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(Following relates to discussions in http://dacom.com/fighting-ability/ .)

Earlier comments concerning crew readiness are right on target. In that regard, I have two or three illustrations to support my views. 

With respect to fighting the Chinese, it is my belief that when they are just about ready to go after the U.S. in a major way they will initiate a series of annoying albeit only slightly but not wantonly provocative instances in the South China Seas near Taiwan that will trigger a sequence of high level talks. The underlying theme of subject talks will border on international blackmail at the table, i.e., "You Americans had better agree to our demands or we will blast your country into dust". Those actions will cause the U.S. national leadership to order the USN to deploy as many carrier groups into the "area of concern" as possible under the current DOD/CNO battle group surge concept. Meanwhile, the Chinese surface navy and land based air forces will subject U.S. forces wherever located off-the mainland shore of China to a series of parry and jab maneuvers sufficient to cause each USN battle group commander in WESTPAC to increase his force readiness status but insufficient in magnitude to justify any form of counter action. The Chinese will continue their extortion game stalling long enough to allow all or most of the in-transit surged carrier groups to gain station in accordance with the Chinese strategic plan objective. Of course, the high tempo of operations in the South China Seas will stretch our lines of communication and logistic support while keeping the Chinese supply lines unlimited and short. Their plan as I view it is provoke and stall long enough to preposition their submarine forces for the first and only attack. The concept being that if they can sink or otherwise render several carriers combat ineffective at time-zero they can win their objectives with little or no risk or loss on their part while minimizing our counterattack capabilities. They also know that actions such as these will arouse the American liberals and supporting media to a point of hysteria and bring forth noises from them for some form of capitulation (rather Red than dead syndrome) and oppose a preemptive strategic nuclear attack on our part. The Chinese will, intensify their initiatives during the last three or four days before they are ready and then they will attack all or most of the surge deploy​ed carriers by simultaneously delivered submarine launched conventional warhead weapons. This "minus three-four day period" is a political move to gain the time needed to lure more U.S. forces into the area and then position their own forces for a massive blow with little opportunity for conventional weapons counter attack.
The risk to the attacking Chinese submarines is marginal at best since they know that the U.S. surface ship ASW capability is more blow than go and besides who can prove conclusively that it was a Chinese submarine that in fact launched the attack. Everyone knows but senior Navy leadership that USN surface ship ASW capability against nuclear propelled submarines regardless of age or national origin is about as good as it was in 1941 against conventionally powered German submarines despite all of the hoopla associated with more recent technological advances. You have to find them first, identify them beyond any doubt and prove that their intent is indeed hostile. Still very hard to do, particularly if the submarine is faster than the surface ASW ships and quiet below long range pas​sive system detection ranges! If the USN carrier battle groups are fortunate enough to have two or three modern attack SSNs in company there may be some chance of staving off first attacks by the Chinese if the ROE permits. But, I will bet that the submariners have other plans for those SSNs at "time minus zero", like anti-Chinese SSBN hunter/killer operations in defense of the con​tinental U.S.

If the carrier battle group is fortunate enough to have modern attack SSNs in company maybe the subs will detect the Chinese submarine(s) in time but will be unable to take any positive action under the Rules of Engagement (ROE) and Washington intervention. And, the Chinese will exploit those ROE just as pol​iticians and ambassadors have outfoxed the U.S. in previous days. Maybe, the Chinese will play cat and mouse with the carrier groups causing the OTCs of those groups to operate all sorts of forces around the clock for days trying to stay ahead of the Chinese. Or maybe the Chinese may take actions to entice Washington leadership to direct some of the American forces to operate within the Straits of Taiwan where the weather and seas are almost always adverse and maneuvering room is nil. Or, maybe they will parallel those ops with incidents elsewhere in the South China Sea area necessitating re-positioning some of the carrier groups into other areas to cover all "bases". The purpose of all of these preliminary actions is to put the Chinese leadership in a position to station the minimum level of force necessary to deliver knock-blows to as many carriers as possible at "time zero" all the while wearing down our forces before the fact thus reducing USN carrier battle forces' abilities to fight a sustained war once started. Anti-carrier warfare is the Chinese mode of choice since they know that no one else in the world has the capability to stand-up a force of the magnitude and power needed to confront the Chinese in their own front yard.

You rightly ask, "What is the purpose of the foregoing discussion"? It is simple. I can tell you from personal experience that carriers cannot operate full bore for more than 14-16 hours a day without some flight deck/aircrew rest and cannot operate at a sustained (7/24) single ship reduced level of effort for much more than three or four days before the flight deck crew and air crews become combat fatigued beyond effectiveness. USS CONSTELLATION was directed to operate around the clock at a modified flight-deck level of effort in 1974. Despite a noble effort the plan had to be canceled after a period of 83 hours when everyone on the flight deck was so worn out that the hazards to personnel were greater than the expected attack damages. This was no fluke. Later, USS ENTERPRISE was tested in a similar manner during a major fleet exercise and had the same experience. Carriers have only one flight deck crew! Reduced tempo of operations i.e., one catapult, two or three cross deck wires does not gain much in the long run because everyone has to man his station if the tactical situa​tion demands handling lots of aircraft and the crew rest gained is marginal if at all real. The only way to conduct sustained carrier ops in my limited opinion is with multiple, mutually supporting carriers each operating for a finite period of time each day under a single commander who coordinates the effort to maximize effectiveness while conserving resources thus preserving his surge capability until really needed.

You know from your own experience just how long ship's crews can man battle stations effectively and how depleted the capability becomes after just a few hours. I vividly recall how worn out I was as an energetic eighteen/nineteen year old signalman second class during WWII after many successive days and nights of GQ and sleeping when I could at night on a flag bag. We were just too busy during the daylight hours to rest and on too short a call to lay below to our bunks to sleep at night and besides, dawn GQ was just minutes away. Do you remember? Of course you do but the moderns have never had to do that and do not know.

If that same carrier force mentioned above is subjected to some form of bio​logical or chemical attack before the fact, i.e., "minus three" you can rest assured that the force will be rendered virtually ineffective when 1/4th to 1/3rd of the crew is sick. CONSTELLATION was combat-ineffective one time in the mid​70s when about 1/3rd of the entire ship's company, the embarked air wing and carrier battle group staff were hard down with intestinal flu. Yours Truly included although I hung on until the very last before becoming a walking wounded member of the staff. I was down for three or four days thereafter. Although we reported our condition to our seniors in a timely manner they did not have the professional integrity to declare CONNSTELLATION and embarked air wing and staff C4 in personnel and order us to withdraw to a safer area to lick our wounds and heal our sick. We remained on station combat ineffective as we were. (There is no official record of this event because no one wanted to send a message admitting the truth about single carrier operations.) The Chinese are not going to let stricken/sickened carrier battle groups vacate station to recover. One of their subs will bag the carrier at the first opportunity.

Another way to render a single ship, a battle group or battle force ineffective at very little risk to the opposition force is to attack while the watch is be​ing relieved. Everyone knows the USN daily routine as it is now and has been for a couple hundred years and that the ships are least ready as watches are being relieved and when the crew is at their meals. Maybe this routine has been changed but I doubt it. So enemy, attack at 0345, 0730, 1145 and so on when the turnover is just about completed but no one is really in charge and you will score an easy victory. You have been there and know that as factual. I experi​mented with a watch rotation scheme once wherein CIC was relieved at say 0200, 0700, 1100 and so on and the bridge force was relieved at 0100, 0600, 1000, etc and so on with the engineers and others. It did not work because of crew mess​ing problems, unacceptable, risky reductions in watertight integrity during the constant movement of personnel and general interference in necessary ship's work.

A battle-wise old Brit Admiral once told me that if he ever had to fight the USN he would "torment" the American fleet for several days with minor distractions just severe enough to keep the Americans on their stations and after four or five days he would attack and defeat the battle weary/now worn-out crews with little or no effort. I believe it!!!! And, so do the Chinese.

Full combat readiness from a condition-watch status is the best we can do for the long haul if the senior "leadership" will initiate some changes in mentality and routine. But even that simple act will be hard to institute. 

For example, once I concocted a scheme wherein a three-man crew could fire twenty rounds of AA in a condition three watch status by hooking up the target designation system (TDS) in CIC directly with the fire control director. This allowed the TDS operator to slew the unmanned director to the designated range, bearing and elevation allowing the computer operator in plot to lock the radar on the target expeditiously and automatically once acquired. All the while the director was communicating fire control data (present director status and position) directly to the computer operator in plot who could fire the mount from a ready service condition as soon as a fire control problem solution was finalized. The premise and facts were that the MK-68 GFCS radar could be operated remotely as could the 5"/54 dual-purpose rapid fire gun mount if set up in a fully automatic mode. And, if the target designation system operator in CIC had authority under the Tactical Action Officer (TAO) in CIC to order "open fire" when the time was right. The then COMCRUDESPAC and NAVSEA weapons people would have no part of that efficiency and we were ordered not to operate thusly and to go with the nine or ten man condition three-watch crew according to doctrine. Nuts.
Trying to man a director when it is moving in a full tracking mode of motion is a hazardous if not foolhardy operation just as manning a firing mount while in motion and firing. Not only is the manning operation dangerous to personnel but the already established routine is broken during the turnover process.

Thus it went in my day and maybe goes on today. You know better than I.

Concur in your remarks about battle dress. While in Washington on duty in the Pentagon I urged the Uniform Board to adopt a pair of steel-toed, high topped sea boots, a lightweight hard hat and a nonflammable coverall-style uniform for at sea work and watch/battle wear. The Uniform Board rejected the idea as being not worth the expense even though I told them about the steersman aboard a small destroyer-type ship I had served in during WWII being killed by having his head crushed when a near-miss explosion lifted the ship out of the water and he was tossed violently upward smashing his head on the I-beam centerline directly above the ship's wheel and of the first loader whose toes were smashed beyond repair when he dropped a 5" projectile on his foot while loading his gun under combat conditions. All exceptional cases they said and insufficient grounds to undertake such an expensive change to the uniform.

I also attacked the Ships' Characteristics Board once when they directed instal​ling new OBA lockers adjacent to the main deck forward repair locker in an al​ready crowded passageway. The SCB stated that the alternative site I proposed was too far away from the main ladder leading down to the second deck (about twenty feet). I replied in no avail that positioning the spare OBA locker in the more spacious less crowded second deck passageway away from the main deck forward repair locker distributed the vital resources as well as making them more accessible. Answer, "Can't modify the approved SHIPALT"!

It took our generation three or four years to wise up and place the obvious in motion during WWII. Fortunately we had both the time and resources to spend as we geared up then. Such will not be the case in the future hit and run strikes with the Islamic terrorists and the dedicated time consuming deliberately delaying and deceptive operations I envision.
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