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                                                        1 January 2007
TO THE FUTURE LEADERS OF THE UNITED STATES NAVY

                   Are American Man O’Warsmen Ready For Fighting?
Today, America’s fighting ships represent the ultimate in sophisticated hard technology. Recent ship designers have successfully developed the most advanced structures and hardware. However, these weapons are only pyrrhic capabilities without the sailors who man them.

Even though the Navy’s material systems are superior in every way, it is the non-material dimensions of these systems that will ultimately determine the outcome in any battle. Doctrine, organization, training, and leadership deserve as much intense re-engineering as the Navy’s engineers have devoted to on-board weapon systems. However, when today’s ship designers speak of resources needed for “crew support,” they focus mainly on “quality of life,” according minimal consideration to supporting human ability to operate under high-threat conditions. 

It is my assertion based on sixty years of combined active duty in the surface Navy and research concerning fighting ability in United States Navy warships, particularly in conditions of extreme combat, that all of our current and future warships’ physical battle systems must depend for their operation on expert human performance under extreme stress and violence—that is to say, on human ability to fight.

Three vital aspects of human fighting ability have over recent years become so degraded as to cripple the effectiveness of the Fleet in intensive combat. These three aspects are human protection, standard crew organization, and on-board battle training. For every type of new ship, each of these three human systems is prepared by a different official. These systems must not only be individually improved, but they must be integrated into a single chain of command for overall combat readiness. The needed shipboard integrated combat system should, but does not today, affect ship design. Today’s combat ships are designed to enable the crew to do work, not to train or fight. 

The neglected state of these three conflicting human systems limits the performance and threatens the safety of more than a hundred thousand men and women every year. The condition of these systems today has rendered the sailors in the ships of the United States Fleet, including aircraft carriers, probably the least capable of coping with enemy violence of any American armed force. (Example: the Navy’s failure to provide all hands in every combatant ship with protective combat uniforms.)

I believe our current and future ships’ crews are destined for potentially greater levels of stress and violence than ever before in naval history. Particularly in the Pacific where the threat of littoral war looms omnipresent, sailors and their ships are at increasingly high risk. Crews of minimal sizes will be the most indispensable and also the most vulnerable resource in every ship. Unless they are protected, efficiently managed, and skillfully led, their performance will sacrifice lives and ships. The Navy needs to do its very best to support them.

I respectfully ask you to perform a functional needs analysis focused on determining the potential value of establishing a set of requirements to fill this important capability gap by: 1) integrating design of these three critical human systems in order to design them soundly, equip them suitably, and make them mutually supportive and 2) employing the new integrated system in the process of ship design.

Very respectfully,
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APPENDIX 1

PREMISES AND BACKGROUND
This study has focused on three premises:

1.  A Naval warship cannot survive and prevail under the violent conditions of littoral warfare unless her crew is organized, trained to fight, and optimally protected against stress and violence. 

2.  In Naval surface warfare, people comprise not only the most indispensable but also the most vulnerable resource in every warship.

3.  Expert ability to fight as a leadership and planning objective will mean human ability to perform effectively under conditions of severe stress, extreme violence, and/or attempted enemy surprise.

This report is augmented by http://dacom.com/fighting-ability/ . The website includes a research narrative as Item [A01] and an author service biography as Item [B89].

Topics and recommendations are drawn from combat experience, accounts of combat operations, extensive fleet initiatives, and reports of violence involving TRIPOLI, SAMUEL B. ROBERTS, PUEBLO, LIBERTY, STARK, BELKNAP, VINCENNES, IOWA, and COLE.

Recommendations are summarized in Item [A00] “Backing Up the Sea Warrior” readable in the above website.
APPENDIX 2

CHALLENGES

American man-o’warsmen in present and future ships headed for littoral combat face a convergence of two increasing challenges.

The first challenge will stem from the shrinking size of the U.S. Fleet, which will predictably result in more ships being called upon to deploy to combat areas prior to completion of ideally scheduled preparatory training. Ships operating against hostile forces in littoral areas such as the South China Seas will face unprecedented demands upon mental acuity and physical strength and dexterity throughout the total body of every crew and for longer periods than ever before required. These demands will increase as crew sizes continue to diminish with the introduction of crew minimization (“Optimal Manning”), anticipated to extend into future ship designs.

The extensive variety of missions for which surface units must be prepared will 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, reception and care of external casualties, theater ballistic missile defense (already implemented), armed confrontation of hostile surface, air, and subsurface forces, and joint battle space control, not to mention own ship survivability. Any individual unit may be called upon to execute combinations of such missions, each requiring specialized skills.

New and Intensive human challenges will come from extraordinary demands upon physical stamina, mental toughness, and team-based fighting skills stemming from prolonged periods of alertness imposed by proliferating means of potential enemy attack.

The cumulative dangers to shipboard personnel in littoral areas will substantially exceed the dangers historically experienced or anticipated by ships’ crews in high-seas combat environments. Unprecedented challenges to physical and mental stamina will apply to the crews of all types of Navy ships (including many now mistakenly labeled "auxiliaries" rather than "combatants”). Most will come from hostile weaponry proliferating worldwide in both quantity and sophistication. Such weapons already include high performance cruise missiles capable of launching from land bases, land vehicles, aircraft, submarines, small craft, or commercial ships or fishing craft; ballistic missiles capable of targeting units whose movements are constrained or predictable (such as during replenishment or flight operations, amphibious assaults, 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 (200-knot) torpedoes (against which the U.S. Navy has almost no defense); boarding and terrorism (even at sea); and escalating numbers of air-independent submarines difficult to track in shallow waters. Potentially devastating weapons will be capable of being launched against U.S. ships from unidentifiable points of origin spread across thousands of square miles on land as well as at sea, a level of threat exceeding any ever faced by American Naval forces. In such an environment, each U.S. ship will be targeted individually and can expect to be hit. Recent Middle East conlicts have demonstrated capabilities to launch continuous ballistic missile attacks for a full day.

The “primary” shipboard organization for battle will no longer be “general quarters” but sustained high-alert condition watches. 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 exacerbated by sleep deprivation. Initial massive damage and casualties will most likely occur from hits received during these condition watches, which will call for battle training of unprecedented depth and difficulty. External Fleet battle training resources might be available on board for short periods before or during a hurried deployment (as they were during Iraqui Freedom), but these are now being depleted by reductions in resources budgeted for Afloat Training Groups as well as by planned reductions in crew sizes and by crew exchange (“Sea Swap”) initiatives. New demands will be placed on shipboard leaders to conduct aspects of battle training previously guided largely by off-ship training specialists.

If the American Navy should be called upon to operate against the forces of a major adversary in the littoral waters of the South China seas, the consequence for American warships could well include an incalculable loss of life followed by forced withdrawal of the Fleet, this because modern U. S. warship crews may be unfit to fight. 

Three of the weaknesses comprising this potential unfitness have to do with human protection, shipboard organization, and battle training. Each of these three affects the other two.
SELECTED DISCUSSIONS PERTAINING TO CHALLENGES

David Adams [Lt., USN], “We Are Not Invincible,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, May 1997, pp. 36-39. (Arleigh Burke Essay Contest award winner.) Original Editor’s Preface: “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.” [A02]
Daniel S. Appleton [Capt., USN (Ret)], “America’s Next Naval Battle,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, July 1989, pp. 36-41. Original Editor’s Preface: “The great technological strides made in developing the instruments of war during the past 44 years have paradoxically put human warriors in even greater relief. Yet, even though the next war's outcome will depend on our warriors' performance in that first battle, the Navy appears lost in a fog of hardware.” [A05]
_____ “Winning the Ultimate Littoral Battle (in the South China Sea).” (Unpublished.) [A09]

_____ “Bravery Will Not Be Enough.” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, Sept. 1998, pp. 67-9.  Original Editor’s Preface: As Saving Private Ryan showed (here the USS Stark [FFG-31] fights for her life after being hit by an Iraqui missile) is a violent, chaotic business. We must improve our damage control capabilities in peace, so we can fight—and win—in war. [A03]
____ “Endgame,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, April 1985, pp. 33-41. (Arleigh Burke Essay Contest award winner.) Original Editor’s Preface: A few months ago, a major symposium was convened at the Naval Science University of America to examine factors affecting the U.S. Navy’s ability to fight. The following is an account of the second session of the symposium. [A36]

Michael W. Studeman [LCdr., USN], “Thorns in the Dragon’s Side,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, July 2000, pp. 64-8. Original Editor’s Preface: Taiwan and the offshore islands have long been areas of contention for China. For the U.S. sailors who may again be called to sail in the hazardous waters neat the Taiwan Strait, understanding the historical context of the problem and the United States’ role in the disputes is invaluable. [A33]
Krzysztof Kubiak [LCdr., Polish Navy], “Terrorism is the New Enemy at Sea.” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, December 2003, pp. 68-71. Original Editor’s Preface: Last year, the French supertanker Limburg was attacked off Yemen by an explosive suicide boat, leaving a gaping hole in her port side. The lack of jurisdiction over the high seas facilitates terrorists assaulting vessels of their choice. [A39]

Thomas W. Strother [LCdr, USN (Ret)], “Up Close and Personal,” Armed Forces Journal, January 2004, pp. 32-34. Original Editor’s Preface: Navy’s blue water fighting doctrine needs a fresh look. [A43]

Michael Farmer [Lt., USN], “We Must Defeat the Small Boat Threat.” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, January 2004, page 81. [A41]

C. H. Goddard [Capt., USN] and C. B. Marks [Cdr., USN], “DD(X) Navigates Uncharted Waters.” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, January 2005, pp. 31-33. 
William M. Carpenter. [Capt., USN Ret], “Taiwan’s Military Strategy Toward China.” American Asian Review, SRI International, Vol XVII, No.4, Winter 1999.
Jianxiang Bi. “Managing Taiwan Operations in the Twenty-first Century,” Naval War College Review, Autumn 1999, pp. 30-58. 
Frederic C. Johnson [RAdm, USN, Ret], “Confrontation in the South China Seas.” Unpublished discussion, Dec 2006. What can happen when crews of carriers and surface escorts become exhausted. 
APPENDIX 3

HUMAN PROTECTION

Proposition to consider: United States surface warships including aircraft carriers may today possess the poorest capacity for preventing and caring for on-board battle casualties of any American armed force. 

Specifically:

1.  With the exception of damage control team members, should “battle uniforms” be available to protect crewmembers against fire or heavy shock. Is head protection generally available before people arrive at battle stations predictably too late to protect against violent impact or contamination?  (No means have been planned for care, stowage, and drying of protective clothing. (Recent publicized discussions concerning proposed new uniforms have focused on appearance and comfort, never on suitability for combat.)

2.  Are most primary and secondary dressing stations intended for care of wounds too small, inefficient, and unprotected against shock or radical ship's movement? (Several observed in large ships would not permit ready transfer of casualties from stretchers to worktables.)

3.  Do effective means exist to move laden stretchers vertically through any ship?

4.  Are exercises to learn how to move wounded personnel by crane or helo generally prohibited as “unsafe”? (Compare Army or Marine airborne exercises.)

5.  Are most ships filled with unsecured gear and furnishings as well as protruding fixtures that could block passageways against urgent movement?

6.  Are ships provided with convenient equipment to secure movable gear and furnishings quickly under high-threat conditions?

7.  Do mattresses in berthing spaces and artificial deck coverings emit toxic fumes under high heat?

8.  Are alternative toileting facilities provided for use during extended periods on stations? (In WWII, ships were nearly lost because gun crews had to leave stations to respond to personal emergencies.)

9.  Are removable flame-resistant bunk covers available for use under high alert conditions? 

10.  Is potable water for first-aid treatment of severe burns available near manned stations? 

11. Have requirements for wearing of ID tags to help recognize disfigured casualties been discontinued?

12. Have shipboard medical facilities and training sufficient to cope with serious mental or physical trauma to female personnel have not been provided? (Warships in future littoral warfare will be in effect in the “front lines,” where female members of other services are forbidden by law to serve.)

13. Are interior spaces—despite the disastrous lessons of WWII—coated with flammable paints?

14. Are all living and berthing spaces suitable as triage or emergency battle dressing stations equipped with materials protected against heavy shock or radical movement?

15. Do metal and wooden deck gratings exist throughout every ship as potential missile hazards?
SELECTED DISCUSSIONS PERTAINING TO HUMAN PROTECTION
George W. Schiele, “Letting Our Bridges Burn,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, December 1988, pp. 16-18. Original Editor’s preface: U. S. Navy ships on patrol throughout the world and the people on them are as vulnerable to shipboard fires as were the USS Stark (FFG-31) and her crew on the night of 17 May 1987. The fires resulting from her two missile hits burned for more than 18 hours. Thirty-seven men died. [A10]

Arthur Smith (Capt (MC) USNR), “When the Alarm Can ‘t Sound,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, August 1997, pp. 62-4. Original Editor’s Preface: In casualty response—here, during Desert Storm—knowing how many are coming, when, and to where can be life or death information. [A21]
____ “Blood on the Decks,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, July 1988, pp. 62-5. Original Editor’s Preface: Trauma treatment is often a surgeon’s race with death. The Navy must upgrade its capability for high intensity trauma surgery now, in order to save its warriors in the future. [A11]

____ “All Bleeding Stops Eventually,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, November, 2001, pp. 68-71. Original Editor’s Preface: So why worry about combat medical support? [A12]
____ “Can We Effectively Control Human Costs During War At Sea?” Naval War College Review, Spring 1992, pp. 9-15. [A26]
Harry J. Alvis (LCdr, (MC) USN), “Medical Battle Bills,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, November 1943, pp. 1461-8. [A20]

Konrad E. Hayashi (Capt, (MC) USN), Raymond E. Bailey , CMM, (USN), Cliff Moser CM (USN), and Bonnie E. Potter (RAdm (MC) USN. “Attack on the COLE—Medical lessons learned,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, July 2002, pp. 46-51. Original Editor’s Preface: After the 12 October 2000 on the USS COLE, in which 17 sailors were killed and 42 wounded, the US Navy received a costly education in medical readiness. We must ensure these lessons are learned and acted on for the sake of all those who go in harm’s way. [A13]
“Lessons of a Tragedy: What the Deadly Explosion Aboard the IOWA Warns Us About Today’s Navy,” Navy Times, 26 April 1999. (Article summarized from Charles C. Thompson II “A Glimpse of Hell” citing personnel shortages, training deficiencies, deferred maintenance, unobserved safety procedures, poor leadership.) [A35]
Commander Cruiser-Destroyer Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet. Letter to the Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet, ser FF4-5 33590 Ser 3/8167 ser 3/81/67 dated 11 Dec 1961. Subj. “The Naval Combat Uniform.” Endorsed by both Fleet Commanders in Chief. Ignored by the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts.) [A32]

Michael J. Fitzgerald (Cdr USNR) “DD21’s Fatal Flaw,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, February 1999, pp. 42-5. Original Editor’s Preface: She may not have enough sailors to handle the demands of wartime damage control; reservists could fill the gap. [A17]
APPENDIX 4

ORGANIZATION

1. Is the primary shipboard organization based on Work centers, Divisions, Departments, and Technical Supervisors, and has it come to include assignments of more than of a hundred externally mandated collateral duties? Does his structure distribute responsibilities for doing maintenance and administration, not for battle control or battle training?

2. Does the standard organization define team-based structures throughout the crew, the continuing responsibilities of team leaders, or the importance of team cohesion in every condition of readiness?

3. Are team organizations posted for readiness conditions all so that all hands can know the members and leaders of their teams?

4. Is there a continuous off–station chain of command from Captain to team leader is accountable for battle control, battle training, or the overall combat readiness of each team, including its associated structure and equipment, within each high-threat watch section wherein initial combat is by definition likely to occur?

5. Is effort made or methods taught to help leaders define performance goals, keep track of progress, or build psychological strength by improving cohesion and moral strength within combat and watch teams such as Damage Control and Combat Information Centers? (Current leadership development programs focus on working and social situations rather than high stress or combat situations.)

6. Do Command Master Chiefs bear explicit responsibilities for strengthening or sustaining fighting abilities?

7. Although shipboard organization is of fundamental importance to fighting ability, Is any named official of the Department of the Navy responsible for its standardized design, modification, or updating for all types of ships including new designs? 

8. Has an explicit doctrine specified as to how the crew should proceed—where each person should go and what stations to man—if massive structural and human casualties were suddenly received at sea or in port?

9. In naming Petty Officer team leaders, is seniority ignored in favor of technical specialties?

10. Is the ship organized to cope with large-scale emergencies when many crewmembers are on leave, liberty, or detached duty?
11. As crew sizes are reduced, does it make more sense to eliminate surface lookouts or to provide them with sophisticated protection and equipment?
SELECTED DISCUSSIONS PERTAINING TO ORGANIZATION
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____  “Combat Organization in Ships,” Combat Readiness Magazine (OPNAV), July-Sept 1957. (Introduced concept of Combat Teams.)

____  “Brief on a Fighting Ship: the Effect of Management Procedures on the Combat Power of Ships.” Staff memorandum, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 1957. [A23]
____ “Organizing Ships for Battle,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, July 1986, pp. 30-7. Original Editor’s Preface: Good battle training demands expert team training (graphic of a combat information team in action) but the current SORM is not providing the proper organization to permit such training. A new SORM could solve this problem and thus improve the battle readiness of our ships. [A24]

____ “Topping Off Battle Readiness in Light of Emergency Deployment,” Unpublished. About integrating battle organization, visibility of goals, and drill planning. [A19]

____ “Analysis of Operational Readiness,” Naval War College Review, June, 1967, pp. 55-74. (Lecture delivered at the Naval War College on 30 March 1967.) [A27]

____ “Morale, Management, and the Combat Readiness of Ships,” Naval War College student study, 1959.

Commander Cruiser-Destroyer Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet. “Interim Progress Report on Ship’s Readiness Improvement Plan for Development of Improved Shipboard Maintenance and Training Procedures,” (Forerunner of today’s “smart ship” programs, and originator of today’s Planned Maintenance System), 1962.

____ “General Emergency In-Port Procedures”,  Commander Cruiser-Destroyer Force Inst. 3500.9 of 19 April 1962.

Wm. Darryl Henderson, “Cohesion: The Human Element in Combat,” (Introduction by Charles C. Moscos.) 1985. National Defense University Press, Washington, D. C.

APPENDIX 5

BATTLE TRAINING

1.   Does battle training of warship crews effectively cease during extended overseas deployments? (Most ships have averaged 30 minutes per week at battle stations, if they kept track.)

2.    Do ships train to shift from a condition watch to battle stations after receiving major damage and casualties?

3.    Does the long-standing notion that a ship’s crew reaches a level of training considered “advanced” during deployment have any valid foundation?

4.    Before deployment, do operational exercises involving external services (air, sea, shore, space, or dockside) allow inclusion of simulated human casualties or material damage? 

5.    Is there any way for Battle Control Officers and senior leaders (such as Chief Engineers or Damage Control Assistants) to apprise junior officer or 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 many performance standards have been available on-line as Objective Based Training criteria, it has been nearly impossible for crewmembers to see these standards in order to set them as goals to be achieved, think about how to achieve them, and keep track of progress.)

6.    Are Commanding Officers able to communicate training proficiency standards in such a way as to have them clearly understood and actively pursued?  (For example, when a ship completes predeployment training, the Afloat Training Group might inform the Commanding Officer of training aspects that the ship would be well advised to continue emphasizing; however, such continued emphasis rarely occurs in fact. Do Commanding Officers have a practicable means of keeping track of what emphases need to be continued or when the desired proficiencies have been achieved.)

7.  Are crewmembers able to see battle performance criteria and objectives all the time?

8.  Do commanding officers practice target designation and closei-inn defense at battle stations instead of special sea details when entering and leaving port?

SELECTED DISCUSSIONS PERTAINING TO BATTLE TRAINING

Daniel S. Appleton [Capt., USN (Ret)], “Emergency Battle Training for American Warship Crews—Notes for Warship Leaders Ordered Into High-Threat Waters Without Enough Time to Get Fully Ready for Fighting,” unpublished pamphlet, January 2004. [A18]
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____ “Training in USS STARK,” examination of how the CO of STARK might have been able to decide before the attack whether his Condition Watch teams had been trained effectively. (Letter to Hon. Henry L. Garrett, Under Secretary of the Navy, 19 November 1987.) (Recommendation for the Blue Ribbon Committee deriving lessons-learned from the 17 May attack on the USS STARK), unpublished, 19 November 1987.) [A28]
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____ “Warship Battle Training in Light of Advanced Operational Demands,” letter to Commander, U.S. Pacific Fleet dated 31 August 2004. Proposes Command Training Assessment System similar to CTAC procedure described in [A14] below. [A55]
____ “Warship Battle Training,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, Part I June 1988 pp. 97-9 and Part II June 1988 pp. 95-101. Editor’s original Preface: This is the first of a two-part series examining ways to strengthen battle training. Next month, Part II will focus on “Setting Battle Training Goals” and “Planning and Conducting Battle Drills.” (Note: This article received requests for reprints from 26 Commanding Officers and 3 Surface Group Commanders.) [A40]

____ “How to Measure Changes in Fighting Ability,” 28 July 2003 unpublished. [A22]

____ “Designing Command Training Assessment Cards (CTACs),” (making battle training objectives visible to all hands on board). Unpublished. 24 May 2002. [A14]
____ “Examples of Command Training Assessment Cards.” [A45] Damage Control; [A54] Helo Ops; [A66] Navigation; [A81] Seamanship; [B01] AntiAir; [B13] StrikeWF; [B22] Engineering; [B29] SurfWF; [B36] ASW; [B42] AmphibWF; [B49] Crypto Ops.

APPENDIX 6

SERVICE GUIDANCE

Three vital aspects of human fighting ability have become over recent years so decrepit as to limit the effectiveness of the Fleet in intensive combat. These three aspects are human protection, standard crew organization, and on-board battle training. Each of these now degrades the other two.

The ancient state of these three conflicting management systems limits the performance and threatens the safety of more than a hundred thousand men and women every year. The condition of these systems today has rendered the sailors in the ships of the United States Fleet, including aircraft carriers, the least capable of coping with enemy violence of any American armed force.

1.  Should Expert Ability to Fight be defined and set as a goal of the Service?

SELECTED DISCUSSIONS PERTAINING TO SERVICE GUIDANCE
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