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The United States Navy is in deep and serious trouble,                      

We have seen one of our warships taken by surprise in a high threat area at a cost of nearly one-third of her crew. We have been watching TV pictures of U.S. escort ships following behind tankers they are, supposedly protecting during passage through hazardous waters, and other pictures of U.S. "man o' warsmen" leaning over lifelines in the bows of their ships, presumably looking for mines which, if encountered, would either kill them at once or throw them bodily into the sea.

Most of our ships are not only untrained for fighting but are unable to train themselves for fighting when called upon in emergency. 

If another event should occur such as the strike against the USS Stark—then it is probable that lives will again be lost, equipment put out of action, and overall ,naval strength sacrificed, unnecessarily,

Given the total dependence of America's security, economy, and freedom on ocean commerce, along with the almost extinct condition of our maritime industry as to both shipping and shipbuilding, the fact that the U.S. Fleet is so seriously unprepared places this country, in peacetime as well as wartime, in a position of unprecedented danger. Many of our successes at sea in World War II stemmed |from a massive national ability to build ships faster than our enemies could sink them, an ability we no longer possess. 

The Navy's trouble to which I refer is not concerned with inadequacies of ships, planes, weapons, technology, personnel, dollars, or other "countable" resources. It comes down to a matter of philosophical disregard for the consequences of violence on the part of the leaders who conceive, design, command, and operate the Navy's ships. The further consequence is such as to gravely impair the state of battle training of the operating forces—the ability of our sailors to deliver their firepower in conditions of severe stress, violence, or surprise.

The following discussion cites explicit are currently seriously degraded. Critical questions remain as to whether realistic prospects exist for transition from the Navy's current status to that of the elite fighting force this nation must have for its protection.

To form the above conclusion, this writer has, over the past five years, closely observed battle training in 16 ships at sea, corresponded with 125 others, talked with over 50 fleet training instructors, and visited or corresponded with over 300 other Naval commanders, staffs, and professionals.

Every observation and conclusion cited below is to be understood in the context of the following theoretical (by no means official) definition:

The ability to fight is equal to the ability to perform every designed function under conditions of severe stress, extreme violence, and/or attempted enemy surprise.

Performing "every designed function" means being able to sail, shoot, launch and recover, navigate, detect, communicate, maintain, replenish, sustain, etc. It means being able to do all the things a ship is built o enable its crew to do. The aspects of stress, violence, and surprise, however, have largely disappeared from the Navy's philosophies of design and training. To understand the consequences, the lay reader must first understand several distinctive aspects of shipboard activity that affect how ships' crews work and fight. 

examples of operational  capabilities that First is the matter of how crews are organized. For the day-to-day work of maintenance and administration, personnel may be subdivided into several departments, each department containing several divisions. For watch-standing and fighting, the crew is rearranged into readiness conditions. For example, Condition One, or General Quarters, has all hands alert on their battle stations. Condition Three calls for one-third of the crew to be on station at a time under circumstances where hostile action is considered reasonably possible. Condition Four puts the crew on stations in four rotating sections for normal peace time steaming. There is no standard readiness condition in port that corresponds to General Quarters at sea. 

The chain of command and accountability for the effectiveness of every watch section within each of these readiness conditions differs markedly from the chain for every other watch or condition. More than half the crew members of a typical ship will report to different leaders in Condition One then they do for their day-to-day work. A well trained ship's company should be able not only to function effectively within, but to shift effectively between, any of these organizational arrangements under conditions of gross physical disruption and massive human casualties—surely one of the most challenging management environments conceivable and yet one that has not been critically analyzed since the year 1909. This sudden demand for being able to shift stations and duties under grossly disruptive conditions is precisely the situation that faced the Stark, a situation for which standard Navy training procedures fail to prepare the crews of its ships.

The bottom line of the foregoing is that U.S. warships today are organized primarily for maintenance and administration, not for battle or battle training. Despite the Navy's supposed commitment to the notion of "single chain of command," the standard system of organization in its ships has evolved so as to preclude the existence of any clear and continuing chain of responsibility and accountability from individual sailor to commanding officer for overall ability to fight, an ability encompassing state of material,

state of health, and state of training. And there is no office or agency in the U.S. Navy that has continuing responsibility or cognizance for study and adjustment of standard methods of shipboard organization in conjunction with shipboard battle training.

The reader must also understand in general how most Navy surface ships are conventionally trained for battle (as distinguished from how they are trained for maintenance and administration).

About one-third of the Fleet is kept deployed for six to eight months at a time to the Western Pacific and the Mediterranean. A few units operate in the Indian Ocean and the Middle East. During these major deployments, the Fleet engages in large scale training exercises that involve mainly the efforts of high level commanders, their staffs, aviation units, and the very few shipboard personnel that participate in operational decisionmaking.Units that remain near the continental U. S.  are in overhaul, under repair, or undergoing a massive series of material and administrative inspections and shipboard exercises.

After completing major overhauls, ships are assigned to several weeks of "refresher training" (reftra) under the guidance of seasoned instructors from fleet training commands. This refresher training is the only aspect of training that attempts to focus on conditions simulating battle. It is repeated before every scheduled major deployment (when it is called "Interim Reftra") in order to raise levels of training from what the Fleet commanders call "basic" to "intermediate." By the time ships complete deployment, their levels of training are presumed to merit being called "advanced," although no reliable measurement system exists as a basis for this presumption. In case of a major emergency calling for sudden augmentation of deployed forces, many ships will inevitably be ordered to proceed to forward areas without opportunity for Interim Reftra, potentially facing the prospect of battle while still at a "basic" level of training.

The foregoing peculiarities of the typical warship environment, with the exception of the recent notion of need for Interim Reftra, have been the rule in our Navy since early in this century. Meanwhile, the nature of the combatant threat has grossly changed. Massive and growing Soviet and Chinese submarine fleets, probably capable of launching anti-ship missile attacks from 300-mile ranges, pose an unprecedented threat against ships whose movements are operationally constrained. The latter include amphibious assault units, convoys loading, unloading, and enroute, units conducting underway replenishment, carriers conducting flight operations, ships in ports and channels, and prepositioned resupply units. Even the threat of chemical warfare would substantially change the way our ships are operated at sea by severely aggravating human exhaustion. Soviet emphasis on covert strike team (spetsnaz) operations, the new potentials of terrorist activities, and the widespread availability of "scuba" equipment with re breathers, all combine to escalate the dangers to ships in port. Our warships are in port far more than they are at sea, and they must be able to use port facilities in foreign nations for repair, replenishment, and occasional rest and recreation for their crews.

The following observations, all of which concern human performance, describe typical degradations that currently limit the ability of U.S. warships to cope with the challenges of violent combat. These findings may come across to some readers as "Navy-bashing," unnecessarily destructive and unhelpful. Such is the opposite of their intent.

Let the families and loved ones of the casualties of the attack on the USS Stark take note. In no other area has the performance of the operational, material, and medical leaders of the United States Navy been so "unwarlike."

A moment should be taken here to comprehend some of the hazards to human beings and human performance in a surface warship in the violence of battle.

Understand first that adding one man to the crew of a modern warship enormously increases the marginal cost of building and operating the ship. As a result, crew sizes are designed as small as possible. Thus, every man's mental and physical competence at his station becomes nearly indispensable, particularly in battle.

Nevertheless, human capabilities are the most vulnerable and the most sensitive to violence, of all critical resources in any ship. Consider the following: A ship with all its watertight doors and hatches tightly closed, as they are for bat-tie, isolates its crew into small groups, some comprising no more than one person. Internal communication becomes difficult and easily disrupted. Hot spaces and poor   ventilation   can    foster claustrophobia. The impacts of prolonged suspense, stress, fear, and fatigue can be greatly aggravated.

If the ship is hit by a major weapon, or even shaken by a near miss, the instantaneous effect will be severe physical shock. A large ship may be picked up and shaken like a small toy. Everything onboard that is unsecured, regardless of how heavy, will be picked up and smashed down again. People will be thrown violently against sharp structures. The structure of the ship itself will be torn and twisted like cardboard. Loose deck plates and gratings will become huge knives. Tools and equipment will be scattered and smashed.

The most devastating next consequence will be fire. An all metal ship contains astonishing quantities of burnable materials: lubricating oils, jet fuels, hydraulic fluids, paints, plastics, furniture, paper, rope, clothing, bedding, munitions, explosive gases, and unburned propellants from the striking weapons themselves. Initial flash effects will instantly sear and destroy exposed skin. Decks, bulkheads, and overheads will turn red hot. At very high heat, aluminum  becomes highly flammable by itself, and aluminum in conjunction with steel produces "thermit" chemical reactions capable of burning all the way through the bottom of a ship. Heavy smoke will destroy lungs as well as vision. Fire will destroy not only structures, weapons, equipment, and people, but the very tools needed to fight fire itself.

Massive explosions and fires will always be accompanied by impacts that destroy human minds and wills: escaping lives team, overwhelming noise, total darkness, suffocation, electrocution, and the sights, sounds, and smells of terrible wounds and death.

And always, of course, there will be the ocean: the monstrous forces of water, the nearness of drowning even on board. And all the things that men need to do in ships in battle must often be done in tropical heat or arctic ice, in fog and in storm, in ships severely pitching, rolling, and heeling, and potentially in gases from toxic weapons or contamination from nuclear radiation.

Now how does the Navy protect its The Fleet routinely clothes its fighting men in ludicrous "combat uniforms" by telling them that when fighting is imminent ;they should tuck their pants into their socks, button their collars, and put on discarded army steel helmets that were designed to divert rifle bullets. Short sleeves are still the rule on board ship, the lessons learned early in WWII about flashburns having long been discarded. Officers' and Chief Petty Officers' uniforms are not only short-sleeved but largely made of polyester fabrics, which adhere to the skin under high heat.

New types of protective clothing have been designed in recent years, but with no thought given to storing them in places where they can be put quickly to use or to solving the difficult problems of custody and care. Men fighting fire in Fleet firefighting schools are well protected by suitable clothing; but on board ship, where the dangers are infinitely greater, no such clothing is available or even allowed. Even the Navy's quasi-official Surface Warfare magazine, by way of setting examples for its shipboard readers, has pictured expert firefighters regularly doing their thing in battle exercises in their underwear. During high-threat condition watches, protective headgear must somehow be obtained from remote locations after the ship has been hit.

One of the lessons learned in the Navy's last major war was the need for flameproof bedding covers. Today, not only have the covers themselves disappeared, but crew's mattresses are now made of materials reputed to emit toxic gasses when heated. 

Oil-based paints, once mainly responsible for the literal destruction by fire of some of the Fleet's best ships, are again in regular use. Ships are again filled with loose heavy furnishings that can kill people and jam passageways in case of violence, without means for rapid securing.

Planned provision for care of the wounded has nearly vanished from the shipboard scene. Dog tags have entirely disappeared, making it doubly difficult to identify the severely wounded. Laden stretchers cannot be carried up or down steep ladders (not to mention extraordinary challenges to female stretcher bearers), or transported along passageways crowded with fixtures and panels. Potable water—the best first aid for flesh burns—is unavailable at battle or watch stations. Emergency medical (battle dressing) stations are oftenshipboard sailors in designated as secondary usages for spaces such as officer's wardrooms or petty officers' messes, with only makeshift provision for stowage and mounting of medical implements and no provision whatever for protection of people or materials in case of violent shock or radical ship's motion or attitude. Shipboard doctors in most large surface combatants are not only untrained as to expected battle conditions but reputedly regarded as cast-offs among the Navy's medical professionals.

Most hull designs make no provision whatever for transfer of wounded from one location to another or for their care in case of need to abandon the ship. Some onboard stretchers are so complex as to be unusable by most sailors. A few deliberately designed battle dressing stations are so arranged as actually to impede transfer of a wounded person from stretcher to worktable. I observed in one exercise that wounded could not be moved from a destroyer to a repair ship alongside—two brand new ships supposedly designed to fit neatly together—without cutting into the former's hull.

The foregoing conditions relate mainly to physiological well-being and stamina under battle conditions. Little or no thought has been given to the psychological stamina of men subject to the severe and prolonged stresses of shipboard combat. When one does find thoughtful studies of this critical aspect ofconditions of severe stresshuman performance in violence, such studies almost invariably relate to flyers or soldiers, sometimes to submariners, rarely to surface ships' companies.

In recent years, and particularly since the British Falkland campaign and the attack on Stark, extraordinary rhetorical attention has been given to shipboard damage control. Some new technology has been introduced, especially with regard to installed firefighting materials. One major advance has been made with respect to training, as the Pacific Training Command began developing and teaching techniques to cope with massive shipboard conflagrations. In general, Naval leaders trust that major shipboard battle damage will be dealt with initially and skillfully by on-station damage control teams, usually called "repair parties."

In drills as well as actual emergencies, the realistic activities of repair parties are scrambles of inept and noisy confusion as well as uncertainty of purpose and direction. In amphibious assault ships, in particular, refresher training is performed in two separate phases. Here the first phase attempts to emphasize training of repair parties. The second phase is supervised by a different training command and puts each ship into its assault mode, where it is presumed to be confronting a desperate enemy ashore. For this second phase of training, repair parties to other stations needed for handling cargo and assault craft. The problem of how a commanding officer is expected to cope with damage sustained during assault operations without his damage control personnel on station is regarded by higher command as simply impracticable of solution. When one of the Navy's newest assault ships was being designed (the LHA), the Navy Department was unable to tell the contractor what damage control teams were intended to be able to do during ship-to-shore assault operations. Precisely the same dilemma is faced by commanding officers of logistic ships conducting underway replenishment operations alongside combatants at sea, during which their repair parties man replenishment stations rather than repair stations. (Most logistic ships, by the way, do not carry anti-missile defense weapons. Logistic ships, indispensable as they are, are presumed to be "non-combatant.") As for the combatants themselves, very few are designed to carry sufficient personnel to keep even a single repair party manned (out of a total of four or five in a small ship) when the threat situation dictates" hostile action possible" (calling for Readiness Condition Three).

Each shipboard repair party is ideally-called upon to be expertly trained in perhaps a dozen team skills, such as firefighting, deflooding, providing emergency electric power, or shoring weakened decks or bulkheads. Because of unceasing demands for time to be devotedpersonnel are transferred Even in ships as technologically advanced as our newest cruisers, damage information would still be recorded on the bridge by sailors wearing telephones and using marking pencils on makeshift paper or plastic charts, an archaic and highly inefficient procedure. Since the captain's normal battle station in most ships is no longer on the bridge, his emergency decisions—for example, when and if to order "abandon ship"—would be even less informed today than they were during the last war. The captain of the cruiser Houston was accused of abandoning too early and the captain of the cruiser Indianapolis of abandoning too late, in both cases jeopardizing many lives.

Neither has the Navy provided its ships with any reliable method of keeping accurate track of the day-to-day state oft raining of their ships. Such a facility is wholly feasible and would be relatively inexpensive. Yet without it, commanding officers remain unable to set training goals, |measure progress, plan battle drills, or provide essential feedback to their crews to help strengthen their motivation toward achievement of excellence,                

The Fleet continues to blame poor visual detection performance as a principal culprit in almost every major operational exercise. Yet Fleet commanders have also neglected to specify detailed criteria for optimal performance by visual lookouts: whether it is desirable for them to be able to recognize particular types of ships and |aircraft, and if so whether recognition is to be based on trained memory or quickly available visual aids or both; in what terms to report ranges, altitudes, bearings; speeds, and directions of movement; whether headset telephones may be worn (possibly contrary to law); or what protective clothing is to be kept closely at hand in case of chemical or biological threat. The conventional principle has been to delegate these details as matters of local command policy. But as a result, no modern U.S. ship includes systematically designed lookout stations in its structural design. And standard systems fail to define lookout performance standards or to provide corresponding training devices 

Ships have been carrying nuclear warhead missiles for almost thirty years. For most of this period the weapons have been incapable of effective use. The reason is that there have been no official employment doctrine—no approved basis on which commanding officers could decide how many missiles to shoot, at what targets, how rapidly, or when, or with what precautions against damage (such as blinding) to personnel in friendly ships and aircraft. Literally billions of dollars have been wasted simply because no one has taken the trouble to think through this problem in terms of fighting.

The degraded fighting capabilities cited above are reflections of a deeper syndrome within the organizational culture of the peacetime United States Navy—a syndrome similar to that which has existed prior to every major war in which we have been engaged, but which in present circumstances could spell disaster for this nation. This time, the first major battle will probably occur in peacetime, just as it did at Pearl Harbor in 1941. Nevertheless, our Navy still does not really think in terms of fighting, of being able to deliver firepower while getting hurt. And this time we shall not have the luxury of being able to replace lost ships.

The business in which American warships are engaged—the business of protecting this nation against any formidable opponent bent on world conquest—is deadly and serious. High technology, one of our Navy's boasts, does not keep people alive when the missiles hit. NASA found out the consequences of failing to take human risks seriously when the Challenger exploded, and the problem in NASA was not technology but management.

It is time for the U.S. Navy to get serious.*and materials.from
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