
CHAPTER 2

PRESSURES OF PEACETIME

Scope
Before considering improvement possibilities, the present Chapter examines pressures and circumstances that have tended to degrade fighting abilities over the past fifty years. Chapter 3 will then list resulting shipboard conditions that affect efforts to strengthen fighting abilities. Succeeding Chapters will point to actions that can strengthen performance un​der battle con​ditions.

Immediate Past
In mid-November of 1989, after an un​usual spate of oper​a​tional acci​dents, the entire U.S. Fleet “stood down” for 48 hours. The publicly an​nounced purposes of this un​prece​dented action were to re​exam​ine the Fleet’s built-in safety systems and precau​tions and to strengthen aware​ness of the haz​ards of mili​tary life at sea.

There were, of course, immediate pub​lished speculations as to the underly​ing causes of these recent accidents. The Navy’s mis​fortunes were vari​ously at​tributed to the laws of chance, to the fact that the Naval envi​ron​ment is in​herently dangerous, to the notion that funding over recent years had been committed mainly for new ships and hi-tech combat systems at the ex​pense of re​sources for personnel and training, to the suggestion that com​placency had set in following completion of stressful ocean ma​neu​vers, and to a tendency to favor management and political skills over sea experi​ence in promoting officers to choice as​signments.

Another Fleetwide standdown was ordered in November of 1995, this time in an attempt to focus on higher standards of ethics and discipline. 

Assuming the possibility that the post–Cold–War U.S. Navy does in​deed face developing problems whose impacts are diffi​cult to isolate and define, the pur​pose of the fol​lowing discus​sion is to reexamine how peace​time condi​tions that have devel​oped in the United States during the near half-cen​tury since the end of World War II may have combined to influ​ence the Fleets’ fight​ing abilities. Under​standing the cumu​lative impacts of his​tor​i​cal circum​stances, actions, and reac​tions can strengthen our Navy, rein​force America’s secu​rity, and save lives.

Peacetime Influences
The pressures that have influenced the readiness of U.S. Naval ships and avia​tion units since WWII have been mainly the fol​lowing (please see flowchart in Exhibit 1):



Col. 1 High tempos of operations. Our Nation calls upon its Navy to keep pow​erful sur​face, air, and submarine forces on sta​tion world​wide, partic​u​larly in the West​ern Pa​cific, Indian Ocean, At​lantic, and Mediter​ranean, continuously “ready for any​thing.” Scheduled deployments normally re​quire many ships to remain away from the con​tinental U.S. for over one-third of their ac​tive lives. Emer​gencies have of​ten oc​curred that called for ex​tended de​ployments of ad​di​tional ships, such as dur​ing the Ko​rean and Vietnam con​flicts, the Cuban missile crisis, confronta​tions off Lebanon, the assault on Granada, opera​tions in the Persian Gulf, off Somalia, Bosnia, Rwanda, Kosovo, and supporting the occupation of Haiti. Undeployed ships are kept “on the go” by large scale Fleet ex​er​cises, hard train​ing during state​side op​er​ations, de​pen​dents’ cruises, dip​lo​matic and recre​ational port vis​its, dis​as​ter re​lief opera​tions, spe​cial operations, and in​terdic​tion of drug traffic. (Indeed, undiminished tempos of operations (OPTEMPO) have been cited as a major issue in the USN contin​uously since 1944. See Appendix A for an explanation of resulting impacts on Fleet readiness.)

Col. 1—Advances in hard technologies. The 50-plus years since WWII have seen radi​cal ad​vances in radars and radar coun​ter​measures, satellite surveillance and com​mu​nication and naviga​tion, rocket-propelled and pre​cision-guided muni​tions, un​der​wa​ter de​tection systems, digi​tal infor​mation and control sys​tems, nu​clear wea​pons and nuclear power, hull forms and propul​sion sys​tems, and doctrines for em​ploying combined forces at sea. All of these to​gether have ex​tended the range and scope of naval op​er​a​tions and decreased the times avail​able for hu​man deci​sionmak​ing. Radical advances in technol​ogy have been more the rule than the ex​ception over many years, but new de​velopments always im​pose diffi​culties in the way of effi​cient op​erations, training, main​tenance, man​agement, and internal and external battle con​trol.

Col. 1—Changing social standards. Evidence of societal changes that have substan​tially af​fected the Navy include: tenden​cies to​ward use of addictive drugs, conventions regarding physical ap​pearance, in​formality be​tween differ​ent lev​els of rank (such as customary use in some commands of first names in oral ad​dress between officers and enlist​eds), increasing assign​ments of mixed gen​ders to shipboard duty, more mar​riages by ju​nior per​sonnel, more single par​ents, mainte​nance of more pri​vate homes and off-ship quar​ters by officers and crew​mem​bers both mar​ried and single, and increased activism by the homo​sexual commu​nity. Cheat​ing scandals at the Naval Aca​demy along with the Tailhook episodes and their disci​plinary after​maths seemed to re​flect tendencies toward declining moral val​ues. A majority of Navy leaders are increasingly of the “baby boomer” generation, and many of these are having trouble adopting their ideas and ideals to the young people being popularly labeled members of generation “X”.

Col. 1—Depletion of combat experience. There is no one left in ac​tive Naval ser​vice who also served in World War II—the last conflict that saw vio​lent ship-against-ship or fleet-against-fleet combat, the kind of knockdown fighting wherein ships’ crews expect and take ma​jor casual​ties and the toughest and most skill​ful stand the better chance of winning. There are now no major commanders or leadership program researchers or administrators who have expe​ri​enced the stresses of all-or-nothing combat or who have seen, felt, and smelled the consequences of massive dam​age in​flicted by an enemy deter​mined to de​stroy the will of American sea​men to fight. There are no civilian man​agers, en​gi​neers, or ship de​signers who are person​ally famil​iar with the conse​quences of violence to the ships they are responsible for creating or to the people who man those ships.

Col. 1—Limited funding. The decade of the 1980s saw substantial growth in the num​ber of the Navy’s ships. This pe​riod has been followed by sub​stan​tial de​creases in funding accompa​nied by re​quire​ments to maintain the same or increasing levels of for​ward area deploy​ments with decreas​ing num​bers of ships and to cope with in​creasing dis​parities between Navy and civilian salary lev​els. During the last thirty years, efforts to minimize ship con​struction costs com​bined with advances in tech​nology have re​sulted in ship designs that strive to eliminate, au​tomate, or mecha​nize as many hu​man-op​erated functions as possible, with the cu​mula​tive result that every “designed-in” crewmember is now closer to “indispensable” than ever be​fore.
 In addition, pressures to retain people al​ready in service have been reem​phasized, be​cause it costs less to retain good people than to recruit and train new ones. A balanced bud​get amend​ment to the Con​sti​tu​tion or its legislative equivalent will probably, if en​acted, exert addi​tional negative budgetary im​pacts upon all the U.S. armed forces.

Col. 1—Uncertainty of Naval missions. Since the end of the Cold War, the U.S. Navy, along with our other armed ser​vices, has been caught between what it is supposed to be able to do for the Nation and what it probably can do. What the Service is sup​posed to be able to do was articu​lated by the Defense De​part​ment’s “Bottom Up Review,” which stated a requirement to be able to cope with two “small” adversaries (North Korea, Iran, China?) at the same time.
 Simultaneously, the size and strength of all the Services have been subjected to massive drawdowns, leaving the Navy headed from a total of about 600 ships to prob​ably half that many. A wide assortment of objective ana​lysts (including, for example, former National Security Advisor Scowcroft and John McCain of the Senate Armed Ser​vices Committee, and more recently Chairman Floyd Spence of the House Committee on National Security) have stated that the readiness of the Services has al​ready been depleted to the point that the two-war scenario prob​ably could not be carried out. (As will be further discussed in Appendix A, the U.S. Congress and the U.S. General Accounting Office have repeat​edly observed that no reliable tech​nique yet exists for appraising the “readiness” or fighting abilities of the armed ser​vices.)

Meanwhile, the Navy has articulated its own strategic sce​nario called “Forward…from the Sea” which stresses quick re​sponse and readiness for combat in littoral rather than open ocean or blue water areas. This scenario seems to overlook two vital ele​ments of the newest “Quadrennial Defense Review”: (1) The Persian Gulf war required almost six months of military buildup, most of it by sea and with no submarine op​position. The threat​ened presence of even one hostile subma​rine (and Iran already has several) would have drastically changed the Navy’s strategy for protecting ocean transit to the Gulf. (2) Placing war​ships close to hostile territories greatly in​creases the threat of modern weaponry that can be launched from myri​ads of land sites, small craft, and coastal merchantmen. The main threat of such weaponry is to the people who man Naval warships, as will be ex​plained in Chapter 6. Congressional and media discussions have come to ask repeatedly the question of, “what is our military structure supposed to be for?” Tough question for our leaders to have to deal with, but indispensably important if we are to be able to do what our Nation has created us to do.

Col. 2—Directions of Emphasis
To cope with the foregoing conditions, the Navy has con​sid​ered it im​per​ative to di​rect top-priority efforts to​ward two closely as​sociated objectives: main​tain​ing its opera​tional equip​ment in top condition, and for this pur​pose recruiting and retain​ing techni​cally skilled person​nel. These objectives have resulted in two foci:

Col. 2—Focus on condition of material. Many of the ships and equip​ments existent at the end of WWII were almost immedi​ately put back to hard work during the Ko​rean con​flict, then shortly again during the Vietnam conflict. Some ships’ crews got so far be​hind in trying to cope with equipment breakdowns that they were un​able to keep up with essen​tial preventive mainte​nance—which led, of course, to more break​downs. The fact that these con​flicts rarely in​volved violent fleet-to-fleet com​bat pro​vided little so​lace, because the prospect of combat always demanded in​stant readi​ness of ships on the line. During these peri​ods, new and more complex equipments—in​clud​ing more ad​vanced elec​tronic sys​tems, higher pressure steam plants, and tactical nuclear weapons—continued to en​ter the Fleet, si​phon​ing off skills from the older systems and demand​ing increased levels of hu​man ef​fort especially on the part of frontline op​erat​ing units.

Col. 2—Focus on “quality of life.” Ship designers and personnel plan​ners have devoted in​tensive ef​forts toward creating a more “homelike” environ​ment on board ships and throughout the Navy by im​proving habitabil​ity and creature comforts, by strengthening and em​phasizing the advantages of service careers, and by pro​vid​ing alternative paths of access from junior enlisteds to com​mand-level authorities through designation of “ombudsmen” and command master chiefs” to enable bypassing of established Division-Department chains of command.

Col.3—Side Effects
The foregoing directions of effort tend to produce unde​sir​able side ef​fects, six of which have combined to reduce the ability of Fleet personnel to perform effec​tively un​der stress and violence. This consequence is ex​am​ined in a subsequent Chapter. Mean​while, the six effects in ques​tion have been as follows (Column 3 of Exhibit 1): 

Col. 3— Whipsaw directions of effort. Cumulation of equipment breakdowns and dis​as​trous ac​ci​dents, plus demands for as​sur​ance of close to 100% safety that accom​pany on-board intro​duc​tion of nuclear weapons, has led to establishment of mas​sive and contin​u​ous pro​grams of on-board inspec​tions carried out by special Fleet and Force headquarters teams, training and main​te​nance “assistance” teams, the Navy’s Board of Inspection and Sur​vey, and even teams from staffs and from other ships to evaluate formally graded ex​er​cises. The fre​quency of required major in​spec​tions during stateside operations has reached a level of about one per week, in no logi​cal se​quence but with each re​quiring in​ten​sive pre​pa​ration. And woe to the Commanding Officer and crew of a ship that fails a major engi​neering or weapons in​spection.

Col. 3— Overwhelming administrative work​loads. More than 200 years ago, Cap​tain Stephen Luce wrote:

"When it be​comes a question of organizing a crew of 700 or 800 men, all to be kept within the limits of one ship, and all to work to​gether har​mo​niously and ef​fec​tively, and to be kept con​stantly well in hand, the labor calls forth the very highest qualities an officer can possess. The train​ing sys​tem, now happily inau​gu​rated, by which American boys are spe​cially trained for men-of-war's men, will, in time, mate​ri​ally lighten the labors of an ex​ecutive of​ficer, upon whom the duties of or​ganiza​tion chiefly evolve.”

Since the time of Captain Luce, shipboard admin​istration has grown like an in​sidi​ous disease to threaten the effi​ciency and fighting ability of the en​tire U.S. Fleet. And no contemplated remedy has worked.

A Chief of Naval Operations recently wrote personally to his Fleet Com​man​ders in Chief concern​ing an “urgent need to re​duce shipboard adminis​trative de​mands” and asked for their per​sonal attention. The explanation accompanying his memoran​dum stated in part:

As a result, our officers are far, far over​commit​ted; di​rec​tives are so complex, over​lapping, and contra​dicting that they are well beyond ship​board capa​bilities to in​terpret and carry out; and, worst of all, the hand​ful of expe​ri​enced of​fi​cers and petty offices who are desper​ately needed in a lead​er​ship role are vir​tu​ally the only ones who can han​dle the direc​tives, thus they must spend full time with pa​per​work in order for ships to re​main admin​istra​tively vi​able.

… It’s sim​ply essential that we re​duce the number of com​mands that is​sue overlap​ping and conflict​ing directives to ships.

… Our in​spection sys​tem has done noth​ing but expand.

… [We must] cancel most of the written direc​tives about formal ship​board train​ing pro​grams. The sit​uation is so bad that it would take a com​plete paper on this sub​ject to do it justice.

… [We must] reduce the number of pe​ripheral programs in which ships partic​i​pate. . . The Navy must shoul​der a share of the blame for the loss of the PUEBLO, for we have bred a genera​tion of COs who have been told more about separat​ing wet garbage from dry garbage in pierside bins than about not giv​ing up the ship.

… The ju​nior officer…sees his ship be​ing admin​istered from in​spec​tion to in​spection, with the pres​sure always on, the pa​perwork re​quirements always tak​ing precedence over the real needs of the crew—and he very rapidly concludes that this is not the life for him.

That memorandum was written 25 years ago by Admiral Elmo Zumwalt. Since then, every Commanding Officer has been of​fi​cially re​quired by exter​nal authorities to assign ap​proxi​mately 100 “collateral” duties to in​dividual officer and senior en​listed person​nel, all requiring administra​tive time and paper​work. In​spections have contin​ued to in​crease. Every individual’s pre​sumed state of training un​der the Per​sonnel Qualification Stan​dards system must be tracked on paper every day.

A former CIC officer in a New Threat Upgrade cruiser com​mented to this writer that, 

“If one were to review all the admin​istrative documents that govern a ship of the line, and to extract all the Sections di​recting that ‘the division officer shall or the department head will…, then calculate a realistic time to complete each task, then add them all to​gether—they undoubtedly would exceed the 168 hours available in a single week. It is impossible for a junior officer ever to get ahead.”

An award winning essayist for the U.S. Surface Navy Associa​tion recently wrote:

At our current rate of implementing nearly one major new ad​minis​trative program per year, the time available to ships’ crews for attain​ing readiness is decreasing, not increasing.

…No administrative program should be imposed on a ship’s crew be​fore its in​cremental implementation and sus​taining costs in man-hours have been analyzed, before the im​pact of this on training time has been briefed to the fleet commander, and be​fore its record keeping functions have been fully automated and incorporated in shipboard adminis​trative computer software.

Well before World War I, Admiral Joseph M. Reeves stated:

Our fleet today is overorganized, overeducated, overin​structed, overadminis​tered, over​complicated…[yet] if war comes, this fleet must fight as is.

To bring the  picture up to date, the Commanding Officer of a modern destroyer wrote recently:

I am appalled at the increase in required paperwork...that has evolved in the three years since my last sea duty...Those who levy various requirements do not act as if they value the time of those assigned to ships.

Despite all such protestations over all these years, there has never been a com​prehen​sive assessment of the cu​mulative im​pact of all administrative require​ments on ship​board work​ing time.

Col. 3—Unprotected ships’ crews. Of all the re​sources in a fighting ship, the most sensi​tive, the most vulnerable, the most fallible, are its people. Yet the combat uni​form pro​vided for every crew​member, his so-called “battle dress,” is ludicrous and de​mean​ing. “Battle dressing sta​tions” for tak​ing care of the wounded in many warships are ridicu​lously inadequate in de​sign. Dogtags to help iden​tify disfigured wounded have van​ished. Medical offi​cers are not only untrained for combat but none are assigned to organi​zations that train shipboard crews. Hundreds of fur​nish​ings and equip​ments throughout most ships (now including heavy exercise machines) are un​se​cured against violent physical shock. It re​mains virtually impos​sible to move wounded per​sonnel quickly and safely from one deck to an​other. Per​sonnel in many U.S. war​ships are to​tally vulnerable to chemi​cal at​tack. It was learned during WW II and has been re​peat​edly relearned that flammable materials introduced for “creature comfort” (such as exposed bedding) may seri​ously en​danger the very “creatures” they seek to benefit. 

During Desert Storm, the public grew ac​customed to TV pic​tures of U.S. warships cruis​ing through presumably dan​gerous waters with “mine look​outs” in dungarees stand​ing in ships’ bows looking for mines that would in​evitably blow them over​board, in pieces, if actually encoun​tered.

Testimony before Congress regard​ing the USS VINCEN​NES in​cident in the Persian Gulf in​dicates that basic and ap​plied re​search pro​grams to study psycho​log​ical impacts of stress and vio​lence upon Naval seamen are still urgently needed. (Films of the VINCENNES incident also show topside personnel unpro​tected against burns while in battle.) 
Col. 3—Ineffective information systems. Ship​board information sys​tems of the highest con​ceiv​able quality are indispens​able for administration, controlling operations, teaching, preserving and re​covering lessons​ learned, and strengthen​ing morale and moti​vation. But design of such systems has never taken essen​tial human factors into full account. Use of “telephone talk​ers” as human inter​medi​aries within sound-powered telephone sys​tems degrades reli​ability so drastically that when real emer​gencies occur during battle drills, key per​sonnel almost invari​ably revert to “squawk boxes” or loud​speaker an​nouncing sys​tems. Facili​ties to help instructors address groups of crewmembers over blower noises are rudi​mentary. Crewmem​bers are unable to see what team skills they are ex​pected to possess or to set goals for achievement in team training. Commanding Officers have no ef​fective way of knowing the cur​rent state of training of shipboard battle or watch teams, to keep track of rapid changes in capabili​ties due to battle damage, or even to de​cide if and when a severely damaged ship must be aban​doned. Commanders plan​ning Fleet exer​cises are unable to learn the re​sults of prior exer​cises. Per​sonnel search​ing for ref​er​ences on critical topics have no means of be​ing sure they have found all they need. When battle is imminent, management of voluminous operation plans and orders can be overwhelming. 
Col. 3—Non-relevant evaluation and reward systems. During the past half century, per​sonal re​ward sys​tems have strayed away from crite​ria re​lat​ing to ability to fight. Officer fitness reports and petty of​ficer eval​uation forms do not call for assessment of leader​ship toward progress in bat​tle training. Enlisted promo​tion criteria are con​cerned mainly with competence in technical special​ties or effectiveness in dealing with social problems. Leaders of many ship​board combat and watch teams rarely have any in​put to ratings of per​formance or recommenda​tions for reenlist​ment (unless they are also in administrative/maintenance chains). “Battle ef​ficiency” com​petitions and awards are judged by computa​tion of fac​tors only remotely related to readiness for com​bat. 
Distorted readiness measurement sys​tems. The official readi​ness re​porting sys​tem based on “C-Ratings” as pre​scribed by the National Com​mand Authorities and imple​mented by the Ser​vices has been re​peat​edly criti​cized by the U.S. Gen​eral Ac​counting Office as unreliable and by mili​tary ana​lysts as de​struc​tive to mor​ale, motivation, and combat effective​ness. In​formation as recorded and transmitted is in​capable of being queried to identify the particular battle ca​pabilities that it pur​ports to re​flect. The judgment of ship​board pro​fessionals as to the cur​rent state of capa​bilities of units under their charge is con​ventionally re​garded by higher author​ities as too “subjective” to be trusted. The present system is used mainly to sup​port bud​getary ar​gu​ments for resources in cases where its indicators seem helpful. It is not used for any pur​pose on board ship or by senior comman​ders to judge the results of training or the conse​quences of bat​tle dam​age. 

Appendix A offers further discussion of cur​rent Navy readi​ness mea​sure​ment and reporting systems 
Col. 4—Impacts on Fighting Abilities

Column 4 of Exhibit 1 lists five areas indispens​able to a war​ship’s abil​ity to per​form ex​pertly in vio​lent com​bat. All five have been di​rectly and ad​versely af​fected by the conditions so far de​scribed. Im​prove​ment in these five areas alone will not lead nec​es​sarily to su​perior combat ef​fectiveness, but fail​ure to improve, as the Defense draw​down continues, could be fatal to the Navy and the Na​tion. The five areas are as follows:

Col. 4—Unrealistic perceptions of battle readi​ness. Something has happened to the way the Navy as a whole views the na​ture of combat and readiness for combat.
 Veter​ans having bombarded in​stal​lations in Ko​rea or Vietnam and perhaps having suf​fered a few hits in return speak of them​selves as having been “in bat​tle.” A re​cent letter from a cruiser skip​per says his peo​ple were ex​cited by having been “in combat” after shooting up an oil rig in the Per​sian Gulf. With intensive recent em​phasis on “safety and survivabil​ity,” the cur​rent ten​dency on board ship is to view bat​tle readiness as ability to move, shoot, and stay afloat rather than to function ef​fec​tively after tak​ing severe dam​age and casu​alties. Commanding Officers repeat​edly as​sert that their primary mission is to pre​serve their ships and pro​tect their people rather than to carry out their missions. Fleet repair ships and underway re​plenishment ships are called “auxiliaries” rather than “combatants” despite their high vul​nerabil​ity to long range cruise mis​siles and their in​dispens​able importance to Fleet fighting power. Nowhere in Navy leader​ship and man​agement courses and text​books are hu​man goals de​fined in terms of achiev​ing expert abil​ity to fight. 

Col. 4—Archaic shipboard management sys​tems. Effective de​sign of ships’ informa​tion systems, briefly discussed earlier in this Chapter, depends not only on techni​cal ade​quacy but also on organi​za​tional structure: who talks to whom about what. Both these el​ements of overall ship​board man​age​ment systems are designed and pre​scribed in large mea​sure by agen​cies ex​ternal to the Fleet. How​ever, the Navy has no agency or office charged with making sure that overall shipboard man​agement systems are systematically de​signed in conjunction with asso​ciated hardware and struc​ture so as to meet the demands of readi​ness for com​bat.

A serious consequence of this hiatus is that the pri​mary ship​board chain of com​mand and responsibility ranging from command to junior enlisted is today oriented toward main​tenance and adminis​tration rather than overall readiness for combat. For ex​ample, the Navy has in re​cent years officially es​tablished ship​board units called “work centers” each with a for​mally des​ig​nated “work center su​pervi​sor,” but no compa​rable units exist under formal la​bels such as combat teams, watch teams, or team leaders, even though the latter types of units have greater re​quire​ments for co​he​sive activity, par​ticularly when under stress. Chains of command existing under battle condi​tions or within watch Sections are effective only when assigned personnel are physically on their stations. Since each Section of each readiness condition has its own chain, there is no single ship​board chain of com​mand for overall battle readiness. In the standard battle organization, a long-favored tenet of shipboard man​age​ment and lead​er​ship has largely been aban​doned.

The last com​prehensive study of shipboard or​ganization was conducted nearly a century ago.
 

Col. 4—Ineffective battle training. Shipboard re​sources for on-board battle train​ing have declined to the point that no ship is judged by se​nior Fleet commanders to be trained above a level called “basic” without having com​pleted refresher training supervised by ex​ternal instruc​tors—training that would ob​vi​ously not be avail​able to many ships called upon to deploy in emergency. Even exter​nally assisted re​fresher training at​tempts to teach perfor​mance only by peo​ple at their battle sta​tions, not their watch stations. Ability of ship’s per​sonnel to cope with major bat​tle dam​age suf​fered during other high threat readi​ness condi​tions—a likely circum​stance during for​ward area opera​tions (as in the case of the USS STARK)—is con​sidered by ma​jor comman​ders to be be​yond the training capabilities of the Fleet.
 It is also gener​ally pre​sumed, and counted on, that ships proceeding to potential combat areas will have time to “train up” en​route, which in turn pre​sumes that battle will neces​sarily take place far away from home—this in a modern envi​ron​ment wherein enemy submarines can fire pre​cision-guided weapons from ranges of over 250 miles, and wherein the U.S. Navy still has no defense against wake-following torpedoes.

Administrative demands upon ships have become so heavy that battle drills can typi​cally be conducted, on the aver​age, less than once per operating week. A typical damage control team needs to be capa​ble of per​forming more than 20 differ​ent types of emergency functions such as fire​fighting, de​flood​ing, or decontamina​tion. Available on-station time permits per​haps four hours per year
 to train in, for ex​ample, three kinds of firefighting alone (Class A, B, C), along with ex​pecta​tion that the team’s membership will ex​perience a 100% turnover during that year. Progress un​der such condi​tions is simply not possible without extraor​di​nary individ​ual motivation-to-achieve. There seems to be an unwritten conven​tion these days that “fighting” consists of op​er​at​ing com​bat systems on the offense and per​forming damage control on the defense, with an assumption that the people in both sys​tems will re​main unhurt in bat​tle.

Operational exercises and major inspec​tions are conven​tion​ally graded as unsat​is​fac​tory, sat​isfac​tory, good, ex​cellent, or out​standing. The Navy thus presumes that per​for​mance can logi​cally be called “satis​fac​tory” with​out being “excellent,” and that excel​lence need not connote perfor​mance under dis​ruptive conditions. Both dis​tinctions disregard conditions of war​fare. 

Col. 4—Diminished human stamina. The stamina needed by fighting men un​der ex​treme conditions is of two kinds: physical and psy​chological. The psychological stamina of U.S. sailors has been diminished by lack of co​hesiveness among the mem​bers of the teams within which they fight, by lack of means to help ship​board leaders teach naval and na​tional missions, goals, and ob​jectives, and by lack of an image that vividly portrays the naval sailor to himself and to the public as a fight​ing man in a fighting uni​form.
 The physical stamina of U.S. sailors has been di​min​ished by lack of ad​equate physical pro​tection against mas​sive vio​lence, by the in​adequate provisions for care of the wounded, and by the lack of understanding of the impor​tance in battle of physiological strength and conditioning devel​oped be​fore​hand.

Col. 4—Declining motivation to achieve. Given the lack of time for battle training caused by ad​ministrative and mainte​nance over​loads, it has become nearly impos​sible for the crew of a U.S. war​ship to de​velop the team skills needed to perform skill​fully under condi​tions of stress, vio​lence, and sur​prise—unless they are highly mo​tivated to do so. Motiva​tion depends largely on percep​tion of worth​whileness of goals. But sailors in U.S. warships see an envi​ron​ment that seems to have much to do with drudgery and little to do with achieving readi​ness for per​formance in vio​lence. Many new sailors going aboard warships from re​cruit train​ing with the latter’s high stan​dards of dis​cipline and smart​ness become disil​lu​sioned by the con​vulsive na​ture of the warship environ​ment. Ship​board personnel have no way of knowing what team skills they are ex​pected to pos​sess, no way of knowing day-to-day how far they have progressed, no way of taking part in set​ting goals for achievement. 

Factors Occurring in the 1990’s
During the early 1990’s, a number of new influences have tended to weaken the mo​tivation and morale of the armed forces, especially in the U.S. Fleets. The prospec​tive unlimited entry of homosexu​als has exerted powerful emo​tional effects on many person​nel. The prospect of a “genderless navy within 5 years” has tended to weaken the self-im​age of U.S. sailors as fighting men,
 and also proved cause for concern by the wives of male sailors.
 The prospect of filling non-combat billets by homo​sex​u​als and women would reduce shore duty billets avail​able to sailors who may have been at sea for extended tours. Pay has been nearly frozen, and cost of living in​creases nearly capped for re​tirement pay. Funds have been cut for op​erating and maintenance. The potential ef​fects of the “drawdown” on individual ca​reers have generated con​sider​able uncer​tainty. The in​volvement of senior officers in the “Tailhook” episode (including doubt cast upon the Secretary of the Navy and the Chief of Naval Oper​ations themselves) as well as a frequently per​ceived anti-mili​tary image of the na​tion’s topmost command have shaken confi​dence in Ser​vice leader​ship.
 In addi​tion, mili​tary forces have been in​creas​ingly used for non-military pur​poses, which in​evitably drains their capabilities for fight​ing.
 
A Master Chief Petty Officer recently testified before Congress that:

More first-term personnel are electing not to reenlist, even after they have suc​cessfully competed with their peers around the Navy. Many sailors do not even consider reen​list​ing. The reasons are clear. While their tours [on board ship] are becoming more arduous and challeng​ing, the crew is inundated with reports of lower or no pay in​creases, at​tempts to degrade their educational benefits, vari​able hous​ing al​lowance cuts, loss of unemployment compensa​tion, taxa​tion of al​lowances which were not previously taxed, changes in the re​tirement system, and freezes or cutbacks on cost-of-living allowances for re​tired personnel. What I see is loss of our best sailors. These are the ones who have alter​natives in the civil​ian world.

Recent scandals at the U.S. Naval Academy have un​question​ably re​duced the re​spect in which commissioned offi​cers are held by en​listed Service members as well as by the pub​lic. Concern has been ex​pressed for the problems of re​cruit​ing in a soci​ety whose attitudes are becom​ing anti-​mili​tary, whose middle class seems to have become “materialistic and self-seeking, and whose working class is physically unfit and lacking in self-dis​cipline.”

On board ship, living compartments are being reconfig​ured so that women crew​mem​bers can be berthed together, an ar​range​ment that becomes confusing since warship crews have cus​tomarily functioned in a manner re​quiring personnel to berth to​gether ac​cording to similar technical responsibilities. (Berthing by gender necessarily mixes technical ratings.)

It should also be noted that women in war​ships will re​quire in future special sizes of protec​tive clothing and lifejackets. De​sign​ers of even the most modern ships have never been able to (or bothered to) solve the prob​lems of where to stow and how to care for these items, problems that will in​evitably become exac​erbated by introductions of multiple special sizes. (See endnotes for other considerations that accompany substitution of female for male crewmembers in warships.
)

This decade is witnessing severe drawdowns in the num​ber of ships in the fleets avail​able for deployments. Whether the consequence will be longer deploy​ments remains undeter​mined. But it will behoove Naval lead​ers to recall the near mu​tinies that took place in USS CHICAGO in 1946 and in USS CON​STEL​LA​TION and KITTY HAWK in late 1972 under similar circum​stances.

Where Leadership Should Lead
Both top leadership and on-board leadership need to take the following actions to the best of their ability:

1. Review current requirements imposed upon ships for offi​cial inspec​tions;

2. Determine how shipboard personnel may be optimally protected against vio​lence;

3. Systematically reexamine the total complex of ship​board information man​agement re​quire​ments including adminis​trative paperwork;

4. Align personal rewards, including performance evalua​tions, with mea​sures reflect​ing ability to perform un​der ex​treme conditions;

5. Enable Fleet leadership to identify and evaluate pre​scribed battle ca​pabili​ties, in​cluding residual capa​bilities after bat​tle, by means of a standard Naval op​erational readiness re​port​ing system (which is now impossible, because such a system does not exist).

� It has been said on good authority that, “. . . the immense technical advances in all matters connected with naval construction, propulsion, and armament have tended, by their exaltation of the technical contribution to naval power, to depreciate in popular recognition the element of military efficiency. “ (Mahan A. T. Naval Administration and Warfare, 1803)


� Tentative designs of 21st century warships are tending toward radically smaller crew sizes—perhaps in the 40s or 50s for a 10,000 ton ship. For a comprehensive technical discussion of these possibilities, see Anderson, D.E., F. R. Oberman, T. B. Malone, and C. C. Baker. 1997. Influence of human engineering on manning levels and human performance on ships. Naval Engineers Journal (September). This treatise neglects to address conditions or requirements of violent combat.


� For a comprehensive and authoritative discussion of the disastrous impacts of reducd funding on the ability of the US Fleets to ensure the security of the Country, see Clemins, A. R. (ADM U. S. Navy and Commander in Chief, U. S. Pacific Fleet). Where is the peace dividend now? U. S. Naval Institute Procedings September 1999.


� Reaffirmed in the late 1990s by the “Quadrennial Defense Review.”


� See Dewey, T. (LCDR, USN). 1994. U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings (March, p.13)


� See Barber, A. H. II (CAPT USN). 1994. Ready or not. Report on the Surface Navy Association’s Seventh National Symposium.24-28 October. Washington, D. C. : Author.


� From Polmar, N. &t. B. Allen. 1982. Rickover. New York: Simon and Schuster.


� Van Tol, J. M. (CDR, USN). 1997. Comment on Warrior Training Must Be the Highest Priority by R. Bowdish. U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings (August).


� Recently, the Director of advertising and public relations for the Army Recruiting Service was quoted as stating, “You’ve got to be careful how combat, or the potential for combat, is displayed in your commercials. We don’t want to be misleading, but too much combat footage interferes with the long term attributes of Army service that we want to portray: money for college, skills training, and relevance to a civilian career.” See “Tilting at windmills’, Washington Monthly, May 1991. In 1997, a Navy public affairs officer refused to allow a Navy contngent to participate in a stadium multi-Service half-time celebration if Navy units would be required to “march” or if the Navy color guard would be requuired to carry weapons, since these features are no longer consistent with U.S. Navy images. U.S. Marine Corps recruiting maintains its implied orientation toward fitness for combat.


� Excellent automated programs exist to analyze interpersonal communications—to find out who really talks to whom about what— under either deliberate or stressful conditions. An example is a process titled NETMAP, recently used for an analysis of communications among U.S. Defense Department agencies. For descriptive information contact Dr. Leslie J. Berkes of San Marino, CA.


� For a report of the last comprehensive study of U.S. Navy shipboard organization, see King, E. J. (LT, later ADM USN). 1909. Some ideas about organization on board ship. U. S. Naval Institute Proceedings (March). (Naval Institute Prize Essay)


� In September of 1961, Pacific Fleet ships were officially instructed to steam routinely in Condition of Readiness III. This practice has long since been abandoned in favor of “improving quality of life.”


� Based on recent review of microfiche copies of ships’ logs of three ships for one year. See also Appleton, D. S. (CDR USN) . Combat Training in Ships. Combat Readiness magazine and Naval Training Bulletin (Navy Dept) both 1956.


� Vivid media photos come to mind showing an attack aircraft carrier approaching Haiti with Army troops and Navy sailors “manning the rail,” the Army troops wearing combat gear and the Navy sailors wearing sport shirts. 


� Particularly by inadequate design of ladders and hatches to facilitate movement of stretchers from one deck to an�other.


� None of the official actions emphasizing desirabilities of substituting women in ships’ crews has cited poten�tials for improvements of fighting ability or of special requrements to provide suitable medical care for women before, during, or after violent combat.


� Since it became the policy of the Defense Department to avoid assigning women to military environments subject to high combatant stress, and since it then became the policy of the Navy Department to assign women to fast combat support ships and aircraft carriers (among others), the inevitable conclusion of officers and crewmembers as�signed to the latter units is that they need not consider themselves “fighting men”—an enormous handicap to Commanding Officers attempting to prepare Naval ships for battle.


� For incisive comments on depletion of morale in the Naval Service, especially during the “drawdowns,” see main editorial in Navy Times of 14 June 1993.


� Regarding trends toward degradation of military combat capabilities, see Dunlap, C. (COL, USAF). 1993. The Origins of the American Military Coup of 2012. Washington, D. C.: National Defense University Press (reviewed in The Atlantic, January 1993). A dramatic summary of recent impacts on military effectiveness is presented by former Secretary of the Navy John Lehman and Harvey Sicherman in How our defense capability erodes, Navy Times September 8, 1997, p. 31.


� Quoted in Navy Times, May 9, 1994, p. 38.


� Some of the special considerations that accompany substitution of female for male warship crewmembers include: modification of structure to provide special berthing and bathroom facilities; berthing of personnel according to gender rather than skill categories; generation of extra fresh water; extra care in conducting first-aid training and decontamination drills involving both sexes; assignment of duties consistent with physical strength and endurance requirements; provision of special sizes of lifejackets, protective clothing, and corresponding stowage facilities; special skills for medical personnel in treating female battle wounds as well as extraordinary non-combat physical problems (such as abnormal or ectopic pregnancies); distractions from combat functions caused by tendencies of males to protect females under extreme circumstances; legal risks stemming from possibilities of intentional or unintentional harassment; difficulties in adjusting for tendencies of males and females to attract each other sexually.
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