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States. Indeed, most condemnations of American foreign 
policy originated in the United States. America is a pro-
foundly self-critical country. One need only look to at the
writings of Susan Sontag and Noam Chomsky, the documen-
taries of Michael Moore, and the activism of the University
of California at Berkley to see this.

Next, greater security cooperation with the United 
States is understood by Roach to be a threat to Canada’s 
distinct values. Specifically, joint visa and immigration 
controls and discriminatory border practices are seen as a
threat to Canada’s refugee policies and multicultural society.
While this may be true, Roach hurts his case by glossing 
over the economic consequences of not cooperating with the
United States. Roach seems to suggest that Canadians should
not be encouraged to weigh the economic costs of their 
social policies. Most surprisingly, Roach dismisses the 1938
Roosevelt–Mackenzie King agreement that Canada will
never allow itself to be a security liability to the United
States. According to Roach, this dispensation is no longer
applicable since it referred to a German/Japanese threat. 
In effect, Roach is suggesting that Canada now ignore a 
continental defence axiom to which Ottawa has adhered 
since before the Second World War. No mention is made 
of how Washington might react to Ottawa’s rejection of the
keystone principle of joint continental security. 

Roach’s weakest proscriptions relate to Canada’s role in
the war on terrorism. With Canada joining the Americans 
in Afghanistan, Roach believes this country undermined its
long-standing role as a peacekeeper and advocate of inter-
national law. In addition, Roach holds that Canada, as a 
proponent of human security and peacekeeping, is in an ideal
position to renounce solutions to terrorism which rely on 
the use of force. This argument is problematic for three 
reasons. First, Roach never explains properly how human
security can weaken terrorism. The only “evidence” given 
is that terrorism is rooted in poverty, and that a human 
security agenda helps to improve unfortunate economic 

situations; the idea that poverty leads to terrorism is accepted
without question. The purported strengths of the human 
security agenda are not supported by concrete examples.
Second, Roach’s claim that the war on terrorism has been
ineffectual is highly questionable. Several thousand Al 
Qaeda operatives have been killed or captured, Afghanistan
can no longer serve as a base of terrorist operations, and
authorities throughout the world have cooperated in 
preventing new attacks. While force alone may not end 
the threat of terrorism, it is not as ineffective as Roach 
maintains. Finally, Roach ignores the moral imperative of 
the war on terrorism. A nation that cowers behind conse-
quence management measures, refusing to take up arms
against those who harm its closest friends and allies, is
arguably without a sense of right or wrong. Canada was 
not neutral in the war against the Axis powers. Nor was
Canada neutral in the Cold War. Neutrality in the war on 
terrorism could therefore be seen as an abandonment of
Canada’s historic sense of justice. 

In a 1984 interview, French philosopher Michel 
Foucault was asked why he did not engage in polemics.
Foucault answered that, as compared to the sincere inter-
locutor, “[t]he polemicist...proceeds encased in privileges
that he possess in advance and will never agree to question....
[H]is final objective will be, not to come as close as possible
to a difficult truth, but to bring about the triumph of the 
just cause he has been manifestly upholding from the 
beginning.” Therein lies the main flaw of Roach’s work;
while his critical analyses of C-36 and lagging consequence
management initiatives are insightful, his dogmatic fidelity
to the human security agenda and nationalistic truisms 
preclude a productive debate about Canada’s response 
to terrorism and the future of Canada–US relations.
September 11: Consequences for Canada stands out as an
important legal investigation, but a poor political one. 
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G
eoffrey Regan has written a frightening and
important work that should be read by every
member of the military. Regan, a well-known
British military historian, specializes in the
area of military blunders. His most recent

work has been nominated for a Wolfson Prize. Beginning
with the Roman Empire, and going through the Crusades 
and early modern warfare, but concentrating on the warfare
of the 20th century, this book catalogues extensively the 
history of what is varyingly called “blue on blue”, “friendly

fire”, and “amicide” (the killing of friends). In this review, 
no time is spent on the pre-20th century materials. Rather, 
the concentration is on the period familiar to the reviewer.

When one reads about the First World War, one is 
often confronted with casualty lists that are almost unimagin-
able. But, until perusing this book, many readers may not
have realized that “killed in action” was often used as a
descriptor for those who had died as a result of their side’s
own fire. And, in the First World War, there were tremendous
numbers of these on both sides of the battle. Regan details
multitudes of casualties on both sides as a direct result of 
the use of artillery on the trench war battlefield. Short 
shots, poor aiming, inaccurate maps, and faulty ammunition
all contributed to the carnage that faced the infantry troops
on a daily basis. Of course, the infantry also made a 
contribution – as in the confusion of charges against
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entrenched troops. Even the well-
intentioned often did not realize that
the targets at which they fired were
their own or allied troops.

Of course, amicide was not 
limited to ground forces. The navies
also had their share, though sub-
stantially smaller – particularly as 
a result of the new weapon, the 
submarine. The British Navy “K”
series of submarines might well have
been named “W for Widowmaker”,
considering the number of fatal 
incidents in which they participated,
both before and during the war.

One of the really upsetting 
factors is the number of troops 
executed by their own commanders 
on the allied side. In the next to last
chapter, “Discipline and Friendly
Fire”, one learns that the British 
Army sentenced a total of 3,080 men to
death and carried out 312 executions between 4 August 1914
and 31 March 1920. The French were no better, particularly as
a result of the frontline mutinies.

General Erich von Ludendorff spoke with some envy 
of the severity of British and French military discipline 
compared with that of the German Army: “The Entente 
no doubt achieved more than we did with their consider-
ably more severe punishments. This historic fact is well 
established”. (p. 226) 

Another greatly disturbing element of “friendly fire” is
the fact that often the incidents were the direct result of
orders given by senior commanders – who subsequently 
took no personal responsibility for their actions. Examples 
of this can be found in the First World War, but the most 
serious examples are those found in the Second World 
War. During Operation “Husky”, the invasion of Sicily, both
British and American airborne forces suffered extensively from
both naval and army friendly fire. Some of these incidents had
been foreseen by the commanders concerned, but changes in the
plans to avoid the opportunity were vetoed by higher head-
quarters. The result was many unnecessary casualties in both the
82nd Airborne and the British “Red Devils”. (pp. 149-155)

Later in the war, in Operation “Cobra” in Normandy,
General Omar Bradley made some decisions that cost his
own troops extensive, unnecessary casualties that, because 
of the tempo of operations at the time, could be effectively
hidden. Despite being told by his air commanders that 
what he was asking of heavy bomber units was not within
their capabilities, Bradley insisted, although allowing some
modifications on his original plan. Weather, changes of 

plans, and human errors resulted in
one-day casualties in the 30th Infantry
Division of 61 killed, 374 wounded,
64 missing, and 164 total nervous 
collapses as a result of combat
fatigue. Among the 111 killed in
action that day was Lieutenant
General Leslie McNair, the most 
senior Allied officer lost during the
entire war. (p. 166)

The stories continue through
Korea, Vietnam, and several of 
the small military actions of the
Americans in the Caribbean. One
thing stands out in all this. Aerial 
warfare has greatly complicated 
the modern battlefield and has 
contributed substantially to the level
of friendly fire incidents. In the Gulf
War, Afghanistan, Gulf War II, and
“the war on terrorism”, a substantial
number of friendly fire incidents 
have occurred – despite the fact 

that serious attempts have been made to develop identi-
fying methods to prevent them. Although the book does 
not cover either Afghanistan or Gulf War II, Regan 
probably would not be at all surprised to see the more 
recent headlines. One of the differences is, perhaps, that
today such incidents are not as easily covered up as they have
been in the past.

Perhaps the book can be best summed up in Regan’s 
own words:

I contend that the message of two thousand years 
of friendly fire is that, in the final analysis, it 
is men who make mistakes, through the stress that
war imposes, and that stress is fundamentally 
linked with fear on their part; fear of death and 
mutilation, and fear of failure and humiliation. 
When men are afraid, they will always shoot first
rather than identify a target, or drop bombs too 
early rather than risk flak. Mistakes will be reduced
when men have less to fear. But then that would 
not be war, and they would not be men. (p. 240)

This book should be read by any and all who aspire 
to command troops of whatever element. It is not a book 
of psychology, but of history, and as Santayana is quoted 
as having said: “Those who fail to learn from history are
doomed to repeat it”.
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