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LET US LEAD TOWARD ABILITY TO FIGHT

Summary Report of a Study of Factors

Affecting the Proficiency and Safety of

American Warship Crews

Under Conditions of Littoral Warfare
Preface
America’s modern fighting ships represent the ultimate in sophistication of weapons, structure, machinery, and electronics. Development of these resources has focused in recent years on ability to cope with the extremes likely to be encountered in waters near hostile territories. All of this hardware will depend for its operation in battle on expert human performance under stress and violence. 

Further improvements in Fleet combat power can be achieved by attending to the fighting abilities of the people who man our warships.

Premises
A Naval warship cannot survive and prevail under the violent conditions of littoral warfare unless her crew is organized and trained to fight and are optimally protected against stress and violence. These conditions impose leadership and management demands that are more challenging than any likely to be encountered in governmental or industrial life.

In Naval surface warfare environments, people will always comprise not only the most indispensable but also the most vulnerable resource in every ship. When the crew of a warship is decimated or weakened, so will be their ship. If U.S. surface sailors’ lives are placed at risk, then so will be their ships. When U.S ships are placed at risk, so will be our Nation.

EATF will mean Expert Ability to Fight.

Challenges
American man-o’warsmen today face a convergence of two growing challenges.

The first challenge stems from the shrinking size of the U.S. Fleet, which will inevitably result in more ships being called upon to deploy to combat areas prior to completion of regularly scheduled preparatory training. Ships operating against hostile forces in littoral areas will face unprecedented demands upon mental acuity and physical strength and dexterity throughout the total body of every crew and for longer periods than ever before required. These demands will increase as crew sizes diminish with the introduction of “Optimal Manning” extending into new ship designs.

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

The second challenge will come from new demands upon human physical stamina, mental toughness, and team-based fighting skills stemming from demands for prolonged periods of alertness imposed by proliferating means of enemy attack.

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

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

The following observations concerning shipboard fighting ability under the foregoing circumstances are based on fifty years of professional experience and active Fleet discussions along with theoretical research focused on how best to enable U. S. warship crews to perform expertly in battle. The contents describe practical shipboard methods and procedures that can substantially reduce human hazards and strengthen performance. Examples include defining expert ability to fight as a master leadership goal, strengthening psychological and physical protection, clarifying responsibilities for battle readiness and battle training, measuring results achieved toward improvement of fighting abilities, planning battle drills in advance, providing means to feed back training progress information to the ship’s company, and enabling a ship’s captain to specify and track the particular performance standards that he wishes his people to achieve most quickly and sustain. Over three hundred current and recent Commanding Officers and major commanders have been consulted during formulation of the above research. All of the conclusions and recommendations presented here have been developed and tested at sea (several have been adopted Servicewide including the Planned Maintenance System, the Personnel Qualification Standards System, and the genesis of Objective Based Training.) All have been examined and formulated in light of respected behavioral science theory, particularly in relation to military cohesion, motivation, and combat leadership.

The central premise here is that expert ability to fight means ability to perform all designed functions proficiently under conditions of severe stress, extreme violence, and/or attempted enemy surprise. And again, of all the resources in a fighting ship, people are not only the most indispensable but the most vulnerable.

No professional discussant has disputed the "bottom lines" that overhauling the state of current shipboard management conditions and practices could strengthen the ability of American warship crews to cope successfully with the potential stress and violence of littoral combat, or that improvement of these conditions could strengthen the combat power of our Navy.

Observations Regarding Human Protection
Regarding facilities to help crewmembers to cope with severe stress and extreme violence:
• 
“Battle uniforms” for most crewmembers are ineffective against fire, useless against heavy shock, demeaning in appearance for “warriors,” and poorly designed for protracted work, wear, and maintenance. Head protection is rarely available until people arrive at battle stations, predictably too late to protect against sudden violent impact against ship’s structure.

• 
Many dressing stations intended for care of wounds are small, inefficient, and unprotected against radical ship's movement. Several observed in large ships would not permit ready transfer of casualties from stretchers to worktables. In many ships, berthing/messing spaces suitable for temporary reception of massive casualties lacked any sort of preliminary or contingent preparation. 

• 
Effective means do not exist to move laden stretchers vertically through the ship.

• 
Ships are filled with unsecured gear and furnishings as well as protruding built-in fixtures that can block passageways against urgent movement.

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

• 
Alternative toileting facilities for use during extended periods on stations do not exist. 

• 
Removable flame resistant bunk covers are not available for use when directed. 

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

• 
Requirements for wearing of ID tags to help recognize disfigured casualties on-scene no longer exist.

• 
Shipboard medical facilities and training sufficient to cope with serious mental or physical trauma to female personnel simply do not exist.

The general mood among today’s shipboard people is, “We are not going to be hit. But if we are, our damage control teams will take care of whatever needs to done.”

Observations Regarding Shipboard Organization

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

• 
No effort is made nor methods taught to help leaders define performance goals, keep track of progress, or build psychological strength by improving cohesion and moral strength within each combat and watch team. As a reflection of current organizational philosophy, battle control and battle readiness functions are rarely designated as “primary duties” in rosters listing on-board functional assignments of officers and senior petty officers. 

• 
The standard organization does not attempt to define team-based structures throughout the crew, the continuing responsibilities of team leaders, or the importance of team cohesion in any condition of readiness. 

• 
Adoption of the concept of “Command Master Chief” reduces the traditional responsibilities of Division Officers for the performance, discipline and welfare of their people. Command Master Chiefs bear no stated responsibilities for strengthening or sustainment of fighting abilities.

• 
Although standard shipboard organization is of fundamental importance to fighting ability, no named official of the Department of the Navy is responsible for its design, modification, or updating for all types of ships.

• 
Of over thirty commands visited, no Commanding Officer had established an explicit doctrine as to how the crew should proceed—where each person should go and what stations to man—if massive structural and human casualties were suddenly received during a condition watch either at sea or in port. 

Observations Regarding Shipboard Battle Training

Regarding conduct of on-board battle training during deployed operations
 

Operational exercises involving external services (air, sea, shore, space, or dockside) rarely allow inclusion of simulated human casualties or material damage. Within this constraint—and particularly when live exercises are limited by budgetary considerations—Commanding Officers aiming to strengthen fighting abilities, are forced to rely on adequately scheduled and skillfully conducted shipboard drills. The problem they face is that ships are so saddled with maintenance and administrative tasks that most manage to conduct Condition One drills, on the average, less than twenty minutes per week (based on examination of logs). In general practice, shipboard battle and watch drills never focus on explicit objectives, are never planned in advance, and are never evaluated as to results achieved. Battle drills rarely involve Condition watch teams or the problems of shifting from one readiness condition to another under assumed stress or violence. 

Two new shipboard resources are needed to support battle training in light of prospects of surge deployments, optimized crew compositions, limited ATG assistance, ship swaps, new ship designs, and prospects of littoral combat in potentially extreme combat environments such as the South China Seas or the Sea of Japan.

The first needed resource is clean lines of responsibility for overall battle readiness, off-station as well as on-station, built into the standard ship’s organization. Each line should go from Commanding Officer to XO to a Battle Control Officer to Combat Team Leaders to Watch Team Leaders to members of Combat and Watch Teams. (Once the Battle Bill has been computerized, the structure of the Combat Readiness Organization is easy to codify and post for all to see.) Knowledge of who are the members and leaders of each team is indispensable to team cohesion, which in turn is indispensable to EATF. This arrangement can be created without changing the existing structure.

The second needed resource is on-board visibility of objectives that form part of expert fighting abiliity.

It is this writer's belief and experience as a career Surface Warfare officer that the most effective of all possible procedures to aid in strengthening shipboard fighting capabilities is to involve all hands in setting goals and keeping track of progress achieved. 

The following problems of goal setting and feedback are particularly important, difficult, and challenging with respect to building team proficiency within high-threat readiness conditions during urgent deployments. 

·     It can be difficult for Battle Control Officers and senior officials (such as Chief Engineers or Damage Control Assistants) to apprise junior officer or enlisted team leaders (such as Repair Party Leaders or Flying Squad Leaders) of what they are expected to train their people to become good at. Although specific performance standards are available in Fleet Exercise Publications and Fleet training syllabi, it can be hard for team-level leaders to see these standards, to set them as goals to be achieved, to think about how to achieve them, and to keep track of progress. Useful techniques to achieve such visibility have never been provided to our ships.

·     Without ready access to knowledge of performance standards, it can be difficult for junior shipboard personnel to take an active part in setting goals for battle drills and in benefiting from feedback on progress achieved. 

·     It can be difficult for shipboard leaders to plan training effectively unless they have a reliable way of knowing the status of each team’s current capabilities in comparison with its expected capabilities. This difficulty can be particularly challenging when preparation must be accomplished urgently.

·    It can be difficult for Commanding Officers to communicate particular proficiency standards in such a way as to have them clearly understood and actively pursued.

A visual feedback procedure can assist in overcoming the foregoing difficulties. The elements needed for such a display are (1) a set of “qualification cards” that display specific performance objectives and (2) an on-board computer net that permits the cards to be displayed so that EATF objectives can be easily seen all hands. (The principle of "convenient visibility" is the same as used for the Planned Maintenance System.) 

The first task in creating a useful feedback procedure to keep track of changes in battle skills is to define explicitly the capabilities that comprise expert ability to fight for each ship. This may be accomplished as follows:

·     Take advantage of the concept of “Objective Based Training,” or OBT, which offers a solid foundation for purposes of goal setting and feedback. Statements of objectives are available from Afloat Training Groups on the ATG Internets along with detailed performance criteria.

·     Add and adjust performance criteria as directed by the Commanding Officer.

·     Summarize the elements for each skill in the format of a computerized visual display. This device is not intended to denote exercises to be formally carried out, but rather to list objectives as guidance to be addressed in drills and evaluation. Its most important feature is computerized visual display.

The principal advantages of this feedback procedure incorporating a visible display would be:

·     Focuses on performance under battle conditions (severe stress, extreme violence, and/or attempted enemy surprise);

·     Conforms to team-based Battle Organization;

·     Allows spot-checking to develop consistency of judgment among higher level leaders

·     Functions as a "team-based PQS" when needed to self-train quickly for fighting;

·     Provides visible feedback to all hands to help set goals and see progress;

·     Decentralizes leadership for battle training and readiness in all readiness conditions;

·     Assists in advance planning of battle drills;

·     Applies to Watch Teams as well as GQ Teams and to readiness in port as well as underway;

·     Allows grading by either numerical scores or "ready/not ready" (or not at all) as the CO prefers;

·     Allows Commanding Officer to communicate personal performance requirements and criteria;

·     Assists Commanding Officer in keeping track of objectives recommended by Afloat Training organizations for continued emphasis after completion of assisted training. 

Observations Regarding Service Leadership toward EATF

The Navy’s recent leader development programs, along with all their predecessor programs and related quasi-official literature, have focused on relationships among people in administrative or working environments, and largely ignore the traumatic problems of coping with the stresses of imminent combat, of combat itself, or of post-combat recovery. Our top leadership research programs betray the Navy’s primary reason-for-being by failing to visualize and address conditions that could impact the crews of U. S. warships under the physical and emotional stresses of combat. 

The on-board population of the Navy's warships totals more than 100,000 people (replaced by 30,000 each year) potentially required to function under extreme conditions. Although each of the five factors listed above affects and depends on each of the others, the Department of the Navy does not specify responsibility for designing shipboard human functions as integrated systems encompassing people, structure, equipment, organization, communication and doctrinal procedures, either currently or in the context of advanced ship designs. 

Summary

Our Navy has devoted extensive efforts and resources to strengthening human fighting abilities in our submarine forces, aviation forces, and special forces, but little to strengthening the fighting abilities of the men and women who man our Fleet surface units: our cruisers, destroyers, frigates, amphibious assault ships, auxiliary ships, command ships, mine warfare craft, sealift ships, aircraft carriers, and soon our littoral combat ships.

As a result, American surface warship crews have become critically hampered in their ability to meet the demands of sustained violent combat. The chief culprits are ancient shipboard organization systems designed for working rather than fighting, lack of shipwide knowledge of what battle skills need to be achieved, insignificant human protection against violence, inability to continue effective battle training during deployments, and uncontrolled administrative demands imposed by off-ship authorities. These are the Surface Navy's five cancers. They feed on each other. Their consequences have been, and could again be, defeat and disaster. Given the current state of U.S. warship management systems prescribed by higher authorities, Commanding Officers seeking to achieve Expert Ability to Fight are in fact prevented from doing so.

There is no high level official within the Department of the Navy today who exercises responsibility to ensure that the people who man our surface warships can attain the level of quality of a truly elite fighting force. Human fighting ability in warships—the core of combat effectiveness—seems to have been lost in a sea of technology. 

We persist in calling our surface sailors "warfighters" while neglecting to prepare them fully for warfare.

At the top of the list of surface Navy leadership failures is the fact that sailors in U.S. warships still have no way of seeing and knowing, day to day, what battle skills they are expected to achieve.

Recommendations

This study leads to two recommendations:

1. That Expert Ability to Fight be adopted as the primary leadership goal of the United States Navy. This should mean ability to perform all designed functions expertly under conditions of severe stress, extreme violence, and/or attempted enemy surprise.

2. That one official of the Department of the Navy be assigned responsibility for coordinated design of all management functions required to be performed within every type of U.S. Navy warship.
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