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Author's preface: Following publication, this article elicited requests for reprints from officers in 95 ships. These requests were followed by correspondence seeking additional opinions regarding application to different types of teams. Selected comments and recommendations subsequently published by Proceedings are attached at the end of this reprint.

The procedures proposed herein served as a precursor to the current system of Objective Based Training (OBT); however, as of 2003 OBT still fails to provide resources for making battle training objectives and progress continuously visible to shipboard personnel, and thus fails to support battle training during deployments.

***************

Scene: The flag conference room of a fleet training command.(
Chairman: Ladies and Gentlemen, my name is Rear Admiral Adam Brown, and it is my privilege to welcome you to this meeting. Our purpose today is to hear from personnel of a ship who have conducted an unusual training experiment and to see what we can learn from their conclusions. I have heard some of the results of this test, and I can assure you that part of what you are about to hear may come as something of a shock. The commanding officer (CO) of this ship came to me about a year ago to explain the experiment he had in mind; he asked for a special Operational Readiness Evaluation (ORE), which we conducted. Last week, we conducted another evaluation in order to measure what changes in readiness might have taken place in the nine-month interval. More on the results of these two evaluations later.

Let me now present the ship's captain, Commander Farley Cavendish. Just a second—is there a question in the back there?

Member of audience: I am Commander Joe Kostik, executive officer of a ship in the same battle group. This is a subject about which I feel very strongly. I've watched this experiment carefully for the past year or so, and I want to caution everyone here to listen with a great deal of skepticism. In my opinion, the experiment was fanciful and unlikely to be applicable to other ships and conditions. Otherwise, my mind is open.

Chairman: Thank you. Commander. Please proceed, Commander Cavendish.

Commander Cavendish: Let me introduce Midshipman Laura Petrie, who will be operating the projector.

Our incentive for undertaking this program was based on four concerns. First, the extended ranges of modem weapons have greatly increased the threat to our ships. This, together with the growing strength of our potential adversaries, creates an urgent need for excellence of performance in our fleet. Second, the rising complexity of our hardware is causing many of our ships—not just this ship—to develop Achilles' heels, or areas that are critically vulnerable to human frailties and human errors, particularly under conditions of massive violence or extreme stress. Third, we did not see ourselves as truly expert fighting men. We believed we were good operators and could get to the fight in good shape, but we were not sure how well we could perform if our ship and crew were badly hurt. And fourth, we believe that our most pressing peacetime mission is to improve our ability to fight this ship. Five years from now, our ship should be able to demonstrate a higher level of readiness to fight than we can today, using the same equipment. Failure to improve is usually conveniently blamed on turnover. But turnover is not going to go away. The task at hand is to learn how to make progress in spite of turnover or even to use it to our advantage.

So we decided to think hard about what it might right now to build a very high level of ability to fight. We proposed to focus on only one group or team as a prototype, so that the whole effort would not be too disruptive if it failed. We decided to try a repair party, because: (1) when these people are on battle stations they are often led by persons other than their regular working supervisors; (2) they suffer the highest turnover on board; and (3) they are often not technically skilled.

Why do we talk about training the "expert team?" We already have a personnel qualification standards (PQS)system to help train individuals to operate and fight. The point is that there are many vital functions to be performed in battle that can be accomplished only by coordinated teams. However, we still do not have a practical way to give direction to, or to keep track of, the training qualifications of these teams. 

Our presentation will address four particular tasks: how to set team goals, how to evaluate results achieved, how to provide feedback to team members, and how to strengthen team cohesiveness. At the end, I shall briefly discuss prospects for generalizing the lessons we've learned. Now, Lieutenant Underwood Dalrymple, my damage control assistant, will take over.

Lieutenant Dalrymple: We had two purposes in setting goals for our prototype team: first, to help build motivation to achieve progress, and second, to stay ready for the next opportunity for on-station drill, regardless of when that might occur. We wanted these training goals to consist of functions the team should be able to perform if it were expertly trained. So the first job would be to list all the team's "designed capabilities"—the reasons for its existence. These we nicknamed "DesCaps." It will not be news to anyone here that the things an expert repair party is supposed to be able to do can be found spread around in a considerable number of books, manuals, newsletters, and whatnot. However, this fact alone made the task worth doing. Like maintenance before the advent of the planned maintenance system (PMS), there exists today an urgent need to get such material out of the desks and filing cabinets and into a form that sailors can see and use.

We were able to simplify our research by taking advantage of what had already been done by others. Our principal sources became the Type Commander's Repair Party Manual, the Fleet Training Group evaluation forms, the PQS system, and above all, our own commanding officer's criteria for excellence.
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The result was the list of DesCaps you see in Slide 1. This is a shopping list of possible training goals, any one of which could be selected as the team's immediate goal. Each one of these titles would need some sort of list or description of what functions it was meant to include. For this purpose we created a single checksheet or card—somewhat like a maintenance requirements card—to list the functions comprising each DesCap. An example is shown on Slide 2.
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For many of these capabilities and functions, we couldn't find explicit criteria in any of the books or manuals. However, what seemed most important was to describe each designed capability in enough detail so that everyone thinking about it would be thinking about the same thing.

Questions, anyone?

Commander Kostik: I just hope this audience can visualize the stupendous workload that would be involved in digging out all the performance criteria for all the teams in every ship. What our ships need least is another mountain of mandatory paperwork. Also, this business of setting goals is beginning to sound like management by objectives, and the end result of that is likely to be more pressure on sailors than they can take.

Commander Cavendish: Thank you. Commander. Your point about the workload involved in documenting designed capabilities is especially well taken. I would now like to present my executive officer, Lieutenant Commander Thomas Myers, to talk about evaluation.

Lieutenant Commander Myers: Thank you, Captain.

The central need for a system of evaluating results was to enable us to decide which goals had been achieved by the team and which had not. What we obviously had to have first was a scoring system.

There we ran into several problems. The standard Navy way of describing exercise or inspection results as unsat/sat/good/excellent/outstanding wouldn't do. We foresaw that too often a grade of "good" might be unsatisfactory, while the only grade corresponding with acceptable readiness to fight might be "excellent." Also, the standard Navy's system for describing levels of readiness as Cl, C2, C3, or C4 seemed too complicated. We decided to use only two grades: "ready to fight" and "not ready to fight." You either are, or you aren't.

But what should be the basis for assigning one grade or the other? As Lieutenant Dalrymple has mentioned, there is a dearth of so-called "objective" criteria for evaluating performance. Also, turnover or casualties would cause frequent changes. The solution we decided on was to depend entirely and openly on "professional judgment." The only condition would be to keep track of whose judgment. Once a leader at any level had declared a team ready to fight, a leader at any higher level could spot check and verify or refute the last evaluation. When the CO himself was able to make an evaluation, his judgment would be "it." (Our skipper, by the way, always personally evaluated the team's capabilities for fire fighting.)

Now, Master Chief Andrew Lefkowitz, the leader of the prototype repair party, will explain how all this information on DesCaps, goals, and evaluations was brought to the team level. Master Chief Lef . . . Excuse me—Commander Kostik, do you have another comment?

Commander Kostik: I certainly do. Are you seriously considering a new scheme for measuring readiness? And then spreading it throughout the fleet? We already have an OpNav instruction that says the unit status and identity report (UnitRep) will be the only scheme used anywhere. Do you propose to ignore that instruction? And talk about subjective judgments! Who in the world will believe a CO who says his own teams are all "ready to fight," when these so-called evaluations just might boost his own next fitness report? I'm surprised this audience isn't getting up and walking out of here.

Commander Cavendish: Just a moment here. Commander Kostik, I think it's time I ...

Chairman: Captain, let's go on with the presentation without getting sidetracked. Commander Kostik's comment are by no means irrelevant, even if they're a little irreverent, and much of what he's been saying reflects opinions you're going to have to deal with later. Proceed, Captain. Could we have some quiet, please? Commander Cavendish: Aye, aye, sir. Master Chief Lefkowitz, please go ahead.

Master Chief Lefkowitz: Yes, sir.

We needed a device to keep our team members, as well as everyone else in the chain of command, informed of the team's progress and training goals, day by day. Something everyone could see any time, and something very easy to keep up to date.

Slide 3 shows what we came up with. The hardware consists of a metal or fiberglass frame, sometimes called a |pocket-rack, which we mounted in plain view on a bulk- head just outside of the repair locker. We slipped the checksheets or cards into the pockets with their titles showing, each one conspicuously marked to show whether the team is ready to fight or not ready to fight. The team's overall training status was thus visible at a glance. If a capability is marked "ready to fight," the display shows who said so and when; if "not ready," it shows a target date for achievement of the team's next training goal. The display names the team's leaders for each capability. It's like a combination of the ideas behind PQS and PMS. We call it a team qualification system (TQS).
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These frames are available from commercial suppliers of office materials. In practice, we've found it advisable to provide a hinged plastic cover and to laminate the cards to protect them from the elements. If anyone is interested, I can provide copies of all the checksheets for this prototype team as well as a handout explaining how to install a TQS on board ship.

Now, I return the floor to Lieutenant Dalrymple, who will talk about team cohesiveness.

Midshipman Petrie: Captain, may I say something?

Commander Cavendish: What is it. Miss Petrie?

Midshipman Petrie: I think Commander Kostik may be wrong about a CO inflating evaluations to puff up his fitness reports. The unit commander, group commander, or any other high-level authority could come on board and spotcheck these evaluations. If the skipper's found to be wrong a few times, it could be fatal to his fitness reports.

Lieutenant Dalrymple: I think that's very pertinent.

Now, when a combat or watch team is trained to the point of becoming a truly close-knit unit, there is something extra about it that can make all the difference between victory and disaster. The well-coordinated team is the most effective way known to cope with the destructive effects of fear and tension that always accompany extreme violence. Furthermore, the training that enables a team to function despite casualties in battle can also help it to function, and indeed to improve, despite turnover in peacetime. For these reasons, the most important job for this team qualification system is to help strengthen the ability of a combat or watch team to act as a cohesive unit.

There are some other things that might be done to help build a strong combat team, and we tried a few. Specifically, we thought we could give the team leader definite responsibilities for leadership. For example, he was to contribute to performance appraisals, have a say on recommendations for reenlistment, stand up for his team members at captain's mast, accompany command material inspections of areas under his cognizance at general quarters, and occasionally assemble his team for the captain's personnel inspection in battle dress. These are good experiences for people who aren't work center supervisors.

Unfortunately, these ideas did not work out very well. Too many special rules were involved, too much special paperwork, too many special provisions for division officers to remember, particularly when only one team was involved.

Now I'm ready for questions or comments.

Member of audience: I am Captain Giles Northcutt from the Naval Education and Training Command. I've been in this Navy longer probably than anyone here, even Admiral Brown. I want to tell you a few things about these ideas of yours concerning teams on board ships.

First, we're not talking about the Army. Army squads in battle do need the person-to-person cohesiveness you want. But in a warship, the people are always together, and they go where the ship goes whether they're scared or not. And they support each other. In a ship, the whole crew is the team, not just a group here and a group there. At least that's been the case in all my ships.

Second, you would do well to recognize that standard shipboard organization has been built on, and proven by long experience. Ships are still organized by divisions, and division officers are still at the heart of the system. The book says nothing about something called a "combat team." Don't complicate things any more for division officers by adding some new set of units or leaders that they must learn in addition to all the training and administration they already have to carry out.

Third, can you find any place in recent history of naval warfare where a battle was won or lost because of high or low morale? Of course you can't. A demoralized army can turn and run or surrender, but a modem naval ship cannot.

No, let's face it: warship crews are not "fighting men" as the term is commonly used. They are maintainers, operators, and administrators. Our training problems have little to do with "ability to fight." We know our guys will do what they have to do when the time comes; they've proven that in three recent wars, and they continue to prove it every day all around the world. Our main problems concern keeping the equipment running and hanging on to enough good sailors to do it. What we really need to do is slow down the turnover. Once that's done, training will take care of itself. Training is something we already know how to do probably better than any armed service in the world.

Commander Kostik: Captain Northcutt, let's have lunch together after this thing is over.

Chairman: I think this would be a good time for a break. I will ask everyone interested in seeing this discussion through to its climax to return to this room in about 15 minutes.

* * * * * * *

Chairman: Well, 15 minutes turned into 45. I'm glad to see that just about everyone came back; in fact, there maybe a few more. I think we are discussing some issues we've needed to examine for some time. Commander Cavendish told me during the break that the last comprehensive study of shipboard organization was done by Ernest J. King, then a lieutenant, back in 1909. Does that suggest a system "proven by experience" or does it imply stagnation? Or some of each? Let's begin with this point. Captain?

Commander Cavendish: Thank you, Admiral.

Before discussing the lessons learned from this experiment, I think it is important to address three perceptive points brought out by our audience.

Point One: Captain Northcutt, you've said that the state of morale of a warship's crew probably could not affect the turn of a battle at sea. Perhaps it's true that demoralized sailors cannot turn and run. But there are other things they might do should they lack courage, determination, or spiritual strength when they can no longer see or hear through a chaos of noise, smoke, and twisted metal, or when they begin to smell the stench of burned flesh and see limbs torn from their shipmates. They might freeze in terror, or begin to shriek, or shake uncontrollably, or cower and defecate. And they might make terrible, fatal mistakes. History doesn't describe many such events because historians have had very little access to descriptions of what goes on inside warships in battle. But the logic of the history of warfare is clear: morale is ultimately vital to victory at sea.

Point Two; A ship's crew on a ship's picnic can be pretty much of a big happy family. Wherever they go around the world they will go together, and at every social or athletic event—or at any more severe contest—they will typically exhibit plenty of ship spirit. In this sense, a ship's company is, to be sure, one big team. But a ship's crew at battle stations is divided into scores or hundreds of isolated small groups—not "work centers," as the Navy has come to use the term, but teams of men who must depend on each other in conditions of terror and violence. Teamwork in battle calls for men who are intimately familiar not only with each other's duties but with each other's personal skills, strengths, and weaknesses. It calls for men who can not only stand in for each other but sense each other's needs, understand each other's smallest signals, lend each other courage. The nature of warfare is such that this need of men for mutual support is as true at sea as it is on the ground or in the air. The truly close-knit fighting team is potentially the warship's strongest human resource.

Indeed, naval leaders who have not conscientiously seen the building of such teams, and who nonetheless take their ships into battle, could logically find themselves accused by the nation of trapping and sacrificing their own men in their own steel cells. When I take my ship into violence, I want my crew members to know they have been trained to help each other survive.

Point Three: Among all of the peacetime missions and tasks of every one of our ships, none is more critical than steadily improving the ability to fight. Our ships are failing in that mission. There is no hard evidence, for example, that damage control teams, engine room crews, weapons crews, ammunition handlers, or ship control teams are any more skilled today than they were ten years ago.

Captain Northcutt accuses turnover of being the main culprit. Why then do the combat capabilities of most shipboard teams tend to deteriorate during extended deployments—exactly when turnover is reduced? The very concept of "refresher training" is an admission that self-training of combat teams today is not working.

Now for some concrete results of our experiment. First, the data from the two OREs.

Let me set the picture. This ship has seven repair parties. The training command evaluators looked at all seven both before and after the nine-month test period. They did not know that any sort of experiment was involved. After each ORE, we sat down with the evaluators and rated each team on each of our 13 DesCaps using a scale of 0 to 100. Then we averaged the 13 DesCap ratings to obtain an overall state-of-training score for each team. Slide 4 compares these scores for the two OREs. Note that the state-of-training scores for six teams tended slightly downward over the nine-month period, while the score for the prototype or TQS team rose about 13 percentage points. It's true that this was only one test; nevertheless, the results seem encouraging. Personnel turnover, by the way, was about 40% for all teams.
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From the foregoing data and from careful observation during the test period, we drew conclusions about effectiveness of training, about extending the system to other teams, and about effects on morale and motivation. In the first place, TQS works! This is not too surprising. Social science research has been lending increasing credibility to the notion that setting goals and providing feedback on  results tend to improve group performance. The critical feature we injected here was simply an effective device to  make goals and knowledge of results continuously visible.

In the second place, however, we shall probably find it extremely difficult to extend the TQS idea throughout our ship. We would face the following difficulties:

• As Captain Northcutt pertinently observed, the standard organization does not subdivide a ship's company into combat teams, nor does it provide a chain of responsibility for improving overall ability to fight. If I establish an unconventional organization shipwide for these purposes, it will undoubtedly vanish a few months after I move on. So is it even worth trying?

• We do not have the resources to purchase or manufacture TQS frames, nor does the design of our ship provide enough places, properly lighted, to mount them.

• Commander Kostik mentioned that assembling designed capabilities for every combat team would be a big job. True. But how can any CO conscientiously fulfill his leadership responsibilities without defining performance criteria for his people? If there is to be any real hope of setting training goals by understanding capabilities to be achieved, of evaluating progress, or of making progress, the first job to be done is to decide what people are being asked to become good at. This is what PQS does for typical individual stations. The same could be done for typical teams without loading the task on individual ships.

The most important thing we learned from this experiment is the one I can put in the fewest words. 

The members of our prototype team developed a sense of purpose, confidence, worth, and together ness that I have never seen equaled in any other shipboard group. And for the first time, all of us knew the state of training of that team everyday.

What I intend to do now, despite the obstacles I've mentioned, is try to move ahead steadily and extend the team qualification system with whatever help I can get. I feel that I am finally getting at the real reason why I was given this command—in fact, the real reason why my ship was built in the first place.

This concludes our presentation. Thank you sincerely for listening. We hope that our effort to find better ways to strengthen shipboard team training will ultimately contribute to the combat effectiveness of the Navy.

Chairman: And our thanks to you. Commander Cavendish. You and your people have performed like a truly integrated team. Ladies and gentlemen, there isn't time for further questions, so I'll close the meeting now, and thank you for coming.

I would like to leave you with just one observation. Our goal in combat training is excellent performance backed up by superior stamina under violent conditions. We have not reached that goal. I must agree that we shall not get there until our ships possess the capacity to improve themselves.

The critical question before us is whether they have that capacity now.

___________________________________________________________________
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ISOLATE AND PATCH

DAMAGED PIPING

(SLIDE 2)


STARTING

CONDITION
SCENE

LEADER
EVALUATOR
TARGET OR READY DATE

TEAM TRAINING QUALIFICATION CHECKLIST


Respond rapidly

Be familiar with area

Enter correctly

Test atmosphere

Use OBAs effectively and safely

Tend expertly

Report effectively

Determine extent of damage

Determine required isolation or segregation


Entry tools

Portable phones

Auxiliary lighting

Area signs and markers

Writing tools

Emergency portable pumps

Jumper hoses

Repair kit: cutters, wedges,, plugs, hacksaws, rubber sheets, oakum or raags, ballpeen, marlin

Jubilee and plastic patches




Act aggressively

Set Zebra

Use tools correctly

Substitute for casualtees or absentees

Coordinate  closely

Isolate correctly

Prevent over-isolation

Use emergency firepumps

Rig jumper hoses

Split system correctly

Reopen isolated valves


Lead firmly

Set and guard boundaries

Search adjacent areas

Use chain of command

Use info from locker and Central

Make use of local personnel

Use correct telephone procedure



Use X2JZ effecctively

Use hand and arm signals effectively

Use correct special symbols

Report accurately location and extent of damage, valves used, repairs made


Wear adequate battle dress

Observe safety precautions

Wear correct speecial clothing

Use effective triage

Use effective first aid

Move wounded carefully ande correctly




Exit damaged area correctly

Ensure area reusable

Follow out-of-control proceddures

Check condition of personnel

Check condition of equipment

Debrief and record what happened

Analyze and record lessons-learned

Take action to correct material deficiencies

Restore isolated sections
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In 2003, twenty years after Commander Cavendish's "presentation," the Fleet was still decreasing in size. At the time of the second Gulf War ("Iraqui Freedom"), many ships were again required to deploy at minimal levels of battle training. The Commander Naval Surface Forces (VADM LaFleur) directed the Afloat Training Groups to make OBT objectives and performance criteria available to the ships online. If properly implemented, this could help solve the problem of making battle training objectives known to ships without painstaking onboard research. It will not, however, solve the problem of helping to make battle training objectives visible to the crews within the ships or of helping on-board leaders to keep day-to-day track of what battle skills had or had not been achieved.

Answers to the latter problem are suggested later in this website at item A18 (a handbook available to ships on paper or CD at no cost). Command Training Assessment Cards (CTACs described in Item A14) can be provided to ships on request to this writer (also at no cost) in order to enhance vibility of goals and progress. In 1991, eleven ships requested full copies of 200 CTACs (provided on disk from this writer).

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

EXPRESSED CONCERNS AND POTENTIAL ADVANTAGES REGARDING DEVELOPMENT OF SHIPBOARD FACILITIES FOR IMPROVING VISIBILITY OF TRAINING GOALS AND PROGRESS OF COMBAT 'TEAMS IN CONDITIONS  I, III, AND V

In the June 1984 issue of the Naval Institute Proceedings (page 24), it was reported that officers in ninety-five ships had requested prototype "Team Qualification System" (TQS) materials for trial in training hull damage control teams.  By later correspondence, officers in thirty-six ships indicated that they would consider TQS displays useful for "topping off" team training for one or more of the following types of combat and watch teams (in addition to Hull Damage Control) in case of sudden or imminent hostilities:

CIC

Sonar

EW

Auxiliary Engineering

Propulsion

Steam Generation

Assault Cargo

Assault Control

Ship Control

Radio

Flight Deck Control

Signaling

Aircraft Handling

Combat Medical

Weapons Operation

UNREP

Ammo Handling

Quarterdeck

DC Central

In-port Emergency

Eng Damage Control

Ship's Self Defense

Assault Craft

The teams most frequently mentioned were:

Damage Control Central  (29 times)

Engineering Damage Control (26 times)

In-port Emergency (22 times)

CIC (17 times)

Ship's Self Defense (16 times)

Main Propulsion (16 times)

CONCERNS EXPRESSED REGARDING IMPLEMENTATION OF A TEAM TRAINING INFORMATION SYSTEM

The following concerns have been expressed during communication with ships* personnel and higher level commanders regarding the feasibility and utility of a technique similar to TQS.  In each case I have added what I believe to be an appropriate Response:

1.  Concern.  TQS would constitute "another new system" which could confuse ships' companies.

Response.  TQS should serve only to provide a simple means of imparting better visibility to team training methods and criteria already in use.

2.  Concern.  Existing performance criteria are inadequate or non-specific.

Response.  Often true.  TQS should not undertake to develop new performance criteria; however, it should afford the commanding officer a vehicle by which he could readily inject his own criteria into his training programs,

3.  Concern.  Collecting the existing performance criteria which apply to each team would impose an unacceptable administrative burden upon ships.

Response.  Most performance criteria have already been collected by Fleet Training Commands.  Documentation in the format called for by TQS Qualification Cards could be readily accomplished by "task groups" for each ship type instead of separately by each ship.  For example, TQS Cards suitable for battle training of Main Propulsion Teams in every Spruance class destroyer could be prepared by a task group of about three people in half a day. (2000 postscript: Objective Based Training now meets this need. However, performance criteria still remain invisible to ships' crews.)

4.  Concern.  There is insufficient time for on-board team training.

Response.  Often true.  However, TQS would offer a useful tool to help make continuous progress by having a specific objective ready for any opportunity for on-station drill no matter how brief or unanticipated.

5.  Concern.  TQS concept would place new and extraordinary responsibilities on team leaders.

Response.  There is no reason why leaders of battle station and watch teams should not, and could not, assume substantial off station responsibilities for improving and maintaining the ability to fight of their teams.  Further, development of local team leadership is highly desirable for effective performance in battle.

6.  Concern.  Attempting to achieve continuous progress in team training would be inconsistent with existing regulations governing shipboard training procedures.

Response.  This may be true and needs to be examined.

7.  Concern.  Evaluations of training progress would be "subjective."

Response.  Visibility of standards and evaluations would permit them to be kept consistent with the commanding officer's judgment.

8. Concern.  Proposed TQS evaluation procedures may conflict with existing instructions for reporting training readiness under UNITREP.

Response.  On the contrary, TQS provision for maintaining up-to-date status of training evaluations should give the commanding officer an effective basis for injecting his own judgment into UNITREP evaluations, as he is called upon to do.

9.  Concern.  Most ships already use Fleet Training Group check sheets to keep track of on-board team training.  TQS would simply duplicate this procedure.

Response.  FTG checksheets are too voluminous and unwieldy to be useful for making team training goals and progress continuously visible to crewmembers.  Direct observation confirms that FTG checksheets are in fact rarely used in this manner on board. (Postscript: Again, computer-based OBT helps to overcome this problem.)
10. Concern.  TQS displays may reflect a state of training which is higher or lower than "actual."

Response.  If this appears to be the case, TQS evaluations of state of training can be methodically tested for validity (conformance with recognized standards) and reliability (consistency among different evaluators or at different times).

11. Concern.  Display frames would be costly to manufacture and provide to ships.

Response. The same objection was raised when the Planned Maintenance System was first conceived.  This particular cost would prove insignificant compared to the benefits resulting from visibility of goals and progress.

12. Concern.  TQS would duplicate PQS.

Response.  PQS does not address many team-based capabilities, nor does it address skills needed to perform assigned duties effectively under conditions of violent disruption.  Further, although PQS keeps track of selected qualifications of individuals, it does not keep track of whether battle and watchstations are manned by personnel with correspond

POTENTIAL ADVANTAGES OF ADOPTING A SHIPBOARD TEAM TRAINING INFORMATION SYSTEM

On the basis of inquiries and Responses to date, a shipboard training resource similar to TQS could be developed to afford the following advantages to the commanding officers of ships:                                      °

1.  Strengthen motivation of personnel to achieve excellence of ability to fight. This most important of all potential advantages could be afforded by improving awareness of goals and by providing feedback on progress toward goal achievement. 

2.  .Develop battle leadership  junior officer and senior petty officer levels.  At present, team leaders have few explicit responsibilities for leadership.

3.  Ensure consistency of performance criteria throughout the shipboard chain of command, this by providing convenient means for updating performance criteria to conform with prescribed standards and for cross-checking evaluations of qualifications achieved.

4.  Keep. track of the status of  battle training of general quarters and watch teams as currently assigned to stations, thus assisting shipboard Planning Boards for Training.                                                     °

5.  Accomplish the foregoing essentially without paperwork, since all TQS record keeping would be accomplished on visual displays.

6.  Help to cope with the deleterious effects  personnel turnover.  While individual assignments vary for a host of reasons, the identity of teams remains constant.  When some team members change, other members can help to fill team weaknesses (as would occur during battle) as well as help to train new or less qualified members.

7.  Make. Optimal use of opportunities for on-station drill.  Since immediate training objectives are always known, team leaders can pre-plan drills, even assign off-station responsibilities for planning and learning, so as to be ready whenever the next drill opportunity comes along.

8. Help to prepare for shakedown and post-overhaul refresher training, since TQS materials would be initially derived from FTG checksheets.

9.  Possibly remove some necessity for interim RFT availabilities.  Using TQS, many commanding officers should be able to demonstrate a high state of training without need for Fleet Training Group assistance.  Two additional advantages could accrue:  (1) reduction of present overload on FTGs; (2) improved ability to top off battle training without FTG assistance in case of sudden or impending hostilities.

10. Develop the. moral strength and stamina needed to deal with fear and violence, this through the mutual support of members of close-knit teams   In many teams at present, personnel have no way of knowing who their teammates are or even who their leader is.  (Example:  ask your Condition III Section lookouts who is on their team and who their team leader is.)

11. Assist  in maintaining readiness for emergencies in port including threats of. terrorism.  This is the most difficult training talk facing shipboard leadership.  It can only be managed through organization and training by teams.

SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS

1.  Present practice calls for scheduling an interim refresher team training availability prior to a ship's scheduled deployment.  The very existence of this practice implies an assumption by higher command that ships are generally unable to attain or maintain effective states of team training without outside assistance.  Many commanding officers confirm that despite their best efforts the state of combat training of many types of teams tends to deteriorate radically following refresher training.  Since RFT would not be available to most ships in case of sudden hostilities, one could reasonably conclude that in case of emergency up to two-thirds of the Fleet could be inadequately trained to fight.                                                      

2. There is an urgent need to provide ships with better resources for self-training.

(As of 1984)
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( This is a transcript of remarks made at a conference that was never held. Any resemblance to living persons is purely coincidental.
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