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REPORTS
OR

READINESS:
A DILEMMA

“Pencil pushing" was oitce an ac-
tivity thought to occupy the time of
shore duty officers only, but over the
years the operating manager aflcat has
found his time increasingly preempted
by reporting requirements, often at the
expense of essential combat readiness
functions. If the proliferation of these
time consuming and expensive reports is
to be arrested, a sound administrative
reports control system should be em-
ployed that emphasizes the costs of
information, the principles of exception
reporting, and sample theory.

A paper prepared for the course in Defense Fconomics

and Decisionmaking at the Naval War College

Lieutenant Commander Thomas S, Tollefsen, U.S. Navy

Introduction

Life at sea is a high adventure. The
few young Americans who still go down
to the sea in ships are usually rugged
and outspoken in their own element.
Seamen have traditionally enjoyed a
high degree of tolerance coupled with a
keen sense of justice. As a kinetic group,
they respect authority and willingly
follow the precepts of their shorebound
superiors. This authority, however,
when it is abused or unreasonable,
inculcates a spirit of disregard by the
men who man the fleet ships.! In-
dividualism remains a keystone and an
essential ingredient of most effective
navies, and the constraining ship admin-
istrative reports system presently in
effect in our own Navy has proven to be
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officers. Indeed, the cancercus growth
of a cumbersome, often redundant re-
porting system hag led many of the 90
percent of the surface junior officers
who leave the fleet at their first oppor-
tunity to list the onerous administrative
burden as a principal complaint. Neither
is it inexplicable that career surface
warfare officers in the full vigor of their
professional careeys seek opportunities
ashore to avoid the administrative
liability of senior shipboard positions.

To command a surface combatant
was once a challenge and an adventure;
but the administrative burden of com-
mand has so mushroomed that even a
return to homeport is frequently
dreaded as the prelude to yet another
recurring reporting requirement. In the
2-year period from 1971 through 1973,

. 9t¥14e fleet ships experienced a 38 percent .
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increase in their recurring reporting re-
quirements.* The surface combatant
officers are frequently erudite men of
varied and rich experience, and many
have read former Secretary of Defense
Melvin Laird's testimony to the Armed
Services Committee that substantial re-
ductions in paperwork deemed counter-
productive to efficient management
have been effected at all levels.> As
efforts were supposedly continuing to
reduce reporting requirements that were
not only wasteful of time and effort but
not conducive to good management
practice, the destroyer skipper or frus-
trated executive officer could only
wonder why his superiors wete failing to
comply with the Department of Defense
imperative. Not only was paperwork not
reduced, but one-time spot reports,
which usually matured into a recurring
report of some sort, proliferated during
this period, and 75 percent of those
requirements were initiated by non-
Washington activities.® Following the
poor example of their superiors and in
response to the new demands for infor-
mation about people, salaries, human
goals, drug abuse, alcohol control, am-
munition expenditures, fuel consump-
tion, ad infinitum, 25 percent more
internal ship feeder reports were gen-
erated in the naive belief that these
documents would be effective manage-
ment tools.*

In port, ship officers and senior petty
officers have become pencil pushers to a
displeasurable degree. Ship officers
assigned ashore seem to have forgotten
their sea experiences and fail to assess
the precious executive man-hours con-
sumed in preparing reports.® The cleri-
cal support on hoard ship is hardly

*The author audited his reports tickler file
upon assuming the duties of destroyer execu-
tive officer in December 1971, Upon relief in
September of 1973, the number of required
recurring reports had grown from 116 to 160,
the 160th being received on the last day of

duty.
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adequate to meet crew administrative
requirements, let alone tackle new
formal reporting procedures. From the
ship operator perspective, this numbing
paperwork routine detracts measurably
from training and material readiness
tasks. Some reports may be ignored
with no expectation of retribution, but
the uncertainty resulting from a deliber-
ate reports omission policy is unsettling
for the destroyer skipper.

Mastery of Naval Management Principles

The naval reports system exists to
ensure that information is passed from
one echelon of command to another to
allow decisionmakers to perform their
prescribed functions, and a reqular re-
porting and records system is used to
produce desired hehavior and, further,
to cause that behavior to persist. Atten-
tion and behavior in an administrative
organization, once initiated in a particu-
lar direction, tends to persist for a
considerable period of time. Unfor-
tunately, compliance without reason-
able questioning by commanders of
reporting units has produced a burden-
some load that seems to feed on itself.

In the work The Effective Executive,
Mr. Peter Drucker elucidated on the
principle of managment time budgets.
The executive’s time tends to helong to
someone else.® If an operational execu-
tive is defined through his activities, one
would have to call him a captive of the
organization. Everyone-—seniors, con-
temporaries, and juniors—can move in
on his time and everyone does. Pro-
fessor Sune Carlson, a Swedish manage-
ment consultant, confirmed in his book
Executive Behavior that recorded time
usage of executives revealed that their
time was consistently preempted by
matters of importance to someone
else.”

The destroyer commanding officer
has complete, final responsibility for the
battle readiness of his command. Yet his
work toward achieving battle readjness2
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may be to a large degree replaced by
administrative work priorities estab-
lished by his off-ship superiors. In an era
where the shore-bound naval officer
specialist dominates, the specialty area
reports compete strongly for first
priority in the time budget of the
shipboard generalist. The calendar
period reporting system does not allow
the ship commanding officer to direct
internal shipwork close to the end of
the calendar month, especially when the
month’s end coincides with the finish of
a fiscal quarter or fiscal year.® The
skipper may demand compliance with
his priorities but only at measurable
cost in work efficiency and personal
loyalty. The junior officers are forced to
crowd burdensome administrative
chores into extended workdays, both at
sea and in port. Duty nights in port are
dedicated to administrative projects to
the detriment of running efficient watch
sections. The penalty for this is ap-
parent—junior officers swiftly exit to
civilian life where family commitments
need not be ignored to satisfy often
needless administrative requirements.

Law of the Situation

Recent studies of administrative be-
havior by Professor David A. Kolb, at
the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology, revealed that managers tend to
judge subordinates’ performance on
relatively small samples of their own
experience.” The human mind is a
clever mechanism that tends to erase
unpleasant experiences over a petiod of
time and recall only the best of personal
achievements. The middle echelon com-
mander recalls and compares his own
successes to the perceived failures of his
subordinates at similar tasks. However,
this simple theory vields rather poor
predictions and subordinate echelon
managers spend substantial time solving
problems defined by others.!® Middle
managers often unjustly rate sub-

ment, and initiative. They attempt to
ensure their own importance by holding
on to information, maintaining close
control and reserving the right to make
decisions. The superior echelon com-
mander in turn demands management
information for those decisions he re-
serves unto himself.!' Therefore, this
situational law can be seen as a prime
reason for many of the recurring re-
ports. As a bureaucratic organization,
the Navy does not reward managers for
inclusion of subordinates in decision-
making. Information to make decisions
is demanded from the ships, but just as
in industry, this information is fre-
quently misused or ignored.'? Heuristic
decisions are common even when ade-
quate analysis information is available.

A conjugate management principle is
that control is an additive and ex-
panding phenomena, Once an agency or
staff gains access to an operating unit
for reqular reports informaticn, their
span of control widens and additional
reporting requirements proliferate.'?

Countering the Sitwational Law.
Peter Drucker found that for the execu-
tive to systematically manage his own
time, he must identify and eliminate
nonproductive tasks.'* He suggests a
diagnostic questicn, ‘‘What would hap-
pen if this were not done?" If the
answer is “nothing,” then stop doing it.
He is supported by Mr. Auren Uris,
writing in his book The Turned-On
Executive.'®

Mr. Robert Townsend, in his tongue-
in-cheek management text Up the Or-
ganization, asks the fundamental ques-
tion about new reporting requirements,
‘“Are we trying to do something worth-
while here or are we just building a
monument to some diseased ego?”!®
These three suggestions constitute ad-
ministrative heresy for the shipboard
officer, but emphasize the consequences
of seniors viclating their span of con-
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Why Not Naval Productivity Analysis?

A major consumer of highly priced
officer time is paperwork. In a recent
Atlantic Fleet Commander survey, 196
of 324 officers queried considered
paperwork requirements to be exces-
sive.}” In Organizational Psychology,
Mr. David Kolb found, by a survey of
52 managers of a large corporation, that
32 percent desired fewer reporting re-
quirements,'® 8 percent wanted more
reports, and 60 percent were satisfied
with the status quo. One of his conclu-
sions was that for many managers, the
expectations of the organization were
consistent with their own ideas of time
required for effective planning. This
contrasts markedly with the 60 percent
of afloat naval officers surveyed by the
Atlantic Fleet Commander who con-
sidered their reporting requirements ex-
cessive and, in Mr, Kolb's terms, not in
consonance with their expectations of
how to effectively plan and manage
fleet units.

In 1971 the Vice Chief of Naval
Operations requested that the Naval
Audit Service perform a special audit on
fleet reporting and related paper-
work.!® The purpose of this audit was
to appraise and evaluate reporting re-
quirements and to recommend ways to
improve the system, reduce related
paperwork, and to eliminate unjustified
reporting requirements. This tasking
preceded Secretary Laird’s recognition
of excessive paperwork reguirements
and reveals high legal Navy management
concern with the paperwork mess.
General policy directives had required a
continuing and systematic review of all
reports to assure that they are meaning-
ful contributions with an emphasis on
minimum effort and cost, but, as sug-
gested earlier, the force of this directive
simply did not penetrate to the op-
erating fleet level. The Naval Audit
Service summarized by noting that these
reviews, when performed, had little
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work loads. They also found that the
cost and complexity of the Navy re-
porting system is consistently increasing
because more and more detailed reports
are demanded of subordinate com-
manders. The Audit Service analyzed
147 specific reporting requirements and
found that 24 percent were redundant
and cost the Navy an estimated
$2,057,649. By August 1973 the num-
ber of required recurring reports had
increased to 160, with additional
costs.>® Fleet officers are not so con-
cerned with dollar costs involved as they
are in the waste of ships' officers time
on nonproductive administrative tasks
which adversely affect operational readi-
ness.

Ship Productivity Analysis, U.S,
Navy ships face a manpower “crunch”
and today we find that shipboard per-
sonnel are doing less to ensure ship
readiness for combat. “Productivity” is
becoming a prime concern, but as
pointed out in a recent article in the
Harvard Business Review by Mr. Rich-
ard Rosenbloom, Government produc-
tivity has never been measured.’' For
naval personnel the term “productivity”
has little meaning as no measurements
of productive effort have been intro-
duced to the fleet. Certainly the volume
of reports leaving the ship are not a
measure of ship productivity.

The respected management professor
and writer Mr. Rensis Lickert advocates
the value of productivity measurement
in his text New Patterns of Manage-
ment.?? His research indicated that the
more accurate the measurement of pro-
ductivity, the greater the correlation
between productivity and management
principles and practices. Professor
Lickert also became convinced that an
active interest in the ongoing work,
combined with a hands-off policy con-
cerning its direction, is perhaps the most
fruitful course a manager can follow.??
The fully competent manager who

htiengtgnde effachsonnthe-dpiralingvpapest27/isskiseps in touch with his subordinates 4
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must be careful not to impose his own
ideas. Based on his findings, Lickert
developed a graph (figure 1) to measure
the effect of close daily supetvision
against less frequent contact where de-
grees of independence in decision-
making are a factor. A conclusion from
the graph is that freedom of decision is
most effective where there is a high
interaction of superiors and sub-
ordinates,?*

These findings apply to our naval
work environment as well. The reports
system was devised to influence and
control behavior, as well as provide data
to higher level managers. The reports
system, a poor substitute for eyeball
contact, serves as a barrier to communi-
cations and therefore to genuine inter-
action. The transient nature of our ship
operations is recognized but the in-
ability of shore-bound staff personnel to
interact with ships company, except
through a formal reporting system, is
detrimental to ship readiness. At any
rate, information can be communicated
orally in 30 minutes that takes 10 hours
to produce in a formal written report, a
ratio of 20:1!25 Here is where pro-

high
productivity

a
3t
=]
E
T
2
e
&
c 2r
9 .
= daity contact
low ir
productivity

1

ductivity gains can be realized in regular
administrative functions.

Witness our 3-M system. Originally
simple and clever, the addition of a
plethora of reporting requirements
covering all phases of maintenance
management has made the system coun-
terpraductive. Negative motivation to
accomplish and report maintenance has
been introduced in the form of frequent
and demanding inspections. Because the
clerical functions of the 3-M reporting
system are routine and repetitive and
are the overly directed responsibility of
a senior petty officer or junior officer,
support for the system has dwindled in
the fleet. The 3-M system should be an
excellent vehicle for measuring the
maintenance performance of enlisted
technicians and the scheduling ability of
officers, but the monotony of filling out
multiple maintenance forms has less-
ened work satisfaction at all levels and
adversely affected productivity.

Reports that are an end in themselves
are given only cursory treatment by
those to whom they are directed. Re-
ports that are a part of the control
system—not just for accountability, but

waekl|y contact

Dependence Separateness Mutual

Fi ?3
Published by U.S. Naval War College

Independence
Influence

1 - Dacisionmaking Freedom
igital Commons, 1974



Naval War College Review, Vol. 27 [1974], No. 3, Art. 9

also for getting the job done—serve both
as insurance to the middle manager and
as tools for the supervisor.2® There is
little return to the ship in the form of
useful maintenance data being provided
by the 3-M system. Maintenance data
printouts are returned weeks late and
not in a useful format. Consequently,
this reporting system does not achieve
its measurable goals, and productivity is
not enhanced.

Taking a Round Turh on the
Reports System

The top levels of naval management
in Washington are acutely aware of
former Secretary of Defense Laird’s
direction in reducing redundant paper-
work. The Naval Records Management
Bureau (NRMB), under the Assistant
Vice Chief of Naval Operations, Direc-
tor of Naval Administration, has been
assigned the responsibility for de-
veloping and coordinating the reports
management program.2” As of this
writing, the impact of the NRMB on the
proliferation of ship reports has been
negligible; however, it is quite possible
that the NRMB has served as a buffer to
additional reporting requirements. Also,
the NRMB's jurisdiction is limited as its
charter restricts its review of recurring
reporting requirements to Washington
agencies.

The NRMB does participate in In-
spector General (IG) inspections to
ensure that reports management pro-
grams are being implemented. To date,
the NRMB has maintained a consis-
tently low profile in managing fleet
reporting requirements. The right and
privilege of line or agency managers to
request from ships the information
needed to perform a decision role is not
questioned. The method of control
presently in effect to provide this infor-
mation, however, requires review,
modification, and improvement. In
other words, the control model requires

REPORTS OR READINESS 79

Controlling the Model. The Navy's
problem in controlling the growth of
required reports is hardly unique. There
is a classic textbook solution suggested
in the management handbook Systems
and Procedures by Victor Lazzaro.2®
The system suggested requires:

® All new reports reviewed by au-
thority with written justification and
preparation instruction.

e All new reports to he checked
with functional file for duplication,

® All new reporting procedures to be
reviewed for simplification.

® Assign control numbers.

® Assign costs.

A caveat appended to this list by Mr.
Lazzaro noted that even under rigidly
controlled systems, paperwork often
begets more paperwork because ambiqu-
ous, inaccurate, or tardy records foster
explanatory or corrective documents.
When paperwork is uncontrolled, cleri-
cal empires quickly form and the
ornate, overlapping, complicated rou-
tines become custom.

Two report control systems are sug-
gested for large and small organizations.
The first is to analyze existing pro-
cedures and weed out the duplicated or
unnecessary steps. This approach also
requires review of the organizational
policies that led to the volumes of
useless information. This clean break
approach is a work revolution and ap-
pears to be the task of NRMB. The
second approach, called work simplifica-
tion, improves paperwork piecemeal, by
constantly chipping away at ingrained,
obsolete routines. This appears to be the
duty of middle and lower echelon
management personnel such as type and
unit commander staffs. Such a textbook
approach has direct application to naval
reporting procedures.

The NRMB appears to be developing
into an administrative reports system
‘“‘czar.” However, a Pentagon agency has
little control of fleet reporting practices
because of the intervening multitiered

http&?ﬂj@lﬁﬂ!commons.usnwc.edu/nwcfreview/volz7/iss3@ommand structure. To gain attention,
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this command structure must be liter-
ally kicked in the shins,

Oddly enough, in the field of man-
agement controls, there are scarcely any
accepted principles, and the ‘‘special-
ists” appear to work by intuition or
folklore. Generalizations have failed to
develop into perfected control
models,”® and the methods, once ar-
ticulated, will doubtless be innovative
and invite institutional resistance.

Pricing the [nformation, Information
in the Navy has always been [ree to
anyone in the upper echelons making
demands on the ship. But if the infor-
mation is genuinely important to the
claimant, then the information has a
value that can be translated into man-
hour dollars. Naval Safety Center acci-
dent reports, for example, each require
about 8 hours of officer preparation,
review, and yeoman clerical time. At a
flat rate of $6 per hour, such a report
costs $48. The Safety Center should be
obligated to pay the ship, through the
type commander, an OPTAR transfer of
$48 for each report received. The re-
questing agency will soon learn the
value of sampling techniques or excep-
tion reporting to develop data banks for
decisionmaking.

A precedent does exist for this cost
application method. In July 1973 the
Deputy Secretary of Defense directed
an inventory of interagency reports as a
basis for reimbursement.®? Rejustifica-
tion for internal requirements was re-
quired as well as vigorous questioning of
external requirements. The General Ser-
vices Administration acted as a clearing
house and licensing agency prior to the
levy of the interagency reporting re-
quirement. Investment fiqures (report
costs) were determined by GSA, to be
paid by interagency fund transfers.
Specific report reductions were not
established, but reductions in data and
information requirements are to be re-
ported to the Assistant Secretary of

Dpfsnsed Cputsalisval wadwatel&Phitdihdsmmo

round turn by DOD on Washington
agencies has great potential for the fleet.

Reports Control Methodology
Socrates had a "demon,” an inner
voice, that whispered, Take care before
making major decisions. When a de-
cision is neither pleasant nor popular
nor easy, both courage and judgment
are needed. Mr. Drucker compared bad
tasting, but effective medicine to dis-
tasteful decisions which are most effec-
tive. Continuation of the present re-
porting system would only aggravate the
communications barrier between the
generalist ship operator and the special-
ist ashore and wall off any sense of
immediacy or action.’' A Chief of
Naval Operations policy statement on
reports management is needed to codify
servicewide changes with a minimum of
disruption. With the support of the
Atlantic and Pacific Fleet Commanders,
the type commanders’ function as the
sole administrative commander for ships
should be affirmed. As a control
methodology, the symbolized reporting
control system could serve as a licensing
control numbher. By type commander
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edict, no reports would be submitted
without prior licensing after a careful
annual review of alternate methods and
ship time budgets, The type commander
would assign chargeable costs to each
report for ships to pass on to agencies
requesting information on a one-time or
recurring basis.

An annual review of licensed reports
would be conducted by the NRMB,
working with the Navy Inspector Gen-
eral. The Navy Inspector General re-
views the various type commanders for
compliance with CNQ policy. This ex-
pansion of his usual material inspection
and police role could be aided by the
Fleet Commander's administrative assist
team which would provide reqular infor-
mation to the Inspector General and the
Fleet Commander in the reports area.

Alternative Method. An alternative
to the costed licensing system is a
man-hour analysis of requirements to
support the present system, Where man-
hour deficiencies are recognized, addi-
tional clerical and administrative per-
sonnel would be assigned to ships to
satisfy the requirements. This, however,
is not the preferred solution as the
salary supporting costs would soon
skyrocket. The key is to reduce the
reporting requirements to the existent
manning level of the ships. To do this,
the ‘“kick in the shins” concept of
cost-licensing would be most effective,
especially if supplemented with an ab-
breviated education program for ship
and staff officers about the management
principles guiding the program.

Beneficial Eifects of Controlled
Administrative Procedures. A reports
management system that is effective will
have productive fallout for the ship
operator. The most experienced and
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knowledgeable ship personnel, free of
the unnecessary clerical burden, wouid
have time to teach, train, and prepare
their crews for the ship warfare mission,
The benefits of canceling each report
would also be muitiplied since countless
daily feeder reports are also elimi-
nated.?? Best of all, eyeball contact
would be increased between those sub-
mitting and receiving reports. Key
people on the ship would have the
freedom to get out around the working
and living areas to relate daily to the
technicians, supervisors, and junior
officers.

As the effect of costed information
becomes felt within the naval bureau-
cracy, the efficacy and usefulness of
exception reporting will be realized.
Reqular operating costs and data can be
estimated or retrieved from data files,
Management should be interested in
taking lessons from better or worse than
expected conditions, reported only by
exception. Sampling theory also re-
quires emphasis in the fleet as the 5
percent sample report does yield worth-
while and useful information,

A k & k %k k &

The naval officer, much like his
civilian managerial counterpart, must
look to ways of increasing officer and
crew member productivity to meet the
mission requirements of the organiza-
tion. An effective first step is education
in fundamental management principles,
price of information, penalty costs, op-
portunity loss, and reporting methods
that emphasize exception reporting
techniques and sampling theories. A
viable reports control management
method will go far in restoring our
professional image and enhancing com-
bat readiness.

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol27/iss3/9
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Paper-work will ruin any military force.
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