FtgAbilsHB:Ftg Abils Study Report:Ftg Abils in Navy Ships:00Cover.doc Draft 10 May 2004


FIGHTING ABILITIES IN AMERICAN WARSHIPS

Report of a Study of Organization, Training, and Protection of 

Warship Crews Preparing for Battle
by

Daniel S. Appleton PhD

Captain, U.S. Navy (Ret)

2004

850 Coast View Drive

Laguna Beach, CA 92651

(949) 494-2753

DSA@1940.usna.com

This document is available from originator on paper or disk without charge.

Contents are word-searchable via Microsoft Word. 

Where referenced in footnotes, selected documents are reprinted verbatim in 

www.dacom.com/fighting-bility/ 

FIGHTING ABILITIES IN NAVY SHIPS



Prologue

Emer​gency deployments to high-threat areas pose ex​traordinary chal​lenges to leaders seeking to maximize fighting abilities. 

(Summarizes principal chal​lenges and potential impacts on ability to prevail in bat​tle.)
Issues

Critical aspects of shipboard organization, battle training, feedback on progress, human pro​tection, and leadership all focusing on expert perform​ance under extreme stress and violence.

(Summarizes these five areas of battle readiness.)
1 Bravery Will Not Be Enough
Modern third world weaponry will  present unprecedented dangers to crews of all types of ships, both combatant and support, operating in littoral waters.

 (Summarizes poten​tial threats and weapons.)
2 Pressures Of Peacetime

Peacetime pressures in recent years have increased the dif​fi​culties of preparing quickly for combat. 

(Describes how these pres​sures have affected shipboard conditions.)

3 Critical Shipboard Conditions

The first task of combat lead​ers facing emergency de​ployment must be to re​view current shipboard conditions that impact fighting abilities. 

(Describes pertinent ship​board conditions.)
4 From Challenges Toward Solutions

Succeeding Chapters will de​scribe approaches to meeting the challenges previously cited.

(Summarizes proposals to follow.)
5 Organizing for 

   Bat​tle

Clear off-station chains of re​sponsi​bility for shipboard battle readiness can streng​then team cohesion, offset ef​fects of turnover, and reduce paperwork.

 (Explains how to set up and meld into ship​board daily life.)
6 Preparing for       Violence
Importance of combat uni​forms and team cohesion to physical and psychological protection and to self-image and public image of naval man o’wars​men.

(Emphasizes nature of hu​man  threats of violent physical disruption and fire.)

7 Battle Training

Feedback Procedure

Identifying team goals and keeping track of qualifica​tions can con​tribute greatly to planning, train​ing, mo​rale, and pro​gress.

(Explains Objective-Based Training. See spe​cific examples in Appendix B.)
8 Planning Battle Drills

Advance planning can take advantage of every opportu​n​ity for drill whether or not prescheduled.

(Explains how to assign re​sponsibilities and what ele​ments should be included in planning.)
9 Initiatives for Shipboard Lead​ers

Most of the needed proce​dures are within authority and resources of command​ing of​ficers to imple​ment. 

(Explains each one.)
10 Help From Above

Some needed procedures that involve changes to equip​ment, structure, and Service conventions will need guid​ance and assis​tance from higher authorities.

(Explains each one.)


11       USS

Kings Mountain
Needed procedures can be use​fully illustrated by describing implementation in a hypo​thetical experi​mental ship. 

(Des​cribes in​stalled experi​mental proce​dures.)
12 Leadership and Change

Rapid implementa​tion of new procedures may involve changes to long-standing techniques and thereby call for extraordinary leadership. 

(Explains how and why.)

APPENDIX A

 Measuring Battle

Capabilities

Fleetwide standard procedures for measuring and communi​cat​​ing changes in battle ca​pabilities have major impacts on unit effectiveness and mo​rale. 

(Explains how and why and describes an alter​native sys​tem design.)
APPENDIX B

Command Training Assessment Cards

Presents assorted examples of unclas computer​ized CTAS formats (based on Fleet standards) to help COs examine prospective usefulness of adopting battle training feedback procedure. 

(All formats available to Commanding Officers on line or via ATG web sites.)

PROLOGUE

The littoral is potentially the bloodiest arena in which a modern navy has ever dared to fight, yet we continue to encourage the public expectation of quick victory with few—if any—casualties. Our preoccupation with utopian technical solutions has cultivated a strategic Achilles’ heel and left the U. S. Navy poised for defeat in the littorals.

A naval ship cannot survive and prevail under the violent conditions of warfare unless her crew is organized and trained to fight. These conditions impose leadership and management demands that are more challenging than any likely to be encountered in governmental or industrial life.

Keep in mind that in all Naval combat environments, people will always comprise not only the most critical but also the most vulnerable resource in every ship. When the crew of a warship is decimated or weakened, so is their ship. If U.S. surface sailors’ lives are placed at risk, then so will be their ships. When the ships are placed at risk, so will be the Nation.
American man-o’warsmen now face a convergence of two new 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, not just among senior ranks and grades. These demands will increase as crew sizes diminish with the introduction of new ship designs.

The awesome variety of missions for which surface units must be trained and ready to perform 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, theater ballistic missile defense (soon), 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 different combinations of such missions, each requiring specialized technical skills.

The second challenge will come from new demands upon human physical stamina and mental toughness. The potential dangers to shipboard personnel in littoral areas will substantially exceed the dangers historically experienced or anticipated by ships’ crews in high-seas combat environments. These unprecedented challenges to human performance will apply to the crews of all types of Navy ships, including many labeled “auxiliaries” rather than “combatants.”

These new challenges to physical and mental stamina will come from hostile weaponry proliferating worldwide in both quantity and sophistication. These weapons already include high performance cruise missiles capable of launching from land bases, land vehicles, aircraft, submarines, or commercial ships or fishing craft; ballistic missiles capable of targeting units whose movements are constrained or briefly predictable (such as during replenishment or flight operations, amphibious assaults, flight operations, 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 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 far exceeding any ever faced by American Naval forces.

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 calls for training of extraordinary depth and difficulty. Extra Fleet battle training resources might be available for short periods before or during a hurried deployment (as they were during Desert Storm), but these are now being drastically depleted by reductions in resources budgeted for Afloat Training Commands. New demands will be placed on shipboard leaders to conduct aspects of battle training heretofore guided largely by pretrained off-ship specialists.

The observations and recommendations in this handbook are based on fifty years of professional experience and theoretical research focused on how best to enable U. S. warship crews to perform expertly in battle. The handbook describes practical shipboard methods and procedures that can substantially reduce human hazards and strengthen per​formance. Examples include ( defining expert ability to fight as a master leadership goal, ( strengthening psychological and physical protection, ( clarifying responsibilities for battle readi​ness 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 a ship’s company, and ( enabling a ship’s captain to specify and track particular performance standards he wishes his people to achieve and sustain. If the Navy pursues the concept of long-term deployments accompanied by on-station whole-crew exchanges (hull-swapping), on-board achieve​ment and sustainment of expert battle skills by both crews in each instance will become even more challenging. 

Current and recent Commanding Officers and major commanders—including the Chief of Naval Operations in person—have been consulted during formulation of the above observations (see appended acknowledgments).  No professional has disputed the “bottom line” that current shipboard management conditions can seriously impair the ability of Ameri​can war​ship crews to cope suc​cessfully with the potential stress and vio​lence of littoral combat. It must be reemphasized, however, that the procedures outlined herein are designed mainly for emergency circumstances and would be considered by most professionals as too intensive for routine operations when achievemen of “expert fighting ability” is not the topmost priority.

This Nation will someday depend again on the fighting capabilities of its Navy. With archaic man​age​ment tools hampering the ef​forts of Fleet lead​ers to take care of their shipboard people under condi​tions of gross stress or vio​lence, many U. S. war​ship crews to​day cannot be de​pended upon to win in bat​tle.

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.

CHAPTER 1

 BRAVERY WILL NOT BE ENOUGH

The First Task of Leadership
Purposeful efforts to achieve expert ability to fight can arise only from under​standing by all hands of the reasons why.

Modern Naval leaders face an enormous challenge: persuading their people that individual day-to-day efforts are linked hand-in-glove to an ethereal idea called “maritime strategy.” The first consequence that all hands will need to take aboard is the fact that the probability of violent naval combat has increased since WWII. 

The superb material performance of the U.S. Fleets in the Per​sian Gulf in 1990-91 was summed up in the Con​gressional Record in the follow​ing words:

… despite months in that de​manding environment, with more than half the ships being more than 20 years old, and with almost all of them un​der​way 90 percent of the time, CAS​REPS [equip​ment casu​alty re​ports] began to decline. Further, this level of readi​ness was at​tained and main​tained de​spite the myr​iad of missions assigned: mine coun​ter​mea​sures, inter​cepts of foreign ves​sels, practices for am​phibious landings, raids on Iraqui-held is​lands, replen​ish​ments, search and rescue, gunfire sup​port, and a host of others…the ships have be​come fully self sufficient and could ap​parently stay out there indefi​nitely. 
From then on, as the Navy turns its attention toward a hundred new potential problems through​out the world, the leaders in our ships will need to be thinking and training with some​thing more challenging in mind than faced them in the Gulf: not just “maintaining,” “operating,” and “surviving,” but fight​ing. Many emerging countries are gaining long range advanced weapons, and the world’s oceans are starting to fill with potentially hostile sub​marines. The suspected pres​ence of even one enemy submarine threatening our massive ocean-borne buildup in the Middle East would have radically changed not only our maritime but our national strat​egy. 
Nevertheless, a shipboard officer or se​nior petty officer who stands up in front of his peo​ple to explain why we need to be ex​pert at the busi​ness of fight​ing is facing one of the most dif​ficult and challenging tasks of Naval combat lead​er​ship. The first part of the prob​lem will be to explain the meaning of “fighting.” Very few U.S. war​ship crews since WW1 have had to fight their ships, mean​ing to continue delivering fire​power, conduct​ing re​plenish​ments, or controlling assault op​erations while at the same time absorb​ing mas​sive disruption and human casual​ties. Fighting is differ​ent from simply operat​ing, dif​ferent from combat-sys​tems-plus-damage-control, dif​fer​ent from simply surviv​ing.  By this definition, U.S. ships in Korea, in Vietnam, or in the Per​sian Gulf did not have to fight.

The days are gone when modern fleets or parts of fleets slugged it out with salvo after salvo of guns or bombs in the man​ner of Tsushima, Jutland, Savo Island, Tassafaronga, Midway, or Leyte Gulf. But there has been no incisive analysis of the differences in hazards resulting from modern littoral combat as compared to open-seas combat of another day. A ship in hostile littoral waters may face enormous hostile launching areas, the formidable threat of wake-following or 200-knot torpedoes, and the potentials of incoming ballistic missiles whenever the ship is at rest or moving on a predictable course. But just as in past naval wars, a ship badly hit today may have plenty of punch left—pro​vided that crewmembers can take care of each other, keep their wits about them, and keep as much as possible of their equip​ment oper​at​ing. 

Badly hit could mean taking two or more missiles above the water line or tor​pe​does below the water line, or both, per​haps nearly simul​tane​ously. Chances are that this will happen with the ship in Readiness Condition II or III, not at bat​tle sta​tions, so that first-team officer and en​listed leaders may not be initially on station and personnel who are already on station may not be protected by bat​tle dress.

When the hits come, the ship may be picked up and shaken like a toy. People will be thrown bodily into sharp corners of nearby  structure, so that heads and faces are smashed and bones snapped like twigs. Bulkheads and structures will be rent and twisted like card​board. Equip​ment and heavy fur​nish​ings—such as file cabi​nets, desks, safes, and chairs—will be torn from their mountings and hurled about like missiles of their own, causing further injuries and destruction and blocking hatches and pas​sageways. Deck gratings in engi​neering spaces will act as giant knives, shearing pipelines and wiring, and releas​ing live steam, oil, and elec​tricity. Bedding and linoleum deck surfacing will begin to burn and emit toxic fumes. Many ships today are just as “burnable,” or more so, than were most at the battles of Pearl Harbor and Guadalcanal. The principal fire danger on board is still the crew’s bedding (which was protected by flame resistant covers later in WWII) along with linoleum deck coverings (no change), paint in general (still oil-based), and wooden deck gratings at or near the bridge.

What are the chances that a U.S. ship may be brought into this kind of violent com​bat? The following facts and circum​stances are summarized here for ready reference as well as to help shipboard leaders do the teaching they will need to do.

The United States depends for its life and freedom upon the oceans.

Nearly everything the U.S. needs depends on our being able to use the oceans to bring in the resources we use for manufactur​ing and to transport nearly every​thing we sell to foreign buyers. If we have to use major military force, this is how we must send most of our troops and supplies over​seas to fight.

Many oceanborne raw materials are vital to manufacture of U.S. products for both na​tional se​cu​rity and peacetime econ​omy. The U.S. is also be​coming steadily more de​pen​dent upon mate​rials and fin​ished goods manufac​tured overseas. For ex​ample, all of the high-purity sili​con the U.S. buys for com​puter chips used in thou​sands of mis​sile guid​ance systems is made in Ger​many. Ball bear​ings used in U.S. submarines, air​craft, and tanks come in​creas​ingly from Europe and Asia.

The present state of the U.S. mar​itime in​dus​tries places the Na​tion at a high level of danger even dur​ing peacetime.

The U.S.-flag mer​chant ma​rine along with U.S. na​tional ship​building and ship repair indus​tries has  al​most ceased to ex​ist. To​day, more than 95% of American ocean car​goes are carried in ships not un​der U.S. con​trol. Most of the few U.S.-flag ships in ac​tive use are ill-suited to carry​ing military car​goes. There are no longer any large com​mercial ships being built in U.S. ship​yards, with the re​sult that ship​build​ing skills that take years to de​velop are being progressively lost. It has been authori​ta​tively es​timated that U.S. ship​yards could not ef​fect ma​jor re​pairs to six large ships, naval or commer​cial, at once.

The nation is endangered today by three consequences of the decrepit state of its mer​chant ma​rine: the vulnerability of our ocean commerce, the likely im​pacts upon the na​tion if that com​merce should be in​terrupted in peace​time, and the prob​a​bility that ef​forts might be exerted to cause such in​ter​rup​tion. Consider these con​sequences in turn:

How vulnerable is U.S. ocean com​merce? Interrup​tion of com​mercial ship​ping has be​come a process within the ca​pabili​ties of almost any deter​mined shore​line nation.

The U.S. government has described 31 par​ticular ocean trade routes as indis​pens​able  to U.S. foreign commerce. Most of these routes pass close to the shores of de​velop​ing na​tions around the world. Some of the most im​por​tant routes pass through narrow passages at Gibraltar and Suez at the ends of the Mediter​ranean, Hormuz at the entrance to the Per​sian Gulf, Bab el-Man​deb be​tween the Red Sea and the In​dian Ocean, Malacca be​tween the In​dian Ocean and the Pacific, and Cuba and Panama at the en​trances to the Caribbean. All of these “chokepoints” are bor​dered by Third World coun​tries. 

Many nations have established “exclusive eco​nomic zones” reach​ing 200 miles or more off​shore. More extensive zones may be “reserved” for naval exercises or long-range weapons tests. Within such zones, ships bearing suspected car​goes may be in​ter​cepted, trailed by fast patrol craft, warned to change course, sub​jected to low over​flights, and even fired upon or boarded and searched. They may then be brought into port for lengthy in​spections, have their crews de​tained or their car​goes con​fis​cated, or be sub​jected to exorbi​tant fines and fees. Where re​gional conflicts are in process, the belligerent na​tions may de​clare block​ades or re​ject re​sponsibil​ity for violent actions taken against ships in​trud​ing upon “their” water​ways. Guerrilla at​tacks may be launched from unidenti​fiable ves​sels or mo​bile launch​ers ashore against ships of Liberian, Hon​duran, or Panama​nian registry, which to​gether carry more than 50% of U.S. foreign com​merce. As a re​sult, the privilege of flags of convenience could be with​drawn from U.S. ship​pers, and merchant crews may sim​ply refuse to enter en​dan​gered wa​ters. 
What could be the impacts of ocean commerce in​terruption? The proba​ble con​se​quences to this nation if its ocean com​merce should be in​ter​rupted in peace​time have never been thor​oughly stud​ied. It would not be far​fetched, how​ever, to predict that the conse​quences upon the nation’s econ​omy and se​cu​rity would be both ad​verse and rapid. If inter​ruption should then continue, the dan​gers to the na​tion would increase rapidly. Some of these ear​liest predictable ef​fects could be:

As we found in 1988-89 in the Persian Gulf, this Nation’s first official con​cern would be for Ameri​can lives and property in the country whose gov​ernment or in​sur​gents insti​gated the inter​rup​tion in the first place. Diplo​matic activity would be in​tense.  U.S. citi​zens may have to be evac​u​ated or res​cued. If major losses of life have been in​curred, there would be seri​ous con​sidera​tion of re​tal​ia​tion. If a local demo​cratic gov​ernment had been threat​ened, U.S. armed sup​port could quickly be so​licited. If the in​ter​rupt​ing forces had strong third-country back​ing, possi​bilities for armed con​fronta​tion with U.S. forces could arise within a few days. 

Ocean shipping could begin to jam up or reroute at once, with other unpre​dic​table conse​quences. Worldwide media cov​erage would begin without delay, and vari​ous ele​ments of the U.S. public would begin to ex​press their concerns about such is​sues as dangers to demo​cratic gov​ernment, whether to sup​port local gov​ern​ments or revo​lution​ar​ies, vio​la​tions of human rights, why fore​knowledge was insuf​ficient, and the prospects and con​se​quences of escala​tion of con​flict and of increasing U.S. na​tional involvement.

What is the probability that one or more foreign nations will at​tempt to interrupt U.S. ocean com​merce? Many Third World lead​ers have shown themselves more than willing to ac​tively op​pose or em​bar​rass the U.S. whenever it suits them. Mod​ern ex​am​ples include Cuba’s attempt to im​port So​viet strategic mis​siles, the cap​ture of surveillance ship PUEBLO and imprison​ment of her crew, the cap​ture of S. S. MAYAGUEZ, the capture of the U.S. em​bassy in Iran, the tak​ing of U.S. hostages in the Mid​dle East, the bombing of the ma​rine bar​racks in Lebanon, the terri​to​rial claim by Libya to a siz​able por​tion of the Mediter​ranean, Iran’s at​tempt to block pas​sage of tankers through the Per​sian Gulf, the Soviet at​tempts to estab​lish sub​or​dinate gov​ern​ments in Granada and Nicaragua, and Nor​iega’s declaration of war by Panama against the U.S. North Korea, with the second largest army in the world, has disavowed its nonaggression treaty with South Korea. China has officially laid claim to all the islands in the South China Sea, aggressively threatened Taiwan (causing redeployment of the U.S. Seventh Fleet), forcibly occupied several Philippine islands, officially extended its “zone of maritime influence” from 300KM to 2500KM offshore, and formally stated its intent to use military force to enforce its territorial claims. Following the handover of Hong Kong in 1997, Chinese Government officials publicly stated their next objective would be a similar “handover” of Taiwan.

The world now knows that America, without a sub​stan​tial na​tional maritime indus​try, could no longer pro​ject power over ex​treme dis​tances as the British did in the Falklands with​out many months of build-up (five in the case of Des​ert Storm), and that the U.S. pub​lic may be so strongly op​posed to for​eign mili​tary in​volvement that it might very well sub​​​ject itself to risk of mas​sive damage just to avoid con​flict. The po​tentials for dam​age to this country are great and the tempta​tions greater. 
Third World nations will con​tinue to be​come politi​cally more ag​gres​sive and mili​tarily more so​phis​ti​cated.

For what purposes might a developing na​tion, or a radical ele​ment within such a nation, attempt​ to interrupt ocean com​merce? Some of the motiva​tions of the re​cent past have in​cluded: to de​fend against ocean-borne ag​gres​sion by an enemy or to strangle that enemy econom​i​cally; to ac​quire new ter​ri​tory; as an act of ter​ror​ism aimed at re​lease of prisoners or simply to attract world attention; to demonstrate lo​cal prowess in order to gain po​lit​ical power; to help bring down a local gov​ern​ment as an act of revo​lu​tion; or, vice-versa, to help quell a revolution. The sizes of Third World national armies give reason enough for concern regarding their intentions: China 3 million, Russia 450 thousand, North Korea 1.1 million, South Korea 800 thousand, Japan 274 thousand.

Future possibilities involving similar cir​cumstances seem lim​ited only by one’s imagi​na​tion. Consider, for example, the fol​lowing scenar​ios:

· Vietnam and Kampuchea invade Thailand, threaten to take over Sin​ga​pore and con​trol the Straits of Malacca.

· Libya, Ethiopia, and a unified Yemen join forces, in​vade Su​dan and threaten to close the Red Sea.

· Libya takes over Tunisia and threat​ens the Mediter​ranean.

· Israel launches preemptive strike against Iran (and has previously done so against Libya).

· Malaysian or Indonesian revolu​tionaries threaten the Strait of Malacca.

· Taiwan declares full independence from China and solicits U.S. military sup​port. 

· Iran closes the Persian Gulf.

· Turkey closes the Bosporous, blocking passage to and from the Black Sea. 
· Afghanistan invades West Pakistan and drives toward the Indian Ocean.

· North Korea attempts massive blitz against South Korea.

· Nicaragua, Salvador, and Cuba join to threaten the Caribbean.

· Former Soviet republics de​clare indepen​dence. The con​flicts spread, and U.S. forces become in​volved.

· Syria, Lebanon, and Egypt join against Israel, threat​en​ing the Suez Canal.

· Hong Kong decides to declare independence following ab​sorption by China. 
· Bosnian civil war spills over into Albania, Macedonia, and Greece.

· Israel launches a preemptive strike against Iranian weapons factories (as it did recently against Algeria and as the U.S. did against Libya).

Some historians argue that the prospect of major war exists not so much be​tween nations as between civilizations, particularly Islam and the European-Amer​ican cultures. Of the 21 nations surrounding the Mediterranean, 13 have civil wars in progress now, almost all between cultures.

With respect to China in particular, a British analyst  writes: 

China’s military growth, indeed, is parasitic on Russia’s military de​cline, since China is buying from the shrunken giant not just advanced mili​tary technology but entire existing weapon systems, from highly sophisti​cated air defenses to aircraft carri​ers. The expansion of the Chinese navy is becoming a sinister fact of life in the Western Pacific, where there are a large number of unresolved disputes over islands and conflicting claims to poten​tially oil-bearing territorial waters, sea-lanes, and the like. A big-navy China holds considerable menace not merely to Taiwan, which it already claims, but pos​sibly to places like Sin​gapore if it asserts its right to govern predomi​nantly Chinese societies wherever they are to be found.

Third World nations or revolutionary ele​ments seeking to gain lo​cal ends by in​ter​dicting ocean commerce have an ar​ray of weapons at their dis​posal that already exceeds what they had available at the time of the Persian Gulf war. As major world pow​ers enter into agree​ments to re​duce con​ven​tional for​ces, enor​mous numbers of weapons are be​coming available for sale world​wide. Already, as one major newspa​per re​cently edi​to​ri​al​ized, “Terrible weapons are now in the hands of ambi​tious, bullying, and per​haps even de​mented na​tional lead​ers.” The following are examples:

Submarines. By re​cent count, 43 nations around the world now possess some 900 submarines, including 210 ul​tra-quiet Soviet-built SSKs oper​ated by 22 navies including Iran, Iraq, Libya, Algeria, and Syria. Al​ready enter​ing the pic​ture are new small sub​marines ca​pable of long under​water en​durance using diesel propul​sion with​out access to the at​mo​sphere. The total Russian submarine fleet amounts to 184 units compared to 101 for the U.S. and 90 for China. Fourth comes North Korea, said to possess the world’s largest fleet of midget subs. 

China is building new Song subs like Soviet Kilos and is also building a 50K ton carrier. North Korea is now building new small subs in two yards and is creating an extensive mining capability. Russia is building a new SSBN and new SSNs. Iran has purchased two Sov Kilos and large numbers of deep mines.

Anti-ship weaponry. Cruise missiles are becoming rapidly and widely available, many with radar​–evading stealth features. French–built Exocets in​cluding the highly ca​pable MM-40 are now used by 26 navies. Versions being mar​keted by the Russians include SSN-22 Sunburn (1100-lb war​head range 68 miles) and SSN-25 Harpoonski (210-lb warhead range 80 miles), all of which are launchable from aircraft, ships, patrol boats, land vehicles, or submarines. Iran is actively ac​quiring Silkworms from China and building launching facilities near the Straits of Hormuz. Most torpedoes sold to Third World nations by Russia are of the wake-following variety, against which the U.S. may have little defense (shades of our lack of defense against the Japanese long-lance in WWII. Visualize an aircraft carrier with 6,000 people aboard cast adrift with its rudders and propellers destroyed by a wake-following torpedo.) The Russian Shkval torpedo travels at 200 knots.

Ballistic missiles. There are roughly three categories of bal​listic missile sys​tems: short range (310 miles), intermediate range (up to 3100 miles), and intercon​tinental (over 3100 miles). There are today an estimated 8,800 weapons of 18 dif​ferent types in the short-range category and 2,000 weapons of 15 types in the in​termediate range category. With newly available satel​lite positioning capabilities, all of these pose enormous political potentials (recall the Scuds fired at Israel during the Gulf war). It is sometimes assumed that ballistic weapons pose little threat to naval ships; however, combatant ships are likely to be in port a large per​centage of the time, repair ships nearly all of the time, and if an active ballistic missile threat is known to exist, ships in forward areas may be forced to remain at sea much longer than ordinarily planned. Today, a global positioning system can be operated by almost any laptop computer, and there exists almost no defense against ballistic missiles.

Satellites. Satellite prepositioning systems are now available on the open mar​ket, some more sophisticated that were available to the U.S. during Desert Storm. Even enemies of the U.S. can use U.S. satellite data. Such data can make ballistic missile tar​geting far more accurate than a few years ago. It is not unrea​sonable to picture naval ships as vulnerable to satellite-assisted ballistic missile attacks when conducting amphibious operations, flight operations, replenishment operations, loading or off​loading operations, repair functions, mine clearing operations, or whenever in ports, canals, or narrow straits.

Weapons of mass destruction. The abil​ity and willing​ness of Third World enti​ties to use chemi​cal warfare have al​ready been noted., India, Pak​istan, Israel, and North Korea ap​parently already possess nuclear weapons, while Iraq and Iran are shopping for such weapons from China. The U.S. Central Intelli​gence Agency estimates that weapons of mass destruction may achieve operational capability in 20 states by the turn of the century. Massive new factories have been created in Libya..
The tools of chemical war include choking agents, blister agents, vomiting agents, tear agents, blood agents, and nerve agents. None of the nations that have signed past agreements not to use chemical agents have historically respected such agree​ments in war. (At the time of this writing, North Korea is reported to have developed a massive capability to strike all of South Korea (as well as Japan) with chemical and biological weapons using Rodong 1, Daepodong-1, and Daepodong-2 missiles.)

The world has seen over 100 wars between 1945 and 2000. Most have involved develop​ing countries, and escalation has often in​volved major pow​ers. In this envi​ronment, the Truman Doctrine pledged U.S. support for any free people resisting forced subju​gation, and the Clinton administration has pledged support to almost any nation seeking to adopt democracy (such as Haiti). In sum, the prospect of ships’ becom​ing in​volved in sudden ac​tive com​bat is higher today than when we were con​cerned mainly with the Soviet navy.,
The U.S. Fleets are encounter​ing sub​stan​tial changes in roles and mis​sions.

As potentials for local conflicts increase, to​gether with the propen​sity of radi​cal Third World leaders to take ex​treme mea​sures to extend their influ​ence, a pri​mary role of the U.S. Fleets will be to remain able to react quickly at a dis​tant scene of con​flict or tension, par​ticularly if ocean com​merce is threatened; to en​sure free ocean passage from the start; and in any event to pre​vent escala​tion and limit pro​longation of the crisis. The Fleets may be called upon to land and sup​port ground forces. Fleet surface units may be called upon to act alone and in​de​pen​dently. “Alone” con​notes with​out air cover and highly suscep​ti​ble to isolated at​tacks from local forces armed with sophis​ti​cated weapons. Given the reach of modern com​munica​tions and ac​compa​nying po​tentials for media distor​tion, in​dividual ships in such situa​tions may play highly visi​ble and super​critical roles af​fect​ing the wel​fare of their country. The physi​cal, psychological, and intellectual de​mands on the peo​ple man​ning such ships may be​come ex​treme. It would have been dif​fi​cult for the crews of PANAY, LIBERTY, PUEBLO, MAD​DOX, TURNER JOY, STARK, SAMUEL B. ROBERTS, VINCENNES, MAYA​GUEZ, or SARATOGA to distin​guish be​tween full scale war and some​thing else technically called “peacetime”, the le​gal defi​nition for the in​ter​national situa​tion wherein each of these was first endangered.

Conventional surface warships—especially their crews— have be​come in​creas​ingly vulnera​ble to the de​structive poten​tials of mod​ern weapons.

The cover story of a recent issue of Navy Times begins with the following mini-drama:

It’s the year 2007 and you’re pulling bridge watch on the Flight IA Arleigh Burke de​stroyer Mike Boorda (DDG-84) in the Aegean Sea, six kilometers off the coast of a war​ring Greece and Turkey. It is the seventh month of an eight-month deployment and ev​eryone feels it. Fifteen kilometers inland, be​yond the reach of your ship’s sensors, a lorry pulls away from a column of refugees along a craggy road. The dirty tarpaulin is pulled back and seconds later, a missile is accelerating past Mach 1.9 as it crosses the coast at treetop level toward your ship.

Relying on no other guidance than its black-market home-on-jam, wide-ar​ray seeker, the Sunburn missile jinks tightly at three meters above the glass-calm sea before disappear​ing into the Boorda’s shadow.

Do you live?

That question, Do you live? applies to most of the human be​ings in your ship and hence to the ship’s ability to fight.

The design of every modern (and every planned) naval ship, though it appears to fo​cus on high tech​nol​ogy like that of the Aegis cruisers and de​stroyers, has come to place extraordi​nary re​liance on human be​ings. Mainly for rea​sons of econ​omy, the num​ber of people for which ev​ery ship has been de​signed has been re​duced to the fewest possible. When a sta​tion calls for a man, his competent per​for​mance may be truly indis​pens​able.

Yet, in periods of violence or prolonged ten​sion, human be​ings in war​ships are more vulnerable than ma​chines. Human compe​tence suf​fers not only from physical in​jury, but also from fa​tigue, fear, sus​pense, de​pres​sion, dis​ease, ill​ness, hunger, ex​po​sure, mis​percep​tion, un​cer​tainty, anger, frus​tra​tion, misjudg​ment, or propen​sity to simple hu​man er​ror, any of which can de​stroy fighting spirit and as well as ability to perform under pressure.

In this day of the “accuracy revolution,” brought about by the ad​vent of pre​ci​sion guided mu​ni​tions (PGMs), large sur​face ships—keep thinking of the people in these ships—have be​come in​creas​ingly vulner​able to attack. Sur​face ships move rela​tively slowly and are easily vis​ible to all sorts of vi​sual, heat, mag​netic, acoustical, elec​tronic, water pressure, tur​bu​lence, and wake-detec​tion sen​sors. Their vulner​ability is sub​stan​tially in​creased when their move​ments are con​strained and thus briefly pre​dictable, as they may be dur​ing flight op​er​ations, con​voy op​era​tions (including load​ing and off-load​ing), near-shore patrol operations, am​phibious op​era​tions, and underway replen​ishments, as well as when in straits, canals, channels, and ports as previously mentioned. This dis​ad​vantage may be mag​nified as smaller nations gain capa​bili​ties for accu​rate geo​graphic posi​tion​ing of units ob​serv​able by satellite. The integrity of the fleet as a whole depends in turn on the enor​mous problem of con​tinu​ously protecting its few fast combat sup​port ships, which may soon parallel air​craft carri​ers as the “highest-value” targets of a formidable ad​versary ca​pable of reach​ing out many miles with PGMs from shore or from casual merchantmen. 

Let us assume that a Third World govern​ment or powerful revo​lution​ary ele​ment has ini​tiated an attempt to interrupt pas​sage through an ocean area within its range of forceful in​flu​ence. Your ship has been ordered to take whatever actions are necessary to thwart the en​emy’s at​tempt. Sup​pose you are ordered as one of the first U.S. units—or perhaps the only U.S. unit—on the scene.

(As of the year 2000, there will soon be fewer than 40 deployable U.S. warships at any given time. This means that every ship will have a higher probability of unscheduled early deployment; in fact, the general operational mode of most of the U.S. Fleet seems to be inexorably shifting from one of being “continuously deployed” toward one of being “rapidly deployable.” Either way, every deployed or deployable force must anticipate multiple mission responsibilities including maritime interdiction, battle group escort, amphibious group escort, Tomahawk launching, theater ballistic missile defense, and protection of shipping, each one of which requires special skills and poses distinct dangers.)

Since your ship will of necessity be operat​ing near land, your CO must take into ac​count a num​ber of expectable op​erating diffi​culties, many of which were en​coun​tered dur​ing U.S. op​era​tions in the Persian Gulf. For example:

•• The air may be crowded with friendly, neutral, or hostile air​craft and the sea with friendly, neutral, or hostile sur​face craft.

•• Radar detection of low-flyers may be subject to land-mass in​terfer​ence.

•• Anti-ship missiles may be launched from any type of sur​face or sub​sur​face craft or from hid​den or mobile launchers ashore.

•• Off-shore winds may bring danger of chemical or bio​log​ical agents.

•• Mines may be present in any depth of water, including bot​tom mines that re​lease homing tor​pedoes.

•• Shallow water may interfere with ASW action.

•• When in port anywhere, you will be subject to under​wa​ter sneak at​tack or board​ing.

•• Underway replenishment will be vulnerable to long range cruise or ballistic missile at​tack.

•• Operations requiring passage through large fishing fleets may entail dan​ger of short range missile attacks or forcible stop​page by ropes or chains across your bow fol​lowed by board​ing.

•• Unrelenting demands for high de​grees of alertness may im​pose ex​traordi​nary de​mands on the stamina of the ship’s crew. 

Commanding Officers of ships in, or pro​ceed​ing to, high-threat ar​eas of opera​tions will face de​mands upon themselves and their person​nel of greater diffi​culty than any  en​coun​tered since World War II. 

To focus the consequences of the forego​ing assumptions upon U.S. Navy ships, imag​ine now some of the challenges facing the Commanding Officer of an ac​tive fleet cruise, destroyer, or car​rier, or, to make it even tougher, a Military Sealift squadron. As​sume that you have just re​ceived a pri​ority mes​sage di​recting you to pro​ceed at best speed to the South China Sea. Your mis​sion: to aug​ment U.S. forces pro​tecting interna​tional ocean passage through the Strait of Malacca.

As Commanding Officer, you must start at once to think hard about how best to get fully ready for fighting on the other side of the world. What circum​stances must you count on, and thus plan for, over the next few days, weeks, and months? Re​mem​ber—not just what is predicted to hap​pen, but rather what could very well hap​pen from this moment until you com​plete this as​sign​ment. For ex​am​ple:

•• You must count on continuous expo​sure to precision guided muni​tions. You may also en​counter mines, chemical muni​tions, and terror​ist tac​tics including boarding, pene​tra​tion and sabotage, and limpet min​ing. But you cannot count on op​erating in company with other units or with air cover.

•• You must count on having to spend long periods at high levels of condi​tion-watch alert. You must also count on the possibility of being severely hit and hav​ing peo​ple badly hurt be​fore they have been able to get to battle sta​tions or to don battle dress.

•• You must keep in mind the possibility of being hit by a wake-follow​ing torpedo, against which you will have no defense, and which could leave your ship literally helpless. (This may also be the first time that U.S. forces have faced a submarine threat for many years.)

•• You must count on having to achieve an enormous num​ber of team skills in a very short time and with many new peo​ple.  Nevertheless, you can​not count on time to com​plete su​per​vised re​fresher training or “work-up” before you deploy.

Succeeding Chapters will explain special preparations that can be taken to help meet these chal​lenges. First, exam​ine the factors listed in Exhibit 1–1.

EXHIBIT 1-1

A SAMPLE CHECKLIST OF ESSENTIAL

BATTLE CAPABILITIES

--reflecting conditions mentioned in interviews with ships' per​son​nel and fleet in​struc​tors as matters typ​ical of many that might re​quire consider​ation by Commanding Officers of Naval ships in case of sudden conflict in littoral waters.

1. Can your ship effec​tively oppose two in​coming tar​gets on the same side if their bearings cross on the way in?

2. Can your ship effec​tively oppose hi-speed hostile sur​face craft attack​ing simulta​ne​ously from op​po​site sides?

3. Can you effectively op​pose a sudden incom​ing air-to-sur​face attack in the mid​dle of exe​cut​ing a bom​bard​ment mis​sion? 

4. (Amphib or UNREP ship) Can your damage control teams re​spond effec​tively if you are hit while con​duct​ing un​derway re​plenishment or ship-to-shore as​sault op​era​tions? 

5. (Amphib) Can you con​trol ship-to-shore assault op​era​tions at night without visi​ble light, radio, or radar? (For ex​ample, by us​ing optical rangefinders and IR sig​nals.)

6. If your ship is severely hit while in Condi​tion of Readi​ness III, will your crew auto​mati​cally (without or​ders) go to Condi​tion I sta​tions? If not (and some ships do not), what will your off-watch personnel do (without or​ders)?

7. If your ship is severely hit while in Condi​tion III at night, re​sulting in massive dis​rup​tion and ex​ten​sive ca​sual​ties, can your crew still shift rapidly and effi​ciently from Con​dition III to Condi​tion I sta​tions? Have you tried this in drills?

8. Can you effectively re​sist boarders from an adja​cent ship or pier? How will you do this?

9. Can you effectively re​sist an attempt to board your ship from large num​bers of hos​tile small craft in re​stricted waters? How will you do this?

10. Have you demonstrated by careful drills that your crew can deal effectively with a major ship​wide con​flagration re​sulting from dam​age sus​tained in Con​dition I?

11. Will your crew be well protected in condi​tions of se​vere stress and/or ex​treme vio​lence? For in​stance:

a. Is there a specific writ​ten doctrine re​garding what bat​tle dress shall be worn by per​son​nel at vari​ous sta​tions during Condi​tion of Readi​ness III? (For exam​ple, will short​-​sleeve shirts or poly​ester gar​ments be worn by on-watch and off-watch person​nel?)

b. Are on-board firefighting teams equipped and dressed as they are re​quired to be in fleet fire​fight​ing schools?

c. Are stowage facilities for protective clothing ade​quate to make such clothing readily ac​ces​sible un​der ex​treme condi​tions?

d. Is water available on battle stations for drinking as well as urgent treatment of flash burns?

e. Are panoramic dental X-ray and DNA records on file ashore for the entire crew?

f. Are all personnel physi​cally well condi​tioned?

g. Are all personnel equipped with identification tags?

h. Are all personnel qualified to use all stretchers?

i. Are battle dressing sta​tions equipped to function ef​fec​tively in case of violent shock or radical ship move​ment or attitude? (Free of mis​sile hazards, in​stru​ments secure against falling to deck, containers shock-proof, areas designed for easy ac​cess by stretchers and easy transfer to treatment tables.)

j. Are file cabinets, desks, deck plates and gratings, and other fur​nish​ings and de​vices throughout the ship firmly secured so that working or relaxing per​sonnel will not be in​jured in case of sud​den vi​o​lent structural shock?

k. Are medical personnel trained to cope with battle casualties to both men and women?

l. Is there a "medical battle bill"? 

12. Do damage control team leaders and members have some standard method of re​porting and correct​ing real fire haz​ards and structural defi​ciencies ob​served in the course of their drills?

13. Are all decks and bulk​heads marked vividly to show con​tents (hazardous or not) of spaces on their oppo​site sides? 

14. Are flame-proof bunk covers available?

15. Are crew's mattresses of the type that do not emit toxic fumes when burn​ing?

16. (Amphib) When con​trolling ship-shore as​sault move​ments, can your as​sault craft op​erate ef​fec​tively de​spite simple voice radio de​ception from ashore?

17. Consider your visual lookouts. Are definite doc​trines es​tab​lished govern​ing the fol​low​ing vi​sual de​tec​tion proce​dures? 

a. Recognition: Ships and aircraft by type? If yes, by mem​ory or vi​sual aid? Vi​sual aids avail​able and pro​tected on station? Recogni​tion signals? Con​voy lights? Own ship's call sign? 

b. Reporting: Bearing by degrees, points, or clock code? (which?) Same for target angle? Po​sition an​gle by de​grees or hi/med/lo? Range by yards or close/med/far out? Range rate by knots or fast/slow? 

c. What to report: Ocean anomalies? Weather? Other ship course changes? 

d. Qualifications: Are look​outs on station at any given time PQS-qual​ified to be there? How would the OOD know this? 

18. Can your signal bridge operate indefinitely in Con​dition I using in​fra-red equip​ment with​out pre​limi​nary radio call-up?

19. Can your GQ Pilot House Team function reason​ably effec​tively with 1/3 ran​dom casual​ties?

20. Do the people who man your Condition I and III sta​tions think of them​selves as mem​bers of co​he​sive teams? For in​stance:

a. If you call your Condition III Section 2 Ship Con​trol Team to sta​tions for drill, will the look​outs come? Will the of​ficers come? Which of​ficers? 

b. Is there one enlisted man who regards himself as (for in​stance) the Con​dition III Section 2 Ship Con​trol Team Leader? Does he know who the team mem​bers are? Do the mem​bers know he is the Leader? 

c. Can you assemble and muster your crew at quar​ters by combat teams?

21. Is there a clear off-station chain of re​sponsibility from Team Leader to Com​mand​ing Of​fi​cer for maxi​miz​ing the abil​ity to fight of (say) your GQ Ship Control Team? Who is in the chain?

22. Are there in-port Con​ditions of Readiness corre​spond​ing to Con​di​tions I, II, and III at sea?

23. If a general emergency should occur in port during lib​erty hours, is there a stan​dard pro​ce​dure for de​cid​ing what sta​tions should be manned (General Emer​gency or Gen​eral Quar​ters, de​pending on how many people are aboard)?

24. If a battle emergency occurs in port dur​ing liberty hours, can the crew be called to sta​tions if the general an​nouncing sys​tem is interdicted?

25. If a general emergency occurs in port, will action be initia​ted auto​mati​cally to per​form the follow​ing func​tions:

a. Rig internal emergency (salt and pepper) com​muni​cations lines from in​vesti​ga​tors to com​mand con​trol?

b. Establish visual commu​nications with the Senior Officer Present Afloat?

c. Establish perimeter secu​rity to prevent boarding?

d. Search the ship?

e. Interact with local public media?

26. Does the ship have a plan to cope with an ABC "cloud" from a nu​clear acci​dent, a small craft up​wind, or a spray truck on land or pier?

27. Does the entire ship's company know what team skills each in​dividual and team should pos​sess in Condi​tion I and III in or​der to be fully ready to fight? How do they know this?

28. Has the Commanding Officer documented the battle skills he expects his ship’s company to achieve at the level of expert?

29. Does the Commanding Officer have a way of know​ing which combat capa​bili​ties have been gained or lost by his GQ organi​zation from day to day? How does he know this?

30. Does the Commanding Officer have a way of know​ing what team skills have been gained or lost from day to day by each team of each Section of Con​di​tion III ? How about each team of the in-port emer​gency condi​tion?

31. Are means available to keep the crew con​tinuously infor​med of their im​mediate battle train​ing goals? How is this done?

32. Are means available to provide the crew with day-to-day feedback on changes in team train​ing quali​fica​tions achieved as a result of their ef​forts?

33. Does the ship have a standard way of keeping the Officer in Tactical Command in​formed of residual ca​pa​bili​ties after major battle dam​age? If so, is this tech​nique practiced in drills?

34. Does counting the number of shipboard exer​cises "satis​fac​torily com​pleted" reli​ably keep track of the ship's real state of battle training?

35. If you are ordered to deploy under emergency condi​tions, how will you know which battle skills to em​pha​size in train​ing from day-one?

36. On completion of your last regular Refresher or Shake​down Training pe​riod, the Afloat Training Group probably recom​mended that future battle training be em​pha​sized in cer​tain ar​eas. Was there a means of fol​low​ing through to verify that this was done and what the re​sults were?

37. If a battle problem had been conducted during pas​sage home​ward on comple​tion of your last de​ploy​ment, would the re​sults have shown ex​pert ability to fight?

38. If a comprehensive Training Readiness Eval​uation had been con​ducted by an Afloat Train​ing Group upon ar​rival home from your last de​ploy​ment, do you think the re​sults would have shown that battle train​ing had im​proved during the deploy​ment?

39. Can portions of the ship's company be called to GQ sta​tions for drill without call​ing all hands? What words would be passed? 

40. Does the ship know which senior petty offi​cers on board are qua​lified in​struc​tors by virtue of their ex​per​i​ence in Fleet schools?

41. On completion of each battle drill, are training ob​jec​tives reg​ularly set for all hands for the next drill op​portu​nity? If so, how are these objec​tives recorded and known?

42. After each battle drill, are plans made for conduct of the next drill?

43. Are battle drills regu​larly conducted during sortie and port entry?

44. Are adequate teaching materials available (such as marker​​boards and projec​tors)?

45. When prescribed ship​board exercises are conducted during bat​tle drills, do they regu​larly simulate per​for​mance under bat​tle con​ditions? Exam​ples:

a. Simulate 30% random casualties.

b. Simulate massive physical disruption, fire, flood​ing, loss of com​mu​ni​ca​tions.

c. Simulate adverse envi​ronmental condi​tions: dark​ness, CBR threat or at​tack, storm, pro​longed heat or cold, radi​cal ship mo​tion or attitude.

d. Post-check conditions of personnel and equip​ment.

e. Recover and prepare quickly for next action.

f. Initiate actions to correct deficiencies.

g. Debrief results and record lessons-learned.

46. Does the ship's company understand today's mar​itime threat and the pos​sibility of battle on short no​tice?

47. Are materials available to help the ship's company in​form their fami​lies of the im​por​tance of their mis​sion to the Nation?

48. How will outgoing mail (including e-mail) be censored under maxi​mum secu​rity con​di​tions?

49. Do battle drills regularly practice transmis​sion of suf​ficient in​forma​tion to the Commanding Officer to en​able well-advised deci​sions about em​ployment or aban​don​ment of the ship? (In WWII, Hous​ton was ac​cused of abandoning too early, In​di​anapo​lis of aban​doning too late.)

50. When a real casualty occurs during a drill involv​ing simu​lated casual​ties, do con​trol per​son​nel stick to tele​phone proce​dures instead of re​sorting to use of an​noun​c​ing systems?

51. Are standard hand sig​nals pre​scribed and practiced for use among crewmem​bers under simulated battle condi​tions?

52. Are means available to keep in contact with the cap​​tain when he is away from the ship and away from a fixed tele​phone?

53. Is a Captain’s Night Order Book maintained in port?

54. Can changes in ability to fight be communicated to the OTC by means of a stan​dard readi​ness re​porting system? Is this pro​cedure practiced in drills and exer​cises?

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).

CHAPTER 3 

CRITICAL SHIPBOARD CONDITIONS

This Chapter of Bravery Will Not Be Enough
 presents a distillation of aspects of ship​board doctrines, manning, man​agement, training, equipment, structure, and relevant Service strategies and policies that should be taken into account in planning to strengthen the fight​ing ability of the crews of U.S. Navy war​ships under conditions requiring emergency deployment.

Each of the conditions described below affects the ability of a warship’s crew to perform expertly in battle. 

1. Leadership
1-1. The primary continuing objective of ev​ery war​ship leader should be to make measur​able progress toward achieving expert ability to fight.

1-2. “Expert ability to fight,” as part of full battle readiness, should be regarded as ability to perform all designed functions ex​pertly un​der con​ditions of severe stress, extreme violence, and/or attempted enemy sur​prise.

1-3. Many of the rules and constraints that affect war​ship ability to fight emanate from authorities above the level of Commanding Officers.

1-4. The “customers” of the Navy’s overall warship combat lead​ership efforts should be regarded as the total body, taken as a whole, of all ships’ companies of all war​ships—not just of one ship at a time. This for the reason that so many instructions, doctrines, and standard procedures emanate from higher authorities and affect all or many ships as a combined entity.

1-5. The primary role of combat leadership should be to identify and improve ev​ery aspect of the ship​board en​vi​ronment that could hamper or contribute to the ability of ships’ compa​nies to achieve expert ability to fight.

2. Conditions Relating to Mis​sions of U.S. Naval Forces
2-1. The U.S. Fleet has three principal operationl missions: deter​rence of war, protec​tion of ocean com​merce, and projec​tion of power.

2-2. The U.S. economy depends on ocean commerce.

2-3. The U.S. government has declared 31 ocean trade routes to be essential for promotion, de​vel​opment, expansion, and mainte​nance of U.S. foreign com​merce.

2-4. Over 95% of U.S. ocean commerce is carried in ships un​der foreign registry.

2-5. Today’s U.S. shipbuilding industry is losing its capabil​ity to build large ships.

2-6. The U.S. ship repair industry today could not repair ma​jor damage to more than a few ships at once.

2-7. Eighty percent U.S. ocean trade routes pass within po​tential mis​sile ranges of Third World nations.

2-8. Major potentials exist for Third World political up​heavals impacting the United States.

2.9. Third World countries are acquiring substantial num​bers of submarines and long range (>500 mile) preci​sion guided muni​tions.

2-10. Third World countries have been ex​pressing increas​ing interest in acquir​ing atmosphere-in​dependent design sub​marines.

2-11. Third World nations have demon​strated will​ingness and ability to use chemical weapons.

2-12. The U.S. Fleet suffered disastrous losses in early battles of WWII (Pearl Harbor and Guadal​canal) due mainly to inadequate train​ing and inadequate human protection.

2-13. Warships are inherently susceptible to surprise attack by preci​sion guided munitions.

2-14. Warships are particularly vulnerable to attack by long range, wake-following, and high speed torpedoes.

2-15. The U.S. surface fleet has had no substantial combat ex​perience since WWII.

3. Peacetime Conditions Affecting War​ship Readiness
3-1. Over the years since WWII, the U.S. Fleet has been re​quired to maintain high tempos of op​erations with re​sul​tant strains on equipment and person​nel.

3-2. Following WWII and Korea, the Navy initi​ated new and intensive ac​tions to maintain ships and equip​ment in superior con​dition. Many of these actions have been negated by funding and personnel shortages

3-3. Advances in hard technology have caused major ad​just​ments to material management procedures and oper​a​tional techniques.

3-4. The Navy has emphasized actions designed to recruit and retain techni​cally skilled per​sonnel . However, recruiting costs have skyrocketed (up to $8000 per individual).

3-5. Changing social standards have also influ​enced policies af​fecting ship​board quality of life.

3-6. There are no personnel remaining in the U.S. Navy who have experienced massive Naval combat involving si​multaneous offensive op​erations along with sustain​ment of heavy dam​age and extensive casualties.

3-7. Efforts to sustain Fleet readiness for combat have been substantially af​fected by limited funding.

3-8. Perceptions of changes in worldwide objec​tives are af​fect​ing the Ameri​can public’s per​ceptions of need for a strong Navy .

3-9. Perceptions of changes in worldwide objec​tives are also af​fecting the sense of mission of U.S. Navy personnel.

4. Conditions Pertaining to Mea​sure​ment of Battle Capa​bili​ties
4-1. Current methods of describing changes in readiness ad​dress levels of re​sources but not changes in capabili​ties.

4-2. In most ships, personnel are unable to see re​ports of changes in readiness or to relate changes in readiness to their individual efforts.

4-3. Most standard shipboard exercises are not evaluated on factors incorporat​ing elements of pre​sumed stress, vio​lence, or surprise.

4-4. Standard shipboard exercises do not address problems of shifting stations from Readiness Condition II or III to Condition I after sustain​ing massive damage and ca​su​alties.

4-5. Assessments of current states of team training are rou​tinely based on fre​quencies of exer​cises reported as “con​ducted satis​facto​rily,” which sometimes refers to the results of the exer​cise and sometimes to the fact that the ship succeeded in conducting it at all.

4-6. Fleet commanders routinely require ships to undergo exter​nally assisted re​fresher training in order to be re​garded as having pro​gressed beyond “basic” levels of training.

4-7. Fleet exercise data are not ex​changed between Atlantic and Pacific Fleets.

4-8. Past Fleet exercise data are not readily search​able by of​fi​cers designing forthcoming exer​cises.

4-9. Numerical fleet exercise data are not automati​cally linked to associated nar​rative data.

4-10. Fleet exercise reports fre​quently cite deficien​cies in vi​sual detection.

4-11. USS IOWA’s Commanding Officer had no way of knowing his turret crews’ current levels of ca​pability as com​pared to their expected ca​pabilities.

4-12. USS STARK’s Commanding Officer had no way of knowing his CIC or pilot house teams’ current capabil​i​ties as compared to their ex​pected capa​bilities (for which he was offi​cially criticized).

4-13. Most shipboard Commanding Officers sta​tioned in CIC have no vi​sual display of internal battle damage.

4-14. The Commanding Officers of DDG-51-class ships have no way of knowing the day-to-day or moment-to-moment ca​pa​bilities of their combat and watch teams as compared to their expected ca​pa​bilities.

4-15. Commanding Officers today have no better way of de​cid​ing whether and when to abandon a damaged ship than they did in WWII (when HOUSTON was accused of abandoning too early and INDIANAPOLIS and JUNEAU of aban​doning too late).

4-16. Most capabilities comprising full bat​tle readi​ness are de​fined by fleet ex​er​cise publica​tions.

4-17. Formal engineering propulsion system inspections do not address per​formance under assumed battle conditions.

4-18. Surface ship tactical development organizations and pro​grams do not ad​dress aspects of per​formance under dis​rup​tive condi​tions.

4-19. The Personnel Qualification Standards (PQS) system is currently the principal tech​nique by which Commanding Officers assess the con​tinuing readiness of their crews.

4-20. The standard readiness reporting sys​tem has been re​peat​edly criticized by the U.S. General Accounting Of​fice, the Congress, and military analysts as invalid for mea​surement pur​poses and destruc​tive to leadership and motiva​tion.

4-21. The standard readiness reporting sys​tem has never been statistically tested for objectivity (reliability and valid​ity).

4-22. The standard readiness reporting sys​tem is in​capable of being queried to determine the sta​tus of particular ca​pa​bilities.

4-23. The standard readiness measurement system does not re​flect changes that can be con​nected with efforts of ship​board personnel. Hence, the system is of no use as an incentive to im​prove human performance under combat conditions (for exam​ple, it could not be used in connec​tion with leadership programs).

4-24. Fleet commanders have opposed establishment of readiness mea​sure​ment systems that reflect es​timates of opera​tional capa​bilities.

4-25. The standard readiness reporting/communicating sys​tem is not used aboard ship or be​tween tactical com​man​ders.

4-26. Shipboard exercises are generally graded un​sat, sat, good, excellent, out​standing. (A battle capability may be graded “satisfactory” without demonstrating fit​ness for combat.).

5. Conditions Pertaining to Authority and Re​spon​si​bility
5-1. The role of the naval seaman as a fighting man is dis​tinctly different from his role as a mainte​nance man or adminis​trator.

5-2. There is wide agreement among seagoing pro​fessionals that effective orga​nization is in​dis​pensable to effec​tive planning and conduct of battle training as well as maintenance and administration.

5-3. The standard shipboard organization is ori​ented more to​ward responsibili​ties for mainte​nance and administra​tion (department heads, departmental technical assis​tants, division offi​cers, section leaders, work center su​pervi​sors, collateral duty assignments, command master chiefs) than toward responsibili​ties for overall battle readiness including bat​tle training (Battle Control Officers, GQ teams, and watch teams).

5-4. Standard Navy regulations assign many duties and re​spon​sibilities to divi​sion officers that are duplicated by assign​ment to departmental technical assis​tants.

5-5. Ships in high-threat operating areas must op​erate mainly in Readiness Condition II or III.

5-6. More than half the battle and watch stations within watch teams (such as weapons crews, pi​lot house, re​pair parties, CIC) are manned by person​nel from mixed di​visions and work centers.

5-7. More than half the members of a typi​cal ship’s com​pany report to different leaders at bat​tle and watch stations than they do for mainte​nance or ad​ministrative du​ties.

5-8. Each watch section of each Readiness Condi​tion has its own chain of con​trol and respon​sibility for training. 

5-9. Many ships use a variety of “customized” readiness condi​tions re​quiring differing as​sign​ments of per​sonnel to op​erating sta​tions.

5-10. The standard Navy ship organization makes provision for formal designa​tion of work cen​ters and work super​visors but not for combat teams, watch teams, or team leaders.

5-11. Division officers, section leaders, and work center su​pervisors are not nor​mally in the chain of authority and re​spon​sibility for overall battle readi​ness.

5-12. Chains of responsibility for readiness of watch teams do not extend to watch team leaders when not on their sta​tions.

5-13. Battle duties are not generally indi​cated as pri​mary du​ties in ships’ ros​ters of officers and se​nior petty offi​cers (for that matter, neither are division officer duties).

5-14. Navy principles of shipboard organi​zation do not ad​dress potentials of small-team cohe​sion or participative deci​sionmak​ing.

5-15. Current regulations require assign​ment of over 100 col​lateral duties to ship’s offi​cers and se​nior petty offi​cers, who have be​come sub​merged in administrative duties.

5-16. No Navy command or agency bears explicit respon​si​bil​ity for ensuring that shipboard bat​tle training, ship​board standard orga​nization, and shipboard structure are op​timally compat​ible.

5-17. No comprehensive study of shipboard organi​zation and management has been conducted in nearly 100 years (although there have been intensive studies of Navy shore es​tablishments, including the Navy Department itself).

5-18. Over recent years, Commanding Officers’ au​thorities have been progres​sively reduced while their responsibil​i​ties have in​creased.

5-19. Each ship’s command master chief has author​ity to by​pass primary ship​board chains of command and au​thority at dis​cretion.

5-20. Reduction of inspection loads and shipboard ad​minis​tra​tive burdens was formally estab​lished as an ex​plicit personal objective by at least two previous CNOs (ADMs Zumwalt and Hayward) without results.

5-21. There has never been a systematic as​sessment of the cu​mulative workload resulting from ship​board admin​is​tra​tive re​quire​ments.

6. Conditions Pertaining to Leadership and Motivation
6-1. The last 40 years have witnessed several Navy lead​er​ship development programs (including Gen​eral Order 21, LMT, HRM, LMET, Command Effective​ness, NAVLEAD, and TQL). None of these had clearcut objectives or incorporated meth​ods of evaluating program re​sults. All except TQL have been replaced by today’s “Leadership Continuum.”

6-2. Achievement of Full Battle Readi​ness—in the sense of ability to per​form expertly under conditions of extreme stress and vio​lence—has never been defined as a leadership goal to be sought by in​dividuals or teams in U.S. Navy ships.

6-3. Expert ability to fight is not identified as a principal ob​jec​tive in U.S. Navy lead​ership and man​agement in​struc​tional curricula.

6-4. A ship’s Required Operational Ca​pabilities (the reasons for its exis​tence) are not gener​ally visible to shipboard personnel.

6-5. The “winding down” of the cold war presents major chal​lenges to Naval leadership with re​spect to strength​en​ing ability to fight as a principal hu​man goal.

6-6. There is general agreement among leading so​cial scien​tists that goal set​ting, evaluation of re​sults, and feed​back are im​por​tant conditions in strengthening quality of life and moti​va​tion-to-achieve.

6-7. Fitness reports and performance eval​uations do not ad​dress progress achieved in overall fighting ability.

6-8. Petty officer qualification manuals do not ad​dress battle training or combat leadership.

6-9. Standard Navy leadership indoctrina​tion (including U. S. Naval Academy and unofficial Naval Institute texts) does not ad​dress leadership in combat sit​ua​tions.

6-10. Leaders of combat and watch teams generally do not contribute to official per​for​mance evalua​tions of per​sonnel un​der their charge during high-threat readi​ness conditions (since performance evaluations are usually executed by ad​ministrative or mainte​nance su​per​vi​sors).

6-11. Ships do not possess facilities to provide crewmem​bers with visual feed​back on battle ca​pabili​ties achieved in training.

6-12. In most ships, performance criteria defining full battle readiness are not as​sembled or dis​played in a form that makes them ac​cessible to all hands.

6-13. Officers assigned to Fleet or Afloat Training Groups are promoted at rates less than half the rates of officers as​signed to oper​ating com​mands (in fact, officers in 

afloat Training Groups are rarely promoted at all).

6-14. The dominant public and self image of the U.S. sailor is more that of an ad​ven​turous play​boy than that of a seagoing fighting man.

6-16. Fast combat support ships and predeployed logistic ships, although highly exposed and vulnerable under combat condi​tions, are not desig​nated as “combatants”.

6-17. Ship names are displayed on sterns but not bows. Ships’ crews are thus largely denied the sense of pride that could ac​company display of their ships’ names as they approach other ships or nearby shore areas.

6-18. It is widely perceived in the Fleet that recruits newly reporting aboard ships are often disil​lusioned by the laxity of the per​formance stan​dards they observe.

6-19. Results of standard Battle Efficiency Competi​tions and Awards systems are known to ship​board personnel only once each year (which equates to knowing the score only after the game is over).

6-20. Since ships have no way of keeping track of changes in capabilities for fighting, the Navy does not know how well or poorly its ships can fight, except in negative extremes (such as lack of per​sonnel, fuel, or ammo).

7. Conditions Affecting Shipboard Battle Training
7-1. Ships recently returned from exten​sive for​ward area de​ployments usu​ally experience ma​jor turnovers of per​son​nel.

7-2. Training with respect to weapons employment and dam​age control tends to deteriorate during long deploy​ments when ser​vices are scarce and equipment operability is critical.

7-3. Force commanders attempting to maintain “level” readi​ness perceive greatest difficulty with re​spect to sus​taining levels of battle training.

7-4. Some ships were required to deploy to the Korean emergency, the Cuban missile crisis, and the Persian Gulf war without having com​pleted previ​ously scheduled pre​de​ployment re​fresher training (hence, by definition, at levels of training less than “basic”).

7-5. The Personnel Qualification Standards (PQS) system does not address crite​ria for perfor​mance at most battle sta​tions.

7-6. PQS specifically excludes criteria for per​formance under dis​ruptive conditions.

7-7. PQS does not address criteria for team–based perfor​mance.

7-8. PQS imposes substantial administra​tive de​mands that make it difficult to use in case of large scale personnel augmen​tation.

7-9. PQS is widely accepted as valuable for indi​vidual dam​age control training.

7-10. The efficacy vs administrative burden of the PQS system has never been comprehen​sively evaluated.

7-11. Refresher or predeployment workup training does not attempt to train ships to cope with massive conflagra​tions result​ing from damage incurred while in Readi​ness Condition II or III.

7-12. USS STARK was in Readiness Condition II when hit in the Persian Gulf. The post-event investigation of the STARK incident did not address the efficacy of the ship’s organization and battle training, since no Navy Department. organization possessed knowledge or responsibility in this area.

7-13. Ships without advanced combat systems are not trained to cope with simultaneous at​tacks by two or more hostile high speed mis​sile boats if their bearings cross during their at​tacks or if simultaneous attacks come from op​posite sides.

7-14. Medical officers are not routinely as​signed to staffs of Atlantic Fleet or Pa​cific Afloat Train​ing Groups.

7-15. Most standard shipboard exercises are not graded on fac​tors incorporating elements of pre​sumed stress, vio​lence, or sur​prise.

7-16. Standard shipboard exercises do not address the mas​sive problems of shift​ing stations from Condition II or III to Condi​tion I after receiv​ing extensive damage and ca​sualties.

7-17. Most ships have not established doc​trines as to whether battle stations are to be manned au​to​matically in case of a hit re​ceived in a high-threat Readi​ness Condition, or if not, what off-watch personnel are expected to do.

7-18. Fleet training schoolhouses do not teach tech​niques for conducting effective shipboard battle drills to Readiness Condi​tion leaders.

7-19. Today, most ships drill at battle stations about once per week. (During WWII, ships routinely entered and left port at bat​tle stations rather than Special Sea Details as cur​rently prac​ticed.).

7-20. Over a typical 2 -year period, ships average less than 1 hour per week for on-station battle drills.

5-22. Amphibious assault ships are organized and trained to conduct assault and defense functions sep​arately even though they must ex​pect to have to perform both func​tions simultane​ously in combat.

7-21. The practice of hull-swapping—exchanging whole crews between ships of similar types but differing equipments—exacerbates the challenges of battle training.

7-22. Shipboard battle drills do not practice move​ment of wounded personnel from one deck to another.

7-23. Shipboard battle drills are rarely pre​planned in order to ensure ef​fec​tive conduct at un​sched​uled op​por​tunities.

7-24. Reduced operational training time caused by limited budgets is forcing ships to cram more re​quired exercises into shorter available un​derway train​ing periods (a situ​a​tion in​evitably be​coming worse).

7-25. In most ships, personnel below senior petty officers do not actively partici​pate in select​ing training goals or planning battle drills.

7-26. In real emergencies, shipboard leaders tend to use an​nouncing systems in preference to sound powered tele​phone systems.

7-27. Standard doctrines do not exist re​garding hand signals to be used dur​ing on-board emer​gen​cies.

7-28. Automated means do not exist to search for and re​cover lessons-learned from fleet exer​cises, ac​tion reports, and formal inves​tigations.

7-29. Most ships do not keep track of mem​bers of their crews who are experienced or previ​ously qualified in​structors.

7-30. There is no Fleet standard doctrine or policy regarding visual recognition require​ments (i.e., based on memory vs based on documen​tation ) or reporting procedures (ranges, speeds, posi​tion angles, target angles, etc.) for visual lookouts. (Because of this lack of Fleet perfor​mance cri​te​ria, no ship pos​sesses delib​erately designed visual lookout stations.)

8. Conditions Affecting In-Port Fighting Ability
8-1. There are no standard policies or doctrines addressing in-port high-threat readiness con​ditions.

8-2. Training for in-port readiness is ham​pered by the fact that composition of every in-port duty Section varies each time it comes on duty.

8-3. Most ships in port are unable to man emer​gency sta​tions at night without use of their gen​eral an​nouncing sys​tems.

8-4. Most ships have not established doc​trines as to when or whether to shift from general emer​gency to general quarters sta​tions at night in port in or​der to cope with a presumed general emergency.

8-5. Most Commanding Officers do not prepare in-port night or​ders.

9. Conditions Pertaining to De​sign of Ships and Equipment
9-1. The standard shipboard “battle dress” is ludi​crous, dan​ger​ous, and degrad​ing to the pride and self esteem of profes​sional man o’wars​men.

9-2. Provision of suitable combat uniforms to all hands will re​quire special facili​ties for stowage and care of such uni​forms. (Augmented facili​ties were created for new types of uniforms under Admiral Zumwalt.).

9-3. No office or agency within the De​partment of the Navy bears respon​sibility for system​atic analysis of the effi​cacy of ship​board facili​ties and procedures affecting or​ganization, mainte​nance, training, information man​agement, mea​surement of re​sults, morale, and motiva​tion.

9-4. To minimize costs, modern ships are being designed to min​i​mize required num​bers of personnel (thus, each crewmember becomes closer to indis​pensable).

9-5. Dependence on sound powered tele​phones for opera​tional communica​tions tends to in​crease requirements for per​sonnel, re​quirements for train​ing of designated talk​ers, and sus​cep​ti​bil​ity to misinformation due to di​versity of cultural accents.

9-6. Watertight characteristics of ship de​sign severely im​pede transfer of wounded person​nel from one deck to another during high-threat Readiness Conditions.

9-7. Present battle dressing stations are not used to care for ac​tual casualties, particularly with respect to females.

10. Summary of Conditions Per​taining to Withstanding Stress and Violence
10-1. People are not only the most valuable resource but also the most vulnerable in any war​ship.

10-2. Navy ship designers do not methodically examine interre​la​tionships between or​ganization, training, and structure.

10-3. Professional infatuation with “leader​ship” along with ab​horrence of “manage​ment” has resulted in serious degradation of the tools available on board ship to as​sist leaders in streng​then​ing ability to fight.

10-4. Medical officers in most fleet com​mands are not trained for combat.

10-5. Fleet personnel universally report that damage control lockers are difficult to use effectively in emer​gencies.

10-6. In most U.S. ships, battle damage informa​tion is conveyed to ship command via telephone talk​ers and grease pencil markings on plastic sheets on the bridge.

10-7. In USS STARK, personnel were en​dangered by loose gear and unsecured furnishings blocking hatches and pas​sages.

10-8. Commanding Officers have no way of securing miscel​la​neous equipment and loose gear and furnishings against violent shock.

10-9. Head coverings and most other elements of battle dress are not read​ily available to most ship’s personnel until their ar​rival at battle stations.

10-10. The standard uniform material for shipboard sailors is 100% polyester, and unsuitable for combat.

10-11. When USS VINCENNES shot down an Iranian civil air​craft during en​gagement against enemy small craft, the U.S. ship’s personnel at battle stations on the bridge were not wearing “battle dress” for protection against possible flashburns.

10-12. Officers still have difficulty in obtain​ing uni​forms with long sleeves for flash burn protec​tion.

10-13. Personnel no longer routinely wear dog tags to assist in identifi​ca​tion of severely disfigured casual​ties.

10-14. Materials officially prescribed for Navy khaki uni​forms are hazardous to wearers exposed to high heat.

10-15. Officers’ battle dress uniforms are in​distin​guish​able from chief petty officers’ uni​forms on weather decks in cool or in​clement weather when jack​ets are worn.

10-16. Most ships do not have policies re​garding wearing of combat uniforms by personnel on and off watch during Condi​tion of Readiness II or III (when ships are deemed subject to hostile action).

10-17. Most ships have no provision for fresh wa​ter near battle sta​tions for drinking or relief of severe burns.

10-18. In most ships, personnel in Combat Informa​tion Cen​ters during high-threat Readiness Con​ditions do not have pro​tective clothing to wear.

10-19. Ships en route to the Persian Gulf War had to undergo special chemical warfare training during transit.

10-20. The Navy Uniform Matters Office does not address de​sign of uniforms to be worn under high-threat conditions.

10-21. Ship designs have not incorporated provisions for ac​ces​sible stowage and care of protec​tive clothing.

10-22. Top Navy leadership has regarded compre​hensive de​sign of a general pur​pose shipboard com​bat uniform as too ex​pensive to be feasible (Army and Marine Corps uni​forms were replaced immediately after arrival in the Saudi Ara​bian desert).

10-23. Some structural measures taken to improve habitabil​ity effectively in​crease personnel haz​ards under com​bat condi​tions.

10-24. Shipboard bedding is combustible and unpro​tected. Flame resistant bunk covers were abandoned shortly af​ter WWII. The re​sulting hazard is exac​erbated by lack of standard pro​ce​dures calling for personnel to make up bunks in prepara​tion for combat or battle problems.

10-25. Mattresses in ships’ berthing spaces emit toxic fumes when subjected to high heat.

10-26. Shipboard structures incorporate many sharp features posing danger to personnel in case of ex​treme physical shock.

10-27. Ships have no effective protection against un​derwater sneak attack in port.

10-28. Ships prior to DDG-51 do not use “citadel” de​signs to pro​tect personnel against chemical at​tack.

10-29. Surface ships do not possess installed weaponry de​signed to prevent board​ing by large numbers of people from docks or small craft.

10-30. Little or no behavioral science re​search has been or is being conducted in the U.S. regard​ing the impacts of stress on hu​man perfor​mance in naval combat (although some current work is being focused on “decision centers” like CIC).

10-31. The sensitivity of automated systems in mod​ern war​ships has increased the physical vul​nerability of ships in combat.

10-32. Applications of linoleum, oil based paints, and other built-in in​flammables in ships are in​creasing.

CHAPTER 4

FROM CHALLENGES TOWARD SOLUTIONS

Context
This handbook reports the results of a study aimed at developing tech​niques to help strengthen the fighting skills of the crews of Naval ships under conditions when deployments to high-threat areas are required prior to completion of scheduled preparatory training. The first three Chapters have been largely devoted to descriptions of problems and circumstances that warrant attention. The primary aim of the study, however, has been to de​velop prac​tical on-board proce​dures that can help Commanding Officers to pre​par​e quickly for imminent com​bat with minimal external services. This is the focus of the Chapters that follow.

The overall “corpus” to which this study applies consists of all the personnel aboard all U.S. Navy surface–borne warships, regular and Reserve Force, in​cluding aircraft car​riers, cruisers, destroyers, frigates, amphibi​ous warfare ships, mine warfare ships, underway re​plenishment ships, fast patrol craft, ten​ders, fleet support ships (such as fleet tugs and salvage and res​cue vessels), and prede​ployment cargo ships, as well as Coast Guard cutters assigned to Naval duties. In light of current concepts of Naval strategy, which stress readiness for littoral warfare prose​cuted against Third World nations armed with long-range mod​ern weaponry, traditional distinctions be​tween “combatant” and “auxiliary” units have all but disappeared. Naval units operat​ing in littoral waters may include any of the foregoing types, putting their crews in greater danger than the “combatants” of another day that were intended to operate on the high seas under the presumed threat of massive enemy fleets.

This entire body of ships’ crews comprises, in effect, a single organiza​tional entity composed of perhaps 100,000 people that change by about 30,000 annually. All the people in this body are subject to a standardized composite set of rules governing how each group shall be organized; what primary duties shall be assigned; what collateral duties shall be required; how personnel shall be rated, paid, trained, qualified, evaluated, and promoted; how discipline shall be ad​ministered; what clothing each person shall wear; what levels of personal fitness shall be maintained; what standards of ethics and conduct shall be pursued; what resources may be expended; even how the events of each day shall be arranged. In effect, this is a body whose management is exercised in nearly every detail by authorities outside of the ships. No naval authorities, however, have ever had time, responsibility, or inclination to stand back and look hard at the entire structure they are called upon to manage, particularly in contemplation of the battle situations in which the structure must be able to function at its best.

Some of the Chapters that follow may therefore appear critical of existing or historical Navy tech​niques, proce​dures, or conventions. This is not to find fault or imply blame, but rather to help identify areas of conceivable improvement. None of the procedures suggested below is in gen​eral practice today.

Operational Circumstances
This study started from the premise that Naval ships operating under routine or non-threaten​ing conditions may face ex​traor​di​nary dif​fi​culties when they are sud​denly ordered into com​bat zones. One hint of such difficul​ties is the fact that ma​jor fleet commanders have in the past required that ships complete exter​nally as​sisted “refresher training” in order to be con​sid​ered to have risen above a “basic” level of train​ing. The fact that some ships may not have had time to com​plete “reftra” in case of sudden deployment or​ders (as proved to be the case during Desert Shield and Storm) suggests that, ac​cord​ing to offi​cial crite​ria, ships required to deploy in these circumstances could have started from a level of battle training officially classi​fied as somewhat lower than “basic,” in other words, unqualified for battle.

Some of the battle functions that many ships may find especially dif​ficult to per​form are those likely to be demanded when op​erating in a high-threat condi​tion watch (Condition II or III) with half or less of the crew at temporary fighting sta​tions. This situation means that many op​erating per​sonnel are at sta​tions that dif​fer from their normal duties (such as a Supply Corps Of​ficer in a Combat Infor​mation Center). Neverthe​less, this is the readiness condi​tion in which ships must oper​ate during prolonged periods in combat zones. Ex​amples of difficult condi​tion-watch prob​lems in​clude how to pro​tect off-watch per​sonnel from sudden vi​o​lence (since many have to get to General Quarters sta​tions to don their bat​tle gar​ments) and how (or whether) to shift to battle stations from watch sta​tions after sus​tain​ing mas​sive damage and extensive human ca​sual​ties. 

It may also be difficult for ship​board leaders, including those in charge of Evaluation and Training Teams, to know what battle skills each watch team is ex​pected to pos​sess or to train to achieve. In forward area ports when a sub​stan​tial portion of the crew is still ashore on liberty, it may be difficult for the Of​fi​cer of the Deck or Command Duty Officer to know when to shift from emergency sta​tions to battle sta​tions—a situation that no ship interviewed has addressed by explicit guidance. These are some of the prob​lems these Chapters will address.

Solutions Examined
Under conditions when time and external training facilities are limited, the procedures described herein can as​sist the Commanding Officer of any sur​face-borne warship to take selected battle skills quickly to the level of "expert." Some of the central dif​fer​ences of these recom​men​da​tions from con​ven​tional pro​ce​dures are:

•• Regularly prescribed shipboard training exer​cises gen​er​ally omit grading cri​teria for per​for​mance un​der con​di​tions of se​vere stress, extreme vi​o​lence, and/or attemp​ted en​emy sur​prise—that is, battle conditions. This guide fo​cuses on eval​uat​ing per​for​mance un​der the latter three circumstances.

•• Regularly prescribed predeployment train​ing may be forced by lack of re​sources or of time to omit training in sub​stan​tial ar​eas. (For ex​ample, Afloat Training organizations may not have time or resources to ex​er​cise ships in coping with a massive con​fla​gra​tion result​ing from hits in​curred during a high-threat condition watch, or they may lack instructors experi​enced in newest ship​board sys​tems). These Chapters will offer a practi​cal me​thod of ad​dress​​​ing all de​signed ca​pa​bili​ties.

•• The Navy’s standard Personnel Quali​fi​cation Stan​dards (PQS) sys​tem may im​pose heavy ad​mi​n​istra​tive work​loads un​der condi​tions of rapid per​son​nel turn​over, such as inevitably occurs in connection with emergency deploy​ments. These Chapters will offer a tech​nique for cre​ating a “team-based PQS” that fo​c​uses on bat​tle con​di​tions and mini​mizes pa​perwork.

•• The standard organization now pre​scribed for ships fo​cuses on distri​bu​tion of re​spon​si​bilities for mainte​nance and ad​min​is​tration rather than for bat​tle and bat​tle train​ing. These Chapters will sug​gest a parallel orga​niza​tional ar​range​ment that fo​cuses on off-sta​tion re​s​pon​​sibili​ties for planning battle train​​ing and for monitoring overall battle readi​ness with​out in​ter​fer​ing with the stan​dard or​gani​zation already in effect. 

•• Currently, Commanding Officers and evaluation and training teams lack fa​cili​ties to keep track of daily changes in ca​p​a​bili​ties for fight​ing or to pro​vide easily vis​ible feedback to crew​mem​bers on progress achiev​ed. These Chapters will describe a simple pro​ce​dure to pro​vide the need​ed visi​bi​lity of team train​ing goals and day-to-day pro​gress.

•• Effective planning and conduct of ship​board battle drills de​mand distinc​tive skills that are not explicitly taught by many Navy training fa​cilities. These Chapters will des​cribe meth​ods de​rived from ex​tensive in​ter​views with person​nel ex​peri​enced in con​duct​ing bat​tle drills.

Thinking in Terms of Systems
Designing techniques to enhance a combat capability requires thinking in terms of complete systems. “Thinking systems” means taking into account all the resources needed to support the new capability, all the environmental conditions anticipated to affect it, and all circumstances in which these resources and conditions can affect each other. For example:

Resources needed may include:

—manpower, knowledge and skills, stamina, organization, sense of satisfaction and purpose (morale), workload, equipment, supplies, structure, material condition, doctrine, communicability, rapidity of execution, cost.

Environmental factors may include:

—Ambient heat, cold, moisture, electricity, fumes, heavy impacts, humidity, motion, imbalance, fire, gas, radiation, machinery noise, loudspeaker noise, sustained alert (exhaustion), extensive casualties, sickness, psychological stress, social customs, space and weight limitations, corrosion, human limitations, sexual inclinations, constrained or blocked accessways, darkness, power limitations or failures, storm, snow, rain, dust, spray.

Many more could be added. One might assume that efficient designers take all such variables into account, particularly when structuring expensive or human-oriented systems. How then to explain—

· Visual lookouts unable to do their jobs because of lack of doctrine as to whether recognition is required by memory or by document. (The latter would call for protected on-station display, which has never been provided.)

· Anti-air missiles with nuclear warheads ready for launch from surface warships but unable to be used for lack of employment doctrine. (The cost was enormous in both equipment and handling.)

· Life jackets supplied to ships without provision for stowage permitting rapid access. (A situation complicated by availability of special sizes for women.)

· Provision of special protective clothing without incorporating means for stowage and care.

· Aircraft torpedoes stored on fantails of destroyers as ASW weapons without determination as to how they could be launched. (It turned out that crews could not get them into the water.)

· Widespread deficiencies in resources needed for care of wounded crewmembers. (Lack of protection of materials and instruments against severe shock, discontinuation of requirements for ID tags, lack of fresh water on stations for burn first-aid, inadequate main and auxiliary battle dressing stations, inability to move wounded from one deck to another.)

· Lack of a combat uniform. (Fleet recommendations have been ignored.)

· Confusion resulting from assignment of mixed rating groups in shipboard quarters for female crewmembers.

· Vulnerability of ships in port with personnel absent on liberty or duty. (For lack of doctrine for employment of all personnel on board in case of emergency.)

Succeeding Chapters will examine resources needed to help strengthen shipboard organization, human protection, team training, and conduct of battle drills, under environments anticipated in combat.

Sources
The concepts in these Chapters have been gleaned from obser​va​tions of standard proce​dures in 38 ships, including 13 under the author’s former command. Corre​spon​dence has been ex​changed with over 500 ship​board person​nel and other knowl​edge​able profes​sion​als. Ideas have been obtained from more than 50 fleet train​ing in​struc​tors. Ten relevant arti​cles have been pub​lished by the U.S. Naval Insti​tute, elicit​ing valuable pub​lished feedback as well as requests for reprints. A dozen full-length work​ing pa​pers have been widely circu​lated for com​ment, five to all ships of the Fleet. Twenty vis​its have been con​ducted to ma​jor Naval com​mands con​cerned with ship​board pro​ce​dures. Re​quests for materials for visual display of status of team training (explained in a later Chapter) have been re​ceived from (and pro​vided at no cost to) officers and senior petty officers in 188 ships. 

No attempt has been made herein to stay strictly up-to-date with re​spect to detailed hard technolo​gies. If this end were sought, the text would be outdated in a matter of months no matter when it might appear. The objec​tive has been to seek princi​ples that ap​ply regard​less of the changing sophistication of new hardware.

The principal recommendations for Commanding Officers of​fered herein have been re​viewed by all major com​manders, sev​eral of whom have infor​mally encour​aged distribu​tion to subordi​nate com​mands, and none of whom objected to such distribu​tion. All commanders have also acceded to the proposition that these Chapters are consistent with their policies and principles relat​ing to Total Quality Leadership. Nearly all the prin​ciples and proce​dures de​scribed by these rec​om​menda​tions have been actively tested on board ship, and none con​flicts with of​ficial regula​tions.

Recap of Central Premises
The central strategic and management premises underlying this study are abstracted from Chapter 2 as follows:
• The U.S. economy in peacetime or wartime depends on oceanborne com​merce; yet Amer​ica no longer possesses a vi​able merchant ma​rine or ship​build​ing industry.

• Third World nations armed with mod​ern weapons consti​tute a growing threat to Ameri​can ocean​borne com​merce even without war.

• The next conflict involving violence against U.S. ships will occur in “peacetime.”

• The principal future threats to U.S. sur​face warships will come from land-based en​emy as​sets.

• In the event of sudden warfare, some U.S. warships will be called upon to at​tain expert battle skills without regularly scheduled prede​ploy​ment training.

• "Expert" battle skills call for capabili​ties to perform de​signed tasks under condi​tions of se​vere stress, extreme vio​lence, and/or attempted enemy sur​prise.

• Expert battle skills are of equal impor​tance for the crews of fleet and prepositioned sup​port ships, including logistic support units, as they are for the “combatants.”

• Battle training of amphibious assault ships is extraordinar​ily difficult be​cause the crews of these ships are most exposed and vulnerable when carry​ing our their primary missions close to en​emy held territory.

• People are and will remain the most criti​cal and the most vulnerable re​source in Naval ships in bat​tle.

• The most powerful human force to at​tain expert battle skills is moti​va​tion-to-achieve.

• Motivation can be enhanced by setting clear, achievable goals and by pro​vid​ing continu​ous feed​back on results achieved.

• Battle training goals can be defined in terms of officially prescribed exer​cise cri​te​ria providing such criteria are expressed in a context of severe stress, extreme violence, and/or the potential for attempted enemy surprise. 

• The most critical battle skills are those to be achieved and maintained by crewmem​bers both on-station and off-station in high-threat condition watches.

• Participatory goal-setting for team train​ing is most effec​tive when team member​ship is clearly de​fined.

• Dependable measurement and feedback of training re​sults are indispens​able to progress.

• Continuous feedback can be provided most effectively by means of contin​uously updated vi​sual dis​plays.

• Responsibilities for battle training should be consistent with respon​sibili​ties for bat​tle con​trol.

• Each section of each readiness condi​tion should incorpo​rate a clear off-sta​tion chain of command and accountability for readiness.

• Human ability to withstand violence de​pends upon both physical and psy​cho​logi​cal stamina.

• The concept of small-team cohesion can enhance human stamina, reduce the effects of fear, and re​duce the ad​verse impacts of personnel turnover upon training.

• Team membership and leadership are often different from mainte​nance group mem​ber​ship and leadership.

• Team cohesion can be enhanced by ex​plicit identification of the member​ship of each team.

• Team-level leadership can provide a valu​able basis for de​centralized con​trol un​der battle condi​tions.

• Achieving and maintaining expert battle skills should be considered the pri​mary duty of ev​ery shipboard lead​er.

• Achieving expert battle skills is of even greater importance in high-technol​ogy ships than in older ships, for the hi-tech ships tend to depend on smaller crew sizes and indispensable human skills.

• Thoroughly planned and skillfully con​ducted battle drills comprise the princi​pal ele​ment of ef​fective bat​tle training.

Summary of Principal Circumstances
Littoral warfare will place greater demands than ever before on human skills and human stamina due to unfamiliar waters, short warning times, long periods of sustained alert, and unprecedented dangers to more types of ships than threatened in most previous environments.

Availability of fewer ships will lead to higher probabilities of emergency deployments, yet probably without declines in frequencies or numbers of months regularly deployed.

When the prospect of battle be​comes im​mi​nent, Naval forces may be or​dered to de​ploy to com​bat zones as rapidly as pos​si​ble, ready to fight. For many units leav​ing home wa​ters, ex​ter​nally as​sisted preparatory training and battle group work-ups of the sort rou​tinely re​quired be​fore de​ploy​ment may have to be shortened or fore​gone. Com​​​mand​​ing of​fi​cers of these units will be called upon to do ev​ery​thing in their power, possibly with​out much off-board help, to prepare their ships rapidly for fight​ing. With or without the ben​efit of externally assisted training, the crews of these ships must quickly become and re​main able to per​form all their de​signed mis​sions with maxi​mum pos​si​ble effec​tive​ness despite se​vere hu​man and structural dis​ruption.

The potential human impacts of the strategy of littoral warfare upon the crews of U.S. Naval ships remain largely ignored by Naval analysts.

CHAPTER 5

ORGANIZING FOR BATTLE

Current Conditions
Effective organization is an indispensable tool for good leadership. If not already in existence, it must be created. The standard Navy shipboard organization is inadequate for battle control or battle training; however, much can be done on board by way of improvement. 

A central and persistent problem in organizing a ship’s company for battle has long been that a sub​stan​tial pro​portion of a typical ship’s crew (often more than half) re​ports to different leaders at fighting stations—at General Quar​ters or during a high-threat condition watch—than they do within their regular Department, Division, and Work Center or​gani​za​tions. 
In typical conventional practice, each watch section of each high-threat readi​ness condition has its own distinctive chain of command and accountability be​low the level of the Ex​ec​utive Officer. Some ships use four or five dif​ferent readi​ness condi​tions (not to mention various condi​tions used in port) each in​corpo​rating two or more watch sections. Each of the cor​responding chains generally takes effect only when the per​sonnel of a particular section are actually on watch stations; few effective chains of accountability for battle effectiveness continue to exist when personnel are off station. Am​phibi​ous as​sault ships in com​bat must shift back and forth be​tween two sys​tems of Gen​eral Quar​ters, de​pending on whether they are launching ve​hi​cles and troops or focusing on de​fend​ing them​selves. Under​way re​plen​ishment ships cannot use Gen​eral Quarters while execut​ing their pri​mary mis​sion of provid​ing fuel and stores alongside combatants at sea, when they may be most vul​nerable to long range (including ballistic missile) attack be​cause of predictability of movement and inabil​ity to ma​neuver. 

General Quarters should not be as​sumed as the primary mode in effect at the onset of violent combat in littoral waters. A ship in a potential battle zone to​day is more likely to take ini​tial hits while in a condition watch. At this lim​ited level of prepared​ness, even the AEGIS ships cannot expect to ward off all in​com​ing preci​sion guided munitions, and none of our ships is ade​quately equipped to de​fend against long range wake–following torpedoes.

The task of training every watch Section of every readiness condition for fight​ing—even given that ships in combat areas are most vul​nerable to attack while in a condi​tion watch mode—is extensive and ill de​fined. This leaves the task of training condi​tion watches to the Commanding Officer and his leading people, many of whom may not possess training skills comparable to those of the Afloat Train​ing organizations. 
If severe hits are re​ceived with the crew on watch, another formidable problem im​me​di​ately arises: whether, and then how, to shift au​tomatically (without direct order) to GQ stations after catas​trophic numbers of per​son​nel have been killed or wounded. This task in it​self de​mands intensive training backed up by sound command doc​trines of two kinds. Specifically: 

• In case of se​vere hits re​ceived at sea, what sta​tions shall stay manned by watch personnel, and what shall off-watch personnel do with them​selves? What shall a man on watch, one assigned a distant GQ station, do if his relief fails to show up? How shall a man act if he is hurt and unable to man his assigned battle station? Such matters demand firm com​mand policies, thorough drills, precise observation of results, and then careful revision of policies.

• In case of severe hits re​ceived in port with lib​erty parties ashore, how may all on-board person​nel be most constructively used? Then, as the crew returns aboard, at what point should GQ stations be manned in prefer​ence to general emergency sta​tions. (A typical practice in port is to send an emergency team to the dam​aged area and to as​semble the remain​der of the on-board crew on deck, ready for assignment “as re​quired.” This may leave large segments of ur​gently needed actions unaddressed, such as guard​ing the ship’s perimeter instantly and searching the entire inte​rior rapidly. If GQ stations are manned too early, many sta​tions may be manned uselessly.)

The following suggested arrangement copes with these chal​lenges by defining a paral​lel or​ganiza​tional structure that is based on principles of clear chains of com​mand and that seeks to strengthen team co​hesion in order to en​hance physical and psy​chological strength. The pro​posed ar​rangement does not con​flict with the exist​ing standard system of ship​board adminis​tra​tive or​ganiza​tion, which can re​main in full effect. 
The foundation of this parallel struc​ture is the notion of cohe​sive teams.

Cohesive Teams
Military analysts and historians generally agree that small-team or “primary group” co​he​sion can contribute substan​tially to ef​fective performance under grossly dis​ruptive or stressful condi​tions.
 Most re​ported analyses in this field have dealt with mili​tary ground and air forces; how​ever, when a war​ship is “locked up” in a watertight material con​di​tion (Condition Z), many small groups of person​nel are re​quired to function at their battle or watch stations al​most in isola​tion while under the most ex​treme physical and psycho​log​i​cal pressures. The heart of ap​plying this concept to the warship environ​ment is there​fore to establish and develop co​hesive teams of per​sonnel on as many sta​tions as possible both at Gen​eral Quarters and in each watch section of each high-threat readi​ness con​di​tion. 

The fol​lowing principles can serve as solid foundations for the na​ture and ac​tions of small groups and teams of personnel at action stations in a typical war​ship: 
a. A team may be defined as a group of two or more people hav​ing a specific per​for​mance objec​tive or goal to be at​tained, the at​tainment of which re​quires co​ordi​nation of ac​tivity among the mem​bers. 

b. Cohesive small teams can serve as self-training units that help to mini​mize the ad​verse impacts of personnel turnover.

c. Small-team cohesion is con​ducive to strengthening the capa​bili​ties of team members to with​stand adverse ef​fects of stress and vio​lence. 
d. Small-team cohesion may be enhanced by clarifying designa​tions of mem​ber​ship and lead​er​ship and by mini​mizing the num​ber of dif​ferent teams to which each indi​vidual is as​signed.

e. The characteristics of an effec​tive team are typically: (1) a clear, el​evat​ing goal; (2) a results-driven structure; (3) competent members; (4) uni​fied commit​ment; (5) a col​labo​rative cli​mate; (6) standards of excellence; (7) ex​ternal support and recognition; and (8) effective lead​ership. To am​plify: 
(1) The essential characteristic of a clear and elevat​ing team goal is that its achievement will “make a differ​ence.” The fea​ture most likely to weaken a team’s ef​forts is existence of per​sonal agenda hav​ing a higher pri​ority than the team’s goal.

(2) The necessary features of a results-driven team structure are: (a) clear roles and account​abili​ties; (b) an effective com​munication sys​tem; (c) methods for moni​tor​ing individual per​formance and provid​ing feed​back; and (d) an em​phasis on fact-based judgment.

(3) Competent team members have three features in common: (a) es​sen​tial techni​cal skills, abili​ties, and knowledge; (b) a strong de​sire to con​tribute; and (c) the capa​bility of collabo​rat​ing effec​tively.

(4) Unified commitment is “team spirit”—a sense of loy​alty and ded​i​ca​tion to the team, a sense of excitement and dedi​cation about the team, a subor​dination of self. Scientific in​quiries have led to solid en​dorsement of the prin​ciple of involving team members in the de​velopment of plans for achieving team goals.

 (5) Collaborative climate refers to the extent to which members com​mu​ni​cate openly, disclose problems, share information, help each other over​come ob​stacles, and discover ways of succeed​ing.

 (6) The one feature of a team goal that every mem​ber needs most to un​der​stand—and pursuade other members to achieve—is the notion of stan​dards of excel​lence: clearly and con​cretely ar​ticu​lated, carefully taught, and mutually under​stood. Put to​gether with the no​tion of “making a dif​fer​ence,” aiming for standards of excel​lence means aiming for achievement of the ex​traordi​nary.

(7) Provision of external sup​port and recognition means that the team is given the resources it needs, sup​ported by external individ​u​als and agen​cies im​por​tant to its success, recog​nized for its ac​com​plish​ments, and linked with a tan​gible reward and incentive structure tied to perfor​mance.

(8) Effective leadership at every level exhibits three consistent char​ac​ter​istics: es​tablishing a vision, creating change, and un​leashing tal​ent. Of these three, the most chal​lenging is cre​ation of change. One of the most dif​fi​cult as​pects of creating change can be adoption of the concept of team-building it​self. An​other can be the de​liberate raising of stan​dards of excellence.

The fore​going prin​ci​ples apply to chains of author​ity and ac​count​ability for con​duct​ing con​tinu​ing maintenance and ad​min​istra​tive functions by the crew as a whole, as well as for perfor​mance of op​erational functions by crew​mem​bers at battle and watch sta​tions. How​ever, the level of coordi​nated per​formance as it ap​plies to Com​bat and Watch Teams is poten​tially far more demand​ing than nor​mally re​quired of personnel com​prising a ship’s Work Centers.

Definitions
In setting up a practical shipboard battle organization, the following con​cep​tual def​initions will be found useful:

1. Full Battle Readiness. The overall goal of the battle training or​ganiza​tion should be the same as the goal of battle training it​self: to make progress to​ward ex​pert ability to per​form all de​signed opera​tions under conditions of severe stress, extreme vio​lence, and/or at​tempted enemy surprise.

2. Battle Training Organization. The manner in which a ship’s crew is or​ga​ni​za​tionally struc​tured to train for battle should be known as the Battle Training Or​ganiza​tion. 

3. Battle Systems. The Battle Or​ganization may incor​porate Battle Sys​tems such as the following, each supervised by a Battle Control Officer (noting that not all types of ships have Combat Systems):

A Ship Control System

A Combat System

A Combat Information/Decision System

A Weapons System

A Communication System

A Main Propulsion System

An Auxiliary Machinery System

An Emergency Supply System

An Electronics Repair System

A Casualty Control System

A Damage Control System

A Cargo Handling System

An Aircraft Handling System.

4. Combat and Watch Teams. 

Each Bat​tle System should be structured as follows:

a. A group of two or more per​sons who man assigned sta​tions in close prox​imity in Condition I should be known as a Combat Team. A group of two or more per​sons who man as​signed stations in close proximity in any section of a Readi​ness Con​dition should be known as a Watch Team.

b. The senior member of each Com​bat and Watch Team should be des​ignated as the Team Leader. (Desig​nating a technician as Team Leader in preference to the se​nior mem​ber of the Team can lead to im​mense com​plications of lead​er​ship and ac​count​ability in event of emer​gency. How​ever, there is nothing to prevent the se​nior member from des​ignat​ing a leading technician as a su​pervi​sor for specific evolu​tions.)

c. Each Combat and Watch Team should be assigned a for​mal title.

d. The ship’s Watch, Quarter, and Station Bill should be so structured and dis​played as to en​able every crewmember to know the composition of each Com​bat and Watch Team to which he is as​signed.

Typical Examples of Combat and Watch Teams:

 Pilot House Team

  CIC ASUW Team
  CIC ASW Team

 CIC AAW Team 

  Main Radio Team
  Signal Bridge Team

 Search Radar Team

  AEGIS Team
  Electronics Repair Team

 Mount 51 Team

  Missile Launcher Team
  CIWS Team

 Aircraft Handling Team

  ASW Weapons Team
  Engineering Control Team

 #2 Fireroom Team

  Reactor Team 
  Auxiliary Machinery Team

 Casualty Con​trol Team

  Repair I
  Flying Squad (Duty Sec 3)

 Central Damage Control Team
     Battle Messing Team

 Emergency Issues Team

  In-Port Emerg Team (Duty Sec 1) 


Exhibit 5-1 offers examples of teams suit​able for DDG-51 de​stroy​ers

5. Levels of authority. The chains of con​trol of the battle or​ganiza​tion should con​form to the chains of control at Gen​eral Quarters and in each high-threat readi​ness condition, with the Gen​eral Quarters chain having over​all super​vision. The fol​lowing lev​els of authority and ac​count​ability should apply within each readiness condition:

Commanding Officer

Executive Officer

Battle Control Officers

Leaders of Combat Teams

Leaders of Watch Teams

Members of Combat and Watch Teams

Continuing Responsibilities
On-station and off-station responsibilities of each Battle Control Officer and Team Leader, un​der the overall direction of the Condition I Battle Control Of​fi​cers, should in​clude the fol​lowing:

a. Exercise control on station;

b. Define and document the capa​bil​ities com​prising the full battle read​i​ness of his ele​ment of the or​ganiza​tion;

c. Maintain close familiarity with the condi​tion and ade​quacy of as​signed battle and watch station equipment and structure;

d. Maintain close familiarity with the physical, mental, and opera​tional ca​pa​bilities of per​sonnel as​signed as members of (1) respec​tive Combat Teams and of (2) Watch Teams with corresponding stations;

e. Make full and best use of avail​able training time;

f. Exercise leadership to strengthen the states of training, co​hesion, and stamina of his unit;

g. Initiate actions or recommenda​tions to main​tain full battle readi​ness.

See Exhibit 5-2 for sample ele​ments of a Commanding Officer’s in​struc​tion sum​mariz​ing the princi​pal ele​ments of a Battle Organiza​tion.

Implementation
The following procedure will help to im​plement the team structure. (The pro​ce​dure calls for use of a computer-created program that enables sorting of names or para​graphs marked by numer​als or symbols.)

a. Review the Condition I billet as​sign​​​ments in the ship's Battle Bill. Group all the listed battle sta​tions to form distinct Gen​eral Quar​​ters Combat Teams. As​sign each team a dis​tinctive title and a dis​crete sym​bol for sort​ing.

b. Review the General Quarters as​sign​ments of per​son​nel by name as shown on the ship's Watch, Quar​ter, and Sta​tion Bill. Assign each crew​member a sym​bol matching the Com​bat Team to which he is as​signed. Pre​pare and post a com​puter-prin​ted list of the names of the mem​ber​s of each Com​bat Team.

c. Identify the Watch Teams to which per​sonnel are as​sign​ed in each section of each high-threat readiness con​dit​ion. As​sign Watch Team titles cor​respond​ing with Combat Team titles. Assign each Watch Team a dis​crete symbol for sorting.

d. Mark each crew​member's name with a symbol corre​spond​ing with his WQ&S Bill as​sign​ment to a Watch Team. Prepare and post a com​puter-printed list of the names of the members of each Watch Team.

e. Decentralize leadership toward full combat readiness by formally des​ig​nat​ing the Team Leader of each Combat and Watch Team and assign​ing respon​sibili​ties to these individuals for monitoring all as​pects of the struc​tural, equip​ment, and training readiness of each team and its as​signed equipment and area.

f. Assemble personnel at quarters for muster and instruc​tion by Com​bat Teams. (If this cannot be done, chances are that a solid team structure has not yet been estab​lished.)

Measures to Enhance Acceptance
Effec​​​tive implementation of the con​cept of a Battle Or​ga​​​ni​za​tion will involve new responsibilities, always difficult to recognize and accept. Acceptance can be en​hanced by explicit mea​sures to help insure un​der​​standing and make ship​board proce​dures con​sis​tent. Such mea​sures may in​clude the follow​ing:

a. Include comments on perfor​mance of duties un​der the Training Or​ganiza​tion in fitness re​ports, per​​for​mance evalua​tions, and rec​om​menda​tions for promo​tion and reen​listment.

b. Let all Team members take part in selecting team training ob​jec​tives.

c. During drills, teach and dis​cuss the potential conse​quen​ces of fail​ing to win the first major battle.

d. During drills, discuss the con​di​tion of the Team's equip​ment and areas and the state of readi​ness of the correspond​ing Watch Teams. 

e. Post Team names, member​ships, and leader​ships right be​side WQ&S Bills.

f. Designate assembly locations and schedule pe​riodic assembly of per​son​nel at quar​ters for muster and in​struc​tion by Com​bat Teams and by Watch Teams.

g. Prepare instructional materials for display on liv​ing space TV moni​tors.

h. Periodically conduct Commanding Officer's per​sonnel in​spec​tions by Com​bat Teams in combat uni​forms.

i. Designate titles of Battle Con​trol Officers and Com​bat Team Lead​ers as pri​mary duties on ros​ters listing the duties of of​ficers and senior petty of​fi​cers.

j. Have Team Leaders accom​pany senior inspectors dur​ing Commanding Officer's materiel inspections.

k. Use designated Team Leaders and BCOs to author​ize quali​fi​ca​tions un​der the Per​sonnel Qualifi​ca​tion Stan​dards system.

l. Have Team Leaders stand up for their personnel at cap​tain's mast.

m. Use the established titles of Battle Systems and Teams in call​ing per​son​nel to sta​tions for drills.

n. Use Condition I to man sta​tions for entering and leav​ing port (as would likely be standard practice in war) instead of Spe​cial Sea De​tails.

o. Insofar as practicable, keep Combat Teams and their lead​er​ship in​tact in as​signing personnel to op​er​ational func​tions such as Fire, Res​cue and As​sistance, Boarding and Sal​vage, Aban​don Ship, Col​li​sion, Moor​ing, Under​way Replen​ish​ment, Man Over​board.

p. Allocate shipboard credits cor​responding with Bat​tle Effi​cien​cy Com​peti​tion awards on a Team ba​sis.

q. Periodically publish a list of achieved Expert battle skills, along with names of re​lated Teams, on the back of the Plan of the Day.

r. Assign primary responsibility to BCOs for rou​tine evening 8 o'​clock re​ports.

s. Employ armbands and helmet insignia to identify Team Lead​ers.

t. Establish simple means of recording and com​muni​cat​ing ma​terial defi​cien​cies noted by Team per​sonnel.

u. Insofar as practicable, keep Team membership and leader​ship in​tact for ath​letic, physical condi​tion​ing, and recreational activi​ties.

v. Use the Team structure to help plan training ob​jec​​tives and battle drills.

w. Make a practice of officially commending achieve​ment by any Team of ex​traordi​narily high levels of bat​tle rea​di​ness.

x. Encourage supportive rela​tion​ships among Team per​sonnel in deal​ing with per​sonal prob​lems in​clud​ing those related to sex, alcohol and drugs. 
Organization for Emergency in Port
Every warship will be in port the greater part of its active life. During all of this time, it will be subject to violence, acci​den​tal or deliberate, and it will remain in​her​ently vul​ner​able to pro​gres​sive damage because of its fuel, ammunition, cargo, and status afloat (which is why fuel and ammunition are removed during major overhauls). A ship in port at night, with power lim​ited and much of the ship’s company ab​sent, is inherently handi​capped in identifying and cop​ing with any vio​lence that may oc​cur. The General Quarters organization is not de​signed for this en​vi​ronment; if used, it may not only fail to man critically needed sta​tions; it may also send critically needed person​nel to sta​tions that are not important in the current circumstances. For these rea​sons, all personnel currently on board—not lim​ited to a sin​gle emergency or fire party—should be organized and trained to cope with emergencies everywhere and anywhere on board under the assumption that the nature and location of thetrouble are initially unknown. 

The on-board duty section should be or​ganized to take Im​mediate Action and Fol​low-Up Ac​tion as follows:

a. Immediate action should be designed to establish the overall se​curity of the ship within five min​utes. Every man in the duty section should be as​signed a sta​tion to which he shall proceed au​tomati​cally and at top speed. As​signments should be designed to ac​complish the follow​ing tasks:

(1) To identify and cope with the initial violence;

(2) To establish and maintain the physical security of the ship (watertightness be​low the sec​ond deck, protec​tion of fuel, cargo, and am​muni​tion, location of threaten​ing de​vices, and pre​vention of ac​cess by unautho​rized per​sons);

(3) To establish interior com​munications for effective exer​cise of com​mand.

(4) To generate own ship’s power;

(5) To establish exterior com​munications.

Immediate action stations may typically be assigned within five general emer​gency de​tails as follows:

(1) The Operations Security Detail will man Ship Control, Steer​ing Aft, CIC, and radio and signal stations and pre​pare to re​spond to effective emer​gency operation plans.

(2) The External Security De​tail will establish a chain of sentries top​side and at the perimeter of the ship, and man ready boats.

(3) The Internal Security De​tail will man dispersed spaces and ar​eas through​out the ship, in order to es​tablish the in​tegrity and security of the interior.

(4) The Engineering Security Detail will provide elec​tric power and fire​main pres​sure and establish the secu​rity of the machinery spaces.

(5) The Damage Control De​tail will identify and cope with the ini​tial vio​lence. It should be com​posed of three teams:

(a) An Investigating Team should be designated to equip itself with breathing apparatus, portable lighting, protec​tive clothing, and other neces​sary equip​ment and to pro​ceed directly and at top speed to the scene of concern.

(b) A Communications Team should be desig​nated to establish in​te​rior com​munications from the In​vesti​gating Team at the scene of the vio​lence to the near​est repair locker, using only portable telephones, in​stalled cir​cuits, and emer​gency cir​cuits.

(c) A Main Team should be designated to proceed to the repair locker near​est to the estimated scene of the vio​lence and to fur​nish men and equipment as called for by the Inves​tigating Team.

b. Follow-up action. When the Command Duty Officer is as​sured that the na​ture of the emergency is understood, he may initiate Follow-up Action consis​tent with the current situation and the Cap​tain’s In-Port Night Orders.

Employment of Non-Duty Section Personnel
Emergency situation practice in many ships to employ personnel on board who are not in the current duty section, perhaps recently re​turned from liberty, is to have all such personnel assemble on deck ready for ad-hoc assignments “as directed.” A better standard practice, provided the duty section is structured to cope with shipwide emergencies,  is to have non-duty-section personnel report at top speed to the stations to which they are regularly assigned in their re​spective duty sections, thus effectively augmenting the current duty section teams.

EXHIBIT 5-1

SUGGESTED TEAMS FOR DDG-51 CLASS DESTROY​ERS


 COND I
         COND III              FLT

Pilot House/Stg Aft/Lookouts
20
9

CIC—Decn/Display/Air Control
16
9

CIC—Tactical Info
6
5

CIC—Surf/Subsurf WF
10
4

Combat Sys Maint Central
10
1

Radar Rms 1 2 3
12
1

Combat Sys Equip Rms 1 2 3
14 
4

Radio Central
9
4

Signal Bridge
6
2

Radio Transm’r Rm/Commns Ctr 
4
0 

Mk 32/Nixie/TACTAS
3
0

Sonar Equip Rms 1 2 3 
5
0

Tomahawk Equip Rm 
2
0

Mt 51 Loader Drum Rm & HR
12
0

CIWS Mts 1 2
10
0

VLS
6
2

Sonar Control
8
5

Helo Control


2

Flight Deck


6

Eng Central Control
6
6

Eng Rm EOS Fwd
4
1

Eng Rm EOS Aft
4
1

Aux Rm 1
2
2

Generator Rm 1
2
0

IC/Gyro Rms 1 2
3
0

DC Central
12
2

Repair 5/OilLab
26
0

Repair 2
25
0

Repair 3/Sec DCC
29
0

Repair 3 Crash Crew


12

Battle Dressing FWD/AFT
4
0
1

Battle Messing
7
0

EXHIBIT 5-2

SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL ELEMENTS OF A SUGGESTED SHIPBOARD INSTRUCTION

1. Battle Training Organization. The manner in which the ship’s crew is or​gani​za​tion​ally struc​tured to train for battle shall be known as the Battle Training Or​ganization. 

2. Full Battle Readiness. The overall goal of battle training and of the Battle Train​ing Or​ganiza​tion shall be defined as abil​ity to per​form all designed opera​tions under condi​tions of se​vere stress, extreme violence, and/or at​tempted enemy sur​prise.

3. Battle Systems. The Battle Or​ganization may in​corporate Battle Sys​tems such as the following, each supervised by a Battle Control Officer.:

a. A Ship Control System

b. A Combat System

c. A Combat Information System

d. A Weapons System

e. A Communication Sys​tem

f. An Auxiliary Machinery Sys​tem

g. A Main Propulsion Sys​tem

h. An Emergency Supply System

i. An Electronics Repair System

j. A Casualty Control Sys​tem

k. A Damage Control Sys​tem

l. A Cargo Handling Sys​tem

m. An Aircraft Handling System.

n. An Assault Boat System

4. Combat and Watch Teams. 

a. A group of two or more persons who man assigned stations in close proxim​ity in Condi​tion I shall be known as a Combat Team. A group of two or more persons who man assigned sta​tions in close proximity in any section of a Readi​ness Condi​tion lower than Condition I shall be known as a Watch Team.

b. Each Combat and Watch Team shall be assigned a formal title.

c. The senior member of each Combat and Watch Team shall be designated as the Team Leader.

d. The ship’s Watch, Quarter, and Station Bill shall be so structured and dis​played as to en​able every crewmember to know the composition of each Com​bat and Watch Team to which he is assigned.

5. Chains of Authority. The following chains of authority and account​ability shall apply within each Readiness Condition:

Commanding Officer

Executive Officer

Battle Control Officers

Leaders of Combat Teams

Leaders of Watch Teams

Members of Combat and Watch Teams

6. Continuing Responsibilities. On-station and off-station re​sponsibilities of each Battle Control Officer and Team Leader, under the overall direction of the Condition I Bat​tle Con​trol Of​fi​cers, shall in​clude the following:

a. Exercise control on station;

b. Define and document the capabilities com​prising the full battle readiness of his el​e​ment of the organization;

c. Maintain close familiarity with the condi​tion and ade​quacy of assigned bat​tle and watch station equipment and structure;

d. Maintain close familiarity with the physical, mental, and operational capa​bilities of per​sonnel assigned as members of (1) respective Combat Teams and of (2) Watch Teams with corresponding stations;

e. Make full and best use of available training time;

f. Exercise leadership to strengthen the states of training, cohesion, and stamina of his unit;

g. Initiate actions or recommendations to main​tain full battle readiness.
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CHAPTER 6

PREPARing FOR VIOLENCE

Human Vulnerability in Warships
I will sound again the note of warning against the plausible cry of the day which finds all progress in material advance, disregarding that noblest sphere in which the mind and heart of men, in which all that is god-like in man, reigns supreme; and against that temper which looks not to man, but to his armor.

A. T. Mahan: Object of the Naval War College, 1888

The Prologue to this report emphasized that in this day of the “accuracy revo​lution,” brought about by the ad​vent of pre​ci​sion guided muni​tions (PGMs), large sur​face ships—think particularly of the peo​ple in these ships—have be​come in​creas​ingly vulner​a​ble to sud​den attack. Sur​face ships move rela​tively slowly and are easily visible to all sorts of vi​sual, heat, mag​netic, acousti​cal, elec​tronic, water pressure, turbu​lence, and wake-detec​tion sen​sors. This vulner​ability is sub​stan​tially in​creased when their move​ments are con​strained and thus briefly pre​dictable, as they may be dur​ing flight op​er​ations, convoy op​era​tions (including load​ing and off-load​ing), am​phibi​ous op​era​tions, offshore patrol op​erations, and underway replen​ishments, as well as when in straits, canals, channels, and ports. This dis​ad​vantage will be mag​nified as Third World nations gain capa​bili​ties for accu​rate geo​graphic posi​tioning of units ob​serv​able by satellite as well as for satellite-based guidance of long range weaponry. 

The sustainability of the U.S. Fleet as a whole de​pends in turn on the enor​mous task of con​tinu​ously protecting its few fast combat sup​port ships, which may soon rival air​craft carri​ers as the highest-value targets of a formidable ad​versary ca​pa​ble of reach​ing out many miles from shore with at​mosphere-indepen​dent sub​marines or commercial craft carrying PGMs. Similar danger is now being extended to Maritime Prepositioning ships. The use of PGMs means that a few hits on any ship can pro​duce in​ordinate numbers of hu​man ca​sual​ties even without warhead deto​na​tions.

It is true that defensive equipment and weaponry have also been im​prov​ing dra​mat​ically. But while much of the world of naval warfare has been changing over the past forty years, in a sin​gu​lar way it has not changed at all: victory in naval com​bat will inevitably de​pend on superior perfor​mance by human beings un​der violent or highly stressful con​ditions.

Dramatic advances in hard technology rep​resent nothing new to naval his​tory. Convul​sive changes in propul​sion, infor​mation manage​ment, battle con​trol, and weapons systems are by no means re​cent phenom​ena. Inevitably, how​ever, tech​nolo​gi​cal changes com​bined with ris​ing costs of supporting every indi​vidual on board have resulted in ship designs that strive to eliminate, auto​mate, or mechanize as many human-operated ship​board func​tions as possible. The cumu​la​tive result has been that each “designed-in” crewmember has become that much closer to being in​dis​pensable.

Environments of Stress
Even before hostile violence, the warship envi​ron​ment pre​sents a formidable set of phys​ical and psycho​logical threats to effec​tive hu​man be​hav​ior. During normal or non-threat circum​stan​ces, such threats include the hazards in​herent in the pres​ence of ex​plo​sives, flammable ma​teri​als, noxious chemi​cals, power-driven ma​chinery, high pres​sure and tempera​ture fluids, high volt​ages, electronic and nu​clear radia​tion, flooding, ex​treme am​bient tem​pera​tures, and the mas​sive and scarcely pre​dictable dan​gers of the ocean it​self, in​clud​ing the radical effects of mas​sive storms and rogue waves. To these, add higher-than-normal dan​gers of sickness and in​fection combined with generally less-than-adequate skills and facilities for physical care, especially for female crewmembers.

The preliminary phases of potential hostile involvement can be enormously stressful. Consider the hypothetical scenario of a ship required to remain close to a hostile shore over a pro​longed period. The operating environment is extreme in temperature and the ocean constantly rough. Fishing craft, merchantmen, and ca​sual aircraft are passing through in large numbers. Literally thousands of locations afloat and ashore are capable of launch​ing antiship missiles; perhaps several have already been fired at other nearby warships, of which none has yet been success​fully intercepted. The enemy is known to possess nuclear warheads and to have re​cently used chemical munitions, prompting the CO of this ship to decide against posting unprotected visual lookouts on exposed stations. Hostile sub​marines are known to be poten​tially present, so that the slightest hint of one’s pres​ence has been enough to send all hands to bat​tle stations and to set maxi​mum watertight conditions repeatedly at all hours of the day and night. Operational plans and target lists must be contin​uously reviewed and up​dated. Along with four–on / four–off watch hours and unceasing demands for ship’s work to adminis​ter personnel mat​ters and to keep equipment operational, sleep for most of the crew has become a faint mem​ory. To these de​mands must be added the problems of taking care of per​sonnel who have been mentally unable to tolerate the unending stress of constant threat cou​pled with physical exhaustion. 

Now add the extraordi​nary physi​cal phe​nomena that occur when massive hos​tile vi​o​lence begins. When the hits come, the ship may be picked up and shaken like a toy. People will be thrown bodily into sharp corners of nearby ship’s structure, so that heads and faces are smashed and bones snapped like twigs. Bulkheads and structure will be rent and twisted like card​board. Equip​ment and fur​nish​ings—such as file cabi​nets, desks, safes, and chairs—will be torn from their mountings and hurled about like missiles of their own, causing further injuries and destruction and blocking hatches and pas​sageways. Deck gratings in engi​neering spaces will act as giant knives, shearing pipelines and wiring, and releas​ing live steam, oil, and elec​tricity. Bedding and linoleum deck surfacing will begin to burn and emit toxic fumes. Many ships today are just as “burnable,” or more so than most were at the battle of Pearl Harbor. To all the foregoing, add the psychologi​cal stresses im​posed by not only the occur​rence but the anticipation of wounds, fear, fa​tigue, tension, hunger, ner​vous​ness, con​fine​ment, and the sights, sounds, and smells that accom​pany over​whelm​ing vio​lence, especially the tearing and burning of human flesh.

The major naval conflicts of this century have demon​strated that, among all the fore​going hazards to people in ships, the most formidable can be burns and the trauma caused by im​pacts when hu​man bod​ies are thrown vio​lently against sur​rounding sharp structural corners and edges.

Of all the burn​ables on board our ships, the most threaten​ing are fuel, ammuni​tion, and the crew’s bedding.

The threat of severe burns has been vividly described in a recent article by a Naval analyst as fol​lows (George W. Schiele):

Fires on the STARK burned at 3500 de​grees. Navy records show that sailors fought the blazes with scalding water lap​ping at their legs. The combustion of un​burned fuel from the mis​siles after they struck started these fires, and shipboard con​tents such as linens, mattresses, cur​tains, uniforms, packing boxes and crates, wall paneling, insulation, and cables fed the fires. Many lives were lost because the fires and smoke kindled by the missile hits knocked out the ship’s main firefighting sys​tems, as had happened on the HMS SHEFFIELD five years ear​lier.

The means to reduce the flammability of ships and their contents have been avail​able to the Navy for years. Sadly, they have been little used.

Fire-resistant materials of the type needed to prevent recurrence of the STARK and BONEFISH tragedies are not only unde​ployed, they are neither funded nor mean​ingfully contem​plated in the Navy’s cur​rent bud​get requests.

According to Navy statistics, from 1973 to 1983 there were an average of 148 fires per year on ships and on land, with fire losses in each of these years averaging al​most $19 million. Losses from shipboard fires in 1985 totaled $35 million.

While the debate rages, tens of thousands of ordinary sailors must con​tinue to won​der why they must still sail in ships less safe than they can be, and when they will be called on to display the tragic heroism of the men of the STARK.

A professional medical officer recently wrote (CAPT A. M. Smith (MC) USNR):

 If future combat conditions at sea can be expected to mirror those in the 1982 Falklands War, in which a significant number of burn injuries was incurred, the widely dissemi​nated television tapes taken on the bridge of the Aegis cruiser VINCENNES (CG-49) while on station in the Persian Gulf in the summer of 1988 give some cause for concern. Even though the ship was at general quarters and under attack, it is difficult in viewing the videotape to identify any individual on the bridge wearing substantial protective vestments, much less those of a fire protective nature. As one experienced observer noted, ‘Not a single man was adequately protected against flash burns. Every face, every arm, every hand was exposed.’ [He further noted] The apparent lack of protective clothing aboard VIN​CENNES was in sharp contrast to crew protection aboard the Royal Navy frigate BROADSWORD, shown in a BBC videotape on patrol in the Persian Gulf in 1987. Every sailor was fully clothed in face mask, arm protectors, and gloves. The differ​ence was striking. 

Recent naval and military history has also repeatedly demon​strated that hu​man per​for​mance under extreme conditions de​pends as much on psy​chologi​cal as on physical condi​tion, and that psychological condition is largely de​pendent on a sur​round​ing envi​ron​ment—the cumulative sum of all factors that affect human state of mind. In a war​ship’s crew fac​ing vio​lence or the prospect of violence of any kind, the state of mind needed for expert perfor​mance—for avoidance of po​ten​tially dis​as​trous mistakes—calls for every fighting man’s being able to think as clearly as he can under any condition of stress, vio​lence, or sur​prise. The ability of a warship’s crew to with​stand stress and vio​lence and yet continue to function ef​fectively com​prises the dif​ference be​tween opera​tional effec​tive​ness and combat effec​tiveness.

Measures to Strengthen Physical Protection
1. Clothing
The most critical and urgent action needed to protect man-o’warsmen headed for potential violence is provision of a battle uniform. This means clothing suitable for wear while doing ship’s work during a high threat readiness condition. Its fabric must be flame resistant, and it must include a tough but lightweight head covering, similar to a ballplayer’s batting helmet, suitable to protect the wearer from severe head damage as a result of being thrown bodily into nearby sharp structures. The garment should be separable at the waist, and all openings—waist, cuffs, and neck—should be fitted with Velcro to enable firm closure. Pockets should be plentiful to hold equipment including gloves, flash hood, knife, and flashlight. Plastic shoes and Certified Navy Twill must be forbidden. Care must be taken to ensure that battle uniforms have suitable places to be kept when not worn and that they are capable of being cleaned.

2. Burn water
One of the most effective first-aid treatments for serious burns is application of clean fresh water. Fresh water containers should be available at every manned station throughout the ship.

3. ID tags
Wearing of ID tags on board warships is no longer standard practice. They are indispensable for identification of seriously disfigured casualties. They should be a required element of uniform for all hands in every ship headed for a combat area.  

4. Battle Dressing Stations
Many shipboard battle dressing stations are of woefully inadequate design. Some are struc​turally ar​ranged so that a man on a stretcher cannot be moved onto a work​table without contorting him. Alterna​tive battle dressing stations in tenders and cruisers are often filled with coffee mugs hanging on bulk​heads, ready to harm oc​cupants and disrupt actions. Medical instruments needed to be kept close at hand are not protected from severe shock or drastic movements of the ship. Since battle dressing stations are rarely used to care for real casual​ties, they need to be given careful thought and kept prepared for violence.

5. Ladders
Moving stretcher pa​tients from one deck to another can be extremely difficult in combatant ships. There is a need to equip ladders with properly designed mechanical devices to assist in this function. In the meantime, hatches can at least be equipped with fittings to which blocks and tackle can be secured to help take the weight of stretchers being moved from one deck to another.

6. Female lifejackets
Now that lifejackets are being specially designed for female crewmembers, there is a need to provide for stowing the jackets so as to make them quickly accessible to those who need them.

7. Visual lookouts
Visual lookouts need to be properly equipped to do their jobs under adverse conditions. Al​though scores of Fleet exercise analyses have heavily criticized vi​sual de​tection and recogni​tion, the Fleet has never decided whether recognition is to be ac​com​plished by mem​ory or with doc​umentary assistance, hence lookouts have never been provided with on-station recognition aids, or any way to protect either themselves or their tools. The Navy has never built a ship with explicitly de​signed look​out stations configured to protect not only equipment but people in bat​tle. Standard practice, patently absurd,  is still to order lookouts to abandon their sta​tions in case of even the possibility of chemi​cal attack. Since little help has been coming from ship designers, Commanding Officers need to think hard about what they want their lookouts to be able to do and how they want lookout stations to be equipped to cope with extreme conditions.

8. Bedding
It took several years during WWII for Service leaders to realize that unprotected bedding is a major hazard to the survivability of a ship in battle. Commanding Officers should make intensive efforts to procure flameproof bunkcovers to protect bedding from fire and require them to be used under high-threat readiness conditions.

NOTES AND RELATED PUBLISHED MATERIALS


 Laymen and professionals interested in visualizing the grizzly human effects of battle damage in naval ships must read John Keegan’s summary description of the results of the Battle of Jutland  in his The Price of Admiralty—The Evolution of Naval Warfare. 1990. London: Hutchinson and New York: Penguin Books.

CHAPTER 7

BATTLE TRAINING FEEDBACK PROCEDURE

Feedback: Value and Difficulties
One of the most effective possible procedures to aid in strengthening shipboard battle capabilities is to involve all hands in setting goals and keeping track of progress achieved. Useful goal-setting and feedback call for description of what is to be achieved as well as for description and communication of what has been achieved. The problems of feedback are particularly important, difficult, and challenging with respect to team proficiency within high-threat condition watches, wherein on-station leaders may be less experienced in conducting drills than their General Quarters or on-board Training Team counterparts, and also because the ship may be in continuing danger of surprise attack by multiple long-range precision guided or ballistic weapons. Some of the special difficulties related to providing feedback on improving team-level battle skills are the following:

a. It can be difficult for Battle Control Officers and senior assistants (such as Chief Engineers or Damage Control Assistants) to apprise junior officer or senior 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 some 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 results. Useful techniques to achieve these purposes have never been provided to our ships.

b. 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. 

c. 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 training must be accomplished urgently, as when undergoing concentrated refresher training or when battle capabilities need to be topped off en route to a high-threat area of operations.

d. It can be difficult for Commanding Officers to communicate their own team proficiency standards, for Watch Teams as well as GQ teams, in such a way as to have their personal objectives and priorities clearly understood and actively pursued.

Solutions
This Chapter describes a simple visual feedback procedure that can assist in overcoming the foregoing difficulties. The elements needed for such a display are (1) a set of “qualification cards” that list abbreviated performance objectives and (2) a mechanical or automated device that permits the cards to be displayed so that training objectives and performance levels are easily accessible to all hands.

The concept of a team-based battle organization, described in Chapter  5, offers a useful technique for enabling all hands to understand what battle skills are needed and to work together toward their achievement.

Several terms used in the following dicussion are defined as follows:

Battle skills are usefully defined by the following logic:

a. The term Mission Skills as used here will denote human capabilities to perform battle functions under “normal” or non-disruptive conditions. The basic set of Mission Skills for every U.S. warship is prescribed by exercise publications issued by the Chief of Naval Operations. For some exercises, more explicit performance criteria are prescribed by the Fleet Type and Afloat Training Commands. Each Commanding Officer may of course add his own exercises and/or performance criteria.

b. The term Disruption Skills will denote human capabilities to cope effectively with conditions of severe stress, extreme violence, and/or attempted enemy surprise. Exhibit 7-1 lists typical Disruption Skills.

c. The term Battle Skills—that is, fighting capabilities—will denote Mission Skills possessed in conjunction with Disruption Skills.

d. The term Expert Ability to Fight will denote possession of designated Battle Skills at levels of excellence defined by respective Commanding Officers.

The process of assigning numerical or adjectival scores to an observed exercise applies to describing changes in team-level (as distinguished from individual level) capabilities to perform. The term “capability” is key: what is to be appraised are demonstrable capabilities rather than simply possession of selected resources such as quantities or states of materiel, numbers of personnel, or frequencies of exercises conducted. (It has been argued by some military analysts that capabilities cannot realistically be prescribed or measured; nevertheless, this is done routinely by widely employed exercise scoring techniques that break down elements of performance into finite components that permit assignment of a score and weight to each element.) 

Who Wants to Know?
Knowledge of day-to-day levels of battle skills possessed by every shipboard Combat Team and Watch Team is needed by:

a. The Commanding Officer for effective exercise of command including strengthening battle skills and necessary reports to higher levels of command;

b. Battle Control Officers for planning and battle control;

c. Team leaders for planning and conduct of battle drills;

d. Team members—meaning the crew as a whole—to enable active participation by all hands in planning for battle drills.

Since fighting capabilities by definition connote ability to perform under conditions of stress, violence, and/or surprise, they may be difficult to observe and measure in practice. Measurement of battle capabilities that is reliable and valid—which is to say dependable or objective—requires training of its own. One way to accomplish this training is to ensure that personnel performing evaluations have opportunity to compare their judgments with those at higher levels of authority.

Descriptive adjectives used in evaluating performance should ignore the terms Satisfactory and Good, retaining only Outstanding, Excellent, and Unsatisfactory. The terms Good and Satisfactory inherently fail to reflect levels of quality sufficient to assure victory in battle.

Procedure for Generating Feedback
The first task in creating a useful 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:

a. Refer to the lists of exercises as prescribed by applicable Fleet Exercise Publications (FXPs), Type and Unit Commanders, and cognizant Afloat Training Group(s). (This was one of the proposed responsibilities of the Battle Training Organization described in Chapter 5.) The ATGs have recently begun to develop a concept titled “Objective Based Training,” or OBT, which comprises an excellent foundation for the purposes discussed here.)

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

c. Summarize the expected performance criteria for each exercise in the format of a Qualification Card. This listing is not intended to denote exercises to be formally carried out, but rather to list performance criteria as guidance to be addressed in instruction and evaluation. The format illustrated in Exhibit 7-2 can be used to facilitate visual display. (Additional examples of this format are presented in Appendix B in order to assist Commanding Officers in estimating whether this procedure could prove useful to their training, and if so, whether to obtain additional cards.)

d. Create a universal Qualification Card to define the Disruption Skills (see Exhibit 7-1) that comprise ability to perform under conditions of stress, violence, and/or surprise.

e. Assemble a duplicate set of the Qualification Cards to form a loose-leaf “Designed Capabilities Manual” (DESCAP Manual). This manual will constitute the single master document that defines the Commanding Officer’s required or targeted fighting capabilities. For each listed exercise, the DESCAP Manual should show the scores and the accompanying Disruption Skills, for Combat Teams as well as for each Condition Watch Team, which the Commanding Officer considers to be his criteria for “expert” readiness to fight. (Nothing could be more important to the effectiveness—or to the continuity—of command.)

In order to make progress information continuously available to all who need it, the ship should prepare and mount a computerized visual display of the Qualification Cards for each Combat and Watch Team.

Strengthening Objectivity
Once the visual display system has been installed and exercise grades are being recorded on Qualification Cards, it will be important to continuously maintain the dependability (objectivity) of the measurement process, which also can constitute invaluable training. This can be done as follows:

a. Note the identity of the evaluator on the appropriate Qualification Card on each occasion when a capability is appraised;

b. Have higher authorities, including the commanding office, spot-check evaluations;

c. Thoroughly discuss apparent differences.

The foregoing mechanical display procedures are sufficient for defining Battle Skills and providing visual displays for Combat Teams, i. e., for General Quarters situations. The same procedure should ideally be followed for each section of each high-threat Condition Watch.

A majority of Commanding Officers implementing this procedure for trial have indicated the following:

 a. The feature immediately useful to them was the continuous visual display of training progress for Repair Parties.

b. It would be helpful to receive prepared Qualification Cards on computer disks or online in a program capable of on-board editing and reprinting
Advantages
Principal advantages of the Battle Training Feedback Procedure incorporating a Qualification Card format such as illustrated in Exhibit 7-2 and Appendix B are, in summary:

1.  Focuses on battle conditions (severe stress, extreme violence, and/or attempted enemy surprise)

2.  Conforms to team-based Battle Training Organization

3.  Designed to assist Evaluation and Training Teams

4.  Allows spot-checking to develop consistency of judgment among leaders

5.  Suitable to augment PQS when needed to self-train quickly for fighting

6.  Provides visible feedback to all hands to help set goals and see progress

7.  Decentralizes leadership for battle training and readiness

8.  Assists in advance planning of battle drills

9.  Applies to Watch Teams as well as General Quarters Teams and to readiness in port as well as underway

10.  Allows grading by either point scores or ready/not ready as the CO prefers

11.  Allows Commanding Officer discretion and communication as to performance requirements and criteria

12. Assists Commanding Officers in keeping track of future training recommendations offered by Fleet training organizations on completion of predeployment training.

EXHIBIT 7-1: TYPICAL TEAM DISRUPTION SKILLS
Incorporating the following within standard exercise criteria can convert operational skills into battle skills
1. BE FULLY MANNED AND READY. All assigned personnel are present or accounted for; all are in top physical condition; morale and psychological stamina are high; leaders are qualified; succession to command is understood.

2. SHIFT STATIONS UNDER VIOLENCE. Clear command policies exist with respect to what stations shall be manned automatically in case of sudden unexpected damage sustained in any Readiness Condition; Team able to shift rapidly and efficiently from watch stations to battle stations even after sustaining major casualties.

3. WEAR BATTLE DRESS CORRECTLY. Battle dress clean and worn correctly in accordance with command policy as to what uniforms shall be worn on and off every station in every Readiness Condition. (The Navy does not provide impact head protection available for wear on watch.)

4. BE COMPLETELY FAMILIAR WITH AREA. Team area of responsibility clearly specified; individual area responsibilities specified; all personnel familiar with all installed fittings, with nature and contents of all adjacent spaces, with limits of CBR envelope, and with condition of furnishings as to security against combustion or violent shock.

5. BE FAMILIAR WITH EQUIPMENT. All personnel familiar with condition of all Team equipment and with operation of specified nearby equipments.

6. SET MATERIAL CONDITIONS PERFECTLY. Team able to set material conditions in darkness; thoroughly knowledgeable of locations and condition of all tools, fittings, and checkoff lists.

7. COMMUNICATE EFFECTIVELY. All hands qualified in telephone talking and hand signals and familiar with emergency circuits; messengers and recorders familiar with special symbols; damage marking materials available; personnel trained to avoid use of announcing systems.

7. PREVENT ACCIDENTS. All hands aware of local hazards and thoroughly trained in safety precautions applicable to Team area.

9. PERFORM WITH CASUALTIES. Team able to perform with reasonable effectiveness with 30% casualties; succession of Team leadership firmly established.

10. CARE FOR OWN WOUNDED. All members proficient in first aid; all required first aid materials available including potable water; all hands qualified to handle stretchers; Team knowledgeable of most likely injuries; all hands wearing dog tags; panoramic dental x-rays and DNA samples on file ashore; all personnel clean and with minimal facial and head hair, in order to facilitate care of severe wounds; casualty marking materials available.

11. USE BACKUP PROCEDURES. Alternative systems in good working order; emergency procedures firmly established; procedures established to coordinate with other Teams nearby.

12. OPERATE IN ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTS. Team able to function in darkness with and without emergency lighting and under conditions of heat, cold, and storm.

13. COPE WITH VIOLENCE. Team prepared to withstand conditions of severe physical shock, fire, flooding, radiation, biological agents, or chemical contamination.

14. RECOVER QUICKLY. As rapidly as possible after a period of action, all hands prepared for next action: results reported; equipment restowed; stations reassigned; probable next action preparedfor.

EXHIBIT 7-2

SAMPLE QUALIFICATION CARD

COMMAND TRAINING ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

C2W2—CONDUCT ELECTRONIC WARFARE OPERATIONS

Training Team Leader: In a numbered column below, insert initials of Training Team Leader and date of assessment. Score each item as ready now (() or not yet ready (X) for combat operations.


1
2
3
4

Initials of Training Team Leader 





Date of assessment 





Material Condition in effect at start 





Readiness Condition in effect (I, II-1, II-2, III-1 III-2, III-3, IP) 





NAME OF CURRENT


TRAINING TEAM LEADER:

SUPPORTING ACTIONS

  C2W2.1   MODIFY EQUIPMENT FOR TACTICAL SITUATION





 C2W2.2   MAKE EW REPORTS (INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL)





 C2W2.3   MAINTAIN ALL EW LOGS





 C2W2.4   MAINTAIN ALL EW VISUAL DISPLAYS





 C2W2.5   REVISE TACTICAL AIDS PER THE TACTICAL SITUATION





OBSERVATIONS OF DISRUPTION SKILLS (See separate list of descriptive details):

(Check ( or X for each)
Manned and ready_____ Shift stations automatically at GQ_____ Battle dress complete_____ Familiarity with area_____ Familiarity with equipment_____ Familiarity with material condition_____ Communicate effectively______ Exercise safety precautions______ Casualty performance_____ Care for wounded______ Use backup procedures_____ Perform effectively in adverse environments______ Maintain calmness despite violence______ Assume readiness for next action_____

This format is presented on computer. Its purposes are: (1) to provide the Commanding Officer with an overview of the ship’s state of combat training; (2) to provide the Commanding Officer with convenient means to convey his personal instructions as to future directions of training emphasis under all readiness conditions; (3) to record the judgments of the Training Team Leaders; (4) to help shipboard leaders to set training goals and keep track of progress; (5) to enable all hands to be kept informed of the ship’s readiness for battle. 
CHAPTER 8

PLANNING BATTLE DRILLS

Premises
As previously discussed, Commanding Officers of U.S. Navy surface ​ships, air​craft carri​ers, and assigned Coast Guard cutters may encounter sub​stantial diffi​culties in developing needed battle skills when faced with emergency deployment or impending combat. One of the most powerful tools available on board to help overcome these diffi​cul​ties is the skill​fully struc​tured battle drill. The concepts of a team-based Battle Organization (Chapter 5) in conjunction with a readily visible Battle Training Feedback Procedure (Chapter 7) can materially assist in planning and conducting battle drills for both General Quarters and other high-threat readiness conditions.

Definitions
Terms used in this Chapter conform with the fol​low​ing explanatory defini​tions:

a. The term Battle Drill will denote an assem​bly of one or more Com​bat or Watch Teams for in​struc​tion or ex​ercise in order to strengthen Bat​tle Skills (recall Battle Skills previ​ously defined as Mis​sion Skills plus Disruption Skills).

b. The term Leading Combat Team will de​note a Combat Team as​signed re​sponsi​bility for plan​ning and supervis​ing drills in​volving co​or​dinated per​for​mance by two or more Combat or Watch Teams.

c. The term Drill Plan Leader will denote an in​di​vidual assigned to think through, in ad​vance, the pro​ce​dures to make the next drill pro​duc​tive (no matter when the opportunity comes along, scheduled or not) and to see to it that all necessary prepara​tions are made be​fore call​ing peo​ple to stations.

Purposes
The central purpose of planning and con​ducting ef​fec​tive bat​tle drills is to ac​quire the skills needed to achieve expert ability to perform all de​signed func​tions un​der conditions of se​vere stress, extreme vio​lence, and/or at​tempted enemy sur​prise. Sur​vival of a ship under com​bat condi​tions be​comes a pri​mary mission only af​ter the ship’s assigned mission has failed, been com​pleted, or been canceled by events.

Battle training encompasses both indi​vid​ual and team skills. However, the cen​tral pur​pose of bat​tle drills is to develop team-level skills. Cer​tain team-level skills call for coordi​nated ac​tion by multi​ple teams and thus for coordi​nated multiple-team drills. Con​ducting effective team-level bat​tle drills re​quires dis​tinctive skills of its own. De​vel​oping these skills should be a prin​ci​pal re​spon​sibility of every commis​sioned officer and every Fleet training fa​cility.

Many types of battle skills tend to dete​rio​rate even during ex​tended for​ward area de​ploy​ments (when training levels are supposed to become “advanced”). The rea​sons in​clude: (1) lack of live exter​nal exer​cise ser​vices; (2) limita​tions on avail​ability of expendable muni​tions; (3) high levels of effort needed to main​tain​ equipment in peak con​dition; (4) re​luc​tance to conduct exercises involving simula​tions that risk equipment casual​ties; and (5) lack of moti​va​tion-to-achieve on the part of per​son​nel sched​uled to de​part from units soon after return to home​ports.

Ideally, effective battle drills call for live external ser​vices and for con​ditions per​mit​ting simulation of dam​age and casual​ties. However, much can be taught and learned about the effects of damage and ca​sualties through simu​la​tion and explana​tion, and much can be taught and learned about operating proce​dures with​out even man​ning sta​tions.

When shipboard maintenance and ad​min​is​trative de​mands are very high, time for battle drills may be hard to come by. Un​der these cir​cumstances: (1) noth​ing should con​sume time on station that can be effec​tively ac​com​plished by thor​ough pre​plan​ning be​fore manning sta​tions; (2) each drill should be planned in ad​vance so that it may be con​ducted on short notice, regard​less of whether previ​ously scheduled; (3) the ob​jectives of each drill should be made so clear in advance that per​son​nel can sense re​sponsibility for indi​vid​ual pre-prepara​tion (“homework”); (4) every op​portunity for drill should be ex​ploited by manning bat​tle or watch sta​tions on every occa​sion in peacetime when they would be so manned in war (such as when en​ter​ing and leaving port in lieu of “Special Sea Details”).

When ships in high-threat areas must op​erate mainly in condi​tions of readi​ness lower than General Quarters, battle drills for con​dition Watch Teams as​sume a level of impor​tance even higher than training for Combat Teams. It may then be​come par​ticularly im​por​tant—and par​ticu​larly diffi​cult—for condition watch battle drills to fo​cus on pro​ce​dures for shifting sta​tions and con​tinuing effective op​erations after having suffered major damage and extensive casual​ties during a condi​tion watch.

As briefly addressed in Chapters 5 and 6 with respect to shifting stations un​der stress, it has taken years to develop tech​niques to train ships to cope with “massive conflagra​tions” starting with crews at bat​tle stations. Afloat Training orga​niza​tions say that it is nearly impossible to deal with this prob​lem start​ing with major hits received at condition watch sta​tions. Never​theless, the latter is the condition in which most ships must spend most of their time in high-threat areas of opera​tions and during which they are most likely to be hit. Ships’ per​son​nel of​fer different re​sponses as to their intended actions in case their ships are hit during a condition watch, some saying they would hurry automatically to bat​tle sta​tions, others saying they would stand back and let on-watch personnel deal with the problem. Personnel proceeding to battle stations, and those whom they re​lieve—who must in turn pro​ceed to their own bat​tle stations elsewhere—face prob​lems that are enor​mously complicated if severe dam​age and casualties have al​ready been in​curred. 

A few Commanding Officers have estab​lished firm policies in this regard with re​spect to CIC teams. Some, for example, have directed that CIC people should be relieved au​tomatically in case of emer​gency (without waiting for the word to be passed), and oth​ers have directed that on-watch person​nel in CIC should continue their duties uninter​rupted. Even in the lat​ter case, how​ever, it often remains unclear as to what GQ personnel who do not au​to​mati​cally take over their stations from the watch​standers are expected to do with themselves.

Attainment of high degrees of profi​ciency in large num​bers of battle skills over a lim​ited time period (such as during emer​gency transit to a high-threat operat​ing area) de​mands extraordi​nary motiva​tion-to-achieve on the part of all hands con​cerned.

Development of high motivation-to-achieve calls for “high in​volve​ment lead​er​ship,” which in turn calls for de​pend​able mea​surement of skills demon​strated, par​ticipa​tive goal-setting and plan​ning, and contin​uous feed​back of re​sults achieved.

The following procedures can strengthen motiva​tion of per​sonnel to​ward achiev​ing expert ability to fight through battle drills:

a. Active participation by personnel at all levels in set​ting goals in terms of battle skills to be achieved. This partici​pation requires feed​back as to ca​pa​bilities so far achieved as de​scribed in Chapter 7.

b. Using opportunities for drill to ex​plain the current mis​sions of the ships and the threats to mission ac​com​plish​ment.

c. Keeping personnel continuously in​formed of the Battle Efficiency Com​peti​tion scores ob​tained by other compet​ing ships, so that the score is known during the game, not just after the game is over.

Principles
The following principles per​tain to strengthening battle drills:

a. Effective instruction during drills requires skilled in​struc​tors. The skills of shipboard per​son​nel with previous instruc​tional experi​ence in Navy training facilities should be carefully kept track of on board ship.

b. Effective battle drills also re​quire good teach​ing equip​ment. This in​cludes “classroom” equip​ment, such as video pro​jection de​vices that do not re​quire compli​cated assembly or special op​era​tors, and suffi​cient voice am​plifi​ca​tion to over​come blower and ma​chinery noise during in​struction peri​ods. 

c. Effective advance planning of battle drills calls for set​ting explicit objec​tives. Setting objec​tives calls for effec​tive proce​dures for mea​sur​ing the cur​rent ca​pa​bilities of Com​bat and Watch Teams in com​par​i​son with their ex​pected ca​pa​bilities, as ex​plained in Chapter 7.

d. A major difficulty in coping with extensive shipboard dam​age lies in the area of on-scene com​munica​tions, such as when ambi​ent noise is very high or un​der condi​tions of darkness or heavy smoke. Loud and prolonged use of an​nouncing systems during emer​gencies can present massive im​pediments to effective on-scene ac​tion. This is particu​larly true when ship com​mand in​sists on repeatedly broad​casting deck, frame, and compart​ment numbers to identify lo​ca​tions of damage. These potential difficulties merit spe​cial atten​tion dur​ing battle drills.

e. The following conditions affect​ing human pro​tection should be empha​sized during battle drills:

(1) Securing bedding to reduce flammability;

(2) Keeping battle dress close at hand during high-threat readi​ness condi​tions;

(3) Protecting equipment in battle dressing stations against disrup​tion by violent physi​cal shock;

(4) Training all hands in movement of wounded from one deck to an​other and from damage scenes to helo pads or ships along​side;

(5) Training all hands in treat​ing severe burns using clean water at sta​tions;

(6) Considering physical condi​tion when re​porting manned and ready.

f. It can be useful to pre​scribe standard “drill calls” for an​nounce​ments of sta​tions to be manned for battle drills, so that it is un​neces​sary to man all sta​tions in order to drill a se​lected portion of the ship’s company, and so that ev​ery mem​ber may know clearly whether and when to man his sta​tion. Such a procedure is greatly assisted if each Combat and Watch Teams is desig​nated by an explicit title and ex​plicit mem​bership as sug​gested in Chapter 5.

g. The following procedures dur​ing battle drills will strengthen com​muni​ca​tions used for battle control:

(1) Minimize use of announcing systems for con​trol of dam​age and ca​sual​ties as noted above;

(2) Develop standard hand sig​nals, light sig​nals, and sound signals for in​terper​sonal com​munications when direct voice or tele​phone commu​nica​tions are unfeasi​ble;

(3) Emphasize use of simple, plain language descriptors instead of compart​ment num​bers in calling away damage control teams (repeated use of compartment numbers over general announcing systems can seriously interfere with on-scene person-to-person communications);

(4) Clearly mark every bulk​head and deck area to show the con​tents of spaces on op​posite sides (including exteriors), regard​less of whether such spaces contain hazardous materi​als.

Exhibit 8-1 outlines a suggested pro​ce​dure for plan​ning battle drills. Ex​hibit 8-2 suggests drills for condition watches.

EXHIBIT 8-1

A RECOMMENDED DRILL PLANNING PROCEDURE

A Drill Plan Leader (DPL), officer or enlisted, should be named by the Team Leader after each drill to think through, in advance, the procedures to make the next drill produc​tive; to see to it that all necessary prep​ar​a​tions are made be​fore​hand; and to make sure that the drill is ef​fective and that drill time is not wasted on activities that could just as well be accom​​​plish​ed off sta​tion. The DPL's responsi​bility ends at "Se​cure" from the drill he has helped to plan and when another person is given a turn as DPL.

When a drill or exercise requires coordinated ac​tion by two or more Teams, then the cog​nizant Battle Control Offi​cers (see Chapter 5) must en​sure coordinated planning by DPLs from all Teams con​cerned, guid​ed by a DPL from the Leading Com​bat Team. 

A Drill Plan need not be a written document in any for​mal sense. It can be en​tirely in the DPL's head or scribbled in rough notes on a piece of scratch paper. In any case, it will comprise a first class ex​ercise in man​age​ment and lead​​ership. Following is a shot​gun list of items for the DPL to take into ac​count:

· Exactly which Teams will drill together? On station or at some in​struc​tion lo​ca​tion?

· Instruction location arranged?

· What will be the drill's  objectives?

· What skills will be exercised?

· Who will do the teaching? What will he need?

· What Starting Condition? What Drill Condi​tion? What Secur​ing Condition?

· What Drill Calls will be used to get people to sta​tions?

· If the Drill Condition is to be General Quar​ters or a high-threat readiness condition, what problem will be set up be​fore​hand? Who will set it up? Is he ready?

· Who will observe? What materials will they need?

· What special materials will be needed? (Examples: marker​boards, lesson plans, source documents, smoke bombs, flash​lights, area mark​ers, blind​folds, arm​bands, vi​sual aids, films and projection de​vices, computer pro​grams, wound mou​lages, stretch​ers, stop​watches, clip​boards, writing tools.)

· What "homework" or other special prepara​tions should be ac​com​plished by Team members in advance?

· How will the Officer of the Deck be kept in​for​med of the status of the drill?

· Should the drill be noted in the Plan of the Day? Has this been re​quested?

· What arrangements are needed to make sure any in​ter​ruption of ship's work is an​tici​pated by Divi​sion Offi​cers and Department Heads?

· At the end of the drill:

· Debrief personnel. What happened?

· What qualifications were achieved?

· What objectives will you suggest for the next drill after the one you've just plan​ned?

· How soon should the next drill occur?

· Who should be the DPL for the next drill?

· Consult with the Team Leader and mark the vi​sual dis​play to show cur​rent state of Team quali​fication.

EXHIBIT 8-2

DRILLS FOR CONDITION WATCHES

Ships in littoral combat zones will necessarily spend long hours in high-threat readiness condi​tions lower than GQ. By defini​tion, these are periods when hostile ac​tion is considered possible or likely; at the same time, the fighting abil​ity of the ship is re​duced below the ability it may possess when all hands are at General Quar​ters. 

It is of immense importance to the battle readiness of the ship that Watch Teams be thor​oughly trained to cope with sudden emergencies involving major dis​ruption before battle stations can be manned. How​ever, Battle Con​trol Officers and Watch Team Lead​ers in sev​eral watch sections may also be less qualified than General Quarters personnel in know​ing how to plan and con​duct effective drills. Condition watch leaders will need to develop their own repertoires of good drills in consul​tation with each other and un​der the guid​ance of Battle Control Officers and Combat Team leaders. The following types of drills are sug​gested as starting points.

· Identify and operate equipment blindfolded.

· Develop and practice hand signals for use when tele​phones fail.

· Use optical stabilized firecontrol instruments to verify ship’s posi​tion astro​nomically.

· Have a repair party man another repair party’s locker and check equip​ment.

· Conduct surprise “anti-PC” firing at an inflatable surface target released by another ship (Surface Target Balloon, Radar Sensitive FSN 1H6920 868 9847).

· Have a Watch Team inspected by corresponding Combat Team leader.

· Practice care for serious burns, including ob​taining potable water.

· Practice moving wounded from one deck to an​other and into battle dressing sta​tions.

· Review status of battle skills and decide next drill.

· Have a team member simulate violating a safety pre​cau​tion and have other members dis​cuss.

· Have gun and missile magazine or handling room opera​tors count and re​port types and quantities of ammunition on hand blindfolded.

· Respond to threatened CBR attack, especially in pilot house and for vi​sual lookouts and signal bridge.

· Use a darkened compartment and a flashlight spot beam to have visual look​outs practice using​ standard terms for re​port​ing target bearings and position an​gles.

· Conduct telephone talker drills by transmitting a message through sev​eral circuits in succession and comparing final and original ver​sions. Try the following scheme:

[image: image1.wmf]
(The first time the above game is “played” there may be much amusement over the confusion and garbles among messages sent compared with those received. But repetitions will show im​provements, and with good debriefs there are many lessons to be learned here about the im​portance of communication accuracy and enhanced team​work.)

CHAPTER 9

INITIATIVES  FOR SHIPBOARD LEADERS

Scope
This Chapter summarizes actions within the au​thority of a Command​ing Officer that can be taken to im​plement measures sug​gested for strengthening warship fighting abilities. Recommended actions are ad​dressed here under seven topics: (1) adopting an overall objective; (2) or​ganiz​ing for full battle readi​ness; (3) de​scrib​ing full battle readiness explic​itly; (4) measuring progress depend​ably; (5) pro​viding continu​ous feedback; (6) pre​plann​ing battle drills; and (7) strengthening physical and psy​cho​logical toughness.

RECOMMENDATION 1

Declare the primary mission of the ship’s com​pany to be achieve​ment of 

expert ability to fight.

“Expert ability to fight” should be defined as ability to per​form all designed functions ex​pertly under condi​tions of severe stress, ex​treme violence, and/or at​temp​ted enemy sur​prise. Its achieve​ment by the crew of every type of U.S. Navy ship will be syn​onymous with achieving “full battle readi​ness.”

Every Commanding Officer of a ship proceeding to​ward a high-threat opera​tional area must take as his pri​mary goal the rapid achieve​ment by his ship’s company of a state of expert ability to fight. Many professional officers would undoubt​edly assert that this level of readiness has al​ways been their primary professional objec​tive; further, if there are some shortcomings re​main​ing, that their shipboard lead​ers and crews are or can be moti​vated and equipped by conven​tional training procedures to quickly achieve the level of a tough and highly skilled—a truly elite—fighting force. However, the Navy has never expressed or defined the term “expert ability to fight” nor provided means to make progress toward its achievement visible. Several U.S. warships have experienced devastating human failures under extreme conditions in recent years.

Chapter 7 summarizes some of the difficulties facing Commanding Officers un​dertak​ing to de​velop expert ability to fight within a short time span.

The ability of a ship's com​pany to train it​self quickly to an ex​pert level of battle readiness is a function of mul​tiple variables including organization, def​ini​tion of objec​tives, time and tech​niques for con​ducting ef​fective drills, mea​surement of re​sults, and continuous feed​back for motiva​tion and planning. Each of these variables af​fects all the others, and all of them to​gether must there​fore be regarded as ele​ments of an in​te​grated system. Pre​vi​ous elements of this book undertake to de​scribe such a system while recognizing that imple​mentation will in​evi​tably cause substantial changes to almost every aspect of ship​board life. Chapter 5 lists some of the shipboard activi​ties likely to be af​fected.

A systematic approach to building expert ability to fight must be​gin by defin​ing the ob​jec​tive—the skills to be achieved—in ex​plicit terms that all hands un​der​stand the same way. The best way to make this happen is for all hands to take part in the pro​cess of defi​nition, as ex​plained in Chapter 7 and summa​rized in Recommendation 5 below .

First, however, there needs to be an organizational struc​ture that sets forth who is to de​fine each battle skill. This structure should be the same as the struc​ture used for fighting. As ex​plained in Chapter 5 preceding and un​der Recommendation 2 be​low, such a structure can be cre​ated without dis​tur​b​ing the existing standard maintenance organi​zation.
RECOMMENDATION 2

Assign explicit responsibilities for defining ex​pert ability to fight and for monitor​ing progress to​ward its achieve​ment.
A ship’s ability to fight depends on both the condi​tion of its hull and equip​ment and on the ef​fec​tive​ness of personnel on- and off-sta​tion in every condi​tion of readiness (including their ability to man and/or shift stations under conditions of massive disrup​tion). Some ships have adopted up to a dozen dif​ferent conditions of readiness, each con​taining from two to six watch sections. Watch sections for officers often differ from those for enlisted personnel, which tends further to disrupt team cohesive​ness.

In conventional practice, each watch section of each readi​ness condition em​ploys its own dis​tinc​tive chain of control and ac​count​ability when personnel are on station. More than half of all person​nel on watch report to on-sta​tion leaders from other than their regu​larly assigned Departments, Divi​sions, or Work Cen​ters.

It is generally recognized as good management practice that lead​ership and ac​count​abil​ity should be decentralized to the lowest practi​cable levels. The stan​dard shipboard orga​ni​za​tion pro​vides for this decentralization by formally estab​lishing Work Cen​ters and Work Center Supervisors. A com​pa​rable struc​ture can lend strength to the battle and watch orga​ni​zations of the ship.

The recommendations that follow emphasize the  values of strengthen​ing lead​ership and cohesion at the level of teams of personnel who fight together at battle stations and on watch in high-threat readiness condi​tions. Chapters 5 and 6, preceding, explain the nature and indispensable value to fight​ing ability of strengthening small-team cohe​sion.

Recommended actions are:

1. Formally designate Battle Systems and Bat​tle Control Of​fi​cers.

Examples of Battle Systems:
Ship Control System

Combat Information System

Weapons System

Communication System

Engineering System

Damage Control System

2. Formally designate “Combat Teams” and “Watch Teams” and desig​nate the mem​bers and leaders of all teams by name.

The following procedure is recommended:

• Review the Condition I billet as​sign​​​ments in the ship's Battle Bill. Group all the listed battle sta​tions to form distinct Gen​eral Quar​​ters Com​bat Teams. Assign each team a dis​tinctive title and a dis​crete com​puter code for sorting purposes. 

A list of sample team names is presented in Chapter 5 (preceding):

• Review the General Quarters assign​ments of per​son​nel by name as shown on the ship's Watch, Quarter, and Sta​tion Bill. Code each crew​member ac​cording to the Com​bat Team to which he is as​signed. Pre​pare and post a computer-prin​ted list of the names of the mem​ber​s of each Com​bat Team.
• Identify the Watch Teams to which per​sonnel are as​sign​ed in each sec​tion of each readiness con​dit​ion. As​sign Watch Team titles cor​respond​ing with Com​bat Team ti​tles. Assign each Watch Team a discrete com​puter code.
• Code each crew​member's indi​vi​dual WQ&S Bill as​signment to a Watch Team. Pre​pare and post a com​puter-printed list of the names of the mem​bers of each Watch Team.
3. Simplify the ship’s Readiness Conditions.
No more than the following should be neces​sary:

Condition I:


Battle action immi​nent

Condition II or III:

Battle action possible

Condition IV:


Battle action unlikely

The prefix IP before each of the above indicators should indi​cate the correspond​ing condition in port.

4. Make sure the chain of control and ac​count​ability within each Readi​ness Condi​tion is sin​gle and explicit.
The chain should typically extend as follows:

Commanding officer

Executive officer

Battle control officers

Leaders of Combat or Watch Teams

Members of Combat or Watch Teams
5. Promulgate the resulting Battle Control Or​ga​ni​zation in a formal In​struc​tion that speci​fies the on-station and con​tinu​ing off-station re​spon​sibil​ities of each of its desig​nated au​thori​ties. 

In particular, estab​lish up-the-line ac​countability for overall bat​tle readi​ness on the part of each Battle Control Of​ficer and each Con​dition I Combat Team Leader, sub​ject to the overall di​rection of the Condi​tion I Battle Control Offi​cers, to in​clude the fol​low​ing:
• Defining and documenting the capabilities com​pris​ing the Full Battle Readi​ness of his el​e​ment of the orga​ni​​za​tion;

• Maintaining close familiarity with the con​dition and ade​qua​cy of as​signed battle and watch sta​tion equipment and struc​ture;

• Maintaining close familiarity with the physical, men​tal, and operational ca​pabili​ties of personnel assign​ed as mem​bers of (1) respective Combat Teams and of (2) Watch Teams with corre​spond​ing stations;

• Making full and best use of available train​ing time;

• Keeping higher authority fully and accu​rately in​formed of the capabili​ties of his el​e​ment of the or​gan​i​zation in rela​tion to the capabilities com​pris​ing Full Bat​tle Readi​ness;

• Exercising leadership to strengthen the states of train​​ing, co​hesion, and stamina of his el​ement of the or​gani​zation;

• Initiating actions or recommendations to achieve and sus​tain Full Battle Readi​ness.

Exhibit 5–2 suggests explicit wording for a for​mal in​struc​​tion. Note that not a single re​spon​sibility pre​scribed by this Bat​tle Organi​zation contra​venes or conflicts with re​sponsi​bili​ties pre​scribed by the Standard Organiza​tion and Regu​lations of the U.S. Navy (the SORM). Nevertheless, shipboard leader​ship must anticipate that assigning responsibili​ties beyond the con​ventional will encounter formidable problems of under​standing and accep​tance: old timers will not go along quietly.

Effec​​​tive implementation of the con​cept of a Battle Con​trol Orga​​​ni​za​tion can be en​hanced by explicit mea​sures to in​sure un​der​​standing; make ship​board proce​dures con​sis​tent; and streng​then team cohe​sion. Examples of such mea​sures are sug​gested in Chapter 5.

RECOMMENDATION 3

Explicitly define the capabilities that comprise expert ability to fight

Precise definition of what is to be achieved is in​dispens​able to uniformity of under​stand​ing, unity of purpose, mea​sure​ment of progress, and feedback of results achieved.

Recommendations for action are:

1. Use the Battle Control Organization.

One of the responsibilities previously recom​mended for the Battle Control Or​ganiza​tion (Chapter 5) was to define the ca​pabilities compris​ing expert ability to fight. If per​formed cooperatively by all the leading members of the Battle Control Organization, this work can be completed in one day.

2. Pursue the following steps:
• Refer to lists of ex​ercises and grading criteria as pre​scribed by appli​cable FXPs, Type and Unit Com​man​ders, and cognizant Fleet/Afloat Training orga​nizations. 

• Adjust expected performance cri​teria as di​rected by the Commanding Officer.

• Summarize the expected perfor​mance criteria for each ex​er​​​cise in the format of a Qua​lifi​cation Card. (See format illus​trated by Exhibit 7–1.)

• Assemble a duplicate set of Qualification Cards to form a loose-leaf “Designed Ca​pabili​ties Manual” (DESCAP Manual). This manual will constitute the master docu​ment in which the Commanding Officer defines the re​quired fighting capabilities of his unit. It will comprise the most important document on board.

3. Create a universal Qualification Card to de​fine the skills that comprise ability to per​form under conditions of stress, vio​lence, and/or surprise.

These skills comprise the difference be​tween readiness for op​erations and readi​ness for fighting. Call them “Disruption Skills.”

Examples of Disruption Skills are shown in Chapter 7.

RECOMMENDATION 4

Provide for dependable measurement of changes in fighting capabilities

Chapter 7, preceding, discusses concepts of mea​sure​ment, re​liability, valid​ity, ob​jec​tive​ness, subjec​tiveness, and de​pend​abil​ity. Recommended actions are:

1. Teach the meaning of “fighting capability.”

The term fighting capability denotes ability to per​form a stated operational function un​der condi​tions of stress, vio​lence, and/or sur​prise. Possession of a fighting capability or Battle Skill dif​fers from pos​session of an operational capability in that the for​mer implies pos​session of Dis​ruption Skills (see Chapter 7) in conjunc​tion with functional or Mis​sion Skills. Even though dis​ruption often cannot be incorpo​rated into drills and ex​ercises, the nature of Dis​ruption Skills should be contin​u​ously ex​plained and emphasized.

In preparing for high-threat operations, measures of de​gree of possession of fight​ing ca​pabili​ties should incorpo​rate es​timation of possession of Disruption Skills.

2. In evaluating performance for estimation of battle skills, avoid use of descrip​tive adjec​tives GOOD and SATISFAC​TORY.

For pur​poses of preparing for com​bat, the meaning of SATIS​FACTORY must be the same as the defi​ni​tion of EXCELLENT. GOOD or SATISFACTORY per​formance, as conventionally defined, is in​adequate to as​sure victory in bat​tle.

3. Continuously strengthen dependability of mea​surements of fighting ca​pabili​ties.

Do this by the following means:

• Visibly display the identity of the evaluator on each oc​ca​sion when a capability is ap​praised;

• Spot check evaluations by higher authorities in​clud​ing the Commanding Officer;

• Thoroughly discuss apparent differences.

The format suggested for a Qualification Card (Exhibit 7–1) in​cludes pro​vi​sion for recording identi​ties of evaluators. 

RECOMMENDATION 5

Provide continuous feedback to all hands on progress achieved

Several difficulties that impede the con​duct of ef​fec​tive ship​board battle training can be alle​viated by a simple technique to make team-level training goals and re​sults more visible to ships’ per​sonnel. Exam​ples of such difficul​ties are de​scribed in Chapter 7.

Recommended actions are as follows:

1. Prepare and mount a visual display of the Qualifi​cation Cards for each Combat and Watch Team as follows:

• Determine optimal mounting locations, acces​sible to lead​ers and mem​bers of the Combat and Watch Teams. Ensure ade​quate lighting.

• Fabricate mounting frames.

• Mount the visual displays.

Commanding officers implementing this procedure have indi​cated that the feature ini​tially most useful to them was continu​ous visual display of training progress for Repair Parties. A set of damage control qualification cards in the format of Exhibit 7-2 may be obtained from the writer of this book for this purpose (no charge).

Note that a simple manual display such as de​scribed in Ex​hibit 7–3 is suitable only for a sin​gle readi​ness condition such as General Quarters. For display of training goals and quali​fica​tions for all teams of all watch sections of all readi​ness condi​tions, it will be necessary to employ a shipwide com​puter net​work.

RECOMMENDATION 6

Strengthen battle drills by ad​vance plan​ning.

The term “drill” will denote assembly of one or more Combat or Watch Teams for in​struc​tion or ex​ercise in or​der to strengthen battle skills. Every drill should be designed to make measurable progress. The en​emies of progress are per​son​nel turn​over, con​flicting priorities, and lack of external ser​vices, which some​times cause skills to be lost faster than they can be gained or re​gained. Pro​gress calls for de​liberate plan​ning (as opposed to se​lect​ing drill top​ics on im​pulse), for contin​uously measuring re​sults, and for keeping all hands in​formed of progress.

Recommended actions are:

1. Make good use of every opportunity for drill, re​gard​less of whether expected or un​ex​pected. 

For example:

• Use a high‑threat readiness condition on every occa​sion when you would do so in war, such as when enter​ing or leaving port (instead of set​ting Spe​cial Sea De​tails), and when mooring or un​moor​ing, maneu​ver​ing in chan​nels, or reple​nish​ing at sea.

• Keep the next drill always planned in advance. No matter when or how un​ex​pectedly the next oppor​tunity comes along, ev​ery team Leader should al​ways have in mind be​forehand ex​actly what he will use the time for.

• Use drill time for drilling. Never waste it on ac​ti​vi​ties that could just as well be accom​plished with​out as​sembling a whole team or group of teams. Never use drill time for planning of the drill itself.

2. When manning General Quarters stations for drill, have a "problem" or simu​lated bat​tle si​t​ua​tion set up beforehand.

Do this to create a positive purpose for the first actions to be taken by every per​son on first man​ning every station.

3. Aim for high proficiency in shifting sta​tions. 

A warship is at its weakest when stations are being man​ned or shifted, even from one watch section to an​other within the same readiness condition and es​pecially at pre​dictable times. If a ship should be severely damaged by hits re​ceived in Condition III, it can be so difficult to shift to General Quarters that many ships do not even try to train for such a con​tingency even during con​centrated predeployment train​ing. The fol​lowing drill proce​dures can help to re​duce this vulner​a​bility:

• Designate for each drill a Starting Condition, a Drill Condi​tion, and a Se​cur​ing Condi​tion. First man the Starting Condition (for example, Section 2 of Con​dition III); then shift to a Drill Condi​tion (perhaps Condition 1-A for an amphib); then lastly to a Se​cur​​ing Condi​tion (perhaps back to Section 3 of Con​di​tion III) as a fi​nal check on stations manned.

• Walk through every shifting process. Watch the pro​cess carefully at ev​ery station and think about how it could best be per​formed under grossly dis​rup​tive condi​tions (when some peo​ple never arrive at new sta​tions, commu​nica​tions don't work, spe​cial clothing is found missing or damaged, people being re​lieved are found wounded or ap​parently dead, and so forth). 

• Make sure there is a command doctrine for shift​ing sta​tions: a set of pro​ce​dures ap​proved by the Commanding Officer. (For ex​ample, if the ship is hit and dam​aged while in Condi​tion II or III, shall Con​di​tion I sta​tions be manned in CIC without fur​ther or​ders? If not, what shall off‑watch people do? In case of a gen​eral emer​gency in port before the whole liberty sec​tion has re​turned, what sta​tions shall be man​ned au​to​mat​i​cally in or​der to take quick​est ad​van​tage of peo​ple not in the duty sec​tion?)

• Whenever the Drill Call is sounded for Condition I, make it standard prac​tice to man sta​tions on the run.

• Practice in the dark, with and without emer​gency light​ing. Simu​late dis​rup​tive condi​tions, keep track of what goes wrong, learn, and up​date the ship's doctrine.

4. Drill with whatever people are available.

Never cancel a drill because certain people are re​quired else​where. Let ab​sen​tees simu​late bat​tle ca​sualties.

5. Finish every drill completely.

• Make it a part of every drill to recover and pre​pare rapidly for any​thing that might happen next: the next tar​get, the next maneuver, the next hit. When all prepa​ra​tions have been com​pleted, then the "action" part of the drill is over.

• When the action part is over, the learning part is still not over. The fol​lowing will remain to be done be​fore "secure from drill."

•• Assess any real damage or injuries. Act to get them fixed.

•• Think about whether the equipment avail​able was ad​e​quate for fight​ing. If not, act to recom​mend what would be better. (Example: Is the bat​tle dress pre​scribed for this team in this Readi​ness Con​di​tion the very best that the Navy could design or pro​vide? Is re​quired protective clothing stowed so as to be readily access​ible un​der emer​gency conditions?)

•• Think about whether the spaces and mate​r​ials used by the team were in good con​dition and prop​erly pre​pared for battle. If not, make note of what needs to be done for pass​ing to the cog​nizant peo​ple.

•• Evaluate what skills were achieved.

•• Decide on the objective for the next oppor​tu​nity for drill.

•• Decide who will plan the next drill. 

6. Let each team drill on the basic Disruption Skills until they have been well learned.

Look back at the list of typical Disruption Skills in Chapter 8 and note that true quali​fica​tion in some of these skills re​quires that they be demonstrated un​der conditions speci​fied by other Disrup​tion Skills (for example, Man​ning and Shift​ing should be demon​strated while Operating in Ad​verse En​vir​on​ments and at the same time Perform​ing with Casual​ties). 

7. Plan several drills into the immediate fu​ture.

Recall the principle stated at the start of this Chapter that each drill should comprise one el​e​ment of a system​a​tic pro​gram aimed at achieving and sustain​ing expert abil​ity to fight.

The simplest way to lay out a good program—one with a co​her​ent sense of direc​tion—is to work di​rectly with the vi​sual dis​play. Each Team Leader in discussion with his team should ar​range the qualifi​ca​tion cards ( or computerized qualification ti​tles) in the order in which he thinks it reas​onable to achieve them. The flexi​bility of the visual display will make it easy to change the pro​gram as it goes along (and there will be plenty of changes). Put the one qual card that de​s​cribes the next plan​ned drill at the top of the dis​play. (Do not try to sche​d​ule spe​cific drills days or weeks in advance; it never works.) Then:

• Plan and conduct the drills necessary to achieve the bat​tle ca​pability you've se​lected as the team's first goal.

• Evaluate the first Battle Skill and update the vi​sual dis​play.

• Continue the program until team meets the Commanding Officer’s objectives as set forth in his DESCAP Manual .

Now you're ready to go forward: keeping track of progress and setbacks, set​ting new goals and going for them, al​ways keeping all members of your team in​volved in the plan​ning.

8. Plan every drill thoroughly.

Chapter 8 presents recommenda​tions for plan​ning drills in advance.

RECOMMENDATION 7

Maximize physical and psychological pro​tection of the ship’s company

Chapter 1 points out the growing sus​cepti​bility of surface ships to sur​prise at​tack by modern preci​sion guided muni​tions, the increasing avail​abil​ity of such muni​tions to po​tential adver​saries, and the increasing likelihood that fewer numbers of hits will cause greater numbers of hu​man casualties.

Recommended actions are as follows:

1. Minimize physical hazards.

Many of the material hazards on board are incor​porated in ship designs and are beyond the con​trol of Commanding Officers to reduce except in minute de​grees through precise in​spection and correction procedures. There are, how​ever, several major cor​rective ac​tions that can be taken on board:

• Demand meticulous personal care of bedding and clothing in living spaces. Ob​tain flame-resis​tant bunk covers and re​quire their use during high-threat readi​ness condi​tions.

• Procure copious quantities of 1/8” wire rope, ca​ble clamps, and C-clamps to help in se​cur​ing unattached equipment and furnishings against vio​lent shock

• Ensure total absence of unsecured materials in battle dressing sta​tions. En​sure availability of means to pre​vent dis​placement or scatter​ing of medi​cal in​struments in case of heavy shock or radical move​ment of the ship.
2. Protect personnel against physical injury.
As in the case of needs to minimize physical haz​ards, most ac​tions that could be taken to pro​tect personnel against the con​se​quences of violence fall outside the cognizance of Commanding Officers. Again, however, there are several that can be taken on board:

• Emphasize that the aim of excellence of physi​cal condition is to help with​stand the stress and vio​lence of combat.

• Emphasize that beards and long hair tend to in​ter​fere with care of se​ri​ous head wounds, increase vulnerability to chemical munitions, and limit effectiveness of gas masks and oxygen breathing apparatus (OBA).

• Outlaw possession of polyester uniforms.

• Establish explicit policies concerning high-threat readiness (HTR) uni​forms (uniforms to be kept continu​ously avail​able and/or worn during high-threat readiness conditions). In particu​lar: specify exactly what arti​cles shall com​prise HTR uniforms for personnel of all Combat and Watch Teams under all ambient conditions; re​quire meticulous care and cleanliness of HTR uni​forms; specifically ex​clude short sleeved shirts; require head coverings and gloves to be ei​ther worn or kept close at hand. Peri​odically hold cap​tain’s per​sonnel inspec​tions in pre​scribed HTR uniforms.

• Mark headcoverings to distinguish clearly be​tween offi​cers’ and CPOs’ HTR uni​forms.

• Teach the Disruption Skills! (Chapter 7)
3. Protect personnel after injury.

First-aid and self-aid procedures are already firmly em​bedded in training policies. Nev​er​the​less, the Commanding Officer can take sev​eral additional steps to strengthen care of per​sonnel that have suffered severe wounds:

• Establish a “Medical Battle Bill” that firmly links damage control pro​ce​dures with proce​dures for car​ing for wounded. In​clude guidance for per​son​nel who man or shift sta​tions after the ship has suffered se​vere dis​rup​tion and who find incapaci​tated per​son​nel at their new stations.

• Provide potable water containers at battle and watch sta​tions to assist in caring for severe burns.

• In all suitable drills, include procedures for moving wounded person​nel from one deck to an​other.

• Require continuous wearing of ID tags on board.
4. Strengthen the psychological environment.

No task of leadership is more challenging than the strength​en​ing of moti​vation and morale—not the same thing, but neverthe​less closely allied. As in the case of physical tough​ness, the highest pro​portion of factors bearing on motivation and morale de​pend on poli​cies and practices that exist throughout the Ser​vice. But here again, there are several actions the Commanding Officer can take that can bear di​rectly on the mental ability of his people to per​form ex​pertly under stress:

• Equip a portion of the ship’s library as a “ship’s in​forma​tion center” —a place for people to go in or​der to see maps, help understand the ship’s mis​sions and tasks, help un​der​stand what they’re up against, and in gen​eral help un​der​stand “reasons why”. 

• Teach shipboard leaders the cumulative im​por​tance to sense of pur​pose of the psy​cho​logical ef​fects of other mea​sures on which the ship has been con​centrating: mo​ti​vation-to-achieve ori​ented to​ward expert ability to fight; strength​ening of pro​tec​tion against physical vio​lence for the same pur​pose; and building of every sailor’s self-image as a skillful and powerful fighting man.

CHAPTER 10 

HELP FROM ABOVE

Higher level commanders can assist shipboard leaders to prepare their crews quickly for fighting by the following actions (discussed in other Chapters):

I. Set the Primary Objective for All the Efforts of All the Navy’s People as Achievement and Sustainment of Expert Ability to Fight Throughout the United States Fleets
1. Define Expert Ability to Fight as ability to perform designed functions ex​pertly under condi​tions of severe stress, extreme violence, and/or attempted en​emy sur​prise.

2. Teach achievement of Expert Ability to Fight as the central objective of the Naval Service in cur​ricula for leader​ship and management instruc​tion pro​grams.

3. Designate all U.S. Navy ships, including fast combat support ships and Fleet re​pair ships, as “combatants” rather than “auxiliaries” in view of their vul​nerability, continuing expo​sure to attack when deployed, and critical importance to combat operations. Among the various proposals in this report, none is of greater importance to the fighting spirit of the crews of Fleet surface forces than this. 

II. Organize Ship’s Crews so as to Assist Them in Achiev​ing and Sustaining Full Battle Readiness

1. Modify the Standard Orga​nization and Regu​lations of the Navy to:

• require formal designation of Battle Systems, Battle Control Officers, Combat Teams, Watch Teams, and Team Leaders;

• clarify off-station chains of responsibility for monitoring overall battle readiness;

• minimize and simplify shipboard condi​tions of readiness in order to help strengthen Team cohesion.

2. Employ a reputable device such as the Naval Training System Cen​ter’s “Teamwork Needs As​sessment Scale” to help determine the ideal composition of shipboard Combat and Watch Teams.

3. Encourage designation of battle control re​sponsibilities as primary duties in rosters of officers and senior petty officers.

4. Encourage adoption of for​mal shipboard doctrines as to which stations shall be man​ned auto​matically in case of severe damage while in a high-threat condition watch.

5. Encourage adoption of for​mal shipboard doctrines and criteria for shift​ing from emer​gency stations to general quarters sta​tions in case of emer​gency in port with par​tial crews on board.

III. Issue Detailed Instructions for Explicit Description of the Elements of Full Battle Readiness

1. Prepare for every type or class of ship a De​signed Ca​pabilities Manual to assist Commanding Officers in specifying de​tailed battle training cri​teria. Document criteria in formats suit​able for visual display of pro​gress achieved.

2. Encourage continued use of Afloat Training Group team training cri​teria after com​ple​tion of re​fresher training.

3. Formally establish “Disru​ption Skills” as a dis​tinct element of battle train​ing.

4. Allow Commanding Officers to shift em​phasis from individ​ual-based training (Personnel Qualifi​cation Standards or PQS) to team-based battle training when they consider team-level training a matter of urgency.

5. Call upon Fleet Commanders to define optimal capabilities for visual lookouts in terms of doctrine, protection, reporting language, recognition (by memory vs documentary referral), and functioning under CBR alert. On this basis, systemati​cally redesign shipboard vi​sual lookout stations, equipment, uniforms, stowage facili​ties, and training criteria.

IV. Develop and Establish Standard Procedures for Dependable Measurement of Progress

1. Analyze the statistical reli​ability, validity, and usefulness of pre​sent readi​ness measurement and reporting sys​tems.

2. Measure fighting ability in terms of functional capabili​ties (see above) rather than in terms of se​lected re​source levels.

3. Revise standard adjective grading systems to include only UNSATISFACTORY, EX​CEL​LENT, and OUT​STAND​ING (eliminating “SATISFACTORY” and “GOOD,” which are inadequate descriptors of readiness to fight).

4. In order to strengthen in​centives toward maintaining high readiness during rou​tine de​ploy​ments and to reduce opera​tional tempos, base Battle Efficiency Competitions on the results of battle problems con​ducted dur​ing return pas​sage to CONUS, this to help keep motivation high for building and sustaining overall fighting ability throughout deploy​ment.

5. In order to promote discussion and uniform understanding of exercise performance standards and grading criteria, provide visible means of portraying identities of eval​uators of current team-level ca​pabilities.

6. Develop advanced techniques to keep tactical commanders in​formed of changes in fighting capabili​ties re​sulting from battle dam​age. (For this purpose, the needed “language of ca​pabili​ties” would be the same for describing and reporting readiness as for describing the results of battle train​ing.)

7. Develop random sampling techniques including provision for analysis of reliability and validity in order to reduce in​spection workloads and reduce tempos of operations.

8. Address progress achieved in battle training as a primary fac​tor in officer fitness re​ports and petty officer per​formance evaluations.

V. Develop Techniques and Materials to Enable Com​manding Officers to Provide Continuous Feedback to Ship’s Per​sonnel on Progress Achieved toward Improving Ability to Fight

1. Provide ships with useful materials to help with continu​ous visual display to all hands of battle training progress.

2. Provide visible means of keeping ships’ com​panies in​formed of the day-to-day status of com​peting ships’ status in the annual battle effi​ciency competi​tions (that is, to keep all hands informed of the score during the game instead of only after the end of the game).

3. Task the Chief of Naval Information to ensure improved availability of day-to-day in​for​mation describing missions, threats, and combat situa​tions in graphic forms suit​able for ship​board display.

4. Equip ships’ libraries with facilities enabling them to serve as Ship’s Information Centers. 

5. Provide computer network​ing systems and editable programs to enable ship​wide communica​tion of status of GQ team and Watch Team training.

VI. Standardize Procedures for Preplanning Battle Drills

1. Develop doctrines for coping with damage resulting from mul​tiple hits received during a condi​tion watch.

2. Encourage formal ship​board doctrines re​garding procedures for shifting from watch stations to battle sta​tions after receiving se​vere damage and casual​ties.

3. To increase opportunities for drill, encourage ships to enter and leave port at GQ or a high-threat condition watch instead of Special Sea Details.

4. Teach drill techniques and drill planning in Fleet schools.

5. Reduce and simplify Interim Refresher Training by focus​ing Afloat Training in​struction on ships’ Evaluation and Training Teams rather than entire crews.

VII. Assist Commanding Officers in Strengthening Physical and Psychological Toughness

1. Improve design of officer and chief petty officer uniforms to permit distin​guishing one type from the other under all condi​tions of exposure to weather.

2. Encourage formal ship​board doctrines re​garding which uni​forms shall be worn or kept at hand in each con​di​tion of readiness.

3. Explain the relation​ships between abil​ity to fight and fitness, cleanli​ness, drugs, and alcohol.

4. Outlaw short–sleeved work shirts on board ship.

5. Provide potable water con​tainers at battle and watch stations.

6. Provide ships with portable equipment to en​able on-board ac​tions to se​cure fur​nishings and equipment against physical violence.

7. Require that dogtags be worn on board ship.

8. Teach that accomplishment of mission may be more im​por​tant than sur​vival.

9. Include explanation of the phenomenon of rogue waves in emergency shiphandling in​struc​tions.

10. Require that surfaces of all bulkheads, decks, and overheads be marked to show the contents of spaces on opposite sides.

11. Develop standard universal hand signals.

12. Assign medical officers to Fleet Training facilities.

13. Improve ship designs and facilities for trans​porting wounded personnel, including design of ladders and hatches to facili​tate vertical transport of occupied stretchers.

14. Improve currently disgrace​ful designs of bat​tle dressing sta​tions.

15. Provide means to secure medical equipment in make​shift battle dressing sta​tions against vio​lent physical shock.

16. Reexamine design of stretch​ers to facilitate use by unprac​ticed personnel.

17. Improve design of shipboard bedding to re​duce flammabil​ity. Provide flame–resistant bedding covers for use during high-threat readiness condi​tions.

18. Design modifications of working uniforms to make them suitable for contin​uous wear and/or instant availabil​ity dur​ing high-threat readi​ness conditions.

19. Outlaw production and sale of flammable uni​form materials.

20. Investigate possibilities for incorporating damage control trainers in fleet tenders.

VIII. Strive to Coordinate All Elements of the Shipboard Environment

1. Teach leaders that sense of worthwhileness of mission is an important element of “quality of life.”

2. Install and evaluate a com​plete shipboard battle train​ing sys​tem—including defining objectives, organizing for battle training, providing feedback on progress, maximizing human safety, and strengthening battle drills—in an active or reserve ship of the Fleet or a ship under construc​tion.

3. Reexamine the public image and self–image of U.S. sailors with respect to reflection of the appearance and reputation of expert fighting men and women.

4. Address the challenge of re​ducing shipboard paperwork by examining the overall impacts of shipboard man​agement and its administrative workloads.

5. Eliminate the notion of distinction between “combatant” and “auxiliary” or support ships since the latter are indis​pensable to combat but vul​nerable to attack by long range precision–guided munitions during littoral conflicts (such as underway replenishment ships, deployed repair ships, and Maritime Prepositioning units).


6. Establish responsi​bility at Navy Department headquar​ters for addressing all aspects of ship design—human, structural, and doctrinal—as inte​grated sys​tems oriented to​ward achieve​ment and sustainment of Expert Ability to Fight.

CHAPTER 11 

A TOUR OF KINGS MOUNTAIN

Scene: Weather decks of a U.S. Navy experimental ship in harbor.

Audience seated:

Deputy Secretary of Transportation

Deputy Maritime Administrator

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Manpower and Reserve Affairs)

Commandant U.S. Coast Guard

Vice Chief of Naval Operations

Commander in Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet

Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet

Superintendent, U.S. Naval Academy

Chief of Naval Personnel

Commander Naval Surface Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet

Commander Naval Surface Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet

Commander Naval Air Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet

Commander Naval Air Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet

Commander Naval Surface Reserve Force

Commander Training Command, U.S. Atlantic Fleet

Commander Training Command, U.S. Pacific Fleet

Commander Naval Sea Systems Command 

Commander Naval Air Systems Command

Surgeon General of the Navy

Director Navy Nurse Corps

Commander Naval Information Systems Management Center

Commander Naval Supply Systems Command

Chief of Naval Education and Training

President Board of Inspection and Survey

Director of Naval Reserve

Commander Mine Warfare Command

Commander Naval Safety Center

Commander Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command

Commander Operational Test and Evaluation Force

Chief of Naval Research

Commander Naval Doctrine Command

Director, Surface Warfare Division, OPNAV

Superintendent Naval Postgraduate School

President Naval War College

Director of Theater Air Defense, OPNAV

Commander Naval Special Warfare Command

Commander Surface Warfare Officers Schools Command

Commander Navy Recruiting Command

Director Surface Warfare Plans/Requirements Division, OPNAV

Master Chief Petty Officer of the Navy

President Navy League of the United States

President Surface Navy Association

Director, Senior Enlisted Academy

The VCNO speaks first:

Captain, we are here aboard your ship at your invitation and with genuine appreciation for your hospitality. As you know, we have two closely re​lated concerns: for the fighting ability of the U.S. Fleets, and for the safety and well-be​ing of our seagoing men and women. We understand that the KINGS MOUNTAIN ex​periment may contribute to both these ends by applying many some the newest principles of management and leadership, but that fol​low-on ef​forts may need Servicewide sup​port. Perhaps we can help. Please tell us your story.
The Com​mand​ing Officer addresses the guests.

Ladies and Gentlemen: again, welcome to KINGS MOUN​TAIN.
 

First, let me thank you for accepting our invitation to don and wear, dur​ing your visit, the bat​tle dress uniform regularly used by our crew during high-threat readi​ness condi​tions. Design and test​ing of a uniform conceived for working as well as fighting, includ​ing where to stow it and how to care for it, is one of the principal objec​tives of our ef​forts, and we very much want your impres​sions.

This morning, we will be getting un​derway in about 30 minutes. As soon as we clear the channel, I will ask you to come with me for a brief tour of the ship, during which I will intro​duce some of the innovative features we have been work​ing on. Following the tour, my officers and se​nior petty officers will be glad to revisit and dis​cuss any area you de​sire. Now let me explain briefly what we’re up to and why.

In prescribing our unusual mission, the Secretary of the Navy stated that he had two major concerns in mind: first, the need to maximize the abilities of our ships to cope with hostile vio​lence on very short notice—that is, with​out normally ex​pectable op​portu​nities for predeploy​ment re​fresher training or for convulsive work-up dur​ing emergency transit to some combat area; and second, the need to minimize the prob​abili​ties of peacetime catas​trophic incidents such as have oc​curred recent​ly in MAD​DOX, PUEBLO, STARK, VIN​CENNES, RANGER, CON​STEL​LA​TION, NIMITZ, IOWA, WHITE PLAINS, and AMER​ICA.
 These incidents all called for perfor​mance under extreme conditions.

The Secretary has ordered us to de​termine, by interviewing experi​enced pro​fessionals and exam​in​ing related science, what fea​tures of shipboard man​agement would be ideally suited to help​ing war​ship Commanding Officers in their ef​forts to achieve and sus​tain maxi​mum level readiness for com​bat, and then to imple​ment these fea​tures in an inte​grated and systematic way at rea​sonable cost. Evaluation of our tech​niques and of the results is to be car​ried out in​dependently by senior on-board ob​servers and reviewed by the of​ficial chain of command.

All of you who collaborated in conceiving and designing this ship know that you have created the most powerful technical naval weapon in the world. We in KINGS MOUNTAIN believe that we are creating a new naval weapon, one more powerful than any yet conceived: a way to weld a group of human beings into a superbly equipped and trained team more effective and efficient than any yet existent in any navy and without which no set of mechanical and electronic devices could continue to function under extreme conditions.

 
1.  THE OVER​ALL GOAL OF EATF

 
2.  RELIANCE ON MANAGE​MENT PRINCI​PLES

 
3.  SPECIAL FEATURES OF OR​GANIZATION

 
4.  SPECIAL FEATURES OF BATTLE TRAIN​ING

 
5.  SPECIAL FEATURES OF DAILY ROUTINE

 
6.  NOTES ON TOUGHNESS

 
7.  NOTES ON MEASURING RE​SULTS

 
8.  NOTES ON SYSTEM DESIGN

Now for several preliminary remarks to help lay a foundation for our tour. The topics I shall mention are shown on the chart be​fore you.

First, EATF means Expert Ability to Fight. The overall goal of every individ​ual on board is achieve​ment of ability to per​form ex​pertly un​der condi​tions of se​vere stress, ex​treme violence, and/or at​tempted en​emy sur​prise. Our aim here is not just to op​timize ability to operate equip​ment; but to optimize per​formance under intensely adverse circum​stances.

Second, we are relying on the most modern principles of business management and military leadership.
 To the extent we succeed here in finding useful answers, the results may apply to a com​bined body of almost 100,000 people, a body that changes rapidly from day to day.

Third: To support the above principles, we have set up a “Battle Training Organi​za​tion” based on formal designa​tion of Battle Control Systems and smaller units called Combat Teams and Watch Teams, each of the latter un​der a designated Team Leader. This is the structure that will con​trol the ship in battle. It also has a pri​mary, every​day, off-station function: to continu​ous​ly monitor the overall readiness of the ship for fighting.

The first task of the Battle Training Organization was to estab​lish the Designed Capa​bilities Man​ual you see on the table be​fore you. This manual describes every operational capability the ship is de​signed to possess in each readiness condition, for the first time pulling these descrip​tions to​ge​ther in a single docu​ment avail​able to all hands. The DESCAP Manual was cre​ated in one day from the Force Com​man​der’s list of required ex​er​cises. It serves as an indispens​able foundation for our ap​proaches to setting goals and measur​ing progress. I also per​sonally use the Manual to prescribe the levels of skill I de​fine as “expert” in every operational area and to define the battle skills that I require on the part of personnel on watch, neither of which has ever been done before.

Fourth, We regard battle drills as the heart and soul of a warship’s bat​tle training. We use the new Battle Training Or​ganization in conjunction with the De​signed Ca​pabili​ties Manual to plan ev​ery battle drill thor​oughly in ad​vance. No matter when a drill opportunity oc​curs—such opportunities being not only rare but often unschedul​ed and unexpected—we’re ready to use the time to best ad​vantage. At the end of every drill, each team sets spe​cific future targets as a basis for planning.

Fifth, our daily routines are oriented toward constant emphasis on the primary goal of Expert Ability to Fight. In most ships, each day’s tone and spirit focus on the daily work, which is mostly main​te​nance and adminis​tration: indispensable, of course, but not the reason for my warship’s existence.

Sixth, we take extraordinary measures to strengthen physical and psycho​logical toughness: the ability for our people to withstand stress and keep fighting even af​ter we’ve been badly hurt.
 This in​volves more than merely improving “survivability.” The uni​form you have on is a critical ele​ment of both physical and psycho​logi​cal tough​ness: we want our people not only to be well pro​tected but to look and feel like expert warriors. As an​other example, mili​tary history has consis​tently shown that “primary group” cohe​sion, in our case based on what we’re calling Com​bat and Watch Teams, can be a powerful sus​tainer of moral strength under extreme stress.
 The inclusion of about 20% of women in our crew poses extraordinary challenges not just with respect to “integration” during work and deployment, but espe​cially with respect to anticipation of battle under conditions of massive violence. We have found no research or informed ar​gument that ad​dresses the latter circumstance.

Seventh, we have adopted special ways to measure changes in ability to fight. For example, we have modified the conven​tional grading terms of Out​standing, Excel​lent, Good, Satisfac​tory, Un​sat​is​factory. Performance graded GOOD or SATIS​FAC​TORY is not acceptable for battle conditions, and so these grades are no longer used. Assigned grades are con​stantly reviewed by se​nior officers including myself.

Eighth and finally, we respect the fact that every one of these features af​fects ev​ery other. One of the reasons for this ex​peri​ment is to examine the utility of ad​dressing the prac​tices and equip​ments af​fecting shipboard man​agement as an inte​grated system. We be​lieve the warship should be the pri​mary place in our Navy where leadership and man​agement—skills and tools—come to​gether. This is genuine Total Quality Naval Leadership.

If you will come with me now, we will go first out onto the weather decks, then to our new Ship’s Information Center, then up to the pilot house to observe getting un​derway.

Here on deck, the crew is already at quarters for getting under​way. The ship’s com​​pany as​sembles every morning at quarters for muster and instruc​tion as you see them here: not by Divi​sions or Work Centers as they have for many years, but now by Combat Teams, each team super​vised by its officially designated Team Leader. All hands are wearing their combat uni​forms, the most im​portant uni​form they possess. Muster reports are col​lected and made to the Ex​ecutive Officer by Battle Con​trol Officers, most of whom are also De​partment Heads. Nor​mally, this muster may or may not be followed by a bat​tle drill, or perhaps simply by manning bat​tle stations to check vital equip​ment, depend​ing on the day’s schedule. If no drill is in prospect, the crew proceeds to Work Cen​​ter stations to begin the day’s work.

When the Commanding Officer holds a formal personnel inspec​tion, he may direct as​sembly at quarters either by Combat Teams or by Divisions. No other ship can do this. Also every week, as has long been custom​ary in our Navy, my Executive Officer, my Department Heads and I also conduct a formal material in​spec​tion. Spaces and equip​ments for the ma​terial inspection are prepared and manned by Divi​sions, but wher​ever possible the Com​bat Team Leader most concerned with the battle readi​ness of each area ac​com​panies the in​specting officer.

While you and I are proceeding to the bridge , the crew will be manning stations for leav​ing port. I mentioned that administra​tive and maintenance requirements are so heavy that it is ex​tremely diffi​cult to find time for battle drills. We work toward alleviating this by manning battle sta​tions when en​tering and leaving port, as we would do in war, in​stead of setting the conventional peace​time stations called “Special Sea Details.”

On our way to the bridge, I call your attention to one of our most important new fea​tures: the Ship’s In​formation Cen​ter or SIC. Here, the original ship’s library has been modified to help streng​then​ an es​sential function of leadership: communica​tion with and among our peo​ple. We will visit this space again later; for now, how​ever, let me il​lustrate some of the things that our offi​cers and sai​lors may see here on display screens whenever they wish to. Examples of information available to the crew in this facility are: 

• A computer​ized diagram of the ship’s structure from any cho​sen perspec​tive and at any relative size. This is especially useful in familiarizing new personnel, as well as for teaching the rudiments of damage control;; 

• The overall ship’s or​ganization show​ing all key per​sonnel as​sign​ments;

• The ship’s Watch, Quarter, and Sta​tion Bill rearranged to show the leaders and mem​bers of every Combat and Watch Team; 

• Any selected part of the De​signed Capabilities Manual; 

• The cur​rent level of qualifica​tion of every Combat and Watch Team or combination of teams with respect to any Designed Ca​pa​bility; 

• Ge​ographic maps to dis​play the loca​tion of the ship, its mis​sion areas, and prospective hos​tile for​ces, all as viewed from any selected alti​tude, latitude, and longi​tude; 

• A compre​hensive ma​chine‑readable file of all technical man​u​als, existing offi​cial directives, and rele​vant operation plans and orders, all capa​ble of being machine-searched by key words or phrases. Classified materials re​quire use of spe​cial access codes. 

Teaching facilities in the SIC in​clude simple overhead projec​tors, video​tape projectors, computer screen projec​tors, electronic “blackboards,” and micro-com​puter​ized tac​ti​cal trainers.

As we reach the bridge, let’s return to how we conduct battle drills. To es​tablish objectives for our drills, we modify much of the Navy’s Per​son​nel Qualifi​ca​tion Stan​dards (PQS) sys​tem to create a new structure: a “team-based PQS,” which we call a Ship​board Battle Training System. Every team’s cur​rent sta​tus is tracked by means of a visual display of every capa​bility the team—or some combination of teams—should ideally pos​sess. The visual display feature is concep​tually simi​lar to the Navy’s standard Planned Mainte​nance Sys​tem.
 As I men​tioned earlier, these techniques depend on our new Designed Ca​pabi​li​ties Manual to estab​lish a “universe” of designed capa​bili​ties. Each team’s most recent exercise scores can be exam​ined at any of the ship’s networked computer monitors.

Many of our drills focus on shifting stations under conditions of severe dis​rup​tion and ca​su​al​ties, similar to the condi​tions that faced the USS STARK when she was hit by two Exocet mis​siles in the Persian Gulf. This morning, the crew will shift from Readi​ness Condition I to one of the three watch sections of Readiness Condition III while we’re still in the channel. As we ap​proach the open sea, we will as​sume the ship has been hit by two cruise missiles fired from a submarine per​haps 500 miles away. The crew will then have to shift back to Condition I as best it can after many members have been presumed killed or wounded and com​muni​ca​tions widely disrupted. The damage will be presumed to extend to a massive ship​wide fire, which we call a “mass conflagration.” Coping with a mass conflag start​ing from Condi​tion I is ex​tremely diffi​cult; do​ing so from a lower readiness condition with fewer people at their operating stations (and many perhaps still asleep)—again, the situation that con​fronted the STARK—is a challenge for which few ships even try to train, but a chal​lenge we be​lieve team-based training and well de​signed drills can success​fully meet.

While this traumatic event is going on, observe what is hap​​pen​ing here on the bridge. The bridge team’s members come from a mixture of the standard De​part​ments and Divisions; and each team’s composition is differ​ent in each watch sec​tion of each readi​ness condition. More than half the watch teams throughout the ship have the same problem. Imagine the com​plexity that re​sults in ships that use many more different readi​ness condi​tions, each com​posed of two to five watch sec​tions, sometimes with officer sections that rotate differently from enlisted sec​tions.

Something else to notice on the bridge is our automated graphic display of up-to-the-moment changes in battle ca​pabilities through​out the ship, based on electronic trans​mis​sions from each Combat Team. For years this display has been created by a sailor wear​ing a telephone and using a grease pencil on make​shift plastic charts, an archaic pro​cess that is being contin​ued even in our newest ships today. The dis​play you see here is dupli​cated in the Com​bat Infor​mation Center for the information of the Command​ing Officer and for further transmis​sion to higher authorities in what​ever form he may direct. It is the only major new hard​ware de​vice in our experi​mental pro​gram, this one having been in​stall​ed for test by a com​mer​cial firm.

Before we leave the bridge, I should mention that here on the starboard wing is where Cap​tain’s Mast is held to consider rec​om​mended commenda​tions or possible disci​plinary infractions. In ev​ery such case, the crewmem​ber concerned appears with not only his Division Officer and Work Center Supervisor but also his Com​bat Team Leader.

As today’s drill ends, we will proceed now on a quick tour of several spaces that will help you visualize other spe​cial features cur​rently being eval​u​ated.

First, the signal bridge, by no means obsolete as some may have pre​sumed. Our Sig​nal Gang has been augmented to enable a constant watch for infrared call-up from other ships without having to be alerted by tactical voice radio. Also, here we have the Navy’s first systematically de​signed vi​sual lookout stations, equipped to enable lookouts to verify the identities of objects they see by using visual aids, and also to enable them to con​tinue their duties in event of chemi​cal attack.. 

Next is our Combat Information Cen​ter, or CIC. Newsphotos rarely show peo​ple in this space wearing any sort of battle dress; yet recall that STARK’s CIC people were severely burned, and note that every crewmem​ber, regardless of where sta​tioned, is sub​ject to se​vere head in​jury from be​ing smashed bodily against sharp struc​tures—the main reason for protective headgear. In CIC, every op​era​tor’s chair is fitted underneath to hold a combat uniform packet for use in high-threat readiness con​di​tions. Note also the sealed con​tainers of potable water for emer​gency treat​ment of severe burns. 

We come now to a typical office area. Observe here that every cabinet, bookrack, desk, and chair is firmly se​cured to the deck or a bulkhead by ei​ther permanent de​vices or temporary lash​ings of wire rope and clamps. Ev​ery fixture or equipment on board, re​gardless of weight, could be picked up by a heavy explosion and tossed like a small toy although as dangerous as a high velocity projectile. I have had to maintain a consid​er​able on-board supply of cable and C-clamps because the number of loose items that can haz​ard crewmem​bers, dam​age sensitive equipment, or start fires in case of violent physical shock seems al​most un​lim​it​ed.

The chief petty officers’ mess in the KING, as in many other ships, is ca​pable of con​version for emergency use as a battle dress​ing station. The ar​rangement you see here is nevertheless uni​que. The tables in here have been fitted with removable cov​ers that con​tain pockets and beckets to hold medi​cal instruments in place regard​less of violent physi​cal shock or radical mo​tion of the ship. Also, the furnishings have been arranged so as to permit convenient trans​fer of wounded personnel to and from stretchers.

The messdecks in KINGS MOUN​TAIN, as in other ships, be​ing larger than most spaces, are useful as teaching areas. Here we have installed TV monitors, pro​jection de​vices, voice ampli​fiers ca​pable of overriding blower noise, and electronic blackboards in​terconnected with the Ship’s Informa​tion Cen​ter that we visited ear​lier. 

Now take a careful look at this damage control locker. As origi​nally de​signed, it was so tiny and so crammed with gear that ac​cess to any particular tool or device without nearly emptying the whole locker was almost im​pos​sible. Is was pro​gram​med to be​come even more crammed be​cause of planned installation of the power unit for a wire-free telephone sys​tem. These lockers are being similarly un​der​de​signed in even our newest ships. We have expanded this one at the expense of adja​cent spaces. 

Closely associated with the subject of damage control is this de​contami​nation locker, origi​nally designed to provide cleansing showers for male and female personnel subjected to radiation or hazardous chemi​cals. Tak​ing a cue from the damage control trainers at some of our Naval Re​serve Centers, we have outfit​ted this locker so that it can be flooded, filled with smoke, or have its electrical fittings en​ergized at various levels in or​der to help train our people to cope with structural disruption in a real​istic environment.

Let’s move on now to a typical living space. Mattresses and bedding can be not only formid​able fire hazards but emitters of toxic fumes, something we learned in WWII that led to adoption of flame resis​tant bunk covers. In this compartment you see bunks cov​ered with the same mate​rial as used for our combat uniforms: light​weight, flameproof, easily secured and easily re​moved. My doctrine is to have them put on only during high-threat readi​ness situations.

Farther aft we come to the sick bay. This facility has a video linkup with all battle dressing sta​tions, damage con​trol central, and all damage control stations. I have reinsti​tuted wearing of “dog-tags” by all hands, and sick bay has an embossing machine to keep the tags up to date. Ev​ery mem​ber of the crew, of course, has a panoramic dental X-ray and a DNA record on file ashore to help identify disfigured casualties. Again you will note fa​cilities for keep​ing medical instruments safe, se​cure, and ac​cessible under violent condi​tions. We keep constantly in mind that wher​ever physi​cal damage occurs, there will the most human ca​sual​ties prob​ably also oc​cur.

We’ll go below now to a main machin​ery space. Noth​ing very different here from other hi-tech spaces: the basic combat uni​form is still appropriate, sealed potable water is on hand, and a local SBTS visual display and trans​mit​​ter show the current level of com​bat ca​pability of each Watch Team. 

We move now into an ammu​nition magazine. One of the striking fea​tures of this space is the total isola​tion of the men who make up its crew when the ship is closed down tight in mate​rial Con​dition ZEBRA. There is a popular concep​tion that a ship’s crew as a whole makes up an integrated team. True enough in one sense, but many smaller teams within a ship in battle are highly isolated, each with its own interests and con​cerns, some with no outside communica​tions except a tele​phone that can be easily rendered useless. Things can get very lonely and highly stressful for these people. You might be surprised at how many different skills a team like this has to possess in order to func​tion ex​pertly in battle; for example, being able to accu​rately count the number of rounds of each type on hand in total dark​ness (for which they practice blind​folded). 

On our way back to where we started, let’s pause once more at our Ship’s In​formation Center. Some ob​servers of our pro​gram have expressed the feeling that ev​ery​thing here seems too tight: too much unrelenting em​phasis on “fight, fight, fight.” We’ve tried to build infor​ma​tional features into this Cen​ter about pro​mo​tion, fam​ily care, pay and bonuses, fu​ture duty sta​tions—in fact, about as many as possi​ble of the things that can help to al​le​viate hardships, afford relaxation, build a sense of satisfac​tion and pur​pose, and make the Navy perceivable as a reward​ing ca​reer. The Office of Naval Information helps to keep this data base continuously updated even during overseas deployments. Much of this in​for​ma​tion is in forms easy to print out and send home. As Commanding Officer, I make it a point to add per​sonal mes​sag​es that may help my sailors and their loved ones at home to stay emo​tionally close to​gether. I con​tinue to main​tain, how​ever, that strength​ening sense of pur​pose and achievement can be one of the most ef​fective approaches to strength​ening quality of life.

Our next-to-last stop will be here on the quarterdeck where you first came aboard. A word here about several fea​tures to help pro​tect against terrorist intru​sion. Any naval ship is inherently difficult to protect against terror​ism. In particular, a ship’s gen​eral an​nounc​ing system has be​come almost indis​pensable to getting the crew or​ganized quickly to handle emergen​cies, night or day. The system in this ship is wired so that any attempt to tamper with it will set off an imme​diate shipwide alarm. In addition, our sen​tries and se​cu​rity patrolmen—whom you have proba​bly not been able to see—possess wire-free “dead-man switches” keyed to set off the master alarm in case they are in​terfered with.

Finally, ladies and gentlemen, we re​turn now to the wardroom. I leave you with the follow​ing concluding thoughts:

1. An experimental environment like the KINGS MOUN​TAIN can never be truly represen​ta​tive of real life. Every member of my crew knows this is an ex​periment, and they make inten​sive efforts to make innovative concepts work. But this doesn’t mean such innovations will nec​essarily work in normal environments. Long term changes must be initi​ated from much higher levels.

2. Implementation of every concept you have seen here has re​quired in​timate coor​dina​tion among agencies and system commands of the Navy De​partment using specially desig​nated “points of con​tact.” Such coordination rarely occurs in regular practice.

3. Grave questions are being posed by Naval professionals, active and retired, as to whether the Navy’s “organizational culture” can reorient it​self in peacetime toward “expert abil​ity to fight” as a pri​mary ser​vicewide objec​tive. 
 This ship is attempting to answer these questions by attaining stan​dards of fighting ability that are above stan​dards cur​rently practiced throughout the United States Fleets. 
4. The dominant aim of all our work has been to find better ways to strengthen the mental, physical, and moral strengths of our people. Above all, this means being able to take care of them in every conceiv​able envi​ronment, no matter how “routine,” no matter how extreme.

Let me offer a final observation with emphasis and without reserve: If the organi​zation, train​ing, measure​ment, and protec​tive techniques you have seen in KINGS MOUNTAIN today had been avail​able to three particular Commanding Officers, the captain of the STARK might have been able to know be​forehand the precise state of training of his CIC and bridge teams, the cap​tain of the IOWA might have been able to know be​forehand the precise state of training of his turret crews, and the captain of the VINCENNES might have been able to get correct data from his CIC team about Iran Air Flight 655. The mas​sive tragedies involving these three ships might have been averted.
CHAPTER 12 

LEADERSHIP AND CHANGE

Leaders  are People Who Change Things

Whatever is essential to the … Navy afloat ... must find it​self adequately represented in the administration…Since armies and navies have existed…there has been a constant struggle…to keep the end—fight​ing or the readiness to fight—superior to mere administrative consider​ations. …There is a quaint, well-worn story, which yet may be new to some rea​d​ers, of an administrator who complained that his office was working admirably until war came and threw everything out of gear.

A. T. Mahan: Principles of Naval Administration, 1903

This Chapter examines challenges that will face every Navy leader who at​tempts to apply leadership principles to efforts aimed explicitly at improving combat effectiveness under urgent conditions. 

Leadership is an instrument for making changes—changes that directly involve people more than hardware. Effective leadership efforts in and for warships demand changes throughout the Service not only in functions and proce​dures (as well as some​times in equip​ments and structure), but also in overall atti​tude—that is, in willingness to seek out de​fi​ciencies, con​sider them objec​tively, and plan and act for im​prove​ment.
 Any aggressively implemented change can ultimately af​fect hundreds of ships and thousands of shipboard peo​ple (not to men​tion those needed to design and pro​cess each change in the support establish​ment).
In the following discussion, the notion of “change” will denote an innovative proce​dure or process that alters some previously existing standard or regulation and does not wither away later through passive ne​glect, intentional disregard, or active op​posi​tion. For example, a Commanding Officer who institut​es a substantial change could not claim success if his in​novation were dropped by his relief.

To make a substantial change, someone must propose replacing or al​ter​ing a device or practice that may have existed for many years and is “proven by experi​ence,” especially by the ex​perience of officials who would have to im​plement the pro​posed new proce​dure. In this context, it is im​por​tant to recognize that any pro​posed change that affects an organization’s long-held beliefs will probably prove either diffi​cult or impossi​ble (or both) to put into practice. 

Obstacles  to Change
Among the reasons for resis​tance to a proposal for change (or at least for failure to actively support such a proposal) are:
 Insignificance. The proposal may simply be regarded as of no particular benefit to the Service or to those it will in​volve.

 Non-Legitimacy of Source. Pro​posals by outsiders such as non-pro​fes​sionals, ju​nior of​fi​cers or enlisteds, or retirees may be set aside peremptorily.

 Not Invented Here. Officials who have grown up with ex​isting pro​ce​dures (as all in uni​form have) may have no frame of reference for examin​ing a new pro​posal.

 Concern for Cost of Failure. The costs of backing down or having to return to old ways if the proposal doesn’t work may be of real concern but should not govern until after proper analysis.

 Exposure to Criticism. The proposed new procedure may imply blame for in​ade​quacy of previous actions or stimu​late questions like, “How come you haven’t been doing this all along?”

 Inadequate Authority. Officials concerned may lack req​uisite au​thority or influence.

 Lack of Necessary Resources. Imple​menting officials may lack needed ma​terials or fund​ing.

 Lack of Prospect of Personal Bene​fit. Implementing of​fi​cials may per​ceive no bene​fits or credits for themselves.

 Lack of Staff. Implementing officials may lack responsi​ble or qualified action offi​cers.

 Complexity of Implementation. Changes may be very hard to imple​ment.

 Replacement of Key Supporters. Key people may be transferred and replaced too fast to enable ac​tion before they leave. New people may have dif​ferent agenda. (Most major of​ficials move every year or two years, but most substantial changes require far longer to implement.)

 Administrative Complexity. Proposals for even minor changes call for endless “chops” or concurrences by other interested offices. No matter how small, each ques​tion, modifica​tion, or dis​agreement by co​ordinating offices de​mands at​ten​tion and extra effort.

 The Threat of Measure​ment. If the new proposal in​volves or implies changes in pro​ce​dures for measuring re​sults, the accompanying perceived threat may dominate deci​sion​mak​ing. Changes to (or establishment of) mea​sure​ment proce​dures always involve set​ting of new goals, pos​sible shifts of management control, and re​assessment of existing prac​tices for which the im​plementing authority has been re​spon​sible in the past. If new mea​surement techniques did not involve such changes, there would be no reason to insti​tute them.

Opposition or inaction by a key individual anywhere in the chain of approval, regardless of competing arguments.

Change Efforts That Failed
A few examples of pro​posed changes may contribute to under​standing of the factors that led to their abandonment or to op​position in bureaucratic places. Each of these cases was ap​proved at the four-star level before it finally died. (Some such pro​posals may have been premature, even​tu​ally to be ac​cepted and implemented by the Naval profession.) 

The shipboard work/combat uniform. A pro​posal for such a uniform was en​dorsed by the Commanders in Chief of the Atlantic and Pacific Fleets and forwarded to Washing​ton. Three years later, it died on a civilian staffer’s desk in the Bu​reau of Supplies and Ac​counts. Several decades later, most U.S. sailors still go into battle—or fight shipboard fires—in flammable dun​garees (although with the ludicrous proviso that their “collars shall be buttoned and their pants tucked into their socks”).

Shipboard Organization and Training. A proposal was submitted to reexamine shipboard organiza​tion and training as an integrated system. The concept was endorsed by senior com​man​ders. Materials for im​ple​menta​tion were requested by officers and senior petty offi​cers in 181 ships. The documenta​tion was for​warded by the Chief of Naval Per​sonnel for consid​era​tion by the Surface Warfare Train​ing Review Board. The pro​posal died on the desk of a junior officer in the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations who reported that the proposal had been discussed by the Board, although it had not.

Readiness Analysis. The Navy once in​stituted a comprehen​sive “Navy Readiness Analysis System (NRAS)” to help de​termine resources re​quired for particular levels of ca​pabilities. The system included provision for measurement of changes in capabilities. The concept of the NRAS was adopted and implemented throughout the Department of Defense by personal direction of the Secre​tary of Defense. The con​cept was later abandoned by the DoD. The reason given was that comman​ders of all services ob​jected (under the table) to the prospect of being required to identify the de​signed ca​pabilities of their forces, fearing that the process might lead to uncontrollable external visibility of what ca​pabilities their forces “actually” pos​sessed, with consequent unpredictable impacts on Congressional budgeting.

Leadership Programs. The Navy has instituted a succession of lead​er​ship enhancement programs. These have included General Order 21 (1958-1966), General Mili​tary Train​ing, Hu​man Re​source Man​agement (HRM), Leadership and Manage​ment Edu​ca​tion and Training (LMET), Com​mand Effec​tiveness, the DoD Human Goals Pro​gram, NAVLEAD, and recently Total Quality Leadership (TQL) and the Leadership Continuum. All have had the per​sonal support of the Secretary of the Navy and the Chief of Naval Opera​tions (as does TQL). All but TQL and the new Leadership Continuum have simply withered away. The cen​tral problems in every case have been lack of ar​ticulation of program ob​jectives and lack of provision for eval​uating program results— fun​da​mental failures of leadership it​self.
 (What will be the half-life of TQL?) (None of these programs has focused on improvement of fighting abilities as an explicit objective.)

Shipboard Administrative Burdens. Recall (Chapter 3) that both Admiral Zumwalt and Admiral Hayward, as Chiefs of Naval Operations, made concerted personal efforts to reduce pa​perwork on board Navy ships, but were unable to do so be​cause of the mon​strous, unchangeable bureaucratic systems that im​pinge upon ships from in​dependent sources. (No comprehen​sive study of shipboard administration has ever yet been conducted.)

(Proposals like these didn’t always go astray. Consider the clas​sic concept of continuous ele​vating guns. A famous arti​cle by historian Elting E. Morison describes the ex​perience of LT (later ADM) W. S. Sims, who at​tempted about 1900 to point out to the Navy’s Bureau of Ord​nance, along with extensive statis​ti​cal backup, that devices enabling continuous ele​vation of guns to compensate for roll and pitch could increase accuracy of gun​fire. For a long time, LT Sims was effec​tively stonewalled (the Bu​reau advised that all his ship really needed was better leader​ship and command attention). Finally, Sims was installed as In​spector of Target Practice by President Theodore Roosevelt, and his concept was imple​mented with successful results. 
)

The Role of Culture
Few would deny that our Navy comprises a closed society with its own cul​ture. If focused leadership is to prove useful in strength​ening the Navy’s ability to fight, that culture must undergo and accept changes. But an organization’s culture can be hard to change.

Ideally, the primary goal of the people of the Naval Service—especially the people in our warships—should be continuous im​provement of ability to fight, meaning, un​der one definition, im​provement of ability to perform all designed functions under conditions of se​vere stress, ex​treme vio​lence, and/or attempted enemy surprise. Ideally, this should also be the primary goal of TQL. This means that the success of TQL should be measurable in terms of positive changes in abil​ity to fight.

Can such an ideal be realized? Perhaps not, but we must surely try. As previously noted  (Chapter 3), a Fleet Sur​face Force Com​mander re​cently told this writer, “Any at​tempt to orient all the activities in a sur​face warship toward improvement of ability to fight would con​flict so radically with our cur​rent philos​ophy that the effort could not possi​bly succeed.”
 In short, adoption of the goal of “improving ability to fight” might re​quire too great a change in the Navy’s culture to be realiz​able—a truly devastating observation.

Among the recommendations offered in previous Chapters, three have overrid​ing impor​tance with regard to strengthening the fighting ca​pabilities of the United States Navy—assuming, that is, that the Navy’s culture will accept “ability to fight” as its primary leader​ship ob​jec​tive. The three recommendations are:

1. Design and adoption of a uniform suit​able for both work and instant combat readiness dur​ing high-threat readiness condi​tions, i.e., without requiring people to go to battle stations to don their battle dress. Lack of seri​ous attention to pro​tecting our shipboard sailors in this and other ways has constituted a major Navy—if not a major national— scandal. Navy shipboard sailors do not even look like, much less feel like, fighting men and women. (Chapter 6)

2. A technique to provide continuous visible feedback to all hands on changes in battle capa​bilities that have been produced as a result of their efforts.
 ( Chapter 7)

3. A shipboard organization structured in terms of cohesive combat and watch teams along​side the ex​ist​ing structures of di​visions and work cen​ters.
 ( Chapter 5)

Culture, Management, and Leadership
Implementation of each of the above three techniques would entail new structures, new equipment, new standard proce​dures, new stan​dard organizations, new training procedures, new measure​ment techniques, new doctrines, new types of clothing, new comput​ing system software. All of these considerations would have to be planned as integrated systems, because each of them affects all the others. This has never been done. Almost all of the shore establish​ment com​mands as well as the Fleet Type Com​mands would be involved. All three would encounter several of the obstacles listed above. But the hardest element to ad​just would be the thinking of the “old timers,” which is to say the foundation of the Navy’s cul​ture, built in over two hundred years by professionals from Chief Petty Officers through four-star Admirals.

Someone would have to pull all this together. But the Navy’s culture today contains one built-in characteristic that inherently defies changes to the “system” of the nature addressed above. Changes such as those proposed in these Chapters may be appropriately classified under the heading of the term “management.” Many published pro​fessional writings argue that the concept of “leadership” is distinct from the concept of “management” (witness the Navy’s modification of the original term “Total Qual​ity Man​agement”). Nevertheless, the best pos​sible manage​ment tools will al​ways be needed to assist lead​ership be​fore, during, and after battle. And it will al​ways take supe​rior combat leadership to provide such tools in advance of their need in battle.
 

Some pointed words by sociologist E. H. Schein, previously cited, reflect the essence of TQL for the United States Navy:

“Much of what is mysterious about leader​ship be​comes clearer if we separate leader​ship from management and link leadership specifically to creating and changing cul​ture.”

If substantial changes to Naval shipboard systems are called for in order to strengthen our war​ships’ fitness to fight, as appears to be the case, the making of such changes will demand leader​ship that may change the Naval culture itself. How would such lead​ership differ from “managership”? A distinguished educator of​fers this useful observation:

Leaders aren’t necessarily good managers, nor good managers leaders. Leaders stir; man​agers smooth. Leaders explore odd directions; managers stick to the broad path​ways of consensus. Leaders arouse passions, for and against, and don’t much care if they are un​popular; managers want peace and popularity. Leaders want to make life complicated; managers want good order. Leaders are aloof, restless and impatient; man​agers make people feel wanted.

APPENDIX A

MEASURING BATTLE CAPABILITIES

Why Think About This?

All of the problems and their corresponding solutions described in the foregoing Chapters are manageable by U.S. Navy officials to the level of unit Commanding Officers. The following discussion is relegated to the position of an Appendix for two reasons: (1) the subject is of inestimable importance to the fighting abilities of the Navy as a whole (which is rarely recognized in military literature), and (2) the needed solutions are out of the reach of any but the Navy’s topmost officials.

The points have been emphasized here that measurement of results if important to the effectiveness of any organization, that results achieved by a military organization need to be expressed in terms of capabilities achieved, and that people need feedback in order to gauge and sustain their efforts. The Navy needs sound and dependable means to measure changes in battle capabilities and to convey resulting descriptive information to all of its people. Limited means already exist to perform these functions—such as the National Command readiness reporting system and local command competition and award systems. However, these procedures are inconsistent with each other. They cannot be interpreted in terms of capabilities for fighting except as they may reflect resource levels that are very high or very low. And they do not help U.S. sailors and their leaders to keep continuous track of the results of their efforts.

Practical answers to this challenge are within reach and will shortly be described. First, it will be useful to examine some lessons from recent history.
Beginnings

Over forty years ago, a soon-to-become-famous U.S. Navy flag officer included the following words in an official report to his Chief of Naval Operations:

[... the combat readiness of our fleets is seri​ously han​di​capped by ...] Over-com​mit​ment of forces, caused by for​ward-area deployments, NATO, Joint, Fleet, and In​ter-Type exer​cises, essential upkeep and basic training, [and] the per​formance of numerous minor imposed tasks each of which appears impor​tant at the time .

Rear Admiral I. T. Duke therewith submitted his recommendations for continuously measuring the readiness of the U.S. Fleet. His proposals were shortly adopted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and ultimately implemented by all the U.S. Armed Services (the “C-Rating” system).

What now makes the need for knowing Fleet capabilities accurately and quickly is a remarkable confluence of four circumstances: the drastic drawdowns of the size of the Fleet and its budgetary resources; the ubiquitous spread of potential hotspots around the planet; multiplying military commitments to non-combatant and “peacekeeping” missions; and the increasing vulnerability of seagoing people in all types of Naval units (including many ships likely to engage in combat but still called “auxiliaries”) to modern weapons, particularly in littoral warfare.

Is it somehow possible and feasible to provide the readiness knowledge that most commanders need for purposes of strategic, tactical, and resource management decisionmaking, and even more importantly, to help streng​then the foundations of their leadership toward achievement of superior human fighting abilities?

Part of the answer is yes, it is possible, and the potential benefits to the Service are immense. Feasibility, on the other hand, depends on solving a fundamental human problem, namely: that new measurement information will describe Fleet capabilities differently from information previously available, and significant differences may seem to suggest “deficien​cies” in recent policies or practices.

The following examines what is possible and what appears feasible with respect to knowing continuously and with reasonable certainty what U.S. Fleet units probably could or could not do compared with what they are designed to be able to do.

Premises
Three premises will serve as foun​da​tions for comparing past readiness measurement prac​tices with fu​ture pos​sibilities.

Premise #1: Meanings of readiness: “Readiness” sometimes seems to be an all-purpose label used by anyone seeking to justify a cause. Despite hundreds of interpretations, all descriptions of readi​ness reflect one theme: capabilities must somehow be deduced from knowledge of performance, re​sources, op​erating con​di​tions, and prepara​tion times. Readiness analysis implies rigorous comparison of observed capabilities with associated resources and environmental factors. Readiness information connotes all data needed for readiness analysis.

A capability is a presumed ability to perform a stated function. The battle capability of a unit or force may be con​cep​tually defined as “ability to perform de​signed func​tions under condi​tions of severe stress, extreme violence, and/or attempted enemy surprise.” The following discussion focuses on battle capabilities, the one factor in readiness analysis that remains largely unmeasured.

Premise #2: Meanings of “measurement”: Measurement con​notes uni​form under​stand​ing of de​gree of difference. If the de​scriptors are numeric, then ex​pressed mea​sure​ments are useful only to the ex​tent that unity is ex​plic​itly defined. Nu​merical in​dica​tors are laborious to design and highly subject to misunderstanding. 

One of the most actively debated topics in the area of readiness measurement is that of objectivity, de​noting degree of credibility. Ob​jectivity may it​self be measured in terms of reliability (the extent to which a measurement yields consistent an​swers un​der different circum​stances) and va​lidity (the ex​tent to which a measure de​scribes what it is supposed to describe). Be​cause validity and reliability can them​selves be mea​sured, so can level of ob​jec​tivity within any current or prospective readiness informa​tion system.

Premise #3: Determination of need: The first task in ex​amining the efficacy of past, pre​sent, and possi​ble readiness information sys​tems must be to list the prospective uses and users of credible ap​praisals of capability. The list of uses in Table 1 ranges from na​tional–level deci​sionmaking to goals for achievement by fighting men and women.
TABLE 1: USES OF READINESS INFORMATION

1.  Strategic planning

2.  Reconstitution of forces

3.  Analysis of resource requirements

4.  Budgeting

5.  Tactical damage assessment

6.  Tactical simulation and wargaming

7.  Evaluation of operational doctrines

8.  Evaluation of program results

9.  Planning for training

10. Goal setting and feedback

11. Competitions and awards

12. Evals of performance and fitness

13. Design of structure and equipment

14. Correlation of lessons-learned

15. Computation of effectiveness

The practical value of readiness information for any of these purposes de​pends not only on con​tent and method of expression, but also upon method of transfer: tech​niques for moving data not only from one record to another, but from some​one's brain to an initial record and from a fi​nal record to some​one else's brain. Any system’s utility can be effectively destroyed by either administrative overload at points of origin or complexity of display at points of reception.

Past Efforts and Current Practices
The following excerpts from the recent history of “readiness re​porting” will help to ex​plain where the U.S. Navy now stands with respect to the use​fulness of its related mea​surement systems.

1954: As cited earlier, the “Duke Report” rec​om​mended that readi​ness be described in terms of adequacy of four re​sources: person​nel, ma​terial, lo​gistics, and training. It was presumed that useful esti​mates of capabilities could be derived from know​ledge of these fac​tors. 
 (However, the latter has never become possible.)

1962: A Fleet experiment was conducted employing Mission Areas (AAW, ASW, ASUW, MOB), Levels of Readiness (Basic, Primary, Inter​medi​ate, Advanced, Expert); Com​bat Readiness Evaluation Cri​teria corresponding with each level; long range Training Objectives Plans for each unit in terms of the foregoing criteria; and an experimental Battle Effi​ciency Competi​tion in terms of achieved levels of readiness regardless of type of unit. Thirteen ships were involved.

1963-64: A follow-up experiment was conducted in the Fleet ti​tled Description and Commu​nica​tion of Readiness (DCR). This effort employed the concepts of Required Operational Ca​pabilities, Mis​sion Ar​eas, and Levels of Readiness (Basic, Inter​medi​ate, Advanced). As part of the DCR proce​dure, the Fleet Operational Control Center recorded daily changes (reported by radio when changes oc​curred) in ex​plicit capa​bilities “pos​sessed” and “non-possessed” by each unit according to the pro​fes​sional judgment of commanding of​ficers as randomly spot-checked by unit and group com​manders. Eight ships were involved. (These con​cepts remain in effect except for meaningful injection of command judgments.)

1964: Captain J. M. Oseth of the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations independently conducted a seminal study
 proposing devel​op​ment of an advanced Navy readiness reporting system. He regarded the notion of capability as distinct from the broader conventional notion of readiness based on levels of resources . His study was approved for progressive imple​mentation. However, in a hand​written endorsement on Captain Os​eth’s report, a se​nior of​ficer expressed a phi​losophy that has come to gov​ern the Navy’s (in fact, all Services’) readi​ness re​porting systems ever since. This officer wrote:

1. I think that Oseth’s study is a very fine piece of work. Were it a system we were go​ing to use for internal Navy consump​tion, I’d say let’s go ahead. However, in terms of how we can use it to prove the points we need to prove, I think it will pro​duce too rosy a re​sult.

2. As I see it, we need these statistics to prove:

a. That we need new ships;

b. That we need to update equipment in the ships;

c. We need money to keep up spare parts;

d. We need money to provide logistic sup​port in the area of ex​pendable sup​plies;

e. We need people to fully man the ships;

We need POs in larger numbers than previ​ously;

f. We need to keep senior POs;

—and a host of other things.

1964: In June of 1964, the Joint Chiefs of Staff adopted a common readiness re​port​ing sys​tem called REDOPS. This sys​tem was originally intended to assist high-level deci​sionmaking in event of receiving a strategic nuclear attack. REDOPS specified a four-level system of “C-rat​ings” (C-1, 2, 3, 4), la​beled respectively Fully Com​bat Ready, Substan​tially Combat Ready, Marginally Combat Ready, Not Combat Ready. Unit com​manders were to amplify their reported C-ratings by specify​ing “rea​son codes” under the headings of adequacy of per​son​nel, material condition, lev​els of sup​ply, and state of training, much as sug​gested by the Duke Report. Each Service was to is​sue “objec​tive” resource criteria as guidance for its re​porting comman​ders.
 (Neither this sys​tem nor any of its successors has ever been used for any of the purposes listed in Table 1 above.)

1964-67: The Chief of Naval Operations instituted a Navy Readiness Analysis System (NRAS) with the goal of coor​dinating and analyzing data de​scribing capabili​ties, re​sources, environ​mental factors, and re​lated “command judgments.”

1965: In conjunction with the NRAS, the Chief of Naval Opera​tions invited representatives of the Fleet Commanders-in-Chief to Washing​ton to confer and develop pro​totype Naval Opera​tional Perfor​mance Standards for various types of ships in order to establish a stable universe of designed capabilities. The Commanders of the First (Western) and Second (Eastern) Fleets combined to prepare a formal counter-pre​senta​tion, and the OPNAV conference was not permitted to ad​dress its agenda. The premise ad​vanced by the Fleet comman​ders was that if “operational per​formance standards” were formally documented, they could be​come bases for readiness re​ports that might expose readiness data at undesirably high lev​els of au​thority, particularly the U.S. Congress.

1967: The Secretary of Defense initiated de​velop​ment of an Output Information Improvement Program (OIIP) along lines similar to the Navy's NRAS. Output, in the sense de​fined by the Secretary, meant changes in military capabili​ties. The program was dropped in 1970 be​cause of multi-Service op​po​si​tion to the notion of documenting designed capabilities.

1964-1974: During this period, the JCS system evolved from REDOPS into a rela​tively subjective Force Status Report (FORSTAT), then in 1979 back into a more tightly con​strained (in terms of the resource criteria governing each C-rat​ing) Unit Sta​tus and Identity Re​port (UNITREP).
 To implement UNI​TREP, the Chief of Naval Opera​tions instituted a new Navy Readi​ness Reporting and Analysis System (NRRAS, aka Lib​erty Freelance
) specify​ing detailed report​ing criteria in the form of “decision logic trees” to be used in converting the four original resource cate​gories into C-ratings. The NRRAS ini​tia​tive was shortly also dropped.

In sum, extensive efforts over more than forty years to define “C-ratings” in terms of “reason codes” have failed to produce a system that could allow leaders at any level to reliably de​duce the ca​pabili​ties of their units to perform in battle except when subject to major re​source deficiencies.

Lessons from Four Decades
An overview of experience during the years since the Duke Re​port suggests the fol​low​ing conclu​sions:

1. There have been continuing de​mands for better infor​ma​tion to help show how changes in resources amount to changes in “readiness”. However, a conceptual def​inition of readi​ness in terms of capabilities to per​form in bat​tle has never been adopted.

2. There has been continuing emphasis on the im​portance of “objective” mea​sure​ment. However, no attempt has ever been made to determine the objectivity of existing systems.

3. All efforts aimed at improving analy​sis of observable re​lation​ships be​tween per​for​mance data, resource data, en​vi​ron​mental data, and on-scene command judgments have been aban​doned.

4. Readiness reporting systems have been consistently de​signed to send in​for​ma​tion up to higher commanders, rarely across to on-board leaders or down to man-o’warsmen.

5. Design of reporting systems has never included analy​sis of adminis​tra​tive bur​dens on unit personnel.

6. No structured technique has been devised for rapidly re​port​ing the conse​quences of battle dam​age to unit commanding officers or on-scene tacti​cal comman​ders.

The dominant conclusion to be drawn from the foregoing is that the U.S. Navy can​not now de​scribe, communicate, or an​a​lyze, with accu​racy and confidence, any but ex​treme changes in the battle readiness of its units and forces for any of the 15 pur​poses listed in Table 1. In the judgment of several respected military analysts, the ad​verse im​pacts of this in​ability upon American Naval effec​tive​ness and hence upon the security of the Nation may be enor​mous.
 

Notion of an “Integrated” System
There are only two fundamental differences among the types of capabilities information needed for the various purposes listed in Table I above. The first difference is speed of processing (ranging, for instance, from rapid bat​tle dam​age assessment to budgetary program analysis). The second is method of expres​sion at the user end, with less detail needed at higher levels of command. For every use, the el​ements of infor​mation needed are the same: perfor​mance data, re​source data, en​vi​ron​mental data, and informed on-scene professional judgments.
 

Design and development of an Integrated Capabilities In​formation System (ICIS) should include the fol​lowing initia​tives: 

1. Start simple. Select one type (say, Naval surface forces),
 one prototype unit (say, an  Arleigh Burke DDG), one on-board battle function (say, Damage Control).

2. Adopt a powerful definition of Full Battle Readi​ness. Take the definition “ability to per​form all de​signed func​tions expertly under battle condi​tions (severe stress, extreme vio​lence, and/or at​tempted enemy sur​prise).” (Like any other team, a Damage Control Team must be able to function despite disruption to its own people and equipment.)

3. Adopt a standard vocabulary for identi​fy​ing designed com​bat ca​pabilities. Let this universe con​sist of the ti​tles and evalua​tion cri​teria estab​lished by the Afloat Training organizations’ Objective Based Training criteria. Begin to create a Ship’s Designed Capabilities Manual documenting the criteria that the Command​ing Officer re​quires for qualification of Repair I at the level of “expert”.

4. Design an integrated information man​agement structure to convert and trans​fer in​for​mation de​scribing combat ca​pabili​ties all the way from the level of the on-board combat team to the Na​tional Command Authorities by the following chain (See Exhibit 1).

•• Describe and record what a eachl shipboard Combat Team can do and cannot do in the opinion of its own team leader.

•• Make this team-level ca​pa​bilities information visi​ble to all hands on board, on demand, using the ship’s own computer network. Let this visual display also show the identity of higher authorities who have checked the prototype Team’s capabilities.

•• Examine the Required Operational Capabilities (ROCs) already officially prescribed for each type of ship, and note that every OBT (Objective Based Training) performance criterion fits into a corresponding ROC. Design automated pro​grams to convert OBT qualifications to corre​sponding ROC qualifications.

•• Design automated programs to con​vert changes in unit ROC qualifi​cations into descriptors employed by higher authorities (such as tactical reports and strategic “C-ratings”.)

5. Develop random sampling tech​niques to help veri​fy the objectivity of reported ca​pa​bilities. Associated analysis procedures can be readily automated.

6. Incorporate measurement and communica​tion pro​ce​dures into training and de​vel​op​mental activities including ex​ercises, war​games, tactical training devices, devel​opment and test of opera​tional doc​trines, and leadership in​struc​tional pro​grams.
 Work steadily toward simplifying both routine and emergency reporting procedures.

The foregoing initiatives comprise all that is necessary to establish a basic procedure for initiating, transmitting, converting, and receiving data describing combat capabilities with known dependability. It will remain to extend the procedure to other types of on-board combat functions and then to all types of units and forces by first documenting Required Operational Capabilities and designed performance criteria at all levels. If this last step appears difficult, then it is all the more important that it be accomplished.
Three innovative design principles underlie the ICIS concept:

First, the Navy must decide and document every function that every element of its organization is designed to be able to accomplish during combat. Abbreviated “mission statements” are not enough.

Second, professional judgments of capabilities should be given separate vis​ibil​ity and high priority compared with supposedly “ob​jective” resource crite​ria in the process of readiness analysis. Pro​fessional judgments are the only sources able to take nearly all on-scene resource and en​vi​ron​men​tal fac​tors into account; and professional judg​ments are the princi​pal sources for the readi​ness in​formation most urgently needed by every level of command in emergencies.

Third, full advantage should be taken of techniques already developed, in​cluding UNITREP (later called SORTS), ROCs, Mission Ar​eas, Fleet train​ing criteria, NRRAS logic trees, automated text re​trieval, the Fleet exercise data system, existing on-board computing sys​tems, and modern in​for​mation transfer tech​nologies.

What Dependable Knowledge of Capabilities Could Make Possible
A powerful ICIS could help to over​come three urgent chal​lenges cur​rently con​fronting Naval com​manders in their efforts to sustain high readiness for war within the con​straints of peacetime budget​ing. These three highest chal​lenges are as follows:

The challenge to strengthen the capabili​ties of warships to prepare themselves quickly for battle

According to current of​ficial criteria, some ships deploying with​out formal refresher training could be headed for live com​bat at or even below a “basic” level of training. Commanding officers of ships deploying under emergency conditions could thus be faced with the task of conducting “in​de​pendent refresher training” as rapidly and thor​oughly as pos​si​ble and with very limited external facilities and services.

Enter the possibilities of a powerful ICIS: “Fully Ready” ca​pa​bilities defined and vis​i​ble at the team level, with training goals and measurable progress visible to sailors and leaders alike. Each unit’s Captain, Ex​ecutive Officer, and Department Heads could see on any day what quali​fica​tions every team had lost or achieved, and they could spot-check and shift planning em​phasis at their discretion. No on-board paper​work need be in​volved.

The challenge to reduce tempos of operations 

Recall RADM Duke’s statement about the impacts of high OPTEMPO on Fleet readiness. A powerful ICIS could help to alleviate OPTEMPO problems in two ways:

First, it would become possible to deter​mine the readiness of teams, units, and forces by test​ing only random samples based on lists of Re​quired Capabilities. Sam​pling proce​dures are fully susceptible to tests for “ob​jectivity.” Requirements for inspections and evaluative exercises could be substantially reduced without sacrificing dependability.

Second, a major strengthening of shipboard self-training, plus an im​proved abil​ity to measure ongoing readi​ness, could enable Fleet Commanders to assess metho​d​i​​cally the pos​si​bility of dis​continuing regular scheduling of prede​ployment refresher training, thereby not only reducing tempos and as​sociated costs but also im​prov​ing res​pon​siveness to the con​tin​gencies of sudden warfare.

The challenge to strengthen Congressional confi​dence

Every year at budget time, the U.S. Congress expresses dissatis​faction with the Ser​vices' in​ability to “measure readiness”: to relate changes in re​sources to changes in capabilities. Nearly every year, the Secretary of Defense re​sponds that the problem is difficult but that efforts to im​prove are continuing.

Now suppose that one Service could pre​sent a technique that measures capabilities and re​sources separately, could demon​strate the objec​tivity of the technique itself, and could show clearly how relationships should be, and are being, analyzed.
 Con​gres​sional confidence in that Service's budgetary re​quests could gradually soar, especially if improve​ment efforts were pur​sued with ongoing Congressional co​opera​tion.

What Would an ICIS Cost?
Wrong question. The correct question is, what will no ICIS cost?

Somewhere in the future lies the possibility of a hostile na​tion's perceiving itself strong enough to strangle Ameri​ca's ocean commerce without war—unless or until such an effort is effectively challenged. Somewhere in the future lies the prospect of a violent confrontation at sea or from the sea that the United States must win decisively.

According to official measurement systems, many ships of the U.S. Fleet could en​ter that battle today unready to fight. Is this assessment wrong? Or is the Fleet re​ally ready to fight, take punishment, and win, anywhere in the world, on short notice? The fact is, since battle capa​bilities remain unmeasured and unmeasurable, that neither the Na​tion nor the Navy knows the an​swers with confi​dence. The issue before our leadership is how long we can afford to continue not knowing.

Today we have a “language of capabilities” and information management technologies that were lacking four decades ago.

All that's needed is an earnest re​solve to “tell it like it is.”​
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APPENDIX B

COMMAND TRAINING ASSESSMENT CARDS

The leadership objective of these procedures is contained in the premise that expert ability to fight is defined as ability to perform all designed functions under conditions of sustained severe stress, extreme violence, and /or attempted enemy surprise.  In light of the U. S. Navy’s emphasis on readiness for littoral warfare, this definition applies particularly to shipboard performance during every high-threat readiness condition.

This procedure is designed to assist the Commanding Officer of a ship ordered to deploy under emergency conditions to a high-threat area of operations or called upon to recover fighting ability quickly after battle damage.

The procedure is based upon optional availability to Commanding Officers of a set of Command Training Assessment Cards (CTACs). The training criteria portrayed by these cards are consistent with the elements of Objective Based Training (OBT) employed by the Afloat Training Groups of the Atlantic and Pacific Fleets. (Detailed performance criteria can be obtained from appropriate ATGs.) The procedure is intended for computer display utilizing shipwide networks and capable of on-board updating from a master computer. Each card is formatted to allow identification of readiness conditions and material conditions in effect, to show whether assessments of fighting ability have shown progress during recent training, and to identify appropriate Training Team Leaders (if the ship uses the Training Team approach). The cards provide a suitable tool for the Commanding Officer to convey his explicit training priorities and to follow through on their implementation. The cards are useful as visual training aids, to assist in planning battle drills, and to help ensure that performance standards applied by shipboard leaders are consistent with those of higher authorities.The overall procedure should provide shipwide visibility to enable all hands to keep day-to-day track of changes in the ship’s readiness for battle.
The following page restates “Disruption Skills” as initially presented in Chapter 7 and incorporated within the procedures addressed by the CTAC cards.
Typical Team Disruption Skills

Incorporating the following within standard performance criteria can convert op​erational skills into battle skills:

1. BE FULLY MANNED AND READY. All assigned per​sonnel are present or ac​counted for; all are in top physi​cal condi​tion; morale and psychological stamina are high; lead​ers are quali​fied; succession to command is understood.

2. SHIFT STATIONS UNDER VIOLENCE. Clear command policies exist with re​spect to what stations shall be manned auto​matically in case of sudden unex​pected dam​age sustained in any Readiness Condi​tion; Team able to shift rapidly and efficiently from watch stations to battle sta​tions even after sustaining major ca​sual​ties.

3. WEAR BATTLE DRESS CORRECTLY. Battle dress clean and worn cor​rectly in ac​cor​dance with command policy as to what uniforms shall be worn on and off every sta​tion in every Readiness Condition.

4. BE COMPLETELY FAMILIAR WITH AREA. Team area of responsibility clearly speci​fied; individual area respon​sibil​ities specified; all personnel familiar with all in​stalled fit​tings, with na​ture and contents of all adjacent spaces, with lim​its of CBR enve​lope, and with condition of furnish​ings as to secu​rity against com​bustion or violent shock.

5. BE FAMILIAR WITH EQUIPMENT. All personnel fa​miliar with condition of all Team equipment and with op​eration of specified nearby equipments.

6. SET MATERIAL CONDITIONS PERFECTLY. Team able to set material condi​tions in darkness; thoroughly know​​l​edge​able of lo​cations and condition of all tools, fit​tings, and checkoff lists.

7. COMMUNICATE EFFECTIVELY. All hands qualified in telephone talking and hand sig​nals and familiar with emer​gency circuits; messengers and recorders familiar with spe​cial sym​bols; damage marking materials available; personnel trained to avoid use of annoouncing systems.

8. PREVENT ACCIDENTS. All hands aware of local hazards and thoroughly trained in safety precau​tions ap​plicable to Team area.

9. PERFORM WITH CASUALTIES. Team able to perform with reasonable ef​fective​ness with 30% casual​ties; succes​sion of Team leadership firmly estab​lished.

10. CARE FOR OWN WOUNDED. All members proficient in first aid; all re​quired first aid mater​ials avail​able in​cluding potable water; all hands qualified to handle stret​ch​ers; Team knowledge​able of most likely injuries; all hands with dog tags; panoramic den​tal x-rays on file ashore; all personnel clean and with minimal hair, including facial, in order to fa​cilitate care of se​vere wounds; casu​alty marking ma​terials available.

11. USE BACKUP PROCEDURES. Alternative systems in good working or​der; emergency proce​dures firmly estab​lished; procedures established to coordi​nate with other Teams nearby.

12. OPERATE IN ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTS. Team able to function in darkness with and without emergency light​ing and under conditions of heat, cold, and storm.

13. COPE WITH VIOLENCE. Team prepared to withstand conditions of severe physi​cal shock, fire, flooding, radiation, biological agents, or chemical con​tamina​tion.

14. RECOVER QUICKLY. As rapidly as possible after a pe​riod of action, all hands pre​pared for next action: re​sults re​ported; equipment restowed; stations reas​signed; proba​ble next action prepared for.

Examples of Display Materials
The following pages illustrate several typical Command Training Assessment cards for the purpose of assisting Commanding Officers in estimating whether the Battle Training Feedback procedure could be useful to various departments and battle systems within their commands. Full sets of cards may be obtained from websites of appropriate Afloat Training Groups or from this originator on paper, on line, or on disk (MSWord) at no cost.

Some of these sample cards are designed for Atlantic Fleet and some for Pacific Fleet commands.

COMMAND TRAINING ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

DC2—RESPOND TO AND TAKE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS FOR A STRUCTURAL DAMAGE 

CASUALTY

Training Team Leader: In a numbered column below, insert initials of Training Team Leader and date of assessment. Score each item as ready now (() or not yet ready (X) for combat operations.


1
2
3
4

Initials of Training Team Leader 





Date of assessment 





Material Condition in effect at start 





Readiness Condition in effect (I, II-1, II-2, III-1 III-2, III-3, IP) 





 NAME OF CURRENT


TRAINING TEAM LEADER:

SUPPORTING ACTIONS

 DC2.1   INVESTIGATE AND REPORT THE CASUALTY





 DC2.2 TAKE INITIAL ACTIONS





 DC2.3   SET BOUNDARIES





 DC2.4   ASSESS THE CASUALTY AND IDENTIFY REQUIRED EQUIPMENT





 DC2.5   ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN COMMUNICATIONS





 DC2.6   ORDER AND COMPLETE ELECTRICAL ISOLATION





 DC2.7   ERECT SHORING





 DC2.8   ISOLATE PIPING SYSTEM





 DC2.9   JUMPER PIPING SYSTEM





 DC2.10 PATCH PIPING SYSTEM





 DC2.11 PATCH AND PLUG HULL PENETRATIONS





 DC2.12 DEWATER FLOODED COMPARTMENTS





 DC2.13 DETERMINE THE EXTENT OF FLOODING AND LIQUID LOAD





 DC2.14 TAKE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS FOR RIGHTING SHIP





 DC2.15 COMPUTE EFFECT OF DAMAGE AND COUNTERFLOODING AND SHIFT LOADS TO CORRECT DAMAGE





OBSERVATIONS OF DISRUPTION SKILLS (See separate list of descriptive details):

 (Check ( or X for each)
Manned and ready_____ Shift stations automatically at GQ_____ Battle dress complete_____ Familiarity with area_____ Familiarity with equipment_____ Familiarity with material condition_____ Communicate effectively______ Exercise safety precautions______ Casualty performance_____ Care for wounded______ Use backup procedures_____ Perform effectively In adverse environments______ Maintain calmness despite violence______ Assume readiness for next action

This format is for computer presentation only. Its central purposes are: (1) to provide the Commanding Officer with an overview of the ship’s state of combat training; (2) to provide the Commanding Officer with convenient means to convey his personal instructions as to future directions of training emphasis under all readiness conditions; (3) to record the judgments of the Training Team Leaders; (4) to help shipboard leaders to set training goals and keep track of progress; (5) to enable all hands to be kept informed of the ship’s readiness for battle. 

COMMAND TRAINING ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

CCC3—PROVIDE UHF (SATELLITE) COMMUNICATION SYSTEMS

Training Team Leader: In a numbered column below, insert initials of Training Team Leader and date of assessment. Score each item as ready now (() or not yet ready (X) for combat operations.


1
2
3
4

Initials of Training Team Leader 





Date of assessment 





Material Condition in effect at start 





Readiness Condition in effect (I, II-1, II-2, III-1 III-2, III-3, IP) 





 NAME OF CURRENT


TRAINING TEAM LEADER:

SUPPORTING ACTIONS

 CCC3.1   ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN A DAMA SYSTEM UTILIZING A MINIMUM OF 3 PORTS FOR SINGLE OR 5 PORTS FOR DUAL OR QUAD





 CCC3.2   ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN A NON-DAMA ANDVT SYSTEM





 CCC3.3   ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN A FM VINSON SYSTEM





 CCC3.4   ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN A SATCOM FLEET BROADCAST (NOVEMBER) SYSTEM





 CCC3.5   ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN AN OTCIXS SYSTEM

















OBSERVATIONS OF DISRUPTION SKILLS (See separate list of descriptive details):

(Check ( or X for each)
Manned and ready_____ Shift stations automatically at GQ_____ Battle dress complete_____ Familiarity with area_____ Familiarity with equipment_____ Familiarity with material condition_____ Communicate effectively______ Exercise safety precautions______ Casualty performance_____ Care for wounded______ Use backup procedures_____ Perform effectively in adverse environments______ Maintain calmness despite violence______ Assume readiness for next action_____

COMMAND TRAINING ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

ENG2—RESPOND TO, CONTROL, AND RESTORE EQUIPMENT AND SYSTEM CASUALTIES USING EOCC, STANDING ORDERS, AND CLASS ADVISORIES

Training Team Leader: In a numbered column below, insert initials of Training Team Leader and date of assessment. Score each item as ready now (() or not yet ready (X) for combat operations.


1
2
3
4

Initials of Training Team Leader 





Date of assessment 





Material Condition in effect at start 





Readiness Condition in effect (I, II-1, II-2, III-1 III-2, III-3, IP) 





 NAME OF CURRENT


TRAINING TEAM LEADER:

SUPPORTING ACTIONS

ENG2.1   CONDUCT ACTIONS FOR SHAFTING, MAIN ENGINE, AND PITCH CONTROL CASUALTIES IAW EOCC





 ENG2.2   CONDUCT ACTIONS FOR PROPULSION, DIESEL, GAS TURBINE AND BOILER CASUALTIES IAW EOCC





 ENG2.3   CONDUCT ACTIONS  FOR GAS TURBINE, SHIP SERVICE TURBINE AND SHIP SERVICE DIESEL GENERATOR AND WASTE HEAT BOILER CASUALTIES IAW EOCC





 ENG2.4   CONDUCT ACTIONS FOR ELECTRIC PLANT DISTRIBUTION CASUALTIES IAW EOCC





 ENG2.5   CONDUCT ACTIONS FOR STEERING CASUALTIES IAW EOCC





 ENG2.6   CONDUCT ACTIONS FOR ENGINEERING PLANT EMERGENCY CONDITIONS IAW EOCC





 ENG2.7   RESTORE THE ENGINEERING PLANT AFTER A CASUALTY IAW EOCC AND EOP





OBSERVATIONS OF DISRUPTION SKILLS (See separate list of descriptive details):

 (Check ( or X for each)
Manned and ready_____ Shift stations automatically at GQ_____ Battle dress complete_____ Familiarity with area_____ Familiarity with equipment_____ Familiarity with material condition_____ Communicate effectively______ Exercise safety precautions______ Casualty performance_____ Care for wounded______ Use backup procedures_____ Perform effectively in adverse environments______ Maintain calmness despite violence______ Assume readiness for next action_____

COMMAND TRAINING ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

NAV10—CONDUCT LOSS OF STEERING CONTROL DURING RESTRICTED MANEUVERING 

Training Team Leader: In a numbered column below, insert initials of Training Team Leader and date of assessment. Score each item as ready now (() or not yet ready (X) for combat operations.


1
2
3
4

Initials of Training Team Leader 





Date of assessment 





Material Condition in effect at start 





Readiness Condition in effect (I, II-1, II-2, III-1 III-2, III-3, IP) 





 NAME OF CURRENT


TRAINING TEAM LEADER:

SUPPORTING ACTIONS

 NAV10.1 REPORT LOSS OF STEERING





 NAV10.2 CONTROL CASUALTY





 NAV10.3 MONITOR WATCHSTANDER PERFORMANCE





OBSERVATIONS OF DISRUPTION SKILLS (See separate list of descriptive details):

 (Check ( or X for each)
Manned and ready_____ Shift stations automatically at GQ_____ Battle dress complete_____ Familiarity with area_____ Familiarity with equipment_____ Familiarity with material condition_____ Communicate effectively______ Exercise safety precautions______ Casualty performance_____ Care for wounded______ Use backup procedures_____ Perform effectively in adverse environments______ Maintain calmness despite violence______ Assume readiness for next action_____

COMMAND TRAINING ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

C2W4—CONDUCT ELECTRONIC ATTACK OPERATIONS 

Training Team Leader: In a numbered column below, insert initials of Training Team Leader and date of assessment. Score each item as ready now (() or not yet ready (X) for combat operations.


1
2
3
4

Initials of Training Team Leader 





Date of assessment 





Material Condition in effect at start 





Readiness Condition in effect (I, II-1, II-2, III-1 III-2, III-3, IP) 





NAME OF CURRENT


TRAINING TEAM LEADER:

SUPPORTING ACTIONS

  C2W4.1   CONDUCT ELECTRONIC JAMMING AGAINST THREAT RADARS





 C2W4.2   DEMONSTRATE MANUAL TACTICS FOR MECHANICAL EA





 C2W4.3   DEMONSTRATE CORRECT TACTICS TO CONDUCT MECHANICAL CTTG





 C2W4.4   DEMONSTRATE MK 50 LAUNCHER RELEASE PROCEDURES





 C2W4.5   DEMONSTRATE EQUIPMENT AUTOMATION TACTICS FOR MECHANICAL EA





 C2W4.6   UPLOAD / RELOAD DECOY LAUNCHERS





 C2W4.7   CONDUCT SAFETY BRIEF PRIOR TO UPLOAD OF LAUNCHER





 C2W4.8   RESPOND TO MISFIRE OF DECOY SYSTEM





 C2W4.9   DOWN LOAD LAUNCHERS





 C2W4.10 CONDUCT LIVE FIRE OF DECOY SYSTEM





OBSERVATIONS OF DISRUPTION SKILLS (See separate list of descriptive details):

(Check ( or X for each)
Manned and ready_____ Shift stations automatically at GQ_____ Battle dress complete_____ Familiarity with area_____ Familiarity with equipment_____ Familiarity with material condition_____ Communicate effectively______ Exercise safety precautions______ Casualty performance_____ Care for wounded______ Use backup procedures_____ Perform effectively in adverse environments______ Maintain calmness despite violence______ Assume readiness for next action_____

COMMAND TRAINING ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

AW1—DETECT, CLASSIFY AND TRACK AIR CONTACTS 

Training Team Leader: In a numbered column below, insert initials of Training Team Leader and date of assessment. Score each item as ready now (() or not yet ready (X) for combat operations.


1
2
3
4

Initials of Training Team Leader 





Date of assessment 





Material Condition in effect at start 





Readiness Condition in effect (I, II-1, II-2, III-1 III-2, III-3, IP) 





NAME OF CURRENT


TRAINING TEAM LEADER:

SUPPORTING ACTIONS

  AW 1.1   DETECT, IDENTIFY, AND TRACK WITH RADAR AND /OR COOPERATIVE SENSORS.





  AW1.2  ENTER/UPDATE ID DOCTRINE, ENTER/UPDATE IFF DOCTRINE, CONFIGURE SENSORS AND  ASSOCIATED SYSTEMS.





  AW1.3  CHECK ES.






OBSERVATIONS OF DISRUPTION SKILLS (See separate list of descriptive details):

(Check ( or X for each)
Manned and ready_____ Shift stations automatically at GQ_____ Battle dress complete_____ Familiarity with area_____ Familiarity with equipment_____ Familiarity with material condition_____ Communicate effectively______ Exercise safety precautions______ Casualty performance_____ Care for wounded______ Use backup procedures_____ Perform effectively in adverse environments______ Maintain calmness despite violence______ Assume readiness for next action_____

COMMAND TRAINING ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

DC1—PLAN AND ORGANIZE DAMAGE CONTROL ASSETS TO ENSURE SHIP TOTAL SURVIVABILITY UNDER ALL CONDITIONS OF READINESS

Training Team Leader: In a numbered column below, insert initials of Training Team Leader and date of assessment. Score each item as ready now (() or not yet ready (X) for combat operations.


1
2
3
4

Initials of Training Team Leader 





Date of assessment 





Material Condition in effect at start 





Readiness Condition in effect (I, II-1, II-2, III-1 III-2, III-3, IP) 





 NAME OF CURRENT


TRAINING TEAM LEADER:

SUPPORTING ACTIONS

DC1.1  ESTABLISH AND TRAIN DAMAGE CONTROL ORGANIZATION





 DC1.2  TRAIN FIREFIGHTING TEAMS





 DC1.3  TRAIN DAMAGE CONTROL CASUALTY TEAMS





 DC1.4  TRAIN HAZARDOUS MATERIAL RESPONSE TEAM (ATG TRAINING ISSUE)





 DC1.5  MAINTAIN THE DAMAGE CONTROL CLOSURES LOG





 DC1.6  MAINTAIN DAMAGE CONTROL FITTINGS





 DC1.7  MAINTAIN DAMAGE CONTROL BILLS AND DOCTRINES  





 DC1.8  MAINTAIN STABILITY STATUS





 DC1.9  MAINTAIN DAMAGE CONTROL EQUIPMENT AND SYSTEMS





 DC1.10 PREPARE SHIP FOR CHEMICAL, BIOLOGICAL AND RADIOLOGICAL DEFENSE/RECOVERY (MOPP LEVELS)





OBSERVATIONS OF DISRUPTION SKILLS (See separate list of descriptive details):

 (Check ( or X for each)
Manned and ready_____ Shift stations automatically at GQ_____ Battle dress complete_____ Familiarity with area_____ Familiarity with equipment_____ Familiarity with material condition_____ Communicate effectively______ Exercise safety precautions______ Casualty performance_____ Care for wounded______ Use backup procedures_____ Perform effectively in adverse environments______ Maintain calmness despite violence______ Assume readiness for next action_____

COMMAND TRAINING ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

C4I1—PLAN AND ORGANIZE COMBAT, COMMUNICATIONS AND INTELLIGENCE         ASSETS FOR MAXIMUM COMBAT READINESS

Training Team Leader: In a numbered column below, insert initials of Training Team Leader and date of assessment. Score each item as ready now (() or not yet ready (X) for combat operations.


1
2
3
4

Initials of Training Team Leader 





Date of assessment 





Material Condition in effect at start 





Readiness Condition in effect (I, II-1, II-2, III-1 III-2, III-3, IP) 





 NAME OF CURRENT


TRAINING TEAM LEADER:

SUPPORTING ACTIONS

C4I1.1  ESTABLISH AND TRAIN COMBAT SYSTEMS ORGANIZATION TO MAINTAIN COMBAT CAPABILITIES UNDER ALL CONDITIONS





 C4I1.2  TRAIN INTELLIGENCE TEAMS 





 C4I1.3  TRAIN SNOOPY TEAM





 C4I1.4  TRAIN SERT AND CSCOSS TEAMS





 C4I1.5  TRAIN COMBAT INFORMATION CENTER TEAMS





 C4I1.6  TRAIN VISUAL COMMUNICATIONS TEAMS





 C4I1.7  TRAIN RADIO COMMUNICATIONS TEAMS





 C4I1.8  MAINTAIN C4I EQUIPMENT AND SYSTEMS  





 C4I1.9  MAINTAIN VISUAL COMMUNICATION EQUIPMENT





 C4I1.10 MAINTAIN COMMUNICATIONS PLANS AND DOCTRINES





 C4I1.11 MAINTAIN COMBAT SYSTEMS PLANS AND DOCTRINES





 C4I1.12 MAINTAIN INTELLIGENCE PLANS AND DOCTRINES





 C4I1.13 MAINTAIN EMERGENCY ACTION MESSAGE NOTEBOOK





 C4I1.14 MAINTAIN UNIT SITREP/OPREP 3 REPORTING NOTEBOOK





OBSERVATIONS OF DISRUPTION SKILLS (See separate list of descriptive details):

 (Check ( or X for each)
Manned and ready_____ Shift stations automatically at GQ_____ Battle dress complete_____ Familiarity with area_____ Familiarity with equipment_____ Familiarity with material condition_____ Communicate effectively______ Exercise safety precautions______ Casualty performance_____ Care for wounded______ Use backup procedures_____ Perform effectively in adverse environments______ Maintain calmness despite violence______ Assume readiness for next action_____

COMMAND TRAINING ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

STW1—ANALYZE AND PLAN FOR A STRIKE WARFARE MISSION OR TASK

Training Team Leader: In a numbered column below, insert initials of Training Team Leader and date of assessment. Score each item as ready now (() or not yet ready (X) for combat operations.


1
2
3
4

Initials of Training Team Leader 





Date of assessment 





Material Condition in effect at start 





Readiness Condition in effect (I, II-1, II-2, III-1 III-2, III-3, IP) 





 NAME OF CURRENT


TRAINING TEAM LEADER:

SUPPORTING ACTIONS

STW1.1  CONDUCT OPERATIONAL MISSION ANALYSIS





 STW1.2  DEVELOP CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS





 STW1.3  DETERMINE COURSES OF ACTION





 STW1.4  DEVELOP A PLAN TO ACCOMPLISH SELECTED COA





 STW1.5  ASSESS ROE BASED ON THE TACTICAL SITUATION. REQUEST MODIFICATION OF ROE CHANGES AS THREAT ESCALATES/ DE-ESCALATES





 STW1.6  CONDUCT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS





 STW1.7  REVIEW AND DECONFLICT AIRSPACE MANAGEMENT CONTROL PLAN





 STW1.8  DETERMINE ENEMY’S CAPABILITIES AND LIMITATIONS





 STW1.9  APPLY OPERATIONAL RISK MANAGEMENT





 STW1.10 CONFIGURE COMBAT SYSTEM





OBSERVATIONS OF DISRUPTION SKILLS (See separate list of descriptive details):

 (Check ( or X for each)
Manned and ready_____ Shift stations automatically at GQ_____ Battle dress complete_____ Familiarity with area_____ Familiarity with equipment_____ Familiarity with material condition_____ Communicate effectively______ Exercise safety precautions______ Casualty performance_____ Care for wounded______ Use backup procedures_____ Perform effectively in adverse environments______ Maintain calmness despite violence______ Assume readiness for next action_____

COMMAND TRAINING ASSESSMENT SUMMARY



Training Team Leader: In a numbered column below, insert initials of Training Team Leader and date of assessment. Score each item as ready now (() or not yet ready (X) for combat operations.


1
2
3
4

Initials of Training Team Leader 





Date of assessment 





Material Condition in effect at start 





Readiness Condition in effect (I, II-1, II-2, III-1 III-2, III-3, IP) 





 NAME OF CURRENT


TRAINING TEAM LEADER:

SUPPORTING ACTIONS

 TT1.1  ESTABLISH AND TRAIN AN INTEGRATED TRAINING TEAM





 TT1.2   ESTABLISH AND TRAIN AN ENGINEERING TRAINING TEAM





 TT1.3   ESTABLISH AND TRAIN A DAMAGE CONTROL TRAINING TEAM





 TT1.4  ESTABLISH AND TRAIN A SEAMANSHIP TRAINING TEAM





 TT1.5  ESTABLISH AND TRAIN A COMBAT SYSTEMS TRAINING TEAM





 TT1.6  ESTABLISH AND TRAIN A MEDICAL TRAINING TEAM





 TT1.7  ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN AN OPERATIONAL RISK MANAGEMENT PROGRAM





 TT1.8  MAINTAIN TRAINING DEVICES





OBSERVATIONS OF DISRUPTION SKILLS (See separate list of descriptive details):

 (Check ( or X for each)
Manned and ready_____ Shift stations automatically at GQ_____ Battle dress complete_____ Familiarity with area_____ Familiarity with equipment_____ Familiarity with material condition_____ Communicate effectively______ Exercise safety precautions______ Casualty performance_____ Care for wounded______ Use backup procedures_____ Perform effectively in adverse environments______ Maintain calmness despite violence______ Assume readiness for next action_____

� Editor’s preface to David Adams (LT, USN). We are not invincible. U. S. Naval Institute Proceedings, May 1997. (Winner, Arleigh Burke Essay Contest). This superb article should be read by every American Naval professional.


� 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.





�  By CAPT D. S. Appleton USN (Ret). Text available to personnel of US maritime services without charge. (Dappl6@AOL.com)


� For examples of military analysts whose writings emphasize the importance of small-team cohesion in battle, see: 


Collins, A. S. Jr, (LGEN, USA, RET). 1981. Common Sense Training—A Working Philosophy for Leaders. Novato, CA: Presidio Press.


Malone, D. M , (COL, USA, RET). 1983. Small Unit Leadership—a Commonsense Approach. Novato, CA: Presidio Press.


Johns, J. H. (Ed.) (for Defense Management Study Group on Military Cohesion). Cohesion in the U.S. Military. Washington, D. C.: National Defense University Press.


Henderson, W. D. 1985. Cohesion—The Human Element in Combat. Springfield, VA: National Technical Information Service.


Sarkesian, Sam C. (Ed.) 1980. Combat Effectiveness: Cohesion, Stress, and theVolunteer Military. (Vol. 9 of Sage Research Progress Series on War, Revolution, and Peacekeeping.) Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.


Buck, J. H. and L. J. Korb (Eds.). 1981.  Military Leadership. (Vol. 10 of Sage Research Progress Series on War, Revolution, and Peacekeeping.) Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.








� Laymen and professionals interested in visualizing the grizzly human effects of battle damage in naval ships must read John Keegan’s summary description of the results of the Battle of Jutland  in his The Price of Admiralty—The Evolution of Naval Warfare. 1990. London: Hutchinson and New York: Penguin Books.


� Kings Mountain: site of continental victory during the American Revolution, October 7th, 1780.


� Lightweight, flame-resistant, 2-piece, joinable at waist by Velcro to form a full coverall, attached anti-flash hood, no buttons or zippers, many pockets, gloves in sleeve pockets, Velcro at collar and cuffs, col�lapsible helmet for impact protection, helmet used as carrying case. Carried when directed by CO and nor�mally worn by watchstanders during hi-threat readiness conditions.


� The scenario assumed for this article is fictional. However, the Commander Naval Military Personnel Command, speaking for the Secretary of the Navy in a letter to this writer dated 11 September, 1989, af�firmed the necessity for warship Commanding Officers to possess the capability to achieve expert readiness to fight without benefit of refre�sher training or time for “topping off” battle training during transit to a com�bat area.


� For in-depth discussion of related leadership and management concepts, see previous articles in U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings by present author as follows: 


—readiness for littoral  combat on short notice—“Endgame” (April 1985); 


—training on team basis— “Shipboard Training: The Team’s the Thing” (October, 1983); 


—shipboard battle organization—“Organizing Ships for Battle” (July, 1986); 


—goal-setting and feedback on training progress—“Warship Battle Training” (June and July, 1988); 


—human performance under extreme conditions—“America’s Next Naval Battle” (July, 1989); 


—conducting battle drills under severe time constraints—”Planning Shipboard Battle Drills” (November 1999).


� Pertinent research in these areas is usefully summarized in E. A. Locke and G. P. Latham Goal Setting: A Motivational Technique That Works (Prentice-Hall, 1984); E. E. Larson and F. M. J. LaFasto TeamWork (Sage Publications, 1989); and E. E. Lawler I High Involvement Management (Jossey-Bass, 1986).


� Crewmembers fighting fires in CONSTELLATION in 1988 had to borrow flight deck jerseys for skin protection.


� For excellent discussions of psychological toughness, see S. C. Sarkesian (ed.) Combat Effectiveness (Sage Publications, 1980).


� The Planned Maintenance System evolved from the Navy’s only previous shipboard management exper�iment. See “Navy’s Floating Lab Studies Technique of Modern War” in San Diego Union, April 1, 1962, p. a27.


� The Commanding Officer of the SAMUEL B. ROBERTS noted that the shock of an exploding MO-8 mine is “incredible.” The mine that hit ROBERTS broke the ship almost in half. In the case of STARK, crew exits from living spaces were sometimes blocked by loose furnishings outside of hatches.


� For a valuable discussion concerning readiness for treatment of shipboard battle casualties, as pertinent today as when it was written, see H. J. Alvis (LCDR, MC, USN) “Medical Battle Bills” in November 1943 U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings. 


� For a typical list of ammunition handlers’ idealized skills, see The Gunnery Drill Guide (NavPers 10885) by  present author.


� For a thorough treatment of related theory, see Schein, E. H. Organizational Culture and Leadership (Jossey-Bass, 1985).





Basic concepts for integrating battle training, measurement, and feedback of progress: Shipboard Training: The Team's the Thing (Training and Education essay contest winner Proceedings Oct 1983. [Following publication, requests for feedback display materials were received from, and provided at no cost to, officers and senior petty officers in 188 ships.]) (Extensive comments on this article were published in 1984 Proceedings issues of Jan (p. 26), Apr (p. 96), Jun (p. 24) and Nov (p. 176.)


Hazards to warships and maritime commerce in littoral waters and how naval effectiveness depends on human fighting abilities: Endgame. (Arleigh Burke essay contest winner) (Proceedings Apr 1985).


Concepts of Battle Systems and Combat and Watch Teams. Organizing Ships for Battle (Proceedings Jul 1986.)


Explanation of interactions between battle organization and battle training. Warship Battle Training Part 1 (Proceedings Jun 1988).


Explanation of Team Training Feedback Procedure and distinctions between battle skills and operational  skills. Warship Battle Training Part 2  (Proceedings July 1988).


Need for centralized responsibility for systematic design of shipboard resources. America's Next Naval Battle: Either Decisive Victory or Disaster for the Nation (Proceedings Jul 1989).


Illustration of how integrated shipboard management systems could affect fighting abilities. A Tour of King’s Mountain—Description of an Experimental TQL Warship. (Accepted by Proceedings Oct 1992 but not published.)


Summary of concepts relating to resistance to violence, organization for battle, conduct of battle training, and feedback of changes in fighting abilities. Bravery Will Not Be Enough.  (Proceedings Sep 98).


Summary of five major problems tending to impair shipboard fighting abilities. Strengthening Warship Fighting Abilities. (Accepted by Proceedings Oct 98)


Conducting shipboard battle insstruction and training. Planning Warship Battle Drills. (Proceedings Nov 99)


� President Franklin Roosevelt is said to have stated in a newsmagazine interview that he believed he could change anything in the U.S. gov�ernment except the U.S. Navy.


� The idea of existing Naval professional practices conceptualized analogously to scientific “paradigms” described by Kuhn, T. S. 1970. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. According to Kuhn, new paradigms have been historically hard for scientific communities to accept.


� If the realm of science is regarded as a societal parallel to the Naval profession, note that major scientific discoveries have sometimes taken 75 years or more to be recognized and acted upon by professional associates or successors. See, for example, Stent, G. S. 1992. Prematurity and uniqueness in scientific discovery. Scientific American (December) pp 84-93. Initiators of concepts for change in the Naval profession, aimed at strengthening ability to fight, must not be disheartened by passages of time.


� See footnotes in Chapter 6 regarding burn victims in USS MARBLEHEAD and HMS SHEFFIELD as well as absence of human protection during recent “battle” involving USS VINCENNES in the Persian Gulf.


� For overviews of previous Navy leadership programs, see Dyer, F. C. 1991. The Management of Leadership Improvement. Chevy Chase, MD: Author (copy available from this writer); and Parker, D. F. Leadership training in the Navy. Chapter 8 of Buck, D. F. and L. J. Korb (eds). Military Leadership. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications.


� See Elting E. Morison’s A case study of innovation. CalTech Engineering and Science Monthly April 1950.


� For related theoretical discussion, see Schein, E. H. 1985. Organizational Culture and Leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. Schein states, “The term “culture” should be reserved for the deeper level of basic assumptions and beliefs that are shared by members of an organization, that operate unconsciously, and that define in a basic “taken-for-granted” fashion an organization’s view of itself and its environment.”


� VADM George Davis, Commander Naval Surface Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet.


� A dependable academic source on the value of feedback is Lawler, E. E. I and J. G. Rhode. 1976. Information and Control in Organizations. Pacific Palisades CA: Goodyear. These researchers state: 1. without some concept of what should be done, it is impossible to make any assessment of what has, in fact, been done; 2. for individuals to reward themselves for good performance, they have to find out about it quickly. Any delay weakens the connection between the performance and the reward; and 3. without some sort of feedback, intrinsic motivation is not possible.


� For recommended organizational structure see Appleton, D. S. (CAPT USN Ret). 1986. Organizing ships for battle. U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings (July) and same author 1988. Warship battle training. U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings (2-part series June and July).


� The focus of these Chapters has been on the surface forces of the U.S. Navy. A distinguished Naval author wrote on this topic in 1988 “... The real problem is [not lack of funding but] that the surface force itself accords readiness too low a priority.” He added, “The surface force lacks effective combat training for two possible reasons: no experience with high quality readiness training, and no performance based readiness standards.” And further, “For want of effective combat training, the surface force has become too much of a peacetime Navy.” From Byron, J. L. (CAPT, U.S. Navy). 1987. The surface navy is not ready. U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings December, pp. 34-40.


� From Schein, E. H. Op Cit (Note 7) 


� Driver, C. J. 1993. London Times Literary Supplement. (May 7, p. 23)


� For discussion of relationships between objectivity, reliability, and validity, see Kirk, J. and M. L. Miller Reliability and Validity in Qualitative Research. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1986. 


� Comprehensive critiques of U.S. military readiness reporting systems may be found in periodic reports of the U.S. General Accounting Office. The Congressional directive for establishing readiness measure�ment systems was reaffirmed by the Goldwater-Nichols Depart�ment of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 (H. R. 3622). In 1993, in the course of planning force levels for the Post-Gulf “drawdown,” Secretary of Defense Aspin stated with evident frustration that the joint readiness reporting system provided him little information to work with. 


� Rear Admiral Duke's report was promulgated by Chief of Naval Operations (Admiral Carney) letter Op-00/jec Ser 07P00 dated 13 April, 1954, Subj: "Fleet Readiness and Performance Standards."


� Full title “Preliminary Investigation of the Practicability and Utility of Using Automatic Data Processing for a Running Analysis of Fleet Operational Readiness (OPRED)”


� A comprehensive description of then-existing Navy readiness reporting systems was presented by RADM T. F. Connolly to the Secretary of Defense on 21 September, 1964. For the full text, see "Measurement of Combat Readiness" in Combat Readiness magazine (Office of the Chief of Naval Operations) Special Issue dated Oct-Dec 1963. (Table I of RADM Connolly's article presents a one-page summary of Navy readiness reporting systems as of 1964.)


� The NRAS is described in detail in the Naval War College Review, June, 1967, pp. 55-74. For an official reference, see OPNAV Notice 3501 dated 28 August, 1967, Subj: "Navy Readiness Analysis System Development Plan."


� UNITREP was later replaced by a newer "Status of Readiness and Training System" (SORTS). With the advent of Joint Mission Essential Tasks and Service Core Competencies, it is likely that new readiness measurement procedures will also shortly emerge.


� For aircrew readiness, the system was called Liberty Elite.


� Even the wargaming process at the U.S. Naval War College assumes that key decisionmakers somehow know the results of hits received by their own forces without a structured tactical communication procedure.


� Analysts who warn of adverse impacts of the joint systems upon U.S. military effectiveness and national security include: Lt. Gen. (USA) A. S. Collins, Jr., in Common Sense Training (a widely used U.S. Army text). Novato, CA: Presidio Press, 1978, P. 20-21; and the following in S. C. Sarkesian (ed.) Combat Effectiveness Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1980: Sarkesian, pp. 11, 15, 18; Lewis Sorley, pp. 58, 69, 85, 89-90; Stephen D. Wesbrook, p. 265.  


� The US Office of Naval Research is currently sponsoring an advanced research program aimed at designing improved techniques for conducting readiness analysis. The program is conducted by the Navy Personnel Research and Development Center (NPRDC) at San Diego under the title “Readiness Assessment Technology.” NPRDC is also documenting potential sources of relevant data and assembling a comprehensive bibliography of documents related to measurement of military readiness.


� The variability of readiness of surface forces as compared to submarine and air forces is addressed at length by Byron, J. L. 1987. The surface navy is not ready. U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings (December, pp. 34-40).


� Refer back to Note 1. Most of the 188 respondents who asked for lists of readiness criteria preferred to start with the function of Damage Control.


� In 1965, prototype Naval Operational Performance Standards (NOPS) Manuals were actually created for 14 types of ships. The effort was dis�con�tinued because of apparently excessive administrative workload on ships' per�sonnel. With the advent of the STAREX system, a NOPS manual could be written now for any ship in one day (or better, created in the process of original ship design). 


� For discussion of the importance of incorporating readiness-oriented objectives in leadership instructional programs, see: Broedling, L. A. and R. Penn (eds.). 1978. Military Productivity and Work Motivation: Conference Proceedings. San Diego, CA: Navy Personnel Research and Development Center (NPRDC SR 78-15); and Parker, D. F. (Captain, U.S. Navy, Ret). Leadership training in the Navy in Buck, J. H. and L. J. Korb (eds.). 1981. Military Leadership. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications. 


� See Note 11.
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