
 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.

NOTES AND RELATED PUBLICATIONS

� 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)
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