
ISSUES
There are five on–board management subsystems that most urgently need hard thought, keeping in mind that each one affects, and is affected by, all of the other four: 

1. Protecting people against severe stress and extreme violence: “Battle uniforms” for most crew​members today are still nothing but ordi​nary work clothes: dan​gerously ineffective against fire; useless against heavy shock; de​mean​ing in ap​pear​ance for “warriors.” Mattresses in berthing spaces and artificial deck coverings emit toxic fumes under high heat. Many dress​ing sta​tions intended for care of wounds are small and inef​fi​cient. Head cover​ings are rarely avail​able until peo​ple ar​rive at battle sta​tions, predic​tably too late to protect against sudden violent impact against ship’s structure. No effective means exist to help move laden stretchers from one deck to an​other. Ships are still filled with unsecured gear and furnish​ings that can block pas​sages. Re​quirements for wearing of ID tags to help recog​nize dis​figured ca​su​al​ties have been discon​tinued.

As a special aspect of the foregoing, no informed commentary that ad​dresses sub​sti​tu​tion of fe​male for male crewmembers has at​tempted to vi​sualize impacts upon human perfor​mance im​me​di​ately prior to, during, or fol​lowing violent com​bat. Shipboard medical facilities and training re​main  inadequate to cope with seri​ous mental or physical trauma to female person​nel. Until these prob​lems are dealt with, substitu​tion of women crewmembers in ships will continue to limit the Navy’s ability to fight.

2. Focusing on-board battle training toward performance under conditions of stress and violence: When under​way time is restricted because of budgetary limitations or a need to re​duce tempos of op​erations, and if at the same time the num​ber of required underway exercises remains nearly con​stant, one predictable result is that many exercises are conducted hurriedly and with consequent re​duced benefit. Since live exercises also rarely incorporate consid​eration of damage or human casualties, another result is an increased need for on-station battle drills to be adequately scheduled and skillfully planned and conducted. However, admin​is​tra​tive and training pa​per​work plus main​te​nance work​loads are now so heavy that battle and high-threat watch station team training is possi​ble an average of only twenty minutes per week over a two-year training cy​cle—with more than 50% per​son​nel turnover ex​pectable during each year. In addition, most en​listed team lead​ers are unable to see per​for​mance cri​te​ria in books stored in offi​cers’ desks and safes and are thus un​able to take an ac​tive part in setting goals or planning what to teach their peo​ple during bat​tle drills. Since drills are rarely planned in advance, and since team leaders are typically untrained in conducting them, even limited on-station drill time is often wasted.   

No U. S. warship crew is trained today to cope with a massive confla​gra​tion re​sult​ing from hits re​ceived during a high-threat con​dition watch. No crew is trained to shift rapidly from watch stations to battle sta​tions af​ter their ship has suffered extensive disrup​tion and ca​sual​ties. No crew is orga​nized or trained to cope with a purposeful at​tack received in port at night with per​son​nel absent on leave, lib​erty, or de​tached du​ties.
3. Displaying goals and progress: The Naval Service has tradition​ally and strenu​ously ob​jected to doc​umenting the de​signed or current ca​pabil​i​ties of its ships. Without such a baseline, the Navy has no de​pend​able method of gaug​ing and com​municating changes in ship​board fighting ca​pabili​ties. Current procedures for measuring and reporting “readiness” do not permit identifying changes in combat capabilities except when affected by gross reductions in available resources. In​deed, Naval com​mand to​day has no way of knowing the precise fight​ing ca​pa​bili​ties of each of its ships from day to day or the residual ca​pabilities that fol​low battle damage. 
Ability of ships’ crews to know what’s been achieved or not achieved on a continuous basis is indispensable for strengthen​ing mo​tivation to​ward im​prov​ing abil​ity to fight or for planning battle training. But changes in levels of fight​ing ca​pabili​ties, being unmeasured and undisplayed, are invis​i​ble to those who strive to im​prove them or to command​ing offi​cers re​sponsible for achieving them.
4. Clarifying chains of responsibility for battle readiness: The prescribed standard ship​board or​gani​za​tion is based on Work Centers, Di​visions, Departments, Technical Supervisors, and as​signments of more than a hundred externally mandated collateral du​ties. This struc​ture distributes re​spon​sibili​ties mainly for doing routine work, not for battle control or battle training. On average, up to half the shipboard people on bat​tle or high-threat watch sta​tions func​tion under lead​ers out​side their normal work units.  Nevertheless, no continuous off–station chain of com​mand from captain to team leader is account​able for battle control, battle train​ing, or the overall readiness of each team, including its as​sociated structure and equipment, within each high-threat watch sec​tion wherein ini​tial com​bat is by defini​tion very likely to oc​cur. No ef​fort is made nor meth​ods taught to help leaders define per​formance goals, keep track of progress, or build psy​cholog​ical strength by im​prov​ing co​hesion and moral strength within each combat and watch team. As a further reflection of current standard organi​zational philosophy, battle control and overall battle readiness func​tions are rarely desig​nated as “primary duties” in rosters listing on-board func​tional assign​ments of offi​cers and se​nior petty of​ficers.

5. Leading toward achievement of expert ability to fight: The Navy’s current leader develop​ment pro​gram, along with all its prede​cessor pro​grams and related quasi-official literature, fo​cuses on relationships with peo​ple in ad​minis​tra​tive or working envi​ron​ments, largely ignoring the traumatic prob​lems of cop​ing with the stresses of imminent com​bat, of combat it​self, or of post-com​bat re​cov​ery. The Navy’s top leadership re​search pro​gram—Total Quality Leadership—betrays the Navy’s primary rea​son-for-being by failing to visualize and address con​di​tions that could impact the crews of hun​dreds of U. S. war​ships in battle. (Note that many types of “non-combatant”  units will be particularly vul​nerable in lit​toral waters.)

The primary leadership goal of the Service must be to help seagoing per​sonnel to achieve expert abil​ity to fight (EATF). This must mean ability to perform all designed functions under conditions of extreme stress, massive violence, and/or attempted enemy surprise. Un​der​stand​ing seems somehow to be lacking of how mod​ern prin​ciples of motiva​tion and team cohesion could help shipboard lead​ers to streng​then fighting abili​ties. And although every one of the five fac​tors listed above af​fects and de​pends on every one of the oth​ers, no senior Naval offi​cial regularly ex​amines all ship​board func​tions as an in​te​grated system encom​passing people, struc​ture, equipment, and doctrine (the latter including standard pro​ce​dures) in the course of ship design or modification, nor has any official explicit responsibility been established for this pur​pose.
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