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BACKING UP THE SEA WARRIOR 
PREFACE

America’s modern fighting ships represent ultimates in sophistication of weapons, structure, machinery, electronics, operational doctrines, and technically competent crews. Developers of these resources have focused in recent years on ability to cope with the extremes likely to be encountered in waters near hostile territories. In such a littoral conflict, all of these assets will depend for their successful operation on expert human performance under extreme stress and violence—that is, on human ability to fight.

The personnel policy of the United States Navy is that “ability to fight” should not to be cited as a leadership goal for the crews of U.S. warships. The reason given is that public discussion of a need to prepare people for extreme violence might inhibit recruiting. 
 This policy has led to countless losses of lives in the past and could lead to disaster for the Nation.

The conclusions reported by this work identify three aspects in which methods employed by American Naval warships to achieve and sustain human fighting ability have become so archaic as to threaten the combat effectiveness of the Fleet. 

PREMISES
This study is based on three premises:

1.  A Naval warship may not survive and prevail under the violent conditions of littoral warfare unless her crew is organized, trained to fight, and optimally protected against stress and violence. 

2.  In Naval warfare environments, people comprise not only the most indispensable but also the most vulnerable resource in every warship.

3.  Ability to fight will mean ability to perform designed functions under conditions of severe stress, extreme violence, and/or attempted enemy surprise.

CHALLENGES

American man-o’warsmen in present and future ships headed for littoral combat face a convergence of two increasing challenges.

The first challenge will stem from the shrinking size of the U.S. Fleet, which will predictably result in more ships being called upon to deploy to combat areas prior to completion of ideally scheduled preparatory training. Ships operating against hostile forces in littoral areas such as the South China Seas will face unprecedented demands upon mental acuity and physical strength and dexterity throughout the total body of every crew and for longer periods than ever before required. These demands will increase as crew sizes continue to diminish with the introduction of crew minimization (“Optimal Manning”), anticipated to extend into future ship designs.

The extensive variety of missions for which surface units must be prepared will include projection of firepower, protection of fast sealift ships, amphibious assault, deep support of expeditionary forces, protection of battle groups, interdiction of prohibited shipping, salvage and rescue, battle damage repair, reception and care of external casualties, theater ballistic missile defense (already), armed confrontation of hostile surface, air, and subsurface forces, and joint battle space control, not to mention own ship survivability. Any individual unit may be called upon to execute combinations of such missions, each requiring specialized skills.

New and Intensive human challenges will come from extraordinary demands upon physical stamina, mental toughness, and team-based fighting skills stemming from prolonged periods of alertness imposed by proliferating means of potential enemy attack.

The cumulative dangers to shipboard personnel in littoral areas will substantially exceed the dangers historically experienced or anticipated by ships’ crews in high-seas combat environments. Unprecedented challenges to physical and mental stamina will apply to the crews of all types of Navy ships (including many now mistakenly labeled "auxiliaries" rather than "combatants”). Most will come from hostile weaponry proliferating worldwide in both quantity and sophistication. Such weapons already include high performance cruise missiles capable of launching from land bases, land vehicles, aircraft, submarines, small craft, or commercial ships or fishing craft; ballistic missiles capable of targeting units whose movements are constrained or predictable (such as during replenishment or flight operations, amphibious assaults, and passages within straits, canals, channels, and ports); nuclear, biological, and chemical munitions; rising mines in seemingly limitless numbers; wake-following and very high speed (200-knot) torpedoes (against which the U.S. Navy has almost no defense); boarding and terrorism (even at sea); and escalating numbers of air-independent submarines difficult to track in shallow waters. Potentially devastating weapons will be capable of being launched against U.S. ships from unidentifiable points of origin spread across thousands of square miles on land as well as at sea, a level of threat exceeding any ever faced by American Naval forces. In such an environment, each U.S. ship will be targeted individually and can expect to be hit.

The “primary” shipboard organization for battle will no longer be “general quarters” but sustained high-alert condition watches. Warship crews in littoral waters for extended periods will be called upon to operate for weeks or months in alert readiness conditions that will impose sustained high stresses that can cause physical and mental exhaustion exacerbated by sleep deprivation. Initial massive damage and casualties will most likely occur from hits received during these condition watches, which will call for battle training of unprecedented depth and difficulty. External Fleet battle training resources might be available on board for short periods before or during a hurried deployment (as they were during Iraqui Freedom), but these are now being depleted by reductions in resources budgeted for Afloat Training Groups as well as by planned reductions in crew sizes and by crew exchange (“Sea Swap”) initiatives. New demands will be placed on shipboard leaders to conduct aspects of battle training previously guided largely by off-ship training specialists.

If the American Navy should be called upon to operate against the forces of a major adversary in the littoral waters of the South China seas, the consequence for American warships could well include an incalculable loss of life followed by forced withdrawal of the U. S. Fleet—this because modern U. S. warship crews may be unfit to fight. 

Three of the weaknesses comprising this potential unfitness have to do with human protection, shipboard organization, and battle training. Each of these three affects the other two.
HUMAN PROTECTION

United States surface warships including aircraft carriers today possess the poorest capacity for preventing and caring for on-board battle casualties of any American armed force. 

Specifically:

1. With the exception of damage control team members, “battle uniforms” are not available to protect crewmembers against fire or heavy shock. Head protection is rarely available until people arrive at battle stations, predictably too late to protect against violent impact or contamination.  No means have been planned for care, stowage, and drying of protective clothing. (Recent publicized discussions concerning proposed new uniforms have focused on appearance and comfort, never on suitability for combat.)

2. Many primary and secondary dressing stations intended for care of wounds are small, inefficient, and unprotected against shock or radical ship's movement. Several observed in large ships would not permit ready transfer of casualties from stretchers to worktables. 

3. Effective means do not exist to move laden stretchers vertically through any ship. 

4. Exercises to learn how to move wounded personnel by crane or helo are prohibited as “unsafe.” (Compare Army or Marine airborne demonstrations at any military airshow.)

5. Ships are filled with unsecured gear and furnishings as well as protruding fixtures that could block passageways against urgent movement.

6. Mattresses in berthing spaces and artificial deck coverings could emit toxic fumes under high heat.

7. Alternative toileting facilities for use during extended periods on stations are not provided. (In WWII, ships were nearly lost because gun crews had to leave stations to respond to personal emergencies.)

8. Removable flame-resistant bunk covers are not available for use under high alert conditions. 

9. Potable water for first-aid treatment of severe burns is not available near manned stations. 

10. Requirements for wearing of ID tags to help recognize disfigured casualties have been discontinued.

11. Shipboard medical facilities and training sufficient to cope with serious mental or physical trauma to female personnel have not been provided. (Warships in future littoral warfare will be in effect in the “front lines,” where female members of other services are forbidden by law to serve.)

12. Commanding Officers have no means of rapidly securing furnishings and fixtures against their becoming massive missile hazards.

13. Many interior spaces are still—despite the disastrous lessons of WWII—coated with flammable paints.

14. All living and berthing spaces are not equipped as triage or emergency battle dressing stations with equipment protected against heavy shock or radical movement.

15. Metal and wooden gratings exist throughout every ship as potential missile hazards.
SHIPBOARD ORGANIZATION


1. The prescribed standard shipboard organization has been based mainly on Work centers, Divisions, Departments, and Technical Supervisors, and has come to include assignments of more than of a hundred externally mandated collateral duties. This structure distributes responsibilities for doing maintenance and administration, not for battle control or battle training. On average, up to half the shipboard people on battle or high-threat watch stations function under leaders outside their normal work units. No continuous off–station chain of command from Captain to team leader is accountable for battle control, battle training, or the overall combat readiness of each team, including its associated structure and equipment, within each high-threat watch section wherein initial combat is by definition likely to occur. 

2. The standard organization has not attempted to define team-based structures throughout the crew, the continuing responsibilities of team leaders, or the importance of team cohesion in every condition of readiness. 

3. No effort had been made nor methods taught to help leaders define performance goals, keep track of progress, or build psychological strength by improving cohesion and moral strength within combat and watch teams such as Damage Control and Combat Information Centers. (Leadership development programs habitually focus on working and social situations rather than high stress or combat situations.)

4. Adoption of the concept of “Command Master Chief” has impaired the traditional responsibilities of commissioned officers for the performance, discipline and welfare of their people. Command Master Chiefs bear no officially stated responsibilities for strengthening or sustaining fighting abilities.

5. Although shipboard organization is of fundamental importance to fighting ability, no named official of the Department of the Navy is responsible for its standardized design, modification, or updating for all types of ships including new designs. No supervision exists to evaluate the efficacy of prescribed systems of shipboard organization for either working or combat environments. (Note: as of this writing, standard organizations have not been written for the DD(X) or LCS, although ship designs would be affected.) 

6. Of over fifty commands visited, none had established an explicit doctrine as to how the crew should proceed—where each person should go and what stations to man—if massive structural and human casualties were suddenly received at sea or in port. 

7. In naming Petty Officer team leaders, seniority is often ignored in favor of technical specialties, which could result in conflicts of leadership, authority, and responsibility in cases of casualties.

8. No ship has been organized to cope with large scale emergencies when many crewmembers are on leave, liberty, or detached duty.
BATTLE TRAINING 
1.    Battle training of warship crews effectively ceases during extended overseas deployments.

2.    The long-standing notion that a ship’s crew reaches a level of training considered “advanced” during deployment has never had a valid or reliable foundation.

3.    Before deployment, operational exercises involving external services (air, sea, shore, space, or dockside) rarely allow inclusion of simulated human casualties or material damage. Within this constraint—and particularly when live exercises are limited by budgetary considerations—Commanding Officers seeking to strengthen fighting abilities have been forced to base most of their team training on shipboard drills. The problem they face is that crews are so saddled with maintenance and administrative tasks that most ships manage to conduct on-station drills, on average, less than twenty minutes per week (based on examination of logs). In general practice, shipboard battle and watch drills never focus on explicit objectives, are never planned in advance, and are never precisely evaluated as to results achieved. Battle drills rarely involve condition watches or the problems of shifting from one readiness condition to another under simulated stress or violence. 

4.    The following problems of goal setting and feedback have remained important, difficult, and challenging with respect to battle training within high-threat readiness conditions during extended deployments:

· It is difficult for Battle Control Officers and senior leaders (such as Chief Engineers or Damage Control Assistants) to apprise junior officer or enlisted team leaders (such as Repair Party Leaders or Flying Squad Leaders) of what they are expected to train their people to “become good at.” Although many performance standards are available on-line as Objective Based Training criteria, it is nearly impossible for on-board leaders to see these standards in order to set them as goals to be achieved, think about how to achieve them, and keep track of progress. 

· Without ready access to knowledge of performance standards, it is difficult for junior shipboard personnel to take an active part in setting goals for battle drills and in benefiting from feedback on progress achieved. (Useful techniques to allow all-hands visibility of OBT performance criteria are not available.)

· It is difficult for shipboard leaders to plan training effectively without a reliable way of knowing the status of each team’s current capabilities in comparison with its expected capabilities. This difficulty is particularly challenging when preparation must be accomplished urgently.

· It is difficult for Commanding Officers to communicate particular proficiency standards in such a way as to have them clearly understood and actively pursued.  (For example, when a ship completes predeployment training, the Afloat Training Group might inform the Commanding Officer of training aspects that the ship would be well advised to continue emphasizing; however, such continued emphasis rarely occurs in fact because Commanding Officers have no practicable means of keeping track of what emphases need to be continued or when the desired proficiencies have been achieved.)
​

RECOMMENDATIONS

This study leads to the following recommendations:

1.   Strengthen human protection.

· Provide a first-rate combat uniform, with facilities for care and stowage.

· Equip all living and berthing spaces for emergency care of wounded of either sex.

· Provide facilities for movement of laden stretchers from one deck to another.

· Clear all passageways of possible impediments to rapid passage of heavy materials such as portable equipment, repair materials, and laden stretchers.

· Protect bedding from fire.

· Be able to identify disfigured human battle casualties on board.

· Provide potable water for burn relief at all manned stations.

· Provide emergency toileting facilities near all manned stations.

2.   Design standard on-board organizational chains of responsibility to address battle control and battle training as well as ship’s work.

3.   Provide means for making battle training goals continuously and readily visible to all hands on board.

4.   Monitor and minimize administrative demands and collateral duty assignments upon ship’s personnel.

5. Define Expert Ability to Fight as a leadership goal.

POSTSCRIPT

Originator has served in or with sixteen warships, held four sea commands, made seven overseas deployments, participated in eight campaigns, and served in training and readiness billets in four major Fleet command staffs. Many of the recommendations presented above have been developed and tested at sea. Several have led to Servicewide implementation including the Planned Maintenance System, the Personnel Qualification Standards System, and the Navy Readiness Analysis System (the latter serving as the genesis of the current system of Objective Based Training (OBT) and the concept of Required Operational Capabilities). Conducted one-year test of the concepts of warfare areas and levels of readiness Initiatives have included the Ship’s Readiness Improvement Plan (the first experimental management or “smart” ship), the first automated report of a major Fleet exercise, the concept of Warfare Pins, the concept of Petty Officer titles of address, initiation of a new Fleet Readiness and Training Division in OPNAV, invention of an inflatable surface target, and service as weekly briefer on Fleet readiness to the Secretary of the Navy. In support of this work, MS in Systems Management was received from the George Washington University and PhD in Management from the University of California. 

Research narrative is outlined in Item [A01] of http://dacom.com/fighting-ability/ 
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