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EDITOR'S PREFACE: The mugging of the Stark demonstrates that surface ship readiness is the major issue facing the Navy today. The surface force  would do well to look up to the aviators and down to the submariners for help.     

On 17 May 1987, the USS Stark (FFG-31) steamed in the Persian Gulf along the Iranian Exclusion Zone. She operated as a unit of the Middle East Force, occupying Radar Picket Station-South. After nightfall, the ship was hit by two Exocet missiles fired by an Iraqi Air Force Mirage aircraft. In the explosion and fire following, 37 crewmen lost their lives and the ship was put out of action for many months. Initial investigations indicated that the attack was almost certainly accidental. The Iraqi Jet pilot was both confused on his location and firing blind at a radar blip.

The Stark's heroic damage control actions saved the ship. Less professional, however, were actions prior to the attack. The ship did not warn the Iraqi jet until too late; did not bring her combat battery to full defensive readiness; and did not unmask her batteries and sensors. This modem warship, full of high technology, did not even detect the attack until a lookout actually saw with his naked eye the first Exocet about to strike. The Stark's commanding officer and three other officers were relieved of their duties shortly after the incident.

Congressman Les Aspin (D-WI), chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, offered this summation as he released the committee's staff report on the attack (Report on the Staff Investigation into the Iraqi Attack on the USS STARK, 14 June 1987):

"It wasn't inadequate orders; it wasn't equipment failure; it wasn't because the Stark was in the wrong place. It was a direct result of omissions by both Iraqis and Americans; it was caused by things both the plane and the ship did not do. ... The Stark did not take all the actions available and recommended to warn the Iraqi Mirage off or to destroy the Exocet."

What are we to make of this? Is the Stark incident just an accident of bad luck or perhaps poor leadership? Or is it a symptom of more pervasive problems in the surface navy? Is surface ship readiness what it should be? No!

The data confirm a general assertion that surface ship readiness needs major improvement. Periodically in the Pentagon navy, a summary of readiness history is circulated by type (surface ship, air squadron, submarine, etc.),as reported through the unit reporting system. A study of these classified readiness summaries over time reveals a pattern in which surface ships are significantly less prepared than submarines. (Given that submarines routinely operate intensively in a hostile, demanding environment remote from repair facilities and supply sources, have small crews, possess essentially no on-board repair capacity, and contain the same level of technology as surface ships, the surface navy's reduced readiness cannot be explained as natural or intrinsic.)

The difference between the potential of surface ship readiness and its actuality constitutes a soft kill on a significant percentage of the 600-ship Navy. Of course, no person associated with surface navy readiness happily accepts substandard performance or reduced availability, but still the soft kills stand, given grim expression by the Stark. Why? What is different in the submarine force? How can the surface navy bootstrap its readiness to a higher standard? What can the surface navy learn about readiness from the other warfare communities?

And what about the price tag? A common complaint of surface warfare officers is that the surface force cannot afford true readiness. That is not true. The real problem is that the surface force itself accords readiness too low a priority. Funds to fix surface readiness can be programmed at the required level, and, if the funds are not forthcoming, the surface force's leadership can band together and scream like boiled owls until the resources are provided. Until they have tried that approach and failed, no one can accurately claim that funding for surface readiness is insufficient. Money is an issue, but it is not the fundamental problem.

Just knowing there is a problem is major progress. The purpose in writing is not to start fights in the officers' club bar or internecine wrangles in the Pentagon Navy. But the Stark taught us something. We are not ready, and we owe it to 37 souls to explore the issue fully, throughout the profession. I offer one theory and four proposals in the hope of starting a discussion on these pages leading to a quantum improvement in surface ship readiness.

Theory: In war, the threats facing the submariner, the naval aviator, and the surface officer are fundamentally the same, but in peacetime these three live in different realms. The submariner and the aviator constantly dwell with danger in worlds far more hostile than the surface of the sea. All three must avoid mistakes in their operations, but even with no enemy present, the aviator and submariner must constantly do the right thing. Unpreparedness may embarrass or delay the surface ship, but in peacetime most unreadiness can be handled by stopping the problem and sorting things out. Surface ships float. Complacency is survivable.

In contrast, forgiveness is not in large supply in a submarine or a naval aircraft. Sloppiness can kill a crew in an instant under the most routine circumstances (while also destroying some extremely expensive military hardware). Submariners and aviators get killed if they are not ready, and their approach to operational skills reflects an intensity that surface officers lack.

The contrast in attitudes toward readiness can be striking. The House Armed Services Committee report comments that the Stark benefited in her casualty situation because she was due for an inspection and, therefore, was carrying twice her allowance of damage control equipment. The surface force is notorious for loading a ship undergoing inspection with supplies and operational equipment stripped from sister ships, suggesting a willingness to substitute inspection scores for real readiness. The result is a false picture of readiness on the inspected ship at the expense of the ships supplying the gear. Whom are we trying to fool?

The surface force would do well to understand and adopt wholesale the readiness ethic of the submarine and naval air communities.

This is not an easy task. Submarine and air readiness are profoundly different from surface readiness, but the expressions of this difference are subtle. We have managed to so isolate the three warfare communities that few officers understand more than one of them. The elements that distinguish submarine and air readiness permeate these specialties so extensively that it takes real insight to indicate what works well, and why. The following proposals attempt to bridge this gap and hit the key points that make the submarine and air approaches to readiness so much more effective.

In fairness, a preliminary comment should be made. Submarines and naval aircraft are both so dangerous that devotion to readiness has been essential from the beginning, but neither specialty is immune to complacency. The transition to nuclear submarines was not complete until the Thresher (SSN-593) was lost and the lessons of this disaster were incorporated into submarining. Similarly, transition to high-performance aircraft cost lives and dollars, requiring a whole new approach to naval aviation. New weaponry and a host of technological changes inside the new platforms create new readiness demands, not always addressed perfectly at first. Submariners and aviators are not intrinsically smarter about readiness than surface officers. They just find out how dumb they are sooner—and in a more dramatic way.

Proposal One: Use Standard Operating Procedures: "The Stark incident demonstrates that the Navy is overly reliant on high technology equipment that will not work in combat": Or so the military reformers crowed when the first reports of the attack appeared. That red herring died quickly, however, when it became apparent that much of the Stark's sophisticated equipment had not even been used. Indeed, if it had, the ship might never have been struck. The House Armed Services Committee report concluded that:

"There is no evidence that equipment on the Stark failed to work as designed. Not all equipment was brought into play during the brief encounter, so that this incident tells us very little about their utilization in a wartime situation. The weapons systems aboard the Stark were adequate to the threat it actually faced."

Technology has brought extraordinary capabilities to naval warfare, and no one can say the tools of this technology failed the Stark. Is this the end of the matter? No. These new tools are horribly complicated—even more so now that software dominates the systems and miniaturization makes their innards invisible. The price of greatly expanded capabilities is a greatly expanded demand on the operator. He faces multitudinous critical choices that require positive actions in myriad dimensions of precise performance—all time-compressed as never before. How does a common sailor cope?

He does not cope by working the problem in real time off the top of his head. The threats and the responses to them must be worked through in advance, with the right configurations and right actions planned before the shooting starts—and made simple enough to be effective. These responses should be written somewhere, because they arc far too many to remember. In the past, the naval warrior could stay in the game by following a few simple rules, but the game now goes past memory, and demands simplification, standardization, and procedural discipline. The outcome of the Stark incident clearly indicates that her crew did not have available the precise, concise standard operating procedures (SOPs) needed to fight and win. Of course, surface ships are not the only platforms facing high closing rates and smart weapons. Submariners and aviators must also wrestle with mind-boggling operational high-technology problems. They have found a way to do it. Nearly all submarine and aircraft operations are governed by standard operating procedures. These are approved codifications of the specific steps to follow in applying equipment to specific tasks, along with some rigid discipline. Anyone resents the tyranny of the checklist. But submariners and aviators have found modem technology far too complicated and unforgiving for, "I'm good, don't help me."

By contrast, the surface navy traditionally has resisted application of SOPs. The reasons seem to fall into two categories. First is the belief that surface ship operations are too complex and broad to be reduced to a simple list of tasks.

How can anyone run a combat information center (CIC)from a checklist? No one can. But the numerous sub-operations in CIC are amenable to SOP methods and the problem of overall coordination can be attacked with high-level procedural guides. Similar operations in patrol aircraft and submarine attack centers are standardized in this manner. Procedures can also be developed to handle casualties to equipment, allowing a crew to fight through equipment failures in an organized fashion, as do missile submarine crews in a countdown, with incredible success. Most importantly, lofty doctrine presented in mind-numbing detail can be reduced to procedures simple enough to be followed faithfully even in combat (especially in combat). All but the easiest surface ship operations could be improved by written standardization and the discipline mandating its use.

In fact, far from making standardization impossible, the broad capabilities of high technology in surface ships make concise operational procedures crucial to mission success. Consider the alternative. Should the myriad operational choices new equipment offer be left to the individual operator? Should this occur under the pressure of battle? No. The experts should fight all the engagements in advance and write their battle plans in the form of SOPs.

The surface navy's second objection to SOPs is that they remove the commanding officer's prerogative to fight the ship as he sees best. Take it from the submarine force—the captain can retain his flexibility and still be a great deal more contented if he is confident that his crew members have the necessary procedures to operate the ship successfully and has seen them routinely apply these procedures with proper discipline. He faces a new vulnerability if he ignores the book (procedural knowledge and adherence become sacred in a standardized world), but he also gains new protection—if the script is wrong, he is not. He has a new opportunity, as well, to improve readiness in the entire force, through inputs to upgrade the procedures that become repositories of fleet wisdom.

Most significantly, the commanding officer now has a powerful tool for taming the technology beast. He needs that much more than he does license to get two holes shot through the port side of his ship in the name of "exercising command prerogative."

The availability of operationally sound standard procedures is a keystone of submarine and naval aviation readiness. Both communities rely on these tools with the discipline fundamental to their success. The ethic is glimpsed in the surface navy in only two places: the engineering spaces and in operations with nuclear weapons.

Poor readiness in engineering almost kept the surface navy from getting to the war in Vietnam. The combination of old ships run hard and new ships with high-performance plants tolerating no abuse made engineering downtime the primary source of ship unavailability. The surface navy was dragged kicking and screaming to the submarine and aviation way of handling propulsion plants, which included standard operating procedures. This change resulted in unprecedented engineering success in the surface navy. One can conclude that the incredible resistance surface officers mount against standard operating procedures bears no correlation to the value of such standardization, once in place.

The surface force must take two steps to improve its readiness: study submarine and air procedural standardization, and apply this discipline to its ships.

Proposal Two: Train for Combat: Effective training is critical to readiness in modem warfare. The complexity of high technology systems and the variety of threats force training to be top priority. Without competent operating procedures, training is the only tool that can generate a fully prepared crew. But, of course, everyone does training perfectly.                                            |

The submarine force trained perfectly in torpedo shooting, or so it thought until the Mk-48 torpedo arrived in the 1970s, and with it, new sonars and fire controls. Suddenly, the training approach that worked so well with the Mk-14 (fired with only one variable at close-range surface targets) did not work with a modem, long-range, deep-diving weapon accepting a large number of settings and wire guided to boot. Nor did shore trainers entirely solve the problem. It took the creation of certification teams dedicated to developing true readiness and the devotion of substantial underway training time in the most realistic and challenging scenarios possible to regenerate the readiness lost when the old weapon was discarded,          

Two events revolutionized the air navy's combat training. During the Vietnam War, it became painfully clear that on-the-job training was a lousy way to learn fighter pilot skills. The Navy created Topgun to let pilots learn and live. Like the Air Force's Red Flag, Topgun challenges good pilots to become deadly professionals.

Of course, if there was one thing the pilots could do well, it was strike operations. Hit the bridge at Thanh Hoa? Piece of cake, done it a hundred times. Then, in 1982, they tried to hit some gun positions in the hills near Beirut and lost an A-6 and its pilot, and the bombardier/navigator became a hostage. From that debacle came Strike University, where the training takes the same approach as Topgun, an intensive, no-excuses, hands-on creation of the wartime mission in a training environment.

The submarine force's prospective commanding officer course, the rigorous structure of missile-crew training in fleet ballistic missile submarines, and the disciplined air ASW training standard in the P-3, S-3, and ASW helo communities are three more examples of sharply effective combat training. All these training enterprises in the submarine and air specialties stand for a total commitment to excellence in training for combat. They have no equivalent in the surface navy. Shakedown and refresher training are good for developing basic skills and damage control but are utterly incapable of preparing the surface navy for combat. Annual missile and torpedo firings are so canned and perfunctory that they constitute little more than firing circuit checks, and nobody even keeps score. What about the tactical action officer course? A graduate was on watch when the Stark was hit. And the Surface Warfare Officers School pipeline courses? All the Stark officers attended those courses.

When a surface officer talks about effective readiness training, his examples invariably come from his personal experience at the battle group tactics courses taught by the two Fleet Tactical Training Groups. Submariners and aviators both agree that these courses are top-notch, but (unlike surface officers) they are not startled that such good training exists, having been exposed to equally effective training throughout their careers. (Each submarine squadron has a deputy commander for readiness and a deputy commander for training. Officers serving in these positions have had successful command tours and met the highest requirements of both the type commander and Naval Reactors. Their role is to create better readiness in the squadron's ships. Nothing of this nature exists in the surface force.)

The surface force lacks effective combat training for two possible reasons: no experience with high-quality readiness training and no performance-based readiness standards. Certainly lack of resources is not keeping good training at bay. On the one hand, the surface force dumps huge expenditures into training every year, and yet, on the other hand, capital investment is not what characterizes the necessary high-quality training.

These training enterprises run on human capital. Just two officers—the two best warriors in the force—run the prospective commanding officer training for the entire submarine navy. Topgun is run by the finest fighter jocks available, and Strike U by the best attack aviators. The Fleet Tactical Training Groups have only a handful of staff officers, all handpicked. Wit and energy characterize good readiness training. Training is not cheap, but the issue is how the training dollar is applied.

The surface navy has fine officers, too, but they are victims of a cookie-cutter approach to training that cares more about going through the motions than about the end result. Turned loose, a small cadre of surface warriors who studied and understood how the submariners and aviators do their difficult business could revolutionize combat training for their community.

For want of effective combat training, the surface force has become too much of a peacetime Navy. The Stark's lessons will not be learned fully until the surface force takes on board the readiness training methods of the submariners and the aviators, a training mind-set best voiced in Frank Buck's famous slogan: "Bring 'Em Back Alive."

Proposal Three: Cope with Complexity: Neither aviators nor submariners deal with anything comparable to the extraordinary complexity of the modem surface warship. System is piled upon system and mission on top of mission. Therefore, the price of combat readiness in one area slights readiness in most others.

The surface navy follows a mission dujour preparation for the task immediately at hand and shows pragmatic indifference to the rest: "It's easy to get ready if you've only got one mission. Try it for a hundred. I'm going to get ready for the job I know I have to do now and worry about the next job when it gets here." That approach is unsatisfactory. The problem must be simplified in order to be solved. Standardization in operational procedures and a major improvement in combat training are necessary first steps. There are two other issues, however.

The first is design. The modem surface warship has extraordinary capabilities across the board, but the challenge of training her crew to be able to exploit all the systems fully all the time may be asking the impossible. If all a crew did was train and nobody in that trained crew left the ship, the complexity might be surmountable, but the average crew in the average ship in the average operational cycle can never get there. (The one regular exception is the newly constructed surface warship. With a handpicked, stable crew, a major time commitment to training, and exceptional material support, the plank owner crew usually represents a high standard of readiness. The other 28 years of the ship's life are the problem.)

In a quest to jam the maximum firepower across the widest range of missions on new ships, we have forgotten the humans on board. The day has only so many hours and the leadership of a warship only so many items that can receive "command attention." Even with vast improvements in procedures and training, we are almost certainly past the end-point of an average crew's capabilities.

We must now take a serious look at future warship designs that are specialized to focus on a specific mission. This approach has been followed quite successfully in submarine and naval aircraft design. Many tradeoffs favor the flexibility of the general-purpose ship, but the human factor has not received the attention it must amidst all the technical choices. Trainability may be the critical factor tipping the scales toward simplification. Those decisionmakers who reject mission simplification in favor of the general-purpose warship have on them the onus of guaranteeing readiness in all the mission areas, on the part of all the crews. If the designer cannot promise that, he should simplify the design.

The second issue is also a human one. We have handed the surface community an extremely challenging range of missions designed into its warships and a nearly impossible training problem. The only way this aspect might ever be dealt with successfully is by ensuring that surface warfare officers are the best the system can create. Is the surface navy manned with the right officers?

Clearly, it is not. Dedicated, yes. The surface navy has many superb officers, with a top layer of quality equal to anything in the submarine force or naval air arm. But the bulk of the surface warfare officers are cut from a different cloth, inferior to that of submariners and aviators. We should expect nothing else from a system of:

• Recruiting that requires that submariners and aviators meet academic and physical qualifications significantly beyond those sought in surface accessions.

• Initial training for submariners and aviators several times longer than the surface officer basic pipeline.

•  Major financial inducements in the form of incentive pay and retention bonuses for submariners and aviators, contrasted with no special monetary reward for surface force service.

Having made every possible effort to man the submarine and air navies with the best obtainable talent, the Navy has gotten its wish: submarine and naval air forces of superb readiness—and a surface navy manned by the second team. The surface navy arguably faces the toughest readiness challenge but has the least capable officer corps. The Stark incident indicates that the imbalance is proving unacceptable.

Gunboat diplomacy requires gunboats that work. Given that the United States cannot remain a world power or contain the Soviet Union without a capable surface navy; that surface warships are crucial to coping successfully with the "violent peace"; and that credible readiness in the surface force is crucial to national support of the Navy—we must adjust the allocation of officer talent to ensure a strong surface force. That means a major change in the way surface officers are recruited, trained, and paid. The surface navy must be able to get and keep a quality of officer at least equivalent to his submarine and air counterpart. Maybe the surface officer should even be better than his fellows in other communities.

Proposal Four: End the Isolation: We have become a Navy comprised of smaller navies, supported by a shore establishment made up of non-communicating fiefdoms. Isolation is extreme among the warfare specialties, and bureaucratic insularity typifies the shore establishment. For all officers, the oath of office is the same and the major mission is the same. Yet we line officers identity not with the Navy as a whole but rather with its parts.

We are all naval officers. Yet we allow the insignia on our breast to claim our primary loyalty. We confuse where we go to work with what that work is. And we ignore our comrades at arms. If the surface force's readiness is indeed fundamentally inferior to that of submarines and naval air, the mush from which that problem started was tribalistic community isolation. The only useful solution is a new kind of C3: communication, coordination, and cooperation among all three warfare specialties.

Naval officers are isolated from the other communities at nearly every career step. Hence, ignorance and mistrust of each other are to be expected. The billet structure completely restricts the access of one community to another. A major step toward a solution would be to boldly restructure billets to put officers of all three warfare specialties into operational roles in all three warfare areas.

And let us face another reality: We do not get the help we need from the beach. Readiness requires a fusion of interests and ideas achievable only through the closest possible partnership of four key players:

• The fleet establishment

• The training establishment

• The material establishment

• The staff of the Chief of Naval Operations

Yet each of these players' usual approach to problems is isolated autonomy. Seldom is there even a forum for the tour players to work an issue, much less a broadly established mode of cooperative effort. We have let the boxes on the organizational chart become barriers, ignoring that the primary task of the shore establishment is service to the fleet.

The way to tackle surface readiness is to put the right representatives of the four key players and the three warfare communities in one room and say something like this, "I don't know who's responsible for surface readiness but he is in this room. Let's quit being bureaucrats and figure out how naval officers would solve this problem. Let's forget which birthday ball each of us attends and open the whole Navy as a resource for fixing it. And don't tell me why you can't—tell me how you're going to do it"

Conclusion: They Make 'Em Bleed": A senior submariner watched the surface force's approach to its ship commanding officers for some time and came away in shock He concluded the surface navy expected commanding officers of its ships to be supermen.

He observed that the surface staffs are not sized or manned to support the ships in the way submarine staffs are, the procedures are poorly standardized, the talent is not always the best, the mission training is terrible and repair support is often marginal.

He watched the surface force devour its young in high attrition rates at department head, executive officer and commanding officer screenings. He saw relief-for-cause rates that would brand any submarine leader as a people-eater. He saw, in general, a system offering (by submarine standards) woefully inadequate support and extreme over-reliance on the mining of talent rather than the creation of it.

Finally, this senior submariner shook his head and made this simple observation about the support the surface navy gives the commanding officers of its warships- "They make 'em bleed."

We ask far too much of the surface ship commanding officer in the current system, expecting him (like the Stark s commanding officer) to somehow solve at sea at night under attack the major problems that have been too hard to solve ashore.

The Stark taught us something. Surface ship readiness normally untested and wanting when tried, is the major issue facing the Navy today. It is time to take a round turn.

____________________________________________________________________

Captain Byron currently heads the Training Systems Branch of the Strategic Systems Program Office. He previously has served in the Office of Program Appraisal and Naval Military Personnel Command. He is qualified in both submarines and surface warfare, serving at sea in nuclear and diesel submarines and in a guided missile cruiser. Captain Byron is a 1982 graduate of The National War College, and he is a regular contributor to the Proceedings.
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In December 1988, Proceedings published the following under the heading 

"The Surface Forces Are Ready"

PROCEEDINGS EDITOR'S NOTE:  Captain John Byron took a stand in his December 1987 article, "The Surface Navy is Not Ready." In every issue of Proceedings since, other contributors have shared their views on this subject. Because of the quality and quantity of comments received, a collection of edited responses by serving professionals is offered here. We also asked Captain Byron to respond.

NOTE FOR THIS COLLECTION: The abovementioned "edited responses" are not reproduced in this website except for Captain Byron's concluding comments, which are reprinted as follows:

Byron Responds

___________________________________________________________________

Publishing a controversial article like "The Surface Navy is Not Ready" and the responses to it reflects the spirit of the professionals' forum at work. If such an exchange benefits surface readiness, good. Certainly it benefits the Navy to hold open and serious discussions. Sometimes these dialogues sting a bit, but, as the author Susan George wrote, "If we make no enemies, we should question the worth of our work."

Two fundamental concerns motivate my writing. One stems from my inability to find any surface warfare officer willing to engage the dual questions "why is surface readiness many points lower than submarines?" and "what can be done to close the gap?" In my search for answers, I encountered hand-waving and more than a little anger at my impertinence, but could find no one saying either that the questions had been studied and we know the answers, or even that the questions are valid and should be studied. The questions, in fact, are valid and must be addressed.

The second motivator is my belief that each percentage point of surface unreadiness equates to ships unavailable for full service. This translates directly to a requirement for additional ships to regain the readiness product needed. In this time of reduced spending, the dollar tradeoff between buying new hulls and fixing readiness in the ones we already have gives great leverage to readiness improvement—especially in those areas that we are now paying good money for: training and documentation.

Critics think my use of the Stark incident to make my points is wrong or unfair. They say the Stark was an aberration. "Bad skipper" is the line I have heard from just about every surface warfare officer I have talked to. Okay, but the submariners and fliers I have discussed this with also say "bad system." It was the near universality of their opinion that the Stark highlighted systemic failings in the surface navy's approach to readiness that prompted me to write. Unlike many of them, though, I believe that something can be done to fix surface readiness.

Lieutenant J. K. Kuhn writes that the Stark's "mugging" had no more to do with surface readiness than the losses of the Thresher and Scorpion did with submarine readiness. The difference among the tragedies is in what happened after the accidents. The submarine force essentially tore itself apart for two years after the Thresher's loss to ensure that every lesson would be learned and applied. The entire SubSafe program came out of the incident. Ships being built were stopped and rebuilt. Ships in commission were restricted in operation until the major modifications coming from the investigation could be backfitted in overhaul. The entire effort cost billions. The Scorpion's loss caused less change, because fewer details are known of her demise. Nonetheless, several areas, notably battery charging and weapons maintenance, were significantly changed because of the Scorpion.

What significant changes has the Stark generated thus far? Nothing can come from the attack if the surface force simply writes it off as "bad skipper." That skipper came from a system. His ship was placed in harm's way, trained a certain way to a certain level, and evaluated as ready to a particular standard by a particular process. The Stark makes these all suspect. I give Captain Brindel no sympathy at all, but he was right in one thing: the investigation stopped short of the true causes.

The writers' collective opinion seems divided about evenly between a belief that submariners are too much the silent service when it comes to inter-community cooperation, and the opinion that everyone would be better off if this submariner would shut up. It takes two to hold a dialogue. Most senior submariners I know, like me, have made earnest efforts to offer ideas to the surface force, which they thought would help, but with little interest back. Surface warfare officers should accept that their comrades at arms in the two other major warfare specialties have useful things to say and are ready to work with the surface force to improve overall readiness. Let's talk.

The matter of surface ship design and complexity is much discussed. I share the writers' belief that the versatility of multipurpose surface warships is a major plus, but I argue that crews must be capable inherently of tapping that versatility. A mismatch between a ship's capabilities and its crew's ability to exploit them fully places the surface force in a fool's paradise, unless the force sets the firm standard of full readiness in all the systems all the time. Commander R. B. Shields says the primary thing that the Stark had to worry with in the Gulf was AAW and antisurface warfare, so slighting ASW was okay. Such a philosophy is dead wrong.

The enemy sets the standards, gentlemen. One day of combat with the Soviets will test all the capabilities of our ships. And a longer conflict will render useless the first-response battle mode so often cited by surface warfare officers: one cannot counter a serious enemy in the long run by throwing all the ordnance into the air and over the side. Dealing with a full multidimensional threat will require total effectiveness in employing every capability designed into the ships. The point is basic: either make the training better or the ships simpler.

Commodore Miller makes me out to be a "frustrated Pentagon staff officer." The fact is, during a 32-year Navy career, I have spent just 23 months in the Pentagon—and I'm not there now. If I am frustrated, it's because officers of the surface persuasion seem to believe that the truth of a message rests entirely on the surface warfare bona fides of the messenger. Fine, then pursue that. Ask for a frank assessment of U. S. surface ship readiness from your Dutch or British NATO counterparts. 1 have heard from both and know their opinions come close to mine.

Several commentators (notably. Captain David Clark) resent my "outsider" comments. Remember, I am qualified surface warfare officer—not an outsider. More important, no line officer should be held as an "outsider" by his fellow officers, even if he or she is of a different line community. The essence of naval officership is intrinsic to the profession, not the platform in which the officer rides. Notions to the contrary are the reason we have so much difficulty sharing ideas. Having been forced by Congress to engage inter-service jointness, we now need to force ourselves to create "inner jointness," to get back to a blue-suit definition of line officer that transcends platform parochialism.

Captain Clark also notes there are not any submarines or aircraft carriers operating where the Iraqis hit the Stark—obviously, because the Persian Gulf is a pretty dumb place to put a carrier, and it is too shallow to operate a submarine. But they are there nearby in the Arabian Sea, where they have been since 1979, when Indian Ocean operations started in earnest. To imply that surface ships are the only type to show at the scene of a scrap is poppycock.

Commander R. Robinson Harris says, correctly, that the surface navy knows danger in its daily work. My point was not that peacetime danger is absent in surface ships, but that submariners and fliers deal with danger's ever-presence in a fundamentally different way.

Many critics believe that I am foolish to claim that money is not the primary problem in surface readiness. I have two responses. First, resources are already flowing to maintain surface readiness. I contend that if we were smarter in what we bought with these funds and copied from the submarine and air navies, we could improve readiness rather than just maintain it.

Second, the surface navy is not naturally impaired in its search for resources. All the platform barons get equal time at the trough—surface included. Every community is required to set its priorities and articulate its case for funds. In the surface force's case, I believe its priorities are wrong and its articulation poor. The surface navy itself does not hold readiness issues to be important enough to warrant sacrifice of other surface spending priorities, notably ship acquisition.

The resources needed to address surface readiness in full are probably less than the price of one more warship. Whether that warship is an Arleigh Burke (DDG-51)- or a Los Angeles (SSN-688)-class unit is a decision left to be made, but surface officers should recognize that the submarine force and the aviation community have been buying good readiness on the installment plan for a long time now. Fixing surface readiness will take a big down payment. It is time to cut a deal to put some real resources into the readiness pot, and, regardless of whether that means a 599-ship Navy (or, as it seems to be going, a 583-ship Navy); that investment is good spending. No deal is possible, of course, if there is no problem to solve. The surface force will have to confess that it has a readiness problem to get funding to solve it.

For those who believe the submarine force is unfamiliar with resource restrictions, I can only say that it is raining on both sides of the line of scrimmage. The submarine force gets its money the old-fashioned way: it grovels. If it does the job better than the surface navy, it is not because the deck is stacked.

On procedural standardization in surface ships, my decision to pursue the issue came after I had studied the combat systems doctrine for the Oliver Hazard Perr (FFG-7)-class frigate. Captain J. Michael Rodgers (see March 1988 Proceedings, pp. 20-24) presents well the progress under way to improve procedural standardization in our surface warships. He describes an evolutionary process, in which the submarine and naval aviation communities are much further along than the surface force. As goals, surface force combat-system procedures should:

 •Come with the equipment, system, and class

 •Be integrated for all sensors, processors, and weaponsin a ship class

 •Be standard throughout the force (Configuration control in surface ships should be improved significantly to permit procedural standardization.)

 •Contain step-by-step details for setting equipment optimally in all modes

 •Embody doctrine

 •Anticipate casualty situations by providing casualty procedures to counter all predictable equipment failures in a disciplined way

 •Be sailor-tested in combat-like conditions

 •Be authoritatively promulgated and maintained by the material establishment and the operational chain of command, working in partnership

 •Be used as the basis for training at all levels

 •Be accompanied by a mandatory standard of discipline (Documentation without discipline is useless.)

Surface warfare officers should quit deluding themselves. Look at aviation's NATOPS (Naval Air Training and Operating Procedures Standardization), the ballistic-missile force's strategic weapons standard operating procedures, and the submarine combat system documentation, produced by Submarine Development Squadron Twelve. These are the foundations on which battle orders can be built and doctrine exploited. Do not expect a new commanding officer to have it right at the start of his tour—nor probably really figure it out even by the end. Help him. Help yourselves. See how the other guys do it.

On the matter of surface force readiness training, the good things being done in the submarine and aviation communities contrast markedly with the perfunctory ritual that passes for combat training in the surface force. Some writers think I don't know about Surface Warfare Officer School and its fine contribution. Certainly I do. But sending a prospective commanding officer to class is not the same as putting him to sea and beating his brains till he can shoot torpedoes proficiently in his sleep. Training the officers of a wardroom individually ashore is not the same as taking that wardroom, the crew, and the ship itself into a realistic battle training test as challenging as the human mind can make it. Go look at demonstration and shakedown operations, submarine torpedo certification exercises, Top Gun, Strike University, the Air Force's RedFlag, the Army's Fort Irwin, and the Marine Corps's aviation weapons and tactics squadron. If there's anything even remotely close to these in effectiveness in the surface force, I'll eat my hat.

Several writers say that the surface navy's readiness squadrons and tactical squadrons fill the bill for readiness training. Not without manpower they don't. The submarine force puts two post-command deputies (front runners, all) in each of its squadrons and groups, giving them authority to evaluate the ships stringently and to train them hard. Naval aviation similarly invests its best commanding officers by next assigning them to readiness air squadrons and carrier air wings. The surface force, by contrast, lets all its skippers escape until they come back in major command, where they are spread too thin to have the impact on readiness needed. The surface force would be well advised to be as selfish as the air and submarine navies inputting its successful skippers right back to work improving readiness.

Commander William Sullivan mentions the new pierside trainers. These can help, but only if human beings with training expertise come with them. The difference between Harvard, for example, and your local community college is not the quality of the bricks or the superior strain of ivy on the walls. The faculty and its commitment to excellence make the difference. If the pierside trainers show up without the Navy equivalent of a Harvard faculty in readiness instructors, the trainers are just so much more junk; the effort is nothing better than handing a sick patient a scalpel for appendicitis.

Too much engineering emphasis, as several authors contend? No, the opposite: no emphasis on combat skills equivalent to the engineering emphasis; no system as effective as the Propulsion Examining Board in demanding warfare performance. Consider Commander Sullivan's statement: 

"Ten minutes before that Exocet slammed into the Stark's side, if you had asked the commanding officer what he feared most over the next few months, it wouldn't have been mines, Exocet, or Maverick missiles—it would have been his upcoming outchop OPPE."                         

As this statement (unfortunately true) shows, we have gotten things terribly backwards. But the answer is not to chuck the engineering progress so painfully gained, rather, it is to apply that same discipline and energy to a more important task, combat readiness.

Too many inspections? Probably. The surface force seems to think quality can be inspected into a system. It cannot. Hard-nosed combat training at sea and in the schools creates readiness. Rigid certification procedures, with teams of experts and time to look, can then verify that the minimum standards are met.

The positive comments made about points in my article add more conviction to my belief that surface force readiness needs fixing. I think we need a serious, strenuous review of readiness by a team of the best warriors we have, representing all communities. That may sound like a description of the Strategic Studies Group at the Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island. Good. I urge that surface readiness be the focus of next year's group. If not them, then a solid, comparable off-line committee. Such a group would have four tasks:

• Set standards and goals for surface force readiness.

• Assess the current state of surface force readiness.

• Study the specific ways readiness is kept higher in the submarine and naval aviation forces.

• Present priorities and recommendations to the highest leadership of the Navy.

It is up to all of us, now. Let's work together to improve surface readiness.

— Captain John L. Byron. U. S. Navy
