skills and usually
included a collective exercise in the fall that built on seetior platoorevel skills. During the collective
training period, training up to commando and regimental levels would be followed by a winter exercise. By
spring, collective training would normally have been conducted up to the brigade lgwehating in a

brigade exercis& The summer (total force training period) marked a break from regular force training for
the unit, with many senior necommissioned officers (NCOs) and officers being assigned at that time to
train reserve§’

Mid-June to early September was also the active posting sedkermperiod when units such as the CAR
experienced their largest turnowarboth officers and nenommissioned members (NCM$).



Over the summer period just about every unit in the Canadian Armed Forces is ripped to pieces in
one way or another in what is called the tasking or the posting season...and then you grab
everybody back together at the end of that posting season.

If you can, you get some collective training and then you embark again on your individual training
H 45
period:

For at least a few years before the CAR was sent to Somalia, there were significant disruptions and
modifications in its annual training. For example, at the time Col Holmes assumed command in the summer
of 1990, the unit had experienced the recent cancellation of two regimental operations: an exercise to
Jamaica, cancelled as a result of Hurricane Hugo, and an exercise to Alaska, cancelled when one of the
advanceparty planes crashed, killing several soldiers. The resultisgalog disappointment affected

morale, and the disruption in whével training affected the unit's ability to operate effectively as a

regiment® Further frustration was experienced when, in the summer of 1990, the CAR trained diligently for
six weeks for possible deployment to Oka, Quebec, but was not ¢alled.

The CAR's Operational Roles

The Canadian Airborne Regiment's trainimags a function of the unit's assigned roles and operational tasks.
The CAR's primary role was "to provide rapid deployment airborne/air transportable forces for operations

in accordance with assigned tasks, primarily to participate in support of national security and international
peacekeeping’® Operational tasks for which the CAR was to be prepared included Civil Aid Operations
(e.g., internal security operations, armed assistance to fexigtntiaries); Defence of Canada operations
(which entailed the maintenance of the entire Regiment at 96 hours' notice, and being prepared for airborne
operations anywhere in Canada, with the pathfinder platoon and one commando group on shorter notice);
and Stability Operations (being a component of a UN peacekeepingforce).

In relation to its Stability Operations tasking, the CAR was designated as the UN standby battalion, to be
maintainedat an advanced state of readiness for deployment anywhere in théidrelCommander

Force Mobile Command was responsible for training the combat arms unit "to the standards outlined in
NDHQ Annual Training Directives®

The spectrum of conflict for which the peacekeeping standby unit could be employed included enforcement
of ceasdire agreements; conventional armed conflicternal security; and humanitarian assistatice.

Being maintained at high readiness for designated operations included the requirement that the CAR be
maintained at 90 per cent of its authorized strength, its equipment be maintained at a higher state of
readiness than in other units, and it be "capable of executing operations without additional ffining."

The unit was supposed e prepared to deploy anywhere in the world on a peacekeeping mission on seven
days' notice? We were advised, however, that such rapid deployment might mean that training and
intelligence briefings would have to be conducted in theatre, with the declaration of operational readiness
being made after arrival in theaffe.

Although the CAR was the UN standby unit, the last timadt participated in a UN operation before the
Somalia mission was during a rotation to Cyprus in 1886

Training to Meet the CAR's Operational Roles

To prepare for its operational roles, the CAR directed its training to the honing of light infantry skills, with
a focus on physical fitness, musketry, basic battle drills, and the building of tearf®dp@inbers of the
CAR received intensified training beyond that given to other infantry wviits the most obvious

difference being that parachute training formed a part of their acti¥tB=ing specialized light infantry,
CAR members were not required to train with vehicles or devote time to vehicle maintét@reater
emphasis was placed on individual battle craft sRiled unarmed combat trainifijand there was a
requirement for a higher standard of fitness than in any other unit in thé’aieyheard CAR members
described as "keen", "aggressive", and "highly motivatédhd their training as "more professionally
challenging", with exercises "designed to challenge the individual resourcefulness aatiesel of the
individual soldier at all rank level§*The CAR underwent more exchange training with U.S., British, and
French forces than other uiftand was trained in jungle, mountain, and desert waffare.



Surprisingly, however, despite being designated as the UN standby battalion, the CAR did not, as a matter
of course, conduct any regular training aimed specifically at preparing for its tasking related to
peacekeeping operations. They did train for the rapid deployment aspect of the tasking, but not for the
conduct of peacekeeping operations once deployed. This was based on the premise that the best
peacekeeper is a soldier well trained in combat &frs.emphasized earlier, basic infantry skills may be
essential for soldiers deploying on peacekeepirggions, but they are clearly not enough.

One would expect that as the UN standby battalion, the CAR would have at all times maintained a high
level of proficiency in both general purpose combat skills and generic peacekeeping skills. Yet we are not
aware that the CAR conducted any training exercises, outside a rpgidific context, aimed directly at

the conduct of UN peacekeeping operatitns.

It was made evident to us that the CAR was enag of selfsufficient and aggressive troops in search of
challenge. These characteristics would not necessarily make them unsuitable for service in UN operations,
which can range from observation along cefrgdlines to highintensity conflict. However, additional and
continuing training to develop a broader range of skills and attitudes was surely called for, particularly in
the case of actienriented troops who could be called into service on a UN mission at any time. As
experience has shown, peaogieg operations can often be protracted, frustrating, and of uncertain
duration, with soldiers coming into daily contact with both civilians and hostile belligerents. To succeed in
such missions, compassion and conflict resolution skills are as essential-ggitiiginess and proficiency

in arms.

FINDING

9 Sufficient and appropriate training to accomplish its assigned missions and tasks is an essential
component of a unit's preparedness. Training in the CAR was focused on physical fitness, rapid
mobility, parachute capability, light infantry skills, and deployment in harsh environments. To
fulfil its tasking as the UN standby unit, the CAR should have at all times maintained a proficiency
in both general purpose combat skills and generic peacekeeping skills (involving, for example, an
understanding of the nature of UN operations and the role of the peacekeeper, conflict resolution
and negotiation, crossultural relations, restraint in the application of force, and standard UN
operations). However, the CABceived little or no continuing generic peacekeeping training to
prepare it for UN operations, despite having been designated for many years as the UN standby
unit. This typified the traditional DND/CF dictum that general purpose combat training provides
not only the best, but also a sufficient, basis for preparing for peacekeeping missions.

Operation Python

In the summer of 1991, the CAR was chosen to participate in the United Nations Mission for the
Referendum in the Western Sahara (MINURSO). The UNdaiwas to oversee the conduct of a

referendum to determine the political future of the Western Sahara by monitoring -firegasgervising

the return of refugees, and identifying and registering voters. The Canadian mission was named Operation
Python. The CAR's tasks were to include manning crossing points for refugees, monitoring and patrolling in
support of UN military observers and civil police, providing security at UN sites and reception centres, and
providing force reserves and basic mine clepgdapabilitie$?

The CAR was given notice for Operation Python on July 13, 1991. The Commander of the Special Service
Force (SSF), BGen Crabbe, issued planning guidance and direction to the CAR's Commanding Officer
(CO) on July 17, 1991 to permit immediate planning, pending the receipt of an operatiori$ Bhaer.

letter ordered, as a first step, that all training activities adedduring the proposed period of deployment

be cancelled and that the normal training activities scheduled for the period before deployment be cancelled
or modified. The latter included several exercises, as well as trade qualification and leadership courses that
were to be rescheduled for the spring of 1992. With respect to the training requirements for Operation
Python, BGen Crabbe directed the CO's attention to the individual training requirements in the Operation
Python planning directiv€,emphasizing as well the incorporation of suiit and platoon aspects of the
operation. He also undertook to have his staff prepare a series of briefings on the climate, geography,
demography, background, and current situation in the area of operations.



Col Holmes, Commander of the CAR, quickly issued a preliminary regimental training directive for
Operation Python on July 31, 1991n it, he noted the challenges that would be presented in the

deployment, emphasized the need for fitness training to assist the troops in adapting to the harsh conditions
that would be encountered, and outlined additional training requirements for the mission.

On August 13, 1991, SSF Headquarters issued the operation order for Operation Python. The order
provided detailed direction respecting training priorities and directed the CAR to develop a training plan in
conjunction with SSF staff A four-to-six-day exercise to simulate-theatre operations was to be

conducted to prepare the battalion group for employment in the UN Western Sahara Offdrakieaping

with the direction provided by SSF Headquarters, Col Holmes issued a second Operation Python regimental
training directive on August 26, 1994which included a regiental training timetable for each commando

and a schedule of regimental briefings.

In preparing for Operation Python, Col Holmes advised us, the CAR undertook extensive training,

including weapons training, individual preparation training (including first aid, emergency CPR,
communications), and general peacekeeping training (including road blocks, searches, and perimeter
definition).™ They also conducted an exercise that began with a paesassault for two days, followed by

three days focused on UN operations. However, because of a lack of vehicles available for training, most of
the exercise had to be accomplished on #ot.

When asked later what lessons were learned by the Regiment by preparing for Operation Python, Col
Holmes replied, "I think the bottom line is...that we had a lot to learn because the peacekeeping experience
for the Airborne Regiment at that time was veglest.but the major lesson learned was that the training

was of value and we had learned a 8tCol Holmes characterized the training on the whole as "extremely
succggssful", and he credited that success to Hopermtion received from SSF Headquarters and other SSF
units:~

In sharp contrast to the CAR's preparations a year later for its mission to Somalia, we note that in the
context of Operation Python, immediate training guidance was issued by SSF upon receipt of the warning
order, a general training directive was prepared by the unit CO, and the SSF issued an operations order
containing detailed directions respecting training prioritieéssequence of events that spanned four weeks.
Only then was a detailed training schedule issued. We note as well the apparent good communication and
co-operation between the Brigade and the Regiment, which were identified by Col Holneyssderkents

in successful training.

Warning and preparation for Operation Python were launched in July 1991. By December 1991, it was
obvious that the CAR would not be deployed on the misSiBarthermore, because of Operation Python,

the CAR lost an opportunity to attend a regimental exercise in Jamaica and also lost a rotation to Cyprus in
the spring of 1992 Delays relating t@peration Python, followed by its ultimate cancellation,

demoralized the troogs.Coupled with budget cuts, which meant fewer exercises, the CAR personnel
suffered a loss of motivation and discipline: "people literally let themselve¥ go."

In testimony before us, Operation Python training was cited as having given the CAR an advantage in
preparing for its mission to Somaffaand preparation for Operation Python was a factor in selecting the
CAR for the Somalia mission itself.

Preparing for Operation Python no doubt provided some training benefits to the CAR: general purpose
combat skills were refreshed and some UN tasks were practised. Some personnel preparing for Operation
Cordon in the fall of 1992 could draw on the experience they gained in training for Operation Python the
previous year.

However, the advantagesopided by training for Operation Python, in terms of preparing the CAR for its
mission to Somalia, should not be overstated. The tasks and theatres of operations for the two missions
differed substantially. No mounted training was done in preparation for Operation Btraming was

completed almost a year before the preparations for Operation Cordon began, and there were many new and
inexperienced personnel in the CAR by the fall of 1992 Wéd not been with the Regiment during the

Operation Python preparatiofisThe situation was well summed up by Col Holmes: "there was some

expertise remaining in the Regiment as a result of the [Operation Python] training but at the same time



recognizing the downsizing and posting season, there would be [a] considerable number of new soldiers as
well [as] officers and NCOs that needed to be brought up to [sp&ed]."

Training After Operation Python

The CAR's training in the late winter and spring of 1992 was disrupted on several fronts. After Operation
Python was cancelled, unit resources had to be devoted to sorting and returning stores and equipment that
had been earmarked for the miss¥éMore significantly, the CAR was beginning to undergo extensive
changes related to regimental restructuring. These changes, aifficblies they created, are discussed

in detail in Chapter 19 (Suitability). We note here, however, that in February 1992 the CAR was instructed
to "minimize unit training as of 29 May 92, ensuring that the reorganization then becomes the top priority
unit activity."® During this time, it would be fair to say that the unit was either not training, or not training

at its normal pac&

Some training activity did nevertheless take place. In the spring of 1992 the CAR conducted general
purpose military training at the U.S. Marine Corps base at Camp Lejeune in the United States, and during
the brigade concentration in the spring they conducted a regimental level general purpose®®xercise.
However, as of June 1992, the Regiment had not undertaken any trade qualification courses for almost two
years, because of the Operat®Bython commitment, resulting in a "number of holes" in terms of

qualifications within the Regime#t.

Despite these challenges, Col Holmes testified that, in the spring of 1992, the state of the CAR's training
was good in terms of general purpose combat prepar&titmvever, “the peacekeeping training by that
time was getting a bit stale...skills are very perishable, very pétist2 Col Holmes also advised us that,
given the ongoing restructuring and the rotation of personnel during the summer, it is likely that the CAR
would have been "off balance" at the time it was selected for service in S8halia.

FINDINGS

1 The restructuring of the CARbgether with the annual rotation of personnel and turnover in
senior officers, seriously and adversely affectetl@AR's state of training readiness for a new
mission in the late summer of 1992. Morale had suffered seriously during th€23&dining
year. Annual training and individual training had been disrupted. While training in preparation
for Operation Python had some residual benefit in preparing individual members for a UN
mission, the sulinits as constituted for Operation Cordon differed substantially from the sub
units that trained for Operation Python. These newly constitutedisit had not as yet kdahe
opportunity to train together as a regiment. Under these circumstances, the unit as a whole could
not be considered either combat ready or proficient in peacekeeping skills.

1 Atthe time the CAR was warned for Operation Cordon, it was not at a high state of readiness,
from a training perspective, to undertake preparations for deployment on a peacekeeping mission.

PRE-DEPLOYMENT TRAINING FOR OPERATION CORDON

On September 5, 1992, the CAR received a warning order for a peacekeeping mission to Sderalia un
Chapter VI of the UN Charter. This mission was called Operation Cordon. As part of its preparation for the
mission, the CAR embarked on an intensive period cflpmoyment training. Although initial time lines
provided for only four weeks of training, postponements in deployment dates resulted in training being
spread out over a thremonth period. In early December, the mission was changed to a peace enforcement
operation under Chapter VIl of the UN Charter and renamed Operation Deliverance. ideathis new
mandate that the CAR went to Somalia, with the advance party departing on December 13th and the main
body starting to deploy on December 27, 1992.

In this section, we examine and assess the appropriateness and sufficienayepi@yment training for
Operation Cordon. We begin with an overview of responsibilities fedpptoyment training at various

levels in the chain of command. We turn then to an examination of the development of a training plan for
the mission and conclude with a rewi of the training actually conducted.



It must be emphasized that training is one of the fundamental elements of preparing troops for operations. It
is the preeminent activity during which good leadership is exercised, discipline established, and skills,
standards and attitudes transmitted. As such, training is central to the general issue of operational readiness.

Responsibility for Pre-Deployment Training

When the Government of Canada commits CF personnel to operations, the ultimate responsibdity for th
operation resides in the Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS). This includes all aspects of preparing troops for
the mission, including training preparations. In accordance with standing orders, the CDS holds the
Commander of Land Force Command (Commander LFC) responsible for the generation of land forces, a
task that includes the training of army personnel and units for the assigned mission.

For army units, authority with respect to fgteployment training is delegated down the chain of command,
first by the CDS to the army command&then down to arédand brigad# levels, and, ultimately, to the
unit commanding officef Delegation of authority, however, does not mean abdication of responsibility:
senior commanders in the chain of command retain comttbsapervisory responsibility for the training
undertaken and are accountable for the results.

It is the CDS and NDHQ staff who in the first instance create the conditions that permit effective training
preparations. At this levethe concerns are in relation to mission, resources and time. These include the
clarity and 'doability’ of the task assigned, as well as the policy, doctrine, and standards that will guide the
training; the resources of people, equipment, materiel and money; and the time pedueddiners to

train their troops. In the case of peace support operations, NDHQ should also be expected to oversee the
provision of resources for specialist training (such as linguists, area briefs, cultural and ethnic sensitivity
training).

It is the Commander LFC, however, who carries the primary responsibility for preparing land forces for
operations. Among the main tasks are the direction and general supervision of, and provision of support for,
training preparations for these troops.-Beploymat training is also to be overseen and supported by the
appropriate LFC area commander.

Under the terms of the warning order for Operation Cordon issued by Land Force Central Area (LFCA)
Headquarters, it fell to the Commander Special Service Force, BGen Ernest Beno, to declare the CAR
operationally ready for its missiGiAs Brigade Commander, it was his responsibility to provide training
guidance and direction to the CO preparing the unitlémoyment® BGen Beno was assisted in
operational and training matters by Maj Turner, the Brigade Major (G3 SSF), and Capt Thomas, (G3
Operations) The latter two officers maintained regular contact with CAR staff during tdegloyment
phase.

The principal and immediate responsibility for training a unit for a mission rests with its commanding
officer. Based on the guidance and direction received from superiors, the CO is respondidlelfiping

a training plan, providing guidance and direction to staff and subordinate commanders, observing field
training exercises, and ensuring that the troops are sufficiently trained to execute their mission. In the case
of the CAR's mission to Somalia, the CO was LCol Morneault, who was appointed June 24, 1992
approximately two months before notice of the Somalia mission. He was succeeded by LCol Mathieu, who
was appointed October 26, 1992. The CO was assisted by Capt Kyle, the OperationseSffmesible for
executing the CO's orders for operational and training matters within the unit, and Capt Walsh, the Training
Officer, who was responsible for-@ydinating training and allocating training resources. They were joined

by Capt Koch, the CAR's Liaison Officer to SSF HQ, who assisted the CAR's training staff and assumed
responsibility for the compilation of standing operating procedures (SOPSs) for the mission.

Responsibility for training follows the chain of command, with the Officers Commgr{@iCs) sukunits

receiving direction from, and being responsible to, the unit CO. Once the CO has given overall guidance to
the company commanders, they have some flexibility as to how they train their compa@a@apany
commanders entrust responsibility for carrying out the next level of training to platoon commanders, and
platoon commanders entrust responsibility for carrying out léexesl training to section commandéfs.



Development of a Training Plan for Operation Cordon
Essential Elements for the Development of a Training Plan

Before undertaking training for a mission, a training plan must be developed to guide preparations. In
accordance with direction provided by the formation commander, the training plan is developed by the unit
CO and regimental headquarters staff, with assistance from brigade headquarters. The essential elements of
the plan are conveyed in the foohwritten documentation, supplemented by oral briefings and direction.

Once developed, the written training plan is submitted by the unit to brigade headquarters for review and
approval.

As the blueprint that guides pdeployment training activities, a training plan must clearly convey the
concept of the operation and the objectives to be achieved; specify the training drills, exercises and
briefings to be conducted; establish training priorities and the standards to be attained; and provide for feed
back mechanisms for measuring the progress and sufficiency of training. Timetables for regimental level
and subunit level training must also be developed. $uif commanders must be given sufficient

information and direction to prepare their own detailed training schedules and to conduct their training in
accordance with the objectives, standards and priorities established by the CO. All components of the
training plan are designed with the following goal in mind: to provide for the delivery of sufficiént a
appropriate training that will prepare the troops physically, operationally, and psychologically for all
aspects of the mission and develop the collective skills and unit cohesion necessary for the success of the
mission.

Training for a peace support mission is progressive in nature. Each individual must have a certain level of
competence in individual general purpose combat and generic peacekeeping skills, such as weapons
handling, fieldcraft, using communications equipment, and negotiation skilstréhiing provides a

foundation for collective training, which progresses from sedtwal to platoorlevel to compamyevel to
unit-level. In addition to building skills, collective training serves to build cohesion among individuals and
confidence in their commanders at all levels. Special individual skills tailored to the specific theatre of
operations must also be developed or refreshed, including combat first aid, mine awareness, and familiarity
with local customs. Because time frames are often cesspd, it is essential that priorities be established

and allocated within the time available.

A pre-deployment training plan cannot, however, be created in a vacuum. At the least, the development of a
good training plan requires

1 aclear statement of the anticipated mission and tasks;

91 doctrine or directives that set out training requirements and standards for the type of mission being
undertaken. In the case of land forces tasked for a peace support operation, such doctrine would be
within the purview othe Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff and Land Force Command,;

9 direction or guidance respecting training activities and priorities for the mission, to be provided,
with increasing specificity, down the chain of command from LFC through to the unit level;

1 co-operation and clear communication between all levels of the chain of command, particularly
between the formation and unit levels;

1 reasonable certainty about the time lines governing the mounting of the mission;

9 access to supplementary resources liiming plan precedents, training materials, and lessons
learned from previous missions;

91 accurate and timely intelligence respecting the theatre of operations, which would in turn require
that a reconnaissance be conducted early enough to inform the development of the training plan;

1 reliable information respecting the availability of vehicles, equipment, and other resources
necessary for training; and

1 identification of the specialized training resources available.



As we will see, serious deficiencies glation to many of these supporting elements placed a heavy burden
on the CAR staff in designing a training plan for Operation Cordon.

Development of the Training Plan

Although the warning order for Operation Cordon was not issued until September 5, 1992, rumours had
been circulating about a possible mission, and plans were being formulated in late August.

LCol Morneault had been advised informally by BGen Beno during the third week of August that the CAR
was on a short list of units that might be sentam&liat®® During the last few days of August, LCol
Morneault prepared his own estimate of the situdtas well as detailed notes for an oral operations
order’® He held daily meetings with his staff to discuss training and gave an initial briefing to his OCs on
or about September 1

On September 1, 1992, an initial warning order was issued by Force Mobile Command (Land Force
Command) Headquarterd! stating in general terms that the government had announced a willingness to
participate in a UN mission to Somalia, contingent upon further diplomatic agreements; that the CAR, with
reinforcements, would probably be assigned to secure the distribution of humanitarian assistance in the
north-east sector of Somalia; that the main body would not move before late September, but a
reconnaissance and advance party would be required earlier; and that a detailed warning order would be
issued within a few days.

CAR staff immediately initiated work on developing a training plan for Operation Cordon. LCol Morneault
provided direction to his training officer, Capt Walsh, based on the oral information he had received, the
results of an earlier reconnaissance to Somalia, training plans and afteregtas from Operation

Python, and their own collective expertf8&To LCol Morneault's knowledge, there were no written

guidelines governing the development of training plans for UN mistansd, indeed, our Inquiry has

confirmed this rather startling state of affairs.

While working on the training plan during the first few days of September, the regimental staff operated o

a "very short fuse®!°In an attempt to find information to assist with the development of a training plan, the
staff did extensive research, going through the files for documents from earlier missions, including those for
Cyprus, the Western Sahara, and other operations on the African continent. In Capt Walsh's words:

We looked at experiences and training plans of soldiers and units who had deployed for the Gulf
War. We then interviewed pple who had deployed on these missions for lessons learned.

We went to the brigade headquarters, the area headquarters and the Army level headquarters,
again, looking for lessons learned type document assistance with identifying the key areas that we
had to focus on.

We contacted the J3 Peacekeeping cell here in Ottawa in NDHQ. We spoke with both staff
colleges in Kingston and Toront&:

Senior staff who had contacts with their parent regits also contributed to the development of the training
112

plan:==
Despite these intensive efforts, CAR staff discovered that the available written material was "very
limited".*** Aside from some training direction from SSF Headquarters and some references to documents
concerning general purpose skills, Capt Walsh received no information packages on training from NDHQ,
LFCA or SSF Hadquarters**

One would be hard pressed to come up with a description of a more ad hoc approach to designing a training
plan for a UN mission. The unit was essentially left on its own to develop a plan, with no peacekeeping
doctrine, training directives, or standard package of precedents and lessons learned upon whiéf®to draw.
This is astonishing, given Canada's decadesvohiement in peacekeeping missions.

FINDING

1 The absence of CF peacekeeping training doctrine, together with the lack of guidelines for the
development of training plans for UN deployments or a standard package of precedents and



lessons learned from previous missions, placed an undue burden on the CAR's junior staff in the
initial stages of designing a training plan for Operation Cordon. Such absence represents a clear
and inexcusable failure by the military leadership, particularly at the senior leveés) giv

Canada's decades of involvement in peacekeeping missions. CAR staff went to great lengths to

attempt to compensate for this lack of doctrine, guidelines, and materials.

The first draft training program for Operation Cordon was forwarded by Capt Walsh to Special Service
Force Headquarters on September 4, $892 included a summary of regimental and commando level
training activities to be conducted from September 8th to 24th in prepafatideployment. A handwritten
training calendar- described in the covering letter as a guideline that would be developed in much greater
detail at commando level was also attached’

On Saturday, September 5, 1992, SSF was formally warned for Operation Cordon by Land Force Central
Area® That same day, SSF issued a warning order tasking the CAR to assemble, prefisain a0

person infantry battalion group for operation in the newdht sector of Somalia centred at Boss&Ssthe
anticipated irtheatre tasks listed in the warning order included security of the port of entry for relief
supplies, convoy security and escort of relief supplies, security of distribution centres, and security of base
camp. September 4, 1992, was designated as 'W Day' (Warning Day), with the possible deployment of the
advarce party indicated as September 25, 1992 (W + 21), and the full contingent to be operationally ready
to deploy on October 4, 1992 (W + 38YNo amplifying direction was given at that time regarding the
training of the CAR for its mission.

LCol Turner (then Brigade Major, SSF) advised us that the warning order, having set out the anticipated
tasks in theatre, provided sufficient information for a CO to commeneggmieyment training? We are

not in agreement with this assessment. It is our view that detailed training guidance and direction should
have been immediately provided by brigade headquarters in order to assist the CAR's CO and staff in
developing their training plan. This is particularly the case in view of two factors: first, the absence of
peacekeeping training guidelines, directives, and materials already noted, and, second, the testimony of
BGen Beno indicating thavhen he reviewed the initial proposed training schedule prepared on September
4th, he had doubts that it would result in the Regiment being ready offtime.

FINDING

I The CAR's CO and staff should have been provided, on a timely basis, with detailed written
direction and guidance regarding the training concept, activities, and priorities to be reflected in
their training plan.

Some training guidance was forthcoming on September 8, 1992, same day the CAR started to train for

the mission. Capt Thomas (G3 Operations) from SSF forwarded to LCol Morneault an annex ("Annex D")
from Land Force Command's draft contingency plan for Operation Cordon, which had been produced at
Land Force Command Headquarters on September 3,2308ifhough neither SSF nor the CAR was on

the distribution list, a copy of the draft contingency plan was received by SSF on Septembéaactit

was discussed at the Labour Day briefing given by staff from Land Force Central Area to members of the
CAR and SSE? When asked during his testimony why a copy of this useful background document had not
been forwarded by SSF to the CAR before September 8th, LCol Turner (then Brigade Major SSF) testified
that he may have assumed that LCol Morneault already had a copy. LCol Turnetediggenell that,

with only 21 days to prepare, the CAR's CO probably didn't need a lot of training guidance and that, in any
event, the contingency plan was an unsigned draft and all the necessary information was contained in the
warning ordef2® LCol Turner stated, however, that he subsequently decided to send Annex D to the CAR
on September 8th because he was surprised at the lack of regimental training direction and wanted to
encourage L6l Morneault to put more emphasis on traintfig.

Annex D stated that the battalion group would develop its training plan "to attain a combat readiness and be
ready for [deployment] by W+30 or before". All designated personnel were to undergo section, platoon, and
company level training prior to being dispatched to the theatre of operations. The training concept
emphasized that the short time available would dictate a missi@nted trainingorogram, and included a

time chart, based on three stages of training, to serve as a planninggeakwing one week of

administrative preparations (during which individual training might start), the schedule anticipated eight



days for general individual training to ensure a proper basis for further training; five days for collective
training at the section, platoon, and company levels, followed by five days at the battalion group level,
ensure general purpose combat capability and proficiency in misgamific tasks; and five days of theatre
specific individual training. Capt Walsh testified that the contents of the training guidance were verbally
passed on to him by LCol Morneault, and reflected the progression of the training plan that was being
developed by the CAR's staff

At the level of Land Force Command Headquarters, this general form of guidance regardorg e,
progression, and content of training was appropriate and, for the most part, sufffaiéetwould have
expected, however, to see it amplified and developed at the area and brigade levels in the form of
commander's training guidance and direction, rather than being simply passed down, unaltered, to the unit
level.

LCol Morneault and his staff, with input from the suhit OCs, continued working together to develop the
training plant3! There was regular contact between SSF and CAR%fid a meeting was held with other
units in the SSF to eordinate training resources and vehicf&s.

Several factors, however, made it difficult to plan and schedule training activities. First, there was an
insufficient number of training vehicles to meet tmit's requirements? Second, there was great

uncertainty about the amount of time available for training. Deployment dates had begun to slip almost
immediately after the September 5th warning order was recERBdrhaps as early as September 7th, but
certainly by the middle of September, it was clear that the CAR would not be deployed before the end of
October, due in patb the unavailability of a UMhartered ship:® This postponement in deployment

dates made it difficult to plan and-codinate training activities, and the training plan had to be revised as
time lines changetf’

Deployment dates for Operation Cordon were not known until the 26th of October 1992 and then
slipped. This clearly hampered the efficient planning of training, aothktime available for

training was constantly changing. To keep pace with slippage of deployment timings, the Canadian
Airborne Regiment was forced to revise training plans on two separate océasions.

FINDING

91 Efficient planning of the content and scheduling of training for Operation Cordon was seriously
hampered by the uncertainty surrounding deployment dates.

Not only did changing deployment dates make planning difficult, it also seemas’e contributed to

disharmony between BGen Beno and LCol Morneault concerning the underlying approach to the training
plan and the schedule for its implementation. From the start, LCol Morneault was very aware of the

slippage, and appears to have embarked upon hidgmleyment preparations with these changing dates in
mind. "[W]e already knew right at the start that things were starting to slip and we would have more training
time."? BGen Beno, on the other hand, appears to have continued to emphasize the original dates set out in
the warning order: "[N]Jo matter what the rumours were, it was abundantly clear that our superiors still
envisioned...the earlier time line¥®This difference in perspective may have contributed to later
disagreements between BGen Beno and LCol Morneault regarding their assessments of the progress of
training, and the scheduling and purpose ofrEige Stalwart Providence.

A new version of the training plan for Operation Cordon was produced by CAR staff during the week of
September 7th or early the following week, and forwarded to SSF by Capt #dtsxpanded upon the
September 4th version, with training scheduled until October 2nd, followed by danegleld training
exercise. Neither Capt Kyle nor LCol Morneault were aware of any problems with the training plan at that

time**2and LCol Turner advised us that there was nothing wrong with the content of the training schedules

per se®

However, BGen Beno was not satisfied with the training plan for what it failed to inéfude.had

expected more detail and guidance delineating the Commanding Officer's training concept, training

priorities, and the level to which training was to be conducted. According to LCol Turner, a training plan
should be something beyond a list of planned activities; the calendars should have been accompanied, either
in writing or in an oral briefing to BGen Beno, by a statement of the CO's concepts and priorities. LCol



Turner testified that he did not believe that such a statement was ever conveyed to BGen Beno by LCol
145

Morneault==

LCol Morneault tesfied that to the best of his recollection, he was not instructed by BGen Beno to include
an aim, scope, and objective section in the training fare stated that he had conveyed all of these
concepts to his officers, but did not think it necessary to include such guidance in the actual document in
order for the training plan to be complete. He pointed out as well that the training plan for Operation Python
did not have such a section, ahdttBGen Beno had indicated previously that it would be a good model to
follow.**

LCol Morneault is correct in stating that his training plan resembles the regimental training directive issued
for Operation Python that was comprised of timetables and briefing schéfidesvever, that Operation
Python training directive was preceded by both a preliminary regimental trainguogivcirprepared by the

unit commandef® and an operations order issued by SSF Headquafietsch together provided

additional written details concerning the training concept and priorities-1®l@nce on the Operation

Python training directive that contained only training schedules resulted in the production of a training plan
lacking several essential elements.

FINDING

1 TheOperation Cordon training plan should have included a written statement of the training
concept and overall objectives, together with an explicit prioritization of the training activities to
be conducted. The priorities were especially important given the uncertainty surrounding the
amount of time available to conduct the training. A comprehensive training plan which clearly set
out the CO's objectives and priorities at the start of the training period would also have fostered a
more standardized approach training among the subnits and assisted in the development of
unit cohesion.

All three rifle commando OCs testified that they were satisfied with the direction and guidance received
from LCol Morneault in terms of training= Unit orders groups were held weekly, as well as daily co
ordination conferences to which the suits sent their seconds in commaffdDuring these metings, the
training requirements of each suhit were reviewed> Oral direction was given weekly by LCol

Morneault on training items to be covered by the commandos, and training priorities were established.
These tasks were then incorporated by the OCs into their commando training plans, which were
subsequently submitted to the CAR Headquarters for apprdvadcording to LCo Morneault, he gave

clear direction as to what he wanted the OCs to accomplish, and then gave them latitude as to how to go
about doing their job%>

These supplementary oral briefings did provide additional guidance tenitutommander$® They were
not, however, a valid substitute for written direction establishing an overall training concept and a clear
statement of priofies.

BGen Beno, LCol Morneault, Maj Turner, and Capt Kyle met on September 16th and engaged in extensive
discussions respecting training. A new package of training schedules and summaries was presented, with
training to be conducted until October 2nd, followed by a training exercise ("FTX") from October 3rd to
October 9th. Capt Walsh testified that he was told by Special Service Force Headquarters that it was a very
good training plaf’ Thetraining schedules and summaries, or at least portions of them, were forwarded

by SSF Headquarters up the chain of command to LFCA Headquarters and LFC HeadgtiAttérs.
September 16th meeting, BGen Beno emphasized that LCol Morneault was to focus onspssiin

training for the CAR, rather than general purpose combat tratfing.

On September 22, 1992, BGen Beno sedeétailed training direction for Operation Cordon to LCol
Morneault:®® This document was sent because after having reflected upon their September 16th discussion
and reviewing the training plan, BGen Beno continued to have concerns about training and believed it
necessary to provide LCol Morneault with clearer directfdat the time the training direction was

prepared, it waknown at SSF Headquarters that the earliest possible deployment date for the CAR was
October 30th, "so there was still plenty of time in which to conduct good, useful rriggoific

training.'*%



The training direction is a comprehensive document that sets out guiding principlesdepjogment
preparations as well as a prioritized list of skills considered essential for all soldiers being deployed on the
mission. In it, BGen Beno outlidehe three basic rules that, in his opinion, govern the conduct of any
peacekeeping operation and should underlie all of the battalion group's preparatory training: minimum use
of force, maximum use of deterrence, and conflict resolution at the lowest possibfélelesalso stated

that the "Commanding Officer of the battle group. ..should aim...to deploy and return from Somalia without
having discharged a single weapon in ang&t."

BGen Beno then established direction for individual and collective training that was to be completed by
October 13tht® The list of activities was notably tailored for the UN mission, and assumed that the troops
had, or should have had, general purpose combat training. The document stipulated that general purpose
combat training was to be considered last and only if time permifted.

The predeployment training guidance set out in BGen Beno's training direction of September 22, 1992,
delineates principles and is instructive. However, evidence presented by BGen Beno indicates that in early
September, he had formed the opinion that LCol Morneault was failing to focus properly on training, failing
to provide clear direction to his OCs, and failing to provide a satisfactory training®plais. clear that

BGen Beno and LCol Morneault had numerous discussions about training before this direction was
issued®® and LCol Morneault testified that he had had "plenty of verbal guidance" from BGer8éno.

is, nevertheless, most unfortunate that a written brigade training directive was not provided at an earlier
point during the preleploymenpreparations, especially since the Brigade Commander had concerns early
on about training and believed that the Commanding Officer needed clearer direction.

LCol Morneault saw BGen Beno's training direction on September 28th on his return frorfirsdiagt

mission to UN headquarters in New YdfR Although it seemed a bit late for the issuance of written

guidance, he did not interpret the letter as an expression of concern on BGen Bé¥bfsapicularly in

light of the fact that written training direction had been issued by SSF Headquarters for Operation Python a
year earliet”? Rather, LCol Morneault saw in its contents a more eloquent reflection of both the ideas he
himself had previously articulated respecting the aims of the regimental exercise, and the concepts he and
BGen Beno had discussed at earlier ingst™

Capt Walsh thought the direction corresponded very closely with their training plan, and this served only to
increase his confidence that their training plan had been properly devéfdbeddid not recall whether

LCol Morneault told him specifically to follow the directions in the September 22nd letter, but he did recall
that LCol Morneault gave him guidance and ditbn training on a continuing basis, and that he

articulated many of the same principles as those set out in thefetter.

The training plan continued to evolve as the mission was delayed. In late September, Part Il of the
Operation Cordon training plan was prepared by CAR staff, covering the period from September 28 to
October 18, 1992 Additional time was scheduled for weaps training and commando exercises, and
Exercise Stalwart Providence was rescheduled to run from October 14 to 18, 1992. The training plan was
sent to SSF and Capt Walsh received no negative comments in relatitf to liaste October, after LCol
Mathieu had assumed command of the CAR, an additional training plan was issued for the month of
November:"®

FINDING

1 The CAR's CO anstaff did not receive timely and sufficient support and information to assist
them in the development of a training plan for Operation Cordon. Among other important things,
there was a lack of peacekeeping training doctrine and standards; adequate and timely-mission
specific training direction and guidance; clear communication between the unit CO and Brigade
Commander; reasonable certainty as to deployment dates; access to training materials; accurate
and timely intelligence respecting the theatre of opens; and reliable information regarding
the availability of vehicles, equipment, and other necessary training resources.



Content of the Proposed Training

The CAR training plan contains a summary of regimental training activities, accompanied by a brief
description of the aim of each activity. The activities include: general training (administration, operations,
medical, and exposure briefings; vehicle familiarization training; armoured vehicle driver training;
commando mounted and dismounted operatiofficer and senior NCO tactical exercises without troops);
and specialty training (mine awareness; desert survival and navigation; communications; sniper; specialty
equipment; crisis negotiation; public affaits).

A summary of commando level training is also included comprising: fitness training; weapons training;
individual preparations training (combat first aid, emergency first aid, communications,
nuclear/biological/chemical defence);ngeal peacekeeping training (roadblocks, searches, observation
posts, patrolling, escort duties, perimeter defence, airfield defence); specialty training (foreign
weapons/equipment recognition, crowd control, fighting in fuplareas, armoured vehicle crew training);
and additional training (grenade, generator training/maintenance, shotgd8),pddre's hour, field training
exercise)®

The training activities listed in the plan in largeasure cover, and indeed amplify upon, the training
activities proposed in the training guidance provided in the draft Land Force Command contingeffey plan.
Most of the training activities outlined in BGen Beno's training directive are also listed, with the significant
exception of establishment and security of distribution centres, incident resolution, arrest and detainment
procedures, and rules of engagem&nitlaj Kyle explained, however, that although incident resolution and
rules of engagement were not listed explicitly in the summary of commando level training developed by
LCol Morneault and his staff, they would be practised as part of other training scenarios (such as
roadblocks and perimeter defence) at the platoon and commando-¥&Mdseover, arrest and detainment
procedures, as well as establishmermt pirotection of distribution centres, were to be performed during
Exercise Stalwart Providené&thus, presumably, it was not considered necessary to include them in
earlier training.

The training plan also includes regimental and commando training calendars. Although there are variations
among the individual subnit training calendat® in general terms, training for the riflmmandos was to

begin with an initial focus on weapons training and armoured vehicle driver training (for designated
personnel). Additional weapons training and UN standing operating procedures training was scheduled
during the second week. Physical fitness training, communications training, first aid, and regimental level
specialty training were emphasized during the third week. Additional weapons training and UN SOP
training was scheduled the fourth week, followed by UN training and preparatory trf@inkxgercise

Stalwart Providence, including mounted training. No provision was made for the battalion group to train
together, outside the context of Exercise Stalwart Providence. Training planned for November was to
include mounted training, additional specialty equipment training, and advanced weapons application
training°

The training schedule does not provide for a neat progression from individual general training to collective
training to individual theatrespecific training, as was outlined in the Land Force Command draft
contingency plan. Some specialty training was moved forward, and some of the collective training was
moved to the end. However, the training plan had to be adapted according to the availability of equipment
and vehicles, adjusted to address existing training levels and needs, and expanded to accommodate the
extension in deployment dates.

We note that virtually all of the training activities we had previously indicatehis chapter as related to
general purpose combat skills necessary for peacekeeping operations are amply covered in the training
schedules, with the very serious exception of Law of Armed Conflict training. From our list of generic
peacekeeping skills, the following are among the topics that are either not addressed or given very little
emphasis in the training plan: the nature of UN peacekeepimmpation with related agencies; conflict
resolution and negotiation; intercultural relations trainang] the handling of detainees. Most notably
absent from the missiespecific training list are stress management, thesgteeific cultural and language
training, and training on missiespecific rules of engagement which, remarkably, were never developed for
Operation Cordon. Insufficient provision is also made for geography, history, political background, and



threat assessment (military and environmental) in relation to the theatre of operations (although, as will be
discussed later, little intelligeneeas available upon which to base such training.)

FINDING

1 The training plan for Operation Cordon did not adequately provide for sufficient and appropriate
training in relation to several neoombat skills that are essential for peacekeeping, including: the
nature of UN peacekeeping and the role of the peacekeeper; the Law of Armed Conflict, including
arrest and detention procedures; training on use of force policies, including missemific rules
of engagement; conflict resolution and negotiation sleélvelopment; intercultural relations and
the culture, history and politics of the environment; and, psychological preparation and stress
management. The failure of the training plan to provide adequately for thesmondrat skills
arose primarily from the lack of any doctrine recognizing the need for such training, and the lack
of supporting training materials and standards.

We will be focusing on several of these rmombat skills later in this chapter. We will discuss how

providing for training in the laove mentioned areas was hampered not only by the absence of peacekeeping
doctrine, but also by the lack of intelligence on the theatre of operations, the late development of required
policies and standing operating procedures, and insufficient assistance from higher levels within Land Force
Command and National Defence Headquarters with regard to specialty training support.

Inadequacies of the Training

In this section, the overall conduct of training for Operation Cordon is reviewed. Also examined are the
progress of training, and several issues of particular concern that emerged in the course of outfearings.
Specific areas of training requiring a morediepth review are considered below in the section on essential
aspects of training for the Somalia misst8tExercise Stalwart Providence is treated separately.

Conduct of the Training

Training for Operation Cordon began oneBday, September 8, 1992, three days after the warning order
was issued to the CAR. The initial focus was on refreshing individual general purpose combat skills, which
required little preparation time and formed a foundation for later traffiifiche original training concept

called for three weeks of commando training, with sediwel scheduled for the first week, platelevel

the second, and commanbivel the third. However, due to pieins with the availability of kit,

equipment, ranges, and other resouf@es well as the postponement in deployment dates, commando
training was actually spread out over four or five weeks. With the arrival of training vehicles in early
October, mounted training was conducted during the first week of that month. 1 Commando and 3
Commando each spent one and a half to two days training with the vehicles; 2 Commando trained with the
vehicles fo only one day2

The consolidated Operation Cordon training plan for the most part reflects the training actually conducted
during September and October, with the exception that 2 Commando found itself somewhat behind and did
not complete all the training it was assigf&d.Col Morneault was of the view that training in addition to

that which had been originally scheduled witisez required or, in any event, desirable; before leaving on

his reconnaissance on October 12th, LCol Morneault directed his training officer to schedule three weeks of
additional training after Exercise Stalwart Providence. Two weeks were to be devoted 4gpciasthing

by the commandos, and the third week was to be devoted to a regimental éx&rcise.

Training reports were periodically prepared by the CAR's training officer, basedomation received

from Capt Kyle and the commandos' OCs and seconds in coridt reports attempted to reflect the
progress of training by simply listing completion rates for various segments of the training. Unfortunately,
these reports proved to be at best uninformative and, at worst, unintentionally misleading. The reports
indicated what percentage of CAR personnel had "completed" each of the scheduled training topics, but the
percentags did not indicate the level to which training had been conducted, the nature of the training
activities undertakéf? or the proficiency levels achievéd.



For example, a training report for October 13th stated that 95 per cent of personnel had completed training
in general peacekeeping duties, and the covering letter indicated that collective training had been conducted
"in depth" by the three rifle command&¥.However, collective training was supposed to be conducted at

the section, platoon, and commando levels. Given that, it is difficult to reconcile the statemerdejpt in
collective training had been completed with the fact that 2 Commando had not done any extensive training
above the section level before Exercise Stalwart Providéfice.

Theambiguity surrounding a statement that a particular segment of training was "complete” or had been
conducted "in depth" stems directly from a lack of clear training standards and evaluation mechanisms. We
saw no references to training standards in the training plans or training directives for Operation Cordon
other than in relation to physical fitness, weapons handling, and collective battEt&sksbined with a

reliance on sulninit selfreports and evaluations, assessments of completion levels became highly

subjective. Significantly, the confusion about the meaning of training having been "completed" appears to
have resulted in a serious misunderstanding between BGen Beno and LCol Morneault about the progress of
training2’ The problems associated with a lack of standards and evaluation criteria in relation to training

are discussed more fully later in this chapter.

The traning report of October 13th also indicated that the CAR would be operationally ready to deploy
following the completion of Exercise Stalwart Providence, which had at that time been rescheduled for
October 14th to I8tA% The exercise was conducted on the dates indicated while LCol Morneault was away
in Somalia on a reconnaissance mission. Following this exercise, the CAR's Training Officer, Capt Walsh,
prepared a memorandum suggesting thafat@wing supplementary training be scheduled: specialty

training, including armoured vehicle driver training, sniper training, special equipment training (global
positioning system and sun compass), turret firing, communications training, weapons training; and general
training for commando mounted operations (escort, patrolling) and commando dismounted operations
(relief centre procedure&¥

On October 20th, Special Service Force Headgumreported to Land Force Central Area on the CAR's
operational readiness. It was reported that training for Operation Cordon was complete, except for training
of augmentees which would take place October 19th toZ5fn October 21st, after returning from
reconnaissance, LCol Morneault briefed the Vice Chief of the Defence Staff that training was progressing
well, but that some supplementary training was required at the individual aectisellevels. The same

needs that were identified in Capt Walsh's memo were listed, as well as a need for standardization of
procedures and torf&? Based on reports he received from LCol MacDonald and BGen Beno, LCol
Morneault was confident that any weaknesses could be corrected within the next three weeks, provided he
could run a regimental exercise to put "his stamp" on the Regiffi¢tdwever, it was also on October 21st

that LCol Morneault was advised by BGen Beno that he was to be relieved of command, in part for reasons
related to training>®

On October 24th, the CAR went on embarkation leave, and LCol Mathieu assumed command of the CAR
on October 26, 1992. Although a training plan for November had been issued for the additional training
needs identified by Capt Walsh and LCol Morne&Hlvery little training was actually completed after the
CAR returned from embarkation leave on November8tiehicles were inspected and prepared for
departure, equipment was packed for shipment to Soffabat virtually no collective training or missien
specific training was conducté,nor was a regimentdével exercise conductédf: There were, however,
some minor trainingelated activities. Refresher individual training and driver training were conddéed.
Commando ran a twanda-half-day exercise called Bravo Cordon to practise lessons learned from
Exercise Stalwart Providené¥.In mid-November, 2 Commando did a crowd control demonstration and 1
Commando demonstrated a food distribution centre for LGen Gétaiglatoon 'march and shoot'
competition under LCol Mathieu was conducted during the week of Novembe#23rd.

FINDINGS

1 The majority of the CAR's training for Operation Cordon was conducted prior to October 18,
1992. Although most categes of training outlined in the training plans for September and
October were covered, the lack of training objectives, standards and evaluation criteria made it
difficult for anyone involved to assess the levels to which training had been conducted or the



proficiency levels achieved. In addition, there were significant shortcomings due to shortages of
equipment and other training resources.

1 No significant remedial or additional training was conducted for Operation Cordon after LCol
Morneault was relievedf command.

1 Insufficient use was made of the training time that was available in November. Even though
vehicles and equipment were being prepared for shipment and unavailable for training, additional
briefings and normounted scenario training could have been conducted.

Vehicle Training

The CAR was a dismounted light infantry battalion, designed for airborne deployment. It did not have
armoured personnel carriers or dedicated armoured vehicle drivers or crew commanders, nor did it train for
mounted operains in the course of its annual trainfi§Having been selected to serve as the core of a
mechanized battalion group for Operation Cordon, the CAR was thus faced with the considerable challenge
of being reequipped with vehicles, refitted as a mechanized unit, retrained, and restructured, all within the
constraints of an initial 3@ay warning period.

The need to operate with vehicles presented two distinct training challenges. First frafividual

training perspective, selected CAR personnel had to be trained to drive, maintain, crew, and command the
armoured vehicle€’ Second, the unit collectively had to learn tactical and mounted operations such as
convoy escorts and mounted patrols. There was also the very practical problem of obtaining vehicles with
which to train. Indeed, LCol Turner testified that he was initially surprised that the CAR was chosen for the
mission, gven that vehicles had to be taken away from a mechanized infantry unit and given to a
dismounted oné*®

Training for Operation Cordon commenced with a 'crash course' in armoured vehicle driver training during
the week of September 8th, with 40 to 50 soldiers selected for the tréffitiee course was conducted
concurrently with the individual training scheduled for other membéthe unit, and involved basic
driving skills, vehicle maintenance, training on diverse terrain, and driver $&f@tye Royal Canadian
Dragoons (RCD) set up and ran the course using their own vehicles and all the advanced driving and
maintenance instructors in their Regimé&hThe scheduled time frame for the training was considered
highly compresse#&? It is little wonder, then, that concerns were expressed after Exercise Stalwart
Providence that the drivers required more traiffighe November training plan shows two days
scheduled for further armoured vehicle driver training in various terrain conditfong were told,
however, that the CAR did not take advantage of an afen the RCD to provide additional driver and
mounted tactical training after Exercise Stalwart Providéfice.

Early in the preparatory phase, the CAR received vehicles for operational deployment from the 1st
Battalion, The Royal Canadian Regiment (RCR). However, based on initial time lines, these vehicles had to
be painted, serviced and quarantined for use in theatre and so were unavailable for mounted training. Excess
army vehicles were evardlly obtained for use solely as training vehiéiégut some of the vehicles were

in poor condition or were not operational when received. Furthermore, a shortage of spare parts caused
additional training delay&’ A week before Exercise Stalwart Providence, the Regiment had adequately
prepared 14 vehicles to allow mounted commaledel training??® However, the number was only

sufficient to allow one commando to train at a time. Handing over the vehicles fremmistd subunit

required administration time which further reduced actual training time on the vefiti€nl Morneault

made repeated requests for more vehicles so he could rehearse his battalion groug8<apinit/alsh
confirmed that knowledge of the vehicle shortage "filtered up the chain of comAtand."

As part of subkunit training, every soldier who would work in theatre with a vehicle received vehicle
familiarization training®? In mounted operations training, the soldiers would be in the vehicles and go
through various scenarios and exercises at the section, platoon;writigvel?>* However, the CAR did

not conduct combat team training or battle group training as a mechanized battalion because the concept
was to use the armoured vehicles as a means of transportation and for-lgla¢boperations such as

convoy escort*



The CAR received detailed criticism and feedback on its mechanized operations during Exercise Stalwart
Providence. LCol MacDonald belied¢hat it was critical that additional time be dedicated to mounted
operationg> LCol MacDonald's observations are not surprising. Several witnesses testified to the

difficulties faced in preparing the CAR for mechanized operations. The CAR had to train under very tight
time lines with few vehicles, and was required to train on armoured vehicles with sophisticated weapons and
fire control systems. Not only did selected members of the CARtbhdearn to operate these properly at

the individual level (drivers, gunners, crew commanders), but the unit had to learn mounted operations
collectively at the platoon and company levels. Some of the tasks given to the Regiment, such as convoy
escort, are tasks normally performed by armoured reconnaissance units. Even though all CAR members had
previously served in line infantry units, this mission involved certain tasks that line infantry battalions

would not normally practise during the regular courfséaeir trainingZ® Maj Kyle asserted that "[t]Jo go

from a dismounted infantry battalion to an AVGP [armoured vehicle general purpose] mounted battalion
took a hg%e effort in terms of the men and equipment, everything from driver training to mounted company
training."=*

FINDINGS

1 Converting the CAR from a dismounted infantry battalion to a mechanized infantry battalion in
the shot time available presented a considerable challenge that the CAR was not able to
surmount appropriately in the time and with the resources allocated. The late arrival and
inadequate number of functioning training vehicles, coupled with the need to service and
guarantine vehicles to be shipped to Somalia, not only substantially interred with the scheduling
and conduct of mounted operations training at the-snib and unit levels, but also prevented the
CAR from receiving adequate training and acquiringnieeded proficiency in collective mounted
operations.

1 The CAR did not conduct combat team training or battle group training as a mechanized
battalion.

Supervision of Training

Training is one of the fundamental elements of preparing troops for operations, and is central to the overall
issue of operational readiness. It is also the principal activity during which leadership is exercised and
appropriate attitudes are conveyed. It is therefore to be expected that commanders at all levels of the chain
of commauml, even the highest, pay particular attention to the training preparations of a contingent, both to
supervise and assess the preparations and, through their presence, to demonstrate their personal interest in
and commitment to the operation that their troops are about to undertake.

We are dismayed at the degree to which leaders at all levels of the chain of command, with the notable
exception of the Brigade Commander during the initial stages of training, failed to provide adequate
supervision of the traing preparations carried out by the CAR for its mission to Somalia. This is
particularly so given that at least some of the senior leaders were awareSeptgunber and early October
that BGen Beno was concerned about LCol Morneault's leadership, as well as the state of training and
operational readiness of the CAR. Yet they made little or no attempt to personally follow up on these
concerns or to make their own independent assessments as to the state of the CAR's training and
readines$®

Visits by senior leaders to Petawawa during the CAR'sipptoyment preparations were relatively rare
events. MGen MacKenzie visited Petawawa on October 2, 1992, to address the leadership of The Royal
Canadian Regiment company that would be deploying to YugosfitiGen Gervais visited the CAR on
November 12th to meet with the new Commanding Officer. He made inquiries about training drad spen
half day observing the Regiment tr&fiGen de Chastelain and MGen MacKenzie both attended a farewell
Christmas lunch for the CAR on December#5w/hile the presence of these leaders on those occasions no
doubt served to boost morale, it is regrettable that no one in the senior chain of command visited the CAR
between September 8th and October 23rd, when the most intenagiieg was conducted, as well as the
crucial period leading to the relief of LCol Morneault as commanding officer.



The personal supervision of training is one of the most important priorities of a commanding officer during
pre-deployment preparations. Cpl Purnelle, one of the soldiers who testified-degloyment training,

stated that he saw very little of LCol Mathieu after he assumed command: "before the mission, he was
someone who was a little like a ghost." With respect to LCol Morneault, Cp¢lRutestified that he came

to see them during the training, spoke to them, and demonstrated an interest in what was%§oing on.

However, LCol Morneault estimated that he spent only approximately 15 to 20 per cent of his time
observing training, although he wished he could have done a lot more. He also testified that although he
believed that it was appropriate for a commanding officer to visit seetimhplatoorevel training, he did
notview it as his job to evaluate performances at that level; that was the responsibility of the subordinate
commanders who would then provide him with a clear picture of the state of training at the low&¥ evels.

FINDING

1 Leaders at all levels of the chain of command, with the notable exception of the Brigade
Commander during the initial stages of training, failed to provide adequate supervision of the
training preparations undertaken by the CARR Operation Cordon.

Effect of Standing Operating Procedures Development on Training

In preparing for a mission, it is essential that standing operating procedures (SOPs) be developed to ensure
that operational tasks are conducted in an appropriate and standardized manner. These must be developed
as early as possible in the training process so they can be validated, adjusted, practised and #8nfirmed.

The process by which SOPs were devetbfor Operation Cordon is striking in terms of the degree to

which the CAR was left on its own to attempt to compile, revise, and, in some cases, draft from scratch the
SOPs, drawing on a variety of sources with little guidance, assistance or material from Special Service
Force, Land Force Central Area, or Land Force Command as to what the content of the SOPs §Rould be.
In the case of certain SORghose dealing with detention procedurfes,example-- neither the required
intelligence nor policy was in place to inform the development of SOPs tailored to conditions in‘featre.

LCol Morneault directed each suinit to expand and develop specific SOPs, based on the main tasks
anticipated in the operation: 1 Commanddistribution centres; 2 Commaneaarrival in theatre in the

base camp; 3 Commaneoconvoy escort; Engineersminefield and group clearance; OC Service
Commando-- administrative portioné¥ Within this general direction, preparation of the SOPs was an
ongoing process, with drafts prepared in various stages by both commandos and staff officers. Final
development and confirmation were to be performed after LCol Morneault completed his reconnaissance to
Somali&* and during the conduct of Exercise Stalwart Providéffd@raft SOPs were used as the basis for
training for Operation Cordon and during Exercise Stalwart Provideéfi¢ae final SOPs were signed by

LCol Mathieu on November 19, 1982 However, most, if not all, of the final SOPs were prepared under
LCol Morneault's command, and reflect primarily his direction and plarfifiigCol Morneault testified

that during visits to training he would advise his company commanders if he saw that one was performing a

task in a better manner than the other. He had intended to standardize the procedures during the regimental
exercisé>

Maj Kyle testified that he had been concerned that the SOPs had not been standardized by the end of
September, and that the commandosnditihave the information required to standardize their procedures

for general peacekeeping tasksLCol Turner also testified that BGen Beno had expressed concern that

the commandos were not performing their tasks in a standardized way, and grew increasingly concerned at
the lack of standards® He was worried that SOPs did not seem to be in place because during the training
notwo commandos seemed to perform the tasks in the same way. This led BGen Beno to think that either
the SOPs were not there or they were not being followed. This prompted him, in his letter of September 22,
1992%%+tg direct that SOPs be developed and pracé¥ed.

Initial planning documents had contemplated an early reconnaissance. In fact, the Commanding Officer's
reconnaissanodid not occur until after most of the training for Operation Cordon had been conduated
the same time as Exercise Stalwart Providence. The lateness of the reconnaissance had an unduly negative



impact on training because there were a number of SOPs that could not be completed until the Commanding
Officer returned from reconnaissarfcé.

FINDINGS

1 Standing operating procedures are crucial to ensure efficiency, standardization and cohesion i
the training and operations of a unit. Particularly in the early stages ctipoyment
preparations, the commandos were not training with a uniform set of SOPs. The lateness of the
reconnaissance unduly delayed the completion and finalization of the mégsoific SOPs, and
adversely affected missi@pecific training.

1 CAR staff received insufficient support, guidance, information, and materials to assist them in
developing, in a timely manner, the missgpecific SOPs necessary for the conduct of
standardized and sufficient training in relation to the tasks governed by those SOPs

Attitudinal and Psychological Preparation

To assist in preparations for Operation Cordon, MWO Mack from The Royal Canadian Regiment put
together some observations based on experience with Operation Scalpel (Persian Gulf), which were
forwarded to the CAR on September 9, 1992. On the subject of personnel and training, he noted:

Individual soldiers were well trained for the task they were required to do. On occasion, at the
MCpl/Sgt level there was a tendency to overreact to stressful situations. Superiors have to be aware
of and anticipate this and have the junior leaders THINK before reacting. Certain situations can
easily 'get out of hand' with serious consequences...which the superiors would be respof3ible for.

This points to the need for proper discipline, and also to the need for training that develops appropriate
attitudes and selfontrol.

A very clearand principled statement regarding the appropriate tone and attitudes that should guide both
pre-deployment preparations and the mission itself is contained in the training direction issued by BGen
Beno on September 22, 1992 BGen Beno began by defining three basic rules that should govern the
conduct of any peacekeeping operation and underlie all of the battalion group's preparatory training:
minimum use of force; maximum use of deterrerarel conflict resolution at the lowest possible I&¥l.

After acknowledging that every soldier must be capable of employing weapons and must understand battle
drills and tactics, BGen Beno wrote:

Nonetheless, | wish it stressed and clearly understood at every level that training to specified
weapon and battle task standards is only a vehicle by which soldiers gain confidence in themselves,
their subordinates, peers and superiors, and ¢kgipment. Training in this manner must not be
viewed as an end in itself; it is simply one means of producing a confident, cohesive unit that is
capable of conducting any type of operation and reacting quickly and professionally to any
unforeseen situation. For example, | would not want your soldiers believing company attacks

would be a common occurrence in Somalia. They should be thinking quite the opposite. Indeed, as
Commanding Officer of the battle group you should aim, through the imaginative dsteotnce

and the timely employment of reserves, to deploy and return from Somalia without having
discharged a single weapon in angér.

In a training report of October 13, 1992, LCol Morneault indicated that the spirit of BGen Beno's direction
and the three basic rules provided in his letter of September 22, 1992, had been stressed throughout the
training2®® Capt Walsh verifiedhat the three rules minimum use of force, maximum use of deterrence,
conflict resolution at the lowest possible levalvere articulated by both LCol Morneault and LCol

Mathieu during the prdeployment preparatiori&’ During Exercise Stalwart Providence, LCol MacDonald
also emphasized the importance of tone and attfide.

While it would appear that BGen Beno and LCol Meaunlt were both cognizant of the need to convey
appropriate principles relating to tone and attitude for a peacekeeping mission, we saw little evidence that
much was done to ensure that these attitudes were instilled at all levels within the unit. On the contrary, we
heard testimony that all the commandos appeared to be adopting too aggressive a bearing during UN



operations training®® Serious concerns were raised about aggressiveness iaittieg of 2 Commando,

both before and during Exercise Stalwart ProvidéAtEven though LCol Morneault briefed his staff and
officers on the importance of establishing an appropriate tone for the mission, these instructions were not
backed up with effective measures to ensure that the appropriate attitudes were being conveyed to, and
adopted by, the troops.

In any event, it is doubtful that an 1itbur orientation could have served to adsgly balance years of
socialization in attitudes appropriate for combat. We have expressed our views on the need to integrate
peace support training into the regular training cycle, both to develop appropriate skills and foster
appropriate attitudes. The difficulty with merely tacking on peace support training to general purpose
combat training during the pgieployment phase is highlighted in an excerpt from Maj Seward's Lessons
Learned from Exercise Stalwart Providence:

Exercising in a UN peacekeepimge had a certain 'strangeness.' The open fire policy, the rules of
escalation of force and the requirement to constantly and continuously negotiate had some of the
junior leaders and soldiers confused despite a concerted effort to explain and ensure a corporate
understanding. As the exercise evolved, | think that 2 Cdo's understanding of use of the above
continually increase&f®

FINDINGS

1 Despite the apparent sensitivity to the need to ¢istabn appropriate tone and attitude for the
training preparations and mission, the CAR did not succeed in ensuring that the appropriate tone
and attitude were in fact conveyed to, and adopted by, personnel at all levels within the unit. At
least some components within the CAR remained overly aggressive in their conduct and bearing
during training exercises.

1 Eleventhhour attempts to instil an orientation appropriate for peace support missions cannot
counterbalance years of combaiented socialization.

Another aspect of psychological training apart from tone or attitude training deals with preparation for
stress encountered during operations. Although the training plan includechawrgriefing by the padre
that was to include a discussion of cominaluced stress disorder, there is no evidence that any other
briefings were conducted to help soldiers prepare for the multitude ofstdessng circumstances likely
to be encountered in a protracted peacekeeping mission. In the words of one officer:

I would be the first to admit that we were not really well prepared for the stress reaction that we
encountered in operations as a result of vehicles blowing up on mines and as a result of people
getting shot at. We were really not very well prepared to deal with personal crises and respond to
personal crise€’

We eventually developed some of those skills, but | found myself lacking, and | think also within
the chain of command we were lackingour ability to deal with that kind of traumatic stress that
we were experiencing?

FINDING

1 There was insufficient training provided for dealing with stress likely to be encountered in theatre.

Standardization of Training

The three commandos were all supposed to be training to accomplish the same general goals and complete
the same list of regimentdvel and commandtevel training activities. They were not, however, training

in exacly the same mannéf! The commando training schedules prepared by the CAR Headqé#&tters,
together with the individual commando training plafsletail the activities conducted by each commando

on a dayto-day basis.

The major differences between the commandos' approach to training was highlighted in the tetimony
their respective OCs. Both 2 Commando and 3 Commando at the outset placed considerable emphasis on



general purpose combat training, conducting such activities as live and dry fire section and platoon attacks
and battle drill training” However, while 2 Commando focused almost exclusively on cootieited

training during the early phase of training, 3 Commando also incorporated rEpsicific, taskoriented

training (for example, roadicks, checkpoints, cordon and search) into its schedule during the first two
weeks of pradeployment preparatio#? 1 Commando's training was somewhat different: they did no live

fire platoon attacks, and placed more emphasis on negotiation and communication skills, training soldiers
how to diffuse situations in various scenaf@daj Pommet, whose strong leadership was pdsiige

many of the soldiers we interviewed, indicated that he believed in a need for rsissuific training at an

early stage and built it into the timetable accordifgly.

Each officer commanding had to assess the training needs of his own commando, and adapt those needs to
the mission at hand® Maj Pommet (1 Commando), for example, was very confident in his soldiers'

abilities at the outset of training preparations. He had trained with his troops the previous spring and 1
Commando had acted as an enemy force during the summer training of reserves. As well, 1 Commando had
a minimal rotation of personnel in the summer of 1992,

Differences in training were no doubt also influenced by the attitudes of the commandos' OCs, particularly
in relation to their perception of the threat level in theatre. Maj Seward @plieaperceive a greater threat

than the other subnit commanders: "He was much more intense about bearing and about possibly the need
to use force22° This intensity of approach had been evident in a session where standing operating
procedures were being developed: Maj Seward was described as being the most intense, Maj Pommet as

being at the other end, and Maj Magee (3 Commando) in the middle somé¥here.

Some of the differences in approach to training may also be attributed to each of the commandos being a
product of their parent regiments. All would train toward the same goal, but each commando had its own
personality and training philosoph%. We heard evidence that the commandos in the CAR remained

strongly affiliated with their parent regiments, and the separation along regimental lines made the attainment
of a cohesive unit very difficuf€® In addition, 1 Commando had very little contact with the other

commandos, in part because of language bafférs.

The three commandos conducted their training separately and in somewhat divergent manners. Both before
and after Exercise Stalwart Providence, they had no opportunity to train together as a unit. Late
development of standing operaiprocedures also contributed to their performing tasks in different ways.

FINDINGS

1 There was a lack of standardization in training among the commandos. In part, this was
attributable to differences in training needs, expecteth@atre tasks, regimental affiliations and
the late development of standing operating procedures. Nevertheless, the commandos were
conducting their training activities in a very independent manner, and were largely left on their
own to assess the sufficiency of their training.

91 Both prior to and after Exercise Stalwart Providence, the CAR did not train together as a unit and
did not develop cohesiveness as a unit.

Training of 2 Commando

When Maj Seward assumed command of 2 Commando in July 1992, cohesiveness withiruttievead

low. This was due in part to the previous officer commanding having been away on training, and in part to
the downsizing and reorganization of the CAR, which left the Regiment focused on administrative
matters?®® In addition, both 1 Commando and 3 Commando had acted as an enemy force at the Central
Area Concentration for the Militia held in August. 2 Commando had not had the same opportunity and had
not done any general purpose combat training. After receiving the warning for Somalia, Maj Seward's
training priorities were therefore to integrate the soldiers into rifle and weapons sections and to provide a
training opportunity to the section commanders to learn the capabilities of indivitiliats&® Early in

the predeployment phase, then, Maj Seward asked LCol Morneault if he could place more emphasis on
general purpose combat training. LCol Morneault gave him permission to%fo so.



Maj Seward spent approximately four days during the early part of training doing section battfé¢dls.
believedthat conducting such drills would help to integrate the soldiers, instil section control, and provide a
basis for future platoon or commando operations traififiglaj Seward also conducted field firing

exercises, which he saw as a good way to ensure that the section would be able to move and protect itself
under "real conditions?®® During the field firing exercises, Maj Sewaset up scenarios where the soldiers
were expected to discern between friendly and hostile forces. In onglagieg scenario, a soldier was

held hostage in a shelter that had both friendly and hostile forces in it, and the section commander was to
deploy his section in a tactical fashion to rescue the hostage.

Several witnesses had grave concerns about the focus and nature of 2 Commando's training. Offensive
operations at the platoon ldysimulated hostageelief situations, and grenade assaults were seen as falling
outside the scope of training appropriate for a peacekeeping mi&sidre offensive mode of training,

using aggressive attack situations, was viewed as inappropriate, and even the training conducted for
roadblocks and checkpoints appeared to be carried out in an overly aggressive’fsitierespect to

the section battle drills, LCol Morneault called Maj Seward in to discuss the matter, and allowed him to
complete the training, but instructed him not to take it beyond the sectiod%&v@bl Morneault

cautioned him twice not to overemphasize the combat part of this training, and also cautioned him about the
tone of the training- not to extend it into training for offensive operatiés.

Maj Seward also reviewed the proposed field firing training with LCol Morneault, who agreed with the
exercise but again cautioned him to be careful that the tone was not too aggtégsiteCol Morneault's
knowledge, Maj Seward did tone down the training after he was told tod6With respect to the house
clearing exercise, however, LCol Morneaubltiuicted him that such training was not to be done at that
time, because it was not clear that force could be used on the mission in a-tedstaper kidnapping
situation?®

Having devoted considerable time to corrlhted exercises, 2 Commando was left with limited time to
focus on other aspects of its training. Maj Seward testified that prior to Exercise Stalwart Providence, 2
Commando did complete all categories of training that webe covered® However, the focus of their
training was at the individual and section lev&fd.Col Morneault acknowledged that, in retrospect, Maj
Seward misapprehended the time available, believing that he could accomplish all the spissifin

training which he had been directed to do as well as supplementary general purpose combat training. This
did not prove to be thease and 2 Commando was not as prepared as it should have been for Exercise
Stalwart Providenc&*

Disciplinary problems in the CAR caused significant training difficulties during the week of October 4th.
Because members of 2 Commando were suspected of having been involved in serious disciplinary
infractions on the weekend of October 2nd to 3rd, they were removed to the field for the week to be isolated
from the rest of the Regiment. While thethey continued to train according to their training paihis
undoubtedly divided 2 Commando's focus between training and trying to get to the bottom of the incidents.
It was also the week that the vehicles came in, and 2 Commando only used one of its allocated days for
training with the vehicles. In sum, this week's events were a major distraction and adversely affected 2
Commando's training>

2 Commando's performance at Exercise Stalwart Providence i@abidber is discussed in the next
section. However, after the exercise, BGen Beno concluded that 2 Commando was acceptable but had been
trained too intensely and aggressivél.

Following Exercise Stalwart Providence, Maj Seward designed an additional training exercise for 2
Commando, Exercise Bravo Cordon, to address platmmhcommanddevel operationsit was a tweand
a-half-day exercise held from November 19th to 21st, with scenarios involving negotiations with locals and
bivouac security- a 'mini Stalwart Providence' to deal with lessons learned from that ex&rdva.

Seward was not present for the exercise as he was attending a merithivatiaking the initiative to

design Exercise Bravo Cordon, however, he destrated a willingness and a desire to attempt to remedy
the shortcomings identified in Exercise Stalwart Providence by providing additional sdessebtraining

for his commando.



FINDING

1 Overall, 2 Commando's training was too aggressive and comtaited for a peacekeeping
mission such as Operation Cordon. We recognize that 2 Commando appeared to require
additional time for refresher general purpose combat training, and that Maj Seward wanted to
ensure that his troops were capable of dealing with Angatts that might be encountered in
theatre. Nevertheless, the degree of aggressiveness in the training scenarios, together with the
length of time devoted to comigpe training, was to the detriment of the acquisition and
development of missiespecific skills, as evidenced by 2 Commando's difficulties in the initial
stages of Exercise Stalwart Providence.

EXERCISE STALWART PROVIDENCE

Exercise Stalwart Providence was the field training exercise undertaken by the Canadian Airborne
Regiment to prepare faleployment to Somalia. It took place from October 14 to 18, 1992, in the CFB
Petawawa training area. It was conducted to ensure that the CAR was operationally ready to deploy on
Operation Cordon.

Execution

The five-day exercise, which involved the entire unit, consisted of a series of scenarios in the field for

various sukunits of the Canadian Airborne Regiment. It was in effect an elaborate simulation game on the
ground, based on a speculative model of the upcoming UN mission to Somalia. The RoyarCanadi

Dragoons (RCD) organized and evaluated the exercise. In order to assess the performance of the CAR
soldiers, the RCD devised a series of scenarios and incidents, set out in an 'activity matrix'. The initial tasks
involved securing and establishing a base camp. The subsequent scenarios included events such as a convoy
encountering mines and coming under fire; a small group of refugees requiring medical aid arriving at base
canlg; a request from a local official for assistance in disposing of corpsestiandta food distribution

site™*

Some Key Problems

Exercise Stalwart Providence was, on the whole, effective training: it allowed each commando to practise
tasks anticipated for Somalia; it featured scenarios which required contact witbmbatants; it

attempted, not always successfully, to make the scenarios realistic by having peepl@yroégious

elements of Somali society; and it had effective, bailhechanisms for learningnd evaluation

throughout. The diligent efforts of the Special Service Force Headquarters, and the Royal Canadian
Dragoons under LCol MacDonald, are to be commended. However, as we will outline below, the
effectiveness of the exercise was limited by several problems from the outset: confusion as to the purpose of
the exercise, the absence of the Commanding Officer of the CAR, difficulties in obtaining intelligence, and
the lack of an effective system to address the remedial training needs identifieddarSeeaf the exercise.

Confusion as to Purpose

It is evident that in the planning and execution stages, there was confusion concerning the purpose of the
exercise. While brigade staff and those conducting the exercise were clear that the exercise was intended to
confirm the unit's operational readiness, some senior CAR officers approached it as simply a training
opportunity. Once they realized that they were being evaluated, they began to view the exercise as a test.

This confusion may be explained by fiaet that the holding of an exercise to confirm preparedness for a

UN mission was not required by any standing policy or guidelines, nor was it usual practice in the Canadian
Forces in 1992 to hold such an exercise. A unit exercise prior to deployment was common, and would be
expected in this case since the newly reconstituted CAR had yet to complete deyalmitining. But

according to the CAR's Deputy Commanding Officer, who was acting as Commanding Officer during the
exercise, it was "quite unusuad' have the exercise conducted and evaluated by another unit in the manner
that occurred®



The purpose of Exercise Stalwart Providence, as set forth in the September 14, 1992, letter from brigade
headquarters, was "to confirm the operational readiness of the Airborne Battlé%SiaugNOSOM

(Operation Cordon. 2 Its objectives were to enable the battalion group to confirm standing operating
procedures for such anticipatedtireatre tasks as convoy escort and protection of the base camp, as well as
rules of engagement, crowd and refugee control, arrest and detainment procedures, and burial details (mass
graves). A further objective was the practice of incident resolution, including escalation of the use of force,
negotiation and reporting procedures.

The letter of September 14th also tasked the Royal Canadio@ns with conducting the exercisé.

Both LCol MacDonald and Maj Kampman of the RCD concluded, based on this letter, that the purpose of
Exercise Stalwart Providence was to confirm the CAR's readiness for the Operation Cordon mission to
Somalia. They also understood that given the short time frame, the CAR would be doing a fair amount of
training throughout the exercis¥.

It appears that in the early stages, both the Commanding Officer, LCol Morneault, and the Brigade
Commander, BGen Beno, agreed on the purpose of Exercise Stalwart Providence, but, as events unfolded,
the exercise took on different purposes for each. LCol Morneault saw Exercise Stalwart Providence as a
regimental exercise in which, as Commanding officer, he would have the opportunity to assess his
commandos and to define additional training né&tide saw the role of the brigade in the exercise as
providing support to a commanding offieem exercise for the battalion. When he expressed concerns to

his superior that the exercise was becoming a "regimental test", he received assurances that BGen Beno was
looking only for three cohesive command&sindeed, BGen Beno testified that, "It was never a test
exercise’®®® but that it was too late to be doing commarduwel training.

The differing views of BGen Beno and LCol Morneault may explain why several senior officers within the
CAR gained the impression that the exercise was in fact a test of the unit's operational r’#adiness.

CAR's Deputy Commanding Officer, Maj MacKay, along with the OCs of 1 Commando and 2 Commando,
testified that as Exercise Stalwart Providence unfolded it became clear to therwéisah itest. At the

outset, they were all approaching it as an opportunity to conduct comyeadidraining and to practise

different approaches to peacekeeping td5kglWO Mills of 2 Commando testified that he had received

verbal orders that Stalwart Providence was a "confirmatory test", not a “training ex&ft@istilarly, Maj

Magee, the Officer Commanding of 3 Commanduajerstood that it was to be a test of operational

readines$®

FINDING

1 There was confusion between the brigade and regimental levels as to the purpose of Exercise
Stalwart Providence. We are disturbed that there could have been any misunderstanding about an
exercise which occupied so much of the SSF's human and materiel resources. Various perceptions
as to its purpose existed during the planning stages: some saw it as simply a trainiiggexerc
others believed it was an exercise to test the cohesiveness of -taitsyland still others saw it
as an exercise to confirm the operational readiness of the CAR as a whole. It is our view that
given the compressed time frame, the CO should have been left to run a regimental exercise,
rather than having been rushed into a brigddeel test of operational readiness.

Timing of Exercise Stalwart Providence

A further perplexing question lies in the timing of the exercise, which coincided with the &atimp

Officer's reconnaissance to Somalia. The question was debated before us as to whether the exercise should
or could have been delayed, in order to allow LCol Morneault to be present. This option, had it been
possible, would also have allowed for the completion of the requisitarstitraining that some witnesses

said was not in fact satisfactorily completed by October 14th.

According to BGen Beno, the dates for the reconnaissance mission were set by the United Nations. BGen
Beno also said that itauld have been "exceedingly difficult” to change the dates of Exercise Stalwart
Providence in order that the Commanding Officer, LCol Morneault, could do both the exercise and the
reconnaissance. We are satisfied by the legitimate factors substantiating the decision that the CAR's



Commanding Officer would be away during the conduct of the exefligée are, however, in agreement
with the testimony of several witnesses who stated that thea@abséthe Commanding Officer had a
negative impact on the exerciée.

FINDING

1 We find that it was unfair to both LCol Morneault and the troops to have the Commanding Officer
absent during what was essentially a test of the unit's operational readiness. Ideally, LCol
Morneault should have been given the opportunity to be present at the exercise as well as to go on
the reconnaissance mission.

Lack of Intelligence

There was a lack of intelliger and current information on Somalia made available from NDHQ to the
CAR, which impeded the planning of Exercise Stalwart Providence and limited its relevance to the real
situation. When LCol MacDonald was planning the exercise, his primary source of information on Somalia
was the Cable News Network (CNN) and the news nédlia.

We feel that this lack of ufp-date information limited the scope of the exercise. For example, the master
activity list included only one reference to what could be called thievery. LCol MacDonald could not recall
any scenario which addressed stealing from Canadian troops, and said he was not aware, in October 1992
when he was designing and delivering Exercise Stalwart Providence, of the extent of the thievery that was
then going on in Somal# This is a curious comment in that his subordinate, Maj Kampman, indicated

that he had been well aware of thegoee of theft in Somalia, and had specifically tried to include situations
which involved this in the scenarios for Exercise Stalwart Provid&héeother witness testified that there

was not much emphasis placed on dealing with detainees, civilians, or thieves in the exercise since the CAR
was not expecting to detain anyone and was told simply to hand the detainees over to loca! elders.

FINDING

1 The training benefits afforded by Exercise Stalwart Providence were limited by a lack of
intelligence and current information on conditions in Somalia. The exercise required a focus
which more accurately reflected the threat, political, and cultural factors the CAR was liable to
face in Somalia, and the opportunity for CAR members to practise the skills they would require to
meet these challenges. In our view, the exercise should have included information, scenarios, and
tasks which mar closely represented the challenges expected in Somalia. This would have
required significantly more support from NDHQ, in terms of intelligence and sourcing of expertise
and advisers.

Identification of Remedial Training Needs

As the exercise evaluators, the Royal Canadian Dragoons developed a detailed and effective system to
identify problem areas in the CAR's performance during Exercise Stalwart Providence. In particular, they
expressed concerns over the CAR's ability to take on a mounted role agdpafate vehicles. They also

found problems in the flow of information down through the ranks. There was no intensive period of
remedial training after Exercise Stalwart Providence which, in light of the concerns raised as a result of the
exercise, was most definitely required.

Vehicle Training

At the end of Exercise Stalwart Providence, mounted operations was identified as an area where the CAR
would need additional training. Both Maj Kampman and LCol MacDonald testified about the difficulties
faced by te CAR, a light infantry battalion, in adjusting to its new role as a mountedunit.

Maj Kampman testified that: "...at the end of the week...we continued to be concerned about the ability of
the Airborne soldiers to operate the vehicle[s] in a safe fasfbhCol MacDonald testified that he

thought, at the end of the exercise, the CAR could have used an additional weekleftvahing®® He

clearly expressed this concern in a letter to BGen Beno dated October 20, 1992. This letter highlighted the



critical need for practice in mounted operations, and specifically the "complexities of convoy opefations".
As some of the CAR drivers were new to the equipment, the RCD offered to give them vehicles for
additional posexercise mounted operations tiam LCol MacDonald said that this offer was never
accepted®® We find this surprising and disappointing as it is clear from the documentation and the
testimony that key officers and leaders within the CAR would have been aware of the need for remedial

training3%

Passage of Information

An additional concern expressed by the RCD during Stalwart Providence was that information was

getting passed down to the soldiers. LCol MacDonald stated that this was a critical requirement in this type
of mission, as every soldier must have every bit of information made available t&{féray tested the

flow of information by waiting a few days after a certain message had been issued, and then having an RCD
observer walk up to the perimeter and ask a soldier what he had heard about that particular issue. If the
soldier had noheard of it, they would track the message back until they found the place where the passage
of information had been disrupté¥.

Use of Force

Overaggressiveness and escalation in the use of force by 2 Commando during the exercise was a source of
concern for many witness&¥.0ne particular problem involved the passage of information on the use of
force down the ranks in 2 Comn@o. One witness cited this as the main reason that 2 Commando did not
improve as quickly as the other subits®¥* The view was expressed before us that the officers, non
commissioned officers, and soldiers were not getting the information they de$&fieis. is reflected in

the RCD debrief points of October 20th, which stated that the "open fire/use of force policy isript cle
understood by all soldiers askefi1t is interesting to note that in his testimony, Maj Seward agreed with
this statement, and felt that the soldiers' understanding would improve if the issuesevephasized and
reinforced®*® However, the very fact that there seems to have been such a problem with the passage of
information within 2 Commando would indicate that theassary reinforcement of the principles of the
escalation of force was not taking place.

LCol MacDonald was sufficiently concerned about the issue of the passage of information that he
mentioned it in his postxercise letter to BGen Beno, along with his concerns about vehicle training. His
overall assessment of the CAR following the exercise was that they had come a long way in the short period
of time available to them, and would perform well in Somalia, given that they had three to four weeks left to
train before leaving>® However, these additional training needs were not seriously or systematically
addressed in the weeks prior to deployment.

FINDINGS

1 Exercise Stalwart Providence was, on the whole, a good training exercise: it allowed each
commando to practise tasks expected in Somalia; it featured scenarios which required contact
with noncombatants; it attempted to make the scenarios realistic by having peopldaple
various elements @omali society; and it had effective buitmechanisms for learning and
evaluation throughout. The diligent efforts of the SSF HQ, and the RCD under LCol MacDonald,
are to be commended. However, Exercise Stalwart Providence lacked several important elements
in order to be fully effective, whether as a training or a confirmatory exercise: the presence of the
CO; more complete and accurate information respecting conditions likely to be encountered in
theatre; and an effective system in place to ensurddkatified remedial training needs were
adequately addressed.

1 The results of Exercise Stalwart Providence should have led to a concentrated and structured
period of remedial or additional training, closely supervised by the chain of command. It should
have included:

- emphasis on proper passage of information
- additional mounted vehicle training



- training to ensure appropriate restraint in the use of force and ROE
- training on the capture and holding of detainees.

PRE-DEPLOYMENT TRAINING
FOR OPERATION DELIVERANCE

The change from Operation Cordon to Operation Deliverance had a significant impact on the training
requirements for the deployment to Somalia. After weeks of training for a Chapter VI peacekeeping mission
in a relatively stable area of Somalia, the CAR was suddenly faced with the enormous challenge of
preparing to deploy on a new and uncertain Chapter VIl peace enforcement mission in a different and much
less stable region of Somalia, with new-agdorce policies, and under new commanchagements. Most
significantly, the new mission called for a new force structure: the CAR battalion group as constituted for
Operation Cordon was to be augmented by the Mortar Platoon from 1st Battalion, The Royal Canadian
Regiment, and A Squadron from the Royal Canadian Dragoons, neither of which had been warned or
trained for Operation Cordon. Not only did these additional elements require training, but it would be
essential that the newly formed battle group be brought together and trained as a edtasive

However, there was almost no time for preparatory training for Operation Deliverance, and we are alarmed
by the fact that no significant consideration was given to training requirements, including time to train, by
those responsible for committing troops to the new mis$fdrittle training was conducted by any of the
elements of the new Canadian Airborne Regiment Battle Group following the warning for Operation
Deliverance. There was no traigion missiorspecific rules of engagement, despite the fact that a Chapter
VII mission would involve us®f-force policies that differed substantially from those appropriate for a
Chapter VI mission. Most significantly, perhaps, the elements of CARBG were ultimately sent off on a
potentially dangerous mission overseas without ever having had the opportunity to train together as a full
battle group.

The Training of the CARBG

On December 4, 1992, Special Service Force Headquarters issued a preliminary ar@siirindicating
that the CARBG would be augmented for the new mis&fofihe warning order tasked the CAR to submit
a consolidated training plan for the entire battle group by noon on DecemBé&r 5th.

On December 5th, LCol Mathieu issued a warning order instructing CARB@rstghto conduct training
and preparations in accordance with the regimental training conference held the previétia day.
Squadron was instructed to train in compliance with the SSF warning orderoedir@ted with the CAR's
training officer. The warning order also stated that Operation Cordon rules of engagement were not
applicable to the mission, and that new rules of engagement were to bet8sued.

The CAR's training plan for Operation Deliverance, covering the period from December 7 to 16, 1992, was
submitted to SB on December 5t Subunits recently attached under the CAR's command were to

complete fitness training, weapons training, individual preparations training, and specialty
vehicle/equipment training prior to commencing collective CARBG training for the mi&$iGatchup

briefings (intelligence, medical, mine awareness, etc.) were also scheduled for those personnel who had not
previously receivedhem.

LCol Turner explained that the change in mission introduced the new task of disarming factions who
attempted to interfere with relief efforts, in addition to the previous tasks related to peacekeeping and
humanitarian activities. This placed a new emphasis on a fighting function, which in turn required that a
greater emphasis be placed on live fire traififfig\s well, the area to which they were being deployed was
less stable than that planned @peration Cordon, increasing the prospect of belliger&fcy.

The following training was therefore planned for the CAR in preparation for Operation Deliverance:

Invertron training (artillery indirect fire simulation); direct fire control (refresher training in requesting and
spotting direct fire); live fire range training (to be conducted at section, platoon, commando, and battle

group levels); combat first aid refresher training; officers training oRB®@ SOPs and airmobile

operations; and briefings to leaders on the use of equipment to be used in theatre. A Bison armoured vehicle



driver conversion course was also to be conducted. In all, the CAR's training schedule provided for no more
than 10 days of training, with even less time available for the members of the advance party.

The degree to which the Operation Deliverance training plan for the CAR was followed is not clear from
the evidence before us. Maj Seward testified that there was a contimfatidividual and refresher

training, and that additional training such as Invertron training and a march and shoot competition were
conducted. He described the training as being "low level.. filler training," and noted that there were no
vehicles availablé* There is clearly one respect in which the training plan was not followed: the
contemplated battle group live fire range training did not occur, as CARBG did not train together as a
group. This willbe discussed later in this chapter.

It was suggested before us that the CAR itself required little additional training to prepare for Operation
Deliverance based on the following propositions: the Regiment had carried out concentrated training for
Operation Python and Operation Cordon during the past year and the skills learned were transferrable to
Operation Deliverance; the new Chapter VIl mission was more in line with the CAR's operational role as a
general purpose light infantry unit; and the CAR baén training continuously for sharbtice

deployments>®

We find these arguments unconvincing, both in and of themselves and also in view of the numerous training
problems and deficiencies discussed below. Here we note only that the CAR was trained-as an air
deployable light infantry unit, and had only recently undertaken rudimentary mechanized training for

routine tasks associated with peacekeeping missions. Normally, before entering a potentialignsity

theatre of operations, a mechanized unit would conduct intensive training in tasks involving the collective
use of force. Therefore, despite its previous training experience, the CAR could not have been considered
combat capable, as a mechanized unit, for a Chapter VII mission at the time it was warned for Operation
Deliverance. Furthermore, the requisite training could not have been provided after it was warned, as there
were no vehicles available with which to do such training.

We heard littleevidence concerning the training received by the mortar platoon from the 1st Battalion, The
Royal Canadian Regiment. Their training plan, however, suggests that what little time they did have to train
would have been devoted almost exclusively to the conduct of mortar drills, together with dry and live fire
training >

We were, however, presented with unsettling testimony regarding the daunting training challenges faced by
the A Squadron of the Royab@adian Dragoons during the very limited time available to prepare for the
mission-- a period described by Maj Kampman, the Officer Commanding A Squadron, as "controlled
chaos"®2 Equipment was in a low state of repair, with only 30 to 40 per cent of the vehicles operational in
terms of both driving and gunnery systeRsThe whole Regiment (the RCD) focused on getting the

Squadron ready, working 2®urs a day. Their primary concern, however, was preparing the vehicles and
equipment. Everything else, including training, had to be of secondary importance; they tried to fit in
whatever little training they couf§?

The A Squadron's limited training was fitted into six and a half days and includeedaywefresher

course on small arms, two days on the indoor miniature range to allow Cougar (armoured vehicle) crews to
practise gunnery drills, one ylan first aid, and half a day for tactical training on armoured personnel
carriers. There was also one day reserved for various briéfthgs.

A Squadron had recently completed some comprehensive training which no doubt helped them through this
operation. They had carried out intensive training in the early part of 1992, and had performed very well in
an armoured corps competition in the summer of £89&s well, the Royal Canadian Dragoons, and A
Squadron in particular, had played an important role in preparing the CAR for Operation Cordon during
Exercise Stalwart Providence. The preparations A Squadron had to undertake in order to conduct and
evaluate that exercise provided them, albeit fortuitously, with valuable experience they could later draw
upon when they were warned for Operation Deliverdrce.

Maj Kampman expressed to us the serious cowsdee had prior to being deployed on the mission to
Somalia. He had received little direction on training; personnel were under a tremendous amount of stress;
the mission was unclear; and there was little accurate intelligence on the theatre of op&taajns.



Kampman's primary concern, however, was that the various elements of CARBG had completed no
collective training as a battle group prior to deployniéht.

[t is practically a principle, in fact it is a principle, | would say, within the Army that when we go
into combat we operate as a combined arms team; that is armour, infantry, artillery, signals,
engineers work as a single team, even down to the company or what we call combat team level.

And | was concerned that, because we had not had a chance to train as a battle group in Canada
that we were now going into operatiorsind what we thought at the time probably combat
operations- not haing had an opportunity to train in that wi.

We most emphatically share this concern, and consider it one of the most egregious shortcomings in
training preparations for Operation Deliverance. The absence of collective training for the CARBG meant
that there was no opportunity to develop positive relationships between the various elements and to build
the requisite knowledge and trust between the commarfdétie are aware that the CF regularly practises
detaching and attaching various eleméPtslowever, it was imperative for the CARBG to practise as a

group, especially with the CAR assigned to conduct mounted operatiootsits usual role. Cohesion and
uniformity in execution of standing operating procedures, two important elements emphasized repeatedly in
evidence relating to training for Operation Cordon, would have been difficult, impatssible, to achieve

without collective training.

The lack of collective training as a battle group may have constituted one of the most serious deficiencies in
the predeployment preparations for Operation Deliverance, but it certainly does not stand alone.

There is no evidence to suggest that adequate analysis was done by NDHQ or Land Force Command
regarding the training requirements for the new mission. We are not aware of any training guidance or
direction having been provided by higher levels of camdito the CARBG in relation to Operation
Deliverance. Furthermore, while the CARBG was preparing for deployment, little information was available
on the nature of the new mission.

The CARBG received no intelligence specific to the area where they were Héddedded, when the

battle group was deployed, they knew only that they would provide security for the Baledogle airfield, to be
followed by future security operations in a location that was asnjetown. They did not know they would

be deployed at Belet Huen until after their arrival in theatre; obviously, no planning for Belet Huen was
done before deploymeff In the circumstances, requisite intelligence briefings on the cultural, political,

and environmental situation they were about to enter could not be realistically provided.

Rules of engagement (ROE) for the mission were not issued until the 11th hour; thusdeplpyenent
training an theatrespecific ROE could be undertaken.

There is little evidence on the supervision provided by LCol Mathieu in terms of training for Operation
Deliverance. It is evident that he was in the United States from December 5th to 8th for purposes of liaison
with U.S. commanders. He then was deployed with the advance party to Somalia on DecerfBér |3th.
appears safe to infer that under the circumstances his involvemenidagogment training for gnnew

mission would have been minimal. Additionally, there is no evidence that his superiors in the chain of
command provided any supervision of the CARBG's attempts to train.

At the root of many of the deficiencies we have identified in the Operation Deliverance training lies the
haste with which troops were committed to this mission, with virtually no time to conduct the requisite
training; training requirements were subordinated to the time frames dictated by the political commitment to
rapid deploymentThe best efforts of the dedicated officers and soldiers directly involved in preparing for
the mission could not serve to overcome the major obstacle standing in the way of the provision of
appropriate and sufficient training: the lack of a simple but essential resetine.

FINDINGS

1 With such a short period between warning and deployment, there was virtually no time to conduct
preparatory training for Operation Deliverance. There is no evidence to suggest that adequate
consideration was given to trding requirements for the new mission by the officers and officials
responsible for the decision to commit Canadian troops for the new mission, nor is there any



evidence of training guidance or direction being provided to the CARBG by higher levels of
command. This represents a significant failure by senior leadership.

1 No significant training was conducted by the CAREt@r the mission changed from Operation
Cordon (Chapter VI) to Operation Deliverance (Chapter VII). Various prerequisites for the
proper ganning and conduct of training, such as a clear mission, thesgieeific intelligence,
missionspecific ROE, training equipment and vehicles, and sufficient time to train, were not
available. There was no opportunity for the newly constituted battle group to train together as a
group. The CARBG was deployed to Somalia, on a potentially dangerous mission, without
adequate training and without the battle group functioning as a cohesive whole. It was a matter of
good fortune that they were not challengedatserious show of force upon their arrival in
theatre: the results could have been tragic.

1 The CARBG was not operationally ready, from a training point of view, for deployment to
Somalia for Operation Deliverance.

ESSENTIAL ASPECTS OF TRAINING

In our examination of the training received by Canadian Forces deployed to Somalia, in addition to the
serious deficiencies already enumerated, we encountered several glaring deficiencies relating to specific
aspects of training that one would consider essentia foission such as the one the CAR was

undertaking. These training components are sufficiently important to merit separate comment in this report
under the general headings of Law of Armed Conflict (LOAC), rules of engagement, cultural training, and
training in negotiation.

Law of Armed Conflict

The CF is obliged under international law to provide training in the LOAC. We have determined that the
insufficient knowledge of the Law of Armed Conflict on the part of the CAR members was in the first
instance theesult of weaknesses in training in the LOAC that existed in the CF more generally. Documents
that we have reviewed indicate that in the 10880s, individual noitommissioned members within the CF

were expected to have a "basic knowledge" of the Geneva Conventions, including treatment of prisoners of
war and civilian detainees. Field officers attending the Command and Staff College would have received
three hours of training in the LOAC in the ri®80s3® and some majors and most lieuteremibnels

would receive a full day session on the LOAC and RSE.

According to the CF, there is considerable LOAC training taking place within the CF but it is not-well co
ordinated®®® We heard testimony to the effect that there was little focus on LOAC training as part of the
pre-deployment training for Somalia because soldiers received such training throtngfiocareers®

While we agree that there was some training on the LOAC provided within the CF, we do not think that it
was significant enough to justify its exclusion from-geployment training for the Somalia mission.

We have determined that there were similar weaknesses in training on the LOAC during the preparation for
Somalia. During the Operation Cordon preparations for the Chapter VI mission, there was some
understanding among the CAR offisehat detention of civilians might be necessary in thétrt. that

time, they anticipated that there would be some sort of local authority to hand the detainees over to, and it
was not expected that they would be in the hands of Airborne soldiers for veAFi@hg. scenarios in

Exercise Stalwart Providence were based on this assumption, and it became apparent to those running the
exercise thatame of the members of the CAR were not familiar with the procedures for handling
detaineed”? It is clear from the testimony before the various comstial that there was no uniform
understanding of how detainees should be treated. Several witnesses stated that they believed detainees
were to be made uncomfortable in order to deter them from comingBadiis was interpreted differently

by variots soldiers: some thought it meant keeping detainees awake all night and not giving them food or
water2” while others had the incredible notion that they were to keep detainees awake and uncomfortable
by pouring cold water over their heads and not feeding #&hhe obvious confusion over the procedures

for handling detainees was identified as early as Exercise Stalwart Providence. The factitigatvasth

done to remedy this confusion created a pressing need for training on handling civilian detentions in
theatre*”® However, this was not done.



Once the mission changed to Operation Deliverance under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, the expectation
of the type of detainees changed: now it was thought that they would be armed and aggressiv¥€ looters.
While we would have expected additional tragnon the handling of detaineegarticularly given the
shortcomings recognized during the regimental exercise, this did not occur. There was, however, a lecture
given on the Law of War to CARBG officers and a few seniorecmmmissioned members on December

10, 1992, by LCol Watkin of the Judge Advocate General staff. This general briefing addressed the Geneva
Conventions and the care to be taken with prisoners and det#hees.

FINDINGS

1 In 1992 therevas insufficient training in the CF generally on the Law of Armed Conflict (LOAC).
This in turn resulted from a lack of institutional commitment within the CF regarding a systematic
and thorough dissemination of the LOAC to all its members. As a result, the responsibility by
default fell exclusively to those in charge of preparation of the CAR for Somalia to ensure that all
ranks received adequate LOAC training.

I There was a very serious lack of training on the LOAC during thel@péoyment training for
Samalia, as evidenced by the soldiers' confusion in theatre over how to treat detainees once they
were captured.

1 The lack of attention to the LOAC and its dissemination demonstrates a profound failure of the CF
leadership, both in the adequate preparation of Canadian troops sent to Somalia, and in Canada's
obligation to respect the elementary principles of international law in the field of armed conflict.

1 There was no significant training on the capture and handling of detainees, either during Exercise
Stalwart Providence or at any other stage of the-deployment training. This resulted from a
failure of the chain of command to establish a policy for detainees and to ensure that standing
operating procedures (SOPs) were developed for the capture and holding of detainees.

Rules of Engagement

Rules of engagement are a fundamental tool of any military in accomplishing its mission effectively. They
are, quite literally, the rules and principles that guide soldiers in operational situations, and form aynecessar
complement to the chain of command. ROE are commonly developed and disseminated before any military
operation, such as the mission to Somalia. They form an essential pardefpjpwgment training for

specific missions, and are usually provided to all soldiers in written form (on a card) for ease of reference.
A thorough understanding of the ROE is crucial in any military operation, for they establish the principles
governing how a soldier is to respond to a given situation, and when and if that isaddiesrnot to shoot.

An inherent understanding of the ROE was patrticularly important for the soldiers taking part in the mission
to Somalia, where they would be faced with a complex array of peacekeeping and security duties in a
volatile environment. However, the evidence before us is overwhelming that in spite of the
acknowledgement by senior Canadian Forces personnel that an effective understanding of the ROE was
crucial to the Somalia mission, members of the CAR simply did not receive sufficieirgraithems™

It was stated time and again before us that when it comes to training on the ROE, briefings and lectures are
insufficient. The training has to be ingrained and instinctive, so that the soldier is able to react instantly
under stress with the appropriate amount of fé¥¢8everal witnesses testified that the best way to achieve
this implicit understanding of the ROE is through scenbased training, where soldiers learn to make

quick decisions in practical situatioffs.

The ROE for the Somalia mission should have changed in tandem with the change from a Chapter VI to a
Chapter VII mission. But, for the original Operation Cordon training, there were amazingly no ROE
available and, in their absence, the CAR trained on the Yugoslavia?®R@IEough they did not have the
actual mssion ROE, there was some training conducted on the use of force. For example, during Exercise
Stalwart Providence, the soldiers were evaluated on their escalation of force in various scenarios. One
exercise evaluator testified that they were concerned about the "ability of the Airborne to apply the [ROE]"
and whether the Airborne members "were able to apply a controlled escalation of force according to the



situation that was going to be presented to th&Although this concern was clearly expressed to senior
CAR officers, there were no efforts to provide scenbdeed remedial training after they received the
missionspecific ROE.

The previously mentioned briefing provided by LCol Watkin on December 10th, included information on
the ROE. He did not speak specifically about the Somalia ROE as none had yet been issued. The officers
were then supposed to pass the information on to their subordiffdtesvever, there were no efforts made

to ensure that this information was properly understood before being passed down through the chain of
command to the troops, nor even that it was in fact passed3own.

It is evident that when the senior commanders declared the CAR operationally ready on November 13,
1992, there had been insufficient training on the ROE. There were no nsggicific ROE available for
training purposes for either Operation Cora@orOperation Deliverance. The failure to provide sufficient
training in this area and on the use of force can be attributed in part to a delay in the development and
distribution of the ROE. Nevertheless, greater attention could and should have been paid to the ROE and
the use of force throughout the gteployment training period.

Once the Operation Deliverance Chapter VII ROE were finalized, clarification concerning the final,
approved ROE should have been provided immediately before deployment ovahiaittieatre. We

heard testimony suggesting that a change from Chapter VI to Chapter VIl ROE, under which the use of
lethal force would not be restricted to situations of-defence, would call for additional training tirffg.

However, it is clear that virtually no training was provided on the Chapter VIl ROE once they were released
on December 11, 1998/

At the beginning of December, the viewssmaxpressed publicly on television by the Minister of External
Affairs and International Trade that Chapter VIl ROE allowed soldiers to shoot first and ask questions
later3% Col Mathieu testified before us that this comment on the part of the Honourable Barbara
MacDougall gave him the indication that they would be, in a sense, "backed" by the ROE for just about any

kind of operation they would d&?

What little exposure to the ROE there was came in the form of lectures or discussions, but, due to the rush,
there was a whole series of activities, such as hypothetical situations, that constitute training on the ROE
that could not be conducté®. Though the ROE were received very late, there was a commonly held belief
that they could be reviewed and trained upon "in transit" on the plane to S&talias shows that the

level of importance attached to training on the ROE by the chain of command was both cursory and
superficial.

While the need to systematically reinforce the ROE training once in theatre was recognized by senior
commanders who testified before¥sthis did not translate into effective ROE training throughout the
deployment period% Maj Pommet showed great concern for thdenstanding of the ROE by his

commando and took steps to train his soldiers, but he did so on his own initiative. On several occasions he
verified his troops' knowledge of the ROE by presenting them with scenarios and asking them to*éspond.
Although there may have been some discussion and briefings on the ROE, there was no organized and
structured scenaribased training done in theatre. In our view, and notwithstanding the obvious need for it,
the leaders failed to ensure that all of the soldiers had a comprehensive understanding of the use of force in
Somalia through accessible and systematic training.

One guideline for the inadequacy of the CHhieatre ROE training is what the U.S. forces were doing
concurrently in Somalia. Rather than using the CFdoywn distillation of information, the U.S. forces used

the position of command judge advocate (CJA), in part, to educate its personnel on the proper interpretation
of ROE. The CJA created a serids/ignettes portraying anticipated situations that provided examples of

the proper response. The Americans recognized that the ROE, as develepepl@yment, might not have

dealt with all possible situations that might occur. Therefore, they reassessed the appropriateness of the
ROE once irtheatre realities were learné&d.

Finally, as with training generally, protecting the time for the troops to be trained on the ROE is
fundamental. There is no eldnce that the senior leadership or the NDHQ staff considered this
requirement. In our view, the need to allow time between the issuance of ROE and the deployment was so



critical that it warranted delaying deployment to accommodate this need. Indeed, the CARBG should not
have been declared fully operationally ready without it.

FINDINGS

1 There was a failure by the chain of command to provide adequate and appropriate training on the
ROE and restraint in the use of force for Operation Cordon and Operationdbetive.
Appropriate training must include briefings, scenabiased exercises, and means of assessing in
order that personnel have a complete and instinctive understanding regarding the use of force.
The inadequacy of training on the ROE constitutes one of the most serious deficiencies in pre
deployment training.

1 The failure to provide adequate training on the ROE, and generally on restraint in use of force,
can be attributed, in part, to the lateness in the development and distribution of the ROE.
However the unit should not have been declared operationally ready until adequate training on
the ROE was conducted.

1 Given the difficulties in providing training on the missigpecific ROE for Operation Deliverance
prior to deployment, there was a clear and pressing need to ensure that systematic ROE training
was provided on a priority basis once in Somalia. The necessary training was not conducted, nor
were adequate measures taken to ensure that the ROE were sufficiently disseminated and
understood.

Political, Cultural, Historical, and Geographical Training

A further important aspect of missi@pecific preparations is training on the politics, culture, history, and
geography of the mission area. We find that there was little emphasis placed on this contextual training for
the mission to Somalia. The training directive prepared by BGen Beno shows that it was anticipated that
soldiers at the lowest ranks would be dealing with civilians on a daily basis through such tasks as the setting
up of distribution sitesraffic control, and incident resolution with the minimum use of fété&vhile a

certain knowledge and understanding of the culture and politics of the local population is not in itself a task,
it is an essential element underlying most of the tasks outlined in the training plans and directives.

Those in charge of pr@deployment training lacked a specific set of guidelines that outlined what the

training requirement was in this area. While some offiaéthe lower staff level are to be commended for

their efforts to provide some contextual training, the lack of recognition up the chain of command of the
importance of this requirement resulted in inadequate theoretical and practical training on the political and
sociological environment in Somalia. The evidence before us suggests further that there was a failure in the
intelligence system, in that those in charge of training did not have the necessary information available to
them.

A review of the testirany of senior officers before us reveals that training in this area was not considered an
important predeployment requirement. From the CAR Operations Officer, all the way to the Chief of the
Defence Staff at the time, Gen de Chastelain, it is clear that there was little or no concern regarding this area
of training. It was described by some as a "routine thing" and, indeed, one officer considered it to be better
than average for the Somalia deploynight.

While the CAR Intelligence Officer, Capt Hope, did his utmost to provide some training, he had no
organizational framework to guide hifff.What he managed to provide was a series of intelligence

briefings to the CAR soldiers, based on information collected from an NDHQ analyst, and on film clips
culled from CNN 22 Also produced was the Somalia Handbook, though a large part of it consisted of tips
on how to operate in a desert environment, and a relatively insignificant portion dealt with issues of politics,
culture, and the history of Somaff&.

Further training on Somalia was provided in the form of briefings to the CAR officers: one by a reserve
officer who had spent some time in Somalia, and another by a Somali national living in St@exeral

officers found these briefings to be verseful, and the report of one briefing assessed the information as
being "highly reliable*® Yet, despite their usefulness and apparent accuracy, even the most basic and

general information from these lectures was not passed down to the soldiers. LCol Morneault thought that it



would be better to wait in order to exercise some caution to prevent the wrong information gofff§y out.”

The result of this écision was that the soldiers were unprepared for the culture shock they were to face in
Somalia. Cpl Purnelle of 1 Commando testified that the reality of what they faced in Somalia was a shock to
them all*®*

Cpl Purnelle's testimony provides a clear example of the consequences of not passing on known, reliable
information to the troops. He stated that he was shocked by the high rate of homosexuality in Somalia,
evidenced by men holding each other'sdsdff However, Lt Bryden's debriefing report, prepared on
September 26, 1992, a full three months before deployment, expressly stated that while homosexuality is
taboo, conversation is an art form in Somalia, and that "...touching to emphasize points is common. When in
private conversation, two men may hold hands as they Walk."

It appears that CNN was the primary{aieployment source of intelligea on Somali4”’ The intelligence
information provided to those in charge of joiEployment training was grossly inadequate and points to a
failure of the intelligence system at the national level. It was clear from the testimony before us that the
volatile and complex situation in Somalia called for accurate axid-dpte information which was

extremely difficult to obtaif® It is for precisely ths reason that the intelligence system should have been
working to its maximum capacity, in order to provide an accurate and measured understanding of the
situation to those responsible for training and, ultimately, to the soldiers, who would be dealing face to face
with the civilian population on a daily basis

FINDINGS

1 Training on the politics, culture, history, and geography of Somalia, as well as training on
intercultural relations-- essential underpinnings for the performance of most operational tasks i
peace support operationswas totally inadequate. This failure resulted from: a lack of
peacekeeping doctrine outlining the importance of such training; lack of sufficient support from
NDHQ in terms of providing specialist resources; and the inadequacy of intelligence on Somalia
available to those responsible for preparing the CAR for deployment. What information was
available was not properly conveyed to soldiers at the lowest ranks.

1 CAR staff officers are to be commended for their efforts, in spitee@bsence of adequate
support and information, to include some cultural training in the CAR'slppgoyment training.

Negotiation Training

A further aspect of training for the Somalia mission was in negotiation skills. Again, there was no standing
doctrine within the Canadian Forces that outlined the requirements for negotiation training for peace
support operations in 1992. The UN peacekeeping training guidelines, which discuss the important role that
negotiations play in UN missions, were availablé9924% The guidelines state that mediation and

negotiation are basic tools to be used by peacekeepers at all levels of the chain of command. Effective
negotiation allows for dispute resolution without resorting to the use of #8f€ae UN guidelines suggest

that negotiation training for soldiers adopt a lecture format covering such areas as tact, diplomacy, and the
three Fs of peacekeepingdirm, fair, and friendly. It also recommends that negotiation exercises be
incorporated into lowevel training exercise®?

Furthermore, BGen Beno's training directive recognized that the basic rules governing peacekeeping
operations call for negotiation at the lowest possible level to encourage the minimum use of force. Yet,
negotiation training for the CAR was conducted only as part of collective rather than individual training for
the Somalia missiof?

Testimony before us makes it clear that the only formal training for Operation Cordon on negotiation was a
Royal Canadian Mounted Police presentation to the offféfscusing on the psychology of a hostage

taker. The briefing was called "theoretical" by one officer who attended, and successful completion was
measured solely on attendarité.

The briefing was attended by officers only, and it is not clear from the evidence whether the information
provided to the officers would be relevant to peacekeeping soldiers or if, in fact, they passed it down to
their soldiers. If the briefing did indeed focus on the psychology of a hostage taker, we question its



relevance to the requirements for negotiation training recognized in both BGen Beno's directive and the UN
training guidelines.

Some scenaribased negotiations were practised during Exercisev&taProvidence. It is clear from the
planning documents prepared by the Royal Canadian Dragoons that negotiation techniques would be
practised during roadblock scenarios, distribution sites, and base security opétakitajs{ampman

testified that the Royal Canadian Dragoons were becoming frustrated with the CAR soldiers, who
consistently failed to identify the hostile elements in the scenarios, a practical prerequisite to initiating
negotiations wittthem?X® While the type of negotiation training presented in Exercise Stalwart Providence
was in line with the suggestions set out in the UN training guidelines, we question whether the CAR soldiers
were informed about the techniques of negotiating in a peacekeeping role so that they would be able to
practise them in the scenarios that they faced.

FINDING

1 There was some recognition by the Special Service Force and the CAR regarding the importance
of negdaiation training, as evidenced by BGen Beno's training directive and the inclusion of some
scenariebased negotiations during Exercise Stalwart Providence. However, the training on crisis
negotiation appears to have been theoretical and not entirely relevant to the extensive negotiation
skills required during peace support operations.

LACK OF STANDARDS TO EVALUATE TRAINING AT TIME OF
DEPLOYMENT

At the time of the CAR's deployment to Somalia, many essential elements of training for peace support
operationssuch as training on culture, rules of engagement and the Law of Armed Conflict had no
evaluation standards attached to them. This made it difficult for those in charge of training to determine, in
an objective way, whether the level of the CAR'sgeployment training was adequate. Generally

speaking, we have seen the consequences of this lack of standards throughout our treatment of the issue of
training.

This lack of objective standards was recognized at the time, and since the Somalia missioe,\elgahos

had the responsibility for determining the adequacy of the training and readiness of Canadian Forces
personnel for a complex overseas operattétt.appears that with the lack of an objective framework,

much of the burden of evaluating the appropriateness of the training fell on the Commanding Officer, LCol
Morneault, who decried the lack of a generic peacekeeping package to provide guidance during the process
of planning and assessing their preguiess for a complex mission such as the one the CAR faced in
Somalia®t®

We are aware of the Battle Task Standards, which set out, in general terms, the level of training required for
combat tasks. The de Faye board of inquiry stated that the degree to which these applied to the Somalia
mission was clearly set out in the Land Force Command contingency plan directive on training. We note
that while this document is quite specific as to what types ofitigaare to be performed, it fails to outline

the standard, or level, that the training must ré&tin addition, the Battle Task Standards that we have

seen are for combdype training, and do not, or did not, exist for missépecific topics such as Law of

War, cultural training or training on the rules of engagerffént.

Perhaps the most obvious lack in training standards is evidenced in tirgtpéms. A training plan

without minimum standards built into it, along with a prioritized list of activities is, in effect, a training
schedule or a list of times and dates and activities. When standards and priorities are built into the training
plan, any slippage in deployment dates can be used effectively to bring the training to a higher standard in a
methodical manner. These same standards, had they existed, would have been instrumental in assessing
whether the CAR training for Operation Cordon wdequate once the mission had changed to Operation
Deliverance.

In the case of the Operation Cordon training, the general standards and activities were set by CAR
Headquarters, but it was basically left up to the individual commandos as to how they would carry out
training*2! As the commandos were training, much of the evaluation was conducted by the platoon



commanders and the OCs of the commari&oEhis allowed for a variety of divergent opinions on the state
of training among those responsible for, and those observing, the training.

A clear example of this can be seen in the events surrounding the replacement of the Commanding Officer,
LCol Morneault. While the details of this issue have been discussed elséiitaméght be useful to note

here that one of the main factors cited in contributing to LCol Morneault's replacement was a perceived
failure in the area of training. A few short weeks after LCol Morneault was relieved of command, LCol
Mathieu declared the unit operationally ready. Maj Seward testified that the type of training on which LCol
Mathieu based his declaration was not "significant” and was of a "filler nature": "l don't think it was the

type of training on which you should base such assessniéhiat there been a system in place to

measure the standard of the training, itilgchave been unlikely to have two such divergent opinions on the
status of training in the Regiment within such a short period of time.

The lack of training standards also meant that there was no systematic means to identify and correct training
shortcomings. We have seen that both during and after Exercise Stalwart Providence, the Royal Canadian
Dragoons expressed a humber of concerns about the state of the CAR's readiness. As mentioned earlier,
there was concern over the aggressiveness of the CARsaatullity to apply the ROE and control the

escalation of force, and how the soldiers would deal with camp security and unarmed civilians. In particular,
concern was expressed about the CAR's ability to work in a mountedrole.

We would have expected the training shortcomings to have been reflected in the training plan for the
months of November and December, and we consider that adequate standards against which to identify
those shortcomings would harede the remedial training more probaife.

FINDINGS

1 Land Force Command (LFC) had clear standards for training related to collective battle tasks, as
well as to physical fithess and marksmanship. However, neither NDHQ nor LFC had established
clear standards for training for nenombat skills relevant to peace support operations (e.g.,
familiarity with UN operations, negotiation training, cultural training, the Law of Armed Conflict,
use of force). Thisft the CAR with insufficient direction respecting the level to which training
was to be conducted in relation to specific skills. As a consequence, the training plans for the CAR
lacked specific standards and evaluation criteria for many of the training activities.

1 The lack of specific evaluation criteria meant that there was no overall framework for the
evaluation of training and, therefore, no objective criteria against which to measure the adequacy
of training and identify remedial training needs.

IN-THEATRE TRAINING

Had there been a systematic approach for assessment in place, additional training needs could have been
determined for refresher training, remedial training, and training for the change in missions and tasks, and
an intheatre training plan could have been developed based on these judgements.

We were surprised by the apparent lack of atih@atre training plan. While there were several pre
deployment documents that gave us the impression that the general possibility of training invseatre
being considered, we heard no evidence which indicated that a systematic or comprehémsateecin
training plan was developed or implement€dBGen Beno had had the impression during Operation
Cordon preparations that there would be amoath acclimatization period in theaffélt appears that, in
actual fact, operations began within 24 hours of the CAR's arrival in Belet Huen withdtaiaimg on
location. We believe that the existence of athigatre training plan, including aims, objectives, scope,
tasks and standards, would have made effective training during slack periods of operations more likely. We
are also of the view that eéhe-job training, while practical and appropriate in some areas, is not a valid
substitute for training on essential peacekeeping skills such as understanding the rules of engagement,
familiarization with standing operating procedures, and negotiationitpem

There was a crucial need for training on the ROE in theatre. Considering the change in mission and late
receipt of the ROE, there should have been a plan in place to ensure full comprehension of the ROE by all
members of the deployed unit.



Training on the SOPs is another area that should have made up part ehewegiia training plan. We have

seen that for a variety of reasons, various SOPs were not developed before the CARBG's arrival in theatre.
In the case of the SOPs on the handling of dets, it was decided to wait and see what the situation in

their particular area was and develop the SOPs then.

We heard testimony stating that the SOP on the treatment of detainees was changed at the very beginning of
the missiorf2? We are not aware of any training, outside of the instructions provided in orders groups, that
incorporated this new SOP. We would have liked there to have been sdms®ibtraining that ensured

that everyone was awaretbe new procedure, and which could have served as an opportunity to refresh the
soldiers' knowledge of their obligations toward detainees under the Geneva Conventions.

Several witnesses testified that the training done in theatre was mostlydmmusnthe-job training?%

The primary area where training was carried out in theatre was weapons and range training. Several
witnesses recalled a range being set up and sotheatre target practices bginonducted. There was also
training on the use of cayenne pepper spray, refresher training in combat drills, driver training, and desert
survival skills* MCpl Favasoli does not recall any training on the ROE, treatment of detainees, crowd

control, picket duty or patrolling, although he does remember doing weapons refresher training iA*theatre.

Considering the clear identification of remedialriiag needs in the pr@deployment phase, we are
dismayed by the lack of a comprehensivhieatre training plan to address these needs systematically. In
particular, training, as opposed to instructions or orders, was needed on the ROE, on the new SOPs
implemented in theatre, and on local customs, traditions, politics, and security.

FINDING

1 There was no plan developed fortheatre training, notwithstanding the numerous shortcomings
during predeployment preparations most notably on the ROEwhich hadbeen, or should
have been, identified. There was a failure to provide trairirgg opposed to instructions or
orders-- in theatre on the ROE, on new SOPs, and on local customs, traditions, politics, and
security. Insufficient measures were taken to ensure an understanding on the part of soldiers of
the meaning and importance of issues related to the Law of Armed Conflict, cultural differences,
and use of force. This amounts to an inexcusable failure of leadership.

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN
CF PEACEKEEPING TRAINING

In making recommendations on training, we are mindful of the developments that have occurred in the
Canadian Forces since the incidents in Somalia in March“#988me of which have no doubt been a

direct result of the attention that these have received from this Commission of Inquiry. For example, we are
pleased that NDHQ has published formal guidelines on training and doctrine responsibilities, authorities
and procedures for peace supporer@pion deployments. The publication of documents on selection and
training issues for formed and composite units and individuals is a positive development, especially since
the more systematic approach has resulted in the publication of preliminary training standards.

We are also encouraged by the establishment of the Peace Support Training Centre in Kingston, Ontario,
and the Lessons Learned Centres and we consider that they should help to satisfy the nesdifation

of training, the production dfaining material, and the updating of training content and standards in a more
systematic manner than has been true in the past. The utilization of the Pearson Peacekeeping Centre for
officer educational purposes is also an improvement. However, we would like to see a similar approach
taken for senior naoommissioned members, who play a crucial role in peace support operations, have a
great deal of influence on junior members, and therefore require a broadening of perspective through
education and disca®n on peace support operations issues. Here we envision training in the peacekeeping
partnership, humanitarian law, human resources support, and understanding the role of the peacekeeper as
important.

We hope the reviews of the various individual training agencies will lead to concrete steps to better
integrate individual and collective training efforts for peace support operations training, and we certainly



endorse the specific attention being given to the Law of Armed Conflict and rules of engagehding,
increased emphasis on humanitarian and legal aspects of operations.

While we endorse all the improvements noted, it is not clear how they are going to be monitored. For
example, a DCDS directive issued in December 1996, which sets edeiyment training requirements

for peace support operations and is accompanied by preliminary training standards, does not provide any
formal mechanisms for evaluating standards of training to prevent expediency rather than scrutiny becoming
the norm-- particubrly when there is a requirement for rapid deployment. Since training of peacekeepers is
still decentralized for units, we would like to see a much more stringent monitoring and evaluation approach
developed and implemented under the aegis of the Chief of the Defence Staff.

Despite recognition of the above directions, we still offer the following recommendations which emerged
from our detailed examination of training issues, in the hope that they will contribute to a more effective
training system for peaaipport operations in the Canadian Forces.

CONCLUSION

Our overall conclusion is that professional soldiers wearing the flag of Canada on their uniforms were sent
to Somalia not properly prepared for the mission. They were not prepared, in good part, because of key
deficiencies in their training. The mission called for troops who were well led, highly disciplined, and able

to respond flexibly to a range of tasks which demanded patience, understanding and sensitivity to the plight
of the Somali people. Insad they arrived in the desert trained and mentally conditioned to fight. The sad
events which came to characterize the mission must not be allowed to happen again.

Canadians have every right to expect that despite challenging and difficult circumstances, the men and
women of our armed forces, at all times, conduct themselves professionally, humanely and honourably. In
fairness, however, we must not place this duty upon them without first ensuring that every effort has been
made to prepare our service persel-- physically, psychologically and operationalifor the multitude

of roles we ask them to assume.

We must equip our armed forces personnel not only with requisite technical skills and equipment, but also
with the attitudes, character, psychological strengths, and ethical grounding to help them maintain their
professionalism, humanity, and honour under the pressures of fear, discomfort, anger, boredom, horror, and
uncertainty. That thousands of Canadian peacekeepers have served us well undenditeses is proof

that it is possible to provide individuals with such diverse strengths. That there were some who did not
withstand the pressures and committed improprieties ranging from public displays of poor taste to
unspeakable atrocities is proof that greater efforts must yet be made.

In seeking remedy for the future, we urge the Canadian Forces to acknowledge the central role which
training must play in mounting peace support operations.




Recommendations
We recommend that:

21.1 The Canadian Foces training philosophy be recast to recognize that a core of ndraditional
military training designed specifically for peace support operations (and referred to as generic
peacekeeping training) must be provided along with general purpose combat training to prepare
Canadian Forces personnel adequately for all operational missions and tasks.

21.2 Generic peacekeeping training become an integral part of all Canadian Forces training at both
the individual (basic, occupational and leadership) and collectivievels, with appropriate allocations
of resources in terms of funding, people, and time.

21.3 The Chief of the Defence Staff order a study to determine how best to integrate the full range of
knowledge, skills, attitudes, and values required for peace support operations at all stages of
individual and collective training for both officers and non-commissioned members.

21.4 The Canadian Forces recognize, in doctrine and practice, that peace support operations require
mental preparation and conditioning that differ from what is required for conventional warfare, and
that the training of Canadian Forces members must provide for the early and continuous
development of the values, attitudes and orientation necessary to perform all operational missions,
including peace support operations.

21.5 The Chief of the Defence Staff ensure that the development of comprehensive training policies
and programs for peace support operations makes greater use of a broad range of sources, including
peacekeeping training guidelinesnd policies developed by the UN and member states, and the
training provided by police forces and international aid organizations.

21.6 The Chief of the Defence Staff order that the mandates of all Canadian Forces institutions and
programs involved in education and training be reviewed with a view to enhancing and formalizing
peace support operations training objectives.

21.7 Recognizing steps already taken to establish the Peace Support Training Centre and Lessons
Learned Centres, the Chief of the Defere Staff make provision for the ceordination and allocation
of adequate resources to the following functions:

1. continuing development of doctrine respecting the planning, organization, conduct and
evaluation of peace support operations training;

2. development of comprehensive and detailed training standards and standardized training
packages for all components of peace support operations training;

3. timely distribution of current doctrine and training materials to all personnel tasked with
planning and implementing peace support operations training, and to all units warned for
peace support operations duty;

4. timely development and distribution of missionspecific information and materials for use in
pre-deployment training;

5. systematic compilation and analysis of lessons learned, and updating of doctrine and training
materials in that light;

6. systematic monitoring and evaluation of training to ensure that it is conducted in accordance
with established doctrine and standards; and

7. provision of specialist assistace as required by units in their predeployment preparations.

21.8 The Chief of the Defence Staff oversee the development of specialist expertise within the
Canadian Forces in training in the Law of Armed Conflict and the rules of engagement, and in

intercultural and intergroup relations, negotiation and conflict resolution; and ensure continuing
training in these skills for all members of the Canadian Forces.



21.9 The Chief of the Defence Staff ensure that the time and resources necessary for trainingn to
a state of operational readiness be assessed before committing that unit's participation in a peace
support operation.

21.10 The Chief of the Defence Staff integrate a minimum standard period of time for pre
deployment training into the planning process. In exceptional cases, where it may be necessary to
deploy with a training period shorter than the standard minimum, the senior officers responsible
should prepare a risk analysis for approval by the Chief of the Defence Staff. In addition, a plan
should be developed to compensate for the foreshortened training period, such as making provision
for the enhanced supervision of predeployment training activities, a lengthened acclimatization
period, and supplementary intheatre training.

21.11 The Chief of the Defence Staff confirm in doctrine and policy the recognition of sufficient and
appropriate training as a key aspect of operational readiness.

21.12 Contrary to experience with the Somalia deployment, where general purpose combat training
was emphasted, the Chief of the Defence Staff confirm in doctrine and policy that the pre
deployment period, from warning order to deployment, should be devoted primarily to mission
specific training.

21.13 The Chief of the Defence Staff establish in doctrine and policy that to facilitate poeployment
training focused on missionspecific requirements, units preparing for peace support operations be
provided, on a timely basis, with:

1. aclearly defined mission and statement of tasks;

2. up-to-date and accurate intellgence as a basis for forecasting the conditions likely to be
encountered in theatre;

3. missionspecific rules of engagement and standing operating procedures; and

4. a sufficient quantity of vehicles and equipment, in operational condition, to meet training
needs.

21.14 The Chief of the Defence Staff establish mechanisms to ensure that all members of units
preparing for deployment on peace support operations receive sufficient and appropriate training on
the local culture, history, and policies of the theatr@f operations, together with refresher training on
negotiation and conflict resolution and the Law of Armed Conflict, as well as basic language training
if necessary.

21.15 The Chief of the Defence Staff establish in doctrine and policy that no unit be declared
operationally ready unless all its members have received sufficient and appropriate training on
mission-specific rules of engagement and steps have been taken to establish that the rules of
engagement are fully understood.

21.16 The Chief of the Dednce Staff ensure that training standards and programs provide that
training in the Law of Armed Conflict, rules of engagement, crosgultural relations, and negotiation
and conflict resolution be scenariebased and integrated into training exercises, in addition to
classroom instruction or briefings, to permit the practice of skills and to provide a mechanism for
confirming that instructions have been fully understood.

21.17 The Chief of the Defence Staff establish in doctrine and policy that an-heatre training plan
be developed for any unit deploying on a peace support operation. The plan should provide for
ongoing refresher training and remedial training in areas where deficiencies were noted before
deployment and be modified as required to meet changing or unexpected conditions in theatre.

21.18 Canadian Forces doctrine recognize the personal supervision of training by all commanders,
including the most senior, as an irreducible responsibility and an essential expression of good
leadership. Canadian orces doctrine should also recognize that training provides the best
opportunity, short of operations, for commanders to assess the attitude of troops and gauge the
readiness of a unit and affords a unique occasion for commanders to impress upon their troops,



through their presence, the standards expected of them, as well as their own commitment to the
mission on which the troops are about to be sent.
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frustrating for the CAR' members to sit by their television sets and watch the Gulf War unfold,
wondering if they might be called to deploy (Transcripts vol. 4, p. 604).

Board of Inquiry (Change of Command), Annex C.

The precise nature of the CAR's roles and tasks was under review in thel®&0g and is
discussed more fully in Chapter 19 in this volume. See also "Concept of Employment of the
Canadian Airborne Regiment”, November 4, 1992, Document book 29, tab 19.

NDHQ Instruction DCDS 3/85, Operational Responsibilitiesadekeeping (PK) Standby Units,
34514 (DCDS), February 15, 1985, Document book 123, tab 1; Testimony of Gen de Chastelain,
Transcripts vol. 49, pp. 9898900; and Col (ret) Joly, Transcripts vol. 16, p. 2999.

NDHQ Instruction DCDS 3/85, Operational Responsibilities, Peacekeeping (PK) Standby Units, p.
3. In response to our request to SILT for these directives, we were advised that "[a]fter substantive
research, SILT cannot locate this document(s) nor verify that it ever existed" (letter, March 10,
1997).

"Concept of Employment of the Canadian Airborne Regiment", p. 6/12.

"Concept of Employment of the Canadian Airborne Regiment", p. 11/12; and Chief of the Defence
Staff Force Development Guidance, Document book 86, tab 2. There was an apparent lack of
precision about the nature of the standby tasking. For example, we were advised that a high state of
readiness for rapid deployment did not apply to regular peacekeeping missions, such as Cyprus or
Cambodia. For such missions, weeks or months of preparaéoreaeessary: it is "not a 4® 96
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hour kind of business" (testimony of LGen (ret) Foster, Transcripts vol. 3, p. 486). See also
testimony of Maj Kampman, Transcripts vol. 28, p. 5308.

Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 20, p. 3592.
Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts voi. 39, p. 7622.
Regimental Training Guidance to Commanders, September 25, 1990, Document book 123, tab 2.

Testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, p. 688; and MGen (ret) Hewson, Transcripts vol. 2,
p. 341.

Evidence oMaj Magee to Board of Inquiry (CARBG), Phase I, vol. IV; p. 1070. Most NCMs,
however, had served for at least one year in a mechanized infantry battalion before joining the
CAR (evidence of BGen Beno to Board of Inquiry (CARBG), Phase I, vol. 11, p. 243).

Evidence of BGen Beno to Board of Inquiry (CARBG), Phase I, vol. 11, p. 248.
Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, p. 6899.

Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 18, p. 3412; and evidence of BGen Beno to Board of
Inquiry (CARBG), Phasg vol. 11, p. 243.

Evidence of Maj Magee to Board of Inquiry (CARBG), vol. IV; p. 1069. Maj Magee went on to
clarify that by "aggressive", he meant such things as being highly motivated and outgoing, looking
for a challenge, and wanting to take on leadership roles (p. 1087). Many others have described
members of the CAR as "aggressive in a positive sense. See, for example, MGen (ret) Hewson
(Transcripts vol. 2, p. 342) discussing his 1985 report on disciplinary problems: "We found that
the Canadian Airbme Regiment succeeded marvellously in producing an enthusiastic, fit and
aggressive young soldidyut these same characteristics needed to be tempered and, perhaps,
channelled in the right direction by responsible junior lead€estiphasis added). See also

testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, p. 664.

Testimony of Maj Seward, Transcripts vol. 30, p. 5746.
Evidence of BGen Beno to Board of Inquiry (CARBG), Phase |, vol. 11, p. 249.

BGen Beno, "The Way Ahead Canadian Airborne Regiment Commaghntrol, Manning and

Internal Operations", service paper, May 4, 1993, Document book 32, tab 5), p. 7/14, DND
000582; and testimony of Gen (ret) de Chastelain, Transcripts vol. 49, p. 9901.1 Commando
specialized in jungle terrain, 2 Commando specialized in operating in the desert, and 3 Commando
specialized in mountain operations (testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, p. 723).

Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, p. 7072. See also testimony of Gen (ret) de
Chastelain, Transcripts vol94p. 9901.

SILT was unable to provide the CAR's annual training plans for several of the years preceding the
deployment to Somalia. Partial records for exercises conducted by the CAR in the course of its
annual training during the late1980s and early1990s revealed no Ubriented exercises. As

noted in Volume 3, the CAR did not even have standing operating procedures for UN operations,
despite its status as Canada's UN standby unit.

"FMC Op. 001-- Op Python CCMINURSO", July 29,1991,32569 (Cond), Document book
123, tab 4.

Document book MORZ2, tab 8.

Document book 123, tab 3. It would appear that BGen Crabbe was referring to the "Minimum Trg
Reqgr" (DND 119751), which specified vehicle training, signals training, weapons refresher, mine
awareness, first aid refresher, environmental training and intelligence briefing. The FMC Planning
Directive was "to be used by the planning staff of LFCA HQ and the tasked unit for Op Python"
(DND 119587).

Document book MORZ2, tab 9.
Document book MOR2, tab 10.
Document book MOR2, tab 10, Annex B, pp. 2/2 (DND 293238219).



74. Document book MOR2, tab 11. LCol Morneault testified that, in the context of preparing for
Operation Cordon, BGen Beno told him that the Operation Python training plan would be a good
model to follow (Transcripts vol. 36, p. 7066).

75. Testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, pp. 746.

76. Evidence of LCol Morneault to Board of Inquiry (CARBG), vol. V, p. 1405.

77. Testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, p. 825.

78. "After Action Report forOp Python", March 24, 1992, Document book 123, tab 5 (DND 386920).

79. Testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, p. 651. CAR's tasking for Operation Python was
cancelled in February 1992 (Board of Inquiry (CARBG), Exhibit 104,
p. 3.

80. Testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, p. 604.

81. Testimony of Cpl Purnelle, Transcripts vol. 35, p. 6833. See also Testimony of Capt Walsh,
Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2384.

82. Testimony of Cpl Purnelle, Transcripts vol. 35, p. 6833 (translation). Cpl Purnelle also testified
that this attitude changed quickly when the Regiment was warned for Operation Gordoale
rebounded, at least during the initial training period.

83. Testimony of LGen Addy, Transcripts vol. 48, p. 9607; and Maj Kyle, Transcripts vol. 22, pp.
41044106.

84. Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2316.

85. Estimates vary, but it would appear that about one third of the Regiment's members were new. See,
for example, testimony of Maj Kyle, Transcripts vol. 21, p. 3780; Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13,
p.2288; Maj Seward, Transcripts vol. 30, p. 5688; and MWO Mills, Transcripts vol. 23, p. 4338.

86. Testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, p. 667.
87. Testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, p. 651.
88. Memorandum from SSF, February 7, 1992, Document book 7, tab 19.
89. Testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, p. 655.

90. Evidence of BGen Beno to Board of Inquiry (CARBG), Phase I, vol. 11, p. 241. Col Holmes
testified that the CAR performed extremely well in the training exercise at Camp Lejeune and also
perfaomed well at the regimental exercise run by brigade headquarters (Transcripts vol. 4, pp.
746747).

91. Testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, pp. ¥43. See also testimony of LCol Morneault,
Transcripts vol. 36, p. 6896. Normally, these trade qualification courses within a unit are run on a
yearly basis.

92. Testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, pp. 748,789.
93. Testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, pp. 7.

94. Testimony of Col Holmes, Transcripts vol. 4, pp. 73®.

95. See Warning Order, Doment book 28, tab 12.

96. See Warning Order to LFCA HQ, Document book 28, tab 13.

97. See Warning Order to SSF HQ, Document book 10, tab 24 (DND 000138), in which SSF was
tasked to "assemble, prep, train and declare op ready the 750 pers. contingent.”

98. See Warning Order to the CAR from 5SF, Document book 10, tab 23 (DND 000142), tasking the
CAR to "assemble, prep and train the 750 pers. Inf Bn Gp for Op Cordon."

99. LFCA WNG 0 1, Document book 10, tab 24,

100.Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, p. 705&€eB Beno was appointed Brigade
Commander on August 7, 1992. On August 13th, he spoke with his COs and emphasized that he



considered training to be their highest priority (testimony of BGen Beno, Transcripts vol. 40, pp.
77117712,7724).

101 Testimony of MGen MacKenzie, Transcripts vol. 43, pp. 88334.

102 Testimony of MGen MacKenzie, Transcripts vol. 43, p. 8574; and Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol.
13, p. 2395.

103 Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, p. 7017.

104 Exhibit P-87.1, Document book MOR2, tab;lahd testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol.
36, p. 7040. His notes in the estimate contemplated three to four weeks of contevahdo
collective training that might include a Regimental Command Post Exercise and Field Training
Exercise (with refugees, hungry persons, belligerents, etc.) and one week of individual training.
His notes also make reference to "little intelligence available".

105Document book MOR2, tab 17; and testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, p. 7116.
The notes outlined @aining concept allowing for administrative preparations and briefings, three
weeks of commando training to be followed by a commando field training exercise, regimental
individual refresher training, and specialist equipment training. At the time, LCol Morneault was
under the impression that he would have six to nine weeks to prepare his troops for deployment
(Transcripts vol. 36, p. 7058, vol. 37, pp. 7ZB84, and vol. 37, pp. 754548; and Document
book MOR 2, tab 15).

After receiving the warning der on September 5th requiring that the unit be prepared to deploy in
30 days, LCol Morneault revised this training concept to accommodate the new time frames. This
included dropping the plan for a commardweel exercise. Within a day or two, however, it

became clear that more time would be available, so LCol Morneault and BGen Beno planned a
regimental exercise Stalwart Providence to follow the initial four weeks of training (testimony

of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 39, pp. 754954).

106.Testimay of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, pp. 706061.
107Document book 28, tab 3.

108Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, pp. 704215. See Document book 9, tab 15,
regarding Operation Python.

109.Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, pp. 7J48l4. He also stated that "we did not
have a generic package for the Army that we could say when we tasked the unit to do something,
here's a generic package as a guide and now get on with the specifics" (Transcripts vol. 37, p.
7120).

110Testimory of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2290.
111 Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2291.
112 Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2294.
113 Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2292.
114 Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, pp. 22293.

115We note the absence of a reference by the witnesses to the 1991 UN Training Guidelines that were
distributed to NDHQ/DPKO in February 1991. In its policy briefings to the Inquiry in June 1995,
the CF indicated that "This reference downt has been widely distributed to all prospective troop
contributing nations, including Canada, and is employed as a basic document to assist in the
preparation and training of potential peacekeepers" ("Brief for the Commission of Inquiry into the
Deployment of Canadian Forces to Somalia: Identification of National Contingents for United
Nations Peace Support Operations", p. 5). It would appear that the CAR obtained a copy of a
version of the UN Guidelines only when LCol Morneault visited UN Headquantéate
September 1992. See evidence of LCol Turner to Board of Inquiry (CARBG), Phase |, vol. 11, p.
225.

116 Document book 13, tab 5; and testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2397.



117 During Capt Walsh's testimony, this calendar was referenced as p. 2A in Document book 13A. It
appears also as the final page in Document book 13, tab 5.

118 Document book 10, tab 24.
119Document book 10, tab 23.

120BGen Beno testified that in his professional opinion, those time lines were quite adequate for the
CAR to prepre for deployment, particularly in light of the CAR's status as Canada's UN standby
unit (Transcripts vol. 40, pp. 7762/63).

121 Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 20, p. 3672.
122 Testimony of BGen Beno, Transcripts vol. 42, p. 8214.

123 Letter, SSF to CAR, with enclosures, Document book 10, tab 28; LFC Draft Contingency Plan,
Document book 12, tab 16, with covering letter, Document book 12, tab 15.

124 Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 18, p. 3404.

125Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 18,3617. See also testimony of Maj Kyle,
Transcripts vol. 21, p. 3694.

126.Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 18, p. 3427, and vol. 20, pp.-3618, 37113714.
LCol Morneault may have received a copy of Annex D unofficially before September 8th; he
received parts of the draft LFC contingency plan in drabs and drabs" (Transcripts vol. 39, pp.
7554, 7560).

127 Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 18, pp. 34321 and vol. 20, pp. 3673, 37-B314.

1281t was noted in the time chart for the training ogpicthat the entire training period was dependent
upon the existing level of training and could be adjusted.

129 Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2302.

130.There is a notable absence of reference to the standards that are to be achieved, with the exception
of companylevel collective training (which was to conform to FMC Battle Task Standards) and
personal weapons training (Stage 3 Shoot to Live). Also missing are topics such as training in the
Law of Armed Conflict and negotiation, essential edais of predeployment preparation. These
omissions, however, reflect the systemic failure to provide doctrine, directives, and standards in
relation to training for peacekeeping missions.

131 Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2297; and Maj Kyle, Transcripts vol. 21, pp.
3784, 3801.

132 Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 20, pp. 37338.
133 Testimony of Maj Kyle, Transcripts vol. 21, p. 3782.

134 See, for example, testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2305. Problems related to the
availability of vehicles are reviewed in more detail later in this chapter.

135Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 37, p. 7282; and LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 18,
p. 3447

136.Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 37, pp. 72&82; and LCol Turner, Transcripts
vol. 20, p. 3556, and vol. 18, p. 3428. The link between the possible deployment dates and the UN
ship that would be carrying equipment and vehicles is significant because it was known 30 days
were required from the time the ship wadered by the UN until it was loaded and departed from
Montreal. The original LFC Contingency Plan called for the ship to depart at W+31. For every day
that passed without the ship being ordered, it was clear that the deployment date for the troops had
slipped by a day, as the main body of troops was to arrive in Somalia at the same time as the ship
(testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 39, pp. 78%60; and BGen Beno, Transcripts
vol. 42, p. 8207).

137 Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 20,3621; and Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, pp.
24232424,



138 Evidence of Maj Turner to Board of Inquiry (CARBG), Phase I, vol. 11, p. 222; testimony of
BGen Beno, Transcripts vol. 42, p. 8208, concurs.

139Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 39, pp. 75%8®%0. LCol Morneault testified that
he believed that at a briefing given by personnel from LFCA on September 7th, it was made clear
orally that a minimum of 60 days from the order was the time line the CAR could consider,
although he did not recallhether he was ever told officially by SSF that this time line was firm
(Transcripts vol. 39, p. 7561).

140Testimony of BGen Beno, Transcripts vol. 40, p. 7737.
141 Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2465; Document book 12, tab 2.

142 Testimony of Maj Kyle, Transcripts vol. 21, p. 3791; and LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, pp.
70657066. LCol Morneault does recall that he was told the initial handwritten plan wasn't good
enough to forward to higher headquarters, but Capt Walsh then produced thetedraining
plan on computer, believing it conformed with what SSF HQ wanted (testimony of LCol
Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, p. 7065). This corresponds with LCol Turner's testimony that
concerns about the training calendar were relayed to either Maj Kyle or Capt Walsh, and that in the
second week of September, a more formalized and detailed plan was submitted (Transcripts vol.
20, pp. 3723723).

143 Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 20, pp. 3&620.
144 Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts v@0, p. 3726.
145 Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 18, pp. 34888, and vol. 20, pp. 3633620.

146 Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, p. 7065, and vol. 38, p. 7345. This evidence
was contradicted by BGen Beno, who testified (and supplemented his testimony with a written
summary of events) that in a telephone conversation with LCol Morneault on September 15th, he
gave LCol Morneault very explicit direction on what he wanted included in the Regimental
Training Plan, including details ragling training objectives, assumptions, principles, and
standards. He did so because he was concerned that LCol Morneault had not focused on what kind
of training was required and how he was going to do it (testimony of BGen Beno, Transcripts vol.
40, pp. 7752/753; and Document book 25, tab 12, serial 7, p. 2/9).

147 Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, pp. 70856, and vol. 37, pp. 73171312.
148 Document book MOR2, tab 11.

149Document book MOR2, tab 9. LCol Morneault did convey the conceptstfisrdirective orally
at an orders group for Operation Cordon (testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, p.
7063).

150Document book MOR2, tab 10.

151 Testimony of Maj Pommet, Transcripts vol. 182, p. 37530; Maj Seward, Transcripts vol. 30, p.
5759, and vol. 32, p. 6165; and Maj Magee, Transcripts vol. 183, p. 37590. Testifying before the
Board of Inquiry (CARBG), Maj Pommet indicated that the direction he received from LCol
Morneault was broad, but he viewed this in a positive sense: he was giverk theda®cessary
resources and permitted to get on with the job (evidence to the Board of Inquiry (CARBO), Phase
I, vol. 111, pp. 757758). See also the testimony of Maj MacKay, who told us that LCol Morneault
did provide training guidance to his OCs during orders groups, although he could not recall
whether the aim, scope, and objectives of training had been formally articulated "using those
terminologies" (Transcripts vol. 34, pp. 648485). Although Maj Seward was satisfied with the
direction he receiveche was not entirely satisfied with the written training plan: it did not explain
the level to which general purpose combat training had to be conducted; it dicengpinasize
the individual commando priorities in terms of probabkhisatre tasks; and it did not provide
sufficient details about Exercise Stalwart Providence (Transcripts vol. 30, pp5382Q

152 Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, p. 6923; Maj Kyle, Transcripts vol. 22, p.
4073; and Maj Seward, Transcripts vol. 32, p. 6165



153Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2344. Capt Walsh also testified that he
personally received clear direction from LCol Morneault on the development of the training plan
(Transcripts vol. 13, pp. 2299, 2454).

154 Testimony of Maj Magee, Transcripts vol. 183, pp. 3#89598; and Maj Kyle, Transcripts vol.
21, pp. 38043807. We note that in the absence of a prioritized list of activities in the training plan
produced by regimental headquarters, the detailedisitfraining plans, approved ltiye CO,
would, in effect, reflect the priorities assigned to various tasks.

155Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, p. 7062. Contrast this with opinions expressed
by other witnesses: testimony of Maj Kyle, Transcripts vol. 21, pp.-3855; and BGen Beno,
Transcripts vol. 42, pp. 8163169; Document book 25, tab 12, serials 3 and 6 (compare with
testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 38, pp. 734314).

156 See, for example, evidence of LCol Morneault to Board of Inquiry (CARBG), Phaske V;\p.
1409, where he discusses in detail an orders group conducted on September 7, 1992, during which
he provided direction on training to be conducted and directed that emphasis be placed on
observation posts, checkpoints, roadblocks, searches, patrolling, security and control at distribution
centres, and security at bivouacs. See also the plans prepared by LCol Morneault in mid
September for a regimental exercise focusing on misspenific tasks and emphasizing strongly
the need for members of thefment to be given an opportunity to practise the use of force
procedures and negotiation techniques (Document book MORZ2, tab 16; and testimony of LCol
Morneault, Transcripts vol. 37, p. 7125).

157 Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, pp. 22490.

158 Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 20, p. 3725; see Document book 28,
tab 31.

159 Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 38, pp. 73&®3, 7502.

160Document book 13, tab 20. The document was drafted by Maj Turner, then reviewed, revised and
issued by BGen Beno (testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 20, p. 3738).

161 Testimony of BGen Beno, Transcripts vol. 40, p. 7773.
162 Testimony of LCol Turner, Transcripts vol. 18, p. 3439.

163 Capt Walsh testified that these principles were expressed by both LCol Morneault and LCol
Mathieu (Transcripts vol. 13, pp. 232354).

164 Document book 13, tab 20, pp21 The goal of not discharging a weapon during the mission if
possible was also articulated by LCol Morneault during the planning and mounting pracess fo
Operation Cordon (testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2354).

165The date on the document is not clear, but testimony indicates it is October 13, 1992 (testimony of
BGen Beno, Transcripts vol. 40, p. 7778).

166 Document book 13, tab 20, p. 6.
167 See, for example, Document book 25, tab 12.

168 For example, they discussed training on September 7th, at which time BGen Beno indicated that
what he wanted were well trained companies and that "how [LCol Morneault] got them well
trained [was] entirely in the aém of the commanding officer" (Transcripts vol. 40, p. 7735). They
discussed the progress of training on September 12th (testimony of BGen Beno, Transcripts vol.
40, p. 7744) and had further discussions regarding training on September 15th and 16th (testimony
of BGen Beno, Transcripts vol. 40, pp. 776253; and LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 38, pp.
73447346, 73607363, 7502).

169 Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 38, p. 7364.

170Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 36, p. 7052. LCofrhault showed this
document to Capt Walsh during the last week of September or first week of October, by which
time, of course, the September training plan had already been completed (testimony of Capt
Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2300).



171 Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 38, pp. 7337, 7365. Ithough he acknowledged that
there was nothing in BGen Beno's letter criticizing the training to date or suggesting remedial
measures, LCol Turner stated that if he had been a commanding officer resattirg letter at
W+18, he would have interpreted it as a lack of confidence on the brigade commander's part in his
ability to prepare for the mission (Transcripts vol. 20, pp. 3674,-3743).

172 Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 39, p. 7662, and vol. 36, p. 7052. Maj Kyle also
saw the written guidance as unusual only in terms of its late timing and speculated that it might
have been intended to formalize previous discussions (Transcripts vol. 21, pi3828)7"If
[BGen Beno] was that concexth this probably should have been kicked in the first day or two of
the operation" (Transcripts vol. 21, p. 3828).

173Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 38, pp. 73&%9.
174 Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2399.

175Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, pp. 22801, 2353354. See also testimony of
Maj Kyle, Transcripts vol. 21, p. 3817. If LCol Morneault did not tell his staff directly about the
letter, it could be because it was marked "confidential" (testimony of LCol @4aity Transcripts
vol. 37, p. 7118).

176 Document book 14, tab 5.
177 Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2452.

178 Document book MOR3, tab 9. The planning for training during November, however, had been
completed under LCol Morneault's direction before he was relieved of command (testimony of
Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2492).

179 Document book 13A, pp. 56.
180Document book 13A, p. 7.

181 Document book 10, tab 28. Annex D does list "[local] customs", which does not appear explicitly
in the descriptiorf the operations briefing in the training plan.

182Document book 13, tab 20. With respect to rules of engagement, BGen Beno noted in his directive
that missiorspecific ROE were not yet available. With respect to arrest and detention procedures,
he stated that they must be "resolved in theatre"; indeed, no appropriate arrest and detention policy
was established before deployment.

183 Testimony of Maj Kyle, Transcripts vol. 21, pp. 382825. Maj Kyle did note, however, that
arrest and detainment proceduresait appear to have been addressed explicitly in the training
plan (Transcripts vol. 21, p. 3826).

184 Document book 13, tab 11.

185We are referring here to the commando training calendars prepared by the CAR HQ; see
Document book 13A. For detailed training calendars prepared by the commandos, see Document
book MOR2, tab 20.

186 Document book MOR3, tab 9.

187 These include vehicle training, supervision, the development of SOPs, standardization among the
three rifle commandos, the 'tone’, and excessive aggressivéeSsmmando.

188 These include Law of Armed Conflict (including arrest and detention), rules of engagement and
use of force, training on Somalia, and negotiation training.

189.Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, pp. 23884, 2471; and Maj Kyle, Transcripts
vol. 21, pp. 379903, 3956. Among other reasons were practical limitations that dictated this initial
focus: equipment and training vehicles were not yet available for other forms of training; SOPs had
to be developed for missiespecific tasks; adinistrative preparations were required; and
intelligence was being gathered.

190For example, a large quantity of specialty equipment was late in arriving (Document book 15, tab
5).



191 See Regimental Training Calendar for October, Document book 13A.

192 Document book 13A,; testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, p. 2296; and LCol Morneault,
Transcripts vol. 38, p. 7390, and vol. 36, p. 7107. Note that the additional training plans prepared
for November and December do not appear to reflect the training deddac Operation Cordon
during that period. This is discussed below.

193 Testimony of LCol Morneault, Transcripts vol. 37, pp. 7139,7147.
194 Testimony of Maj MacKay, Transcripts vol. 33, pp. 6296, 68886.
195Testimony of Maj Kyle, Transcripts vol. 22, pp. 414516.

196 Testimony of Capt Walsh, Transcripts vol. 13, pp. 23848, 245254; and Maj Kyle, Transcripts
vol. 21, p. 3968.

197 Document book 15, tab 5. Another training report, dated October 23, 1992, appears on p. 8 of
Document book 13A.

198 See Memorandum, Gatber 19, 1992, Document book 35.1, tab 3, p. 1.

199The training plans provide only a list of the categories of training required. Although it provided
some detail on the nature of the individual training requirements, BGen Beno's letter of September
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RULES OF ENGAGEMENT: CONFUSION AND
MISINTERPRETATION

Our terms of reference directed us to evaluate "the extent to which the Task Force Rules of Engagement
were effectively interpreted, understood and applied at all levels of the Canadian Forces chain of
command". As we have affirmed elsewhere, the term rules of engagement (ROE) refers to the directions
guiding the application of armed forcg foldiers within a theatre of operations.

The ROE perform two fundamentally important tasks for Canadian Forces (CF) members undertaking an
international mission: they define the degree and manner of the force to which soldiers may resort, and they
delineate the circumstances and limitations surrounding the application of that force. They are tantamount to
orders.

The record shows that Canadian Forces members serving in Somalia fired weapons and caused the loss of
Somali lives in three separate incidemts:February 17, 1993, when Canadian soldiers fired into a crowd
gathered at Belet Huen's Bailey bridge;the shooting death of Ahmed Afraraho Aruush on March 4,

1993; and on March 17, 1993, when Canadian soldiers shot a Somali national at the compound of the
International Committee of the Red Cross in Belet HuBhidane Arone's death on March 16, 1993 also

shows CF members ready to resort to violeheoelividually and collectively, these incidents raise critical
questions surrounding the ROE governing CF members in Somalia. Did the ROE anticipate fully the range
of situations where the application of force would be possible? Were the ROE clearly drafted? Was the
information about the ROE passed adequately along the chain of command? Were the CF members
properly trained on the ROE? This chapter explores these and related questions.

While we describe skwhere in this report the Canadian Airborne Regiment's preparations to deploy to
Somalia, it is necessary to repeat certain key points to understand fully the use and misuse of the ROE. We
come back again to the failures which led to the confusion and misinterpretation that came to characterize
the role the ROE played in the Somalian desert. Unfortunately, these failures strike entirely familiar notes,
including lack of clarity surrounding the mission in Somalia; inadequate time to prepare, giving rise to

hasty, ilkconceived measures; a chain of command that did not communicate the ROE clearly to the
soldiers; deficient training on the ROE; and lack of discipline by CF members in observing the ROE.

THE DRAFTING OF THE ROE

On December 5, 1992, the warning order for Operation Deliverance was issued by National Defence
Headquarters (NDH@)Following this, the Canadian Operations Staff Branch (J3) subordinate to the
Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff (DCD®)telligence, Security and Operations (1ISO), MGen Addy, and
staff members of his office drafted the ROE. A section in the office of the Vice Chief of the Defence Staff
(VCDS), VAdm J. Anderson, also played a paBetween December 6 and 8, 1992, the Deputy Minister

met with the Judge Advocate General (JAG) and the VCDS about the ROE: in his view, the ROE had
sufficient foreign policy implications to demand his attenfi@y. December 11, 1992, the ROE were
completed; the VCDS forwarded a copy by fax to Gen de Chastelain, the Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS),
who was visiting Brussels together with the Minister of National Defence, the Honourable Marcef Masse.
The CDS approved them, and they were sent to Col Labbé, who was to command the Canadian contingent,
on December 11th. Col Labbé published them in his operation order for Operation Deliverance on
Decemler 12th. On December 24, 1992, Gen de Chastelain forwarded the approved ROE again to Col
Labbé, along with Col Labbé's terms of reference as Commander Canadian Joint Force?Somalia.

THE CHANGE FROM OPERATION CORDON TO OPERATION
DELIVERANCE

We note that the ROE were drafted as Canada's mandate in Somalia evolved. During early planning for
Operation Cordon, the CF expected to use the port of Bossasso as the base. Once Operation Cordon gave



way to Operatioeliverance, however, this assumption broke down. Mr. Fowler, deputy minister of DND
at the time of the deployment, testified that Canada's sphere of operations was still uncertain as of
December 7, 1992The advance party of the Canadian Airborne Regiment Battle Group (CARBG) flew
into Baledogle over an 1day period beginning December 15, 1992. By December 28, 1992, Canada had
agreed to become responsible for the Belet Huen Humanitarian Relief Sédareover, Operation

Cordon obliged Canada to carry out peacekeeping under Chapter VI of the UN Charter, but Operation
Deliverance required Canada to engage in peace enforcement under Chapter VII. Ideally, the drafters
should have tailored the ROE to reflect the mission and tasks involved, as well as the dangers they would
encounter there.

LACK OF DRAFTERS' TOOLS

DND officials acknowledged candidly to us that, in December 1992, they lacked importarthédei®uld

have been helpful to the drafters of the ROE. Apart from UN Security Council Resolution 794 of December
3, 1992 the foundations in international law for the mission were ambigtfot¥e also learned that there

was no CF doctrine stipulating how to draft the ROE for joint fofeakar did the drafters have a detailed
definition of the mis®ns mandate, a written statement of Canada'’s political objectives, an evaluation of the
risks, nor the concept of operations espoused by the force's comn@améme some major omissiots.

On balance, we conclude that the CF and NDHQ wepélbared to draft ROE for Operation Deliverance.

INFLUENCE OF THE AMERICAN ROE

Canadian drafters could conceivably compensate, at least patrtially, for the gaps in their information by
examining the ROE issued byher countries joining the Americded Unified Task Force coalition, The
Americans asked coalition members to create ROE compatible with*HEfrey developed a classified

but releasable version for coalition allies, entitled Proposed Coalition Military Operations Peacetime Rules
of Engagement (ROEY.Also the ROE of other nations were available and could have helped the dfafters.

DIRECTIONS ON USING THE ROE

CF members needed to be trained on the ROE before deploying to Somalia if the ROE were to be properly
employed. LCol Mathieu, Commanding Officer of the CARBG, testified that the soldiers received training

in Canada on the Law of Armed Conflict but no training on the ROE for Sofislaious other former
Canadian Airborne Regiment Battle Group members agreed that there was no traineng O thefore
deployment? Training was imperative to reflect not only the changed area of operations but also the
elevated level of danger entailed in a peace enforcement mission. Although training could help give CF
members clear and practical directions on the use of force, by not providing for detailed,-spssifin

training on the ROE, our military leaders failed their soldiers.

Since the CARBG were not trained on the ROE before deploying, iéssential to make alternative

attempts to ensure that the ROE were explicitly and consistently understood. CWO (ret) Jardine testified,
however, that no instructions were ever given to the CAR as a whole. Instead, commanding officers
disseminated instructions at their respective orders gfdilipis approach was clearly insufficient since it
afforded too many opportunities for diverging instructions.

THE AIDE -MEMOIRE OR SOLDIER'S CARD

To reinforce inguctions from higheranking officers, soldiers on duty in an operational theatre normally

carry a condensed version of the ROE known as arnaéaieoire or soldier's card, and the CF did attempt

to provide members deploying to Somalia with such cards. LCol Mathieu and Maj Mackay, the CAR's
Deputy Commanding Officé?, collaborated to produce an initial version of the aitémoire that the

advance party of over 200 troops received on December 1324882r Col Labbé became commander of

the Canadian Joint Force Somalia (CJFS), however, he asked Capt (N) McMillan, J3 Plans on LGen Addy's



staff, to draft an aidenémoire. On December 16, 1992, Capt (N) McMillan forwarded this second version
of the aidemémoire to Col Labbé, who was in Somalia. The Colonel approved the new version the
following day and asked that it be translated. The French version was ready five days later; and the aide
mémoire, in both oftial languages, was available in plasticized form on December 23286 another
soldier's guide was sent by fax to NDHQ for reproduction in pocket size on February 16* 1993.

Had the aidesnémoire appeared sooner, the soldiers would have had time to become acquainted with them,
but the ROE themselves surfaced so late that the advance party received-itgambé® only when

boarding a bus &FB Petawawa to depart for SomafaCapt (N) McMillan's version of the aideémoire

became available only a few days before the CARBG's main body began to deploy to Somalia. Francophone
members of the CARBG did not receive cards in French until December 23°1592e CARBG

members did not receive the aid@moire until they had left Canada: Maj Mansfield testified that he

received it in Belet Huen ding the first week of January 1983.

Also troubling were the discrepancies among the various versions of the soldier's cards circulating in
Somalia, some of them significant. Most important, the provisions concerning the resort to force were
described differently and yielded significantly dissimilar logical interpretations depending on the
phraseology in a given version. For example, one version affirmed that the application of force depended on
necessi and proportionality® while other versions did not mention these elements, stating less clearly the
preconditions for using forcd We believe strongly that the discrepancies between the various versions of

the aidemémoire contributed significantly to the confusion and misinterpretation that surrounded the ROE

in Somalia.

IN-THEATRE TRAINING ON THE ROE

The deficiencies imposed by hasty preparatifom deployment could have been remedied by proper

training on the ROE once the CF members reached Somalia. Shortly after arrival, the need for this training
became glaringly apparent. This created grounds for questioning whether CARBG members would apply
the ROE in a suitably disciplined manner and underscored the importance of training in this critical area.
What we heard, however, indicates that there was no systematic, organized, structured training on the ROE
in theatre. For example, MWO Amaral, formyeof 2 Commando, testified that he never engaged in

simulated riots or other scenarios where the soldiers would have had to decide whether or nof%o shoot.

IN-THEATRE DIRECTIONS ON USING THE ROE

Clear and consistent directions from the CARBG's leaders to the troops in theatre would have helped offset
ambiguities and imprecision surrounding the ROE. There were some officers, such as Maj Pommet, Officer
Commanding (OC) 1 Commando, who tried to do thlthough he received no instructions from his

superiors to train his soldiers in Somalia, he called them together several times to check on and improve
their knowledge of the ROE He tested his troops by presenting them with specific scenarios and asking
them to respond: Although there might have been other such isolated efforts, it is certain that no co
ordinated instruction on the ROE occurredhat tegimental levef

Maj Pommet's efforts were hampered and constrained by the abstract manner in which the ROE were
framed. The ROE contained no examples of situations to assist soldiers in evaluating the degree of force to
use. LCol Mathieu testified that, in 1992, the CF had no manual containing examples of situations
implicating the ROE? The U.S. forces' ROE for Somalia, by contrast, included examples® Capt (N)
McMillan, who drafted the ROE, later explained, to our bewilderment, that he deliberately refrained from
including examples because, he claimed, problems could have arisen if he had omitted some relevant
scenarios?

GAPS AND AMBIGUITIES IN THE ROE

Although the incident of March 4, 1993 made the level of force to be used against thieves an urgent issue,
thievery had been a problesarlier in the mission. But Capt (N) McMillan testified that thievery had



received little emphasis when the ROE were being pregandter the CF reached Somalia, Col Labbé did
not ask Capt (N) McMillan to amend or to clarify the implications of the ROE for thieves since he held that
"they were sufficiently clear to deal with the whole spectrum of wbeldggressors, petty thieves, looters

and so on#® The events of March 4, 1993 and other occurrences clearly suggest otherwise.

Particularly critical was the ROE's treatment of the phrase 'hostile intent'. Any failure to grasp this phrase
accurately could carry disastrous consequencespatdyraph 15(b) of the ROE authorized the CF to use
"deadly force" in responding to a "hostile act" or when confronting "hostile iftéfitius, there appeared

to be no distinction between a hostile act and a hastéat, and many soldiers accepted that this was the
case’? Maj Kampman, OC of A Squadron of the Royal Canadian Dragoons (RCD), asserted that when he
received a draft of the ROE about December 12, 1992, the sense of hostile intent was unclear. He testified
further that LCol Mathieu sought to make it clearer by advising the soldiers that a "hostile intent" existed if
someone held a weapon "parallel to the ground". In the major's view, though, this attdaiji¢éion was
unworkable, since his squadron operated in an area where many Somalis carried #eapons.

In a related vein, the ROE were deficient in failing to address adequately the question of the level of threat
and the need for a graduated response depending on the severity of the threat encountered. The ROE left the
impression that the response to unarmed harassment could be exactly the same as that envisaged for an
armed threat (i.e., deadly fo)c&

The ROE also failed to provide guidance to soldiers as to appropriate conduct when a threat dissipates.
They were silent on the issue of disengagement. For example, soldiers were not aware of the appropriate
response to a situation where an intruder breaks off an incursion antf fiéeite armed force might be
appropriate when the threat is direct and immediate, it may be excessive and eveul uilavef the threat

has subsided and the individual takes flight.

The ROE implications for handling detainees were equally uncertain. Paragraph 19 stipulated: "Personnel
who commit a hostile act, demonstrate hostile intent, interfere with the accomplishment of the mission, or
otherwise use or threaten deadly force against the Canadian Forces.. .may be detained. Detained personnel
will be evacuated to a designated location for-ovar to appropriate military authorities.Capt (N)

McMillan testified that the drafters expected detainees held by the Canadians to be turned over to the
Americans. As they were finalizing the ROE, however, it became unclear whether detainees would be
conveyed to the Americans or some other body, such as the Red Cross or a UN agency. Since no recognized
government existed in Somalia, the issue was left to be addressed in $®malia.

These few examples provide some insight theodepth and complexity of shortcomings relative to the
ROE. However, they are provided purely as illustration and are far from exhaustive.

LCol Mathieu's Orders Group of January 28, 1993

These and other ambiguities furnished the context for LCol Mathieu's orders group of January 28, 1993.
LCol Mathieu cited the welpublicized comment of the Secretary of State for External Affairs and
International Trade, the Honourable Barbara McDougall, who boasted that soldiers going to Somalia had
been provided witlROE that permitted them to shoot first and ask questions*faethe orders group of
January 28, 1993, LCol Mathieu told his soldiers that deadly force could be used against Somalis found
inside Canadian compounds or absconding with Canadian kit, whether or not they wer& armed.

Paragraph 7(C)a of the ROE affirmed: "An opposing force or terrorist unit commits a hostile act when it
attacks or otherwse uses armed force against Canadian forces, Canadian citizens, their property, Coalition
forces, relief personnel, relief materiel, distribution sites, convoys and noncombatant civilians, or employs
the use of force to preclude or impede the mission of Canadian or Coalition fiidesértheless, it was

not clear that Somalis were conducting an 'attack' simply by penetrating the Canadian cothatamd.

according to much testimony, no definition of '‘Canadian kit' was offered at the orders group of January 28,
1993, although it was apparently assumed that the phrase 'relief materiel' encompassed Canadian kit which,
in turn, was taken to denote 'Canadian military equipmegtldiers had differing views as to what was
understood by the term. Some believed it included water bottles or jerrycans-effuahterpretation that

would have authorizedsoldier to shoot at someone attempting to steal a bottle of water. Later, this was



clarified to denote vital military supplies or equipmerin our view, the direction issued at the January
28th orders group clearly exceeded the authority to shoot envisaged by the drafters of the ROE.

Even if LCol Mathieu wanted to modify the ROE, he had several hurdles to overcome. The Department of
National Defence (DND) informed us that, before Operation Deliveraacdoctrine or procedure was
available for the ROE to be adjusted and adapted rapidly according to the circumstances it theatre.
Paragraph 30 of the ROE required recommended changes or additions to pass via Col Labbé t6%the CDS,
and Gen de Chastelain confirmed that only he could approve amendfnents.

Reactions to LCol Mathieu's Direction on the ROE

LCol Mathieu's direction placed the CARBG members in a quandary. Maj Pommet testified that he and Maj
McGee, the officer commanding 3 Commando, questioned whether the direction was legal. The direction to
shoot at thieves remained in force, but all OCs agreed not to shoot at children who often tried to pilfer from
the troops> Capt Hope described the direction as "a major step” in escalating the use 6% iov¢e

O'Connor qualified it as "a deviation" from the REBIWO Amaral found it sufficiently ambiguous so as

to represent a relaxation of the R&Maj Pommet testified that since the direction was issued at an orders
group meeting, it presumably qualified as an cftEmd not merely as a broad policy statement. Soldiers

were uncertain as to wtieer they were required to obey this new interpretation of the ROE, or whether they
could resist it as an unlawful order. Far from clearing up confusion about the ROE, the interpretation given
on January 28, 1993 increased it to a dangerous extent.

Attempted Clarifications of LCol Mathieu's Direction on the ROE

In the days immediately following January 28, 1993, attempts were made to clarify LCol Mathieu's
direction. Understood literally, it authorized lethal force against all thieves; nonetheless, soB& CAR
members understood that deadly force would be employed only when stolen materiel was ‘critical
equipment®?? Yet even LCol Mathieu conceded that nothing made clear what materiel counted as critical
equipment! Another source of confusion was the target toward which soldiers were to aim once they had
decided to fire on an intruder. LCol Mathieu instructed CF members to shoot "between the skirt and the
flip-flops", that is, at the ledé.Maj Mansfield thought that the instruction could represent a positive step: it
placed a shot to kill another step awWajlowever, even he was uncertain about the effect of the instruction,
since he acknowledged that soldiers are trained from the outset to shoot at the centre of vistbl¢ imass.
equally probablehat it had the opposite effect, making the conditions for resorting to violence easier.
Without doubt, many found the instruction confusing.

THE SOLDIERS' MOUNTING RESENTMENT

As the soldiers spent weeks and months in Somalia, their mounting resentment of continuing thievery and
their confusion about the proper application of the ROE became an increasingly dangerous mix. Maj
Mansfield, as OC of the engineer squadron, found that Somalis who penetrated the Canadian compound
frustrated his men greatly and Was worried about retaliatidA WO Ashman believed that Somali

infiltrators caused CF members to feel violat#eMWO Amaral asserted that Somalis spat on various CF
members and hurled rocks at th&n March 3, 1993, an American soldier died when a U.S. vehicle
struck a mine near the village of Matabaan, approximately 80 to 90 kilometresastfiBelet Huen,

and Cpl Chabot testified that the American's death engendered a thirst for revenge against th& Somalis.
Perhaps it is not mere coincidence that Mr. Aruush perished on the following day.

THE CONTINUING NEED FOR TRAINING ON THE ROE

As CF members gained greater experience in Somalia and grew progressively more dispirited, intensive
training on the ROE became all the more important. When LCol Mathieu used his orders group of January
28, 1993to communicate an important direction concerning the ROE, he employed a very loose approach.
Scenariebased factriven training on the ROE would have been far superior, because it would have
compelled individual CF members to confront in advance the painful choices that real events impose



without the luxury of studied reflection. In particular, it could have reinforced the requirement for necessity,
proportionality and restraint in the use of force. Moreover, by talking about how best to handle the

frustrating circumstances and events that they encountered routinely, the soldiers would have had a safe and
useful opportunity to vent their true feelings. They could have considered, simultaneously, the implications

of resorting to excessive responses to unjustified provocations. The message must have been inescapably
clear after the incident of March 4, 1993, but subsequent experience would show that the commanders'
response to these obvious problems with the ROE was insufficient.

THE WEAKNESSES OF THE LEADERS

The ROE clearly failed to give CF members in Somalia useful, concrete guidance about the use of force, but
their leaders declined to recognize any deficiencies. LGen Addy characterized the ROE as "perfectly
clear"® Col Labbé affirmed that the ROE contained all the directives necessary for soldiers to bring their
mission to a successful conclusion; moreover, in his opinion, the descriptions of "hostile intent" and "hostile
act" were precise enough to éf@soldiers to make reasoned choices about f8iggol Mathieu's

attempts at correction may well have sown confusion. Some might contend that the soldiers themselves can
invariably offset their leaders' deficiencies through their own common sense, but to endorse this assertion
would be to hold the lower ranks to standards their superiors were incapable of attaining. In any event, the
unaddressed problems surrounding the ROE would contribute to ahhittesst of death and scandal.

THE INCIDENT OF MARCH 4, 1993: RECONNAISSANCE
PLATOON'S UNDERSTANDING OF THE ROE

The tragic events of March 4, 1993 starkly revealed the confusion experienced by reconnaissance platoon
members. According to Capt Rainville's direction to them, any Somali who attempted to penetrate the
barbed wire surrounding the Canadian compound was engaging in "hostile &cTibis'authorized his

soldiers to begin a graduated responsesi@lly leading to the use of deadly force. Sgt Plante understood
that platoon members would be justified in shooting wdnddnfiltrators even if they did not feel

themselves menacé8dMCpl Leclerc understood that soldiers were not authorized to shoot thieves, but
could use deadly force against sabotétibs.our view, though, no proper understanding of the ROE could
justify using food or nowital materiel as a device for luring Somalis into the compound and entrapping
them. Moreover, the ROE of civilized nations do not encompass shooting fleeing, unarmed civilians in the
back.

THE AFTERMATH OF THE MARCH 4TH INCIDENT

The day after the incident of March 4, 1993, Col Labbé gave the DCDS, VAdm Murray, a verbal report.
VAdm Murray testified that he understood how Canadian soldiers might have misinterpreted the ROE. He
was also uncertain as to whether criminal action was involved in these €VEmsevent should have

triggered a reexamination of the ROE. Clearly, it was appropriate and important to seek an immediate,
efficient and exhaustive f&xamination of the ROE, including an examination of how they were understood
and applied. However, the ensuing flow of correspondence after March 4, 1993 about the ROE and the
soldiers' understanding of them tended to conceal rather than to attack problems.

CF CORRESPONDENCE ABOUT THE ROE, MARCH TO MAY
1993

Capt (N) McMillan's review of the ROE was released on March 20, 1993. Because he had presided over
drafting the ROE in December 1992, he was placed in the uncomfortable position of reviewing his own
work. He concluded, perhaps unsurprisingly, that the ROE as approved did not need to be modified.
Nevertheless, he made two recommendations: to obtain confirmation that all levels of command had
received clear direction on the ROE, and to refer all future questions surrounding the application of the
ROE in Operaon Deliverance to NDHG?



LCol Watkin of the JAG Office produced another, more thorough, review on April 14, 1993. He held that

the reconnaissance platoon's members acted in good faith, applying the ROE as they understood them. At
the same time, he voiced serious concerns about the adequacy of the ROE themselves. He advocated that
they be amended to provide specifically "for a graduated response and a cessation of the use of force when
hostile intent ceses, or it is clear a hostile act has not occurred". Additionally he urged that consideration

be given to changing the ROE "to provide separately for the defence of property and to deal with the
'fleeing felon' issue". Furthermore, he called for further investigation of "[t]he failure to communicate all the
requirements of the ROE to the unit lev&".

On April 24, 1993- less than a week after LCol Watkin's revieWAdm Murray (the DCDS) wrote to

Col Labbé about the ROE. He expressed himself satisfied that the ROE were suitable for Operation
Deliverance. On the other hand, he asked Col Labbé to confirm that leaders had "read, understood, and
appropriately interpreted" the ROE, that soldiers had been instructed on the application of force for their
assigned roles, and that commanders had been encouraged to seek clarification if the mission and the ROE
seemed inconsistefit.

Two days later Col Labbé nesnded to VAdm Murray. The Colonel attempted to reassure the DCDS that
further problems with the ROE were unlikely. He believed there were no grounds for seeking clarification
of the ROE on the premise that they were unsuitable to the mission. He reported that additional measures
had been taken to ensure that all CARBG ranks were "fully conversant” with the ROE. Despite the
overwhelming amount of evidence we received suggesting that there was no training on the ROE in
Somalia, Col Labbé told VAdm Murray thsoldiers had exercised on the ROE "hundreds of tiffes".

On April 27, 1993, VAdm Murray wrote about the ROE to the CDS, Adm Anderson, the DM, Mr. Fowler,
the VCDS, LGen O'Donnell, the Assistant Deputy Minister for Policy and Communications, Dr. Calder, and
the Commander of Land Force Command, LGen Reay. He repeated Col Labbé's two most important
assertions: the ROE required no changes, and measures had been taken to ensure that all ranks were fully
conversant with thent?

However, on May 23, 1993, LCol Mathieu noted in his field note pad:

Seems to be some confusion on ROE ref looters. Review ROE with emphasis on escalation,
graduated response, deescalation, proportionality and necessity and min force to do the job only
shoot if..%

The same day MGen de Faye, President of the board of inquiry, advised Adm Anderson and VAdm Murray
that he had receivedgreat deal of testimony giving him "grave concern over the understanding of the ROE
in the Battle Group in general and 2 Commando in particBlaMGen de Faye's concern focused

specifically on the resort to deadly force against thieves, particularly as they fled. Nearly three months after
the incident of March 4, 1993 which evoked the same issue, MGen de Faye concluded unequivocally that
the same confusion persisted. He urged Adm Anderson and VAdmyMarestablish clearly the

circumstances where deadly force might be employed against fleeing thieves and to articulate them clearly
to Col Labbé?

Col Labbé gave his response to MGen de Faye's concerns in a missive of May 23, 1993 to VAdm Murray.
The Colonel affirmed that he had done everything necessary to ensure that LCol Mathieu and the CARBG
fully understood the ROE. Nevertheless, LCol Mathieu had received instructions to emphasize yet again to
his OCs that the ROE allowed deadly force to be used against thieves only when they were armed and
displayed the intent to use lifareatening forc& Because the CARBG's redeployment to Canada was
scheduled to take place shortly, there was little impetus for the Canadian Joint Force Somalia or NDHQ to
subject the ROE to further scrutiny. There is no evidence that the ROE underwent créicahiaation in

the closing days of Canadian operations in Somalia

FINDINGS

Neither the drafting of the ROE for Operation Deliverance nor the attempts to impart them to soldiers
showed the CF in a favourable light.



1 Canadian soldiers were deployed to Somalia under rapidly changing circumstances, and the ROE
reached them in a piecemeal, slow and haphazard manner. Late production of the ROE was an
avoidable occurrence and represents a leadership and systemic failure.

1 Several inconsistent versions of the soldier's caréxisted in theatre.

1 The interpretation of the RDwas changed substantively during operations in Somalia. In
addition, the ROE were weak and incomplete. They failed, among other things, to address the
crucial distinction between a "hostile act" and a "hostile intent".

1 The interpretation and application of the ROE created substantial confusion among the troops.
The interpretations offered by commanders added to the confusion, as did the failure to consider
adequately the issue of the possible-application of the ROE to simple thievery and to advise
the soldiers appropriately.

1 The training conducted on the ROE in fateployment and itheatre phases alike was inadequate
and substandard. Indeed, our soldiers were poorly trained on the ROE, having been confused,
misled and largely abandoned on this crucial issue by their senior leaders. These realities
contributed directly to serious practical difficulties in applying the ROE while Canadian
operations in Somalia were continuing, notably with regard to the March 4th incident.

These difficulties, importat as they are, point to a larger issue of the adequacy of Canadian Forces policy
concerning the institutional and systemic development and transmission of ROE.

In 1992 the CF clearly had no sufficient doctrine governing the development, promulgation and application
of ROE. This gap is quite astonishing, since Canadian peacekeepers had enjoyed a lengthy and
distinguished history in numerous operational theatres around the globe since Lester B. Pearson's era as
Secretary of State for External Affairs. Wekaowledge the noteworthy progress made by the CF since
Operation Deliverance to fill the gap.

MGen Boyle received a briefing about the ROE on January 8, 1996, shortly after he replaced Gen de
Chastelain as CDS. It suggested that Canada'’s experiences in Somalia gave particular impetus to developing
ROE architecture that could be used equally efficiently in a single service, joint or combined operation.

While the 1991 Gulf War provided the initial impulse, the lions share of the work took place if*1993.

When Gen de Chastelain approvedlttse of Force in CF, Joint and Combined Operationduly 1995,

the labours finally bore fruf® The purpose of the first volume, which is unclassified, is to assemble

principles, concepts and definitions pertinent to ROE in one location; they need not be repeated in every
ROE document. A list of numbered ROE issuable to joint force or contingent commanders is fowend in t
second volume, which remains classified.

The CF's attempts to standardize the understanding of principles, concepts and definitions relating to ROE
and to assemble a library of ROE for commanders should help to prevent confusion about the ROE and
their application for CF members being deployed abroad. As we have observed, the soldiers in Somalia,
except for a few, were unclear or confused at all levels about the requirements of the ROE. We urge the CF
not to become complacent regarding further workacify ROE for members. While we do not advocate

that the CF adopt, without reflection, any other country's doctrine or practices regarding the ROE, there may
be worthwhile lessons to learn from other countries which could help improve Canadian ROE. For example,
in a statement of the Australian Defence Forces' policies and responsibilities for ROE, the operational
aspects of ROE and the Australian ROE system impressed us as remarkably succinct #nd clear.

Recommendations

To clarify the development of, training for, and application of rules of engagement, and to lend greater
certainty to them.

1 We recommend that:
22.1 The Chief of the Defence Staff create a general framework for the development of rules
of engagement to establish the policies and protocols governing the production of such rules.
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22.2 The Chief of the Defence Staff develop and promulgate generic rules of engagement
based on international and domestic law, including the Law of Armed Conflic domestic
foreign policy, and operational considerations.

22.3 The Chief of the Defence Staff establish and implement policies for the timely
development of missiorspecific rules of engagement and ensure that a verification and
testing process for the rules of engagement is incorporated in the process for declaring a unit
operationally ready for deployment.

22.4 The Chief of the Defence Staff ensure that the Canadian Forces maintain a data bank of
rules of engagement from other countries, as well as les of engagement and afteaction
reports from previous Canadian missions, as a basis for devising and evaluating future rules
of engagement.

22.5 The Chief of the Defence Staff develop standards for scenabiased, contextinformed
training on rules of engagement, both before a mission and in theatre, with provision for
additional training whenever there is confusion or misunderstanding.

22.6 The Chief of the Defence Staff develop and put in place a system for monitoring the
transmission, interpretation and application of the rules of engagement, to ensure that all
ranks understand them, and develop an adjustment mechanism to permit quick changes that
are monitored to comply with the intent of the Chief of the Defence Staff.

22.7 The Chief of the Defence Staff ensure that any change in the rules of engagement, once
disseminated, result in further training.
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OPERATIONAL READINESS

The true measure of the state of waging of the Canadian Forces (CF) is the readiness of the units and
elements for employment in their assigned roles, tasks, and missions. Operational readiness, iherefore
defining military concept. It is as vital to understanding the health of the armed forces as taking a pulse is to
assessing the welleing of the human body.

The Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) and subordinate commanders are responsible and accountable for the
operational readiness of the CF. This responsibility is particularly significant whenever units or elements of
the CF are about to be committed to operations that are potentially dangerous, unusual, or of special
importance to the nationaltarest. Therefore, it is incumbent on officers in the chain of command to

maintain an accurate picture of the state of the armed forces at all times and to assess the operational
readiness of CF units and elements for employment in assigned missions before they can be deployed on
active service or international security missions.

READINESS: AN ASPECT OF OPERATIONAL PLANNING

Assessments and declarations of operational readiness are part of the military operational planning process
and cannot be viewed septely from it. The statement of the mission issued in operational orders (or

defence plans) begins the planning process. A declaration by a commander that a unit is operationally ready
indicates that the planning process is complete and that the unit is prepared to undertake its assigned
mission. At every level of the chain of command, the declaration of operational readiness closes the loop of
planning responsibility when the officer tasked to carry out a mission reports the readiness of units to the
officer who ordered the mission.

Operational readiness is defined as "the state of preparedness of a unit...to perform the missions for which it
is organized or designedh the army, readiness is closely associated with operational effectiveness, that

is, with "the degree to which operational forces are capable of performing their assigned missions in relation
to known enemy capabilitie$.These definitions highlight two critical considerations implicit in the idea of
operational readiness. First, readme&srelevant and measurable only in relation to the unit's assigned

mission. Obviously, if a unit has no mission, then there is nothing against which to assess readiness. If a unit
has a very general mission, measurements of its standard of readiness can only be general. However, as the
mission becomes more specific, so too does the assessment of readiness.

Second, assessing and determining operational readiness is a function of command and was confirmed as
such by the CDS in 199Because commanding @férs at all levels are responsible and accountable for

the accomplishment of missions assigned to them and for missions they assign to their subordinate units,
they are also accountable for the operational readiness of units to accomplish those missions. As MGen
Dallaire described to us, "the military leader has undivided responsibility for subordinates; for all that they
do or fail to do and a personal responsibility that they accomplish the assigned nfission."

According to the Army Doctrine and TactiBsard® operational effectiveness is "essentially qualitative but
must include the quantitative aspect as well. Strategic and tactical doctrine, leadership, and morale are all
factors contributing to operational effectiveness and are part of the equation” as much as numbers of
personnel and equipmehBenior officers, and especially commanding officers, are required to define
operational readiness in terms that can be translated into training objectives and that can be used for
subsequent assessments. aligh the assignment of a mission is $hree qua norior assessing operational
readiness, the mission statement alone is rarely a sufficient indication of the standard of readiness expected
of units unless units are repeating the most basic of operations amaelistood and practised missions. In

all other cases, senior commanders and commanding officers must clearly define for their subordinates the
skills and functions that must be mastered and the standards by which those skills and functions will be
measured in relation to specific missions.



MAIN ELEMENTS OF OPERATIONAL READINESS

Although there do not appear to be standards or criteria for measuring operational readiness in CF units,
certain elements of operations provide categories that reasonable commanders would check to ensure that
units under their command were ready for operations. An operatigady unit would have:

1 aclearly defined mission;

a welkdefined concept of operations appropriate to the mission;
well-trained and experienced aféirs and junior leaders;

a unit organization appropriate to the mission;

weapons and equipment appropriate to the mission;
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adequate training of all ranks in tactics, procedures, operations of weapons and equipment, and
command and control appropriate to the mission;

a wellorganized and practised system for the command and control of the unit in operations;
logistics and administrative support appropriate to the mission; and
1 good morale, strict and fair discipline, and a strong sense of cohesiortemndlitoyalty.

ASSESSING OPERATIONAL READINESS

Operational missions are usually too complex for a commander to make a valid assessment without
measuring detailed objective standards and without the aid of competent staff officers. The nature of the
mission and the experience of the unit members will greatly influence the detail of the commander's
operational evaluations. If, for example, the mission is routine and the unit has a proven ability to
accomplish it, then readiness inspections might be cur@uoryhe other hand, if the mission is in any major
respect unusual, or if the unit or the commander is inexperienced in the type of mission or in the
circumstances in which it will be undertaken, then the assessment of readiness must be meticulous.
Therefore, before commanders assign a mission to a unit, they must know the criteria for accomplishing the
mission and the standards of readiness necessary to achieve it. They must then communicate these criteria
and standards to their subordinates and establsins to ensure that they have been met before the mission
is launched.

In army doctrine and custom, the criteria for defining classical military missions are well understood. Army
officers easily comprehend typical tactical missions, for exantpleaptureHill 220" or to defendhe

bridge at River X'. However, when missions arise that are outside doctrine and experience, it is necessary to
define precisely what 'mission accomplished' means, and to specify the means and methods to achieve that
goal. These important techniques are taught at CF command and staff colleges.

Officers are taught that a mission analysis is a function of command and a key part of the planning process.
It is undertaken:

...to ensure a full understanding of the mission, the essential tasks to accomplish that mission, and
the underlying purpose of those tasks.

To fully understand this mission, the commander must have a thorough appreciation of the purpose
of his mission, the essential conditions or tasks which must be achiesedcessfully accomplish

the mission and the desired outcome or end state of the mission in the context of future operations.
The commander must, therefore, know the intent (purpose, concept of operations, and end state) of
his immediate superior commander and the commander two levels higher. This will provide the
commander with the overarching framework to determine what must be accomplished and in what
sequence to trigger the necessary chain of events to achieve the mission within the overall
operationéplan.

Mission analysis is a dynamic process, which allows the mission to be continuously evaluated in



the context of the current situation. The superior commander's intent has primacy over the assigned
mission. In the face of an unforeseen, fundamental change in the operational situation, the
commander must determine [from his superior commander] if the original mission is still valid. If

not, he must be prepared to act as he would expect his superior commander to direct were he aware
of the situatior.

A commander, however, may not change the intent of his superior commander's orders without reference to
that commander if it is possible to alert him to the new situation.

THE SPECIAL PROBLEM OF OPERATIONAL READINESS FOR
PEACE SUPPORT OPERATIONS

Peace support operations have been difficult to define as a class of military missions. Operations within
peace support missions have become increasingly untidy, and experience in one theatre and in one type of
mission might not be relevant to another theatmaigsion. According to MGen MacKenzie, the types of

UN traditional peacekeeping missions in which the CF had taken part over more than 32 years, in Cyprus
for instance, "caused little concern in the senior headquarters that the unit going there wésTteerey."

was always adequate training time and the mission was in most senses routine. However, in MGen
MacKenzie's opinion, "the world changed at the end of the Cold War.... The Cambodian, the Rwandan,
Croatian, Bosnian, Somalian [sic] missions were alyveery, different" from anything the CF had

experienced on previous peacekeeping missions.

Among other things, peace support operations are often complicated by political situations that make it hard
for soldiers to determine one protagonist from another and combatants fresombatants. How rules of
engagements are to be applied in such circumstances may be uncertain. Whereas in open warfare soldiers
may not need to know a great deal about the cultural situation they face, in peace support operations
knowledge of the cultural situation might be the most critical factor. In peace support operations, discretion
and the consequences of error at the most junior level of command may be of paramount importance, where
normally they would be of little consequence. For these and other reasons, the readiness of soldiers and
units about to be deployed on peace support operations must be assessed differently than in conventional
operational terms.

The mission of the Canadian Joint Force Somalia (CJFS) was inaspagt outside Canada's previous
experience. The objective assumed by Col Labbé in his operation order, for example, was "to conduct
enforcement operations in Somalia to establish a secure environment for humanitarian relief operations. "
However, there was, at the time, no CF or army doctrine for "enforcement operations." Moreover; Col
Labbé took his mission from orders issued to United States armed forces and, according to the Board of
Inquiry, Col Labbé's initiative "in this area, in most cases, wakaiead of [Canadian] policy™

Similarly, although many witnesses testified that Operation Deliverance was a Chapter VII UN mission and
not a usual Chapter VI mission, there is no evidence that any officer or planner considered the effect of this
change in emphasis on the CJFS or issued instructions to prepare the CF for it. A unit prepared for a
Chapter VI mission is not automatically operationally ready for a Chapter VII mission, or vice versa. The
situation the CJFS faced on arriving in Somalia waikenhe situation commanders in Canada had

assumed in their plan. This possibility should have been anticipated before the deployment, and Col Labbé
should have been given orders confirming what the CJFS was to accomplish in such circumstances.

THE CF OPERATIONAL READINESS AND EFFECTIVENESS
SYSTEM

The CF had an overall reporting system called the Operational Readiness and Effectiveness System (ORES)
in place at the time that Operation Cordon and Operation Deliverance were planned. The ORES required
commandes of commands to report to the CDS on the level of readiness of commands to meet missions and
tasks assigned by the CDS.



As early as 1984, the Auditor General of Canada criticized the fundamental unreliability of the ORES, and
the same finding was essentially repeated in 198ds 1994 observations are important not only because

of the source, but also because they were "agreed" to by the CDS and Deputy Minister GHanBver,

we were amazed to find that even in 1992, the CF had no objective netthe@rmine the operational
readiness of units or formations.

The Auditor General of Canada reported that each command in the CF had its own method of reporting
within the ORES process and that entire command reports could be adjusted by senior officers in NDHQ if
they had a different perspective from that of the subordinate reporting commander. The result, according to
the Auditor General, was that "instead of being primarily an objective and quantitative assessment of
current readiness, ORES [was] mgisubjective.*

The Auditor General found that he could not duplicate the results reported by commands nor assess the
reliability of the data in the ORES It is important to note that the ORES process provided no checks on

the chain of command and, therefore, commanders essentially audited their own operational readiness. The
ORES was largely a quantitative measuring system and problems were identified by the rule of exception
where "commanders reported only negative exceptions that [appe&eifitart to them"*® In fact, the

system reports were of a global nature and required additional judgements by officers in the chain of
command before the final reports were submitted to the CDS.

The Auditor General found the general problems of the ORES were replicated in Land Force Command
(LFC). He reported that "until 1994, LFC did not have standards to use in assessing units. Collective
training provides some information on readiness, but LFC staff did not regard existing field exercises as
adequate assessnte."° In other words, even though this serious problem had been brought to the attention
of commanders years earlier, in 1992 the CF still did not have valid army exercises designed to assess the
operational readiness of army units, elements, or commanders.

Internal Criticism of the ORES

External reports of deficiencies in the operational assessment process were supported by internal criticisms
of operational evaluations by successive commanders of LFC. In a July 1991 letter to the Deputy Chief of
the Deénce Staff (DCDS), VAdm George, LGen Gervais wrote that "my predecessors had serious
misgivings which | share concerning the ORES system. In my view, the ORES does not meet its stated
purposes, its methodology oversimplifies a very complex situation, and it is not a true statement of the
operational readiness of my command." He continued, "in its present guise, ORES is not acceptable as it
fails to achieve many useful purposes, its mechanics are flawed, and it does not take into account future
uncertainties ™’

Officers in NDHQ at about the same time had apparently already come to much the same conclusion. At a
meeting chaired by Col R.S. Elrick, officers "suggested that there is no single central policy covering
operational readiness, and readiness and sustainment [in the CF]. There is also no common focus for
readiness matters in NDHQ.... Finally, there is no commonly recognized single source of direction for
readiness matters:>"

In August 1991, the DCDS acknowledged LGen Gervais' "frank and useful ecdsiraad promised to

raise the issue at the Defence Management Committee (B3W@}.in March 1992, the CDS and the

Deputy Minister reported “that further improvements [in the ORES] are esséhififiely, subsequently

issued direction on August 26, 1992 to refine the ORES process. The CDS and Deputy Minister
acknowledged the criticisms of both the Auditor General and CF commanders, and stressed that the ORES
was intended to close "the loop of responsibility for operational readiness by reporting eciC2S on

directed tasks." They confirmed also that the "ORES is a chain of command responsibility and...must
continue to be managed at a senior le%el."

Therefore, in 1991 and late 1992, the operational readiness reporting system in the CF and especially in
LFC, was regarded to be unsatisfactory and unreliable, even as a global information system. Certainly, the
Commander LFC had no confidence in the system. Adm Anderson, who was Vice Chief of the Defence
Staff (VCDS) in 1992 and then CDS afterwards,termo his affidavit supporting LGen Addy that the
development of the ORES system had "a long tortuous history in the Canadian Forces and the Department



of National Defence", and required further development, implying that the system was unfeliable.
Unfortunately, the ORES was the only central operational readiness reporting system available to the CDS
and NDHQ staff officers before and during the planning for the deployment to Somalia.

Commanders and staff officers did form their own opinions regartisgeiadiness of units. However, these
personal assessments, regardless of the technical competence of the observer, could not be relied upon as
sound objective bases for measuring readiness over time because they were not tested against agreed criteria
or controlled in any systematic way even within commands. The CDS does not have the time to inspect

every unit in the CF personally and he, therefore, depended almost exclusively on the ORES or reports from
his subordinate commanders. But there is no evidehary meetings among the commanders to assess the

state of operational readiness of LFC generally or the CAR and CARBG specifically at any time during the
planning phase or before the deployment to Somalia.

ISSUES RELATED TO OPERATIONAL READINESS FOR
SOMALIA

The CAR received the warning order for Operation Cordon in September 1992 and trained throughout the
autumn of 1992 for that mission. The Regiment was declared operationally ready by the Commander
Special Service Force on November 13, 1992. Subsdguthe CAR, regrouped into the CARBG, was

warned for Operation Deliverance on December 5, 1992. It was declared operationally ready on December
16, 1992, after the deployment of the CARBG advance party.

Until the CARBG was tasked for Operation Deliverance, every activity, training event, decision, and
operational and logistical plan at every level of command was aimed at preparing the CAR for operations
near Bossasso where it would secure the local area for humanitarian relief opéiatien€.ommandig

Officer and a large party of other officers completed a detailed reconnaissance of the regie® atotnét

1992. Preparations for the operation were progressing according to the directions of BGen Beno during the
autumn of 1992, but the lack of a firm deployment date tended to perplex the planning process. However,
several serious problems in the CAR undermined the entire training and preparatory phase and hence, in our
view, the state of unit readiness.

The Problems of Reorganization

The CAR was attepting to adjust to a LF@nposed reorganization and reduction in strength throughout

the summer of 1992. Besides reducing the CAR strength, these changes affected other aspects of the unit's
system for command and control, its rank structure, and methods of operation. Moreover, during this period
the Commanding Officer, Col Holmes, was replaced by LCol Morneault, and in a matter of months LCol
Morneault was replaced by LCol Mathieu. Also, many experienced soldiers left the CAR on annual rotation
to home urts. Between the warning and the declaration of readiness for Operation Cordon, several new
personnel, including commanders at many levels, joined the now reduced Re§iment.

During the preparatory period, several reserve force personnel who had no experience with the CAR were
attached to the unit, presumably for duty in Somalia. They were not specifically requested by the
Commanding Officer and their position in the unit remained unsettled as a result. As late as October 6,
1992, BGen Beno complained to Liddorneault that he was very concerned with the placement of the
reserve soldiers in the CAR and with the relationship of those soldiers with regular members ofthe CF.

Adaptation to Motorized Operations

As the mission and concept of operations for the CF in Somalia evolved during 1992, it became evident that
the barebones CAR would have to be reinforced for the operation. Two commandos, therefore, were issued
the Grizzly version of the CF Armoured Vehicle General Purpose (AVGP) to allow them to conduct
motorized operations. This decision required a change in the concept of operations for the selected
commandos. The addition of these vehicles added to thgepleyment training burden, and introduced a

new and unfamiliar factor to the unit's operations and logistical planning procedures.



First, the decision to add AVGPs to the unit was taken so late that little time was available for training
drivers and commanders. Second, there were never enough vehicles to allow the Regiment to train in
motorized opations as tactical sulnits, and very little tactical training of any type was conducted before
Exercise Stalwart Providence. Maj Kyle, the CAR operations officer, testified that

for the subunit training, [the 16 available AVGPs were] not sufficient because there was only
enough for one subunit to train at a time and then [they] had to be handed over, those groups of
vehicles had to be handed over from commando to commando to the support platoons which added
a huge time factor, an administrative factorpur training and reduced the amount of hours the
commandos could spend with the vehicles.

He testified also that the vehicles were almost impossible to use for training or operations. "We received
some that weren't even operational at the time. We had to do maintenance to actually get them3vorking.

Third, following the evaluation exercise, most members of the CAR were sent on embarkation leave and,
therefore, were not available for AVGP training. Finally, the hasty assembly of AVGPs from acroda Cana
and the demands of the loading and transportation plan for the deployment meant that few members of the
unit worked with the actual vehicles they would use in Somalia until they arrived in tfleatre.

Following Stalwart Providence, the exercise director; LCol MacDonald, reported to BGen Beno that

it is critical that time be dedicated to mounted operations and specifically convoy operations.
Drivers and crew commanders are not yet proficient with the AVGP and indeed in some cases
there is still a hazarth themselves and others. The battalion was only briefly exposed to the
compleéisties of convoy operations during the exercise and now they require practice and more
practice’

The adaptation of the CAR to a motorized role was, therefore, neither complete nor adequate in the
circumstances.

The Readiness of Leaders

The readiness for operations of unit leaders, both officers andaromissioned officers, is a critical

measure of a unit's state of readiness. Unit leaders, and especially officers, arelézpeuderstand the

unit's mission and to plan training and operations based on a clear concept of operations. They must set and
enforce missiorspecific operational standards for their troops and efficiently direct training towards these
ends. Leaders, and especially noncommissioned officers, must set standards for discipline and enforce them
rigorously. Finally, unit leaders must develop and maintain a high level of unit morale and work together to
build unit cohesion. The readiness of leaders at alldetieerefore, is the key to unit cohesion, operational
effectiveness, internal administration, and discipfihe.

Many officers and noitcommissioned officers in the CAR were conscientious and effective leaders.

However the CAR had serious problems before it went to Somalia that can only be attributed to the failures
of a significant number of key leaders in the chain of command. At CFB Petawawa, and in Somalia later,
officers and norcommissioned officers in the Regiment failed to ensure proper trainthgiotroops and

to control aggression; failed to ensure proper passage of information to soldiers; failed to enforce discipline;
failed to maintain effective relationships with subordinate leaders; and failed to take remedial action to
correct lapses in discipline in the regiment and the commandos.

Several witnesses testified that members of the CAR were undisciplined and, among other things, misused
pyrotechnics, ammunition, and weapons; engaged in antisocial activities, such asathedsoepine payt

and abused Red Cross workers in CFB Petawawa. However, the most serious and alarming event was the
burning of the unit orderly sergeant's car by members of the CAR, an act that was plainly an attack on the
authority of their superiors.

Commanders and leaders were not only unable to maintain good order and discipline in the CAR, but they
were also unable to resolve these problems satisfactorily before the CAR departed for Somalia. Even as late
as October 19, 1992, BGen Beno complained to MGen MacKératiéthe battalion has significant



unresolved leadership and discipline problems which | believe challenge the leadership of e unit."
However, no effective action was taken by any officer in the chain of command to root out this disruptive
informal leadership in the ranks.

Problems were evident at all levels. LCol Morneault appeared distant from his troops and preparation for
the mission. CWO Jardine, the Regimental Sergkkmjbr, testified that LCol Morneault was overly
concerned with administrativietails and visited training only occasionaflyde and LCol Morneault

argued about the readiness of the unit and the Regimental Selvtgganbpenly contradicted the
Commanding Officer in front of the warrant officers and sergefnts.

LCol Morneault was not the only officer whose ability as a leader was questioned by senior officers and
others. Senior officers and some senior noncommissioned officers did not trust Maj Seward nor consider
him fit for duty in Somali&> BGen Beno remarked that he "woultefSeward based on [his] observations
and Whaté[lhe] heard from [LCol] MacDonald", the director of Exercise Stalwart Providence, but nothing
was done.

Other officers who held important positions in the Regiment were of concern also. Capt Rainville,
commanding the CAR Reconnaissance Platoon, was another problem officer. Capt Rainville had a record of
poor judgement and misconduct before his posting to the CAR, a situation known by both LCol Morneault
and LCol Mathieu prior to the deployment of the CAR tmfalia. As well, Maj Mackay was perceived as a
weak Deputy Commanding Officer by BGen Beno and CWO Jardine.

Officers were not the only ones described as poor leaders in the CAR. In 2 Commando, in particular, many
noncommissioned officers were young and inexperienced: two were found unsuitable and were returned to
their parent units six months after they were posted to the CAR. A third noncommissioned officer failed to
report a soldier he knew was involved in an unlawful activity. Two privates werednwt NCOs not to
co-operate with a military police investigation of the October incidents. The Regimental Sevigéant

according to the evidence, was not trusted by some soldiersponamissioned officers, and officers.

Indeed, leadership problems were so great that in late 1992 BGen Beno identified as risks the Deputy
Commanding Officer; the Officer Commanding 2 Commando and the Officer Commanding the
Reconnaissance Platodftfurther, he suggested that as many as 1Znommissioned officers among 2
soldiers be moved internally before the Regiment went to SoMdltaus during the preeployment

period, the CAR was known to have significant leadership problems in the Commanding Officer, in 2
Commando, and in the regimental Reconnaissance Platoon. Therefore, by the army's own criteria for
assessing the leadership aspects of operational readiness, the CAR and two of its main elements, 2
Commando and the Reconnaissance Platoon, were not operationallffready.

In his letter of October 19, 1992 recommigdLCol Morneault's replacement, BGen Beno wrote that LCol
Morneault must be replaced "forthwith" because "for many reasons the CAR is not a steady unit at this
time" mainly because of leadership problems. Furthermore, BGen Beno declared that he was "not prepared
to declare the CAR operationally ready as long as LCol Morneault remains its commanding Bftzer".
October 21, 1992, LCol Morneault was relieved of command of the CAR. This action was taken by superior
officers, including BGen Beno, MGen Mackae, and LGen Gervais. It is clear to us, however, that the
problems of leadership in the CAR in the autumn of 1992 were common throughout the Regiment and were
not centred exclusively on LCol Morneault.

Training Readiness

Once the warning order for Operation Cordon was issued, the CAR dedicated itself to-spssifin

training. In the weeks that followed, however, it became increasingly obvious to commanders and other
officers that training was not progressing well or according to a clear plan. Tiobdengs arose in part

from the failures of leaders and also from the confusion surrounding the mission and the deployrfint date.

The Commander LFC, LGen Gervais, was informed in&ggdtember 1992 that training in the CAR was
slipping®* By the end of September, according to BGen Beno, the general level of training was low and
several specific tactics and skills had not yet been reviewed within the comnia@diisers noted that
battle group training was incomplete, had not been conducted under tt®dicd the commanding



officer, and had not been successful in ensuring that "individual commandos were conducting tasks and
operations in similar fashions and to similar standatts".

Training standards and plans in the CAR were often incoherent and not always productive. The CAR
training plans and the activities of the soldiers in the field were often disorganized and conducted without
reference to a specific mission or operating procedures. The Commanding Officer was criticized by BGen
Beno who wrotehtat LCol Morneault did not understand the "drills that might be necessary in the
performance of task specific operations...nor did he fully understand...how he might best prepare his
battalion for these [UN] mission*LCol Morneault was also worried about the state of training and twice
cautioned Maj Seward about the activities of 2 Commando.

These concerns were partly substantiated in@dtbber during the CAR test exercise, Stalwart
Providence. The exercise was intended to confirm the readinegs©AfR for Operation Cordon by
subjecting the unit and its members to realistic situations drawn from the répgioific tasks. During the
exercise, the CAR experienced several difficulties related to its proposed mission. The exerastiaiter
report prepared by LCol MacDonald highlighted serious problems in the CAR. For example, LCol
MacDonald raised "key concerns" about the unit's inability to pass information along the chain of
command, lack of cohesion, insufficient vehicle training, and weaicaaskills. He also mentioned certain
leadership problems in the chain of command, especially regarding Maj Séward.

At the end of the exercise, according to his testimony, BGen Beno stated "that the battalion was not trained
prior to exercise Stalwart Providence to the manner in which LCol Morneault and [he] had agreed it would
be trained.® Yet we found that no effective action was taken to correct these training failures and to retest
the CAR or the newly formed battle group. BGen Beno testifiedtthats too late in October 1992 to start
retraining the commandos and the unit because the deployment date was fast appfddelantheless,

he concluded on October 18, 1992 that the "unit is marginally prepared for its operational task but internal
problems of leadership, command and control, and cohesiveness cofftime'he declared the unit
operationally ready despite these serious misgivings.

The rules of engagement (ROE) were a critical part of the concept of operations for the CAR in,Somalia
and we discuss them in detail in Chapter 22. Unfortunately, the ROE for the operation remained unsettled
until after the majority of the unit and the CARBG for Operation Deliverance had arrived in theatre. As a
result, there was no actual training on the ROE before the unit's departure for Somalia. Indeed, the advance
party only received its copy of the ROE aitiémoire on boarding a bus at CFB Petaw&\ievertheless,

LGen Gervais testified that he declared the unit operationally ready, althougtsttb@isules of

engagement did not come to my attention at Land Force Command Headqdarters".

Unit Discipline and Cohesion

Unit cohesion is the product of leadership, training, and high morale and gives members of a unit the feeling
that they can depend implicitly on their comrades. A strongly cohesive unit tends to act together and
respond predictably to the direction of its formal leaders. That sense of predictability gives a unit its
strength, especially in times of stress. On the other hand, ackiitd in cohesion tends to act

unpredictably, often at the direction of informal leaders, again, most notably when the unit is under stress.
Therefore, fostering unit cohesion is a cardinal responsibility of leaders, and the degree of unit cohesion is a
key measure of operational readiness.

Leaders encourage and build unit cohesion continuously, especially during training exercises. Cohesion is
built and maintained by emphasizing group loyalty and identification through ceremonies, common
traditions, unige uniforms, and distinct practices. When a unit is warned for an operation, a commanding
officer must make an extra effort to bring the unit together by providing a clear purpose for the units
mission and by reinforcing, in training, unified and unifying procedures, orders, tactics, and other operating
methods. It is critical during this period to demonstrate and exercise the formal leadership system or chain
of commar;? to establish confidence in the leaders and to eliminate questions about who ig thieeatiit

in the field:



Any experienced officer asked to measure the cohesion of a unit would, therefore, look for evidence that
members of the unit at all levels understand the unit's mission and perform their tasks according to agreed
standing operating procedures; and that orders and directions are flowing through the unit from top to
bottom in an efficient and effective manner. In a phrase, one would expect to see the unit acting predictably
as a unit. According to BGen Beno, "the criteria whiclj [ised to declare the Canadian Airborne

operationally ready were essentially training...leadership, morale, and administrative preparations...were
they operating as a regiment? [I am] talking cohesion, training, leadership and rforale".

But by these criteria, unit cohesion was obviously weak in the CAR. The CAR, and especially 2
Commando, had, in the words of the Commander Special Service Force (SSF), "significant
unresolved...discipline problems which | believe challenge the leadership of th& Wihigte is no more
telling symptom of lack of discipline in any military unit than challenges to its leaders from the rank and
file. In such units there can be no confidence in the likely response of soldiers to orders issued by their
officers and noncommissioned officers, especially when the unit is under stress.

The instances of indiscipline in the CAR were numerous and widespread. Prior to the deployment of the
Regiment to Somalia, Canadian Airborne soldiers were implicated in an unusually high ratéecef serv
offences ranging from simple assault and drunkenness to arson. There is evidence that members of the unit
had committed weaponslated offences, ranging from the possession of restricted weapons to the
discharging of pyrotechnics stolen from the CF. Members of the unit also showed a lackdisicgalifhe

and aggressiveness towards officers and individuals from outside the CAR. For example, the unit
embarrassed itself and the SSF when several soldiers refused to provide blood samples and acted rudely
toward Red Cross workers.

Since its inception, the CAR was organized around concepts that detracted from its cohesion as a regiment.
It was established in three distinct commandos based on the three parent infantry units of the regular force.
This idea emphasized the commandos at the expense of the regiment and weakened somewhat the authority
and prestige of the commanding officer and his staff in the eyes of the soldiers in the commandos. The

notion that the Regiment would be used primarily in indepetinctemmando operations further weakened

the regimental concept in the CAR and discouraged the development of regimental operating procedures
and unity of command. When the CAR was reorganized in-8291hese problems were carried essentially
unchanged into the new Airborne unit.

During the preparatory phase of Operation Cordon, the unit continued to act and train as separate
commandos and not according to a strongly directed unit plan or as part of a cohesive regiment. Indeed, this
was a major criticisnof the CAR and it was a situation that continued in Somalia. The continuation of the
separation of the commandos from each othesand in some respects from the regimental headquatrters

while the unit was preparing for a common mission, had a strongly detrimental effect on the state of
leadership, discipline and morale in the Reginient.

By mid-October, following Exercise Stalwart Providence, the exercise director, LCol MacDonald, reported
that the CAR was still not functioning as a tfiiis remarls were supported by BGen Beno who

complained that the commandos were operating "independently”; that there were few standardized drills for
operational situations; that the chain of command was "extremely poor"; and that serious "internal problems
of leadership, command and control, and cohesiveness contiBeBGen Beno's own standards,

therefore, the elements needed to build unit cohesion in the CAR were very frail and the state of cohesion,
not surprisingly, was low. Yet BGen Beno declared the Regimgerationally ready for deployment less

than a month later.

Evidence of low unit cohesion in the CAR immediately before its deployment to Somalia was presented to
our Inquiry by other witnesses as well. Besides other indicators of poor relations and cohesion within the
CAR, they described a significant degree of tension and distrust between some officers and non
commissioned members. For example, the company sengegoits lacked respect for the Regimental
SergeantMajor, CWO Jardine. Maj Seward, alnidom the day he arrived to command 2 Commando, was
in conflict with CWO Jardine, MWO Mills, and Capt Kyle. It was reported that many senior
noncommissioned officers in 2 Commando argued repeatedly with MWO Mills and would not follow his
directions.



Generally, the officers and NCOs were divided between loyalty to the CAR and their own commandos, but
even in some commandos rivalries and personal conflicts worked against cohesion at that level. For
example, WO Murphy testified that distrust in the leaderghthe Regiment was "causing dissension
amongst the NCOs*

Administrative Readiness

Operation Cordon in itself would have been a complex operation, requiring considerable adjustment to the
CAR and the marshalling of CF resources from across Canada to support the unit in the field. While the
CAR was completing its training for the mission, other headquarters and units were responding to the needs
of the operation. Commanders in the SSF and the CAR were not particularly concerned with the personal
readines of the soldiers who were going to Somalia because the members of the CAR were checked
through an established personnel readiness system and, for the most part, this activity had been completed
successfully by early November 1992.

The CF, however, experienced certain difficulties in providing quickly some resources requested by the
CAR. On October 20, 1992, MGen MacKenzie was informed that, except for individual training for some
soldiers augmenting the force from outside the CAR, training for Opei@toion was complete. He
accepted, without assessing for himself, that the CAR could now be employed as part of United Nations
Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM). But, as the evidence before us shows, the CAR was not prepared
administratively because of shortfalls related to personnel, equipment, and vEi@sidsovember 10,

1992, BGen Beno confirmed this fact when he told MGen MacKenzie that he was "not yet prepared to
declare the CAR ready for deployment as part of UNOSOM" because of administrative defidietice

unit or plan. Among other things, the unit had not loaded transportation sea containers, did not have certain
engineer vehicles, and some units were still short of pers&Hpekpite the seriousness of these shortfalls

- and they would become clearly evident in theatre action was taken to delay the deployment until
these matters could be rectified.

DECLARATION OF OPERATIONAL READINESS: OPERATION
CORDON

According to the LFC Contingency Plan for Operation Coftland as confirmed by LFGperations order

of November 26, 199%.the Commander LFCA, MGen MacKenzie, was ordered by the Commander LFC,
LGen Gervais, to declare "in writing" the CAR operationally ready for Operation Cordon at his discretion.
MGen MacKenzie delegated this responsibility to the commander SSF, BGen Beno, on November 5,
1992% In his orders, LGen Gervais defined operational readiness as "the capability of a unit/formation,
ship, weapon system or equipment to perform the missions or functions for which it is organized
designed. [The term] may be used in a general sense or to express a level or degree of féaiBerss."
Beno repeated this definition in his orders of November 26, $992.

The determination of the operational readiness of the CAR rested mainly on BGen Beno's personal
assessment of the unit. In his testimony, BGen Beno stated that, in his experience, there was no CF checklist
or criteria by which to assess a unit's operational readiness. He testified, however, that "cohesion, training,
leadership anchorale” were the key measures he used to decide the operational readiness of the CAR.

The Commander SSF evaluated the CAR throughout thegpieyment period and seemed eager to make

a declaration of readiness. On October 20th he informed MGen MacKenzie that "[training] for Op Cordon
is complete less [individual training] for some external augmentees...[and therefore] the Cdn AB Regt battle
group could now be [employed] as part of UNOSOM" even though "the battle [group] is not
[administratively] readya deploy"®” On November 10th in response to a query from LFCA asking for a
declaration of operational readiness for Operation Cordon, BGen Beno replied that he was "not yet
prepared to declare the CDN AB Regt op ready for [deploym&higé was still concerned about certain
administrative shortages but again he declared that he was prepared to send the CAR to Somalia even
though the unit "may have to deploy without all the [equipment] it has [reque&ted]".



Three days later, on November 13, 1992, agéiinout resolution of the outstanding administrative

problems, BGen Beno declared the CAR Battle Group "[operationally] ready to conduct [assigned] tasks as
part of UNOSOM". MGen MacKenzie at LFCA and LGen Gervais at LFC concurred in this assessment
without comment on November 16th and November 19th respecfively.

From the evidence before us, BGen Beno's assessments of operational readiness, especially in later October
1992, are surprisingly inconsistent. His declaration of October 20th that the CARbeceiployed as part

of UNOSOM is clearly inconsistent with the fact that on October 19th he wrote to MGen MacKenzie
requesting in very strong tones the replacement of LCol Morneault "forthwith" because the CAR was not
ready. BGen Beno supported his request for LCol Morneault's dismissal by noting that

the battalion has not been adequately trained as a general purpose infantry battalion;

the companies have not been trained and assessed by the commanding officer prior to beginning a
battalion exercise;

operational matters directly applicable to the task at hand (Cp CertdtNOSOM Somalia) have
not been developed to the standard possible, expected and required;

the battalion has significant unresolved leadership and discipline problems which | believe
challenge the leadership of the unit; and

the unit has major internal problems in regards to command and control; cohesion, standardization,
administration and efficiency.

The CAR, according to BGen Beno, "is clearly not 'operational' and will net liatil the aforementioned
problems are resolved". BGen Beno concluded, nevertheless, that "there is potential to turn things around
quickly in the Canadian Airborne Regiment if there is good leadership at the top".

Furthermore, after making this declaration on October 20th, BGen Beno wrote, in-anéaidée dated
October 21, 1992, "Assessment: The Cdn AB Regt is not ready for OP Cétddmi, on October 22,
1992, BGen Beno wrote to MGen MacKenzie emphasizing that "the [CAR] was not trained styfftoien
deal with task specific missions. The unit is marginally prepared for its operational task but internal
problems of leadership, command and control, and cohesiveness cofitinue.”

Even if faith in "good leadership" were affirmed as the cure for the ills of the CAR, it does not justify a
declaration of operational readiness before the cure has been demonstrated. Without such a demonstration,
commanders along the chain of command had to base their assessments and decisions concerning the CAR
on the doble assumption that LCol Morneault's replacement, LCol Mathieu, was a good leader in the
situation and that his arrival in CFB Petawawa would spontaneously rectify the problems that BGen Beno
had observed. We do not believe that these were reasonable assumptions in the circumstances.

To what degree was LCol Mathieu a better leader than LCol Morneault? This question was never answered
in testimony and might be unanswerable in fact. Although LCol Mathieu was an experienced Airborne
officer, he had no experiee as a battalion commander, and no officer who recommended him for

command vouched for his ability to turn an unsteady unit around within days. When LGen Gervais was
asked whether LCol Mathieu "was chosen as the best candidate to specifically deal with the situation at the
Canadian Airborne at the time in October of 1992" he implied that the requirement was not the main
criterion for LCol Mathieu's selection as commanding officer. LGen Gervais testified that LCol Mathieu

"was the best candidate becausaisfexperience, having been a deputy commander of the Airborne...

[and] because, in my estimation, | didn't want to have somebody who was brand new to the unit's method of
operation...LCol Mathieu on recommendation to me appeared to fit those requirethents."

In effect, the decision to place LCol Mathieu in command of the CAR was based on the assumption that his
good record as a subordinate officer in the CAR was sufficient indication that he could handle the new and
challenging position of commanding igfr.” In fact, LCol Mathieu was selected to command the CAR by
some of the same officers who had only months before selected LCol Morneault to command the CAR



using essentially the same criteria. Moreover; LCol Mathieu's selection was influenced greatly by the appeal
of MGen Roy from the Royal 2ZRégiment to allow a regimental officer to redress the apparent
embarrassment caused to the Roy&IR&giment by LCol Morneault's dismis<Al.

In addition, political considerations, as perceived by senior cowerna, pertaining to the referendum in

Quebec and the need to have a Francophone as commanding officer of the CAR had a significant influence
on the selection proceSsFinally, the availability of an officer and the anticipated effect of this unexpected
posting on that officer's career were critical criteria for selecting a new commanding Sffibess, rather

than the needs of the unit and the mission, it was extraneous issues and the careerist attitude of senior
commanders and staff officers that wire paramount considerations in the appointment of an officer to
replace LCol Morneauft

There is little evidence that commanders and staff officers made a special effort to confirm that LCol
Mathieu was the good leader BGen Beno needed to "turn things around quickly in the Canadian Airborne
Regiment.’® Indeed, LGen Gervais' testimony suggests that he was only vaguely aware of the serious
disciplinary problems that BGen Beno listed as one of the main reasons for relieving LCol Morneault of
command* MGen MacKenzie confirmed that the underlying training and disciplinary problems in the

CAR were not given any special consideration when he and other senior officers accepted LCol Mathieu
over other contenders to command the CAR in the autumn of*{998en MGen MacKenzie was asked if

any of his superiors directed him to find out specifically whether existing discipline problems had been
resolved, he answered "no." He added that he put "a fair amount of faith" in BGen Beno's assurances that
the problems wer being addressed by moving people to different positions in the®€AR.

MGen MacKenzie, according to his testimony, seemed at the time more preoccupied with the optics of
regimental infighting and suspicions than with making a clear, objective analysis of the abilities of the
contenders to solve the actual problems that existed in the CAR at tH time.

Senior officers assumed that LCol Mathieu would be briefed by BGen Beno about the problems in the CAR
after LCol Mathieu had taken command of the CAR. sideration of the problems in the unit and the

relative abilities of the commanding officer candidates to solve those problems were not part of the
selection criterid® In other words, commanders assumed that LCol Mathieu was a strong leader and that his
characteristic alone would enable him to overcome serious, embedded problems in the Regiment. BGen
Beno reinforced this assumption after LCol Mathieu took command by reporting that he "saw tremendous
leadersip in LCol Mathieu during the time that | wag¢h& he unit ran extremely well. There were no

problems that weren't dealt with in the traditional manner, swiftly, clearly, professionally and the unit pulled
itself together quickly under Colonel Mathi&u.

Thus, one must conclude, from BGen Beno's testimony, that in the 18 days between LCol Mathieu's
assumption of command on October 26, 1992 and the declaration of operational readiness by BGen Beno
on November 13, 1992, every outstanding training, leadership, unit cohesion, and discipline problem that
BGen Beno cited as reasons not to declare the CAR operationally ready on October 19, 1992 had been
resolved. One must keep in mind that LCol Mathieu did not even see the Regiment as a whole until
November 9, 1992 and that the transformation of the CAR from an unfit unit to a fit unit, therefore, would
have occurred in only four da§5According to Maj Seward, LCol Mathieu had no opportunity to conduct
any meaningful training because most equipment had already been packed for shipment. Maj Seward
consideredhe training that took place under LCol Mathieu's direction as simply "of a filler nature", training
to fill time until the deployment begdh.

What decisions and actions, other that LCol Mathieu's talent as a leader, might account for this remarkable
transformation? BGen Beno could cite only three isolated facts that demonstrated LCol Mathieu's effect in
solving the unit's many problems. According to BGen Beno, staff work in the CAR improved, LCol

Mathieu organized platton level competitions to build uahiasion, and demonstrations for visitors were

well conducted. However, because most of the unit was on embarkation leave uhtdvaiber, no unit

level training was conducted under the new Commanding Officer.

Was BGen Beno under pressure from NDHQ or officers in the chain of command to declare the CAR ready
before it was in fact ready? Certainly, someone in NDHQ was especially concerned about the readiness of
the unit on November 13, 1992. On that day, Col O'Brien and Cmdre Cogdon, senior opegdfions st



officers at NDHQ, bypassed the chain of command and specifically asked BGen Beno about the state of
readiness of the CAR for that mission. According to BGen Beno they stated that "they needed to know right
away: Is the regiment operationally ready or not?" BGen Beno testified that "based on my judgment that
[the CAR] would be [ready] within a few days, | declared them operationally ready on thaf day".
Nevertheless, BGen Beno testified that he did not see anything unusual in this procedure nadrdititbe a
being under pressure to make a positive declar&tigiowever, he did admit in testimony that if he had not
been able to declare the unit ready at the time, "it most definitely would" have reflected adversely on his
leadership and commarid.

OPERATION DELIVERANCE

Operation Cordon was cancelled by NDHQ and a warning order for Operation Deliverance was issued to
LFC on December 5, 1992. The commanders of LFCA and SSF were immediately warned by LFC of the
impending new operatiof.In effect, the wening order for Operation Deliverance negated a large portion

of the planning, decisions, and actions that had been taken in preparation for Operation Cordon. According
to Cmdre Cogdon, Canadian Operations Staff Branch (J3) Plans at NDHQ, when the change was
announced, it occurred "so quickly that we...were not given the appropriate time to do the appropriate
estimate, recces, [and to take a] real look at the forces requifétiVhile the staff could and did struggle

to make do and to adjust their pldosthe new operation, commanders appeared unconcerned about the
effect of the changes and the abbreviated planning time on the actual state of readiness of the newly formed
CARBG.

Although there were similarities between Operation Cordon and Operation Deliverance, there were enough
critical differences between them to raise the question of whether the operational readiness declaration
made for Operation Cordon was valid for Operation Deliverance. As explained elsewhere in our report,
Operation Deliverancimvolved a deployment of the CF on an uncertain mission, in a different region of
Somalia, under new command arrangements, and with a completely changed force structure. Moreover, the
CAR had just completed a stressful change of command and was still plagued with problems of leadership,
unit cohesion, and discipline.

Perhaps the most significant change in plans, next to the replacement of LCol Morneault, was the
regrouping of SSF units to form the CARBG under LCol Mathieu. LFC ordered the commander SSF to
build the CARBG by adding a Cougar squadron, A Squadron, the Royal Canadian Dragoons (A Sgn, RCD),
a mortar platoon from 1st Battalion, The Royal Canadian Regiment (1 RCR), an engineer field squadron
from 2 Canadian Engineer Regiment, and by making other minor changes to the CAR order of battle.

This reorganization alone should have provided ample reason and motive for commanders to reassess the
readiness of the newly formed CARBG. First, the newusits had not been warned, trained, or tested for

a mis$on outside Canada. According to Maj Kampman, OC A Squadron, RCD, his unit had considerable
difficulty in preparing men and equipment for the deployment. Maj Kampman testified that when he
received the order to go to Somalia out of the 18 Cougars in A Squadron, only about six or seven were
operationally ready for deploymetitSecond, the CAR had not trained with an armoured unit as part of its
pre-deployment training and thus the CAR and A Squadron, RCD were not well known to each other.

The CARBG lacked@hesion at the moment of deployment because it had been in existence for less than a
month and had never trained as a group. Maj Kampman testified that he was only warned for Operation
Deliverance on December 3, 1992 and placed under command of the CAR on or about Decethbler 7th.
had never worked with LCol Mathieu in the field; in fact he did not know him at all. He met his new Battle
Group Commander on December 7th and it was only from that time that they began to make joint plans. A
Squadron, RCD, hower, never completed any "collective training with the rest of the Battle Group prior

to deployment®’ Therefore, there was no opportunity to build positive relationships between A Squadron,
RCD and the CAR, nor was there any opportunity for soldiers in either unit to practise operational

procedures as a battle grotip.

Maj Kampman was particularly concerned about his command relationship with the CAR because, as he
testified, "I had never had an opportunity to work with the Airborne Regiment and | hhddan
opportunity to build up that knowledge and trust that you would like to have between commanders within a



battle group.* Indeed, Maj Kampman felt he was under considerable stress, not only because he had only
had 10 or 12 days to prepare for deployment, but also because he did not understand the mission, had no
clear explanation of the command arrangements in Somalia, and was provided with the barest of
intelligence reports of the likely area of operatidis.

A Squadron, RCD also faced considdeaadministrative problems prior to deployment which Maj

Kampman described as "controlled chali$Maj Kampman testified that his vehicles were in a bad state

of repair because before the warning order was issued "there was no plan [in the SSF] to take the Cougar
into operations® The Squadron had to be reorganized just before deployment to meet the manning
limitations imposed on the CARBG by NDHQ. Incredibly, the personnel selection in the Squadron "became
very much driven by the fact that we hadltovnsize the squadron to go on operations. The number of
positions that | was allowed within the order of battle of the Battle Group was about 20 fewer positions than
what | [Maj Kampman] actually had in peacetini&Maj Kampman reported, as well, that "I had to cut a

lot of my support logistics personnel that | would normally have taken as an integral part of the
squadron®* This decision caused further disruption in the squadron and may have hampered operations in
Somalia.

None of the problems Maj Kapman reported were caused by his own decisions or actions but were
imposed on him as he tried to prepare his squadron for what he thought would be a combat mission in a
distant land. Moreover, none of the problems Maj Kampman described were unique to his squadron. His
CO, LCol MacDonald, knew the state of the armoured vehicles general purpose (AVGPS) in the squadron.
Maj Kampman informed LCol Mathieu of the state of his squadron and they discussed problems associated
with the hasty organization and lacktrdining in the Battle Group and especially the "problem" they were
going to have with the rules of engagement because Maj Kampman's soldiers had not been trained on any
rules whatsoevet®

DECLARATION OF OPERATIONAL READINESS: OPERATION
DELIVERANCE

The NDHQ operation order for Operation Cordon asked for a specific declaration of readiness from
commanders. Officers at NDHQ, as already noted, were particularly concerned with the state of readiness of
the CAR in November 1992. This attention was in slearrast to their attitude towards a readiness

declaration for Operation Deliverance. The operation order from NDHQ did not ask for a declaration of
operational readiness for Operation Deliverance, and no officer inquired of anyone to check the state of the
unit until just before the advance party was deplo}&d.

Despite the absence of a request for a declaration of operational readiness from the CDS, the Commander
LFC confirmed in his operation order of December 9, 1992 his previous order to MGeniacke

declare the CARBG "op ready for deploymelff'His order was unmistakeable: MGen MacKenzie was to

make a personal assessment of operational readiness of the CARBG before he made any declaration to
LGen Gervais. It is unclear whether MGen MacKenzie gave a similar written or verbal order to BGen Beno.
In any case, responsible and experienced commanders would realize that this order and the declaration itself
were matters requiring their personal attention.

MGen MacKenzie stated before us that he m@tsaware of any order to declare units ready for Operation
Deliverance- "the penny didn't drop at the tim&2BGen Beno, in his testimony, stated that he "was never
asked" to make a declaration of operational readiness for Operation Deliverance CRRB®ever,

BGen Beno, in his own warning order to the commanding Officer of the CARBG, ordered LCol Mathieu to
"inform the Comd SSF when the main body [is operationally] redd¥loreover; BGen Beno must have

been aware of LGen Gervais' order to MG&gicKenzie to declare the CARBG operationally ready

because he was an "info" addressee. He also referred to the LFC order in his own confirmatory orders to
LCol Mathieu on December 10, 1992, but he did not repeat there his earlier order to LCol Mathieu that the
Commanding Officer must inform him when the main body was ready.

Even though MGen MacKenzie had been specifically ordered by the Commander LFC to "prepare the
Operation Deliverance Battle Group and declare them operationally ready to deploy”, we leaidence



that any direct action to comply with this order was ever taken. During his testimony, MGen MacKenzie
admitted "in hindsight" that the November 13, 1992 declaration of operational readiness for Operation
Cordon "might have been prematut&“Even though he admitted in testimony that the change in unit

structure was significant, he left to BGen Beno all responsibility to assess and report on the operational
readiness of the CARBG. In his opinion, if there were any problems in the SSF or tBCCARN "by

exception General Beno would certainly be on to me on that. | mean, the CDS and | were up there a week or
two before they deployed, and if they weren't operationally ready we'd certainly know abtut it."

Thus, despite significant changes to the orders, area of deployment, organization, and other plans for the
mission, while in the midst of obviously truncated planning procedures, and without personally making a
comprehensive review of the measures taken to redress the disciplinary, teadiglministrative

problems that plagued the CAR throughout the preparatory phase, there is no evidence that MGen
MacKenzie asked BGen Beno before the deployment began if his units were ready for the mission to
Somalia. Notwithstanding direct orders from his commander to make a declaration of readiness, MGen
MacKenzie did not make a detailed assessment of the readiness of the CARBG, depending instead on the
assumption that if something was amiss, then someone would tell him of that fact.

MGen MacKenzie tgtified that he issued no written declaration after November 13th and that he could not
recall ever receiving a declaration from BGen B&Réiowever, notwithstanding the testimony of MGen
MacKenzie and BGen Beno, the facts of the declaration of readiness for Operation Deliverance remain
confused. NDHQ did ask for a confirmation of operational readiness by message to LFC Headquarters and
SSF Headquarters on December 10, 199BGen Beno's headquarters did issue a declaration on
December 16, 1992° LFCA Headquarters, in turn, issued a declaration to the same effect within 24
hours®and the Commander LFC forwarded a declaration to NDHQ on December 18}198&refore,

either MGen MacKenzie and BGen Beno were confused in their recollection of this cardinal act of
command or the declarations were composed and sent by subordinate staff officers in their absence or
without their knowledge. In either case, the evidence strongly suggests that no useful assessments of the
operational readiness of the unitesre made.

LGen Gervais realized when Operation Deliverance was announced that a new declaration of readiness
would be necessary and issued orders to that effect. However, he accepted the declaration from MGen
MacKenzie without confirming precisely that the serious problems leading to LCol Morneault's dismissal
had been corrected. LGen Gervais stated in his testimony that he relied on the declarations of BGen Beno
and MGen MacKenzie and issued his own declaration of readiness for the Battle GrowDiecemtber

1992 after the CARBG advance party had depdrfide stated that, although he believed that the

declaration "came up a little late, but never too late...and it gave an indication that this battle group was
ready to be committed for deployment®.

The question of who declares units or elements of the CF destined for deployment overseas operationally
ready and by what criteria is best summarized in an exchange between BGen Beno and MGen de Faye,
President of the board of inquiry on the deploymer@dmalia. MGen de Faye asked BGen Beno, "I'd just

like to get on the record because we've asked a number of witnesses who have been unable to give us the
specific information. And what I'd particularly like to know is, what the required readiness states are in
operational terms as specified by LFC, to LFCA, to yourself in terms of the response for the Canadian
Airborne Regiment." BGen Beno replied that he could not relate any "specific information” concerning
readiness states or standards for the ¢AR.

FINDINGS

Criticisms of the process for operational readiness and effective assessments in the CF are directly relevant
to two major issues before usadequacy of operational planning within DND and the CF, and the
suitability of the CAR and the CARBG for operations in Somalia.

1 Itis reasonable to conclude that because the Operational Readiness and Effectiveness System was
known to be unreliable in 1991 and still under fundamental review in August 1992, all
assessments of operational readiness of Landd-G@@mmand (LFC) or units in LFC based on
the ORES in late 1992 were also unreliable. The only credible measure of operational readiness



could have come from the direct inspection of units by officers in the chain of command. The most
important criterion for judging the adequacy of the actions and decisions of commanders
regarding assessments of the operational readiness of Sebmliad units, therefore, is the effort
commanders took to inspect units and commanders nominated for the Somalia operatibey Did t
adequately define an objective measure of readiness for the Somalia mission, clarify the mission
statement, assign criteria for readiness testing, inspect the units, and oversee corrective actions?

Clearly it was impossible for the Chief of the Defence Staff and his commanders at LFC and
LFCA to know the state of any unit without some reliable method for checking operational
readiness. But the extant system was unreliable, and little effort was made to install a dependable
process before the assessmdnt deployment commenced. Therefore, because they could not and
did not know the 'starstate’ of any unit in 1992, they could not reliably determine what training

or other activities, including resupply of defective equipment, would be necessary to bring any
unit to an operationally ready 'enstate’ without a detailed inspection at unit level.

Moreover, because the specific mission for Operation Deliverance was not known in detail until
after the Canadian Joint Force Somalia arrived in theatre, no fipaxssessment of mission
operational readiness and no assessment of operational effectiveness could be made before the
force was deployed.

These critical flaws in the planning process imply that the staff assessments and 'estimations' that
were completed at all levels of command, and especially those prepared for the CDS at NDHQ
which he used to advise the government on whether to commit the CF to Somalia, were essentially
subjective and unreliable. Furthermore, these flaws and the lack of command &mdfettfo

verify the exact situation of units suggest strongly that subsequent planning and the decisions and
actions of senior officers and officials were likewise arbitrary and unreliable.

There is a fundamental confusion in NDHQ and the CF officer corps about the important
distinction between a unit that is ready to be deployed and one that is ready to be employed on a
military mission. The question that seems not to have been asked by any commander assessing
unit readiness was "ready for what?" Thddee to make specific findings of mission readiness

and the confusion between readiness to deploy and readiness for operations are major problems
in the CF.

Obviously, during the preeployment period there was a serious breakdown of command in the

CF and the LFC with respect to the assessment and declaration of the operational readiness of CF
destined for operational duty in Somalia. The roots of this failure of command lie in the neglect of
operational readiness generally by every officer in the chagoofmand.

First, the commanders did not establish clear standards of operational readiness for the CF, for
LFC, for the UN peacekeeping standby unit, and for units tasked for Operation Deliverance in
particular. This omission became most evident when the CF and, eventually, the CARBG were
placed under the stress of a complex and, in some respects, unusual mission. There was no
agreement or common understanding on the part of officers as to the meaning of the term
"operational readiness" . Therefore, becatise term had no precise meaning in doctrine or

policy, it came to mean whatever officers and commanders wanted it to mean at the time. In other
words, any officer could declare a unit to be operationally ready without fear of contradiction
because there were no standards against which to measure the declaration.

A second contributing factor to this failure of command stems from the notion held by officers in
the chain of command that operational readiness is simply a subjective measurement and solely
the responsibility of the commander on the spot. Commanders at all levels seemed content to
accept on faith the declarations of their subordinates that the CAR and the CARBG were ready
without seeking any concrete evidence that their readiness had been tested in a realistic scenario.
MGen MacKenzie testified before us that "funny enough [readiness is] not a term we use...within
the Army; historically, it is a commander's responsibility to evaluate [readiness]" according to his
own standards$? LGen Gervais conared with this view when he described his own experience

with declarations of readiness. He stated to us that "commanders are obviously responsible for
these particular [declarations] pieces of paper...you don't necessarily always have to have a piece



of paper, it can be done verbally, but it can also be done later on by the commander on the
122
ground.

Although Exercise Stalwart Providence, which was a type of tactical evaluation for Operation
Cordon, revealed significant problems, no substantive effastmade to organize comprehensive
training to correct these problems during the exercise or to test the results of remedial training
after the exercise. Furthermore, no tactical evaluation was made for Operation Deliverance even
though most important aspects of the mission, concept of operations and unit organization were
different from those of Operation Cordon.

Commanders were satisfied to attribute all failures of readiness to LCol Morneault's "poor
leadership", even though other serious problems irutfieand in its preparations were evident.

It is conceivable that a unit might not be ready in one instance but made ready in the next simply
by changing the commanding officer. This, of course, is what was assumed to have happened in
the CAR. While such a sequence might be possible when, for example, a commanding officer is
found to be unfit and no other readiness problems exist, this was not the case in the CAR. Clearly,
leaders failed to carry out a rigorous assessment in the field of all aspects wfmnésdiness of

the CAR, and then the CARBG, after they issued orders to the unit. Leaders failed, therefore, in
their primary duty as commanders.

The lack of objective standards and evaluations, an unquestioning and unprofessiowal ‘can
attitude' among senior officers, combined with other pressusch as a perception that
superiors want to hurry the deploymentan bring significant pressure on commanders to make
a readiness declaration that might not be made otherwise. There is enough evideunggetst

that this occurred during the preparation for Operation Deliverance. For instance, Cmdre
Cogdon testified before the de Faye board of inquiry that in his opinion "we were reacting to a
political imperative to make [Operation Deliverance] happen as quickly as we can, to jump on the
bandwagon and to get in there...to get in there almost at the same time as the Americans
could.”?*The only obstacle to such pressures and the dangers they carry is command integrity
and, in this case, command integrigspecially at SSF, LFCA, and NDHQ was, in our view,
fatally weak.

In terms of organization, the CAR had two major defects that impaired its operational readiness.
First, the unit was in the midst of a fundamental reorganization and change in concept of
operation. This factor was aggravated by a higher than normal turnover of personnel during the
annual CF "active posting season" of 1992 and the late decision to add militia soldiers to the
CAR. Second, in late 1992 the CAR was directed-amep itself vith a fleet of armoured

vehicles general purpose and to adept to motorized tactics with inadequate resources and a bare
minimum of training time. The CAR was assumed to be suitable for immediate operations in a
hostile environment before it had completed the LFCdirected changes and before the
Commanding Officer had an opportunity to test the new structure in the field under his command.
The AVGPs were brought into the unit seemingly without careful consideration of the effect that
action would have on theadiness of the unit. Even if the CAR had been operationally ready
before it received the AVGPs, it could not have been so afterwards until these vehicles had been
incorporated in all respects into the unit's plans and standing operating procedures. For these
reasons alone, officers in the chain of command ought to have been especially alert to signs that
the CAR was under stresses that might undermine its operational readiness.

Clearly, the commanders of the SSF, LFCA, and LFC ought to have been awerstate of the
Cougar fleet, the fact that the AVGP (in any variant) was not "a combat véfteat that

logistical support for the Squadron would need to be carefully monitored. In other words, there
was no reason for them to believe that a CF armoured squadron at a peacetime garrison status
could be made operationally ready for a combat mission in a few days.

If unit leaders do not understand their unit's mission or are unable or unwilling to plan and
execute operationally relevant training prograrttgn the unit cannot become operationally

ready for any mission. If unit leaders are unable or unwilling to set appropriate standards for
operations and discipline, then the unit would be aimless and probably uncontrollable. Finally, if
unit leaders do not lead their units, then the state of unit cohesion and morale will depend on the



haphazard influences of circumstances and informal leaders. We are convinced that the measure
of a unit's leaders provides a strong indication of the unit itself.

It is difficult to conclude, therefore, that a unit with serious internal problems of leadership and
discipline and which had not been trained effectively as a battle group nor had time to train on a
central element of its concept of operatieneamely the rules of engagementvas

operationally ready prior to deployment. Rather, the significant changes in the mission and the
force to be deployed to Somalia should have alerted commanders to the need to reassess the
readiness of the CAR and the more complex CARB&efoice in Somalia.

1 There were enough significant differences between the deployment plan for Operation Cordon
and Operation Deliverance to alert prudent commanders to the need for a specific assessment and
declaration of operational readiness of the CARBG to meet the demands of the new plan. BGen
Beno admitted as much in his testimony. When asked "If you have a very tight time line; that is, in
early December these two units, The Royal Canadian Regiment (RCR) and the Royal Canadian
Dragoons (RCD), are beg told they are now going to be part of the battle group and they have
literally days in which to prepare, is that not a situation where a superior officer like yourself
should be deciding about operational readiness of the whole configuration, whether the whole
unit can work together?" He answered "yes, it'f8.0fficers at LFC also understood the need to
check the operational readiness of the CARBG, and in his orders, LGen Gervais ordered MGen
MacKenzie to "identify, assemble and prepare the Oper&iverance battle group and
declare them ready for deploymert® Thus, immediately before deployment, commanders at all
levels of the SSF, LFCA, LFC, and NDHQ had ample reason to check the operational readiness of
the CARBG and few reasons to assume that it was operationally ready for the mission in Somalia.
However, no effective actions were taken by any commander in the chain of command to make
such an assessment or to respond to orders to do so.

1 There are few more fundamental acts and responsikilitfecommand than preparing troops for
operational missions in dangerous places . The declaration of operational readiness is the final
hurdle troops must overcome before they confront their mission. That hurdle must be built and
guarded by commanders. In preparing troops and units for Operation Deliverance, CF
commanders in the chain of command failed in their responsibility to their superiors and to their
troops. Leaders failed their superiors (including the people and Government of Canada) by not
diligently checking the state of units as was their irreducible responsibility. They failed their
soldiers and subordinate officers because they did not allow them the time to prepare properly for
their mission and because they allowed them to venture onto a battlefield for which they were
unfit. Whenever troops and units fail in the field because they are not fit and ready, then it is
because leaders fail, and these leaders must be held accountable for the result.

The problems evident in CARBG during its tourdamalia occurred in conditions far more peaceful than
were anticipated prior to departure. If our soldiers had encountered heavy armed resistance in Somalia,
CARBG's lack of operational readiness might well have resulted intaaje tragedy rather than a series

of isolated disasters and mishaps, damaging as these were.

Recommendations
We recommend that:

23.1 The Chief of the Defence Staff ensure that standards for evaluating individuals, units and
elements of the Canadian Forces for operational taskalt for the assessment of two necessary
elements, operational effectiveness and operational preparedness, and that both criteria be satisfied
before a unit is declared operationally ready for any mission.

23.2 To avoid confusion between readiness for employment and readiness for deployment on a
particular mission, the Chief of the Defence Staff adopt and ensure adherence to the following
definitions throughout the Canadian Forces:Operational effectivenesis a measure of the capability
of a force to carry out its assigned missionOperational preparedness a measure of the degree to
which a unit is ready to begin that mission. Operational readiness of any unit or element, therefore,
should be defined as the sum of its operational effectiveness and preparedness.



23.3 Contrary to the experience of the Somalia mission, the Chief of the Defence Staff ensure, before
any Canadian Forces unit or element of any significant size is deployed on active service or
international operations, that a formal declaration ismade to the government regarding the

readiness of that unit to undertake the mission effectively.

23.4 The Chief of the Defence Staff establish a staff, under CDS authority, to conduct-notice tests
and evaluations of the operational effectiveness and preparedness of selected commands, units and
sub-units of the Canadian Forces.

23.5 The Chief of the Defence Staff order that national and command operational orders issued to
Canadian Forces units tasked for active service or international operations stapgecisely the
standards and degrees of operational effectiveness and operational preparedness demanded of
individuals, sub-units, units, and commanders.

23.6 The Chief of the Defence Staff standardize format, information, and directions concerning
declarations of operational readiness and require such declarations to be signed by commanders.

23.7 The Chief of the Defence Staff establish clear, workable and standard measurements of
operational effectiveness and preparedness for individuals, sulmits, units, and commanders in units
and formations of the Canadian Forces.

23.8 The Chief of the Defence Staff replace the Operational Readiness Evaluation System with a
more reliable and efficient process aimed at collecting information about the effectiveness and
preparedness of major units of the Canadian Forces for assigned operational missions.

23.9 The new readiness reporting system be capable of giving the Chief of the Defence Staff, senior
commanders and staff officers a reatime picture of the effectivenessand preparedness of major
operational units of the Canadian Forces for their assigned tasks.

23.10 The new operational readiness reporting system identify operational units as being in certain
degrees of effectiveness and preparedness, such as high, medium, and low and in certain states of
readiness, such as standbgeady and deploymentready.
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