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Abstract 

Although the U.S. Navy has schools that enable boot camp graduates to complete the 

Sailorization process and transforms them into active-duty service members, life skills 

training that focuses on developing resiliency and toughness in new accessions and 

preparing them for the rigors and demands of service in afloat naval commands does not 

exist.  Similarly, during periods of lengthy maintenance for afloat naval commands 

sailors’ ability to perform their tasks in the scope of their trained occupational specialty is 

challenged.  Maintenance availability periods are a vulnerable time for first-term enlisted 

sailors, and their mentorship and development must become a command's priority if the 

goal is to retain trained personnel.  This mixed methods study analyzed first-term enlisted 

sailor retention for ashore and afloat commands and emphasized the effect periods of 

constant maintenance had on retention.  The second phase of research included analysis 

of interview transcripts for sailors and ombudsman in Mayport and Norfolk, eliciting 

feedback that may stimulate recognition from military policymakers.  Findings show that 

afloat command maintenance availabilities greater than 180 consecutive days negatively 

impact retention and surprisingly, retention for first-term enlisted sailors assigned to 

afloat commands yielded higher retention than ashore commands.  A textual analysis of 

the challenges identified by sailors added depth to the quantitative findings and prompted 

the creation of a design model focused on restructuring educational systems supporting 

A-school as well as job training efforts to develop tough sailors who are resilient and 

prepared for service in a dynamic afloat command environment. 

Keywords:  reenlistment, sailor, U.S. Navy, attrition, A-school, maintenance 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Introduction and Background 

Officials who manage the operations of the United States (U.S.) military service 

branches expect 30% of their enlisted personnel will terminate active-duty service before 

contract expiration (Government Accountability Office [GAO], 2000).  Since work 

requirements continue unchanged in the immediate aftermath following sailor attrition, 

personnel who remain assume additional responsibilities to compensate for the gap 

created by former active-duty service members (Larson & Kewley, 2000).  For some 

sailors, decisions to attrite from active-duty are related to substandard performance or 

personal issues (Goldberg, 2001; Larson & Kewley, 2000).  Attrition for first-term 

enlisted sailors occurs during four timeframes: (a) before leaving home for basic training, 

(b) during basic training, (c) during advanced training, and (d) after reporting to their first 

duty assignment (Larson & Kewley, 2000). 

The first 10 years of service by personnel who have no intention of serving for 20 

years on active duty, 30% terminated their active-duty contracts (Buelow, 2010; Cohen, 

2015; GAO, 2000; Goldberg, 2001).  First-term or Zone A-enlisted sailors experience 

severe physical and emotional constraints while serving at their first duty station or 

command that have resulted in sailors changing their minds about continued service in 

the U.S. military (Lucas et al., 2008; Marshall-Mies et al., 2007).  The terms First-term 

and Zone A may be used interchangeably when referring to the enlisted naval sailor 

because “first-term members are those who are serving in their first enlistment contract” 

(NAVPERSCOM, 2010a, p. 1).  Zone A categorization groups enlisted sailors based on 

the reenlistment eligibility period, which coincides with their years of service between 0 
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and 6 (BUPERS-34, 2016).  Since initial enlistment contracts differ amongst newly 

accessed personnel, using the zone categorization method permits grouping and analysis 

of sailors who are within the same windows or periods of active-duty service for 

determining and evaluating trends in attrition or retention or the effectiveness of 

personnel policies (Rodney, 2017). 

 For those who have served since 2002, justification to terminate active-duty 

service may stem from the United States remaining at war, the utilization of non-

traditional military forces, and/or the inability to yield victories that would warrant a 

cease of military operations on every front (Cohen, 2015; Greenert, 2015).  The declining 

morale of military personnel not only affects reenlistment decisions but also represents a 

growing problem (Cohen, 2015) that deserves further examination.  Again, what causes 

declining morale in the military setting? Similarly, what role do naval leaders play in the 

enlisted sailor’s experiences and are there any challenges of their operational 

environment that impact their effectiveness?  This paper addressed these concerns, 

explored first-term enlisted naval sailor reenlistment trends during a 5-year historical 

period, advanced existing research in this field, and permitted the development of 

standardized shepherding practices of junior enlisted personnel assigned to ships that 

conduct lengthy maintenance periods. 

United States Navy Personnel and Responsibilities 

 The U.S. Navy (USN) has the unique capability to operate far from the shores of 

the continental United States (CONUS) in support of national and strategic priorities.  

Missions range from deterring and defeating aggression abroad (DON, 2015) to engaging 

with partner nations and allies to responding to humanitarian crises (The Heritage 
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Foundation, 2016).  The active and reserve personnel in the USN, including those 

assigned to the U.S. Marine Corps, operate and employ national assets, such as ships and 

aircraft, to facilitate mission accomplishment (DON, 2014).  Also, the USN maintains a 

robust civilian employee labor pool that provides continuity at shore-based administrative 

commands and, in some cases, is responsible for service research and development 

initiatives (Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy [DASN], 2014).  The dependence on 

people, particularly sailors, to maintain the stability of the USN is consistent with 

traditional company constructs (Cascio, 2016; Cutler, 2002; GAO, 2005).  The shipboard 

unit organizational construct, attributes of enlisted sailors, reenlistment concerns for this 

population, and the uniqueness of the shipyard environment were explored. 

 Unit organization. Personnel organization for naval vessels is hierarchical.  At 

the top of the leadership pyramid (Cutler, 2002) is the command leadership triad, 

consisting of the commanding officer (CO), executive officer (XO), and command master 

chief (CMC; U.S. Naval War College Public Affairs, 2014).  The CO assumes ultimate 

accountability and responsibility for all operations and personnel within the command 

(Chief of Naval Operations [CNO], 2012; DON, 1990).  For example, when considering 

the maintenance of installed equipment and the entire ship, the CO is expected to “foster 

and maintain a command-wide climate that reinforces quality maintenance practices that 

ensure planned and corrective maintenance is scheduled correctly and conducted in 

accordance with approved technical documentation” (COMNAVSURFPAC & 

COMNAVSURFLANT, 2016a, p. 2).  The CO also chairs the Planning Board for 

Maintenance (PB4M) and works with the ship’s maintenance representative to provide 
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the vision and priorities for repairs to be conducted by contracted personnel during 

maintenance availabilities (Fletcher, 2018; Sydow, 2008). 

The XO trains and equips the crew for all evolutions to ensure all personnel 

appropriately maintain equipment and he or she may serve as a substitute final authority 

during the CO’s absence (CNO, 2012).  From a ship maintenance standpoint, the XO is to 

“assist the CO in fostering and maintaining a command climate that reinforces quality 3-

M [maintenance and material management] practices” (COMNAVSURFPAC & 

COMNAVSURFLANT, 2016a, p. 3).  Specifically, the XO as the 3-M manager is 

responsible for ensuring the required administrative documentation of the shipboard 

maintenance program is accurate and that the crew is maintaining a pulse on the 

effectiveness of crew-performed repairs (COMNAVSURFPAC & 

COMNAVSURFLANT, 2016a).  The XO mentors and works directly with department 

heads (DHs) and division officers (DIVOs) to ensure their personnel are planning for, 

appropriately documenting, and safely conducting shipboard maintenance operations 

(CNO, 2012; Sydow, 2008). 

The CMC directly oversees senior enlisted leader management of the enlisted 

population workforce (CNO, 2012).  In terms of maintaining the ship, the CMC verifies 

his/her group of Chief Petty Officers (CPOs), commonly referred to as The Mess, are 

providing the leadership to junior sailors or those responsible for performing work to 

satisfy organizational-level maintenance requirements (COMNAVSURFPAC & 

COMNAVSURFLANT, 2016a).  Additionally, the CMC is charged with ensuring 

“sailors are effectively led and developed” (CNO, 2012, pp. 3-4).  This means that DHs 

and DIVOs are encouraged to solicit and leverage the CMC’s counsel in all matters, to 
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include shipboard maintenance if such engagement would improve their effectiveness in 

leading enlisted sailors under their direct supervision. 

Regarding supervision of administrative, training, and maintenance requirements 

(CNO, 2012), the breadth and depth of engagement enlisted leaders are expected to 

provide to their sailors, is all-encompassing at the smallest organizational level.  One 

advantage of the USN unit organizational construct is that no ambiguity exists for each 

role and authorizations within respective unit commands (CNO, 2012).  Clearly defined 

expectations for each person’s roles and responsibilities leaves no uncertainty and 

permits a certain level of accountability when personnel fail to meet the mark. 

 There are two levels beneath the executive leadership triad consisting of mid-level 

management personnel who are responsible for overseeing the day-to-day operations of 

enlisted sailors.  Divisions are elements or groups of personnel who share the same 

operational specialty, and this is the most cohesive assimilation of people and talents 

(Cutler, 2002; Stavridis & Girrier, 2004).  Departments, however, are more substantial 

and comprise two or more divisions in addition to more senior personnel (CNO, 2012; 

Cutler, 2002).  An organizational structure such as a naval unit, thus, closely reflects 

Hunt’s (1991) leadership model where three distinct levels of supervisory leadership 

manage tasks, personnel capabilities, and cultural dynamics while simultaneously 

navigating demands placed on the organization by the external environment.  An 

evaluation of all levels of leadership achieving goals or objectives indicates the 

organization’s effectiveness (Hunt, 1991). 

 Under this structure, each person’s ability to perform his or her duties and 

responsibilities matters, directly influencing unit success.  For members of a U.S. military 
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service branch where the spectrum of leadership spreads across grouped levels, reaching 

from the strategic to the unit level, decisions made by leaders at all levels within the 

organization, directly influence the experiences of the active-duty USN sailors (Jacques, 

1976, 1989; Jacques & Clement, 1991).  In this study, the focused demographic is the 

enlisted sailor who answers to and accomplishes assigned tasks aimed to meet and exceed 

the command vision and missions. 

 Enlisted sailors. Before enlisted sailors report to their first duty station, these 

personnel  must first complete service indoctrination basic training, meet physical 

training requirements, become familiar with general naval knowledge and operations, and 

acquire introductory knowledge associated with their occupational specialty 

(Dzananovic, 2016; Larson & Kewley, 2000).  Occupational Specialty training is 

provided at advanced schools (i.e., A-schools) before sailors report to their first command 

(Dzananovic, 2016; Larson & Kewley, 2000).  Completing training requirements 

facilitates the establishment of a baseline level of knowledge that promotes their 

readiness and capability to serve in an afloat or sea-going unit. 

 In some cases, those who excel during the initial training pipeline may be selected 

as members of a ship that is in initial construction (i.e., that has not been commissioned 

as a United States Ship (USS; NAVPERSCOM, 2007b).  Acceptance in this program 

requires these sailors to attend a secondary indoctrination (CNO, 2010a; 

NAVPERSCOM, 2007a) that consists of no less than two additional months of training.  

This period of instruction further prepares the sailors for serving on a ship in an industrial 

environment and solidifies their role as personnel who can facilitate a ship’s transition 

and conduct sea operations upon the completion of the maintenance period.  
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 First-term enlisted assignment policy. Consistent with large organizations that 

attract junior personnel to fill entry-level positions and establish a practice that facilitates 

their professional growth, the USN has promulgated a personnel management policy for 

the first-term enlisted sailor (NAVPERSCOM, 2010a).  Assigning these sailors to ships 

or afloat commands upon completion of their training pipeline is a service priority 

(NAVPERSCOM, 2010b).  Personnel managers consider: the cost required to relocate 

the sailor and their immediate family, to a new duty station; unique family situations 

where dependents of active-duty personnel may have health conditions requiring 

specialized or dependable care; and needs of the command for specially-trained personnel 

before confirming where first-term enlisted sailors will be detailed.  This holistic 

approach to managing personnel assignments to afloat units prioritizes the needs of the 

USN and afloat units (NAVPERSCOM, 2010b). 

Senior unit leaders’ enlisted retention concerns. The time invested and cost 

incurred for training and equipping first-term enlisted personnel to become viable, 

contributing members of units has prompted senior naval leaders to develop tools that 

empower unit level managers to keep subordinate personnel engaged and amenable to 

continued active-duty service (Richardson, 2016a, 2016b).  In 2016, the naval leaders 

expanded the priority for enlisted accessions to not only improve recruitment but to also 

equip sailors with the skills and knowledge to perform well and to encourage them to 

continue to serve on active-duty (Eckert, 2016).  Similarly, when the promise of 

professional development is not enough to retain enlisted sailors, the USN has continued 

to provide non-monetary incentives (NMIs) through non-taxable benefit packages to 

encourage personnel to renew their service contracts (Buelow, 2010).  Utilization of these 
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measures to encourage personnel to renew their contracts represents reasonable measures 

to compensate sailors for their commitment to service and yields a higher return on the 

initial investment made by the naval service for personnel training and readiness. 

 Responsibilities of ship service personnel. Assignment of sailors to ships 

depends on their operational skillset (Cutler, 2002) and the needs of the USN.  Although 

sailors list their preferences for duty assignment, personnel managers have no visibility 

on a ship’s operational schedule when ordering them to fill vacant billets defined by rank 

and occupational specialty (Buelow, 2010; NAVPERSCOM, 2010b; P. Sandiford, 

personal communication, August 16, 2016; Stavridis & Girrier, 2004).  As a result, first-

term enlisted sailors may be assigned to ships that are not conducting at sea operations 

(NAVPERSCOM, 2010a). 

 Ships are like cars in that they must undergo periods of maintenance and repair if 

they are to remain available for unrestricted use for an indefinite amount of time.  To 

balance the demand for afloat naval capabilities and required maintenance, the Navy 

developed the Optimized Fleet Response Plan (OFRP; COMNAVSURFPAC & 

COMNAVSURFLANT, 2016b; GAO, 2016).  The OFRP encourages predictability of 

the unit schedule for the accomplishment of training, maintenance, and certification 

requirements and aims to enable sailors to plan for situations that may arise in their 

personal lives to balance their commitment to shipboard operations (GAO, 2016). 

 The Ship Manning Document (SMD) identifies the minimum number of 

personnel required to conduct all categories of at sea operations where installed 

equipment is utilized (Alper & Koopman, 2006; CNO, 2016).  There is no difference in 

ship manning requirements when the unit conducts at sea operations or lengthy shipyard 
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maintenance availabilities.  Such activities, other than watchstanding, such as 

administration, training, maintenance, and miscellaneous requirements are considered 

when determining the personnel work week hourly estimate (Alper & Koopman, 2006).  

Utilizing this all-encompassing workforce assessment ensures afloat units are financially 

equipped to accomplish any mission regardless of the fiscal environment.  Alper and 

Koopman (2006) think that although naval activities specify the requirements necessary 

to achieve assigned tasking, dependence for financial resources remains until 

requirements are resourced in their entirety thereby creating situations where naval 

leaders must decide where they are willing to incur risk from not meeting minimum 

standards. 

If a ship is conducting a maintenance period greater than 180 days or up to 32-

months, similar to nuclear-powered aircraft carriers during their mid-life refueling 

(Yardley, Kallimani, Schank & Grammich, 2008), there is a potential these sailors could 

complete their entire prescribed sea tour (PST; NAVPERSCOM, 2010a, 2007a) in an 

industrial environment.  When this occurs, opportunities to experience the world during 

ship port visits are not possible with their assigned command and require these sailors to 

be temporarily redistributed to deployable units conducting at sea operations. 

Ship operational tempo. Utilization of ships to meet such priorities affects their 

scheduling and employability.  The USN has ships that are based on the coasts of 

CONUS and abroad off coasts in Japan, Guam, and Spain (GAO, 2015).  Units based 

abroad are leveraged significantly to permit the US Naval service the capability to 

provide world-wide presence to engage with partner nations, deter aggression, and 

respond to crises abroad (GAO, 2015). 
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The material condition of forward-deployed ships, however, degrades at a faster 

rate than those based stateside (GAO, 2015).  A consequence of units remaining 

operational and deployed is service members not being able to take leave from the grind 

of active-duty requirements.  For example, from FYs 2003-2006, nearly 20,000 U.S. 

Marines lost leave days because those devil dogs could not take any time off from work 

before the end of the fiscal year (McHugh, Quester, & Kimble, 2007).  Such information 

regarding the effect deployed operations has on sailors assigned to these units is 

underscored by the strategic value these platforms have when operating forward from 

CONUS. 

United States Navy Appropriations 

Aside from the personnel manning and retention concerns, operating the U.S. 

Naval forces for over a decade of war in a fiscally constrained environment has presented 

senior naval leaders with challenges of balancing ship operational budgets and the 

deferral of maintenance to maximize the number of afloat units for tasking (Balisle, 

2010).  The Global War on Terrorism (GWOT) has identified asymmetric threats across 

the globe, and the USN has been leveraged to contain and help neutralize these threats 

while maintaining a formidable stance against opposing sea powers from North Korea, 

Russian, Iran, and China (Davidson, 2016).  More than 14 years of war have resulted in 

ships remaining operational longer than original plans recommended, which increases 

opportunities for at sea operations, and maintenance periods being delayed, which 

decreases immediate upkeep costs (Greenert, 2015).  

Budget and fiscal constraints. Limited or delayed funding impacts operational 

missions.  The Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013, a.k.a. sequestration, reduced defense 
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spending and required senior USN leaders to reduce spending in the following areas: 

operations at sea or ashore, aircraft maintenance, training initiatives, advancing 

technological procurements, ship inventory, and annual funding requirements (Davidson, 

2016; Greenert, 2015).  The effects of such decisions were again experienced in 2017, 

and USN officials chose to decrease funding to afloat maintenance projects and limit 

flight hours for training in operational aviation commands so as to provide more capital 

for wartime missions (Eckstein, 2016; Snodgrass, 2014).  With nearly 70% of the Navy’s 

annual budget providing funds to support maintenance for afloat platforms (i.e., aircraft 

carriers, submarines, and conventional ships), decrements in congressional funding 

required the USN to request Overseas Contingency Operation (OCO) funding so 

deployable capabilities would be outfitted and equipped to fulfill their commitments 

(Davidson, 2016).  In such cases, naval service budgetary requirements were insufficient 

to meet the need and continued deployment of naval units required the USN to incur risk. 

 Deferred maintenance. Maintenance for ships and aircraft are deferred to lessen 

immediate financial obligations (Greenert, 2015).  The unintended consequence when 

these platforms operate without repair is more rapid wear and tear.  These conditions 

require rescheduled maintenance periods to be longer and address growth work, and the 

cost exceeds original estimates for the initial contracted availability (Eckstein, 2016; 

Martin et al., 2017). 

 New, unskilled workforces employed at shipyards contracted to perform 

maintenance on USN ships compound the effect delayed maintenance has on a ship’s 

return to at sea operations (Boyce, 2018; Davidson, 2016; Martin et al., 2017).  Their lack 

of experience makes repairs take longer than when performed by older, retired shipyard 
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workforce personnel (Davidson, 2016).  Reliance on a contracted workforce that 

historically causes delays in completing authorized work results in ships spending more 

time in a shipyard environment and sailors attached to those commands being unable to 

perform functions commensurate with their occupational specialty. 

Statement of the Problem 

The research problem for this mixed methods study is the decrease in first-term 

enlisted retention for sailors who have served in afloat commands that executed periods 

of lengthy maintenance and achieved training and certification requirements to conduct at 

sea operations (COMNAVSURFPAC & COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018).  Figure 1, a 

diagram designed by the researcher where the curved lines represent communication 

between situation participants, aims to show the connectivity of internal and external 

variables and factors influencing the outcome of a first-term enlisted sailor’s reenlistment 

decision, as theorized by Ostrom (2005). 

According to reviewed literature (GAO, 2000; Martins, 2001), 86% of all first-

term enlisted sailors terminate their contracts early or do not reenlist. Research has failed 

to show the percentage of these sailors who were assigned to certified warships and left 

gaps in the efficiency of certified units and certification processes after they were 

separated.  Certifying ships for at sea operations involves veryifying the proficiency of 

assigned personnel in the roles and responsibilities required for the unit to successfully 

execute designed mission requirements (COMNAVSURFPAC & 

COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018).  These processes establish the USN as a transactional 

organization where the cycles of  “corrective criticism, negative feedback, and negative 

reinforcement” (Boyce, 2018; Northouse, 2016, p. 171) are utilized to produce crews that 
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perform at or above minimum benchmarks required prior to deployment.  The USN is an 

example of a transactional organization that integrates institutional corporate social 

responsibility (CSR) because the roles and responsibilities of service members are 

codified in writing for each job or position, and the service compensates its personnel 

with medical, dental, retirement, and other benefits, further solidifying the positive 

reputation of the military branch (Du, Swaen, Lindgreen, & Sen, 2012).  Each naval unit 

is led by a cadre of officers and senior enlisted personnel.  In addition to providing 

mentorship and supervision to junior personnel, these leaders are responsible for 

communicating the need for crew support and participation while balancing expectations 

and correspondence with outside organizations. 

 

Figure 1. Visual Representation of USN Warship Challenges 
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Some first-term enlisted sailors are assigned to a USN certified ship that is not 

capable of getting underway and conducting at sea operations.  In such cases, there is a 

potential for some first-term enlisted sailors to be assigned to a certified ship that is 

conducting a maintenance availability and cannot get underway for the duration of their 

assignment or prescribed sea tour (PST).  Naval personnel are trained to be team-oriented 

and believe in themselves, peers, and that the command will influence their success 

(Chen & Bliese, 2002).  However, when first-tour junior sailors experience 

demonstrations of poor leadership from officers or senior enlisted leaders who are also 

products of scant leadership training in service schools and on-the-job training (OJT), 

decreased morale may result  in vocalized concerns regarding the ship and crew’s ability 

to successfully achieve the next milestone (Larson & Kewley, 2000; Martins, 2001; 

Pflanz & Ogle, 2006).  In 2014, then Commander Snodgrass of the USN surmised that 

the balance between attrition and retention is cyclical and predictable when evaluated 

with predictive factors (Snodgrass, 2014). 

Again, the problem reviewed involved the impact of service on certified ships 

conducting lengthy maintenance periods or those surged to mitigate the decremented 

presence caused by ships extended in maintenance on first-term enlisted sailor retention.  

Investigating this problem assists senior officers who are looking for ways to shape and 

prepare the U.S. Naval forces through a transformative lens and confirms the need to 

modify or create policy and processes designed to mitigate or alleviate future challenges 

that affect the first-term enlisted sailor population while simultaneously exploring 

avenues that promote mentorship, coaching, and training initiatives targeted at positively 

affecting the junior population's retention (Luzinski, 2011).  The mixed methods 
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approach was effective in obtaining an improved understanding of the problem of 

assigning first-term enlisted sailors to afloat commands that conduct lengthy maintenance 

(Koskey & Stewart, 2014; Mertens, 2010). 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this mixed methods study was to determine if requirements 

necessary to certify ships for at sea operations, which involves conducting lengthy 

maintenance periods, affects the attrition of first-term enlisted sailors (Cameron, 2009; 

Koskey & Stewart, 2013).  The researcher used a mixed methods approach to collect data 

in support of answering the research questions.  The USN continues to incur the cost to 

train and equip volunteers for military service (Dzananovic, 2016; GAO, 1981).  Ideally, 

all accessed personnel would complete their initial service obligation and renew their 

contract for a minimum of one additional term, which ranges from 3-4 years (Rodney, 

2017).  Upon reenlistment, the sailor’s command and ultimately the U.S. Naval service 

organization reaps the benefits of military work experiences and the potential for a 

satisfactory return on investment (ROI). 

 This mixed methods study further assessed if first-term enlisted sailors terminate 

their service contracts early or choose not to renew them because of exigent 

circumstances or situations caused by external variables (Ostrom, 2005).  Unlike other 

military organizations, the USN has ships that require assistance from shipyard facilities 

to complete depot-level maintenance.  Often, sailors cannot perform at full capacity in 

their trained specialty when the ship equipment is removed or deactivated (CNO, 2010b; 

GAO, 1977; Stanford, 2018).  The anticipated outcome of this research based on the 

analysis and integration of quantitative and qualitative research confirmed that 
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reenlistment statistics for first-term enlisted personnel during maintenance availabilities 

were unique, requiring a revision of enlisted sailors’ first-term service policy.  The results 

further confirmed that the attrition of first-term enlisted sailors assigned to afloat units, 

who conduct maintenance in contracted shipyards, differs from predicted retention of 

their peers who were projected to transfer to an afloat or ashore command following 

reenlistment and did not serve under similar conditions. Moreover, the results advance 

the understanding of the requirements necessary to certify ships for at sea operations.  

Thus, conducting lengthy maintenance periods has an effect on the attrition of first-term 

enlisted sailors (Cameron, 2009; Lien, McHugh, & Gregory, 2006). 

Research Questions 

 Balancing the need to retain talented sailors, in whom officials of the USN have 

invested a significant portion of congressional funding in training and compensating for 

their labor, with the conduct of lengthy maintenance availabilities for afloat commands 

demands further investigation.  For this mixed methods study, five primary research 

questions were analyzed using historical retention percentages for first-term enlisted 

sailors from FYs 2012-2017.  The study involved examining first-term enlisted sailor 

retention through the lens of shipyard maintenance availabilities and transactional and 

transformational concepts (Cameron, 2009).  Each research question was developed to 

integrate findings from the quantitative data obtained during the six stages of data 

collection with qualitative data received during the seventh stage.  Additionally, research 

question development occurred during the dissertation proposal stage when the researcher 

anticipated information would be collected during all seven phases of research, yield both 

quantitative and qualitative data, and contribute to research question determinations.   
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RQ1. Does the timeframe for a ship’s maintenance availability impact first-term 

enlisted sailor retention? 

RQ2. How does first-term enlisted sailor retention compare for ashore and afloat 

commands? 

RQ3. Is there a difference in retention between first-term enlisted sailors assigned 

to units based in the continental United States (CONUS) and those assigned abroad? 

RQ4. Do retention rates for sailors with the same occupational specialty remain 

consistent for any ashore or afloat command assignment? 

RQ5. Does separation of first-term enlisted personnel for disciplinary or medical 

reasons increase when units conduct lengthy maintenance periods? 

Aim of the Study 

Exploratory research serves to identify causes of problems that may encourage 

further research or organizational decision maker action (Sparks, n.d.).  Using a mixed 

methods study design permits a balanced approach to exploratory research where 

quantitative and qualitative data is collected by a researcher (Koskey & Stewart, 2013; 

Mertens, 2010).  When this occurs, the resultant findings and recommended solutions are 

strengthened and evaluated as a quality product by scholars (Mertens, 2010).  The aim of 

this mixed methods study was twofold.  First, research for first-term enlisted sailor 

retention was expanded to address the impact afloat maintenance has on decisions to 

continue serving on active-duty.  Second, if the analysis of collected data yield 

correlations between attrition and service on ships that are temporarily relocated to an 

industrial environment, then recommendations to manage this young workforce while 

balancing service manning needs will be proposed to the U.S. Naval service (Cameron, 
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2009).  The Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) framework, which was 

selected as a conceptual model to guide the research study, permitted the examination of 

circumstances and situations that influence participants’ behaviors, actions, and decisions 

during a specific timeframe (“What’s Ostrom About,” n.d.). 

Additionally, the framework facilitated exploration of the problem of first-term 

enlisted sailor retention, identification of participants in the arena where the enlisted 

sailor serves and forms their perceptions of viability for future service,  and, evaluation if 

outcomes for retention and attrition differ amongst the different types of naval commands 

(i.e., ashore, afloat, or squadron; Ostrom, 2005).  Similarly, the IAD framework permitted 

evaluation of the underlying reasons that govern a first-term sailor’s reenlistment 

decision (“What’s Ostrom About,” n.d.).  The anticipated outcome of this mixed methods 

study was to substantiate undocumented concerns of shipboard leaders regarding a 

relationship between service on ships conducting lengthy maintenance periods and 

retention of first-term enlisted sailors.  Additionally, the researcher aims to provide the 

U.S. Naval service with a recommended solution to mitigate attrition of the studied 

population.  

Methodology Overview 

 A mixed methods approach was executed in seven phases to investigate the 

influence maintenance on afloat platforms has on first-term enlisted sailor retention as 

described in the purpose statement (Cameron, 2009).  During the first phase, attrition and 

retention data were analyzed for all first-term enlisted sailors assigned to every category 

of USN command from Fiscal Year (FY) 2012-2017.  The remaining phases of data 

collection resulted in the collection and analysis of historical data aimed to answer the 
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research questions and facilitate evaluation of first-term enlisted sailor retention statistics 

(Cameron, 2009).  The researcher contracted independent research consultants to 

strengthen, validate, and check the accuracy of the interpretations for qualitative and 

quantitative data collected for this mixed methods study (Cameron, 2009). 

Definition of Relevant Terms 

 Accessed personnel. Those who have completed the initial basic training 

requirement known as boot camp, and been transformed from a civilian to a U.S. Naval 

service member in only six weeks (Pinelis & Huff, 2014; Rodney, 2017). 

Accession. The completion of the first phase of indoctrination training before 

becoming a member of an active afloat or ashore command by personnel on active-duty 

in the U.S. naval force (Rodney, 2017). 

 Afloat command. A ship, submarine, or air squadron detachment, platform, and 

crews assigned to combatant and non-combatant units that are capable of deploying 

(CNO, 2012). 

Ashore command. A group of naval personnel organized as a unit that is not 

permanently embarked in a platform, such as a ship or submarine, that deploys or 

conducts maintenance.  

Certify ships for at sea operations. The process of verifying a unit and crew’s 

preparedness to deploy abroad (COMNAVSURFPAC & COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018). 

First-term sailor. “Someone serving in an initial enlistment or extension of the 

first enlistment” (NAVPERSCOM, 2006, p. 1). 
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Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request. A process that promotes 

knowledge sharing by submitting an electronic request to the appropriate custodian of 

Navy proprietary information (U.S. Navy, 2019). 

Navy Personnel Command (NPC). The personnel management headquarters for 

the U.S. Navy where detailing assignments and board adjudications that impact a service 

member's active and reserve status, next position, and career longevity are determined 

(Cutler, 2002; Drewry, 1998; Stavridis & Girrier, 2004). 

Non-rated personnel/undesignated. Sailors who do not possess a rate, 

designation, or occupational specialty upon completion of boot camp and basic accession 

training (Ferree, 2003; NAVPERSCOM, 2018). 

Ombudsman. A spouse of active duty or naval reserve personnel who volunteers 

to support the command by serving as a bridge of communications between senior 

shipboard leaders and the families, keeping all parties informed of individual or unit 

needs, status, and events (CNO, 2007). 

Operations tempo (OPTEMPO).  Evolutions, mission, or tasking accomplished 

by a U.S. Naval warship when underway, at sea (Cutler, 2002; Fletcher, 2018). 

Assumptions 

A multiphase mixed methods study design was chosen for this dissertation 

research project so that “the weaknesses of each form” of quantitative and qualitative 

data would be mitigated (Creswell, 2014, p. 15).  The assumption that a mixed 

methods methodology using secondary data generates higher quality and larger datasets 

that are “more representative of the target population” and allow ”for greater validity and 

more generalizable findings" is based on quantitative data supported by qualitative 
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interview data (Johnston, 2014, p. 624).  Using this research methodology facilitated a 

deeper understanding of situations, such as first-term enlisted sailor retention and unit 

maintenance data (Creswell, 2014). 

Secondary data collection permits a researcher to utilize historical information 

and data gathered by the original researcher to investigate a new problem (Choy, 

2014; Johnston, 2014).  The assumption that historical data from FYs 2012-2017 reveals 

retention statistics associated with afloat command maintenance data are supported by 

interview data from active-duty personnel and ombudsman collected in 2017.  When 

collectively analyzed, 30% of new accessions are shown to terminate their contract early 

and 86% of first-term enlisted personnel separate and do not renew their contracts and 

reenlist (GAO, 2000; Martins, 2001).  These methodology assumptions were supported 

based on the results of the mixed methods analysis supported by scholarly literature 

providing a greater understanding of factors affecting first-term enlisted sailor retention. 

Assignment to an afloat command, which is a combatant or non-combatant unit 

that is waterborne and not stationary on land, is challenging (Chowbay, 2018; CNO, 

2012).  As enlisted sailors abstain from reenlisting in the USN because of physical and 

emotional constraints stemming from unmet expectations (when shipboard experiences 

resultant from assigned duties and responsibilities do not align with their expectations), 

challenges emerge to keep personnel motivated and engaged in the workplace (Lucas et 

al., 2008; Marshall-Mies et al., 2007; Martins, 2001).  Thus, a sailor’s dissatisfaction with 

shipboard life experiences is applied to their assessment of a naval military lifestyle, 

satisfaction with active-duty service, and career reenlistment intentions (Wilcove, 2006). 
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Periodically, there are occurrences when ship maintenance is outside of the crew's 

capability and requires outsourcing to qualified, contracted, industrial personnel who are 

employed by shipyards or marine engineering firms (CNO, 2010).  An assumption about 

the readiness of sailors to perform quality maintenance is based on their achievement of 

the basic craftsman certification, which is governed by the shipboard 3-M training and 

qualification program (COMNAVSURFPAC & COMNAVSURFLANT, 2016a).  Before 

a sailor participates in the 3-M program, it is expected that “initial skill training...intended 

to introduce a recruit to the basics of an operational rating so that he may contribute to 

fleet operations” is completed and rudimentary knowledge is retained (GAO, 1981, p. 

1).  Although these measures are in place, there is a growing sentiment in public opinion 

that the USN is failing to prepare its recruits for the demands of shipboard life, which 

require a balance of successful completion of training, maintenance, and certification 

requirements that validate a command’s preparedness to support warfighting operations 

(Chowbay, 2018; Fletcher, 2018).  Similarly, senior naval leaders and scholars have 

identified a need “to boost its sailors’ ability to perform more maintenance work on the 

ship without outside assistance” (Eckstein, 2017a, para. 4). 

Limitations, Delimitations, and Personal Biases 

 Study limitations, delimitations, and researcher biases are explained to provide 

support to the scope of the study.  Although not directly related to the breadth of data 

collected, to achieve the seven phases of data collection, the researcher obtained the 

appropriate points of contact (POC).  For researchers with no USN affiliation, contact 

information for those with access to data required for scholarly research was only 

obtained after first submitting a detailed Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request to 
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the USN accompanied by an approved Institutional Review Board (IRB) letter and data 

collection plan.  This action resulted in the researcher being referred to the appropriate 

data custodian personnel.  A complete list of POCs required for each phase of data 

collection processes was solidified. 

Limitations 

 Limitations of this study are threefold.  First, because the U.S. Naval service has 

units assigned to geographic locations across the globe and each is at various stages of 

training, certification, and operations, the period for reenlistment data was limited to 5 

years, so as to narrow the scope of this mixed method study to a reasonably achievable 

research goal.  No original survey or interview questionnaire was used to pilot-test or 

conduct this study.  Only survey and interview responses collected by the USN were 

utilized to facilitate a more in-depth interpretation of reenlistment statistics.  Third, a 

consequence of using survey and interview response data from the USN is that the 

researcher could neither shape nor influence those invited to participate in these forms of 

data collection and questions posed to solicit their response.  These limitations narrowed 

the pool of available active-duty personnel studied in this research project and resulted in 

a manageable quantity of participants for independent researchers to analyze. 

Delimitations 

 Considering afloat sailors’ situational experiences differ and may occur in varying 

contexts, measures were taken to ensure collected data adequately addressed the five 

research questions.  For example, quantitative data analyzed included only 5-year period 

reenlistment statistics from each type of naval command where Zone A sailors were 

assigned.  This sample allowed for the comparison of retention and attrition based on the 
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command type.  Additionally, maintenance availability scheduling for the five years 

studied identified whether afloat units were scheduled for shipyard contracted 

maintenance periods and their duration.  Use of this data will permit comparison of afloat 

units that remained in an operational status for a 12-month period with those that could 

not conduct at sea operations due to inactivity resultant from systems rendered inoperable 

as a result of maintenance or repair.  Lastly, using existing survey research or interview 

data from the USN expands the opportunity for the service and researcher to learn from 

and interpret respondent feedback while decreasing data collection time requirements to 

conduct a mixed-methods study (Cameron, 2009).  It was expected that synthesis and 

analysis of the themes from the qualitative data and stats from the quantitative data would 

have resulted in a more comprehensive and robust study. 

Researcher Bias 

 The researcher, presently serving as a nuclear-trained Surface Warfare Officer 

(SWO), has been an active duty USN naval officer for more than 17 years and is familiar 

with the organizational mission, structure, and culture.  SWOs are known for serving as 

the leaders of junior afloat crew members of naval ships.  As such, this affiliation yields 

the highest potential for the introduction of personal biases for this research project.  

However, the researcher’s experiences in the Navy Nuclear Propulsion Program (NNPP) 

have shaped her perspectives and appreciation for the necessity of proper maintenance of 

equipment, personnel training, and the development of knowledgeable sailors to perform 

beyond their preconceived limitations (NNSA, n.d.).  This researcher’s appreciation for 

the processes associated with the NNPP shaped recommendations to resolve problems 

linked to the management of first-term enlisted sailors who are assigned to afloat units in 
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the USN.  The views in this dissertation are of the author and do not necessarily represent 

the views of the DoD or its components.  Neither the Department of the Navy nor any 

other component of the DoD has approved, endorsed, or authorized this product. 

 Transforming military affiliation bias into strength. Despite the potential for 

bias, long-term affiliation with the USN and low-grade senior leader status as a 

Commander with 17 years of service provided the author with greater in-depth 

knowledge about the intricacies and challenges of active-duty naval service than a 

civilian researcher.  Such dynamics can also provide an advantage to the doctoral 

candidate.  With this in mind, the researcher identified several reasons for first-term 

enlisted retention to be the focus of this dissertation in practice.  First, the researcher 

experienced how the success of an afloat command is genuinely dependent on the 

behaviors and productivity of enlisted personnel.  If the goal is to retain sailors who are 

trained, it is imperative for the U.S. Naval service to become aware of all factors leading 

towards first-term enlisted sailor attrition. 

 Second, the researcher previously served as a CO for a coastal patrol craft crew of 

28 personnel where the loss of one person had the potential of degrading the unit’s ability 

to perform the designed missions.  Between August 2015 and August 2018, the 

researcher served on a shore command staff and learned that personnel challenges had 

intensified in the naval fleet.  The researcher is preparing for an afloat assignment and 

aims to improve her awareness of current challenges and concerns of the enlisted 

population before reporting for duty.  This knowledge may emerge based on the research 

conducted in support of this study and empower the researcher to mitigate future 

challenges by making additional suggestions to the more senior leaders of the USN. 
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 Third, this researcher has served at nuclear and conventional commands that 

conducted periods of maintenance in a shipyard environment.  When required to lead 

through the unfamiliar territory of an extended maintenance operation, frustration and 

concerns from unit-level leaders and crew are common occurrences.  The study 

investigated retention trends in both the conventional and nuclear naval communities.  

Should research findings identify practices or processes available in the nuclear 

community that are not utilized in the conventional Navy that could benefit the fleet, the 

results will be shared with senior leaders of the USN.   

 Fourth, during the author’s upcoming afloat command assignment, the 

requirement to lead her crew during a lengthy maintenance period in a shipyard 

environment is a possibility.  Even if the recommendations anticipated for this study are 

not accepted by senior naval leadership nor result in a change of the first-term enlisted 

sailor’s assignment policy, this study will prepare the author as a future member of an 

afloat unit’s leadership triad to foster an organizational climate designed to facilitate a 

first-term enlisted sailor’s success.  Alternatives for the management of first-term enlisted 

sailors will mitigate discovered concerns and maximize opportunities for their 

professional growth and development when their ship conducts a maintenance period 

longer than 180 days. 

 Peer debriefer. To further remove personal bias from this dissertation project, 

findings were representative of the researcher’s interpretation of the quantitative and 

coded qualitative data.  Even though interview transcripts were obtained from the USN 

the author had no contact with the participants and could not influence the presentation 

nor interviewee understanding of questions to meet research needs of the researcher.  A 
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peer-debriefer who is not filtered through the researcher’s personal biases or naval 

experiences, was solicited to provide a review of the plans that led to the interpretation of 

findings, results, and potential solutions.  Once reviewed and verified, the aviation 

scholar who served as an enlisted Marine for 12 years provided a brief analysis. 

 Furthermore, the researcher initially expected to utilize the services of enlisted 

sailor data analysts employed by Naval Personnel Command (NPC) to verify correct 

interpretation of the 5-years of reenlistment data.  Their qualification to serve in this 

capacity stems from the fact that these analysts are the custodians of the data and 

introduced the researcher to one who is well versed in the policies that affect and shape 

enlisted sailor manning in the naval fleet.  This referred analyst helped the researcher 

confirm enlisted manning policy changes enacted during the five-year studied period.  

The researcher was committed to obtaining at least one civilian peer reviewer without 

recent military affiliation.  Obtained assistance permitted the researcher to construct a 

clear and concise Dissertation in Practice for readers who may not be familiar with the 

U.S. Naval service or have any military affiliation. 

Significance of the Study 

 Published research regarding the impact lengthy maintenance periods has on 

enlisted sailor retention is limited (Warner & Goldberg, 1984; Laurence, Naughton, 

Harris, 1996; Wyatt, 1999; Goldberg, 2001).  Lien’s et al. (2006) study explored the 

effect monetary benefits for sea duty service had on first-term enlisted sailor retention.  It 

recommended to senior naval leadership that methods to improve reenlistment decisions 

should address a sailor’s pay, their unit’s deployment schedule, and/or an individual’s 

service contract length.  Literature searches identified an absence of studies that focused 
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on the climate and work experience of sailors at the unit level (Lien et al., 2006) during 

maintenance overhauls and how such conditions contribute to their reenlistment 

decisions. 

 With this in mind, this doctoral project is the first scholarly research to address 

the gaps in research for correlations between ship maintenance and first-term enlisted 

sailor retention. Analysis of historical attrition and retention data from the Navy’s 

Personnel headquarters, combined with the results of survey research, facilitated a 

comprehensive analysis of the problem.  The USN relies heavily on the shipyard 

workforce to conduct maintenance availabilities, and researchers predict the service’s 

dependence will increase by over 30% in future years (Eckstein, 2017b).  The GAO 

(2018) predicted the USN would experience procurement challenges while working to 

grow fleet capacity to 355 ships.  Thus, the study results are not only relevant but have 

the potential to immediately influence naval service policy and management practices for 

first-term enlisted personnel and ultimately the high attrition trends of these sailors (Kraft 

& Furlong, 2015). 

Significance of the Study to Naval Leadership  

 The mixed methods design aimed to examine the correlation between afloat or 

ship maintenance on first-term enlisted sailor retention.  The first phase of exploratory 

analysis emerged problems and themes that, in turn, shaped second phase research, which 

focused on applying processes to mitigate or lessen observed Phase One challenges 

(Cameron, 2009).  Cameron (2009) stated the occurrence of studies that include 

quantitative and qualitative analyses is increasing.  A convergent mixed methods study 

begins with either qualitative and quantitative phases and using the results to inform a 
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subsequent phase where findings are examined holistically to provide a quality product 

with a clear articulation of solutions to studied problems (Creswell, 2014; Koskey & 

Stewart, 2014; Mertens, 2010).  

 Findings from mixed method analysis may help junior officers at the unit level 

understand more about their role and the tools available to help them understand junior 

sailors’ personal and professional situations, enabling them to better train junior sailors 

under their charge (Snodgrass, 2014).  Similarly, findings from mixed method analysis 

may help senior officers understand challenges experienced by fleet personnel that are 

affecting reenlistment stats and behaviors that result in service contract expiration before 

the term length is met (Larson & Kewley, 2000).  It may also encourage a review and 

revision of policies governing first-term enlisted sailor career management practices 

(NAVPERSCOM, 2010a, 2010b).  Contemplation of newly identified organizational 

challenges and the subsequent development and pursuit of initiatives intended to mitigate 

or remove problems would further characterize the USN as a transformational 

organization (Northouse, 2016).  Results from the mixed methods analysis, detailing and 

training policies for first-term enlisted personnel, specifically those assigned to ships 

conducting maintenance availabilities greater than 180 days, may be evaluated for 

revision.  Modifications to current policy for the assignment of such sailors may improve 

the overall operation of the USN and effectiveness of command leadership teams 

responsible for their professional development (NAVPERSCOM, 2010b). 

Role of Military Leadership-Related Studies 

 In this study, the transformational and transactional leadership styles and tenants 

of charisma, authenticity, morality, and reflective practice were explored in the military 
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context.  As the USN continues to be employed in support of wartime missions and 

strategic priorities, the unit level leaders who interact daily with sailors will serve as the 

liaison between the crew and senior naval leaders.  Much research (Anton et al., 2016; 

Conner, Boivin, Packnett, Toolin and Cowan, 2016; Snodgrass, 2014) has confirmed that 

these leaders are responsible for helping junior personnel understand and successfully 

navigate through the challenges and stress commensurate with the support of deployed or 

stateside operational commitments.  Many authors (Brown, 2015; Chung et al., 2011; 

Sargent, 2012) over the last decade have reported that active-duty engaged unit level 

leaders have been equipped to teach subordinate personnel to become resilient and not 

permit stressors, challenges, or demands to consume their thoughts or negatively 

influence their decision-making.  Such engaged leadership will promote the enlisted 

sailors’ confidence, commitment to the organization, and unit stability (Cascio, 2016; 

Luthans, Norman, Avolio, & Avery, 2008).  Lieutenant Commander Knox’s (1915, para 

2) assessment of the state of the USN in 1915, months prior to the start of World War I 

(WWI), rings true in 2019: 

The Navy is comprehending with greater clearness every day, that a fleet is 

something more than a mere collection of ships; that a bare “ship for ship” 

superiority over a possible enemy is not a guarantee of victory; that before ships 

are ready to go into action, no matter how efficient individually, they must be 

welded into a body, whose various members can be well controlled from a single 

source and can act collectively as a unit free from embarrassing internal friction; 

and that the problem of the proper utilization of the abilities to steam and to 
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shoot--that is, the problem of command--is not only less elementary but also 

much more difficult of solution than any yet undertaken by us. 

 It is the responsibility of command leadership to be aware of and actively pursue 

resolution of factors that contribute to internal friction within their units or distract 

personnel from accomplishing personal and professional tasks that are necessary and 

contribute to a collective warfighting readiness.  When all shipboard leaders understand 

their responsibility as leaders and are committed to demonstrating what they expect 

subordinate personnel to emulate,  they will sow seeds of pride and increased morale that 

may fuel commitment and affect retention of trained and qualified personnel. 

 Again, if ship crew members are to reflect the beliefs and morals of the naval 

service, they must first see it demonstrated by those who lead them (Drewry, 1998; 

Rozanova et al., 2015).  When command or divisional leadership teams prioritize 

operations above training and professional development of junior personnel, there is a 

potential for a crew’s productivity and technical or tactical prowess to degrade, 

establishing conditions that foster a toxic culture (Gallus, Walsh, VanDriel, Gouge, & 

Antolic, 2013; Snodgrass, 2014).  To avoid such situations, it is recommended unit 

leaders consider participating in additional case research that involves evaluating the 

demands of operational requirements and the necessity to conduct unit-level training for 

leaders and administer training objectives in person to maximize participant receptivity to 

ensure concepts are understood and embraced by all members of a diverse command 

(Cameron, 2009; Cascio, 2016; English, 2012; Lau, 2012). 
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Active Duty Naval Officer and Researcher 

 In April 2018 while attending a naval training course, the researcher was 

informed that the problem facing many shipboard leaders is that they fail to plan or 

consider the impact prolonged maintenance periods will have on the readiness of their 

personnel and their preparedness to return the ship to at sea operations.  Exploring the 

problems and challenges commensurate with leading a crew through such conditions has 

further prepared this researcher to train command leaders under her charge to lead first-

term enlisted sailors through an uncharacteristic shipyard experience where disciplinary 

problems and high attrition are not common outcomes.  The researcher expects that 

taking an interdisciplinary approach to identifying the main problem and its causes may 

result in well-rounded and relevant solutions that can be implemented in all conventional 

U.S. Naval units. 

Summary 

  The USN is an organization that relies on people to operate its deployable 

capabilities required for accomplishing strategic priorities.  High attrition of first-term 

enlisted sailors is a concern and a subject of published research.  However, analysis of 

enlisted sailor retention, through the lens of ship maintenance periods greater than 180 

days  has never been done before.  In this study, raw retention and attrition data for all 

first-term enlisted sailors during five years will be analyzed to determine if the 

maintenance situation is unique and varies from other naval command environments.  

Should the data analysis support the hypothesis, the study will conclude with a 

recommendation to develop a program that carefully manages the career of first-term 
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sailors assigned to ships temporarily relocated to a shipyard environment, ensuring that 

they remain upwardly mobile and gainfully employed. 

 It is entirely possible that the researcher of this study, who is an active-duty naval 

officer, may be required to lead a ship and crew tasked to conduct an extended 

maintenance period.  The goal was to not only develop a plan that would encourage the 

success of sailors under her charge but also standardize a program that may be 

implemented fleet-wide.  In summary, it is anticipated that the benefits of the study 

results and subsequent recommendation to the U.S. Naval service regarding first-term 

enlisted sailor career management would warrant consideration by senior naval 

leadership for future implementation.   
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

 U.S. Navy ships are crewed by highly talented people who are employable in the 

civilian sector (Goldberg, 2001; Richardson, 2016a, 2016b).  Despite voluntarily joining 

the service to achieve personal or professional goals, cases exist where the demands of 

the job discourage the members from fulfilling their original contract or terminating 

service at the earliest opportunity (GAO, 2005).  The purpose of this mixed methods 

study was to determine if requirements necessary to certify ships for at sea operations that 

involve conducting lengthy maintenance periods affect the attrition of first-term enlisted 

sailors (Cameron, 2009).  In Chapter 2, the literature is divided into five sections to 

expose the reader to: (a) characteristics and challenges experienced by an all-volunteer 

military force; (b) fundamentals of the USN organizational setting and culture of ships; 

(c) ship maintenance requirements and capabilities that are outside the scope of military 

ship personnel; (d) leadership concepts and models applicable to the military community; 

and, (e) an institutional analysis framework. 

All-Volunteer Military Force 

 Since 1973 when the draft was rescinded, the U.S. military has depended on 

qualified people to volunteer and serve in the various branches of service (Jones & 

Stigler, 1995; Wong, Bliese, & McGurk, 2003).  In the USN, the minimum number of 

people who must join each year, or accessions, is determined with consideration of 

personnel end strength demand (Rodney, 2017).  It is expected that not all gains will 

serve on active duty for 20 years, and the end strength number incorporates planned 

personnel losses (i.e., those who do not renew their service contract or have medical 
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problems that prevent continued service).  When the civilian job market is viable and the 

USN is experiencing challenges with meeting recruitment goals, accession requirements 

have been waived or modified to widen the range of eligibility to those who are not high 

school graduates or performed poorly on entrance exams (Laurence et al., 1996).  In this 

section, reasons why civilians join the USN, terminate their contracts, and the basis for 

the service’s shrinking force will be explored. 

Reasons For Voluntary Service 

 Those who serve in the U.S. military, and particularly the USN, may be 

categorized as a microcosm of society.  Often, their life mirrors that of other civilians and 

their past personal decisions may have resulted in an activity that contradicts service core 

values, requiring a waiver before approval for service is obtained (Larson & Kewley, 

2000).  Alternatively, they may have a medical condition, such as asthma, that requires 

special approval before they are authorized to serve (Larson & Kewley, 2000).  For these 

cases, which are only minor obstacles that must be overcome, it is the sailor’s reasons for 

joining that fuels their sustained motivation to continue with the application process. 

 Family background. A study conducted in 1995 where 100 minority Naval 

officers were interviewed, 88 of whom identified themselves as African American, 

discovered a key theme among participants:  the influence or demonstration of their 

parents who were enlisted naval veterans encouraged them to join the military service 

(Code, 1966; Jones & Stidler, 1995).  Although the researcher did not interview the 

enlisted population for this study, this information is relevant and confirms that family 

member affiliation has influenced descendants’ decisions to join the all-volunteer military 

force.  Since the 1995 African American naval officer study, the veteran population has 
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declined and as of December 2010 resulted in nearly a 50% decrement in new accessions 

that had a veteran family member (Krug, 2016), presenting a challenge for U.S. military 

forces.  Thus, funded resources such as Junior Reserve Officer Training Corps (JROTC) 

units in high schools are being leveraged to expose young people to the benefits of 

military service (Krug, 2016) before they are of age to maximize participation in the 

civilian workforce. 

 Benefit packages. Military service is appealing because it offers a regular salary 

and benefits that are not typical of the majority of civilian jobs.  These benefits, such as 

free healthcare, non-taxable housing, subsistence allowances, and reduced childcare 

programs are known as non-monetary incentives and comprise Regular Military 

Compensation (RMC; Buelow, 2010; Rodney, 2017).  Each benefit, other than 

healthcare, correlates to a service member's rank or seniority (Rodney, 2017).  For 

example, junior enlisted personnel would pay less for the same child care service 

received by senior officers.  Such practices create a baseline standard of living for all 

military personnel, regardless of their time in service or educational background.   

 Travel. Members of the U.S. Armed Forces are deployed from the CONUS in 

support of Presidential strategic objectives and diplomatic relations (Kreps, 2008).  For 

example, in FY 2009, the average cost to travel and serve in a deployed unit to include 

training and deployment costs incurred before and during the operation, above basic 

entitlements, is estimated at $85,470 per sailor (DON, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c).  During 

these assignments, military personnel may rest for some time in or near their deployed 

area of operations.  The USN capitalizes on such occurrences and advertises to potential 

recruits that by joining the USN maritime warfighting force, sailors can travel and see the 
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world (Riley, 2017).  As a result, U.S. civilians, even from landlocked regions of the US, 

apply to serve in the USN. 

 Professional development. From the onset, enlisted or officer new accessions 

attend formalized training and periodic schooling continues throughout their career.  The 

USN is committed to ensuring enlisted recruits are empowered to succeed from day one 

of their military service journeys.  That is why following indoctrination training, their 

first schools provide instruction in their occupational specialty and confirm each member 

achieves the minimum fitness requirements (Chowbay, 2018; Cutler, 2002; Dzananovic, 

2016; Larson & Kewley, 2000).  Non-rated personnel, referred to as undesignated 

personnel, are sailors under their first contractual service obligation who have only 

completed boot camp and are expected to gain familiarity and understanding of their 

duties through OJT (Ferree, 2003; NAVPERSCOM, 2018).  Vocational aptitude for these 

sailors has not been consistent with that of personnel assigned to highly technical fields 

(Ferree, 2003; Rodney, 2017).  Thus, OJT requires shipboard leaders to emphasize peer-

learning by adding to preexisting requirements that aim to facilitate naval unit material 

and wartime readiness (Fletcher, 2018). 

Additionally, new initiatives, such as the rating modernization plan, seek to 

ensure the acquired skills and training received by enlisted personnel to perform their 

military jobs is recognizable and transferrable to the civilian sector (CNPPA, 2016; 

Lagrone, 2016; Riley, 2017).  This knowledge empowers the local recruiter, to highlight 

the professional development attributes of military service to those seeking exciting and 

potentially rewarding career paths. 
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 Advancement. Those sailors who welcome and embrace these formal instruction 

opportunities, continue to review the material, and allow daily execution of their 

professional duties build upon their theoretical knowledge, have the potential to fare well 

and quickly rise through the ranks.  It is often stated by those who wear the uniform: 

“Choose your rate—Choose your fate.”  This means that one’s job occupational specialty 

or rating not only impacts their quality of life when assigned to deployable commands but 

also influences opportunities to advance.  For example, ratings that require advanced 

skills are highly technical and often not full, resulting in vacancies, yielding more quotas 

than other ratings, or resulting in greater opportunities for enlisted sailors to advance 

(Rodney, 2017). 

 Again, in this “unconstrained environment” (Rodney, 2017, p. 60), there is a 

potential for no available quotas.  When this occurs, even if sailors take the written exam 

and have positive recommendations for promotion, sailors will not be selected for the 

next higher rank.  Although this may be considered a disadvantage, the potential for 

upward mobility is similar to what those employed in civilian occupations experience.  

When presenting the active-duty job opportunity to civilians, the selling point for the 

local recruiter is that hard work and determination yield the potential for significant 

financial reward and job satisfaction. 

 Educational background and solicitation purpose. At every level within the 

hierarchical organization of the military, opportunities exist for personnel to lead others 

(Hunt, 1991).  Unambiguous promotion criteria and a vetted system provide a framework 

for eligible and solid performers to advance and increase in rank and responsibility 

(Quester, Hattiangadi, Lee, Hiatt, & Shuford, 2007).  Although this benefit of service and 
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professional development is available, it is often the advertisement of funds to further 

one’s education that draws eligible recruits to pursue military service (Jones & Stigler, 

1995; Laurence et al., 1996; Simon, Negrusam & Warner, 2010).  For those who commit 

to serving on active-duty and reap the benefits of furthering their education or leading 

others, degrees or certification coupled with unique military experiences improves their 

viability for continued service and marketability for civilian employment. 

 Despite such opportunities, Teachman (2007) found that pre-service educational 

levels and organization affiliation affected a service members’ likelihood of furthering 

their education while on active duty or after transitioning to civilian life.  Cohen, Warner, 

and Segal (1995) found that the education level of the service members’ parents also 

influenced their aptitude and desire to pursue higher education opportunities.  Perhaps 

what is most concerning is that when compared to the other military organizations, the 

first-term enlisted sailors in the USN from 1991-2005 yielded the lowest percentages of 

those who took advantage of advanced educational opportunities during their initial 

contracted period (Simon, Negrusa, & Warner, 2010). 

Fiscal Years 2012-2017 Condensed Naval Workforce 

 Periods of high attrition have a direct correlation on the subsequent year’s funding 

that is available for the training or recruitment of enlisted personnel.  For example, in FY 

1996, the USN reduced its financial investment for these requirements by $39 million 

because a significant number of new accessions were separating from active duty after 

only six months of service (Larson & Kewley, 2000).  Balancing such a dynamic 

personnel inventory requires military service leaders to remain open to modifying current 

year recruitment goals in anticipation of future manning shortfalls that are driven by 
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present trends.  Similarly, the improved quality of the recruited enlisted workforce, 

studied by Pinelis and Huff (2014), indicated the selectivity used by the USN to access 

these personnel resulted in them acquiring the skills and experience that would make 

them competitive in the civilian workforce.  

 Competitive civilian job market. First-term enlisted sailors who served from 

1995 to 2004 that had contracted obligations ranging from four, five, or six years, yielded 

predicted reenlistment percentages, for service in afloat units, of 29.5, 43, and 45.2%, 

respectively (Lien et al., 2006).  A cursory review of these percentages, where all are 

below 50%, suggests that civilian employment is more appealing than military service.  

Pinelis and Huff (2014) reviewed civilian and enlisted pay from 2009 to 2012 and 

utilized the Annual Cost of Leaving (ACOL) models to compare civilian pay for states 

where military personnel were accessed, during those years.  The study discovered that 

military personnel who terminated their contracts experienced periods of unemployment 

of 40 weeks or more during their transition from active duty (Pinelis & Huff, 2014). 

 Decreased quotas or recruitment. The USN purposefully decreased enlisted 

accessions between FYs 1988 and 1995 by lowering quotas by 49% (Lytell et al.,  2015).  

When this occurs, although some civilians may meet acceptance requirements, no quota 

may be available in the field they would prefer to specialize.  Simultaneously leaning the 

active duty naval force and accessing enlisted personnel who are technically inclined 

demonstrates the naval service’s goal to improve its overall readiness capability (Lien et 

al., 2006).  Another means for the USN to downsize its enlisted force is by the conduct of 

periodic review boards that require non-selects to separate from active-duty within the 

calendar year (Military Times, 2013).   
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 As manning capacity shrinks, the situation is not conducive towards retaining its 

highly talented, recruited force.  The officer community was not exempt from efforts to 

create a smaller naval force, and for a small segment of their population surveyed in 

1995, such action began to influence their service obligation decisions (Jones & Stigler, 

1995).  For those who continued to serve in the military, they were required to address 

and overcome challenges resultant from personnel shortages while continuing to perform 

and accomplish tasks associated with their job (Dorn & Graves, 2000; McCormick, 1998; 

Wong & McNally, 1994; Wong, 2000). 

 During 2009-2012, the USN Perform to Serve (PTS) program, “a long-term force 

shaping tool that aids in leveling rating manning between overmanned and undermanned 

ratings” (NAVPERSCOM, 2006, p. 1) required personnel to undergo a screening process 

before they were invited to reenlist and continue serving on active duty.  In situations 

where inventory for certain ratings exceeded service capacity, the No Appeal standard 

resulted in some sailors receiving separation papers despite previously communicating a 

desire to renew their contracted obligation (NAVPERSCOM, 2006; Pinelis & Huff, 

2014).  In some cases, sailors who were invited to reenlist were required to change their 

occupational specialty that aligned with their technical abilities and where manning levels 

necessitated growth (Pinelis & Huff, 2014). 

 Attrition before contract expiration. When the civilian job market is 

productive, interest decreases for military service.  During such timeframes, the USN 

may lessen aptitude requirements for direct accessions, incurring more risk should some 

of them fail to complete their initial service obligation (first-term attrition) (Rodney, 

2017).  Regardless of the reason for early separation from active-duty, the gap in the 
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workforce affects the unit and the remaining personnel.  Pinelis and Huff’s (2014) study 

identified first-term enlisted personnel who participated in the Delayed Entry Program 

(DEP) before active-duty service attributed at lower rates than those who had no military 

experience before reporting to basic training camp. 

Aside from the replacement costs incurred by the service when personnel separate 

early, units where such sailors serve are instantly disadvantaged.  Replacement Cost is 

the cost of replacing an enlisted sailor by recruiting, training, and developing another new 

accession (G. Arrington, personal communication, February 7, 2019).  Typically, the 

ship’s typical peacetime workload does not change.  Those who remain, often pick up the 

slack when the command then has gapped billets (Larson & Kewley, 2000).  Often, the 

positions remain unfilled until the accession pipeline can catch-up or personnel is 

reassigned from non-deployable units to ones with robust operational schedules. 

Reasons to Terminate Active-Duty Service 

 Those who choose to enlist in the U.S. Armed Forces, today, are different from 

their predecessors for a number of reasons.  Many 21st century enlisted personnel are 

well educated and have completed post-secondary degrees, have families, or are married 

(GAO, 2000).  Their marketability for civilian employment or desire to actively 

participate in their immediate families’ lives, when coupled with the reasons previously 

mentioned, drive the decision to end their active-duty service contracts.  For some, 

termination may occur before meeting their initial contracted service obligation (Cohen, 

2015; GAO, 2000; Goldberg, 2002).  Since the establishment of the all-volunteer military 

force and when comparing FYs 1993 and 2006 only, first-term attrition increased by 

18.95% and its associated costs to assess, train, and provide resources to this population 
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rose by over $2.03 billion (Krug, 2016).  Specifically, when comparing attrition for 

career sailors who are eligible to retire with the first-term enlisted sailor between FYs 

1983 and 1999, attrition for the latter group is “twice as high” and the stats may be 

applied to current body of afloat sailors in the USN (Golding & Gregory, 2002, p. 21). 

 Low morale. Morale involves a person’s emotional well-being.  For those who 

are not self-employed, there is a potential for their happiness or overall contentment to be 

negatively impacted by the toxic or self-promoting behavior of their supervisors (Gallus 

et al., 2013).  When this occurs, the non-egregious U.S. military leader should 

demonstrate and encourage high morale to drive organizational change initiatives 

(Cohen, 2015).   

 In other cases, low morale may stem from junior sailors who are “away from 

home for the first time” (Larson & Kewley, 2000, p. 35) and being held accountable for 

their poor decision-making.  In 1980, the Comptroller General evaluated first-term naval 

enlisted sailor attrition for FYs 1977 and 1978.  Personnel categorized as being separated 

for motivational problems or unsuitability for military service totaled 13% and 10%, 

respectively (Comptroller General, 1980). 

 Sailor fitness for service. Military performance encompasses more than doing a 

trained job.  Personnel must remain physically fit and capable of performing in dynamic, 

unpredictable, or stressful conditions when preparing for wartime conflict.  Each branch 

of the U.S. Armed forces uses its physical fitness exam to measure their personnel’s 

preparedness to meet these requirements.  For those who fail to achieve the acceptable 

mark in these areas, their performance may be categorized as substandard and their 

eligibility to reenlist or to take advancement exams may be denied (Goldberg, 2001).  
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 In these cases and because of higher tenure limitations, enlisted personnel may 

have no other option but to separate from military service.  Between 1977 and 1978, 

nearly 18% of the separated force naval service members were attrited because of 

character or behavioral issues (Comptroller General, 1980).  A comparison of first-term 

attrition for 1993 and 2006 identified an 18.95% increase in attrition for personnel who 

were administratively separated because of their unsuitability for military service (Krug, 

2016). 

 Numerous or extended deployments. As the nation’s arm of diplomacy, U.S. 

military members deployed from CONUS aim to accomplish assigned tasks.  In 

situations where danger is expected,  naval forces are expected to remain at sea for 

extended periods (Golding & Gregory, 2002; Lien & Gregory, 2009).  When deployed, 

military members receive financial compensation above their base pay amount (Rodney, 

2017).  Frequent wartime deployments since the 9/11 attacks on U.S. American soil, 

however, have drained the will of some servicemen and women to continue making the 

personal sacrifices required from those who wear the uniform (Hosek & Martorell, 2009; 

Lien, Quester, & Shuford, 2008).  For example, some ratings such as operational 

specialists (OS) have incurred increased demand for first-term enlisted personnel to fill 

billets afloat so as to support robust operational schedules (Koopman, 2006). 

The political nature of military contractual obligations of service personnel 

removes the option for them to reject deployment orders without authorization from their 

leaders (NAVPERSCOM, 2002).  Knowing that assignment to afloat units may result in 

deployment, it comes as no surprise that retention for sailors who would start their second 

enlistment term in a billet assigned to this type of command has been lower than for 
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sailors who would rotate to a shore-based unit (Lien et al., 2006).  Hansen and Wenger 

(2015) found the knowledge of assignment to a potentially deployable unit decreased 

retention of first-term enlisted sailors by 17%. 

 Personal or family reasons. Deployments or assignments away from immediate 

and extended family impose personal, emotional, and relational stress on the military 

service member (Conner et al., 2016; Snodgrass, 2014).  The reintegration of the military 

member with their immediate family is a volatile period and if not managed or prepared 

for properly will result in problems within the home as relationships are stressed by 

reunification (Knobloch & Theiss, 2014; Nichols et al., 2014).  For example, enlisted 

personnel divorce rates from FYs 1998-2006 were nearly two times higher than those for 

Officers (McHugh et al., 2007).  Similarly, although the suicide rate in the USMC was 

below the national average for FYs 2001-2006, the branch consistently ranks at least 10 

per 100,000 U.S. Marines (McHugh et al., 2007) and this amount is concerning when the 

size of its force is considered.  It is imperative for the military leader not only to be aware 

of personal challenges that may affect a service member's performance but also consider 

measures or training that may be implemented by the unit to facilitate their personnel’s 

preparedness (Larson & Kewley, 2000). 

 Benefit package changes. Traditionally, the U.S. military authorized retirement 

for those who reached 20 years of active-duty service.  Retirement resulted in life-long 

healthcare benefits and a stipend based on the number of years served beyond 20.  The 

disadvantage of this program is that nearly 83% of those who served on active-duty are 

ineligible for this benefit package and it is costly (Rodney, 2017) when retirees 

experience longevity or health.   
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 In FY 2016, the policy was changed so Thrift Savings Plan (TSP) contributions 

would be matched, and the traditional benefits retirees would have received would be 

given (Huff, Smirnov, Schell, & Grefer, 2018).  This change provides compensation to 

those who serve less than the minimum number of years required to obtain military 

retirement a bonus for reobligating to serve after a certain number of years (Huff, 

Smirnov, Schell, & Grefer, 2018).  For those who preferred the latter option, such as the 

70% of enlisted personnel who reached ten years of active-duty service and subsequently 

retired (GAO, 1996), changes to the retirement system can make military service 

unappealing (Grefer et al., 2016).  

Reenlist Incentives Encouraging Afloat Sailors 

 The USN officials are aware that service on ships is strenuous (Lien et al., 2006).  

Reenlistment bonuses and sea pay are a premium incentive for sailors who have remained 

in sea-going assignments for longer than a typical tour length and are a means of 

compensation utilized by the naval service to retain qualified personnel in afloat 

commands (Golding & Gregory, 2002; Lien et al., 2006).  Sailors with more time at sea 

(i.e., years) receive greater financial compensation corresponding to bracketed annual 

increases (Golding & Gregory, 2002; Lien et al., 2006).  Pinelis and Huff (2014) studied 

records for 615,460 Zone A enlisted sailors and identified that reenlistment percentages 

for both male and female sailors increased by 3.9 and 5.0% points, respectively, when 

there were as little as a 1% increases in bonuses. 

 Separation from family in support of military obligations away from one’s 

homeport could influence some to attrite from active-duty naval service.  Golding and 

Gregory (2002) found a $50 increase in montly sea pay would increase tour completion 
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rates by 0.8% annually and 2.5 in the final contract year, permitting the Navy to gain 

1,425 work-years each year.  Lien et al. (2006) further found that first-term enlisted 

sailors with six-year contracts who were returning to sea duty reenlisted at higher rates 

than those who would rotate to a shore-based command that did not deploy.  Sea pay is 

just one of many characteristics of military service or a sailor’s circumstances such as pay 

grade, deployment experience, or marital status, that influences their decision to reenlist 

(Pinelis & Huff, 2014). 

USN Ship Organization Culture 

 The USN ship represents a microcosm of the naval organization.  Consistent with 

the Service, unit management organization is hierarchal, and the guidance provided by 

leaders influences subordinate personnel behavior and results.  The ship’s organizational 

structure consists of three tiers of leadership: executive, departmental, and divisional 

(Fletcher, 2018; Schriver, Schmitz, Schell, & Parvin, 2016).  The enlisted sailor serves as 

the primary command organic workforce (Fletcher, 2018; Schriver et al., 2016) that is 

tasked with performing duties that facilitate mission accomplishment.  In this section of 

the literature review, the organizational climate and ship maintenance requirement’s 

influence on command operations will be explored. 

 Although military units, and in the case of this study, crews assigned to ships are 

part of the naval organization, each component will be shaped by behaviors that are 

acknowledged and rewarded by its leaders (Schein, 1984).  It is the behavior of 

organizational personnel, resultant from subordinate responses to each other and 

workplace stressors (Robbins & Judge, 2016), that affect its culture.  As the diversity of 

organizations differ based on their demographics, so too does their behavior (Robbins & 
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Judge, 2016).  The American Psychological Association (2017) defines stress as a 

person’s response to external influences. 

 When purposing to develop a resilient workforce that can withstand and 

overcome unexpected challenges, it is best for organizational leaders to be engaged and 

conduct training ahead of such occurrences (Wallbank, 2013), ensuring their employees 

are empowered to prosper, do well, and achieve tangible successes (Brown, 2015).  

Military leaders who live in constant uncertainty and are required to maintain readiness 

for short notice deployments, in addition to demonstrating and teaching resilience 

practices to their troops, are an example of the theory in practice. 

Naval Service Communication Practices and Priorities 

An organizational climate is influenced by the communication of organizational 

priorities, internal cultures, and policies.  Its service secretary promulgates the service 

mission and vision of the USN.  In 2017, Spencer (2017) emphasized that the USN must 

recruit and retain its forces while remaining prepared to engage in and win U.S. military 

conflicts.  Spencer envisions the accomplishment of this mission becomes possible when 

naval personnel embrace core values (i.e., honor, courage, & commitment) and perform 

to ensure the service continues to dominate globally.  The connective tissue between 

service secretary objectives and the units responsible for their attainment is the Navy 

Personnel Command (NPC). 

 The NPC is responsible for the recruitment of talent in the active and reserve 

forces (Cutler, 2002).  The NPC personnel also actively participate in the conduct of 

boards or processes  that determine the outcome of career milestones for naval personnel 

(Drewry, 1998; Stavridis & Girrier, 2004).  Lastly, in the Naval Military Personnel 
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Manual, NPC promulgates to all commands,  service expectations for how assigned 

personnel are to be managed (Kraft & Furlong, 2015; NAVPERSCOM, 2002).  Abiding 

by these personnel management instructions, unit level leaders are provided with a 

framework to manage crew administration and career management requirements while 

simultaneously leading their team in the achievement of command vision and goals. 

 If command leaders, starting with the triad, which consists of the CO, XO, and 

CMC, promote two-way communication with crewmember or stakeholders, a mutually 

beneficial, essential, relationship and an active, responsive, and adaptive workforce 

would emerge (DoD, 2015; Grunig & Grunig, 1992; Richardson & Hinton, 2015).  This 

practice aligns with the Department of the Navy’s expectation for communication from 

senior service leaders to military personnel (active and reserve), veterans, civilian 

employees, their families, and subordinate commands (Richardson, 2017b; 

SECNAVINST, 2012).  In most cases, the burden of establishing these communications 

with the crew, however, does not rest on their shoulders alone.  It is expected for military 

commands to have at least one person who will serve the CO by communicating on their 

behalf or empowering them with the necessary tools and resources to share truthful and 

relevant information with the crew and general public (DoD, 2015). 

 The strength of triad leader communication with its crew, depends on two factors.  

First, are the leaders being transparent, truthful, honest, and unbiased (Bennis, Goleman, 

& O’Toole, 2008)?  Second, do command leaders unhesitatingly share their perspective 

or observations about the unit and subsequently build a culture of trust (Bennis et al., 

2008; Dixon, Belnap, Albrecht, & Lee, 2010)?  When the answers to these questions are 

yes, the organization is postured to receive increased levels of commitment and support 
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from unit personnel (Olson & Simerson, 2015).  Similarly, knowledge sharing and open 

communication empowers subordinates to make well-informed decisions and encourages 

them to feel a part of the organization (Sias, 2005). 

 Perhaps the greatest challenge for command leaders rests in keeping their crews 

informed and postured to support sponsored initiatives while managing competing 

demands for their time in a stressful work environment (Browne & Berlinger, 2017; 

Sydow, 2008).  It is imperative for unit leaders to think and communicate strategically. 

First, they should consider the audiences and modify their talking points and approaches 

accordingly so that they will be received and understood by their intended recipients 

(Bruning, Dials, & Shirka, 2008).  With competing requirements often preventing face-

to-face communications, one way for leaders to maximize their time and communicate 

effectively with their team is to use printed materials, social media outlets, or online 

resources (Ji, Li, North, & Liu, 2017; LaMarre, Suzuki-Lambrecht, 2013; Richardson & 

Hinton, 2015).  Thus, commanders, are highly recommended to develop and utilize a 

communications plan (Holl, 2017). 

Although Aakhus and Bzdak (2015) recommended using a communication plan 

for interactions that involve external stakeholders, a distinct advantage exists in applying 

this practice to naval unit commands and the internal organizational environment.  

Establishing a framework for information sharing with stakeholders within and outside 

organizational lifelines facilitates consistency and increases the level of preparedness 

when new situations or strained relationships require “difficult, impossible, or 

unimagined” communication (Aakhus & Bzdak, 2015, p. 188).  Similarly, consistent 

information sharing by endorsed organizational communicators, such as a public affairs 
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office, with employees and outside investors builds trust, facilitates collaboration, and 

encourages innovation (Aakhus & Bzdak, 2015).  Implementation of a communication 

plan may standardize dissemination of information between the officers and chiefs and 

their subordinates (Aakhus & Bzdak, 2015), permitting the leaders to keep their crew 

informed while their attention is directed to other unit or command priorities. 

Command Climate Assessment and Changes 

Before organizational leaders relay their expectations to their personnel, it is in 

their best interest to understand the problems or challenges of present circumstances that 

may serve as a distraction or obstacle their employees must overcome (Wells, 1998).  

Assignment lengths for military officers are typically half of the time designated for 

enlisted personnel.  Although newly reported command leaders may observe problems or 

identify facets of operations they would like to change, it is recommended they 

understand the strategy behind changes they initiate within the organization (Miloff & 

Zachary, 2012) and its effects on or receptivity by their followers before implementation. 

Organizational climate is defined by “social norms and expectations that guide 

behavior” (Grojean, Resick, Dickson, & Smith, 2004, p. 224).  Within this context, 

commands develop their personality and ways of doing things that influence their goals, 

beliefs, and communication methods (Johnson, 2015).  Concurrent with eating and 

sleeping areas being disrupted during periods of lengthy maintenance, it is standard for 

offices or equipment rooms where the sailors would traditionally perform their at sea 

duties to be inaccessible (CNO, 2010b; GAO, 1977).  When this occurs, although the 

workforce remains available, the tasks that would traditionally occupy their day cannot 

be performed. 
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 The USN leaders have continued to utilize climate surveys to assess the 

effectiveness of command leaders, mainly the CO, and their communication with team 

members (Browne & Berlinger, 2017).  Organizational climate data collection methods 

can be assessed and executed on websites, such as the Defense Equal Opportunity 

Management Institute (DEOMI, 2018; Gallus et al., 2013).  When using an online survey 

tool, maintaining anonymity and confidentiality of the participants encourages 

transparent and forthright feedback (Sims & Keon, 1999). 

Another means to evaluate a leader’s effectiveness or their influence on the 

climate of personnel under their direct supervision is with the use of 360-degree feedback 

surveys.  For these surveys, those who work for, lead, or are friends with the person being 

evaluated are invited to participate (Facteau, Facteau, Schoel, Russell & Poteet, 

1998).  The value of climate surveys, where all junior employees assigned to the 

command have an opportunity by a special invitation to assess their leader's performance 

and effectiveness on command operations, is not limited from the CO (Browne & 

Berlinger, 2017; Facteau et al., 1998).  In situations such as that of USS SHILOH (CG 

67), climate surveys were used as a means to obtain the pulse of the crew, notify the CO 

of his toxic leadership tendencies, and allow time for correction/improvement (Browne & 

Berlinger, 2017; Gallus et al., 2013).  A comprehensive review of 360-degree participant 

feedback facilitated the identification of areas or unit leader practices that may require 

revision or improvement. 

Ship External Maintenance Protocols 

In November 2018, the USN unveiled its readiness strategy for conventional 

surface ships where a building block approach will be leveraged to verify a unit and 
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crew’s preparedness to deploy abroad (COMNAVSURFPAC & COMNAVSURFLANT, 

2018).  Before deployment certification is received, all ship crews will be educated, 

trained, and assessed on their proficiency in conducting independent or group at sea 

operations (COMNAVSURFPAC & COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018).  Additionally, 

sailors are thus expected to conduct primary maintenance action for equipment installed 

on ships. 

 All repair or modernization actions that are outside of the ship’s force personnel 

capability require contracting of and support from public or private shipyard 

organizations (CNO, 2010b).  For maintenance periods of long duration or that are highly 

intrusive, a drydocking period is required (Schank et al., 2011).  Ships are scheduled for 

planned repairs and maintenance at regular intervals for their entire life-cycle (CNO, 

2010b).  On-time commencement and accomplishment of scheduled maintenance ensure 

the asset’s availability to resume support for national tasking is not delayed.  A study of 

first-term enlisted sailors from 1995 to 2004 discovered these sailors averaged between 

0.6 and 1.7 months in maintenance availabilities (Lien et al., 2006) during their initial 

contractual obligation, and the possibility of them not being able to perform in their 

trained specialty existed. 

Scope of Depot-Level Maintenance 

Depot-level maintenance is the most intrusive of all categories of ship repair and 

modernization processes because the process requires skills, facilities, or capacities 

usually beyond those of the organizational and intermediate levels. It is performed by 

[Navy Shipyards (NSYs)] private shipyards, original equipment representatives/ 

authorized agents, or ....designated overhaul point” (Balisle, 2010; CNO, 2010b, 
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Enclosure(3), p. 1).  Although afloat sailors are trained to operate equipment that permits 

them to accomplish duties commensurate with a specific occupational specialty or 

watchstanding requirement, some maintenance necessities are outside of their skillset or 

capabilities (Eckstein, 2017).  In such cases, equipment, structural maintenance, or repair 

is contracted to a government-owned or private-funded repair activity and designated as a 

depot level maintenance period (CNO, 2010b).  Per the naval maintenance policy for 

afloat units, periods of depot-level maintenance are scheduled in regular intervals to 

permit accomplishment of preventative and emergent repairs when ships do not support 

operational tasking (CNO, 2010b). 

 These maintenance schedules serve as one of four pillars in the Navy’s Optimized 

Fleet Response Plan (OFRP; CNO, 2014).  Under this construct, conventionally powered 

ships are allotted 30 weeks to accomplish scheduled maintenance availabilities (CNO, 

2014) whereas nuclear-powered aircraft carriers may be required to accomplish 

drydocking periods for 16 months or 5-year refueling availability after reaching over 20 

years of active service (CNO, 2014; Yardley et al., 2008). 

 During extended periods of maintenance, ships may be partially decrewed to 

provide temporary relief to operational commands that are experiencing workforce 

shortages (Golding & Gregory, 2002).  These situations are ideal for both commands for 

several reasons.  First, the parent command, or ship where the sailor is permanently 

assigned, now has a way for their sailor to work in their trained occupational field rather 

than tasks typical for the shipyard environment.  Second, the operational command has at 

least one additional enabled body to facilitate mission accomplishment.  Providing an 

opportunity for a sailor to gain at sea experience performing tasks they were trained to 
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do, this temporary reallocation of personnel to improve manning in an operational 

command is a good news story.  Additional challenges experienced by the leaders and 

crew of a ship conducting a drydock or pier side maintenance availability in a contracted 

shipyard are reviewed below. 

Exceeding Scope of Maintenance Protocols 

Although intuitive, it is imperative for officials and crewmembers who are 

unfamiliar with naval unit operations to understand that while the ship is temporarily 

relocated to a shipyard environment and lacks capacity to accommodate its crew, the ship 

also cannot perform its designed sea missions.  USN officials plan for such circumstances 

and often schedule maintenance for ships within the same deployable strike group to 

occur around the same time.  An advantage of this planning methodology is that ships in 

other groups are expected to have completed required maintenance and undergone 

training and certification requirements to be fully capable to deploy.  The Surface Force 

Training and Readiness Manual codifies the methodology for balancing maintenance and 

training requirements for naval units and its embarked crews to maximize deployment 

readiness (COMNAVSURFPAC & COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018).  Certification for 

deployment requires the crewmembers to demonstrate proficiency in “mission areas 

expected during the scheduled deployment” (COMNAVSURFPAC & 

COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018, pp. 1-2). 

The snowball effect occurs when active ships experience maintenance progress 

delays affecting not only their schedule but also the ability of the USN to meet scheduled 

obligations without a redistribution of operational capabilities (Boyce, 2018; GAO, 

2016).  For all eight ships or submarines that are the first in their class and remain in 
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production, construction delays resulted from these units failing to meet “quality and 

performance expectations” (GAO, 2018, p. 1).  When more than 50% of these platforms 

are delayed by greater than 2 years (GAO, 2018), the sailor cannot contribute to the 

operational readiness of the USN, as planned initially, resulting in unplanned shortfalls 

and decreased operational readiness. 

 Defense maintenance outsourcing. When maintenance repairs or systems 

upgrades are contracted to trade workers to perform, the scope of the work is outside the 

capability of ship’s force personnel.  One of the primary reasons for this determination is 

that the nature of work is intrusive, requiring knowledge, skills, work area space, and 

sometimes specialized leadership, beyond the capacity of organizational units (Balisle, 

2010; CNO, 2010; Martin et al., 2017).  Additionally, completion of maintenance 

requires access to more than one space in addition to access and understanding of ship 

construction drawings.  To gain access to these obtrusive areas and to complete invasive 

work, equipment and spaces must be accessed and cosmetic features removed (CNO, 

2010). Once the spaces are prepared and work has commenced, the ship is no longer 

habitable for ship’s force personnel and basic requirements such as food and sleeping 

accommodations must be procured from other sources (CNO, 2010b).  Under these 

circumstances, temporary lodging and messing are required for the duration of the 

maintenance period. 

 Collaborative maintenance training. Some commands create special project 

teams where sailors receive training in fundamental trade skills to perform work that 

when performed by ship’s force rather than shipyard personnel would save money, 

making funds available for growth work (Fahey, 2006).  Growth work is repairs that are 
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identified after the contract is awarded to the shipyard (Button, Martin, Sollinger, & 

Tidwell, 2015; Martin et al., 2017).  Naval maintenance leaders, with concurrence from 

ship executive management are responsible for prioritizing growth work that will be 

added to the contract or deferred to a later availability (Martin et al., 2017).  USN public 

affairs teams advertise ship labor project teams as good news stories and often include 

positive comments from their members (Fahey, 2006; Villarreal, 2008).  The review of 

the literature failed to address if assigned personnel have concerns about working in a 

trade field that differs from their naval occupational specialty. 

Leadership Concept Application 

 Shipboard leaders assigned to commands conducting maintenance in a shipyard 

environment have unique challenges that are inconsistent with those incurred at an 

operational command.  Although their environment is different, it is necessary to explore 

how the traditional, or prevalent leadership styles of naval leaders may apply to these 

situations.  Lien et al. (2006) found each month added to a ship’s maintenance 

availability will decrease reenlistment percentages for the first-term enlisted sailor by a 

tenth of a percent.  In this section, transactional and transformational leadership styles 

will be explored, preferred tenets for military leaders will be defined, and the exchanges 

of shipboard leaders amongst their crew and external agencies will be examined. 

Leadership Styles 

 Organizations and military commands reflect the priorities and disposition of their 

senior leaders.  In ideal situations, leaders will engage with their followers without bias or 

demonstrating partiality from some employees above others (Johnson, 2015), resulting in 

the preferred option to promote unit and personnel success.  In reviewing the research 
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literature, transactional and transformational leadership styles resonate with the typical or 

ideal military leader.  Characteristics for each of these leadership styles and preferred 

traits for managers of military personnel are defined below.   

 Transactional leadership. Exchanges between the leader and followers design 

the transactional leadership style and result in subordinate personnel expecting something 

in return for their compliance or adherence to established guidance (Johnson, 2015; 

Northouse, 2016).  The U.S. military organization, most notably, reflects a transactional 

system.  However, an inquiry is required into how this form of leadership would 

materialize between senior naval leaders responsible for establishing service principles, 

concepts, and significant doctrine and the unit commanders who lead personnel that 

operate and employ capabilities that demonstrate wartime efficiency (Knox, 1915).  Knox 

(1915) inquired if the USN system of command would “provide the freedom of initiative 

to subordinate commanders” or could commands “depend upon centralized direction by 

the commander-in-chief, etc.” (p. 14). 

In today’s Navy, initiative and freedom of decision making is typically reflected 

in matters regarding sailor liberty or time off from work.  For example, in the USN, for 

commands that can support it, Friday is categorized as a day with an expected early 

departure.  The one caveat is that personnel must first complete all requirements for the 

current week and accomplish tasking from organizational leadership that was designated 

for closeout before the weekend.  Once the prerequisites are met and verified by 

divisional leaders, primarily the CPO, junior enlisted naval personnel are permitted to 

start their weekend before normal “knock-off” times. 
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 Advantages. There are two primary advantages, or benefits, to employees who are 

recipients of organizational transactional leadership.  First, diverse organizations benefit 

from transaction-based leader practices because employee task-related needs are 

understood and met, or addressed  (Mirvis, 2012).  Second, transactional leaders 

meticulously manage the processes that facilitate the accomplishment of objectives 

requiring participation from their followers (Du et al., 2013).  By doing so, these leaders 

maintain a pulse on the effectiveness and efficiency of initiatives under their cognizance.  

As a result, a transactional leader is the preferred option for organizations considering to 

adopt new or modify existing work practices (Mirvis, 2012).  Despite these advantages, 

some characteristics of this leadership style make it less desirable for some workers. 

 Disadvantages. Transactional leader-follower exchanges are built upon the 

concept of dependent exchanges between the leader and follower; thus, there is a 

potential for the relationship to become strained or for both parties to scale-back their 

participation or investment if there is a concern they could become disadvantaged 

(Mirvis, 2012).  The other end of the spectrum occurs when a leader or organizational 

investment has obtained an acceptable equilibrium or balance and is subsequently 

compromised due to followers’ lack of engagement and/or executives who do not believe 

the change is necessary (Mirvis, 2012).  Lastly, many theorists categorize this leadership 

style as less competent than transformational leadership (Lowe, Kroeck, & 

Sivasubramaniam, 1996). 

 Impact on the organization. Employees who are recipients of transactional 

leadership receive tangible benefits or rewards for their compliance and adherence to an 

established protocol (Larson, Latham, Appleby, & Harshman, 2012).  Ultimately, 
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follower participation becomes driven by a motivation to receive compensation for their 

efforts (Burns, 1978; Waldman, Bass, & Einstein, 1987).  Similarly, from operation by 

these practices, the transactional leader communicates to the organization their goals and 

metrics used to determine whether employee results are accomplishing established 

objectives thereby promoting transparency and leaving no grey area as to whether or not 

progress is being achieved (Bass & Avolio, 1993; Vera & Crossan, 2004).  Thus, 

organizations led by a transactional leader are postured to where all members are 

informed of their role and responsibilities to receive favorable recognition above 

maintaining the status quo. 

 Transformational leadership. The transformational leadership style is versatile 

and morphs to mirror the personality of an engaged leader, providing a living example for 

others to emulate (Bass, 1990; Johnson, 2015).  Not only does the transformational leader 

develop their subordinates (Bass, 1990), it is in the interest of leadership to take pride in 

their follower’s progress and esteemed value to the organization, which motivates those 

under their charge to perform beyond preconceived limitations and established 

requirements (Johnson, 2015; Northouse, 2016).  When this occurs, organizational 

productivity improves and grows, establishing higher benchmarks for success (Luzinski, 

2011).  A prerequisite for such improvements in the context of organizations, such as 

the USN, however, includes efficient military planning and management that 

. . . properly includes not only the business of administration but also the 

leadership of forces engaged, or about to engage, in actual hostilities.  Of the two, 

the latter, or more purely military function of command, is more essential to 
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military success and also requires a greater measure of scientific management. 

(Knox, 1915, p. 2) 

The USN is an organization where the necessary capital required to conduct all 

operations is provided by an outside entity and not dependent on profits of goods and 

services produced by its employees.  Transformational leaders may potentially add value 

if the naval service is tasked to conduct more operations for extended periods with the 

same number of people and platforms, or capabilities.  An excellent demonstration of 

transformational leadership in action was when a naval unit was tasked with conducting 

wartime operations without a designated homeport and replenishment of supplies could 

not be obtained occurred during the naval campaign between the formal admiral Suffren 

and Hughes (Knox, 1915).  In this example“Suffren succeeded through the genius of his 

leadership in winning from an amply provided and well administered fleet that was 

superior to his own size and gun power” (Knox, 1915, p. 2).  

 Advantages. A vast amount of research cited more advantages for 

transformational than transactional leadership styles.  For example, transformational 

leaders have been found to put the needs of the organization or other divisions first before 

accomplishing their personal goals (Groves & Larocca, 2011; Simola, Barling, & Turner, 

2010).  Just as parents demonstratingecare for their child results in the child growing up 

feeling secure and welcomed, transformational leaders who demonstrate personalize 

leadership in this manner may have the same outcomes with colleagues (Groves & 

Larocca, 2011).  This type of leader may be well postured to lead organizational change 

because active divisional collaborations involve communications that may empower 

junior employees to work to meet targeted goals and transform the organization (Bass, 
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1990; Luzinski, 2011; Northouse, 2016).  The sheer amount and diversity of advantages 

for the adoption of transformational leadership promote its use. 

 Disadvantages. With any concept or practice, there are reasons why some abstain 

from promoting various tenants in the organizational culture.  Northouse (2016) argued 

that the transformational leadership style is conceptually ambiguous and heavily relies on 

a leader’s personality to achieve desired results (Bryman, 1992).  This caveat and demand 

for personality traits make transformational leadership challenging to teach because 

personalized leadership used in this manner may not gain buy-in (Northouse, 2016).  As a 

lead agent of change, there is concern that the transformational leader prioritizes their 

passion for advancement and divorces themselves from the needs of their followers 

(Northouse,  2016).  Similarly, research has stated that implementations derived from 

passion or charisma impose preventable risks, making organizations vulnerable and prone 

to failure (Conger, 1999; Howell & Avolio, 1992). 

 Impact on the organization. Despite the previously mentioned disadvantages of 

transformational leadership, its advantages are cited as having a profound effect on the 

entire organization.  For example, transformational leaders serve as a living memorial of 

the organizational priorities and core values (Simola et al., 2010).  From their 

engagement and consistency, organizational personnel are inspired to follow and emulate 

these leaders (Burke, 2014), solidifying transformational leadership as a style that is 

capable of being taught and encouraging radical change within an organization as 

personnel within each level of the company practice its traits (Bass & Avolio, 1990).  

Unlike the transactional leadership style, transformational leadership has more potential 

to improve an organization and raise it beyond the realm of maintaining the status quo. 
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Lastly, a study of the Israeli army confirmed that direct and indirect subordinates 

of transformational leaders outperformed their peers (Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 

2002).  According to Yaghoubi, Mahallati, Moghadam, and Fallah (2014), when 

organizational leaders embrace knowledge management (KM) practices and promote a 

“culture of continuous learning and knowledge sharing” (p. 165), the practices strengthen 

and facilitate the divisions and departments obtaining a competitive edge against their 

peers.  Knowledge management involves three phases: creation, management, and 

sharing or transfer (Yaghoubi et al., 2014).  Thus, transformational leaders are necessary 

to materialize the benefits of KM because of their engagement, enthusiasm, genuine 

concern for employees, clear articulation of organizational vision and goals, and respect 

for embracing diversity in the workplace.  This promotes a culture of innovation and 

information sharing amongst employees to improve processes and achieve desired 

outcomes (Yaghoubi et al., 2014).  Similarly, a leader’s positive behavior, which affects 

subordinates’ psychologically and results in improved performance that can be measured 

and verified with research, serves as a demonstration of positive organizational 

behavior (Luthans & Youssef, 2007).  In the USN where the nature of afloat operations 

impact the timeliness of communication between senior leaders and operational units, the 

junior command leader is charged with inspiring high-performing units that accomplish 

tasked objectives while maintaining wartime preparedness--a doctrine built on trust 

(Knox, 1915). 

Leadership Tenets 

 A study of nearly 100 infantry platoons shows both transformational and 

transactional leadership styles positively influence a unit’s performance (Bass, Avolio, 
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Jung, & Berson, 2003).  Although transformational and transactional leadership styles are 

identified as viable options for those designated to lead military personnel, there are 

certain principles and skills that have been proven to improve follower receptivity to 

leader engagement.  Such skills not only reflect on leaders’ character and belief systems 

but also positions them to attain a resilient posture that demonstrates strength to their 

subordinates (Wattie, 2015).  In this section, the authentic, moral, and self-awareness 

leadership tenets will be explored. 

 Charisma. A charismatic leader models behavior that influences personnel at all 

level within an organization (Shamir, Zakay, Breinin, & Popper, 1998).  These skillful 

and talented leaders garner trust and increase efforts and commitments or buy-ins from 

junior personnel (Barbuto, 2005).  One means for charismatic leaders to achieve support 

and approval from their subordinates starts with embracing social media outlets when 

communicating with those they lead (Galvin, Balkundi, & Waldman, 2010). 

 Authenticity. An authentic person is genuine and their interactions with others 

are influenced by their personality alone and not those around them.  Authentic leaders 

demonstrate passion and commitment for causes that matter to them, allowing themselves 

to “lead with their hearts” and their heads (Baer, Duin, & Bushway, 2015, p. 5).  Their 

relatability to others encourages lasting relationships, and when coupled with their 

ingenuity, these leaders build teams who solve problems (Baer et al., 2015).  By 

continuing to support the teams they build, authentic leaders empower others to step up 

and assume greater organizational responsibility (George & Sims, 2007). 

 Morally sound and self-awareness. Morality centers on right conduct and 

ethical behavior.  Moral leaders use their life as a template to obtain consistency in their 
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ethical leader practice (Johnson, 2015).  These leaders cultivate trust within their 

organizations and develop a cadre of personnel who abide by true values and participate 

in a collaborative environment where feedback and input are encouraged of all 

employees, making the company stronger and highly productive (Sarros & Cooper, 2006; 

Tschannen-Moran, 2004).  A moral leader mirrors naval personnel who abide by the 

Service’s core values of honor, courage, and commitment. 

To ensure one adheres to moral values and standards, self-reflection is necessary 

to adjust behaviors, promote self-awareness, and influence situations effectively 

(Johnson, 2015; Luzinski, 2011; Tracy & Robins, 2004).  Self-awareness is required to 

practice reflection, and Johnson (2015) believed leaders who adopt this methodology 

outperform their peers.  Reflection may be practiced as a situation unfolds or after 

decision-making is complete and results are known (Dickel, 2011).  Regardless of when 

it occurs, self-reflective practice enables progress towards achieving personal or group 

goals (Tracy & Robins, 2004).  Leaders who encourage and demonstrate reflective 

practice to their subordinates empower others to identify areas requiring improvement.  

Leadership Framework Models 

 In the USN, the definition of a leader is not limited to an officer.  Leaders are 

personnel in positions of authority and responsibility who are expected to embody the 

core values of the USN (honor, courage, commitment) and simultaneously maintain 

accountability for the preparedness and effectiveness of their team during times of peace 

and war (CNO, 2018).  “To see patterns, appreciate, predict. . . . and to express meaning 

and purpose” (Rothenberg, 1989) of interactions amongst first-term enlisted personnel 

and leaders assigned to afloat commands, two model frameworks will be explored.  The 
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purpose of this section of the study is to investigate and apply Hunt's (1991) tiered 

leadership model and Ostrom’s (2005) institutional analysis development (IAD) 

framework to the USN afloat command setting.  

Tiered Leadership Model 

 When considering the influence each level of supervision has on organizational 

culture and a subordinate’s ability to complete assigned tasks in a closed environment, 

Hunt’s (1991) tiered leadership model may be applied to provide a construct for 

evaluating organizational effectiveness..  One critical aspect of this model is the projected 

longevity of the influence of decisions made by each level of supervisory leadership on 

the organization (Wong et al., 2003).  The second view of Hunt’s model reflects 

situational leadership wherby each leader’s effectiveness is unique to a situation (Wong 

et al. 2003).  Wong et al. (2003, p. 662) believed the U.S. military is an excellent option 

for evaluation through this lens because its leaders possess the ability to “extend far 

beyond face-to-face communications” and affect unit culture. 

 System leadership level. Hunt (1991) stated that leaders on the system level 

navigate ambiguous and complex circumstances where they are required to coordinate 

within and outside organizational lifelines.  The reach and influence of these high 

organizational level leaders and their interaction with peers have the potential to extend 

globally (Wong et al., 2003).  Within the external environment, military leaders on this 

level often engage with the media to balance public expectations of U.S. military affairs 

while representing the service to government policymakers and society (Ethiel, 2000; 

Magee, 1998; Seib, 2002). 
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 Critical tasks assumed by military system-level leaders include informing all 

organizational personnel with knowledge of their corporate purpose and the means 

available to accomplish them (Jacobs & Jacques, 1990).  Leaders who effectively operate 

in this area practice clear, concise, and informative communications that keep their 

subordinates informed, empowered, and aware of the direction the organization is 

moving towards (Wong et al., 2003).  These visionary leaders establish the tone and 

direction for the organization’s future, resulting in the transformation of its warfighting 

capabilities, tactics, or procedures--even when the opposition is received by service 

members or the general public (Jablonsky, 2001; Magee, 1998; Wong et al., 2003; 

Zaccaro, 1996).  Leaders capable of such feats possess an intellectual capacity to 

understand competing values internal and external to the organization and are often bred 

by the organization they serve  (Kegan, 1982; Quinn, 1988; Wong et al., 2003). 

 Organizational leadership level. From Hunt’s (1991) perspective, leaders at the 

organizational level are exempt from external communications and prioritize bounding 

policies and processes that govern activities of personnel on the lowest hierarchical level 

(Wong et al., 2003).  Typically, these leaders have over 20 years of experience and 

directly lead the largest groups of people.  Wong et al. (2003) found that juniors rely on 

the organization level leader to oversee the implementation and use of transformative 

technology initiatives at the unit level.  During sampling of Army officers, Gailbreath, 

Wagner, Moffett, and Hein (1997) discovered  that behavior of military leaders at the 

organizational level has similar characteristics. 

 Specifically, leaders on this level within the U.S. military services are problem 

solvers who are not only skilled in their trained specialty but are knowledgeable of other 
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areas and socially adept (Mumford et al., 2000; Wong et al., 2003).  However, the 

difference between these leaders lies in the culture of the groups they lead, which are 

driven by their core technical competency  (Wong et al., 2003).  For example, a study of 

24 infantry and 21 tank companies assigned to the Israeli Defense Forces found that 

infantry leaders encouraged informal and unrestricted communications with their 

subordinates (Shamir, Goldberg-Weill, Breinin, Zakay, & Popper, 2000).  Thus, 

differences in occupation technical requirements between organizational leaders and 

subordinates may be transferrable to the USN. 

 Direct leadership level. In the direct leadership hierarchy, managers operate 

under clear and well-defined boundaries that focus on prioritizing unit goals, identifying 

tasks, delineating responsibilities, and evaluating accomplishment of milestones, which 

are all critical to achieving measured objectives (Hunt, 1991; Wong et al., 2003).  In the 

U.S. military, the lowest level of organizational leadership results in hundreds of 

personnel directly being influenced by the decisions of a commander of troops with 

experience ranging from 6 to 16 years of service (Wong et al., 2003).  Application of 

Hunt’s (1991) model in the military context results in personnel at this level being 

influenced by leaders in the following areas: training, deployment preparedness, and 

academic or professional performance (Wong et al., 2003). 

 Wong et al. (2003) believed the direct leader is postured to engage in face-to-face 

or frequent communications with their subordinates.  When this occurs, the personality of 

leaders and subordinates are more likely to influence work performance of junior 

employees and managerial effectiveness (McCormack & Mellor, 2002; Thomas, 

Dickson, & Bliese, 2001).  The ability for the direct level leader to achieve critical 
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milestones relies on subordinate personnel efforts and revolves around critical task 

elements, such as order execution and professional development of the workforce while 

maintaining critical equipment (Hunt, 1991; Wong et al., 2003).  Where some leaders, at 

this level, perceive a disadvantage is the limited opportunities for them to deviate from 

programmatic norms and introduce their ingenuity (Wong, 2001). 

 Similarly, juniors’ perceptions of a direct unit leader’s overall effectiveness 

influences individual and group performance and organizational behaviors (Wong et al., 

2003).  For example, a survey of 2,585 soldiers identified that the actions of both the 

senior enlisted and direct officer leaders shaped the experiences of their junior enlisted 

personnel (Chen & Bliese, 2002).  Chen and Bliese’s (2002) assessment of an officer’s 

capability, weighed more heavily, however.  A survey of 2,883 subordinates identified 

that a leader’s gender, ethnicity, or race potentially influences their effectiveness and 

follower perceptions of leadership (Vecchio & Bullis, 2001).  Thus, by considering a 

collective group’s performance leadership evaluation, a researcher may deduce the status 

of a workplace’s climate (Grojean et al., 2004; Shamir et al., 1998). 

Institutional Analysis Development (IAD) Framework 

 The life-cycle of a U.S. Naval ship’s crew is governed by maintenance and 

training requirements needed to certify the units, and embarked personnel are prepared to 

deploy and complete tasking that is aligned with their platform's capabilities 

(COMNAVSURFPAC & COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018).  Each phase of this process is 

situationally dependent, requiring shipboard leaders to adapt and adjust their engagement 

based upon the level of knowledge and participation from subordinate personnel 

(Shonhiwa, 2016).  When evaluating this scenario through the training and sustainment 
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lens only, there are opportunities for crew member led training teams to participate in 

shared leadership opportunities where duties are distributed to improve personnel level of 

knowledge and proficiency in assessed tasks through “collaborative decision-making and 

shared responsibility for outcomes” (Huang, 2013, p. 125).  The Surface Force Training 

and Readiness Manual codifies surface community leader expectations and methodology 

for achieving collaboration that results in war-ready crews assigned to afloat commands 

(COMNAVSURFPAC & COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018). 

Ostrom’s (2005, p. 15) framework (see Figure 2) was adapted and applied to the 

shipyard environment where naval vessels conduct depot level maintenance 

availabilities.  The framework explains how external variables influenced action situation 

interactions among its participants and subdivided into: biophysical or material 

conditions, community attributes, and rules or norms.  Interactions amongst personnel 

within company groups or from outside organizations will contribute to action situations 

having cordial or strained relationships (Ostrom, 2005).  The action arena becomes the 

dependent variable when driven by one or more exogenous variables, participant 

interactions, and situational outcomes (Ostrom, 2005), as depicted in Figure 2.   

 

Figure 2. Institutional Analysis Framework 
 
Note. Adapted from “Understanding Institutional Diversity,” by E. Ostrom, 2005 with permission from the 
publisher. 
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External variables. Biophysical conditions, community attributes, and operating 

rules are external variables that affect and contribute to situations (Ostrom, 2005).  

Biophysics permits the study of life (“What is biophysics,” n.d.), and while participating 

in an action arena, time is a finite constant that cannot be changed.  From a material 

standpoint, the shipyard is the temporary environment where ships will be relocated to 

when maintenance or repairs require a berth or dock in an industrial facility (CNO, 2014; 

GAO, 2016). 

 Attributes of the shipyard community environment are influenced by the project 

management processes where goods and services are exchanged and necessary to 

facilitate availability completion (Silva & Costa, 2013).  Other than management 

personnel or supervisory engineers, skilled maintenance contractors are the primary 

people who will interact with the enlisted workforce assigned to naval ships conducting 

lengthy maintenance periods.  Typically, a collaboration between these groups of people 

occurs when the crew is preparing equipment for shipyard repairs or the crew is assigned 

to monitor conditions when the shipyard contractors are performing work where a flame 

is used and the potential for fire exists.  Although this specific inspection point during a 

maintenance availability is not tied to a ship or crew certification, crew awareness and 

involvement in monitoring contractor-performed work is intended to prevent damage 

resultant from fires while a ship is temporarily located in an industrial environment.  For 

example, in November 2018, USS OSCAR AUSTIN experienced a fire that resulted in 

damage, and its impact on avail completion remained unknown during the press release 

(Prine, 2018).  When managed improperly, time will constrain and disadvantage 
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participants who assume duties previously assigned to another person (Ostrom, 2005), 

when their workload has not been downgraded.  

 Action situations. Ostrom (2005) defines the region where personnel interact, are 

cordial or experience strained relations, and perform assigned actions or tasks as an 

action situation.  For example, some sailors may pretend, fake their understanding, or 

remain silent so others within the command are not aware of their level of knowledge 

deficiencies (Nielsen, 2015).  Such silence is dangerous and provides leaders with false 

confidence regarding the capability of their personnel. Time emerges as the “scarcest 

resource” (Mankins, 2014, para. 1) that cannot be produced by man (Wrike, n.d.), but can 

be mismanaged.  Action arena participants allow their morals and principles to shape the 

rules or strategies that govern their behavior in action situations (Allen, 2005; Ostrom, 

2005).  The USN and shipyard organization determine the rules by which their employees 

operate and interact with each other.  For example, engagement may be in the form of the 

promulgation of a workday schedule or codification of  objectives for the achievement of 

critical maintenance milestones associated with the end of the availability period (CNO, 

2012b).   

 Interactions and outcomes. Typically, interactions amongst members of the 

crew and shipyard trade workers occur on the vessel or on the walkways leading from the 

parking lot to the berth where the ship is located.  The amount of time these sailors spend 

with each other results in them cultivating relationships where they do what is necessary 

to help one another and the command succeed in a stressful environment (Johns, 2016; 

Shattuck, Matsangas, & Powley, 2015).  Once qualified, junior sailors devote 60% of 

their time towards watch standing responsibilities while averaging 14-hour workdays that 
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include maintenance and training requirements (Fletcher, 2018; Shattuck et al., 2015).  

Thus, in consideration of the demanding work responsibilities tailored to a sailor's 

occupational specialty, could the 14-hour requirement be the result of personnel serving 

in ratings that do not align with their strengths and innate talents (Griffith, Chmielowski, 

Yoshita, 2007)? 

 These interactions are identified in professional tasks and personal situations.  

Figure 3, a diagram designed by the researcher, shows the connectivity of internal and 

external variables and factors influencing interactions as theorized by Ostrom (2005).  

Professional interactions revolve around activities after personnel enter the gates of the 

shipyard environment.  The ship’s crew must coordinate with shipyard workers to 

establish conditions that permit them to accomplish contracted repairs (Davidson, 2016).  

The lines of communication between enlisted personnel and the shipyard contracted 

workforce is depicted in Figure 4. 

 

Figure 3. Visual Representation of Institutional Analysis Variables 

Note. Adapted from “Understanding Institutional Diversity,” by E. Ostrom, 2005 with permission from the 
publisher. 
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Lastly, the desired outcome for a ship conducting maintenance availability is its 

successful completion and return to at-sea operations.  How any first-term enlisted sailor 

will respond to the dynamics of the shipyard environment is unknown.  It is their 

behavioral response to its stressors, influenced by the engagement and effectiveness of 

shipyard teams that impact a sailor’s decision to renew their active duty contract by 

reenlisting. 

 Evaluative criteria. Maintenance availabilities are evaluated regarding cost and 

time.  Were these elements accomplished on time or under the planned budgeted cost 

(GAO, 2018)?  Management of time affects the ability to achieve objectives, and in some 

cases, the response to stressors associated with them.  When maintenance availabilities 

are delayed, the timeline for naval ships to complete training and certification 

requirements necessary to deploy becomes compressed (COMNAVSURFPAC & 

COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018), impacting a sailor's quality of life and shipboard 

experience (Schwerin, Kline, & Olmsted, 2006).  For the context of this study, success 

upon completion of depot maintenance periods will be narrowed to the reenlistment 

percentages of eligible first-term enlisted sailors whose contract was up for renewal 

during the availability and break from at sea operations. 

Historically, officer leaders use performance evaluations to communicate 

regarding the caliber of enlisted personnel to selection and advancement board members 

and how individual efforts contribute to unit success (Cutler, 2002).  Naval sailors use 

service-approved technologies to improve their level of knowledge and individual 

preparedness in duties that require coordination on the department or command level 

(Richardson, 2016b).  The Navy's transition to an application-based technology 
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highlights the weaknesses of the traditional evaluation system where there is a lack of 

standardization and consistency in helping sailors identify and improve weak 

performance areas (Navy Personnel Command Public Affairs [NPCPA], 2018).  The 

vision of the CNO involves consistent and effective use of such technology to “maximize 

combat effectiveness and efficiency” (Richardson, 2016b, p. 7). 

Researcher Reflections 

 Development of this literature review continues to evolve and has been the focus 

of much work and effort.  Although the problem requiring review is understood (Wells, 

1998), obtaining published literature that can improve the author’s outline is a time-

intensive process the researcher did not fully anticipate.  The researcher was confident 

that the literature road map presented in this chapter now lays a solid foundation 

(Haycock, Cheadle, & Bluestone, 2012) for the dissertation research presented in Chapter 

3.  The plan, however, involved continuing review of literature until its final revision and 

approval before publishing.  Achieving this practice ensured the content remained 

relevant and useful to the USN. 

Summary 

 A synopsis of literature provides novices of U.S. Naval military matters with: the 

fundamental knowledge that permits an understanding of factors influencing workforce 

growth and attrition (Dzananovic, 2016; GAO, 2000;  Jones & Stidler, 1995; Krug, 

2016; Larson & Kewley, 2000; Rodney, 2017), context regarding the internal and 

external forces affecting naval unit operations (Gallus et al., 2013; Lien & Gregory, 2009; 

Pinelis & Huff, 2014), circumstances and challenges surrounding afloat command 

maintenance requirements (GAO, 2016, 2018; Golding & Gregory, 2002; Martin et al., 
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2017), and command leadership styles that govern interactions with subordinate 

personnel and influence initiative outcomes (Groves & Larocca, 2011; Hunt, 1991; 

Johnson, 2015; Mirvis, 2012; Northouse, 2016).  The gap presented in the published 

literature, where no study has evaluated the impact service on ships that conduct lengthy 

maintenance periods has on first-term enlisted sailor retention, remains.  This 

phenomenon has become the priority for the researcher whose previous and future career 

assignments involve training and leading personnel responsible for conducting operations 

on a naval vessel required to conduct length maintenance. 

 Literature provided by preceding studies tends to support that prolonged periods 

of maintenance negatively affect enlisted sailor retention (CNO, 2010, 2012b; GAO, 

2018; Golding & Gregory, 2002; Lien et al., 2006).  Additionally, sailors who have the 

opportunity to be assigned to a naval command that provides stability without 

deployments is conducive to personnel with dependents (Hosek & Martorell, 2009; Lien 

et al., 2008), making continued service more attractive to them than those who have 

families and are assigned to afloat commands (Conner et al., 2016; GAO, 2000; 

Knobloch & Theiss, 2014; Nichols et al., 2014; Snodgrass, 2014).  However, in cases 

where new accessions joined the military to travel, deploy, and see the world, reports 

have inferred that sailors assigned to naval commands homeported abroad are more likely 

to reenlist than personnel assigned to CONUS based afloat commands (Riley, 2017).  

With regards to afloat command maintenance availability research (GAO, 2016, 2018; 

Larson & Kewley, 2000; Lien et al., 2006), the phenomenon that may be strictly related 

and requires further investigation is the time away from at sea operations for first-term 

enlisted personnel and separation categorized as medical or disciplinary reasons.  Lastly, 
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Chapter 3 presents the methodology to determine if the premise of personal stability for 

those assigned to non-deployable, ashore units results in higher reenlistment percentages 

than afloat units for first-term enlisted sailors in the same occupational specialties shared 

by ashore and afloat command (Larson & Kewley, 2000).  
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this mixed methods study was to determine if requirements 

necessary to certify ships for at sea operations, which involve conducting lengthy 

maintenance periods, affect the attrition of first-term enlisted sailors (Cameron, 2009).  

Four primary themes were explored: reasons eligible civilians volunteer for active-duty 

military service and terminate their contracts, the inner workings of the U.S. Naval ship 

organization with an emphasis on contracted maintenance, contracted maintenance 

requirements for naval units, and typical leadership styles and traits of naval unit leaders.  

To accomplish this investigation, this chapter defines criteria for a mixed methods 

research plan developed to answer the following five research questions. 

 Elements from Ostrom’s IAD framework facilitated the analysis of situations and 

circumstances that drive personnel interactions (“What’s Ostrom About,” n.d.).  The IAD 

framework permitted narrowing the scope of this convergent mixed methods study to 

explain situational challenges and the need for an evidence-based solution and 

established a methodology to explore the management of first-term enlisted sailors 

assigned to afloat commands (Ostrom, 2005).  The study approaches further permitted the 

examination of general assumptions regarding the influence of lengthy maintenance 

periods on ship maintenance availabilities where a potential solution emerged to address 

situations discovered during the analytical processes (Koskey & Stewart, 2013). 

Research Questions 

RQ1. Does the timeframe for a ship’s maintenance availability impact first-term 

enlisted sailor retention? 
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RQ2. How does first-term enlisted sailor retention compare for ashore and afloat 

commands? 

RQ3. Is there a difference between first-term enlisted sailor retention for those 

assigned to units based in the continental United States (CONUS) or abroad? 

RQ4. Do retention rates for sailors with the same occupational specialty remain 

consistent for any ashore or afloat command assignment? 

RQ5. Does separation of first-term enlisted personnel for disciplinary or medical 

reasons increase when units conduct lengthy maintenance periods? 

 The following hypotheses were tested using historical data to further published 

research regarding first-term enlisted sailor retention: 

 Hypothesis One: Afloat naval commands that conducted more than 180 days 

of continuous maintenance attained lower retention than units of the same 

type that did not undergo more than 180 days of maintenance. 

 Hypothesis Two: Retention rates are higher for first-term enlisted sailors 

assigned to shore commands than for sailors assigned to afloat commands. 

 Hypothesis Three: Retention rates are higher for first-term enlisted sailors 

assigned to afloat commands homeported abroad than for sailors assigned to 

CONUS-based afloat commands.  

 Hypothesis Four: Among sailors in the occupational specialties shared by 

ashore and afloat commands, retention rates are higher for first-term enlisted 

sailors assigned to shore commands than for sailors assigned to afloat 

commands. 
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 Hypothesis Five: Among first-term enlisted personnel in afloat commands, the 

proportion who are separated for medical or disciplinary reasons is lower 

when units conduct 180 days or less of maintenance. 

Research Design 

 Data collection for this study was developed for six phases of interdependent 

historical quantitative and one phase of historical qualitative interview research.  Thus, 

the researcher did not generate nor collect new data to achieve objectives identified with 

each phase.  The scope or unit of analysis for this study was narrowed to the unit level or 

ship command. 

 The USN is the custodian of all requested information. Only one FOIA request, 

which identifies the scope of research, was required.  Once received, the author 

anticipated a representative of the Navy FOIA office would direct the researcher to the 

appropriate command.  The researcher is affiliated with the USN and has a general idea 

of its organizations and requirements for access to the needed information. 

 The USN does not require verification of IRB approval for researchers requesting 

access to historical statistics that do not depict or reference service member identifying 

information.  The naval service did require IRB approval and a naval flag officer’s 

endorsement when requesting access to active survey response databases.  Five FYs of 

retention statistics for 7,648 USN commands, or units, were analyzed to evaluate trends 

for reenlistment of first-term enlisted personnel.  The reenlistment data were further 

subdivided to identify the rating or occupational specialty for sailors who renewed their 

service contract to serve a second term. 
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 Hosek and Totten’s (2004) correlation of a sailor’s operational tempo to mirror 

the schedule for the unit sailors that were assigned will be carried forward in this study.  

A second data retrieval, which identified the number of days a ship conducted a 

maintenance period, were incorporated into the original data set.  There are 280 ships on 

the USN active ship register, and only a segment of the afloat population completed 

contracted maintenance during the FY (GAO, 2018). 

 Presentations, interviews, or data obtained to support findings of reviewed 

literature were consolidated into one dataset to facilitate the development of a holistic 

picture for first-term enlisted retention and attrition challenges thereby making the 

literature review section of this mixed methods study more robust.  During literature 

discovery, the researcher identified 50 studies published through the Center for Naval 

Analyses (CNA) and 43 studies endorsed by the GAO that met the search criteria for 

topics being investigated in this dissertation in practice.  However, only 14 CNA and 8 

GAO studies were relevant to the flow of the dissertation and necessary to substantiate 

researcher findings in the final report.  Lastly, to synthesize the data obtained from both 

phases of research, Ostrom’s (2005) IAD framework permitted the researcher to 

conceptualize reenlistment outcomes for first-term enlisted personnel in the afloat naval 

unit environment and the reasons for their decision to continue with active-duty service 

(“What’s Ostrom About,” n.d.). 
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Participants/Data Sources 

In the mixed methods study, quantitative and qualitative data were collected. 

Participants for the quantitative data analysis included active duty first-term enlisted 

sailors who served between FYs 12-17.  Included in the sailor retention data was their 

rate and identification for the command where they were assigned.  Again, ashore and 

afloat terminologies are used by the USN to categorize if a unit, platform, or crew is 

capable of being deployed (see Appendix A).  The Navy Enlisted Classifications 

Manual was referenced to generate a consolidated list of ratings or occupational 

specialties for sailors who are detailed to serve in ashore or afloat commands (CNO, 

2019).  For this dissertation study and to satisfy the evaluative criteria of elements of 

RQ4/H4, rating codes identified to serve in both ashore and afloat commands are listed in 

Appendix B.  The ashore and afloat command category was determined by the unit's 

identification code.  

Afloat commands are typically ships, submarines, or air squadron detachments.  

Figure 4, a diagram designed by the researcher, aimed to show the connectivity of 

internal and external variables and factors influencing interactions between an afloat 

command, its hierarchal organizational level leaders, the enlisted sailor, the Ombudsman, 

Family Readiness Group (FRG), and crew families, as theorized by Ostrom (2005).  

When deployed, afloat units are away from their homeport or base for a specified 

duration, which is dependent upon the mission type and capability of the platform to 

remain at sea without replenishment of food stores, supplies, or fuel.  Similarly, historical 

qualitative data in the forms of transcripts and notes were obtained from the 

approximately 20 participants who were interviewed in FY17 at an event titled, “The 
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Sailor Toughness, Tactical Advancements for the Next Generation” (TANG).  The 

researcher had no contact with interview participants.  Nor was any personally 

identifiable information for quantitative and qualitative study participants provided to the 

researcher.  Lastly, the Milestone Survey continued to be maintained by the USN but was 

not open for data collection. 

 

Figure 4. Visual Representation of U.S. Navy Participants 

Note. Adapted from “Understanding Institutional Diversity,” by E. Ostrom, 2005 with permission from the 
publisher. 
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Data Collection Procedures 

 Data collected during the first six phases of research is historical quantitative 

information and was consolidated into a master Excel spreadsheet and uploaded into the 

SPSS analysis software.  Use of the SPSS software permitted filtering for each category 

of information related to variables being studied to correspond with an individual unit.  

Since personally identifiable information was not be obtained from USN POCs, the 

master spreadsheet that will contain all phases of data collection required no protection or 

special storage considerations.  Similarly, hypotheses were developed to predict the 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables found in each of the five 

research questions (Creswell, 2014). 

 Provided there were no delays between requests for and receipt of information, 

the researcher predicted 30 days would be required to collect and analyze data obtained 

during the phases of mixed research data collection.  Information collected during each 

phase of research were synthesized to facilitate a comprehensive review of first-term 

enlisted sailor retention for all USN commands for FYs 2012 - 2017.  This process 

allowed for the answering of the research questions and proving or disproving the 

research project hypotheses.  Background to support the necessity for seven phases of 

research and a comprehensive review of how the researcher obtained the required 

information was documented.  For most phases, custodians of the needed statistics and 

findings were prior identified.  The researcher received no information or collected data 

for inclusion in the final dissertation study before receiving IRB approval.  
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Data Collection Phases 

 The FOIA request was required to obtain historical retention statistical data that 

does not identify naval service members (Appendix C).  The NPC is responsible for 

policies and processes that govern the management of naval military personnel careers 

(Cutler, 2002) accounts for changes in unit manning.  The researcher solicited an NPC 

POC to obtain retention statistics for all USN commands for a 5-year period: 2012-2017.  

Although the retention statistics are not readily available on the World Wide Web 

(WWW), the information is not restrictive or classified because it summarizes past events 

in the life of naval commands.  Before analysis of the historical retention data occurred, 

retention and unit maintenance spreadsheets were uploaded into the SPSS software to 

permit category review aimed at answering research questions.  The afloat command 

maintenance spreadsheet identified the unit, type, and duration of the repair.  

 Data collection: Phase I. In Phase I, raw retention statistics for all USN 

commands, afloat and ashore where first-term enlisted Sailors were assigned were 

obtained.  Approximately 7,648-unit commands met this requirement.  In addition to 

providing summarized retention statistics for each command, each unit’s retention 

statistics were categorized by the enlisted sailor’s rating or occupational specialty.  The 

NPC is the custodian of this data, and a FOIA request was required to obtain the statistics 

for FYs 2012-2017. 

 Obtaining this data permitted the researcher to identify the fleet retention averages 

that may be categorized not only by rate or occupational specialty but also by command 

type.  Once an average retention percentage is identified for each category, units that fall 

above and below the fleet threshold will be grouped to permit further analysis.  Naval  



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

86

units were categorized by their homeport location (CONUS or forward-deployed) to 

explore whether commands based abroad would yield higher retention for the first-term 

enlisted sailor.  Lastly, the annual retention percentages were compared to the target 

retention goals identified by NPC.  

 Data collection: Phase II. In Phase II, three critical objectives would have been 

pursued.  The first component of Phase II would have involved investigating if notional 

timelines and completed unit maintenance availability extensions delayed the return to at 

sea operations.  Initial discussions from those serving in various naval maintenance 

commands confirm this information is readily available.  In this study, the reasons for 

maintenance delays were not explored.  Only the number of dates an afloat unit was 

assigned to a maintenance period is disclosed in this dissertation project. 

 In Phase II, the process would have involved the identification of ship force teams 

created to perform work that could be accomplished by shipyard personnel.  Repairs 

accomplished by ship’s force personnel are categorized as organizational-level corrective 

maintenance or TA4 work (USFFC, n.d.).  Although individual units have self-reported 

in command newsletters, such efforts were pursued and saved the USN money during the 

availability.  The author is not aware whether any Navy command tracks this 

information.  Once IRB approval was obtained, a specific FOIA request was submitted to 

U.S. Fleet Forces Command (USFFC) to identify the appropriate office code that refers 

to the custodian of such information. 

 Specifically, for afloat unit maintenance statistics and specific availability notes, 

the type commander for each naval fleet, such as Naval Surface Forces Atlantic, is the 

custodian of this data.  There was a possibility of reaching out to government-owned and 
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contracted maintenance activities.  The initial information request, however, was 

submitted to the USN and engagement with shipyard entities would only have been 

pursued if an early response was obtained from the service. 

 Concurrently, sequestration resulted in no authorized budget for the USN during 

the period being studied.  In addition to obtaining raw data regarding the scheduling and 

execution periods of maintenance availabilities, the researcher would have inquired about 

the influence of funding and cost requirements on project start and completion.  The 

author predicted the USFF maintenance code, N43, and overall budget office would be 

able to provide cost data for each maintenance availability scheduled and completed 

during FYs 2012-2017.  Lastly, during this phase of research, the researcher requested for 

data collected by the USN regarding shipyard capacity and availability to support naval 

ship maintenance for FYs 2012-2017.  Obtaining such data would have permitted the 

evaluation if the contracted maintenance organizations were incapable of meeting the 

demand of the naval service for depot-level availabilities and if the situation resulted in 

completion delays for some units. 

 Data collection: Phase III.  The objective of Phase III was to explore whether 

maintenance availability extensions affected a unit’s first-term enlisted sailor retention 

trends from previous years---both for the unit conducting maintenance and its substitution 

that was surged to cover scheduled at sea operations.  Since historical data were provided 

and to remain considerate of security classification concerns, there would be no mention 

of the types of operations or missions the operational ship was tasked to conduct.  The 

researcher expected the classification of the dissertation would remain unclassified and 

available for public distribution. 
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 Second, the researcher inquired, from the USN, if afloat units were relocated from 

their homeport to conduct the scheduled maintenance period.  Cursory inquiries identified 

this is more common for afloat units assigned to the Pacific Fleet.  If relocation to another 

state was required, was a homeport change authorized/executed and did sailors receive 

funding to relocate their families?  Alternatively, were the sailors temporarily relocated to 

another state to support the maintenance availability and their immediate family, if 

applicable, remained in their homeport?  In these cases, did unit retention for the first-

term enlisted sailor suffer or differ significantly from previous or follow-on years? 

 To obtain this information, a civilian researcher started with a FOIA request.  

Because of this researcher’s affiliation with the USN, the U.S. Fleet Forces Global Force 

Management (GFM) office was identified as the best and perhaps only resource to obtain 

this information.  The advantage of obtaining such data permitted the evaluation of 

second and third order effects of extended maintenance periods on first-term enlisted 

sailor retention. 

 Data collection: Phase IV. In Phase IV, the access to the Milestone Survey 

required a flag officer endorsement.  In July 2018, the researcher obtained an official flag 

endorsement letter.  The Navy’s Milestone Survey started in 2014, inviting current 

active-duty enlisted personnel within 12-18 months of their reenlistment window or 

contract termination to provide feedback on their active-duty experiences and likelihood 

of renewing their service obligation.  The survey consists of approximately 150 

questions, and participants’ answers to core questions determined their solicitation to 

respond to subcategory topics.  Of the questions in the bank, 128 would expand the 
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author’s literature review and confirm if perceptions or concerns of personnel surveyed 

since 2014 mirror those documented in published scholarly research. 

 Data collection: Phase V.  In Phase V, contract termination reasons for 

commands identified below the fleet average for retention during FY 2012-2017 were 

requested.  Again, this list of applicable units was obtained during Phase I of the research. 

No personal information that identified individual service members was acquired.  The 

Naval Personnel Command (NPC) personnel databases categorize enlisted separations for 

disciplinary action, which supported literature that some first-term enlisted sailors end 

their contractual service obligation early because of disciplinary action (Rodney, 2017).  

If data were retrieved and if such classification did not differentiate between offenses, 

such as driving under the influence (DUI) or non-judicial punishment, the scope 

of collected information would require inquiries to a USN legal office to obtain fidelity 

on reasons for enlisted sailor separations. 

 Data collection: Phase VI. In Phase VI, the first-term enlisted sailor attrition 

caused by a medical reason was explored.  Common examples explored in the literature 

review included general medical conditions, suicide, and pregnancy.  Such information 

was only requested from NPC from commands where: (a) first-term enlisted sailor 

retention fell below the fleet average, or (b) conducted a maintenance period greater than 

180 days.  Since statistics for units whose retention for first-term enlisted did not track 

with the fleet standard will not be filtered based on maintenance periods, the researcher 

will be able to determine whether current trends for medical separation are consistent 

with reasons presented in published studies. 
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 Data collection: Phase VII. In Phase VII, during the command training pipeline, 

the author received a briefing from a team established by senior naval leadership, which 

works closely with Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory (JHU APL), to 

study sailor resilience and toughness.  In 2017, the USN, in partnership with JHU APL, 

hosted the Sailor Toughness TANG, Tactical Advancements for the Next Generation.  

During the event, attendees were interviewed, merged into groups, and tasked to explore 

the means and feasibility required to incorporate 20 concepts that affect sailor 

performance, resilience, or toughness into current personnel management requirements 

(Blevins, personal communication, September 27, 2018; Collins, 2003; Golafshani, 2003; 

TANG, 2017).  Resilience is a measure of work performance that permit sailors to 

overcome personal and professional challenges or stressors (Bartone, 2006).  Because 

defining toughness is prone to misunderstanding, toughness now represents the lever to 

improve sailor work performance to facilitate a culture of change (Piercey, 2017, 

Richardson, 2017a).  The researcher confirmed that the Navy’s IRB board approval was  

obtained before soliciting the opinions of active-duty naval sailors (TTC, 2018). 

 Fourteen sailors, 12 enlisted personnel, and two officers, were interviewed and 

asked five open-ended questions that pulsed participants for their assessment of the most 

significant challenge faced by those serving on active duty, ways stress was managed, 

and what was required to toughen current contracted naval sailors for everyday 

challenges and ultimately the wartime environment (Blevins, personal communication, 

September 27, 2018; Larter, 2017). 

The USN and JHU APL have embarked upon Phase II of their toughness study 

and are preparing to execute recommendations received from sailors during the 
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Toughness TANG event (TTC, 2018).  Data collected during their first phase of research 

(i.e., sailor and ombudsmen responses to the concept cards and ethnographic interview 

notes) were made available to the researcher when IRB approval from Creighton 

University was achieved.  Originally, the researcher intended for TANG interview 

transcripts to add depth or clarify survey responses obtained from the Milestone Survey 

database.  Similarly, review of the concept card responses ensures that any future 

recommendations provided to the USN that are results of the analysis conducted for 

research associated with this project are not identifying what has already been presented 

to senior naval leadership.  Instead, if concepts are similar, the researcher purposes to 

validate their appropriateness and viability with supporting literature. 

Proposed Reflective Practices 

 To incorporate reflective practices into the dissertation writing process, the 

researcher carried and maintained a small notebook to document daily activities 

accomplished in support of this dissertation project.  Planned reflective periods were 

reserved for Sunday and Friday evenings, weekly.  Significant events conducted during 

the dissertation writing process were also documented.  The Sunday session involved 

planning or confirming objectives for the upcoming week.  Friday reflective sessions 

involved evaluating the researcher’s progress and ability to attain designated goals.  

Consolidations of journal entries were referenced to develop author reflections in the 

dissertation in practice. 

Data Analysis 

 As previously mentioned, the researcher is preparing for an afloat command 

assignment where she will serve as a member of the command leadership triad.  The 
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possibility exists that during her tenure, the author may be required to lead her crew 

through a maintenance availability greater than 180 days in duration.  Thus, to prepare for 

the upcoming tour by gaining an understanding of the factors contributing to first-term 

enlisted sailor experiences when serving in a non-traditional afloat command 

environment, it became imperative for the focus of this dissertation research study to 

encompass John Sparks’s (n.d.) description of the tenants and purpose of exploratory 

research.  Specifically, exploratory research is conducted to find "possible causes to the 

symptoms communicated by decision makers" (Sparks, n.d., p. 1).  As a future afloat 

command decision maker who obtained counsel from senior naval officers who led afloat 

command crews through maintenance availabilities, identification of all causes using 

exploratory research methods became a priority.  Thus, a mixed methods study was 

developed to assist the researcher in their afloat command assignment preparations 

(Mertens, 2010).  

 Because of the complexity and vast amount of information projected for 

compilation in this mixed methods dissertation study, external research consultants were 

obtained to ensure the validity and accuracy of quantitative and qualitative analysis 

findings.  The researcher anticipated that the analysis of quantitative data would occur in 

two steps.  First, raw data would have been graphed to identify trends or confirm which 

form of statistical analysis would best explain trends and permit testing of hypotheses 

(Field, 2016).  Second, an analysis of variance used to test one or more independent 

variables, and a regression trend line would have been utilized to evaluate compiled data 

(Field, 2016; Salkind, 2017).  Similarly, it is during this phase of statistical analysis 

where descriptions would be defined to codify relationships between numerical values 
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(Salkind, 2017).  Measures of central tendency and variability for quantitative data, such 

as mean, mode, median, range, standard deviation, and variance (Field, 2016; Salkind, 

2017) would have been used to obtain fidelity on the meaning behind quantitative data 

trends. 

 In this study the categorical variables were defined to confirm the actual sample 

to be studied.  Also, descriptive statistics for the sample were defined and reviewed 

before conducting a contingency table analysis, based on categorical variables, to answer 

each research question and evaluate the associated hypothesis.  For each cross-tabulation 

or contingency table used to evaluate RQs 1-4, a chi-square test was performed to 

determine the statistical significance of the results.  Statistical significance is the 

likeliness that results are due to chance.  When p <  0.01, the data is evaluated as 

statistically significant.  The RQ5 quantitative analysis table compares medical and 

discipline separation categories for afloat commands.   

 Qualitative data analysis. Historical qualitative interview transcripts were 

compiled manually, and the merged transcript was uploaded into an analytical data 

software for coding.  The merged transcript was coded, and subthemes and major themes 

emerged to identify trends in research participant feedback (Babbie, 2017; Creswell, 

2014).  Interviewees were presented open-ended questions that provided them an 

opportunity to communicate their perspective on the inquired subject matter freely.  In 

some cases, IN responses were quite lengthy and robust. 

To “identify consistencies and differences” amongst participant feedback before 

identifying major themes to summarize the qualitative data analysis, the researcher 

focused her analysis during this phase “to look at how all individuals or groups responded 
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to each question or topic” (Renner & Taylor-Powell, 2003, p. 2) and formed “a creative 

synthesis” (Patton, 2002, p. 41).  Research (Krueger & Clement, 1996) has confirmed 

that value exists in learning a studied sample group’s characteristics or challenges if the 

goal is to inductively ascribe their attributes to a larger population operating under similar 

conditions.  For example, Krueger and Clement (1996) described this process as social 

induction, which permits the determination of social norms or behaviors.  Again, the 

researcher expected that the results from this phase of analysis would provide granularity, 

a greater understanding of quantitative data, and an awareness of challenges that affect 

first-term enlisted sailor retention. 

 Mixed method integration. The researcher predicted that analysis of research 

findings, through the lens of Ostrom’s (2005) IAD framework, would confirm if negative 

trends for first-term enlisted sailor retention exist for commands that conduct lengthy 

maintenance periods.  Additionally, themes for reasons why first-term enlisted personnel 

attrite from active-duty and concerns by personnel who have experienced challenges 

during active duty service were summarized.  Analysis of shipboard leader responses 

from Sailor Toughness TANG interview transcripts was applied to leadership styles 

analyzed in the literature review.  Ultimately, best practices from each venue, real-world 

application and theoretical, were incorporated to develop a solution to the identified 

problem of first-term enlisted sailor attrition. 

Ethical Considerations 

 Although the researcher had no contact with Toughness TANG participants, this 

doctoral practice required ethical considerations because the author’s military affiliation 

could suggest proximity that would result in access to information without utilizing the 
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appropriate protocols to review and collect requested data.  Proving to inquirers that the 

researcher did not abuse her rank and position to gain access to information approved by 

the IRB approval letter is the researcher’s greatest ethical concern after publishing this 

dissertation.  As a result, the researcher diligently documented correspondence with all 

US Navy organizational representatives who were requested to provide information that 

satisfied the Data Collection Plan.  No in-person interviews or surveys were conducted by 

the researcher for this project.   

 The IRB approval obtained from Creighton University granted the researcher 

permission to submit requests for information to each POC defined for the seven phases 

of research.  Also, the author did not request information until providing an approved 

IRB letter.  Since the scope of each research phase was detailed and specific, the 

researcher did not need to resubmit a study research request to Creighton’s IRB.  All data 

received for this project were historical and highly likely cannot be traced to an 

individual. 

Researcher Reflections 

 The researcher is a 2001 graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy, and during its 

commencement speech, President George W. Bush (2001) charged graduates to accept 

the freedom our military provides to become intelligent, forward-thinking, and visionary 

leaders who are not afraid to fail while addressing current problems to improve 

conditions for our future force.  Such leaders, who dare to deviate from traditional ways 

of thought to improve processes, are of the caliber required to become the service’s future 

system-level leaders (Wong et al., 2003).  The researcher accepted President Bush’s 
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challenge and continued to allow his words to serve as an inspiration and encouragement 

while navigating the crucible dissertation process. 

 Preparing a dissertation proposal while balancing the professional requirements of 

serving on the Joint Staff, a transfer to start the command training pipeline, and 

separation from her family to achieve professional training requirements have indeed 

been an unforgettable and challenging experience.  Although the researcher had no 

intention of sharing with senior surface warfare leaders at the surface warfare command 

schoolhouse or their peers, her efforts to complete a dissertation project while balancing 

professional education demands they were brought to light by others. 

 Since August 2018, the personal and professional experiences the author has 

navigated to prepare the dissertation proposal for review by her dissertation committee 

are numerous and could be captured in a book.  The highs and lows of overcoming self-

doubt, challenges with obtaining the proper personal balance while being stretched 

personally, professionally, and physically have resulted in the researcher drawing closer 

to God, her faith, and relying on His strength to accomplish what others deem is 

impossible.  Despite the challenges and delays experienced with not achieving the 

original timeline, the researcher remains committed to this project and believes its 

completion is necessary for where and how she will serve in the USN.  

 It became imperative that aside from improving her battle rhythm or daily 

schedule or processes the researcher needed to improve her efficiency and effectiveness 

when reviewing articles for inclusion in the literature review.  During the dissertation 

proposal writing period, the researcher developed a new method of reviewing published 

literature that began with ensuring the document was printed.  Use of highlighters, page 
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tabs, post-it notes, and colored pens permitted the researcher to make progress more 

rapidly than attempts made before August 2018. 

 In the near future, the emerging military scholar will assume a role in the 

executive leadership triad of a U.S. naval warship.  Understanding the demands that may 

be placed upon the researcher, her crew and her ship’s operational environment during 

her tenure further justified completing this dissertation work before she reports to the ship 

in the spring of 2019.  This dissertation project has the potential to fill a void in 

knowledge of factors affecting first-term enlisted sailor retention that the USN needs.  As 

a result, the author chose to press forward even when the first official proposal draft was 

not at the level it needed to be.  Each day brought greater revelation on how to fine-tune 

personal processes that would facilitate the completion and approval of a dissertation 

proposal shortly. 

 The researcher had a general idea about the focus of her dissertation in practice at 

the start of the doctoral journey.  During the start of the third year in the program and 

following the proposal construction course, the research problem and study topic became 

evident.  Participation in the Proposal Construction Course, ILD 814 proved invaluable 

and required the researcher to move past the big thoughts of “what if” or “that sounds 

interesting” to developing a research plan that was reasonable and achievable in a 

compressed timeline.  Lastly, the researcher was confident that completion of this 

terminal degree would occur before reporting to her next active-duty assignment. 

Summary 

  In the methodology section of this dissertation in practice, the purpose and aim of 

dissertation research were completed.  The researcher had allotted five days to analyze 
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and document results for each phase of data collection, totaling 35 days.  Lastly, the 

researcher worked steadily to submit a completed draft of their dissertation to the 

committee on or before February 18, 2019.  Achieving this goal permitted edits, revision, 

and an oral defense before February 25, 2019. 

 After successfully defending the dissertation and before forwarding a final version 

to the committee for publishing, the researcher gave her Navy Point of Contacts (POCs) 

that provided data an opportunity to review Chapters 4 and 5, which contain analysis of 

the data they provided.  The review requirements were developed to obtain cooperation 

from the USN POCs prior to publishing her final dissertation project.  However, as of 

March 12, 2019 all correspondence initiated by the researcher (POCs, with copies to 

interested parties at the respective commands) has yielded no response.  Thus, to satisfy 

degree requirements, the researcher is proceeding with publishing her completed 

dissertation without feedback from USN POCs. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 

Introduction 

 This mixed methods research aimed to determine if requirements necessary to 

certify ships for at sea operations, which involve conducting lengthy maintenance 

periods, affect the attrition of first-term enlisted sailors.  The data collection methodology 

was limited to proprietary naval databases that account for personnel service assignment 

transitions, afloat command maintenance planning, and execution action.  The processes 

surrounding the historical context of the data collection phases aimed to capture the 

availability of information maintained in naval custodial databases that reflect the pulse 

of the fleet by merging collected information from multiple U.S. Naval sources.  The 

time context in which the quantitative and qualitative data were collected is considered in 

this chapter. 

Immediately following IRB approval, the researcher established contact with 

previously identified POCs to notify them that authorization to collect data was received.  

For this discussion, requests for data will be discussed in three categories: methods and 

frequency of communication, discovery or referrals to new personnel or organizations, 

and processes to document proper access to needed information.  Overall, 63 days were 

required to receive requested data or to obtain a final denial determination, exceeding the 

original 30-day estimation by 33 days.  The extension is attributed to this period, 

overlapping the Christmas and New Year holiday seasons. 

Initial communication with all custodians of proprietary naval information sought 

to satisfy dissertation collection plan requirements occurred by email.  In some cases, 

when clarity of researcher needs was required for further explanation, or it became 
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apparent challenges with obtaining needed data emerged, phone conferences were 

conducted.  Once organizations agreed to provide information, 5 to 7 work weeks passed 

before the researcher reestablished contact to inquire regarding the status of the agreed 

data transaction.  On one occasion, the researcher conducted an in-person meeting to 

confirm the type and format data could be obtained.  Additionally, the request of one 

organization and encouraging a timely response from another regarding the researcher’s 

request for data required submission of three FOIA requests. 

In some cases, after POCs received a copy of the IRB approved Data Collection 

Plan, the researcher was instructed to contact a different organization for information that 

satisfied one of the seven phases.  Similarly, while attending official Navy training 

schools or events in preparation for her next at sea assignment, the researcher learned of 

initiatives or personnel who had access to the appropriate information needed.  Following 

closeout of one FOIA request, a letter confirmed distribution of information to 

support three phases (I, V, VI) of the researcher's data collection plan.  One additional 

letter to provide documentation of data supporting phases II (partial collection), III, and 

VII was requested and not received by the researcher.  Although data supporting these 

phases were not obtained through completion of the FOIA process, they align with the 

intent of Department of the Navy Public Affairs Policy and Regulations.  Records 

supporting the researcher’s IRB-approved data collection plan were released in the “most 

expeditious manner practicable” because the “information and records were deemed 

especially useful to inform the public of governmental activity” without requiring a FOIA 

request (SECNAVINST, 2012, p. 2-2).  
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Although a FOIA request was submitted to US Fleet Forces Command (USFFC) 

to obtain POCs and access to information that satisfied requirements for the three IRB 

approved phases (II, III, and VII) of the Dissertation Data Collection Plan, to which 

FOIA Request number DON NAVY 2019 002188 refers.  The researcher’s affiliation 

with the USN as an active-duty service member and her advance knowledge of at least 

one POC at USFFC culminated in referrals to POCs at three subordinate commands: 

Naval Air Forces Atlantic (AIRLANT), Naval Submarine Forces Atlantic (SUBLANT), 

and Naval Surface Forces Atlantic (SURFLANT).  Once POCs were obtained, the 

researcher was encouraged to maintain communications with approved individuals and 

work directly with them to collect needed information.  The USFFC FOIA request was 

closed upon agreement between USFFC representatives and the researcher regarding the 

final data collection protocol.  Appendix A captures the researcher’s requests from POCs 

at AIRLANT, SUBLANT, and SURFLANT for memorandum letters that confirm all 

data received from USN proprietary databases and the 2017 Sailor Toughness TANG 

interviews were transferred to the researcher only after proof of an approved IRB letter 

was presented.   

Presentation of the Findings 

 The direction taken to present the findings from this mixed method study involved 

a concurrent approach.  After the collection phase, quantitative and qualitative historical 

data were analyzed during the same period.  Following the analysis, the findings were 

combined by answering the main research questions (RQs) to strengthen the argument 

that afloat command sailors yield higher attrition than ashore command sailors with the 

same occupational specialty. 
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Quantitative Findings 

To assist with the quantitative data analysis processes and interpretation, an expert 

statistician was consulted (see Appendix D).  In this section, a summary of the gathered 

information and findings achieved during each phase of data collection will be reviewed.  

All quantitative data provided a snapshot of first-term enlisted sailor retention between 

FYs 2012 and 2017.  In Phase I, the data collection resulted in the accumulation of raw 

retention statistics for all afloat (i.e., ships, submarines, & rotational crews) and ashore 

commands where first-term enlisted Sailors are assigned, for a total of 2,762 commands.  

Additionally, the ratings or occupational specialties of sailors assigned to these units were 

collected.  This information satisfied requirements for RQ2/H2, RQ3/H3, and RQ4/H4, 

which compared first-term enlisted retention between ashore and afloat commands, the 

difference in retention for afloat commands homeported abroad or in the CONUS, and 

retention for ratings of the same occupational specialty assigned to ashore and afloat 

naval commands.  

In Phase II, which was not applied to the research question, three layers of 

information were requested: first, the number of days afloat units were extended in 

maintenance availabilities, second, the status of ship's force teams created and tasked to 

perform work that could be accomplished by shipyard personnel, and third, the 

comparison of projected versus actual cost for afloat unit maintenance availabilities.  The 

afloat maintenance data received for three primary categories of platforms, conventional 

surface ships (i.e., cruisers, destroyers, & amphibious ships), nuclear-powered aircraft 

carriers (CVNs), and nuclear-powered submarines (SSNs, SSBNs, & SSGNs) contained 

the number of overrun days for maintenance availabilities.  Notwithstanding receipt of 
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completed ship's force accomplished maintenance items or TA4 jobs for CVNs between 

FY2012 and 2017, data for conventional surface platforms only accounted for FY2014-

2017, and no TA4 data were received for submarines.  Lastly, no responses or data 

regarding maintenance availability costs from FY2012-2017 were collected.  Thus, Phase 

II of data collection did not contribute to the analysis of RQs1-5. 

In Phase III, three objectives were specified to identify afloat commands: 

conducted over 180 days of maintenance, surged deployed or extended deployments to 

mitigate the operational risk incurred by those delayed in a maintenance availability, and 

commands that were required to change their geographic homeport location to support 

the maintenance availability.  A complete list of all afloat commands that conducted 180 

days or greater of maintenance, was received.  Authorization could not be obtained from 

U.S. Fleet Forces Command to receive data that met the surge deployed or maintenance 

homeport relocation requirement.  However, since RQ1/H1 emphasized maintenance 

greater or less than 180 days and retention of first-term enlisted sailors afloat (see Phase 

I) assigned to these commands, sufficient information was available to answer the 

question. 

In Phase IV, no data were collected or applied to assist with answering 

any research question.  Although requested, the Navy’s Milestone Survey data was not 

released because of naval researcher concerns that the identity of respondents, which met 

the discriminators or demographics outlined in dissertation objectives, could not remain 

protected.  Had this information been received, it would have been used to explain further 

the quantitative analysis necessary to answer RQs1-3.  Additionally, the author was 

referred to a database to review a recent survey of forward deployed naval personnel 
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where questions mirrored or were similar to those found in the Milestone 

survey.  However, since the database is only accessible to military personnel, was not 

listed in the original IRB application, and the data collection period became compressed 

by the holiday season, the researcher decided not to visit or search for the recommended 

website.  Summarily, data for Phase II was semi collected, and no data was gathered in 

support of Phase IV.  Had these phases of data collection been successful, a greater 

understanding of sailor productivity, job satisfaction, and their influence on a sailor's 

decision to reenlist would have been derived. 

In Phases V and VI, the data collected were combined to answer RQ5/H5 that 

investigated the relationship between duration of ship maintenance and attrition 

percentages for first-term enlisted sailors who were separated for medical or disciplinary 

reasons.  The sample size of first-term enlisted sailors who were assigned to the 339 

afloat commands was 29,769 personnel.  Phase V inquired about first-term enlisted 

sailors who were separated for disciplinary reasons, and Phase VI sought information 

regarding first-term enlisted sailors who were discharged for medical reasons.  Rather 

than waiting for the researcher to pulse NPC, the custodian for all first-term retention 

data, for more than one transaction to meet the requirements of the data collection plan, 

NPC provided a complete data set that could be filtered by fiscal year in one email 

correspondence.  This action was necessary because the timing and receipt of afloat 

command maintenance data were piecemeal and influenced by the timing of POCs from 

three commands that followed up with the researcher in order to generate a consolidated 

snapshot of the entire naval fleet.  Thankfully, NPC did not wait for phased data 

inquiries, developed only after all maintenance information had been received and 
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understood by the researcher, before releasing requested information.  NPC POC’s 

decision mitigated further delays to the researcher’s timeline.  RQ5/H5 compared attrition 

based on disciplinary or medical reasons of first-term enlisted personnel assigned to 

afloat commands that conducted more or less than 180 days of maintenance.  

 Sampling. The first-term enlisted sailor data set, which accounts for FYs 2012-

2017, contained a sample size of 220,320 personnel.  Ultimately, to align with the focus 

of this dissertation research study and satisfy requirements for quantitative analysis that 

referenced afloat command maintenance availabilities, only sailors who had served in 

afloat commands that conducted maintenance between FY12 and FY17 were included in 

the sample size, resulting in an amount of 29,769 first-term enlisted sailors.  A 

consolidated sample breakdown is identified in Table 1. 

Table 1 
 
Consolidated Sample Breakdown 

Sample description Sample size 

Initial sample 220,320 

Remove “No Loss Code in Record” “Death on Active Duty” 

“Unknown” loss code, “Disability Non-Combat” 

217,101 

Remove sailors whose Rating not for both ashore and afloat (there are 

247 matching codes, so it is almost everyone) 

210,161 

Remove sailors with no associated ship maintenance duration record 29,769 
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To manage the size of data extracted from the consolidated quantitative data 

spreadsheet to list commands (i.e., afloat or ashore) first-term enlisted sailors were 

assigned to, the maximum sample for each command was limited to no less than 20 

sailors.  Appendix E: Tables E6-E29 may be referenced for viewing ashore commands 

and Appendix E: Tables E30-E39 for afloat commands.  In situations where crews 

embark a hull (i.e., ship or submarine) to complete deployment requirements, these 

commands are listed on the afloat command list in Appendix E: Tables E30-E39. 

The researcher removed sailors who did not make a choice or decision 

regarding reenlistment because no loss code was documented, the loss code was listed as 

unknown, or the servicemember died or became disabled while on active duty.  Thus, 

their non-choice for reenlistment should not be attributed to underlying factors like ship 

maintenance.  Refer to Table 1.  These sailors included separation because of death or 

disability and those who had no loss code or reason for separation, resulting in the 

removal of approximately 3,000 sailors from the sample. 

 A consolidated population demographic breakdown for first-term enlisted sailors 

in the sample is listed in Table 2.  It was unexpected that the majority, nearly 60% of 

these sailors, were assigned to ashore commands.  This large amount that may be 

attributed to personnel assigned to accession training commands, such as boot camp and 

A-school, are accounted for in Appendix E.  The overall percentages for those that fill sea 

billets (60%) or do not fill sea billets (40%) are based on occupational specialties or 

ratings only.  See Appendix B.  Despite many first-term enlisted sailors serving in afloat 

commands, overall reenlistment percentages for the sample size of 217,101 personnel 

was at 40%.  A surprisingly low reenlistment percentage means that there is a significant 
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problem being addressed in this research.  Lastly, only 24% of first-term enlisted 

personnel were separated for medical or disciplinary reasons, indicating further 

investigation is required to identify the other reasons for separation. 

Table 2 
 
Consolidated Population Demographics 

Demographic f Total 

Ashore 125,427 (57.8%) ----- 

Afloat 91,674 (42.2%) 217,101 (100%) 

Does not fill sea billet 86,837 (40.0%) ----- 

Fills at sea billet 130,264 (60.0%) 217,101 (100%) 

Attrition 130,221 (60.0%) ----- 

Re-enlist 86,880 (40.0%) 217,101 (100%) 

Separation (other) 164,832 (75.9%) ----- 

Separation (medical/disciplinary) 52,269 (24.1%) 217,101 (100%) 

 

A complete list of categories and percentages for reasons first-term enlisted 

personnel, who voluntarily separated from the U.S. Navy or for whom the option to 

reenlist was not available, is in Table 3.  Of the 20 categories listed, the most common 

reasons for separation are identified as: enlistment completed and sailor unretainable 

(>25%), fraud or erroneous entry (nearly 10%), immediate reenlistment (~40%), and 

other medical disability reasons (nearly 7%).  Although the percentages seem small, 

when considered from the context that the sample is 217,101, even a small percentage 

such as 0.1% (performance) results in a loss of 283 sailors. 
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Table 3 
 
Separation Loss Category Codes 

Loss Category f Cumulative Percent 

Alcohol Abuse 1179 (.5%) (0.5%) 

Comp Enlist Unretainable 59,185 (27.3%) (27.8%) 

Drug Abuse 5,115 (2.4%) (30.2%) 

Early Release 7,559 (3.5%) (33.6%) 

Entry Level Performance 1,770 (0.8%) (34.5%) 

Fleet Reserve/Retire at Higher Tenure 2 (0.0%) (34.5%) 

Fraud/Erroneous Entry 19,856 (9.1%) (43.6%) 

Hardship 215 (0.1%) (43.7%) 

Homosexual/Sexual Perversion 43 (0.0%) (43.7%) 

Immediate Enlistment/Reenlistment 86,585 (39.9%) (83.6%) 

Misconduct 3,790 (1.7%) (85.4%) 

Operative Qualifying Extension 2,832 (1.3%) (86.7%) 

Other Attrite 763 (0.4%) (87.0%) 

Other Medical or Disability 14,547 (6.7%) (93.7%) 

Parenthood 698 (0.3%) (94.0%) 

Performance 283 (0.1%) (94.2%) 

Personality Disorder 664 (0.3%) (94.5%) 

Physical Stand/PRT 5,595 (2.6%) (97.0%) 

Pregnancy 137 (0.1%) (97.1%) 

Serious Offense 6,283 (2.9%) (100.0%) 

Total 217, 101  
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Table 4 identifies the percentages of first-term enlisted sailors who are assigned to 

an ashore or afloat command.  Also based upon their occupational specialty or rating, it is 

identified whether the sailors’ specialty fills sea billets.  Unexpectedly, nearly 47% of 

sailors with sea billet ratings are assigned to ashore commands. 

Table 4 
 
Prevalence of Similar Occupational Specialties at Afloat and Ashore Commands 

 

Command 

 

Other ratings 

Sea billets 

occupational specialties

 

Total 

Ashore 64,498 (74%) 60,929 (47%) 125,427 (58%) 

Afloat 22,339(26%) 69,335 (53%) 291,674 (42%) 

Total 86,837 (100%) 130,264(100%) 217,101 (100%) 
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 For afloat commands that conducted a maintenance availability between FY 2012 

and 2017, Table 5 documents the minimum, maximum, and average number of days 

these units were not available for at sea operations.  Nearly 30 thousand days of 

maintenance are accounted for during the 5-year study timeframe.  The average number 

of days for all units was nearly 265.  Lastly, Figure 5 depicts the distribution of 

maintenance time.  Most afloat commands conducted maintenance availabilities between 

100 and 400 days. 

Table 5 
 
Histogram Summary Data Table 

 N Minimum Maximum M SD 

Days of maintenance 29,769 58 1683 264.98 163.794 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Histogram Representing Sample Affected by Afloat Maintenance 
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Analysis of research questions and hypotheses. The five main research 

questions required analysis of retention percentages for first-term enlisted sailors from 

FYs 2012-2017 based on historical data.   

RQ1. Does the timeframe for a ship’s maintenance availability impact first-term 

enlisted sailor retention? 

RQ2. How does first-term enlisted sailor retention compare for ashore and afloat 

commands? 

RQ3. Is there a difference between first-term enlisted sailor retention for those 

assigned to units based in the continental United States (CONUS) or abroad? 

RQ4. Do retention rates for sailors with the same occupational specialty remain 

consistent for any ashore or afloat command assignment? 

RQ5. Does separation of first-term enlisted personnel for disciplinary or medical 

reasons increase when units conduct lengthy maintenance periods? 

The five research questions and hypotheses were answered using quantitative data 

to examine the correlation between afloat or ship maintenance on first-term enlisted sailor 

retention.   
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RQ1. Does the timeframe for a ship’s maintenance availability impact first-term 

enlisted sailor retention? 

 Hypothesis One: Afloat naval commands that conducted more than 180 days 

of continuous maintenance attained lower retention than units of the same 

type that did not undergo more than 180 days of maintenance. 

A two-way contingency table analysis was conducted to evaluate the hypothesis 

that sailors in afloat commands that conducted more than 180 days of maintenance will 

have lower retention rates than similar sailors in commands that conducted 180 days or 

less of maintenance, as referenced in Tables 1 and 5 and Figure 5.  Because of the 

extensive sample size, statistical significance is practically guaranteed.  Consequently, 

the magnitude of the difference in re-enlistment rates is more important than the 

statistical significance of the difference.  Sailors with longer maintenance had 

significantly lower retention rates (42%) than sailors with shorter maintenance (45%), 2 

(1) = 15.321, p < .001. See Table 6.  The research hypothesis is accepted.  On average, 

shorter maintenance would increase annual re-enlistment by 493 sailors. 

Table 6 
 
Prevalence of Re-enlistment by Length of Maintenance 
Length of maintenance Attrition Re-enlistment Total 

180 days or less 5188 (55%) 4178 (45%) 9366 (100%) 

More than 180 days 11795 (58%) 8608 (42%) 20403 (100%) 

Total 16983 (57%) 12786 (43%) 29769 (100%) 
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RQ2. How does first-term enlisted sailor retention compare for ashore and afloat 

commands? 

Hypothesis Two: Retention rates are higher for first-term enlisted sailors assigned 

to shore commands than for sailors assigned to afloat commands.  However, there 

may be underlying reasons to explain this phenomenon that was not discerned 

from reviewed literature. 

A two-way contingency table analysis was conducted to evaluate the hypothesis 

that sailors in ashore commands will have higher retention rates than similar sailors in 

afloat commands.  For a complete listing, refer to Tables E6-E39 and the numerical total 

for sample size shown in Tables 1-2.  Because of the large sample size, statistical 

significance is practically guaranteed.  Consequently, the magnitude of the difference in 

re-enlistment rates is more important than the statistical significance of the difference.  

Sailors with ashore commands had significantly lower retention rates (37%) than sailors 

with afloat commands (45%), Χ2 (1) = 1402.566, p < .001. See Table 7.  The research 

hypothesis is rejected.  These findings indicate that reasons enlisted sailors join the Navy, 

such as “seeing the world” on deployable units are preferred, resulting in higher 

reenlistments than ashore commands where personnel were restricted to official travel 

within CONUS.   
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Table 7 
 
Prevalence of Re-enlistment by Command Type (Ashore vs. Afloat) 
Command Attrition Re-enlistment Total 

Ashore 79456 (63%) 45971 (37%) 125427 (100%)

Afloat 50765 (55%) 40909 (45%) 91674 (100%) 

Total 130221 (60 %) 86880 (40%) 217101 (100%)
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RQ3. Is there a difference between first-term enlisted sailor retention for those 

assigned to units based in the continental United States (CONUS) or abroad? 

Hypothesis Three: Retention rates are higher for first-term enlisted sailors 

assigned to afloat commands homeported abroad than for sailors assigned to 

CONUS-based afloat commands. 

A two-way contingency table analysis was conducted to evaluate the hypothesis 

that sailors assigned to an afloat command homeported abroad will have higher retention 

rates than sailors assigned to a similar command homeported in CONUS.  For a complete 

listing of commands not categorized by homeport, refer to Tables E6-E39 in Appendix E.  

Because of the extensive sample size, statistical significance is practically guaranteed.  

Consequently, the magnitude of the difference in re-enlistment rates is more important 

than the statistical significance of the difference.  Sailors homeported abroad had 

significantly higher retention rates (48%) than sailors homeported in CONUS (43%), Χ2 

(1) = 147.191, p < .001.  See Table 8.  The research hypothesis is accepted.  On average, 

shorter maintenance would increase annual re-enlistment by 3,087 sailors. 

Table 8 
 
Prevalence of Re-enlistment by Homeport (Abroad vs. CONUS) 

Homeport Attrition Re-enlistment Total 

Abroad 8,915 (52%) 8,274 (48%) 17,189 (100%) 

CONUS 33,759 (57%) 25,380 (43%) 59,139 (100%) 

Total 42,674 (56%) 33,654 (44%) 76,328 (100%) 
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RQ4. Do retention rates for sailors with the same occupational specialty remain 

consistent for any ashore or afloat command assignment? 

 Hypothesis Four: Among sailors in the occupational specialties shared by 

ashore and afloat commands, retention rates are higher for first-term enlisted 

sailors assigned to shore commands than for sailors assigned to afloat 

commands. 

A two-way contingency table analysis was conducted to evaluate the hypothesis 

that among sailors in the occupational specialties shared by ashore and afloat commands, 

sailors in ashore commands will have higher retention rates than similar sailors in afloat 

commands.  Refer to Tables 1 and 4.  Because of the huge sample size, statistical 

significance is practically guaranteed.  Consequently, the magnitude of the difference in 

re-enlistment rates is more important than the statistical significance of the difference.  

Sailors with ashore commands had significantly lower retention rates (36%) than sailors 

with afloat commands (45%), Χ2 (1) = 1450.709, p < .001. See Table 9.  The research 

hypothesis is rejected.  Consistent with results from H2, afloat units yielded higher 

reenlistment percentages for sailors with similar occupational specialties also assigned to 

ashore commands.  These results suggest underlying reasons such as opportunities to 

travel abroad are influencing personnel reenlistment decisions.  
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Table 9 
 
 Prevalence of Re-enlistment within Similar Occupational Specialties 

Command Attrition Re-enlistment Total 

Ashore 76,089 (64%) 43,635 (36%) 119,724(100%) 

Afloat 50,042 (55%) 40,395 (45%) 90,437 (100%) 

Total 12,6131(60%) 84,030 (40%) 210,161 (100%) 
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RQ5. Does separation of first-term enlisted personnel for disciplinary or medical 

reasons increase when units conduct lengthy maintenance periods? 

 Hypothesis Five: Among first-term enlisted personnel in afloat commands, the 

proportion who are separated for medical or disciplinary reasons is lower 

when units conduct 180 days or less of maintenance. 

A two-way contingency table analysis was conducted to evaluate the hypothesis 

that sailors in afloat commands that conducted more than 180 days of maintenance will 

have a higher proportion of disciplinary or medical attrition than similar sailors in 

commands that conducted 180 days or less of maintenance. For a consolidated 

demographic breakdown of the sample identified by separation code, reference Table 3. 

Because of the great sample size, statistical significance is practically guaranteed.  

Consequently, the magnitude of the difference in re-enlistment rates is more important 

than the statistical significance of the difference.  Sailors with longer maintenance had 

significantly higher disciplinary/medical attrition rates (14.4%) than sailors with shorter 

maintenance (13.6%), Χ2 (1) = 3.648, p = .029, see Table 10.  The research hypothesis is 

accepted.  If the rate of medical/disciplinary attrition were maintained at the lower 13.6% 

for all sailors, 169 fewer sailors would have received disciplinary/medical discharges. 

Table 10 
 
Prevalence of Disciplinary/Medical Separations 
Length of maintenance Other Disciplinary/medical Total 

180 days or less 8,096 (86.4%) 1,270 (13.6%) 9,366 (100%) 

More than 180 days 17,467 (8.6%) 2,936 (14.4%) 20,403 (100%)

Total 25,563(85.9%) 4,206 (14.1%) 29,769 (100%)
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Significant quantitative findings for data collection phases. This section 

presents a summary of findings for each phase of research that contributed towards 

determinations obtained for RQ1-RQ5:  

Phase I data collection facilitated the determination that: (a) afloat commands 

(45%) yield higher retention than ashore commands (37%), (b) afloat commands 

homeported abroad (48%) retain more sailors than afloat commands homeported CONUS 

(43%), and (c) for commands with sailors who share similar occupational specialties, 

afloat commands yielded higher retention (45%) than ashore commands (36%). 

Data collected during Phase III of research facilitated the determination that 

maintenance availabilities greater than 180 days resulted in significantly lower retention 

rates (42%) than afloat commands that conducted shorter periods of maintenance (45%). 

Phases V and VI of data collection research facilitated the determination that 

afloat commands that conducted more than 180 days of maintenance had more cases 

(14.4%) of first-term enlisted sailors who were separated for disciplinary or medical 

reasons than similar commands that conducted less than 180 days of maintenance.  The 

limitations of the research question failed to determine if there was a difference of 

attrition for first-term enlisted sailors under the same separation categories when 

comparing ashore and afloat commands.  

Qualitative Findings 

 To assist with the qualitative data analysis process, a representative from 

Brigette’s Technology Consulting and Research Firm who is a Lady Leatherneck, which 

is a female U.S. Marine, was contracted to assist with merging the group session 

responses for each interview question (see Appendix F).  Using the inductive content 
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analysis and member-checking approaches to control biases, the demographics and 

qualitative individual themes were further validated.  The undertaking led to familiarity 

with the data, simplifying the coding process to identify the major themes. 

 TANG session demographics. Tables 11-13 show 14 sailor participants and four 

ombudsman participants.  Table 11 shows seven sailor participants from Mayport, 

Florida with diverse occupations.  One member is a naval officer.  The Command 

Managed Equal Opportunity (CMEO), who is responsible for morale, is the only 

participant who indicated being retired.  Only two identified as female, and one reported 

having children. 

Table 12 shows seven sailor participants from Norfolk, VA with mid-level 

leadership positions.  The ordnance officer, who had been at sea for two years, and the 

Navigation Third-CPO reported having been deployed once.  IN11, who served in the 

Reserves for 14 years, “saw the benefits of active duty” after serving four years active.  

IN14 is a member of the visit, board, search, and seizure (VBSS) and a detainee-handling 

team.  Two participants reported having amphibious squadron staff experience.  Only one 

participant reported age, and three reported marital status, two of whom had children. 
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Table 11 
 
Mayport Sailor Demographics 

 

Interviewees 

 

Title 

Active-duty 

term (years) 

 

Gender 

 

Age 

Marital 

status 

(years) 

IN1 Second-Class Petty 

Officer, Engineering 

rating 

3 Male  -- M 

IN4 Chief Petty Officer  -- Male -- M 

IN5 Senior Chief Petty 

Officer 

-- Male -- M  

IN6 Chief Petty Officer 20-year 

veteran 

Male -- -- 

IN7 Second-Class Petty 

Officer, Engineering 

rating 

3.5 Male -- S 

IN8 Surface Warfare, 

Lieutenant 

           -- Female -- S 

IN9 First-Class Petty Officer, 

Medical rating 

-- Female   -- -- 

Note. Martial statuses: M denotes married; S denotes single. 
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Table 12 
 
Norfolk Sailor Demographics 

 

Interviewees 

 

Title 

Active-duty 

term (years) 

 

Gender 

 

Age 

Marital 

status 

IN10 Lieutenant Junior Grade 

(LTJG), Division Officer 

(Ordnance) 

-- Male -- S 

IN11 Senior Chief Culinary Specialist 4 Male   -- M 

IN14 First-Class Petty Officer (CPO),

Sonar Technician 

-- Male -- -- 

IN15 Quartermaster Third-CPO 5 Female -- -- 

IN16 Command Master Chief (CMC) -- Male -- -- 

IN17 Amphibious Squadron Staff 

experience 

1 year, 

4 months 

Male -- -- 

IN18 Second-Class Intelligence 

Specialist, Amphibious 

Squadron Staff experience 

-- -- -- M 
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Table 13 shows four experienced ombudsmen who are all female spouses of 

sailors assigned to units in Mayport, FL or Norfolk, VA.  IN13’s spouse, a U.S. Marine 

Corps officer, is the only Marine member of the crew.  Only one participant provided the 

years married to get an understanding of the length of endurance when a family member 

encounters situations commensurate with active duty military service.  Stating multiple 

deployments is an indicator of the number of times, accounted for in days and months, 

where the family has to endure separation from their loved one, the active duty service 

member.  Only two of the participants reported having children. 

 
Table 13 
 
Mayport/Norfolk Ombudsman Demographics 

 

Interviewees 

 

Professionalism 

Years 

married 

Spouse title 

(years served) 

 

Offspring

Mayport 

IN2 Experience (ship),  11 Chief Petty Officer 

(14) 

3 

IN3 Experience (DDG), 2.5 years -- (15), multiple 

deployments 

-- 

Norfolk 

IN12 Experience -- -- -- 

IN13 Experience (Amphibious) -- U.S. Marine Corps 

Officer (14) 

1 
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 The potential to demonstrate leadership is evident based on the titles provided in 

Tables 11-13 and being members of various teams or units.  Interviewees may be 

categorized into four groups.  First, there is the active-duty officer who is responsible for 

leading the enlisted population that consists of CPOs and junior enlisted personnel.  The 

CPO group is further subdivided by their seniority of Chief, Senior Chief, or Master 

Chief.  These personnel were formerly junior enlisted sailors.  All other enlisted 

personnel and Petty Officers represent the third group of interviewees.  The last group of 

interviewed personnel are the Ombudsmen whose affiliation with a naval unit requires 

them first to have a spouse who serves in the active or naval reserve components. 

 Qualitative individual subthemes by research question. The merged transcript 

included mostly the conversations of 18 face-to-face interviews with active-

duty members of the U.S. Navy or their spouses that were conducted by the USN in 

support of the 2017 Sailor Toughness TANG initiative.  While merging the responses, 

based on the flow of the conversations of the first five interviewees, the process seemed 

to have taken more of a field research approach where the five interview questions 

emerged as the communications commenced. 

1. (IQ1) What is your definition of toughness or resilience? 

2. (IQ2) What is your biggest challenge? 

3. (IQ3) How do you deal with daily stress? 

4. (IQ4) Who is the toughest person you know, and why? 

5. (IQ5) Given your experience, what would you change about the Navy to make 

sailors more tough? 
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 As the merged interview transcript was read by the representative of the external 

research firm, a coding scheme (see Appendix G) and individual textual themes emerged 

from the patterns.  Regarding the coding scheme, the command consists of the naval 

military branch, policies, rules, and units.  The unit consists of leaders, peers, and military 

and non-military community support groups.  The family consists of the self, spouse, and 

children.  The individual subthematic analysis of the interview responses provided in-

depth insight on the characterization and judgement of resilience, situational and 

personnel readiness challenges (problems, stressors), support systems, and recommended 

organizational policy changes to improve the overall operation of afloat U.S. Naval units’ 

characteristics (Mayport & Norfolk), which embody the performance, health, motivation, 

and retention of active-duty military personnel.  

 Prior to identifying the major themes of qualitative interview data, the researcher 

analyzed interviewee (IN) responses for each interview question (IQ) and developed a 

summary to summarize qualitative subthemes.  Appendix I contains the researcher’s 

summary of respondent feedback for each IQ.  Utilizing this process permitted the author 

to gain a full understanding of the usability of data for the dissertation project and before 

explaining the results of major qualitative themes.  

 Major themes.  The merged transcript was uploaded into the HyperResearch 

4.0.1 software, and the data were coded under the emergent codes to identify the major 

themes.  The four major themes are reflective of the experiences that active-duty sailors 

encounter in USN commands homeported on the East coast.  The main illustrated 

characterizations of situations that sailors in Mayport and Norfolk that emerged during 

the analysis of all points made during the Sailor Toughness TANG session are reflective 
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of the emergent codes that will also be reflective of the title of the major descriptive 

themes (as shown in Figure 6).  A conceptual picture of the situations that sailors in 

Mayport and Norfolk experienced was uncovered in the major themes: 

Theme 1: Strategic Level Policy Changes 

Theme 2: Classification of Resilience Based on Judgements 

Theme 3: Unit Level-Vulnerabilities Warrant Immediate Attention 

Theme 4: New Training Protocols Warranted to Development the Knowledgeable 

and Skillful Sailor 

 

Figure 6. Emergent Code Material Frequency Bar Chart 
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Strategic Level Policy Changes 

 Policies at the strategic level warranting immediate review is justified based on 

the number of occurrences (64) that relate basic training (boot camp and A-school), 

processes during maintenance/inport periods, and deployment concerns that were 

presented in the source material report and provide insight to evaluate RQ1, RQ2, RQ3, 

and RQ5.  With the number of issues communicated by interviewees from 2017, it is 

apparent that senior naval commands had not developed an accession training that 

teaches sailors how to attain and maintain the mental clarity necessary to function in a 

dynamic afloat command environment.  Secondly, it is recommended senior naval 

leaders of commands establish a fleet-standard afloat command culture that encourages 

and accommodates balance of personal and professional requirements, for all naval 

personnel, officers and enlisted, when not employed, permitting them to take care of 

themselves through appropriate rest, diet, and physical exercise during the workday while 

balancing critical professional responsibilities. 

According to IN9, “By the time sailors get to ships, they are not used to the levels 

of responsibility and activity on ships.  Sailors need to eat right, exercise, and take care of 

themselves.  We tell them to do that, but we do not give them opportunities to do it.  We 

do not encourage it.”  Could it be that the administrative, maintenance, security, 

operational tasking assignments, and demands placed upon the entire command results in 

an insurmountable threshold of pressure and stress that even those in positions of 

authority have trouble managing?  Interviewees were nearly unanimous in echoing their 

awareness of stressors placed upon afloat command leaders and how these stressors are 

subsequently translated to and experienced by the crew. 



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

128

Perhaps what is most concerning is that more than one IN expressed doubt 

regarding the need and effectiveness of pre-deployment training and certification 

milestones and their ability to prepare crews for situations that require procedural 

compliance, a consistent level of readiness, and consistent attention to details needed to 

accomplish missions.  A concurrent theme amongst interviewees is that today’s sailors 

need to understand why they and their command are doing what they do.  It is necessary 

for senior naval leaders and most importantly, unit command leaders, to connect a vision 

and purpose to action.  When conditions permit, sharing the details behind “why” with 

inexperienced officers and enlisted personnel not only improves their awareness of “the 

big picture” but also aides in their comprehension of the necessity, value, and importance 

for their actions, which may ultimately mitigate internalized stress during dynamic 

situations. 

Regarding the inport period when intrusive maintenance occurs, INs hesitate to 

support and appreciate training, maintenance, and pre-deployment requirements because 

of conflicts with time needed to rest, recharge, or be with family.  For sailors assigned to 

an afloat naval command, their pack is always on their back and respites of relief to take 

it off are few and infrequent.  Interviewees believe that deployment is less taxing than 

inport pre-deployment preparations because when deployed sailors feel a sense of 

purpose and sacrifice, and thus want to maximize contributions to their command.  The 

challenge for senior naval leadership becomes discerning whether the concerns of 

respondents regarding enlisted sailor policies are legitimate and require revision to 

facilitate lasting change.  
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Classification of Resilience Based on Judgements 

Sailors or Ombudsmen used various cases to provide examples of resiliency and 

toughness.  Collectively, their feedback provides insight into the textual data used to 

answer RQ2, RQ3, and RQ4.  There was a consensus amongst INs that resiliency and 

toughness are related terms.  The definition of resiliency is justified based on the number 

of occurrences (58) that derived from the cases presented in the source material report. 

For many, resiliency is defined as possessing the mental capacity to 

pursue endeavors without the negative impact of stress that would impact effectiveness 

whereas toughness was unanimously equated with strength.  Consistently, INs identified 

resiliency as approaching one situation at a time in circumstances that involve balancing 

multiple tasks absent of fear and worry.  Concerning the characterization of operations of 

a USN afloat command where personnel are responsible for maintenance, training, and at 

sea operations, resiliency is defined as managing the demands of attaining wartime 

readiness amidst challenges, setbacks, and personal needs, including family time. 

Within the Laws of the Navy, an analogy is used to describe ship personnel 

as links of a chain.  Essentially, sailors must do their part to maintain their readiness, 

resiliency, and toughness because stress associated with job performance is a given.  For 

INs, resiliency is demonstrated by how well the sailors recover after experiencing 

adversity.  IN18 recognizes that getting through stress takes time. “Prioritize.  Take 

things slow.  Say ‘no’ when there are too many things going on, until you can deal with 

them all.  Pause and get stuff together.  Balance needs and wants.  Do not worry about 

too many things at once,” IN18 says. 
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Unit Level-Vulnerabilities Warrant Immediate Attention 

 Challenging unit situations identified vulnerabilities in commands of INs 

interviewed are best summarized as unmet expectations that have exacerbated the stress 

experienced by INs and ombudsmen.  The vulnerabilities and situations that warrant 

immediate attention are justified based on the number of occurrences (55) related to 

education, responsibilities, and expectations, as presented in the source material 

report.  The feedback shed light on underlying themes to address RQ2 and 

RQ3.  Expectations ranged from what was promised to enlistees by recruiters regarding 

obtaining a college education while serving on active duty to responsibilities and life on a 

ship to the value or benefit of unit-level leaders.  IN6 believes the situation can be 

changed with the practice of “realistic expectations among both sailors and senior 

leadership.”  “Sailors want an easy ride (human nature, but we feed into it) and senior 

leaders want too many things done with too few resources,” IN6 says.  Could it be that 

unrealistic expectations are fueled by ineffective communication that is void of 

transparency? 

All INs expressed frustration with tasking from unit leaders and external 

commands, maintenance preparation and execution demands, administrative work, and 

deployment training or certification requirements all being labeled with the same level 

priority and emergent status.  Similarly, although not explicitly stated, the researcher 

inferred from a majority of IN responses there is a lack of trust in shipboard 

leaders.  Specifically, INs believe four vulnerabilities exist.  First, self-teaching to deal 

with the demands of ship life is stressful.  Second, command leaders are either stressed 

themselves and have no time to effectively mentor and train.  Third, officers’ and chiefs’ 
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mess groups experience challenges with working together that are observed by and 

impact the crew.  Fourth, unit leaders, primarily CPOs, are so focused on achieving the 

next professional milestone that their willingness to engage with subordinate personnel is 

poor, as they generally do not accommodate attention on any matter outside of 

professional requirements.  Thus, the identified vulnerabilities, may lead to catastrophic 

situations derived from disengaged and despondent sailors whose expectations for active-

duty experiences are not aligning with their reality. It is therefore prudent for an 

immediate restructuring and implementation of training to reset sailor and leader 

expectations regarding demands and authorizations available to those who serve in afloat 

commands.  

New Training Protocols Warranted to Development the Knowledgeable/Skillful 

Sailor 

 Looking through the lens of several afloat sailors, the contributions of knowledge 

to the maritime naval community has not been “good.” Basic training, A-school, and fleet 

OJT seem to have been void of instilling within sailors the knowledge and life skills 

necessary to succeed in the dynamic fleet environment.  While learning from experience 

is emphasized, INs report that  naval culture does not support sailors making, learning, or 

recovering from mistakes.  When considering the collective response of all interviewees, 

unit level leaders are inconsistently mentoring the next sailor leaders.  This situation 

contradicts the USN’s core value of commitment to training and learning that facilitates 

personal and command readiness and is not reflective of the CNO’s vision codified in the 

Navy Leader Development Framework. 
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The call to restructure academic and training platforms responsible for preparing 

sailors, officers and enlisted, to serve in the USN warship environment is justified based 

on the number of occurrences (41) that relate to sailor lack of knowledge in matters 

pertaining to: (a) an individual sailor’s role in establishing and maintaining wartime 

preparedness; (b) stressful operations commensurate with service in an afloat command; 

(c) practical leader and follower tools for working with others who have varying levels of 

experience and understanding of maritime service requirements; and, (d) how to identify 

problems, their causes, and appropriate solutions that can be validated with the 

appropriate reference.  Insight obtained from INs’ responses added value to and support 

for RQ4. 

To improve unit-level training effectiveness in the near term, IN5 states:  

A debrief process would help a lot.  You have to go through bad stuff and then 

talk about it.  It will take a long time to build that experience up in a person, but it 

is totally doable.  Talk to them about problems once they are solved.  Give them 

time to decompress first.  Otherwise, they will not be focused on giving good 

answers or thinking about it. 

  Based on the major qualitative themes presented, the voice of the fleet is resident 

in the concerns of INs.  A high demand is being placed upon senior naval officials and 

leaders, specifically the unit command collective leadership, to train and empower their 

sailors with the knowledge to improve their active-duty service experience and job 

satisfaction. 
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Analysis and Synthesis of Findings 

 The integrated mixed methods results aim to provide readers with sound and 

reliable information.  The research questions guided the synthesis of data.  The 

quantitative findings served as the foundation where supporting data was retrieved from 

the major qualitative themes as well as the qualitative individual themes. 

As mentioned in multiple interviewee responses, there was a concern that 

administrative demands on a leader’s time minimized opportunities for supervisors to 

understand the needs and concerns of their enlisted population during traditional working 

hour periods.  Support mechanisms for sailors assigned to naval units begin with their 

peers and shipboard leaders at the divisional, department, and executive levels.  For 

personnel who sought to demonstrate commitment in both of these areas, sailors would 

be required to work more extended hours, further sacrificing time away from their 

families or pursuing personal interests when the ship was in port.  Interviewees reported 

there is limited external access to resources available from the Navy Marine Corps Relief 

Society or Fleet and Family Support Center (FFSC) and other groups to help sailors 

experiencing personal and professional stressors.  Interview results confirmed the first 

time personnel’s awareness of these services needs to improve before problems’ reach 

can negatively affect a sailor’s career or livelihood. Similarly, the results require 

reflection and scrutiny of current initiatives designed by senior USN officials to prepare 

first-term enlisted sailors for service in afloat commands to meet departmental and 

divisional goals. 
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Ship’s Maintenance Availability Timeframe Impact on First-Term Enlisted Sailor 

Retention 

 The results of the quantitative analysis confirm that longer maintenance 

availabilities hurt a first-term enlisted sailor’s reenlistment decision.  Interesting aspects 

show correlations between afloat commands that conducted more than 180 days of 

continuous maintenance and significantly lower retention rates (42%) than commands 

that conducted shorter availabilities, translating to increased annual reenlistment by 493 

sailors if the duration of maintenance were limited to no more than 180 days.  Refer to 

Table 6.  These findings may be supported by claims that units under maintenance 

conditions display dysfunctional behaviors, increasing personnel stress before the 

commencement of supportive deployment activities.  It may be fair to conclude that 

separation for afloat first-term enlisted personnel may have an association with 

assignment in commands conducting lengthy maintenance periods.  Also, emotional 

burnout levels can be intensified when a perception exists that divisional and department 

officers and chiefs are not addressing the needs of sailors who require additional help to 

remain motivated while adjusting to new and consistently evolving emotional stressors 

that accompany their occupation. 

Thus, afloat sailors who are removed from at sea operations for more than 180 

days to participate in contractor supported maintenance availabilities are placed in unique 

situations.  It is not evident boot camp, A-school, or command level training initiatives 

have prepared them for activities such as: how to maintain the ship or best practices for 

operating in and contributing to a team environment without constant supervision.  For 

these sailors, it may be the first time being away from home.  As a result, there is a 
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potential these sailors miss their pre-military service life and incur difficulties adjusting 

to and processing active-duty service experiences. 

When reporting to an afloat command where leaders fail to help first-term enlisted 

sailors connect with and identify themselves as personnel needed to accomplish the ship’s 

mission, previously received training in boot camp and A-school cannot be leveraged and 

expanded to apply to their fleet situation.  These circumstances only breed confusion, 

frustration, and inconsistencies in the retained level of knowledge regarding ship 

operations, applicable sailor duties, and the effort required to transform a ship from a 

temporary period of maintenance activity to a vessel that is ready to conduct sustained 

operations at sea and deploy.  Although the use of resiliency counselors or participation 

in community group sessions to learn problem-solving techniques and ways to manage 

some stressors are available, without the support from direct leadership, emotional 

maladjustments associated with long detachments will continue to impact the retention of 

first-term enlisted sailors assigned to ships whose mission extends more than 180 days of 

consecutive maintenance. 

 First-Term Enlisted Sailor Retention Compared For Ashore and Afloat Commands 

The results of the study show that ashore commands had significantly lower 

retention rates (37%) than sailors assigned to afloat commands (45%).  Of the 217,101 

sample of first-term enlisted sailors, as shown in Table 2, nearly 60% (125,427) were 

assigned to ashore commands.  Thus, findings indicate opportunities to serve in 

commands that deploy brings new accessions closer to the reviewed literature goal of 

“seeing the world,” thereby supporting higher reenlistments for afloat 

commands.  Although quantitative analysis determined afloat command service yielded 
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higher retention of first-term enlisted sailors than ashore commands, exploratory research 

presented challenges of environments that cannot be ignored, such as inadequate 

preparedness for service requirements in deployable commands and shipboard leaders 

who have disengaged from understanding subordinates’ non-emergent needs. 

Most prevalent amongst interviewees’ concerns were those about the stress afloat 

service placed on family situations, opportunities to engage in leisure activities, and 

occurrences of recognition. Respondents feel substandard performers can weaken group 

productivity by not doing their part and may not experience repercussions for being 

withdrawn.  Once again, interviewees commented on shipboard leaders being unavailable 

to provide mentorship or counsel in matters other than topics commensurate with the job 

such as training and maintenance unless the situation is prioritized as an 

emergency.  If exploratory research findings were reviewed alone, the researcher believes 

that retention for first-term enlisted sailors assigned to ashore commands would have 

been higher than retention for first-term enlisted sailors assigned to afloat 

commands.  Thus, the disparity in both forms of analysis demonstrates the need for 

additional research regarding factors that influence retention for first-term enlisted sailors 

serving in afloat and ashore commands. 

First-Term Enlisted Sailor Retention and Sailors Assigned to CONUS and Abroad 

Based Units 

 The results of the quantitative analysis determined that sailors homeported abroad 

yielded 5% higher retention rates than afloat commands homeported in the continental 

United States (CONUS), retaining 3,087 additional sailors as shown in Table 8.  

Similarly, exploratory research only interviewed personnel who were assigned to 
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commands homeported in CONUS and assigned to east coast commands.  No interview 

question nor interviewee response touched on the difference between service in afloat 

command homeport location and its influence on crew experiences and job satisfaction.  

At first glance the preponderance of exploratory findings identified that stress 

experienced in afloat commands manifests itself in family difficulties, particularly with 

children, when active-duty servicemembers are required to be away from loved ones 

because of unit deployments.  To improve these situations and resilience, training 

materials and resources have been developed for naval personnel.  Thus, further research 

to validate or test the quantitative analysis is warranted before senior naval leadership 

should consider revision of policies detailing requirements for first-term enlisted sailor 

retention in afloat commands that are homeported abroad. 

Ashore or Afloat Naval Command Assignment Retention Rates of Occupational 

Specialists 

The results of this study show that sailors with the same occupational specialties 

assigned to ashore commands reenlisted at lower rates (36%) than those assigned to 

afloat commands (45%).  These results suggest that opportunities to travel abroad and 

deploy positively influence first-term enlisted personnel reenlistment decisions.  Once 

again, questions presented to interviewees during the exploratory phase of research made 

no distinction between personnel ratings or occupational specialties.  However, collective 

responses regarding how personnel manage stress and demonstrate resilience validate one 

of the major themes of sourced material: classification of resilience.  One of the 

widespread concerns from the exploratory research included objections to long 

deployments, which connects the results of quantitative data and the burdens associated 
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with afloat commands where the rate of change in leadership practices is dependent upon 

the infrequent change of executive personnel (i.e., CO/XO).  Lastly, the presentation of 

interviewee concerns echoes challenges with service in afloat commands and the need for 

future research to explore whether first-term enlisted sailor ratings provide indications of 

their reenlistment decision. 

Disciplinary or Medical Reasons Increase Separation of First-term Enlisted 

Personnel  

The results of the quantitative analysis show the proportion of first-term personnel 

who are separated for medical or disciplinary reasons is lower when afloat 

commands conduct less than 180 days of maintenance, translating to 169 more sailors 

that could be retained if maintenance availabilities were shorter.  For the same duration of 

maintenance, sailors that separated for other reasons assumed over 85% of the 

population.  Refer to Table 10.  Quantitative analysis determinations and exploratory 

findings may be supported by claims of interviewees who expressed concern with 

balancing the stressors of afloat command service even during inport and maintenance 

availability periods. 

Specifically, there were multiple references of sailors utilizing the suicide ideation 

or reports of suicide attempts to obtain an expedited release from shipboard duties.  Of 

the 20 categories listed for first-term enlisted sailor separations in Table 3, the most 

prevalent negative causes for separation of first-term enlisted were due to fraud/erroneous 

entry (~9%) and misconduct (~2%); the percentages for separations because of medical 

and disability reasons, mental disorders, pregnancy are approximately 7%, 0.3%, and 

0.1%, respectively.   
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It may be fair to conclude that separation for first-term enlisted personnel may 

have an association with high stress and emotional distress levels.  Such situations may 

be exacerbated when mid-level officers and chiefs have difficulties managing their 

stressors and demonstrate divisiveness that prevents them from effectively working 

together.  Although recommended strategies included referrals to a resiliency counselor 

for troubled sailors’ services or community group sessions, the default choice is limited 

to the command Chaplain.  Thus, sailors taking "flight" from the afloat culture because of 

medical reasons most likely cannot only be attributed to lack of situational and emotional 

leadership.  A lack of risk management techniques and awareness of when sailors have 

not comprehended the “big picture” or how their job duration and the extent of their 

responsibilities may add to stress levels further demands the need for demonstration and 

continuous improvement in personal resiliency initiatives. 

Education Leadership and Work Performance 

As emphasized by naval officers, the qualitative analysis identified,  a strong need 

for naval education and professional development of junior enlisted personnel who are 

responsible for activities that facilitate accomplishment of the command's mission, as 

well as the necessity for the sailors to have access to and leverage counsel and training 

from senior enlisted personnel or experienced officers.  Naval education, received during 

basic and advanced training phases before sailors report to their first afloat duty 

assignment, should prepare junior sailors to perform tasks associated with their 

occupational specialty.  Additionally, sailors should obtain a foundational understanding 

of the hierarchical shipboard organization and where they fit in.  This building block 

approach completes the sailorization process where a civilian’s mindset is renewed to the 
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requirements of a disciplined military lifestyle.  However, when considering that 60% of 

first-term enlisted personnel do not fill billets at afloat commands as shown in Table 2 

and retention for this demographic is only 45% as shown in Table 7, quantitative analysis 

results indicates a disparity between naval service education processes and fleet sailor 

experiences. 

Naval OJT education has also failed junior naval enlisted personnel in terms of 

distribution of means or practices that may empower and motivate sailors to perform in 

the stressful and dynamic shipboard subjective fleet environment that is driven by 

personal experiences and professional relationships.  Maladjustment resultant from these 

causes may manifest in the form of separation because of performance failure issues, as 

shown in Table 3.  Specific examples of shipboard activity that may influence or depict 

these performance issues include: (a) misinformation about inter-division cross-training 

initiatives and schedules, (b) communication of the primary reason for deployment or 

newly revised operational schedule changes, (c) the completion of assigned tasks as 

outlined by their billet, or position, description, or (d) not remaining attentive during 

command-led training sessions. 

The demands placed upon those assigned to naval warships are never ending and 

all-encompassing.  For example, in addition to providing support for at sea or training 

operations, afloat command sailors averaged 264 days of maintenance, and supported 

1,683 days in an industrial environment to maximize their vessel's preparedness to 

support future tasking, Refer to Table 5.  Such requirements are driven and managed by 

external organizations or shipboard command leaders and may not coincide with a 

sailor's trained specialty.  For example, in cases where ships are removed from 
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operational status to accomplish lengthy maintenance, it is the first-term enlisted sailor 

who serves as the worker responsible for achieving daily tasks that permit completion of 

assigned ship’s force objectives designed to validate steady progress.  Thus, these 

situations may warrant further investigation to determine if the 60% attrition or 

separation for reasons other than medical or disciplinary reasons (75.9%) were influenced 

by stressors experienced by sailors serving in these conditions (see Table 2).  

One data point provided in Table 3 shows 27.3% of first-term enlisted sailors 

completed the term of their enlisted contract but were unretainable.  This information 

alone is incomplete and resulted in the researcher looking for factors that could have 

influenced this outcome.  For example, how could these sailors serve for a substantial 

amount of time and then be categorized as unretainable?  What happened?  Were they 

ever counseled on their performance status?  Or, was their separation driven by force 

shaping initiatives?  With this in mind, performance evaluation templates and facilitated 

discussion-based training are necessary to address junior’s effectiveness in managing 

stressful challenges and demonstrating the resiliency of the sailors.  Perhaps this feedback 

loop may lead to concrete examples regarding the necessity of curriculum modifications 

and improvements to naval accession training pipelines. 

Thus, it is in the best interest of the service for senior naval leadership to 

immediately reestablish a baseline for transparent communication that articulates naval 

service expectations regarding duties and responsibilities of fleet sailors assigned to 

afloat commands and the feasibility of achieving personal educational goals when 

assigned to deployable commands. Interview survey participants consistently perceive a 

need to emphasize personal responsibility and accountability and for leaders to contribute 



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

142

to unit objectives in order to maintain the readiness of those under their charge.  This 

dialogue should begin during the recruiting process, continue in boot camp, and routinely 

be revisited while naval servicemembers are in the fleet.  Failing to inform such 

personnel of the challenges they may experience in the fleet and not equipping them with 

tools or practices to maintain a positive perspective amidst stressful situations may result 

in poor performance or dissatisfaction that leads to attrition. 

Summary 

The results of the mixed methods study using a convergent approach took 

approximately three months to conduct following IRB approval.  The mixed methods 

approach proved effective to provide a “big picture” of challenges associated with the 

“Big Navy” regarding conducting maintenance availabilities greater than 180 days, the 

demands placed upon sailors assigned to afloat commands, and how these challenges 

affect retention of first-term enlisted sailors.  Although the U.S. Navy communicates 

strategic service guidance in a published document, frustration is brewing in the fleet 

because there is a growing concern that sailors are not aware of the big picture or long 

game, and what their role is in accomplishing service priorities.  The disconnect between 

theory and the pulse of the fleet suggests leadership styles and communication practices 

should be reviewed for potential revision. 

Advantages of quantitative data collection are that the data are succinct and have 

the potential of being analyzed quickly when computer programs, such as SPSS, are 

utilized.  When considering limitations, failing to establish a uniformed data collection 

template before sending requests for information results in different formats being 

returned to the researcher that require additional formatting.  Another limitation for this 
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study is that the entire history of maintenance experiences sailors had during their first 

contracted period of service is not accounted for in this study.  It is recommended that 

future research account for a sailor’s entire history in the data analysis as opposed to only 

one year of active-duty service. 

 Qualitative data collection results yielded specific examples of challenges 

experienced by fleet sailors, examples of their coping mechanisms, and concerns 

regarding leader engagement and transparency.  Furthermore, qualitative data gave 

quantitative data life, i.e., the addition of unedited responses from fleet personnel and 

ombudsman provided value that numerical data alone lacks.  Limitations of qualitative 

data are that interviewees were restricted to east coast sailors stationed in Norfolk, VA, 

and Mayport, FL.  A second limitation of qualitative data collection is that the researcher 

had no input into the questions presented to participants nor was the researcher present 

during the interview sessions. 

Personnel weaknesses are exacerbated and exposed in an environment that 

warrants “toughness.”  The interview questions might have focused on administered 

training and could have emphasized coping mechanisms for dealing with operational 

stress and what can shipboard leaders can do to help assigned personnel perform in a 

dynamic professional environment.  Better-constructed questions could have extracted 

feedback that captures the perception of the effectiveness of the USN in preparing service 

members for the demands of military service and obtained recommendations for future 

action to improve service member preparedness.  Although interviewing spouses, who 

serve as ombudsmen and command representatives to families, was appreciated to 

provide an external view, interviewing more sailors might have resulted in obtaining the 
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pulse of the fleet and more accurate perceptions of sailors expected to facilitate unit 

missions.  The naval organizational culture of Mayport demonstrated weakness by 

requiring sailors to perform “administrative and 3-M (maintenance tracking) work” they 

are not professionally trained for whereas the naval organizational culture of 

Norfolk demonstrated weakness via "an inability for shipboard leaders and crew 

members understanding others and their background to permit amicable personal-

professional relationships that encourage an environment where sailors enjoy their jobs.” 

There were challenges with consolidating respondent feedback into one merged 

transcript for all interview questions.  Specifically, some INs did not respond to each 

question, there was disorder amongst responses, and some feedback provided clarity to 

other research questions, requiring copying and relocation to another section of the 

transcript during development of the merged responses for RQs 1-5.  In cases where no 

data fit for a particular question, a blank space was denoted by bracketed phrases in the 

transcript.   

As expected, the qualitative interview conversations from the transcript did 

support the quantitative data analysis by strengthening researcher conclusions and 

fostering a better understanding of challenges and situations affecting fleet sailors during 

the period of inquiry.  Acknowledgment, acceptance, and addressing the concerns of 

interviewees and supported hypotheses (H1, H3, & H4) provide a platform for senior 

naval leaders to demonstrate Honor, Courage, and Commitment in actions.  Specifically, 

the researcher hopes leadership will Honor the findings of this doctoral study, which 

embody the genuine concerns and values of sailors serving in the fleet; show Courage by 

addressing the recommendations for future research and considering the implementation 
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of proposed solutions; and demonstrate Commitment by establishing a service-wide 

culture that thoroughly addresses the concerns presented in this study, resulting in 

improvements to policy and overall morale.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

Reconstructing U.S. Naval units to embody a transformational leadership culture 

requires articulating and applying vision and engagement to evolve the organizational 

culture of the USN (Bass, 1990; Johnson, 2015).  The necessity for evolution will be 

primarily based on research constructed to align within parameters of Ostrom’s (2005) 

IAD framework.  This mixed methods study determined whether the requirements 

necessary to certify ships for at sea operations, specifically the execution of lengthy 

maintenance periods, affects the attrition of first-term enlisted sailors (Cameron, 2009). 

Although the researcher has discussed the challenges and situations due to lengthy 

ship or submarine maintenance periods, the impact these activities have on afloat 

command leader engagement, and the subsequent effect on personnel retention of first-

term enlisted sailors, no study could be identified that sought to investigate the 

matter.  On average, 30% of first-term enlisted sailors terminate their first contracted 

obligation early, and 86% of all first-term enlisted either terminate early or do not reenlist 

(GAO, 2000; Martins, 2001).  Findings of this study advanced reviewed literature.  

Specifically, five years from FYs 2012-2017 were studied and identified only ~ 40% of 

first-term enlisted personnel reenlisted.  See Tables 2 and 3.  Similarly, within the same 

sample of 217,101 sailors, 45% of personnel assigned to afloat commands continued their 

naval career and reenlisted; yielding over 5,000 more reenlistments than ashore 

commands studied during the same period.  With less than 50% of first-term enlisted 

personnel renewing their service contracts, the collective data indicates there are 

underlying themes affecting reenlistment occurrences.  Stress during operational 
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deployments and the sustainment phase of in port periods affects military service 

members and their viability to continue serving on active duty is exacerbated when 

delays in returning an afloat platform to normal operations are experienced. (Boyce, 

2018; COMNAVSURFPAC & COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018).  Maintenance availability 

delays may result from a small civilian contractor workforce who are relied upon to 

accomplish intermediate and depot level repairs on afloat command platforms and who 

are overwhelmed when the demand for their services exceeds the amount of time 

available for them to work (Conner et al., 2016). 

Chapter 2 presents solutions and implications for public transformational leaders, 

culminating in a recommendation to leverage the strengths of charisma, maturity, 

authenticity, and morally sound judgments to: (a) increase interactions between all 

stakeholders of the afloat command environment and (b) decrease nonproductive internal 

and external variables that make demands, primarily emotional, on crew personal or 

professional/workday time (Barbuto, 2005; George & Sims, 2007; Johnson, 2015; 

Ostrom, 2005).  The results of the exploratory research showed that interactions between 

officers, the CPO Mess, and junior enlisted sailors are highly influenced by internal 

variables and moderately influenced by external variables.  Chapter 5 presents an 

evolutionary action plan to facilitate first-term enlisted sailor preparedness when internal 

and external variables make demands upon them to the extent that the USN units become 

susceptible to compromising established standards to achieve the assigned mission.  

Aim of the Study 

The aim of this mixed methods study was accomplished.  Research for first-term 

enlisted sailor retention was expanded to address the impact afloat maintenance has on 
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their decisions to continue serving on active-duty.  The Institutional Analysis and 

Development (IAD) framework, which served as an intervention tool, permitted the 

examination of circumstances and situations that influence sailors’ motivations, 

emotions, and resilient attitudes during a specific timeframe (“What’s Ostrom About,” 

n.d.).  The analysis of historical quantitative and qualitative data yielded various 

correlations between attrition, for this demographic, and service on ships temporarily 

relocated to an industrial environment. Solutions to manage this young workforce while 

balancing service manning needs will be proposed to the U.S. Naval service.  

RQ1. Does the timeframe for a ship’s maintenance availability impact first-term 

enlisted sailor retention? 

RQ2. How does first-term enlisted sailor retention compare for ashore and afloat 

commands? 

RQ3. Is there a difference between first-term enlisted sailor retention for those 

assigned to units based in the continental United States (CONUS) or abroad? 

RQ4. Do retention rates for sailors with the same occupational specialty remain 

consistent for any ashore or afloat command assignment? 

RQ5. Does separation of first-term enlisted personnel for disciplinary or medical 

reasons increase when units conduct lengthy maintenance periods? 

Ship’s Maintenance Timeframe Impact on First-Term Enlisted Sailor Retention 

 In theory, based on transformational leadership, the results of the study show that 

maintenance periods that are greater than 180 days resulted in 3% lower retention, or a 

more significant loss of 493 sailors, than afloat commands, which conducted shorter 

maintenance periods.  The findings of this study disproved Mirvis' (2012) identification 
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of transactional leaders as the preferred option to obtain a high performing organization 

with satisfied personnel.  The results advanced Larson and Kewley’s (2000) findings 

regarding causes for first-term attrition that found sailors are confused, frustrated, and 

experience inconsistencies between their expectations for service in afloat units and 

actual duties, which affects their ideal personal schedule and includes periods of rest.  

Furthermore, the statistical data alone in this study validates Davidson’s (2016) findings 

that prioritize measures to shorten or prevent delays in afloat command maintenance 

requiring contractor support.  

Zaccaro’s (1996) recommendation for transformational leadership to yield 

engaged and committed employees is validated.  The exploratory research advanced 

scholarly works such as Dzananovic (2016) and Ferree (2003), because deficiencies were 

identified within the new accession training pipeline, consisting of boot camp and A-

schools, and organic afloat command training initiatives that inadequately prepare first-

term enlisted sailors for the demands of shipboard life during periods of inactivity caused 

by extensive maintenance.  Thus, the effectiveness of ship and deployment operations are 

the responsibility of shipboard academic and unit leaders via training, mentoring, and 

preparing sailors for the challenges of an industrial environment and everyday stressors 

experienced by those serving in the fleet are supported by Browne and Berlinger (2017) 

and Fletcher (2018).   

First-Term Enlisted Sailor Retention Compared For Ashore and Afloat Commands 

In consideration of transactional leadership theory, the results of the study show 

afloat commands yield significantly higher reenlistment rates at 8% higher than ashore 

commands for first-term enlisted sailors, further validating Riley’s (2017) assessment that 
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civilians join the military to travel and see the world.  Thus, dependence on the USN can 

be viewed as a means to achieve personal goals, i.e., as Mirvis’ (2012) claims, for leisure 

opportunities rather than job performance.  These findings give rise to the stark contrast 

in the analysis of exploratory research by identifying stressors that lead to dissatisfaction 

experienced by sailors and ombudsmen as consistent with Krug’s (2016) research that 

assesses unsuitability with military service for emotionally damaged persons.  A 

recurring theme among interviewees included resilience being demonstrated when sailors 

remain “in the fight” despite experiencing personal difficulties or challenges while others 

“take flight.”  Thus, the characterizations of resilience identified in this study support 

Bartone’s (2006) assessment of the reciprocal relationship resilience measuring employee 

work performance and personal situations influencing employee workplace behavior. 

First-Term Enlisted Sailor Retention and Sailors Assigned to CONUS and Abroad 

Based Units 

 Operations for forward deployed or naval units stationed abroad differs from that 

of CONUS homeported afloat commands (Fletcher, 2018), and the results of this study 

strengthen Shonhiwa’s (2016) situational leadership theory where leader engagement 

adjusts based on the circumstances and the needs of subordinate personnel.  In this study, 

the overwhelming 5% increase in retention for first-term enlisted sailors homeported 

abroad than for the CONUS units suggests sailors’ reenlistment decisions may be a result 

of the engagement by their shipboard leaders or the experiences they had during their 

assignment.  The results of the study further showed 48% of first-term enlisted sailors 

homeported abroad reenlist, increasing continental U.S. homeported ashore commands by 

3,087 sailors, as shown in Table 8.  Transformational leadership theory presented by 
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Conner et al. (2016) regarding unit level leaders helping personnel understand the 

challenges and stress present when serving deployed or in CONUS  is also strengthened 

by this research whereas transactional leadership literature (Du et al., 2012 ) is neither 

disproved nor validated by the results of this study. 

Although these findings are significant, exploratory research failed to inquire 

about experiences of sailors assigned to afloat commands that are homeported abroad, 

and data collected is inadequate to facilitate improved understanding of quantitative 

research findings for afloat commands homeported abroad.  Thus, the research 

determinations in this phase of the study are inconclusive and cannot be compared to 

published literature.  Literature (DON, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c) disclosing U.S. Naval 

service operating costs for crews and platforms assigned aboard cannot be validated or 

disproved with the findings of this study.  Thus, it may be fair to apply situational 

leadership, which emerged as a trait in exploratory research, to evaluate and compare 

perceptions.  The motivations of sailors homeported abroad in comparison to afloat 

sailors who are on deployment differ in the respect that the duration of underway periods 

when away from their base are typically shorter than the standard seven-month length for 

CONUS-based ships (Fletcher, 2018). 

Ashore or Afloat Naval Command Assignment Retention Rates of Occupational 

Specialists 

 In consideration of the transactional and transformational leadership theories, the 

results of the study show ashore commands yield significantly lower reenlistment rates at 

9% below afloat command retention for first term enlisted sailors in the same 

occupational specialties (see Table 9).  These findings opposing Conner et al. (2016) and 
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Snodgrass’ (2014) concerns regarding the length of deployments and challenges 

associated with service in afloat commands discourage the afloat sailor.  Because the 

opinions of sailors regarding occupational ratings were not obtained, preventing a more 

in-depth interpretation of the quantitative data, the effect of the pending transfer for first-

term enlisted sailor retention from an afloat to an ashore unit could neither be validated or 

disproved (Lien et al., 2006).  Of particular interest regarding recurring themes in 

exploratory research include inconsistencies in demonstrating resilience for personnel 

who are experiencing stressors resultant from afloat command service (Bartone, 2006).   

Interviewee comments regarding the need for divisional leaders to be a servant of 

changes in subordinate personnel behavior and demonstrate care and concern for sailors 

provide examples of situational leadership, solidifying its emergence as a trait in the 

exploratory research where the self or externally influenced motivation (Shonhiwa, 2016) 

may be evaluated to identify perceptions of seasoned leader in comparison to junior 

personnel  serving in the same command.  Greenert’s (2015) assessment of the older, 

retired shipyard workforce in the continental U.S. (CONUS) shows the gaps or their 

novice replacements affect maintenance projected completion date delays, requiring an 

adjustment or cancellation of a scheduled deployment for an afloat command.  Examples 

of sailor motivations for those assigned to shore commands and not required to deploy 

include: the ability to maintain a predictable personal schedule that supports time off 

from work to pursue their education, spend time with family, or volunteer in support of 

community service activities.  Exploring the motivations of former sailors may indicate 

how priorities have changed compared  to those that embody the 21st century sailor 

concept according to Ferree (2003). 
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Disciplinary or Medical Reasons Increase Separation of First-term Enlisted 

Personnel  

 In consideration of the transformation and situational leadership theories, the 

results of the study show that A-schools and even OJT have failed to educate the sailor 

regarding how to thrive amidst the challenges and stressors commensurate with service in 

an afloat command, particularly during periods of maintenance exceeding 180 days when 

the ship nor assigned personnel cannot conduct traditional at sea operations (Du et al., 

2012; Yaghoubi et al., 2014).  As shown in Table 10, longer maintenance availabilities 

(>180 days) results in more first-term enlisted sailors being separated (14.4%) for 

medical or disciplinary reasons than those assigned to ashore commands (13.6%).  

Additionally, concerns presented included high levels of anxiety regarding resiliency and 

proper stress management techniques that have been inconsistently demonstrated by 

officers, CPOs, and junior sailors. 

Limiting opportunities for first-term enlisted personnel to learn stress 

management practices from others, receive resiliency counselor services, or participate in 

relaxation techniques may compromise deployment readiness and pose a severe risk to 

the health of U.S. Naval force.  It may also encourage those who are desperate and in 

need of assistance to commit fraud by faking health problems or engaging in misconduct 

so as to be removed from their stress-filled professional situation (see Table 3; Larson & 

Kewley, 2000).  Sailors who participate in peer-learning activities to enhance their 

awareness about health indicators advocate USN corporate social responsibility and 

educating fleet sailors who lack understanding for the “big picture,” possess unhealthy 

habits, or fail to manage day-to-day stressors may prevent behaviors that hinder the 
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wartime preparedness of their command (Du et al., 2012).  Using Yaghoubi et al. (2014) 

and Zaccaro’s (1996) research may enable academic stakeholders to produce 

transformational situational leaders that aim to recognize peers who are in distress 

and intercede. 

Although the results show medical and disciplinary actions as reasons for enlisted 

personnel and population demographics of the studied population (see Tables 2 & 3) and 

validated previous studies (Larson & Kewley, 2000), clarity was further obtained from 

the TANG interviewees, which took the researcher by surprise.  The participants 

expressed a need to understand why some personnel would pursue such drastic measures 

to remove themselves from stressful sitatuations.  Stress has been found to manifest when 

the gained sailor embarks upon new journeys and becomes burdened by perceived failure 

or lack of progress in the pursuit of their goals. For example, the students studied by 

Nielsen (2015) had not excelled during their community college journey.  Whereas, 

utilization of OJT mentorship sessions may facilitate emotional regulation of a young and 

inexperienced undesignated sailor, improving the liklihood of their success similar to the 

high school population Junior Officer Reserve Training Corps (JROTC) studied by 

Weaver (2012).  With this in mind, the sample studied in this dissertation research 

strengthened Nielsen (2015) and Weaver’s (2012) arguments regarding stress and 

performance where the rate of medical or disciplinary attrition for sailors assigned to 

afloat commands that conducted maintenance availabilities were maintained at the lower 

separation rate for all command types.  If afloat maintenenance was not greater than 180 

days, 169 fewer sailors assigned to afloat commands would have been separated because 

of medical or disciplinary reasons. 
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 The results showed that the USN has an organizational culture where afloat and 

ashore sailors are part of different norms and subcultures.  Also, Mayport afloat sailors 

mostly follow a transactional leadership style subculture whereas Norfolk afloat sailors 

mostly follow a transformational situational leadership style subculture (Conner et al., 

2016; Ostrom, 2005; Shonhiwa, 2016).  The facilitated exploration framework regarding 

the problem of first-term enlisted sailor retention is intended to develop a design that is 

executable by any command structure and result in increased motivation and appreciation 

of sailors for the part they play in accomplishing the missions or goals of the U.S. 

Navy.  Exploration of the IAD framework with study results revealed sailors’ inability to 

process and perform during stressful situations negatively impacted their performance 

and acclimation to service in an afloat command environment.  

Study findings revealed ashore sailors terminate their contract more often than 

afloat sailors .  Similarly, the IAD framework permitted evaluation of the underlying 

reasons that govern a first-term sailor’s reenlistment decision (“What’s Ostrom About,” 

n.d.).  The anticipated outcome of this study is to substantiate undocumented concerns of 

shipboard leaders regarding a relationship between service on ships conducting lengthy 

maintenance periods and its effect on first-term enlisted sailor retention in addition to 

providing the U.S. Naval service with a recommended solution to mitigate attrition of the 

studied population.  

Proposed Solution 

 A possible solution to approach sailor recruitment and retention is to redesign 

afloat programs to promote knowledge acquisition, knowledge enhancement, knowledge 

management (KM), and time management (TM) to bring awareness to the lack of internal 
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and external motivators that affect or contribute to situations experienced in an afloat 

environment.  Various leadership attributes are integral parts of the mission, including 

physical and emotional health, motivations, and retention measures of active-duty 

military personnel (Davidson, 2016; Hosek & Totten, 2004).  The solution can be applied 

to four concepts: transformational leadership, KM, the IAD framework, and situational 

leadership. 

Transformational leaders spearhead an organization's metamorphosis from 

established norms to one that embodies an executive's vision for how it should operate in 

the future (Luzinski, 2011).  Knowledge management relies on transformational leader 

participation to positively impact an organization and requires collaboration amongst 

leaders and subordinates to encourage innovation, information sharing, and verification 

of employees’ understanding of foundational organizational doctrine or policies 

(Yaghoubi et al., 2014).  When applied to Ostrom’s (2005) IAD framework, the 

transformational leader is responsible for establishing the rules that govern employee or 

participant behavior, and it is the culture of KM that defines attributes of organizations.  

Lastly, as situations occur, it is imperative that the leaders adjust their style to embrace 

situational leadership and meet the needs of their personnel if the goal of the organization 

is to achieve the highest levels of success (Shonhiwa, 2016).  The U.S. Naval ship 

environment is a prime candidate to apply these four concepts because the outcome of 

warfighting readiness may be evaluated in terms of personnel retention, command 

maintenance self-sufficiency, training and certification status, and accomplishment of 

deployment objectives. 
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The study emphasized awareness for afloat commands, and although the 

population sample assigned to these units comprised approximately 42% of the group, 

when these sailors participate in lengthy maintenance greater than 180 days, that small 

workforce is further decremented by 55% who separate, shrinking the capacity of first-

term enlisted sailors who renew their service contracts to 4,178 (see Tables 2 & 6.).  The 

results reveal that schedule conflicts, lack of transparency by senior shipboard leaders, 

nonexistent peer conflict resolvers, limited capacity of resiliency counselors, and tasks 

that may conflict with a sailor’s rating occupation escalate stressors experienced by the 

crew when in it is in a constrained environment where an average number of days of 

maintenance is nearly 265 over a 5-year period (see Table 5).  Additionally, study 

results revealed that advanced (A) training is just as basic by constraining new accession 

personnel readiness for the afloat command environment and outsourcing for operations, 

which sailors are not trained for or lack resources to accomplish and where limited 

community support exists for family members and single sailors.  These findings advance 

future challenges identified by the GAO (2018), such as the necessity of forward-leaning 

planning activities to complete ship's force generated work packages well before the 

availability start date and maximize early coordination with public shipyards to permit 

satisfactory industrial support, which includes qualified professionals establishing 

conditions that would enable on time completion of these periods of contracted 

maintenance. 

Two sailors also commented that their spouses do not understand the mission and 

believe the reasons for their long working hours following return from deployment was 

because of something other than supporting afloat command needs.  It’s important to 
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remember that during the pre-deployment training and certification phases and the post-

deployment sustainment phase, the afloat command’s crew is either preparing the ship or 

itself for the next operational deployment or readiness milestone to support war 

requirements (COMNAVSURFPAC & COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018).  Thus, the 

necessity of these actions often further strains family relationships when spouses and 

children are not aware of nor comprehend the impact mission demands will have on their 

servicemembers’ time.  These findings support naval surface fleet challenges identified in 

Balisle’s (2010) report and the charge the CNO gave to command leaders and 

organizations that support Navy Installations Command initiatives focused on improving 

Navy family readiness (Richardson, 2017b).  Thus, external unit vulnerabilities that affect 

situations associated with ship maintenance, escalated them further in a constrained 

environment. 

Senior naval leaders who are aware of the impact these vulnerabilities have on an 

afloat maintenance environment aim to build a stronger Navy through implementation of 

initiatives proposed to improve retention above 45% for afloat commands and above 37% 

for ashore commands by decreasing the response time required to address voiced 

personnel concerns and encouraging repair of divisional relationships that may have 

previously decreased low morale situations (see Table 7; Browne & Berlinger, 2017; 

CNO, 2010b; Fletcher, 2018; GAO, 2018; Ostrom, 2005).  Situational leaders will 

acknowledge these vulnerabilities and may consider implementing measures to mitigate 

or prevent future challenges to retention through additional training that encourages 

innovation (Shonhiwa, 2016; Yaghoubi et al., 2014).  Similarly, mid-level 

transformational/situational leaders stimulate awareness for junior sailor concerns 
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regarding the importance of response time and on-time completion of pre-deployment 

training or certifications without compressed schedules (“What is biophysics,” n.d.).  

Encouraging a culture of self-sufficiency through training, crew led equipment upkeep, 

and issue resolution at the lowest level, may increase sailors’ ability to receive, retain, 

and apply knowledge while fostering a specialty creative workplace aimed 

at improving job satisfaction and ultimately retention (Fahey, 2006; Hosek & Totten, 

2004; Huang, 2013). 

Support for the Solution 

Critical reflection of the situations that cause low retention found in historical and 

current research continues to capture the attention of senior officers in the USN.  In 

consideration of the diversity of ratings for personnel assigned to afloat commands and 

mission sets, one interviewee expressed concern regarding conflicts that arise within ship 

lifelines.  Specifically, when personnel who contribute to stand watches for more than 

one warfare or mission area are needed to support competing events during the same time 

period, management pressures and distribution of workforce resources strain the 

effectiveness of training or assessment opportunities provided by outside 

organizations (COMNAVSURFPAC & COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018).  Another 

interviewee stated challenges emerge when sailors overextend themselves because the 

afloat command requires sailors to perform above their pre-active-duty service levels and 

those who cannot handle the stretching process become a casualty.  Deployment 

readiness, thus, has posed a severe health risk to the U.S. Naval force, compelling sailors 

who are desperate and in need of assistance to commit fraud by faking health problems or 
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engaging in misconduct so as to be removed from their stress-filled professional 

situations (see Figure 3; Larson & Kewley, 2000). 

Some sailors are overextended when their aspiration for service does not align 

with their preferred outcome (Nielsen, 2015).  Challenges experienced at their commands 

can lead to an emotional disconnect with the command.  One sailor expressed concern 

about not possessing the skills to maintain or fix equipment that is necessary to complete 

his work requirements.  Some junior-level engineering tasks that lead to sailors being 

stretched professionally and routinely stressed include but are not limited to:  “the 

operation, care and maintenance of boat machinery .  .  .  maintenance of interior 

communications equipment, .  .  .  monitor lube oil sumps” (CNO, 2012, pp. 3-64-3-

65).  Sailors further expressed a lack of transparency by command leaders. 

A sailor’s rating assignment comes from an assessment of their aptitude and the 

needs of the USN, which identifies openings and quotas to fill needed ratings (Rodney, 

2017).  Common ratings, as identified in Appendix E, Table E1, are assigned to afloat 

commands.  The crew’s effectiveness involves performing duties associated with their 

rate or trained specialty while remaining motivated and confident in knowledge obtained 

even as it continues to learn while performing (Larson & Kewley, 2000; Nielsen, 2015). 

Training and verifying sailor preparedness to conduct at sea operations for a 

sustained amount of time in support of deployment or other mission assignments 

(COMNAVSURFPAC & COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018) are not swift processes.  The 

study revealed afloat accessed personnel who initially completed basic training or A-

school have received rudimentary knowledge commensurate with their rating, if 

applicable, and are not prepared for the dynamic scheduling and demands placed upon 
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those who serve in afloat commands.  In the words of an interviewee, junior sailors 

should become “sponges” who soak up knowledge from peers to improve their 

knowledge and skillsets of ship operations, which will provide insight to the overall ship 

objectives and reduce response time.  Furthermore, a knowledgeable sailor helps to avoid 

strife and disagreement amongst departments in support of established guidelines for 

training and balances requirements and schedules for ship’s force conducted maintenance 

and task resource management processes (GAO, 2016). 

Thus, the researcher has identified a need to revise A-school curriculum.  To 

address this identified need requires standardization and practice of guest lecturers (West, 

2012) with real fleet experience to conduct focused discussions so as to actively share 

common experiences and challenges of new accessions who have reported to their first 

duty assignment.  Acceptance of this initiative further establishes sailors’ personal and 

professional development foundations that may be reinforced and expanded upon early in 

their naval career (West, 2012).  Thus, it is also possible for A-schools to achieve the 

proposed objective by utilizing its current pool of instructors who are screened and 

serving in A-school instructor positions (NAVPERSCOM, 2002) and not incur additional 

costs or expenses for teaching support.  However, a standardized small group discussion 

prompting guide to initiate dialogue amongst personnel in training and their teachers 

must be created and curriculum scheduling refined to accommodate planned discourse. 

Raising the quality of command-sponsored OJT learning to bridge the gap 

resultant from previously mentioned deficiencies in A-school curriculum will be a 

challenge when general guidelines for training at naval commands already exist and are 

specified in the Standard Organization and Regulations of the U.S. Navy (SORM; CNO, 
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2012).  Likewise, curriculum guidance/revision will be necessary for command leaders 

who have been charged by the CNO and Master CPO of the Navy to address topics that 

facilitate the leadership, character, and resiliency development of their sailor workforce 

using organic or service-sponsored facilitators who visit fleet concentration areas (CNO, 

2018; MCPON, 2018; Stevens, n.d.).  Overcoming this challenge requires a new design 

or the redesign and enhancement of templates that permit continuity in command-

sponsored OJT sessions and protocols as well as evaluation checklists and processes that 

do not restrict the designers’ creativity and ability to modify the documents based upon 

the needs of their command to increase readiness (MCPON, 2018; Stevens, n.d.). 

Stakeholders and Factors Related to the Solution 

 U.S. Naval Chiefs will need to demonstrate situational leadership in order to 

facilitate the development, motivation, and transformation of first-term enlisted personnel 

into active, significant contributing members of afloat command operations. A chief's 

experience, knowledge, and influence add value and depth not available to naval officers 

who have never served in the enlisted ranks.  The actions and conduct of the CPO 

establish the tone and conduct for day-to-day operations and standards by which their 

junior sailors govern themselves.  For example, when some chiefs reiterate thatthe chain 

of command is real, active, and necessary--especially on ships--and that even when 

the chief obtains direction from junior officers, lawful orders must be followed, even if 

the one issuing the order has less time in the service.  It’s all about respect up and down 

the chain of the command and for the positional authority of those entrusted to 

lead (Cutler, 2002).  Similarly, when situational leaders translate the mission and its 

purpose to junior sailors when training and spurring motivation, awareness will 
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emerge and be followed by subordinates’ commitment to fulfilling their role in achieving 

established objectives (Bass, 1990; Johnson, 2015; Shattuck et al., 2015).   

Specific examples of knowledge sharing intended to develop a community of trust 

that encourages collaboration and teamwork include: practicing early, communicating 

trasparently regarding deployment preparations or requirements, explaining to the 

crew how the mission applies to them and their role in acheiving its goals, and engaging 

divisional and departmental level leaders on their observations of challenges and their 

recommended solutions (CNO, 2012; Hakanen & Soudunsaari, 2012).  When trust is 

established and a knowledgeable crew that readily shares information is postured to BE 

READY to accomplish its mission, morale improves and retention increases. 

According to the CNO Design for Maintaining Maritime Superiority, the mission 

of the U.S. naval forces and operations is to: 

from the sea floor to space, from deep water to the littorals, and in the information 

domain--will deter aggression and enable peaceful resolution of crises on terms 

acceptable to the United States and our allies and partners.  If deterrence fails, the 

Navy will conduct decisive combat operations to defeat any enemy. (Richardson, 

2016b, p. 11) 

Preparedness for mission accomplishment requires forward progression despite 

setbacks or delays.  Resiliency and toughness go hand-in-hand and enable sailors to 

continue advancing towards professional milestones while experiencing personal or 

work-related challenges. Such advancement has no room for discrimination or favoritism 

(Bartone, 2006).  Even this most basic practice echoes professionalism and awareness 

and becomes infectious. 
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Sailors “who struggle to make headway” (Nielsen, 2015), unable to assimilate 

into the afloat command environment, are noticed by their peers as being inept regarding 

stress management when they fail to become a significant contributing member 

regardless of the stressors or demands placed upon them by the command.  For example, 

although some sailors provided self-reflections on their personal growth and motivational 

techniques (games, music) with regards to managing stressful situations, one interviewee 

recommended accession requirements be modified to minimize the drain or workload 

created in commands that must manage the needs of those who fail to perform and fall 

behind the pack, or group.  Although multiple interviewees referred to self-reliance as 

their approach to managing disappointment or stress, some did receive peer and 

leadership support.  One sailor provided an example of how the suicide prevention 

program training helped their command and division manage and recover from an 

emotion-filled event: dealing with the death of a shipmate during deployment. 

Naval Chiefs should further reiterate the nature of a team environment.  Although 

most of the participants in the exploratory research were male sailors, all the spouses 

were female Ombudsmen.  Being that the USN is a diverse environment, none of the 

participants mentioned race or racism as a reason for dissatisfaction with circumstances 

in their afloat command environment or relationships with members of their crew, 

including officer and CPOs (Vecchio & Bullis, 2001).  Gender, however, was mentioned 

by a sailor in Mayport. He perceived there was a ‘divide between females and males’ in 

terms of approach and treatment.  From this sailor’s perspective, “Females need gentler 

leadership.  Males can get knocked down [verbally] and be fine.  Women need a 

cushion.”  This candid assessment of the military workplace provides further insight into 
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contributing factors that may explain the Military Leadership Diversity Commission’s 

(MLDC, 2010) findings that after the first few years of active-duty service, the loss rate 

for women is steeper and more drastic than for male counterparts. 

Naval Chiefs who engage with sailors who suffer from low morale regarding 

their professional situations may further emotionally damage their subordinates if they 

have not mastered emotional intelligence themselves, are susceptible to toxic leadership 

tendencies, or prioritize their happiness or success above the needs of those they 

lead (Cohen, 2015; Gallus et al., 2013).  In exploratory research, many juniors never 

witness their leaders express emotions.  There is a delicate balance that Chiefs achieve 

when providing a visual representation of standard or exemplary leadership to their junior 

personnel and simultaneously remaining involved in their professional development 

(CNO, 2012; Cutler, 2002).  Mid-grade enlisted personnel who hold divisional positions, 

such as Leading Petty Officer, may engage directly with sailors with low morale due to 

personal situations or peers that need counsel and direction, because of a lack of trust 

with immediate enlisted supervisors (chiefs; Browne & Berlinger, 2017; Cohen, 

2015; Gallus et al., 2013). 

U.S. Naval officers, senior and junior, are the other component of the leadership 

team.  Becoming situational leaders will be necessary to manage afloat operations when 

standard scripted protocols have been compromised and a need emerges for leaders to 

make “on the spot” decisions that may determine life or death outcomes.  Mature 

situational leaders use measures and evaluations to note when circumstances require their 

intervention or they change how they engage with subordinates as part of yielding desired 

outcomes. In the hierarchal structure of the U.S. military, such leaders have the potential 
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of influencing every member in the command and shaping the organization's culture 

(Shonhiwa, 2016; Wong et al., 2003).  Evaluations may be used by situational leaders to 

inform subordinates of their effectiveness in performing their duties and identify areas 

requiring improvement.  When leaders accompany their feedback with instructions, 

recommendations, or actionable steps, subordinates may make immediate change and 

progress; such leaders are taking an active part in the development of their personnel and 

exemplify effective command. 

Collectively, the leadership team will be responsible for the management of the 

enlisted workforce, which includes assisting, devising, scheduling training, and relaying 

results to each sailor and the overall results to NPC, Headquarters (Cutler, 

2002).  Regarding training, the team will redesign the evaluation process of juniors and 

develop modifications to policies about the knowledge-level, previous training and 

evaluation, and expectations of enlisted personnel, primarily the first-term sailors (CNO, 

2012).  These improvements will create knowledge and materials that management will 

need to embrace, share, and encourage.  

From the group of officers and senior enlisted personnel who support the redesign 

of afloat programs in A-school and fleet concentration areas, primarily at the afloat 

command, a peer knowledge team will emerge with suggestions on what to submit to the 

Chief of Naval Education and Training Command and appropriate authorities for formal 

OJT program curriculum.  Such action aligns with the Chief of the Naval Operations’ 

expectation for the establishment of a continuous feedback loop intended to improve 

training curriculum and processes under senior leader cognizance (CNO, 2018).  

Additionally, unit level commanders (COs/XOs) will be encouraged to assist with 
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modifying standard curriculum developed to fit the needs of enlisted sailors assigned to 

their command.  In addition to establishing new evaluation processes and protocols that 

fit into the framework for attainment linked with their occupational rating 

duties/responsibilities, this revolutionary service-wide initiative aims to improve stress 

management and workforce productivity (Ostrom, 2005). 

Implementation of the Proposed Solution 

 Addressing maintenance situations through military educational systems via 

reconstructing A-schools to approach afloat command maintenance 

availability situations and ensuring junior-level learning and skills are compatible to 21st-

century private sector level may alleviate a modicum of stress felt by first-term enlisted 

personnel under these conditions and influence their retention decision.  A-schools 

provide the foundational training for enlisted personnel who have been designated with 

an occupational specialty before they report their first command (Dzananovic, 2016; 

Larson & Kewley, 2000).  For this discussion, sailors will be assigned to an afloat 

command that is conducting a maintenance availability that is greater than 180 days in 

length.  Unlike their counterparts who report to an operational platform and may be 

assigned Food Service Attendant (FSA) duties that remove them from their division for a 

period of 3-4 months, this action plans aims to increase the likelihood the knowledge 

gained during the accession pipeline training will be restored and enhanced (DiTrapani & 

Keenan, 2005).  

The challenge for afloat command leaders during this period is assisting first-term 

enlisted sailors who  are new and unfamiliar with the requirements of shipboard life with 

understanding their role when they cannot perform the job they were trained to do.  
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Through transformational situational leadership practice methods that encourage 

awareness and personalized attention to the needs of junior sailors while garnering their 

support and trust, a culture and community may establish the foundation for a high-

performing organization (Bass, 1990; Johnson, 2015; Ostrom, 2005). 

The SAIL action plan (see Figure 7) may add depth to the existing infrastructure 

of the enlisted accession training pipeline and align with goals of the new rating 

modernization plan aimed to ensure the acquired skills and training received by enlisted 

personnel to perform their military jobs is recognizable and transferrable to the civilian 

sector (CNPPA, 2016; Lagrone, 2016; Riley, 2017).  More importantly, in consideration 

of the results of this study, this plan will ensure that aside from the technical skills 

required for sailors to perform in afloat commands, structured and periodic training in life 

skills management will be retrieved to equip the sailor with contemporary knowledge to 

demonstrate high performance absent of high stress in the dynamic fleet environment. 

 

Figure 7. Sail Recruitment and Retention Model ©2019 Wijnaldum 
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Factors and Stakeholders Related to the Implementation of the Solution 

The most important aspect of this accession training pipeline revision is to 

incorporate initiatives identified during the Toughness TANG targeted at developing and 

improving resiliency and toughness in the fleet (TTC, 2018) into A-school training 

sessions and recruitment processes.  In support of the newest sailors, Honor, Courage, 

and Commitment are the foundation of these phases, now and in the future.  Here, the 

focus will be on the idea Sailor (Landman), the A-schools newest structures, 

qualifications of intellectuals, and the strategies of the liaisons aimed to steer the new 

afloat command sailors in the appropriate direction to achieve high performance. 

 Sailors (S). The U.S. Navy will look for the newest sailors (landsmen) who have 

resiliency and toughness to sustain the demands of rigorous deployment preparations and 

the actual deployment experience.  Potential sailors, recruits, and new accessions 

who demonstrate personnel weaknesses must be engaged to build their resiliency.  

Weakness will be identified in sailors who do not display specific characteristics such as 

being able to “tackle and handle” unexpected events or having the ability to take on 

assignments and stand up for themselves. 

The appreciation for sharing background information related to endurance, 

however, did fully translate in the preparations naval schools help with developing sailors 

for the afloat environment.  Resilience was categorized as “not stopping until the job is 

done,” having “mental toughness,” “being able to adapt,” “coping and functioning 

through hardship,” and “bouncing back and recovering from things not going right.” A 

pre-service and end of A-school training test will be conducted to compare and annotate 

improvements in resiliency to serve as a baseline prior to new accessions entering 
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the OJT afloat command environment.  The baseline should be added to the sailor's 

electronic service record to establish its availability for future reference.  However, its 

contents should not be reviewed during administrative or screening board preparations. 

A-schools (A). Establishing a solid foundation before these sailors arrive at their 

first duty will prepare them to understand the nature of their specialty more quickly and 

be more excited about participating in OJT initiatives available at their unit, resulting in 

the sailor learning advanced skills from experience.  Concurrent with these processes is 

identifying certifications sailors can earn that would translate in the civilian workforce to 

other specialties, such as an electrician or medical assistant.  Implementing more 

technical knowledge during A-school may decrease the acclimation period for first-term 

enlisted personnel after reporting to their first command and translate to improved work 

performance when they are assessed in comparison to their predecessors.  The revised A-

school curriculum will utilize the online environment, and required coursework will 

remain accessible  following A-school, providing the opportunity to acquire additional 

knowledge in secured e-mentoring processes and forums with sailors across the United 

States and abroad (Alper & Koopman, 2006; Dzananovic, 2016; Fletcher, 2018; 

NAVPERSCOM, 2010b; Shattuck et al., 2015). 

Intellectuals (I). The action plan would also consist of assessing military 

professor qualifications to determine if these intellectuals are apt to teach (a) psychology 

courses to help sailors deal with emotions, family separation, and suicide, which also let 

sailors know help is available through various mediums (CNO, 2017); and (b) specialty 

courses that include risk management, private sector maintenance crews collaboration, 

and technical advancements aimed at preparing sailors for what to expect regarding afloat 
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maintenance (Martin et al., 2017).  The action plan further consists of verifying the 

feasibility of utilizing instructors currently in support of the Navy Leadership and Ethics 

Center support for the Sailor 365 continuous training initiative (MCPON, 2018).  

Military professors, public university professors, and organic ship indoctrination trainers 

will develop an assessment tool that will evaluate a student's need for additional 

assistance beyond the regular standard training sessions.  Thus, these intellectuals, will 

conduct advanced onsite warship training sessions, annually, after becoming certified in 

stress management or information technology (IT) ethics to maintain comprehensive 

knowledge that permits sailors to teach others in support of command-sponsored OJT 

initiatives. 

Liaisons (L). Known for recruiting, the USN will create a team of a specialized 

cadre of liaisons who are expert human capital recruiters.  These experts will have 

the ability to sell the track of enlisted military service to high school students, 

encouraging them to join the U.S. Navy and convince prior service personnel to return to 

active-duty service by renewing their contracted obligation.  These team members must 

understand the nature of student resiliency.  Many high school students are in transition 

from adolescence to adulthood, navigating the formative years in terms of managing 

one’s reaction to stress.  The liaisons must tap into the technical nature of the students to 

determine whether they use social media and the iPhone maturely and then utilize these 

means to maintain communication with the recruits and fleet sailors. 

These liaisons will (a) tap into a specialized USN database using a new designed 

USN app for recruits, send messages via iPhones or Android web-enabled phones to high 

school students to explain the positives and negatives of operating in ships and at sea for 



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

172

extended periods of time; (b) assist with launching a high school social media poll to 

assess a respondent’s emotional sensitivity; and (c) expand the command sponsor 

program benefits by introducing high schoolers to a specialized app that virtually pairs 

them with recruited sailors or veterans who rejoin the USN active servicemember team as 

well as with junior officers and chiefs actively serving in the fleet.  Parents and spouses 

of recruits and new accessions will be encouraged to sign up for the app to gain access to 

materials and contacts developed to support Navy families, advancing the Navy Family 

Framework initiative sponsored by the CNO (Richardson, 2017b).  Additionally, active-

duty shore-based personnel will be authorized to serve as liaisons provided these 

personnel receive certifications in human resources, project management, or social media 

management.  These expert liaisons, however, cannot be assigned to the same command 

accessed personnel will ultimately serve in the future. 

Evaluation and Timeline for Implementation and Assessment 

I. Attain the Chief of Naval Education and Training Command permission to 

restructure A-schools and in port OJT training exercises and design resiliency 

evaluative checklists for Liaisons and A-schools; 

II. Establish a meeting with afloat command triads (CO, XO, CMC) to obtain work 

performance evaluation feedbacks to enhance learning from curriculums; 

III. Work collaboratively with the XOs from ashore and afloat commands, junior 

officers of units, and heads of A-schools to develop new on-site and online 

curriculums; 

IV. Meet with officials of A-schools and Liaisons (recruiters) to share a new and 

transparent sales pitch in support of recruiting interested sailors; 
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V. Create secured U.S. Navy apps with stress and resilience training, promoters, 

and self-assessments; 

VI. Create a secured U.S. Navy online LIVE mentor/coaching app categorized for 

enlisted sailor occupational specialties, or ratings, with the establishment of a 

fleet feedback loop to ensure accuracy and relevancy of contained content; 

VII. Engage liaisons to recruit new sailors from high school platforms, such as 

JROTC units, and prior service members based on the resiliency evaluative 

checklist results; 

VIII. Standardize a 21-day Indoctrination division program for first-term enlisted 

sailors assigned to afloat commands, utilizing evaluative and monitoring 

checkpoints at the 42- and 63-day period following the instructional period 

commencement; 

IX. Ensure chiefs monitor and evaluate junior sailor interactions and progress 

regarding indoctrination programs and post-training acclimation progress and 

share the results of evaluations with each sailor. 

Implications 

Determination of the study’s reliability hinges on its validity, or methodology, by 

which data was planned for collection (Golafshani, 2003).  Golafshani (2003) wrote when 

merging the concepts of reliability and validity to evaluate if research is proper, or usable, 

the trustworthiness of the processes for data collection and its analysis must be 

“defensible” (Johnson, 1997, p. 282).  The integration of quantitative and qualitative data 

facilitated a realistic interpretation of the studied situation and, thereby, improved the 

quality of research (Golafshani, 2003). 
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To support this dissertation research study, quantitative data was collected from 

several instruments to achieve analysis that aligned to the scope of five research 

questions.  This information was obtained from more than one command in the USN and 

was deemed reliable because all data were numerical, permitted comparisons between 

defined categorical variables, and were collected rigorously by its naval service 

custodians (Choy, 2014).  For example, to gain full scope of all afloat platforms where 

first-term enlisted personnel were assigned, maintenance availability scheduling data 

were requested for conventional surface ships, nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, and all 

types of submarines.  Once consolidated, the robustness of the maintenance data set 

became a positive aspect of the study because of its correlation to the large personnel 

retention database received from NPC.  An additional benefit of collecting data sets that 

aligned with the five research questions included the ability to adequately define the 

demographics of the study population with assistance from a quantitative analysis tutor.  

Although the quantitative data sets obtained in support of this dissertation 

research project were secondhand, secondary data could have limited the analysis if the 

data were not originally collected to support the dissertation research study.  When 

secondary researchers do not participate in the original data gathering processes, they are 

prevented from influencing the first stage of collection to ensure the consolidated product 

meets their study needs (Johnston, 2014).  In this mixed methods study, specific 

limitations of using secondary quantitative data were that the sources and formats for 

information to be consolidated were not uniform and required the researcher to leverage 

her U.S. Naval service experiences to understand the different formats or locate resources 

that would facilitate merging the information accurately.  For example, unit identification 
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codes (UICs) were not consistently used in all collected maintenance quantitative data 

sets, presenting a challenge when seeking to merge first-term enlisted sailor retention 

data for assigned platform-or command-completed maintenance availabilities.  The 

researcher relied heavily on her active-duty naval service experience to complete this 

time-consuming task. 

Additional limitations of collected quantitative data sets included the sheer 

volume of information.  Specifically, the retention spreadsheet for first-term enlisted 

sailors, for the five years studied, contained an initial sample of 220,320 participants.  

This aspect alone supports Johnston’s (2014) assessment of the benefits of secondary 

analysis.  However, preparing a large volume of data for analysis became a significant 

limitation for the doctoral candidate who had completed only one quantitative analysis 

methods course as part of their core doctoral curriculum.  As a result, to minimize delays 

in analysis and to submit a completed dissertation document within a timeframe that 

would permit an oral defense before reporting to her next operational naval assignment, 

the researcher contracted an experienced quantitative analysis professor who 

administered two 3-hour Skype tutor sessions.  During these periods of instruction and in 

advance email correspondence to prepare for these events, the researcher received 

assistance with identifying categories for analysis and merging received spreadsheets for 

inclusion into the SPSS analysis software, so as to permit timely evaluation of research 

questions and hypotheses. 

In this mixed methods study, historical qualitative interview transcript data were 

also obtained from the USN.  The researcher predicted that receipt and analysis of this 

information would facilitate interpretation of quantitative data collected to identify trends 
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with first-term enlisted sailor retention during periods of lengthy ship maintenance.  The 

USN is a highly reliable organization that depends on its personnel to accomplish its 

objectives (Riley, 2013).  Executing Zone A sailor policy changes without understanding 

factors that influence reenlistment decisions disadvantages the USN and sailor.  Analysis 

of interview transcripts revealed themes that explained the stress and challenges faced by 

sailors assigned to afloat or deployable units. 

 Use of qualitative data or interview transcripts is reliable only when information 

is obtained through a trustworthy process and if interviewee responses improve the 

readers’ understanding of a situation (Golafshani, 2003).  The 18 interview transcripts 

meet the trustworthiness requirement because they were conducted independently of this 

dissertation project, resulting in no opportunity for the researcher to influence 

respondents with personal bias during the questioning process.  Second, review of 

quantitative data alone provides no lens by which one can understand circumstances that 

guide enlisted sailor behavior.  Thus, the merged interview transcript extended published 

literature and provided a snapshot of naval fleet personnel concerns and challenges 

during the same time frame for collected quantitative data.  In this doctoral research 

project, although some inconsistencies amongst interviewee responses emerged when 

compared to questions asked, by including results of textual analysis with quantitative 

data findings the opportunity to understand the reality of human behavior and personal 

interactions that contribute to a sailor’s reenlistment decision was achieved (Ostrom, 

2005). 
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Practical Implications 

 The study results were not only relevant but have the potential to immediately 

influence naval service policy and management practices for first-term enlisted personnel 

in addition to simultaneously reversing the high attrition trends of these sailors (Kraft & 

Furlong, 2015).  Consideration of newly identified organizational challenges and the 

subsequent development and pursuit of initiatives intended to confront challenges (such 

as afloat command indoctrination training, stress and resilience focus groups, and a 

service developed-command executed leadership training model for divisional and 

departmental leaders) would further characterize the USN as a transformational 

organization (Northouse, 2016).  Aside from creating awareness, careful thought and 

consideration must be given towards the development of reasonable and measurable 

organizational change that will mitigate fleet personnel concerns and improve their 

situations by learning from sailors’ intentions and knowledge level (Cohen, 2015). 

The prediction of officials that the USN will experience procurement challenges 

while working to grow fleet capacity to 355 ships (GAO, 2018) could not be verified 

because PHASE II data to support actual and project costs of maintenance availabilities 

were not collected.  Results from mixed method analysis may help senior political 

officials and senior Naval officers understand challenges experienced by fleet personnel 

that are affecting reenlistment statistics (Davidson, 2016).  Moreover, it may assist them 

to understand behaviors that result in service contract expiration before the term length is 

met, costing the USN over $2.03 billion (Krug, 2016; Larson & Kewley, 2000).  This 

indicates the necessity to review the information and, if required, revise policies 

governing first-term enlisted sailor career management practices (NAVPERSCOM, 
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2010a, 2010b).  Similarly, results from mixed method analysis, may help junior officers 

appreciate junior sailors’ personal and professional intentions and situations while 

simultaneously understanding more about their role as unit level mentors, coaches, or 

liaisons who are trusted to train junior sailors under their charge (Snodgrass, 2014). 

In consideration of results from the mixed methods analysis, detailing recruitment 

methods specific to potential sailors’ passion signifies transformational leadership 

(Johnson, 2015; Northouse, 2016).  Detailing and training policies for first-term enlisted 

personnel, specifically those assigned to ships conducting maintenance availabilities 

greater than 180 days, may be evaluated for revision to include the establishment of a 

fleet indoctrination program for all first-term enlisted assigned to afloat commands along 

with standardized establishment of an indoctrination division for this population during 

these periods of operational inactivity.  Modifications to current policy for the assignment 

of these sailors to afloat units may improve the overall operation of the USN and 

effectiveness of command leadership teams responsible for their professional 

development (NAVPERSCOM, 2010b). 

Implications for Future Research 

In chapter 4, analysis of the 18 Sailor Toughness TANG interview transcripts 

initially collected by the USN revealed inconsistencies with interviewee feedback.  For 

example, on more than one occasion their responses did not match the interview 

questions.  Had the researcher conducted the interviews or participated in the creation of 

standardized scripts or processes of developing the interview questions, the researcher 

and sailors may have facilitated an accurate comprehension of the focus of the questions 

and interview processes (Collins, 2003).  The incongruity of interviewee responses with 
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planned inquiries would have been mitigated or averted completely.  The resultant 

disparity among interview transcripts potentially degrades the reliability or quality and 

dependability of received data (Golafshani, 2003). 

For this mixed methods study, analysis of collected data sought to explain the 

relationship of service in ships that conducted lengthy maintenance periods and the 

subsequent retention of the most junior embarked personnel, the first-term enlisted sailor.  

Sailors’ experiences influence their decisions to reenlist.  For these junior crewmen, the 

decision to continue with active-duty naval service and in fact every aspect of their 

professional day is impacted by the decisions of and interactions with their shipboard 

leaders.  The results of the data analysis failed to focus on the following inquiries to show 

how pre-service knowledge or knowledge gained from experience impacted the decision 

to terminate or extend the sailors’ contracts. 

Would the retention of the group studied differ if the period of focused study 

included at sea operations greater than 180 days?  For afloat units that conducted 

deployments after the 2017 collisions of USS FITZGERALD and USS JOHN S 

MCCAIN, have naval service initiatives to maximize crew rest and readiness or 

proficiency in shipboard operations resulted in retention of first-term enlisted sailors 

above fleet averages during years prior to FY 2017?  Does a service member’s pre-

service education or experience obtained during their first contracted term influence their 

decision to renew their contract or return to civilian employment? 

Kelley’s (2015) study of female shipboard inspectors and risk mitigation, leader 

education, crew training, and knowledge/proficiency of shipboard operations was 

identified as research that can facilitate safe at sea operations during navigation of 
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dynamic circumstances influenced by human error or environmental factors.  A critical 

risk identified by Kelley was fatigue and its correlation to preventable incidents such as 

collision, grounding, or other unsafe operations.  In this example, it was implied that the 

strength of senior ship leaders affected the outcome of situations that tested crew 

readiness (Kelley, 2015).  What was not explored was if surviving such experiences 

subsequently impacted chartered crewmembers’ decisions to remain employed by their 

parent company or continue working in that field. 

Martins (2001) found that only 14% of sailors who completed basic and advanced 

accession training pipelines and served in a fleet ashore or afloat command reenlist in the 

USN.  Teachman (2007) surmised that the career length of sailors was influenced by the 

military service member’s education level before and after their active-duty period.  To 

validate Teachman’s theory, a case study may be warranted. 

A future qualitative case study may explore a crew’s level of knowledge 

regarding their ship’s attributes, understanding of risks, decision making, and their affect 

on situation outcomes (Serban, Katona, & Panaitescu, 2014).  An advantage of utilizing a 

qualitative case study as a sequential research phase, similar to the one described above, 

is that any models or recommendations resultant from the phase one mixed-methods 

approach can be evaluated for its effectiveness by describing the experiences of case 

study participants (Cameron, 2009).  When implemented practices reduce first-term 

enlisted sailor attrition and/or improve command retention for enlisted sailor population, 

paying close attention to the ashore sailors as well, phase one mixed methods study 

recommendation credibility is strengthened and its applicability to other commands that 

experience similar maintenance conditions is justified (Creswell, 2014; Johnston, 2014) 
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To explore and compare ashore and afloat sailors’ motivation for continuing to 

serve on active duty or terminate their contract, intrinsic and extrinsic factors, intentions 

and knowledge of sailors pre-service should be considered (Cooper & Jayatilaka, 2006).  

It is imperative that future research regarding the retention of first-term enlisted sailors be 

expanded to describe their motivations for service and if the effectiveness of initiatives 

established after FY17 by the USN reflect their personal intentions and education level.  

If researchers interview sailors individually regarding specific education and training 

needed to address challenges including maintenance repairs, then a level of preparedness 

will be fostered so that sailors are equipped to function in unique or abnormal situations 

that may require readiness and split-second decision-making (COMNAVSURFPAC & 

COMNAVSURFLANT, 2018; Northouse, 2016).  Although this mixed-methods study 

explored the effects conducting lengthy maintenance periods had on personnel retention, 

the project results only inferences of phenomenon causes (Cameron, 2009).  

Simultaneously, a qualitative case study may solicit greater appreciation of efforts put 

into curriculums and shipboard leaderships’ implementations to enhance the knowledge-

level of first-term enlisted sailors, which serve as an extrinsic motivation for long-term 

career decisions. 

Implications for Leadership Theory and Practice 

 The foundation of Ostrom's (2005) IAD framework is that participants in a 

situation are driven by external variables that influence how they interact with each other, 

ultimately affecting the event's outcome.  Two critical aspects of exogenous variables in 

the community, or organization, are attributes and rules (Ostrom, 2005).  Positive 

engagements between organizational leaders and junior personnel allow for 
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understanding of the situations and requirements that may influence or modify behaviors 

and job performances (Luthans & Youssef, 2007).  For transformational senior military 

officers and enlisted unit leaders who promote KM, employee interactions during 

learning and information sharing activities may determine outcomes, and the 

effectiveness of their efforts may be evaluated in terms of mission readiness, time loss, or 

achieved defense objectives (Ostrom, 2005; Yaghoubi et al., 2014).  The necessity of 

shared information is not limited to a training environment but also translates to military 

conflicts where accurate and timely knowledge sharing amongst allies can reverse the 

tide of conflict and lead to victory (Knox, 1915). 

 Building a case study for future research with an IAD framework that showcases 

sailors’ ability to manage dynamic operational and stressful situations may provide USN 

leaders with insight concerning the vulnerabilities contributing to sailors’ behaviors and 

work performances.  Moroever, it may determine whether detailing practices align with 

the first-term enlisted sailor assignment policy (Lucas et al., 2008; Marshall-Mies et al., 

2007; NAVPERSCOM, 2010a; Ostrom, 2005).  According to this researcher’s current 

study as shown in Table 3, the primary reasons for first-term enlisted sailor separation 

are: complete enlistment/unretainable (27.3%), fraud/erroneous entry (9.1%), other 

medical or disability (6.7%), early release (3.5%), serious offense (2.9%), drug abuse 

(2.4%), and misconduct (1.7%).  As this researcher prepares for an executive afloat 

command assignment, awareness of factors affecting retention and naval service stressors 

became a priority.  The researcher’s goal is to create a command climate of resilient and 

tough sailors who tap into their inner self, are motivated, receive shared knowledge, and 
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apply lessons learned to their day-to-day practices in order to serve without limitations or 

personal distractions. 

The Navy Quality of Life Retention Model study failed to mention how A-school 

may prepare sailors to adapt to the military environment, assess their current 

psychological readiness, and evaluate potential to serve in difficult situations (Schwerin 

et al, 2006).  Gagné and Deci's (2005) self-determination theory study, however, 

investigated the effect a sailor’s background, which drives intrinsic motivational factors, 

may influence autonomous motivation in learning and professional work environments 

and how such conditions can govern employee engagement and productivity towards the 

high or low end of the scale.  The self-determination theory will thus be essential to 

identifying extrinsic motivation factors that affect sailor work behaviors and what 

influences their decisions.  Similarly, revising quality of life retention models will be 

necessary to further explore factors that affect retention for sailors who serve on ships 

that conduct maintenance availabilities greater than 180 days. 

An understanding of ship maneuverability and characteristics in a shallow water 

environment when operating in close vicinity to another vessel requires skill and 

knowledge of mariners to accomplish safe navigation and passage (Serban et al., 2014).  

The applicability of this concept of knowledgeable military scholars and ashore and 

afloat crewman also applies to the ship maintenance environment.  For example, in the 

Royal Navy, a noticeable deficit of crewed personnel who can maintain equipment and 

diagnose problems results in unequal distribution of work for the remaining crew and an 

increased reliance on the industrial ship repair infrastructure to diagnose material 

deficiencies and conduct repairs, resulting in delays and backlogs (Ford, McMahon, & 
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Rowley, 2015).  The USN is an organization impacted by shortages in manning of afloat 

personnel (Larson & Kewley, 2000).  How might increased maintenance and repair 

responsibilities affect the quality of life for sailors' whose professional responsibilities 

encompass their designated job and duties of those who are inept or not present? 

Schwerin et al. (2006) confirmed that demands on a sailor’s time outside of work 

have a profound effect on their decision to reenlist.  If there is a need to retain a 

competent and qualified workforce to man the future 355 ship Navy (GAO, 2018), what 

can be instituted at the department and division organizational levels that would ignite a 

sailor's intrinsic motivation (Gagné & Deci, 2005) to contribute to ship and platform 

maintenance readiness? Achieving this objective requires a culture of self-sustainability, 

where sailors observe predictive indications of equipment failure, recognize the situation, 

develop a plan for repair, and conduct corrective maintenance to avoid emergent repair 

situations (CNO, 2010; COMNAVSURFLANT, 2013).   

There is an increasing need for senior shipboard leaders to identify ashore and 

afloat sailors who require improvement in their understanding of shipboard equipment 

maintenance requirements.  Leaders must provide opportunities beyond OJT to empower 

sailors to become active participants in the ship maintenance and repair arena.  Leaders, 

who are informed of the most prevalent reasons for first-term enlisted sailor separation, 

may weave life skills training into accession and training pipeline curriculum.  

Administration of this training, while purposefully improving unit level leaders’ 

understanding of how to assist and coach their subordinates to avoid separations causing 

situations, can be evaluated for their effectiveness using retention metrics.  
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Military academic scholar engagement will be leveraged to drive sailors’ extrinsic 

motivation (Gagné & Deci, 2005) to foster an environment of active learning 

participation regarding how shipboard maintenance affects unit culture and the working 

environment.  Based on the exploratory research, extrinsic motivators consist of pre-

service influencers and the availability of ombudsmen that may provide an understanding 

of why afloat sailors reenlist more often than ashore sailors.  Academic leader 

engagement may reshape afloat command community attributes, influence crew 

interactions with each other and the equipment used during normal operations, and affect 

the sustainability of a command to conduct at sea operations or engagement during 

shipyard assistance maintenance availabilities (Ostrom, 2005). 

Change is required to maximize naval defense readiness and “the ultimate goal of 

war efficiency” (Knox, 1915, para. 95).  Senior officials of the USN, however, have 

prioritized incorporation of advanced technology “to enhance personnel system and 

training modernization efforts” (Richardson, 2016b, p. 7), facilitating improved sailor 

knowledge in warfighting preparedness and performance of their duties.  This service 

priority has subsequently established a rule whereby naval personnel must work 

diligently to find their role.  Thus, unit level transformational knowledge leaders whose 

effectiveness in translating a service-wide initiative into actionable, relatable, and 

meaningful maintenance and defense goals to the deckplate sailor will be responsible for 

crew members’ active participation in ensuring that the CNOs’ vision materializes 

(Ostrom, 2005; Richardson, 2016b; Yaghoubi et al., 2014).  Transformational academic 

leaders who are receptive to strategic, tactical, and technical naval operations are more 

likely to possess positive psychology, a deep level of maturity and insight, authenticity, 
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and the suitability to spearhead initiatives that encourage work-based learning 

environments to positively affect the entire USN (Luthans & Youssef, 2007). 

Summary of the Study 

The lens of leadership framework models explored in this study were narrowed to 

provide profound analysis and application of Hunt’s (1991) tiered leadership model 

and Ostrom’s (2005) Institutional Analysis Development framework to the U.S. Naval 

afloat command organizational setting during periods of contracted maintenance.  A 

copious amount of transformational literature (Bass, 1990; Groves & Larocca, 2011; 

Lowe et al., 1996; Johnson, 2015; Northouse, 2016) was reviewed with the objective of 

discovering tenants that apply to the afloat command environment.  Given the evidence 

that resulted from analysis conducted in support of this study and consideration of the 

application of Ostrom’s (2005) IAD framework to the problem being investigated (see 

Figure 2), a theoretical design was developed to establish an action plan that may 

facilitate the conversion of the U.S. Navy from a transactional organization to one that is 

transformational.  Steering Afloat to Inspect Landman Skillets (SAIL), is a retention and 

recruitment model purposed to mentor and coach new enlisted accessions from boot 

camp through their first 12 months of active-duty service in the fleet while 

simultaneously maximizing training and opportunities for experienced fleet personnel to 

share in the development of this vulnerable population.  SAIL will be executed in 

multiple phases and requires support from A-school commands, liaisons in fleet 

concentration areas, and intellectuals, or personnel competent in afloat command matters 

who are graduates of resiliency and stress management training. 
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Implementing an action plan based on knowledge-level assessments and personal 

intentions and intrinsic motivations within the context of Ostrom (2005) IAD’s model 

may provide an actionable template targeted at the first-term enlisted sailor population 

and help sailors with their transition to the fleet.  Within modern naval militaries in which 

there is a competition to recruit qualified individuals from the civilian workforce who are 

contractible in other areas, the challenge for the USN is to keep sailors’ interest, 

motivation, and commitment once they are members of the fleet.  A new platform was 

warranted to help the newest sailors gain knowledge, be productive, and manage the 

stress of their environment. 

With this study, the research on retention had been limited regarding how 

maintenance availabilities affect the reenlistment decision for first-term enlisted sailors.  

To further help understand the organizational culture of the USN, the quality of life 

retention models within the framework of self-determination theory helped the researcher 

understand the underlying themes that influence reenlistment decisions from FYs 2012-

2017.  Although unpiloted action plans may provide temporary solutions, military 

instructors must consider merging trends in the future and update curricula according to 

the needs of the USN and priorities of future initiatives. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Data Collection Letters (AIRLANT, SUBLANT, SURFLANT) 

 



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

223

 

 



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

224

 

 



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

225

 

 



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

226

 

  



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

227

Appendix B: U.S. Navy Rating and Pay Grades 
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General Ratings.  

Ratings may have evolved through several names to reflect changes in required 

skill sets.  Many of these ratings no longer exist.  Some ratings have been 

discontinued only to be restored. Logos indicate an active rating. 

Adapted from https://bluejacket.com/usn_ratings.html and reprinted with 

permission. 

ABM  Aviation Boatswain's Mate (1944-1948) 

     (AB Rate subdivided 1948 to service ratings ) 

ABCM Master Chief Aviation Boatswain's Mate (E-

9 only) 

AC  Air Traffic Controller (1977-   ) 

AD  Aviation Machinist's Mate (1948-    ) 

AEM  Aviation Electrician's Mate (1942-1948) 

AE  Aviation Electrician's Mate (1948-    ) 

AFCM  Master Chief Aircraft Maintenanceman (E-9 

only) (1963-    ) 

AG  Aerographer's Mate (1948-   ) 

AM  Aviation Metalsmith (1921-1948) 

     (AM Rate subdivided 1948 to service ratings >) 

AM  Aviation Structural Mechanic (E-8 only) 

AMM  Aviation Machinist's Mate (1921-1948) (to 

AD) 

AO  Aviation Ordnanceman (1948-  ) 

AQ  Aviation Fire Control Technician (1954-1991) 

(to AT) 

AR  Airship Rigger (1943-1948) (to AM) 

ARM  Aviation Radioman (1942-1948) (to AL) 

AS  Aviation Support Equipment Technician (1966-

  ) 

AT  Aviation Electronics Technician (1948-  ) 

AVCM  Master Chief Avionics Technician (E-9 

only) 

AW Master Chief Naval Aircrewman (2008-  ) (E-9 

only) 

AX  Aviation Antisubmarine Warfare Technician 

(1962-1991) (to AT) 

AZ  Aviation Maintenance Administrationman 

(1964-  ) 

BM  Boatswain's Mate (1893-  ) 

BMSTR Bandmaster 

B  Boilermaker 

BT  Boilerman (to WT  Watertender) 

BT  Boiler Tender 

BT Boiler Technician (1976-1996) (to MM) 

BU  Builder (1948- ) 

CE Construction Electrician (1958- ) 

CM  Construction Mechanic (1958- ) 

CMC  Command Master Chief (E-9 only) 

CS Culinary Specialist (2004- ) 

CSS Culinary Specialist Submarine (2017- ) 

CT  Communication Technician (1948-1976) 

CT  Cryptologic Technician (1976- ) 

CU Constructionman (E-8, E-9 only) (from BUC, 

EAC, SWC) 



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

231

DC  Damage Controlman (1948-1972) (to HT) 

(c1987-  ) 

DK  Disbursing Clerk (1948-2005) (to PS) 

DM  Illustrator Draftsman (1961-2006) (to MC) 

DP  Data Processing Technician (1967-1998) (to 

RM) 

DS Data Systems Technician (1961-1998) (to ET or 

FC) 

DT  Dental Technician (1948-2005) (to HM) 

EA  Engineering Aide (1961- ) 

EM  Electrician Mate (1921- ) 

EN  Engineman (1948- ) 

EO  Equipment Operator (1958- ) 

EOD Explosive Ordnance Disposal Technician 

(2006- ) 

EQCM  Master Chief Equipmentman (E-9 only) 

EW   Electronic Warfare Technician (1971-2003) (to 

CTT) 

ET  Electronics Technician (1948- ) 

FT  Fire Control Technician (1955-1985) (split to 

FC FT) 

FC Fire Controlman Surface (1985 - ) 

FCA Fire Controlman Aegis (2017- ) 

FT  Fire Control Technician Submarine (1985- ) 

FP  Pipefitter (1948-1958) (to SF) 

GF  Aviation Guided Missleman (1953-1960) 

GM  Gunner's Mate (1885- ) (E-7 to E-9 only) 

GS Guided Missileman (1953-1961) (to MT) 

GS  Gas Turbine System Technician (1978- ) 

HM  Hospital Corpsman (1948- ) 

   Hospital Corpsman Rate History 

HT  Hull Technician (1972- ) 

IC  Interior Communications Electrician (1948- ) 

IM  Instrumentman (1961-1999) (to IC, EM, ET or 

AT) 

IT  Information Systems Technician (1999- ) 

ITS Information Systems Technician Submarines 

(2011- ) 

IS  Intelligence Specialist (1975- ) 

JO  Journalist (1948-2006) (to MC) 

LI  Lithographer (1948-2006) (to MC) 

LN  Legalman (1973- ) 

LS  Logistics Specialist (2009-  ) 

LSS Logistics Specialist Submarine (2017- ) 

MA  Master-at-Arms 

MA  Machine Accountant (1948-1967) (to DP) 

MC  Mass Communications Specialist (2006- ) 

MoMM  Motor Machinist's Mate 

MM Machinist's Mate (1893- ) 

MN Mineman (1943-1947) (1948- ) 

MR  Machinery Repairman (1948- ) 

MS  Mess Management Specialist (1974-2004) (to 

CS) 

M  Metalsmith 

ME  Metalsmith 

MT  Missile Technician (1961- ) 

MU  Musician (1948-  ) 

NC  Navy Counselor 

ND Navy Diver (2006- ) 

NW  Nuclear Weaponsman (to GMT, WT) 

OS  Operations Specialists (1972- ) 

OT  Ocean Systems Technician (E-9 only) (1970-

1998) to ST 

PC  Postal Clerk (1959-2010) (to LS) 

PH  Photographer's Mate (1950-2006) (to MC) 

PhM  Pharmacist's Mate (to HM) (1916-1948) 
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PI  Printer (see LI) 

PICM  Master Chief Precision Instrumentman (E-9 

only) 

PM  Patternmaker ( -2007) 

PN  Personnelman (  -2005) (to PS) 

PR  Parachute Rigger (1942-1965) 

PR  Aircrew Survival Equipmentman (1965- ) 

PS Personnel Specialist (2005-  ) 

PT  Photo Intelligenceman (1957-1975) (to IS) 

QM  Quartermaster 

RD  Radarman (1943-1972) (to OS) 

RM  Radioman (1921-1999) (to IT) 

RP  Religious Program Specialist (1979- ) 

RT  Radio Technician (to ET) 

SA  Special Artificer (  -1948) 

SB Special Warfare Boat Operator (2006- ) 

SC  Ship's Cook (1893-1948) (to CS) 

St  Steward  

StM  Steward's Mate 

SD  Steward (1943-1975) (to MS) 

SF Shipfitter (1901-1948) (to ME, FP) (1958-1972) 

(to HT) 

SH  Ship's Serviceman (1943- ) 

SK Storekeeper (1916- 2009) (to LS or LSS) 

SM  Signalman (1921-1948 (to QM) (1956-2003) 

(to QM) 

SPCM  Master Chief Steam Propulsionman (E-9 

only) 

SO Special Warfare Operator (2006- ) 

SoM  Soundman 

SO  Sonarman (1943-1964) 

ST  Sonar  Technician (1964-  ) 

STS  Sonar  Technician Submarine 

SV Surveyor (1948-1959) (to EA) 

SW  Steelworker (1948- ) 

T Telegrapher (1926-1948) (to TE) 

TC  Turret Captain (1903-1948) (to GM) 

TD  Tradevman (Training Devicesman) (1948-1984) 

TE Teleman (1948-1962) (to RM or YN)  

TM  Torpedoman (1921-1942) 

TM  Torpedoman's Mate (1942-2007) (to MM or 

GM) 

UT  Utilitiesman (1948- ) 

WT  Watertender (1884-1948) to BT 

WT  Weapons Technician (1986-1995) 

Y  Yeoman 

YN  Yeoman 

YNS Yeoman Submarine (2017- ) 
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Appendix C: Navy Personnel Command (NPC) Permission Letter 
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Appendix D: Quantitative Collaboration Form 

 

CREIGHTON UNIVERSITY 

LETTER OF COLLABORATION AMONGST INSTITUTIONS 

 

Date: 01/27/2019 

To: Creighton University 

This letter acknowledges that David Molnar (agency) is collaborating with Kathryn 

Wijnaldum (Doctoral Candidate) who is enrolled in the Doctorate of Education 

program at Creighton University. 

Wijnaldum is conducting research, and we understand the research purpose is to 

determine if requirements necessary to certify ships for at sea operations, which 

involves conducting lengthy maintenance periods, has an effect on the attrition of 

first-term enlisted sailors.  The analyst (observer) will keep the information (data) 

heard and written confidential. We understand the research and data are to be used 

solely for this dissertation process. 

We also understand the research is conducted under Dr. Jennifer Moss-Breen 

(faculty name). 
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We understand this project is an integral part of the institution, the data analysis 

will be conducted as a collaborative effect, and the project will be part of the 

dissertation delivery. 

 

Dr. David Molnar, Ph.D. 
Analyst, Quantitative 
Collaborating Representative 
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Appendix E: Sailor Command Assignment Breakdown Tables 

Table E1 

Sailors who Have Occupational Specialties the Fill at Sea Billets Identification Codes 

AB 

ABE 

ABF 

ABH 

AO 

LN 

MC 

MU 

NCC 

NCR 

PS 

RP 

YN 

CTI 

CTM 

CTR 

CTT 

CTN 

IT 

AG 

IS 

HM 

HN 

EMN 

ETN 

MMN 

MA 

MMA 

MMW 

CSS 

LSS 

YNS 

ETR 

ETV 

FT 

ITS 

MT  

STS 

CS 

LS 

SH 

DC 

EM  

EN 

FN 

GS 

GSE 

GSM 

HT 

MM 

MR 

ET 

FC 

FCA 

GM 

IC 

STG 

BM 

MN 

OS 

QM 

SN 
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Table E2 

Occupational Ratings that Match for Both Afloat and Ashore Sailors 
Afloat 
Rating 

Float 
Sailors 

Ashore 
Rating 

Shore
Sailors 

  
Afloat 
Rating 

Float 
Sailors 

Ashore 
Rating 

Shore
Sailors 

HM  888  HM  12668   QM  978  QM  395

SR  358  SR  9941   IS  203  IS  1165

MM  7117  MM  2820   IC  960  IC  399

MA  176  MA  6345   STS  1288  STS  58

ET  4487  ET  1927   AS  674  AS  601

IT  2750  IT  3520   MMFN  811  MMFN  439

HN  133  HN  5312   ABF  929  ABF  319

AT  713  AT  4395   BMSN  687  BMSN  501

EM  3190  EM  1540   AA  155  AA  1008

OS  3402  OS  1320   PR  86  PR  996

SN  548  SN  4099   EMN  756  EMN  304

LS  2230  LS  2342   SO  5  SO  918

AM  249  AM  4157   MASN  13  MASN  876

AR  183  AR  3983   AMAN  92  AMAN  770

AO  1717  AO  2291   ETN  599  ETN  255

CS  2658  CS  1173   GSE  618  GSE  222

AD  215  AD  3300   SH  665  SH  169

FC  2817  FC  611   AME  1  AME  825

BM  2388  BM  1019   SHSN  575  SHSN  244

GM  1943  GM  1202   FT  751  FT  33

YN  1092  YN  1830   ATAN  100  ATAN  677

AE  142  AE  2704   MC  268  MC  493

SA  388  SA  2379   ADAN  86  ADAN  618

EN  1646  EN  1075   HA  23  HA  680

ABH  1962  ABH  685   ABFAN  444  ABFAN  227

FR  48  FR  2267   AG  42  AG  606

CTR  586  CTR  1588   CTN  13  CTN  623

FN  71  FN  2046   ABEAN  365  ABEAN  254

AZ  393  AZ  1594   AEAN  65  AEAN  544

DC  1511  DC  394   MN  220  MN  387

MMN  1317  MMN  551   RP  105  RP  472

STG  1350  STG  484   MT  534  MT  39

AOAN  743  AOAN  994   CTM  178  CTM  379

HT  1070  HT  659   DCFN  374  DCFN  178
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Table E3 

Occupational Ratings that match for both afloat and ashore sailors (pg. 2 of 4) 
Afloat 
Rating 

FloatSailors 
Ashore 
Rating 

Shore
Sailors 

  
Afloat 
Rating 

Float 
Sailors 

Ashore 
Rating 

Shore
Sailors 

ABHAN  1051  ABHAN  622   OSSN  337  OSSN  164

GSM  1221  GSM  427   ETSN  305  ETSN  194

ABE  1120  ABE  515   EMFN  319  EMFN  171

LSSN  716  LSSN  889   ITSN  181  ITSN  301

AN  203  AN  1402   FA  61  FA  407

CTT  936  CTT  612   CSSA  321  CSSA  114

PS  598  PS  936   YNSN  177  YNSN  257

AC  282  AC  1198   EOD  9  EOD  425

CTI  2  CTI  1467   MR  240  MR  185

CSSN  864  CSSN  515   QMSN  279  QMSN  139

AOAA  221  AOAA  197   GMSA  92  GMSA  34

AWO  4  AWO  392   BMSR  81  BMSR  45

SB  8  SB  384   ADAA  17  ADAA  109

AWR  1  AWR  372   ENFA  88  ENFA  34

MMFA  261  MMFA  93   ABFAA  86  ABFAA  35

GMSN  194  GMSN  157   CTRSN  31  CTRSN  90

ITS  301  ITS  33   DCFA  92  DCFA  26

MMA  311  MMA  21   ETSA  69  ETSA  46

ND  3  ND  319   ACAN  22  ACAN  91

GSMFN  192  GSMFN  124   GSMFA  76  GSMFA  36

ASAN  131  ASAN  185   ICFN  60  ICFN  47

ETR  285  ETR  13   MNSN  30  MNSN  77

CSSR  177  CSSR  113   MRFN  53  MRFN  53

ABHAA  205  ABHAA  84   AMAR  4  AMAR  102

HR  3  HR  286   HTFA  64  HTFA  38

ENFN  169  ENFN  119   YNSA  60  YNSA  42

PSSN  108  PSSN  177   QMSA  78  QMSA  21

HTFN  166  HTFN  117   GSEFN  65  GSEFN  34

LSSA  129  LSSA  135   OSSR  70  OSSR  27

ETV  239  ETV  9   EMFR  38  EMFR  55

FCSN  125  FCSN  119   LN  31  LN  58

AZAN  69  AZAN  174   AEAA  5  AEAA  78

MASA  9  MASA  223   ISSN  11  ISSN  70

BMSA  155  BMSA  71   ABEAR  50  ABEAR  28
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Table E4 

Occupational Ratings that match for both afloat and ashore sailors (pg. 3 of 4)  
Afloat 
Rating 

Float 
Sailors 

Ashore 
Rating 

Shore
Sailors   

Afloat 
Rating 

Float 
Sailors 

Ashore 
Rating 

Shore
Sailors

AOAR  95  AOAR  117   FCSA  35  FCSA  43

OSSA  154  OSSA  51   ATAR  8  ATAR  67

MMFR  129  MMFR  73   SHSR  53  SHSR  20

MMW  170  MMW  14   ADAR  11  ADAR  62

PRAN  18  PRAN  154   DCFR  40  DCFR  30

AMAA  19  AMAA  152   ENFR  36  ENFR  33

FCA  145  FCA  25   ITSR  25  ITSR  44

ICSN  94  ICSN  70   ABFAR  45  ABFAR  23

STGSN  89  STGSN  72   STGSA  33  STGSA  32

CTTSN  65  CTTSN  95   MMNFN  25  MMNFN  37

AMEAN  1  AMEAN  159   AZAA  17  AZAA  45

STSSN  123  STSSN  35   MCSN  26  MCSN  34

ABEAA  102  ABEAA  48   GMSR  23  GMSR  36

ATAA  18  ATAA  130   HTFR  28  HTFR  29

ABHAR  88  ABHAR  54   AGAN  3  AGAN  50

ITSA  68  ITSA  74   RPSN  16  RPSN  36

FTSN  105  FTSN  36   GSMFR  31  GSMFR  20

EMFA  82  EMFA  55   PRAA  3  PRAA  48

SHSA  111  SHSA  17   CTTSA  29  CTTSA  20

LSSR  48  LSSR  80   ETSR  17  ETSR  30

PSSA  20  PSSA  24   AGAR  2  AGAR  13

ETRSN  33  ETRSN  10   CTRSR  4  CTRSR  10

GSEFA  28  GSEFA  15   MMNFA  7  MMNFA  6

YNSR  15  YNSR  28   FTSR  8  FTSR  4

AMEAA  1  AMEAA  42   ACAR  3  ACAR  8

CTRSA  14  CTRSA  28   NDSN  1  NDSN  10

QMSR  30  QMSR  11   MRFR  4  MRFR  6

STSSA  30  STSSA  11   MTSR  3  MTSR  7

MTSN  28  MTSN  13   MMAFR  5  MMAFR  4

ASAA  16  ASAA  25   ETRSA  6  ETRSA  2

AZAR  9  AZAR  32   CSSSA  5  CSSSA  3

ICFA  27  ICFA  13   ICFR  3  ICFR  5

STGSR  12  STGSR  28   ISSR  2  ISSR  6

AEAR  1  AEAR  35   MMWFR  4  MMWFR  3
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Table E5 

Occupational Ratings that match for both afloat and ashore sailors (pg. 4 of 4) 
Afloat 
Rating 

Float 
Sailors 

Ashore 
Rating 

Shore
Sailors 

  
Afloat 
Rating 

Float 
Sailors 

Ashore 
Rating 

Shore 
Sailors 

LSS  33  LSS  1   FCASN  3  FCASN  4

MMAFN  29  MMAFN  5   CSSSN  5  CSSSN  1

PSSR  15  PSSR  19   MMWFA  3  MMWFA  3

CTISN  1  CTISN  33   CTMSR  1  CTMSR  5

CSS  32  CSS  1   RPSR  1  RPSR  5

EMNFN  14  EMNFN  19   MCSR  2  MCSR  3

MNSA  9  MNSA  24   NC  2  NC  3

EODSN  4  EODSN  29   CA  1  CA  3

ACAA  8  ACAA  24   EMNFA  1  EMNFA  2

ETNSN  8  ETNSN  23   MMNFR  1  MMNFR  2

FTSA  23  FTSA  7   CSSSR  1  CSSSR  1

YNS  23  YNS  7   ETVSR  1  ETVSR  1

MMWFN  21  MMWFN  9   LSSSA  1  LSSSA  1

ETVSN  19  ETVSN  10          
CTNSN  3  CTNSN  25          
FCSR  3  FCSR  23          
ICSA  12  ICSA  13          
GSEFR  7  GSEFR  18          
ASAR  12  ASAR  12          
MCSA  12  MCSA  9          
MRFA  12  MRFA  9          
ITSSN  6  ITSSN  13          
STSSR  10  STSSR  8          
CTMSN  7  CTMSN  11          
RPSA  5  RPSA  13          

MMAFA  11  MMAFA  6          
CTTSR  9  CTTSR  8          
MTSA  9  MTSA  8          
ISSA  2  ISSA  15          
ICSR  8  ICSR  7          

 

 

 

  



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

241

Table E6  

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
STU CRUIT TRA COMD G LAKES 23049 18.4 

NAVMEDCEN PORTSMOUTH VA 1648 1.3 

NAVMEDCEN SAN DIEGO CA 1301 1.0 

2ND MAR DIV FMF LANT 1009 .8 

OTH NNPTC DISENROLLED PERS BKS 967 .8 

STU NAVSUBSCOL GROTON CT 704 .6 

STU NPTU CHASN SC 672 .5 

STU CSCS UNIT GREAT LAKES IL 671 .5 

NAVAL SECURITY FORCE BAHRAIN 649 .5 

MARMC NORVA FLEET MAINT SUPP 645 .5 

SWFPAC SILVERDALE WA 644 .5 

STU NATTC PENSACOLA FL 636 .5 

SOUTHWEST REGIONAL MAINT CTR 630 .5 

1ST MAR DIV FMF PAC 624 .5 

NAV MOB CONST BATTLION ELEVEN 620 .5 

NAVY MOBILE CONST BATT 1 606 .5 

W REED NMMC (NAVY) 594 .5 

STU NPTU BALLSTON SPA 586 .5 

NIOC HAWAII/CC 582 .5 

NAV MOB CONST BATT 3 577 .5 

NAVY MOBILE CONST BATT 133 566 .5 

NAV MOB CONST BATT 4 563 .4 

NAVMEDCEN CAMP LEJEUNE NC 537 .4 

NAVMED R&T CMD JACKSONVILLE FL 532 .4 

NAV MOB CONST BATT 5 530 .4 

SWFLANT KINGS BAY GA 504 .4 

AS     40 MAINT/SUPPORT COMP 501 .4 

FLTREADCEN MID-LANT 496 .4 

NAVHOSP CAMP PENDLETON CA 481 .4 

NIOC GEORGIA/CC 480 .4 

HM 15 472 .4 

PHIB CB 1 SEADU COMP 438 .3 
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Table E7 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 2 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
VQ 1 437 .3 

NCTAMS LANT NORFOLK VA 435 .3 

HM 14 433 .3 

STU SWOS UNIT GREAT LAKES IL 421 .3 

FLTREADCEN MA DET NORFOLK 419 .3 

US NAVHOSP OKINAWA JA 391 .3 

NAVHOSP PENSACOLA FL 380 .3 

FLTREADCEN SOUTHWEST CPF 370 .3 

NAVSTA NORFOLK VA 369 .3 

NAVAL BASE KITSAP 366 .3 

VAW 120 366 .3 

NCTAMS PAC WAHIAWA HI 355 .3 

HSC 3 352 .3 

HSC 26 SEA COMP 351 .3 

1ST MAR DIV DET 29 PALMS 350 .3 

NSA/CSS FT MEADE MD 343 .3 

1ST MEDICAL BATTALION 339 .3 

VQ 3 SEA DUTY COMP 336 .3 

FLTREADCEN SOUTHEAST FFC 335 .3 

VQ 4 SEA DUTY DET 335 .3 

STU IWTC CORRY STA PENSACOLA 327 .3 

NAVHOSP BREMERTON WA 315 .3 

NAVY MOBILE CONST BATT 74 311 .2 

2ND MEDICAL BATTALION 310 .2 

HSC 25 303 .2 

VFA 122 298 .2 

HSC 2 296 .2 

VFA 106 291 .2 

US NAVHOSP GUAM MI 286 .2 

FLT READINESS CENTER WEST 281 .2 

NAVSTA EVERETT WASH 280 .2 

VP 1 277 .2 

VFA 102 276 .2 

NAVAL BASE CORONADO 275 .2 

VP 40 273 .2 

US NAVHOSP YOKOSUKA JA 267 .2 
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Table E8 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 3 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
FLTREADCENWEST CVN SEAOPDET 264 .2 

TPU NAVSTA NORVA OTH 264 .2 

VP 46 263 .2 

3RD MEDICAL BATTALION 257 .2 

CORIVGRU TWO DET BAHRAIN 255 .2 

VFA 22 252 .2 

HSC 14 251 .2 

PHIB CB 2 SEADU COMP 248 .2 

VFA 41 247 .2 

VP 8 247 .2 

NAVSTA NORFOLK AIR DET 245 .2 

NAVSTA MAYPORT FL 244 .2 

VFA 147 242 .2 

VFA 94 239 .2 

1ST MARINE REGIMENT 1ST MARDIV 237 .2 

VFA 211 237 .2 

5TH MARINE REGIMENT 1ST MARDIV 236 .2 

NAS OCEANA VA 236 .2 

HSM 70 235 .2 

7TH MARINE REGIMENT 1ST MARDIV 234 .2 

VP 47 234 .2 

ASSAULT CRAFT UNIT 4 233 .2 

JAL FED HLTH CARE CTR GLAKES 233 .2 

HSM 74 230 .2 

NAVSTA NORFOLK SECURITY DET 230 .2 

HSM 41 229 .2 

NBHC GROTON CT 229 .2 

VFA 103 229 .2 

VFA 154 229 .2 

VFA 195 229 .2 

HSC 28 228 .2 

HSM 71 228 .2 

VFA 81 228 .2 

VP 10 228 .2 

HSC 21 226 .2 
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Table E9 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 4 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
BUPERS NAV APPELLATE LEAVE ACT 224 .2 

VFA 137 224 .2 

1ST MARINE LOGISTICS GROUP 223 .2 

2D MARINE LOGISTICS GROUP 223 .2 

VFA 11 223 .2 

CB CEN GULFPORT 222 .2 

FLTREADCEN NORTHWEST 222 .2 

NAS JACKSONVILLE 222 .2 

VFA 213 222 .2 

VP 9 222 .2 

CVN 78 GERALD R FORD PCU 221 .2 

HSM 73 221 .2 

HSM 75 221 .2 

VFA 14 221 .2 

HSM 72 219 .2 

NHLTHCLINIC HAWAII HI 218 .2 

NIOC HAWAII/FIOC DS SURF 217 .2 

VFA 2 217 .2 

VFA 32 215 .2 

VP 26 215 .2 

VFA 105 214 .2 

HSC 6 212 .2 

VFA 27 212 .2 

HSM 48 211 .2 

VFA 131 211 .2 

VFA 192 211 .2 

VFA 83 211 .2 

NMC SD MERCY DET 209 .2 

VFA 115 209 .2 

VFA 97 209 .2 

VFA 34 208 .2 

HSC 4 207 .2 

VFA 143 207 .2 

VFA 146 206 .2 
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Table E10 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 5 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
VFA 15 206 .2 

ASSAULT CRAFT UNIT 2 205 .2 

HSC 23 205 .2 

VFA 136 205 .2 

VP 4 205 .2 

HSC 8 204 .2 

FLTREADCEN NW CVN SEAOPDET 202 .2 

NAS SIGONELLA SECURITY DET 201 .2 

TRANS PERS UNIT SDGO TRANS OTH 201 .2 

VFA 25 201 .2 

W REED NMMC S CAMP FT BELVOIR 201 .2 

FLTREADCEN SE P3/P8 OPDET 200 .2 

HSM 49 200 .2 

VAQ 132 200 .2 

VFA 151 200 .2 

VP 30 200 .2 

HSM 46 199 .2 

HSC 5 198 .2 

6TH MARINE REGIMENT 2ND MARDIV 197 .2 

VFA 31 197 .2 

VP 5 197 .2 

HSC 15 196 .2 

NIOC TEXAS/CC 196 .2 

VFA 113 194 .2 

HSC-12 193 .2 

HSM-77 192 .2 

VAQ 138 191 .2 

VFA 37 190 .2 

VFA 86 190 .2 

NAV SUPP ACT NAP SECURITY 188 .1 

FLTREADCEN MA SEAOPDET 187 .1 

HSC 22 187 .1 

NAVHOSP 29 PALMS CA 187 .1 
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Table E11 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 6 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
VFA 87 187 .1 

VP 45 187 .1 

VAQ 135 186 .1 

VAQ 136 186 .1 

VRC 40 SEA DUTY COMP 185 .1 

HSC 11 184 .1 

HSC 7 184 .1 

NAVBASE GUAM FORCE PROTECTION 184 .1 

VPU 2 183 .1 

HSC 9 182 .1 

NAS WHIDBEY ISLAND WA 181 .1 

NAVAL BASE SAN DIEGO 181 .1 

NBRHLTHCLINIC MCRD PARRIS ISLD 181 .1 

VP 16 181 .1 

NIOC GEORGIA/FIOC DS SURF 179 .1 

NAVHOSP BEAUFORTSC 178 .1 

VAQ 139 177 .1 

NNSY FLTMAINTSUB 176 .1 

VAQ 137 176 .1 

NAVHOSP NAPLES IT 174 .1 

NHEALTHCLINIC LEMOORE CA 174 .1 

STU NSW BASIC SEAL/SWCC TRNG 174 .1 

NAVHOSP ROTA SP 172 .1 

NAVSUPPACT SOUDA BAY SECURITY 172 .1 

NAVCONSTGRU ONE 170 .1 

VAQ 133 170 .1 

HSM-78 169 .1 

HSM 51 168 .1 

VAQ 140 167 .1 

VAQ 130 166 .1 

COMFLEACT SASEBO SECURITY DET 165 .1 

VAQ 131 164 .1 
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Table E12 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 7 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
NAVCOMTELSTA SAN DIEGO CA 163 .1 

NAVSTA GUANTANAMO BAY SEC DET 162 .1 

ASSAULT CRAFT UNIT 5 161 .1 

VAQ 134 161 .1 

COMFLTACT YOKOSUKA JA 160 .1 

NAVCOMTELSTA BAHRAIN 160 .1 

2ND MARINE REGIMENT 2ND MARDIV 159 .1 

NAS LEMOORE CA 159 .1 

SPECBOAT TEAM TWELVE SEA 159 .1 

JOINT BASE PEARL HARBOR HICKAM 157 .1 

VFA 106 E/F DET 156 .1 

COMFLTACT YOKOSUKA SECURITY DT 155 .1 

3RD MARINE REGIMENT 3RD MARDIV 153 .1 

VAQ 141 152 .1 

NHLTHCLINIC NEW ENGLAND RI 149 .1 

STU NTTC LACKLAND AFB 149 .1 

VAW 115 148 .1 

NAVHOSP SIGONELLA IT 145 .1 

COMSEVENTHFLEET 144 .1 

NHLTHCLINIC CHARLESTON SC 144 .1 

SPECBOAT TEAM TWENTY TWO SEA 144 .1 

STU NMTSC HOSP CORPS S ANTONIO 144 .1 

VAQ 129 144 .1 

NPTU CHARLESTON DET MTS TWO 143 .1 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NAVSTA NORFOLK 142 .1 

VAW 123 142 .1 

VAQ 142 140 .1 

VRC 30 SEA DUTY COMP 140 .1 

NPTU CHARLESTON GST 139 .1 

FFG 51 GARY 137 .1 

NAV MOB CONST BATT 40 137 .1 

NAVBASE SAN DIEGO SECURITY DET 137 .1 

NHLTHCLINIC CHERRY POINT NC 136 .1 
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Table E13 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 8 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
3RD MARINE LOGISTICS GROUP 135 .1 

ASSAULT CRAFT UNIT 4 SHORE DET 135 .1 

NPTU BALLSTON SPA BOS 135 .1 

SPECBOAT TEAM TWENTY SEA 135 .1 

VAW 124 135 .1 

ASSAULT CRAFT UNIT ONE SEA 134 .1 

CORIVGRU ONE DET GUAM 134 .1 

FACSFAC SDIEGO 134 .1 

FLTREADCEN NW P3/P8 OPDET 133 .1 

NAVSTA NORFOLK AIR TERMINAL 133 .1 

NAVCOMTELSTA NAPLES IT 132 .1 

PEARL HARBOR NSYD AND IMF 132 .1 

VAW 112 132 .1 

VAW 125 132 .1 

VQ 4 DET PAX RIV 131 .1 

BEACHMASTER UNIT 2 130 .1 

NAVY CARGO HAND BN ONE 130 .1 

FLTREADCEN SE DET MAYPORT 129 .1 

NAVINFOWARTRAGRU NORFOLK 129 .1 

NPTU BALLSTON SPA MARF 129 .1 

VAW 121 129 .1 

TPU PUGET SOUND OTH 127 .1 

VAW 117 127 .1 

VAW 126 127 .1 

COMFLTACT OKINAWA SECURITY DET 125 .1 

VAW 113 123 .1 

NAVHOSP GUANTANAMO 122 .1 

NHLTHCLINIC OAK HARBOR WA 122 .1 

STU NMTSC NETE F S HOUSTON 122 .1 

VAW 116 122 .1 

HSM 35 121 .1 

RLSO MIDLANT NORFOLK VA 120 .1 

VQ 3 DET OFFUT AFB NE 120 .1 

NNMC BETHESDA1 EMF 150 DET 119 .1 
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Table E14 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 9 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
STU NAVAVSCOLSCOM PENSACOLA FL 119 .1 

FRC MA NORFOLK SEAOPDET 118 .1 

SEA AIR LAND TEAM FIVE 118 .1 

VRC 40 118 .1 

FLEET WEATHER CENTER NORFOLK 117 .1 

NCTS HAMPTON ROADS 116 .1 

STU IWTC MONTEREY CA 116 .1 

SEA AIR LAND TEAM SEVEN 115 .1 

SEA AIR LAND TEAM TEN 114 .1 

VQ 3 DET TRAVIS 114 .1 

VRC 30 114 .1 

HSM 37 113 .1 

3RD MARDIV DET 112 .1 

NIOC GEORGIA/FIOC NTI 112 .1 

FRCSW DET PM CVN SEAOPDET 111 .1 

COMNAVSPECWARDEVGRU DAM NECK 110 .1 

STU FLEASWTRACEN POINT LOMA CA 110 .1 

FFG 40 HALYBURTON 108 .1 

NAS PENSACOLA 108 .1 

FWC STRKGRUOCEAN TEAM NORVA 106 .1 

HM 14 FLT REPL DEPT 106 .1 

NAVIOCOM SUGAR GROVE 106 .1 

VX 1 106 .1 

NAVCONSTGRU TWO 105 .1 

NAS OCEANA SECURITY DET 104 .1 

SEA AIR LAND TEAM ONE 104 .1 

SEA AIR LAND TEAM TWO 104 .1 

NAVAL BASE CORONADO SEC DET 103 .1 

OTH SPECWARCOM BUDS ATTRITES 103 .1 

SEA AIR LAND TEAM FOUR 103 .1 

RLSO SW SAN DIEGO CA 101 .1 

ASSAULT CRAFT UNIT ONE MPF 100 .1 
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Table E15 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 10 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
NAVBASE VENTURA COUNTY PT MUGU 100 .1 

NBRHLTHCLINIC FISHER 100 .1 

NBRHLTHCLINIC TRANQUILITY 100 .1 

NHLTHCLINIC CORPUS CHRISTI TX 100 .1 

AS     39 MAINT/SUPPORT COMP 99 .1 

NIOC HAWAII/FIOC SD 99 .1 

VMFAT 101 3RD MAW MCAS MIRAMAR 99 .1 

EXP ORD DISP MOB UNIT ONE 98 .1 

FFG 60 RODNEY M DAVIS 98 .1 

HSM 40 98 .1 

NHLTHCLINIC PATUXENT MD 98 .1 

NIOC HAWAII/FIOC DS/SUB 98 .1 

NIOC HAWAII/IT 97 .1 

NAVIMFAC PACNORWEST BANGOR WA 96 .1 

HSC 85 95 .1 

STU STA21 OFFICER TRAINING CMD 95 .1 

FLEET WEATHER CENTER SAN DIEGO 94 .1 

FFG 45 DEWERT 93 .1 

NH PCOLA EMF DET 93 .1 

FACSFAC VACAPES OCEANA VA 92 .1 

NAVSTA GREAT LAKES IL 92 .1 

SUBASE NEW LONDON OTH 92 .1 

VX 9 92 .1 

NAVY MOBILE CONST BATT 7 91 .1 

NAF ATSUGI SECURITY DETACHMENT 90 .1 

NAVMED R&T UNIT MAYPORT FL 90 .1 

NAVSTA ROTA SECURITY DET 90 .1 

NAVSUPPFAC DIEGO GARCIA SEC DT 90 .1 

NAVY CYBER DEFENSE OPS COMMAND 89 .1 

SEA AIR LAND TEAM THREE 89 .1 

SUBASE KINGS BAY GA 89 .1 

EXPL ORD DISPL MOB UNIT 5 88 .1 

NAS SIGONELLA 88 .1 
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Table E16  

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 11 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
NAVSUBSUPFAC NEW LONDON CT 88 .1 

U.S.NAVY CEREMONIAL GUARD 88 .1 

FWCSTRKGRUOCEAN TEAM SDIEGO 87 .1 

NAVCOMTELSTA FAR EAST YOKO JA 87 .1 

NHLTHCLINIC QUANTICO VA 87 .1 

CBMU THREE ZERO THREE 86 .1 

COMUSNAVCENT 86 .1 

FFG 47 NICHOLAS 86 .1 

NAV EXP INTEL CMD DET DAM NECK 86 .1 

TACRON 11 86 .1 

JOINT EXED BASE LCRK-FT STORY 83 .1 

SOUTHEAST REGIONAL MAINT CTR 83 .1 

FFG 43 THACH 82 .1 

COMLCSRON ONE SAN DIEGO CA 81 .1 

EOD EXP SUPPORT UNIT TWO 81 .1 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT BAHRAIN SA 81 .1 

3RD MAR DIV FMF PAC 80 .1 

NAVAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY BAHRAIN 80 .1 

MARMC NORVA FLEET MAINT TECH 79 .1 

NIOC GEORGIA/FIOC DS SUB 79 .1 

SFWP MAINT UNIT DET EL CENTRO 79 .1 

AIMD MCBH KANEOHE BAY 77 .1 

EODMU 8 77 .1 

FLTREADCEN SW CVN SEAOPDET 77 .1 

NAVBASE KITSAP SECURITY DET 77 .1 

NH BREM EMF DET 77 .1 

FLTREADCEN SW DET PT MUGU 76 .1 

NAVHOSP SAN DIEGO CA PATIENTS 76 .1 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NAB LITTLE CREEK 76 .1 

P-3 VP OPERATIONAL DET/KBAY HI 76 .1 

EOD EXP SUPPORT UNIT ONE 75 .1 

FFG 54 FORD 75 .1 

TRANS PERS UNIT GLAKES OTH 75 .1 

  



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

252

Table E17  

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 12 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
ZBR 006-18 75 .1 

3RD MAW UNITS MCAS MIRAMAR 74 .1 

SEA AIR LAND TEAM EIGHT 74 .1 

TACRON 12 73 .1 

COASTAL RIVRON 3 DET YORKTOWN 72 .1 

FLTREADCEN NW EA18G VAN OPDET 72 .1 

JEB LCFS SECURITY DET 72 .1 

NNSY MIDLANTREGCALCTR 72 .1 

2D MAW CHERRY POINT 71 .1 

COMTHIRDFLEET 70 .1 

NAVSPECWARGRU TWO LOGSUPPU SEA 69 .1 

SCHL INFTRY CGEIGER 69 .1 

TACTICAL COMM COMMAND ONE 69 .1 

TACTICAL COMM COMMAND TWO 69 .1 

NAVCOMTELSTA SICILY IT 68 .1 

NAVSUPPFAC DIEGO GARCIA 68 .1 

SEA AIR LAND DEL VEH TEAM ONE 68 .1 

SUBASE NEW LONDON 68 .1 

VQ 2 68 .1 

NAVMEDCEN PORTS COMFORT DET 67 .1 

NAVSPECWARGRU ONE LOGSUPPU SEA 66 .1 

TACRON 21 66 .1 

HM 12 65 .1 

NAV POSTGRADUATE DENTAL SCHOOL 65 .1 

NAVAL BASE POINT LOMA 65 .1 

NAVMED R&T UNIT KINGS BAY GA 65 .1 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NAVSTA SAN DIEGO 65 .1 

STU NAVSCOLEOD EGLIN AFB 65 .1 

1ST MAW CAMP FOSTER 64 .1 

8TH MARINE REGIMENT 2ND MARDIV 64 .1 

NAVINFOWARTRAGRU SAN DIEGO 64 .1 

NH CLEJUN EMF DET 64 .1 

ASSAULT CRAFT UNIT 5 SHORE COM 62 .0 
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Table E18 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 13 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
COMSTRATCOMMWING ONE 62 .0 

STU CNATT UNIT KEESLER AFB MS 62 .0 

NAVAL BASE POINT LOMA SEC DET 61 .0 

NAVMED TRNG SUPPORT CENTER 61 .0 

NIOC MISAWA/JOC 61 .0 

PERSUPPDET AFLOAT WEST 61 .0 

BUPERS CONBRIG MIR OTHERS 60 .0 

FFG 57 REUBEN JAMES 60 .0 

AFSB (I)15 PONCE 59 .0 

CRYPTWAR ACT 66/CYBER TD 59 .0 

DEPMED NMC SD DET 59 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC MCRD SAN DIEGO 59 .0 

PHIB CB 1 59 .0 

STU NTTC MERIDIAN MS 59 .0 

DEFSVCOFF WEST SAN DIEGO CA 58 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT YOKOSUKA 58 .0 

NIOC TEXAS/FIOC NTI 58 .0 

STU AEGIS TRAREDCEN DAHLGREN 58 .0 

EDSON RNG/CRUCIBLE CPEN 57 .0 

FLEET AIR SIGONELLA DET AIMD 57 .0 

NAVCYBWARDEVGRP/SCC RDTE 57 .0 

NAVSTA MAYPORT FL SECDET 57 .0 

NIOC HAWAII/FIOC NTI 57 .0 

FFG 42 KLAKRING 56 .0 

FRC DET MIDLANT PAVRVER MD MPN 56 .0 

NAS CORPUS CHRISTI 56 .0 

NAVIFOR FID WASH DC SEA 56 .0 

NAVIOCOM COLORADO 56 .0 

TACRON 22 56 .0 

EXPL ORD DISPL MOB UNIT 11 55 .0 

HOPPER ISC WASH DC 55 .0 

HPU NORFOLK NAVY SHIPYARD VA 55 .0 

NAVAL ACADEMY ANNAPOLIS 55 .0 
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Table E19 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 14 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
NAVSUBNSUPPCEN OTH BANGOR 55 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC RED ROVER 55 .0 

ARDM    5 ARCO 54 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NAS OCEANA VA 54 .0 

CBMU TWO ZERO TWO 53 .0 

NAS JACKSONVILLE OTH 53 .0 

NAVSTA ROTA SP 53 .0 

NAVSUBSCOL GROTON CT 53 .0 

NPTU CHARLESTON BOS 53 .0 

PWD SIGONELLA 53 .0 

CRYPTOLOGIC WARFARE GROUP SIX 52 .0 

CRYPTWAR GROUP SIX/CYBER OPS 52 .0 

FFG 36 UNDERWOOD 52 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT GUAM 52 .0 

MOBDIVSALVUNIT TWO SEA DUTY CP 52 .0 

NAS WHITING FLD MILTON FL 52 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC ASU BAHRAIN 52 .0 

NH CPEN EMF DET 52 .0 

SCHL INFTRY CPEN 52 .0 

COMFAIRFWD DET AIMD ATSUGI JA 51 .0 

COMPHIBRON 1 51 .0 

EXPL ORD DISPL MOB UNIT 3 51 .0 

EXPL ORD DISPL MOB UNIT 6 51 .0 

FLTREADCEN SE SEAOPDET 51 .0 

NAVOPHTHALSUPPTRACT VA 51 .0 

NAVSUP FLT LOG CTR SIGONELLA 51 .0 

NAVY BAND WASHINGTON DC 51 .0 

STU PRE-BUDS GREAT LAKES 51 .0 

FFG 52 CARR 50 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT SASEBO JP 50 .0 

NAVSUP FLT LOG CTR NORFOLK 50 .0 

NAVY PA SUPPORT ELEMENT WEST 50 .0 

VRC 30 DET 5 50 .0 
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Table E20 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 15 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
CRYPTWAR ACT 65/SMO 49 .0 

NAS MERIDIAN MS 49 .0 

NAVIODET GROTON SEA DTY 49 .0 

COMFAIRFWD DET AIMD BAHRAIN 48 .0 

MAG 26 MCAS NEW RIVER NC 48 .0 

NAVAL AIR STATION PAX RIVER MD 48 .0 

NAVSUP FLT LOG CTR BAHRAIN 48 .0 

NAVSUPPACT NAPLES ITALY 48 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC EVERETT WA 48 .0 

22ND DENTAL COMPANY 47 .0 

COMFAIRFWD DET AIMD MISAWA JA 47 .0 

NH JAX EMF DET 47 .0 

NSA HAMPTON RDS SECURITY DET 47 .0 

NSSC PH TRANSIENT OTHERS 47 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC PORT HUENEME CA 46 .0 

EOD MOBILE UNIT ONE TWO 45 .0 

FLTREADCEN SE DET KEY WEST 45 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT KINGS BAY S 45 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT SDIEGO CA 45 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT SOUDA BAY 45 .0 

NAS FALLON NV 45 .0 

NAVSTA EVERETT SECURITY DET 45 .0 

1ST DENTAL COMPANY 44 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNT JB PH HICKAM 44 .0 

MCRD PARRIS ISLAND 44 .0 

NAS KINGSVILLE TEX 44 .0 

NAVIOCOM HAWAII 44 .0 

NIOC GEORGIA/FIOC SEA DUTY 44 .0 

NSSC NEW LONDON CT OTHERS 44 .0 

SOUTHWEST REG CALIBRATION CTR 44 .0 

US NAVDENCEN OKINAWA JA 44 .0 

CBIRF 43 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC BELLE CHASE 43 .0 
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Table E21 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 16 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
NIOC HAWAII/CYBER TD 43 .0 

NIOC PCOLA/CYBER DEF 43 .0 

THE BASIC SCH TRNG COM 43 .0 

EODMU 2 42 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT ROTA SP 42 .0 

NAS PATUXENT RIVER SEC DET 42 .0 

NAVAL AIR STATION KEY WEST FL 42 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC SASEBO JA 42 .0 

3RD MAW UNITS CAMP PENDLETON 41 .0 

DEPMED NNMC BETH DET 41 .0 

FACSFAC JACKSONVILLE FL 41 .0 

MAG 31 MCAS BEAUFORT SC 41 .0 

NAVSPECWARGRU THREE LOGSUPPU 41 .0 

PERSUPPDET YOKOSUKA 41 .0 

CG I MEF 40 .0 

NAVSUP FLT LOG CTR SD N-DWCF 40 .0 

NAVSUPPACT HAMPTON ROADS VA 40 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC OCS CORE CAMP 40 .0 

NWS YORKTOWN SECURITY DET 40 .0 

2ND DENTAL COMPANY 39 .0 

BUPERS SEPARATION ACCOUNT 39 .0 

COMNAVSURFLANT COMMON SUPP DIR 39 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT GUNTAMO B 39 .0 

JOINT INTELL OPERATIONS CENTER 39 .0 

NAS NEW ORLEANS 39 .0 

NAS WHIDBEY IS SECURITY DET 39 .0 

NMC SDIEGO EMF DET 39 .0 

NNSY NUCREGMAINTDEPT NORFOLKVA 39 .0 

CG III MEF 38 .0 

COMFLEACT CHINHAE KS SECURITY 38 .0 

NAVBEACH UNIT SEVEN DET LCU 38 .0 

NAVSUPPACT SOUDA BAY GR 38 .0 

PERSUPPDET BAHRAIN 38 .0 
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Table E22 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 17 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
SUBASE KINGS BAY SECURITY DET 38 .0 

TRAINING SUPPORT CENTER SDIEGO 38 .0 

23RD DENTAL COMPANY 37 .0 

3RD DENTAL COMPANY 37 .0 

NAS JRB FT WORTH 37 .0 

NAVAL AIR STATION KWEST SEC D 37 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC BANGOR WA 37 .0 

SUBASE NEW LONDON SECURITY DET 37 .0 

SUSLAK 37 .0 

ASSAULT CRAFT UNIT 2 SHORE C 36 .0 

CG II MEF 36 .0 

CRYPTWAR MARACT 61/FIOC NTI 36 .0 

NAVAL BASE GUAM 36 .0 

NAVAL STRIKE & AIR WARFARE CNT 36 .0 

NAVY PA SUPPORT ELEMENT EAST 36 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC BANCROFT H ALL 36 .0 

NMOTC DET NAV AERO MED INST 36 .0 

SFWP MAINT UNIT DET FALLON 36 .0 

SUPSRV PRGRMGR STRFRNT, NRFLK 36 .0 

VFA 101 36 .0 

13TH DEN CO TRANSITION MIRAMAR 35 .0 

COMMANDER NAVSPECWARCEN 35 .0 

ECRC FWD SAN DIEGO AFGHANISTAN 35 .0 

MARCOR SECURITY FORCE REGIMENT 35 .0 

NAS FALLON SECURITY DETACHMENT 35 .0 

NB CORONADO ALF SAN CLEMENTE 35 .0 

NBRDENCLINIC OSBORNE 35 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NAS NORTH ISLAND 35 .0 

NBRMEDCLINIC YUMA 35 .0 

NIOC HAWAII/CYBER OPS 35 .0 

PERSUPPDET SAN DIEGO 35 .0 

RIVERINE SQUADRON TWO 35 .0 

STU NTTC DET DINFOS FT MEADE 35 .0 
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Table E23 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 18 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
TRITRAFAC BANGOR WA 35 .0 

COMPATRECONWING FIVE SEVEN 34 .0 

MOBDIVSALVUNIT ONE SEA DUTY CP 34 .0 

NAV SUPP FAC THURMONT MD 34 .0 

NAVAL SUPPORT ACTY CHARLESTON 34 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NAS FALLON 34 .0 

STU CSCS UNIT DAM NECK VA 34 .0 

12TH DENTAL COMPANY 33 .0 

FFG 37 CROMMELIN 33 .0 

FFG 38 CURTS 33 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT NB KITSAP 33 .0 

NAVBEACH UNIT SEVEN DET LCAC 33 .0 

NMCPAC CWD UNIT SEAL BEACH 33 .0 

STU CEODD SITE GREAT LAKES IL 33 .0 

STU JFK SPEC WARFARE CENTER 33 .0 

VPU 1 33 .0 

WEAPSTA YORKTOWN 33 .0 

1ST MARINE RAIDER BATTALION 32 .0 

COMHELMARSTRIKEWINGPAC 32 .0 

DIA DET PEARL HARBOR HI 32 .0 

NAVAL BEACH UNIT SEVEN 32 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC CHINA LAKE CA 32 .0 

SECURITY DETACHMENT BETHESDA 32 .0 

STU NAVDIVESALVTRACEN PCITY 32 .0 

2D MARINE RAIDER BATTALION 31 .0 

AVIATION SUPP DET OCEANA 31 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT NORFOLK VA 31 .0 

HS 10 31 .0 

NAVOCEANMIWCTR SSC MS 31 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NAVSUPPACT CAPO 31 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NSA MEMPHIS 31 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC TBS CORE CAMP 31 .0 

NMCPAC EAD UNIT OKINAWA 31 .0 
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Table E24  

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 19 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
NWS EARLE SECURITY DET 31 .0 

REGION SO WEST SECURITY DET 31 .0 

3RD MAW UNITS MCAS YUMA 30 .0 

CRYPTWAR MARACT 61/DSB 30 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT YORKTOWN VA 30 .0 

NAVIFOR FIAF DET NORFOLK VA 30 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC ATSUGI JA 30 .0 

NHLTHCLINIC ANNAPOLIS MD 30 .0 

NMC SD 1 FSSG DET 30 .0 

STU CRAW/CRAG VP 30 30 .0 

USS CONSTITUTION 30 .0 

DEFENSE INTEL AGENCY 29 .0 

NAVDENCEN CAMP LEJEUNE NC 29 .0 

NAVIOCOM GEORGIA 29 .0 

NAVSUP FLT LOG CTR NORFOLK WCF 29 .0 

NIOC GEORGIA/CYBER TD 29 .0 

WRNMMC NAVMED SUPPORT DET 29 .0 

104 CYBER MISSION TEAM 28 .0 

ASSAULT CRAFT UNIT 1 28 .0 

COMNAVSURFLANT 28 .0 

DEFENSE MEDIA ACT FT MEADE 28 .0 

EUCOM JAC MOLESWORTH 28 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT NLON CT 28 .0 

MEDLOG CO 1ST SUPPLY BN 28 .0 

NAVIFOR FID FALLON NV SEA 28 .0 

NAVMED R&T UNIT KEY WEST FL 28 .0 

NAVSUPPACT GAETA IT SEC DET 28 .0 

NAVUNWATSYSCEN ANDROS DT 28 .0 

NCMS WASHINGTON DC 28 .0 

NIOC COLORADO/RUFFER 28 .0 

NMC ATLANTIC UNIT CHARLESTN SC 28 .0 

USSOUTHCOM JIC 28 .0 

3RD MARINE RAIDER BATTALION 27 .0 
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Table E25  

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 20 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
502 CYBER MISSION TEAM 27 .0 

BEACHMASTER UNIT 1 DET B 27 .0 

BEACHMASTER UNIT 1 SHORE D ELE 27 .0 

BRMEDCLINIC IWAKUNI JA 27 .0 

COMCARSTRIKEGRU NINE 27 .0 

COMCARSTRIKEGRU TWO 27 .0 

COMEXSTRKGRU SEVEN 27 .0 

COMNAVAIRLANT 27 .0 

DEFSVCOFF SOUTHEAST NORFOLK 27 .0 

FFG    32 JOHN L HALL 27 .0 

FLD MEDICAL TRG BATTALION WEST 27 .0 

FLT ELECTRONIC SPT NORFOLK 27 .0 

MCB S D BUTLER 27 .0 

NAS CORPUS CHRISTI SECDET 27 .0 

NAVSUBSUPPCEN GROTON 27 .0 

REGIONAL SUPPORT ORG PNW 27 .0 

SPECIAL RECON TEAM ONE 27 .0 

STU NTTC LEARN SITE FT LEE VA 27 .0 

US FLT CYBER/NAVY INTEL PROG 27 .0 

1ST MAW IWAKUNI 26 .0 

BEACHMASTER UNIT 1 DET E 26 .0 

BUPERS CONBRIG CHASN OTHERS 26 .0 

NAF MISAWA SECURITY DETACHMENT 26 .0 

NAS JRB FT WORTH TX SECDET 26 .0 

NAVHOSP 29 PALMS MC UNITS DET 26 .0 

NAVSUP FLT LOG CTR OCEANA 26 .0 

NAVY BAND GREAT LAKES 26 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC WNY WASH DC 26 .0 

NCTAMS LANT DET ROTA SP 26 .0 

NIOC TX/CYBER TD 26 .0 

NMC ATLANTIC DET ROTA SP 26 .0 

NSWG10 REGIONAL CE UNIT 26 .0 

SPECIAL RECON TEAM TWO 26 .0 
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Table E26  

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 21 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
3RD MAW UNITS 29 PALMS 25 .0 

501 CYBER MISSION TEAM 25 .0 

COMVAQWINGPAC 25 .0 

DEPMED NH PCOLA DET 25 .0 

FFG    28 BOONE 25 .0 

HOPPER ISC DET YOKOSUKA JA 25 .0 

JB PEARL HARBOR HICKAM SEC DET 25 .0 

NAS LEMOORE SECURITY DETACHMNT 25 .0 

NAVBEACH UNIT SEVEN DET BMU 25 .0 

NAVOPSPTCEN CHICAGO IL 25 .0 

NAVY BAND NORTHWEST 25 .0 

NBRDENCLINIC NAVSTA NORFOLK 25 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC CBC GULFPORT MS 25 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NAS MERIDIAN MS 25 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NAS WHITING FLD 25 .0 

NIOC TEXAS/FIOC DS SURF 25 .0 

NNMC BETH EMF CLEJUN DET 25 .0 

NSA/CSS MIP FGGM 25 .0 

NSF ROMANIA SECURITY DET 25 .0 

PACIFIC FLEET BAND 25 .0 

COMCARSTRIKEGRU FIVE 24 .0 

COMFLTACT SASEBO JA 24 .0 

ECRC FWD SAN DIEGO IRAQ 24 .0 

HOPPER ISC DET S DIEGO CA 24 .0 

HSL 37 24 .0 

NAS JACKSONVILLE SEC DET 24 .0 

NAVAL OCEANOGRAPHY ASW CEN 24 .0 

NAVDENCEN CAMP PENDLETON CA 24 .0 

NAVY BAND SOUTHWEST 24 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC MCAS MIRAMAR 24 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NAS KINGSVILLE T 24 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NASJRB F WORTH T 24 .0 

NIOC COLORADO/RANGER 24 .0 
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Table E27  

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 22 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
NMC ATLANTIC DET BAHRAIN 24 .0 

NMC PORTS 2 MARDV DET 24 .0 

NMCPAC EAD UNIT YOKOSUKA 24 .0 

NRFK NAVAL SHIPYARD SEC DET 24 .0 

NSSC KINGS BAY OTH 24 .0 

STU CSCS DET WEST SAN DIEGO CA 24 .0 

STU IWTC VIRGINIA BEACH VA 24 .0 

12TH DENTAL CO DET LEJEUNE 23 .0 

COMCARSTRIKEGRU EIGHT 23 .0 

COMCARSTRIKEGRU ONE 23 .0 

HQTRS MAR RDR TRNG CTR MARFOR 23 .0 

NAVIFOR FIAF DET SAN DIEGO CA 23 .0 

NAVSPECWARGRU THREE DET LCREEK 23 .0 

NAVSTA GUANTANAMO BAY 23 .0 

NIOC GEORGIA/FIOC DS AIR 23 .0 

NMC ATLANTIC DET JACKSONVILLE 23 .0 

NMCPAC EAD UNIT GUAM 23 .0 

PERSUPPDET ROTA 23 .0 

PWD BAHRAIN 23 .0 

TRIREFFAC KINGS BAY 23 .0 

500 CYBER MISSION TEAM 22 .0 

BEACHMASTER UNIT 1 DET F 22 .0 

COMCARSTRIKEGRU ELEVEN 22 .0 

COMPHIBRON 3 22 .0 

H&S CO CLB 3 CLR 3 22 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT EARLE NJ 22 .0 

MARINE RAIDER SUPPORT GROUP 22 .0 

NAVIFOR FIAF DT PEARL HARBOR 22 .0 

NAVSUBSUPPCEN BANGOR 22 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NSF DIEGO GARCIA 22 .0 

NCTAMS LANT DET JACKSONVILLE 22 .0 

NIMITZ OP INTEL CTR WAS DC 22 .0 

NOPF OPCON CENTER DAMNECK 22 .0 
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Table E28 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 23 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
PERSUPPDET GUAM 22 .0 

PWD SOUDA BAY 22 .0 

US NAS ATSUGI JA 22 .0 

US NAVAL FORCES EUROPE BAND 22 .0 

11TH DENTAL COMPANY 21 .0 

22 NATIONAL MISSION TEAM 21 .0 

COMBAT LOGISTICS BN 7 29 PALMS 21 .0 

COMMANDER SIXTH FLEET 21 .0 

COMSEVENTHFLT BAND 21 .0 

CRYPTWAR ACT 67/IWTC/NASS 21 .0 

DEPMED NMC PORTS DET 21 .0 

FFG    29 STEPHEN W GROVES 21 .0 

FLEET SURVEY TEAM 21 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT PNSY NH 21 .0 

HOPPER ISC DET JICPAC HI 21 .0 

MAG 29 MCAS NEW RIVER NC 21 .0 

MCAS IWAKUNI JAPAN 21 .0 

NAVAIRWPNSTA CHINA LAKE 21 .0 

NAVAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY LAKEHST 21 .0 

NAVSUP FLT LOG CTR NAPLES 21 .0 

NAVSUP FLT LOG CTR YOKOHMA 21 .0 

NBRHLTHCLINIC NTC SAN DIEGO 21 .0 

NIOC YOKOSUKA/DS 21 .0 

PERSUPPDET SASEBO 21 .0 

STU CENSECFOR LS GULFPORT MS 21 .0 

SUPSRV PRGRMGR STRFRNT OCEANA 21 .0 

US FLEET FORCES BAND 21 .0 

COM US FLEET FORCES COMMAND 20 .0 

COMCARSTRIKEGRU THREE 20 .0 

COMCARSTRKGRU FIFTEEN 20 .0 

COMNAVAIRPAC 20 .0 

COMSUBRON 11 20 .0 

FLT ELECTRONIC SPT SAN DIEGO 20 .0 

 

  



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

264

Table E29 

Ashore Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg 24 of 24) 
Ashore Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
HOPPER ISC DET P HARBOR HI 20 .0 

MCRD SAN DIEGO 20 .0 

NHCL CPOINT EMF CLEJUN DET 20 .0 

NIOC BAHRAIN/DS 20 .0 

NOPF OPCON CENTER WHIDBEY IS 20 .0 

NSA/CSS TEXAS TX 20 .0 

RIVERINE SQUADRON ONE 20 .0 

AVIATION SUPP DET NORFOLK 19 .0 

BEACHMASTER UNIT 1 DET D 19 .0 

COASTAL RIVGRU ONE 19 .0 

COMPATRECON FORPAC NAVSUPDEPT 19 .0 

CYBER STRIKE ACTIVITY 63 19 .0 

JB PEARL HARBOR HICKAM OTHER 19 .0 

NAF EL CENTRO SECURITY DET 19 .0 

NAVBASE VENTURA COUNTY SEC 19 .0 

NAVCOMTELSTA GUAM 19 .0 

NAVHOSP CORPUS CHRIST PATIENTS 19 .0 

NAVSATCOMMDET HAMPTON ROADS VA 19 .0 

NH BEAU EMF PCOLA DET 19 .0 

NIOC WHIDBEY IS WA/DS 19 .0 

NMC ATLANTIC DET SIGONELLA IT 19 .0 

PERSUPPDET NAPLES 19 .0 

PERSUPPDET OKINAWA 19 .0 

STU CSFE DET SHEPPARD AFB TX 19 .0 

STU IWTC VB SITE GROTON CT 19 .0 

STU NAVCONSTRACEN GULFPORT 19 .0 

VUP 19 DET MUGU CA 19 .0 

3RD COMBAT ENGINEER BATTALION 18 .0 

AEGIS TRAREDCEN DAHLGREN VA 18 .0 

COMCARSTRIKEGRU TWELVE 18 .0 

COMNAVSURFRON FIVE 18 .0 

COMNAVSURFRON FOURTEEN 18 .0 

FACSFAC PEARL HARBOR 18 .0 

HARBOR PATROL UNIT MAYPORT FL 18 .0 
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Table E30 

Afloat Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables 
Afloat Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
CVN    73 GEORGE WASHINGTON 3392 3.7 

CVN    70 VINSON 3390 3.7 

CVN    74 JOHN C STENNIS 3357 3.7 

CVN   77 GEORGE H W BUSH 3249 3.5 

CVN    76 RONALD REAGAN 3226 3.5 

CVN    68 NIMITZ 3222 3.5 

CVN    75 HARRY S TRUMAN 3180 3.5 

CVN    69 EISENHOWER 3118 3.4 

CVN    72 ABRAHAM LINCOLN 3107 3.4 

CVN    71 T ROOSEVELT 2879 3.1 

CVN    65 ENTERPRISE 1628 1.8 

LHD 6 BONHOMME RICHARD 1157 1.3 

LHD 2 ESSEX 1151 1.3 

LHD 5 BATAAN 1131 1.2 

LHD 1 WASP 1107 1.2 

LHD 4 BOXER 1104 1.2 

LHD 8 MAKIN ISLAND 1096 1.2 

LHD 7 IWO JIMA 1068 1.2 

LHD 3 KEARSARGE 1048 1.1 

LHA 5 PELELIU 720 .8 

LCC 19 BLUE RIDGE 636 .7 

LHA 6 AMERICA 445 .5 

COASTAL RIVRON TWO 381 .4 

LPD 20 GREEN BAY 380 .4 

LPD 21 NEW YORK 380 .4 

LPD 18 NEW ORLEANS 377 .4 

COASTAL RIVRON FOUR 373 .4 

LSD 49 HARPERS FERRY 370 .4 

LPD 17 SAN ANTONIO 361 .4 

LPD 19 MESA VERDE 352 .4 

LSD 52 PEARL HARBOR 351 .4 

LSD 43 FORT MCHENRY 349 .4 

LSD 51 OAKHILL 344 .4 
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Table E31 

Afloat Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 2 of 11) 
Afloat Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
LSD 42 GERMANTOWN 343 .4 

LSD 47 RUSHMORE 343 .4 

CG 55 LEYTE GULF 339 .4 

LSD 45 COMSTOCK 339 .4 

CG 70 LAKE ERIE 335 .4 

CG 58 PHILIPPINE SEA 333 .4 

CG 67 SHILOH 333 .4 

CG 71 CAPE ST GEORGE 332 .4 

CG 60 NORMANDY 331 .4 

LPD 22 SAN DIEGO 331 .4 

CG 54 ANTIETAM 330 .4 

LSD 50 CARTER HALL 324 .4 

LSD 44 GUNSTON HALL 323 .4 

COASTAL RIVRON THREE 322 .4 

CG 66 HUE CITY 320 .3 

CG 52 BUNKER HILL 317 .3 

LSD 41 WHIDBEY ISLAND 317 .3 

CG 57 LAKE CHAMPLAIN 315 .3 

CG 73 PORT ROYAL 315 .3 

LSD 48 ASHLAND 315 .3 

CG 53 MOBILE BAY 314 .3 

CG 56 SAN JACINTO 313 .3 

CG 62 CHANCELLORSVILLE 313 .3 

CG 72 VELLA GULF 310 .3 

CG 69 VICKSBURG 309 .3 

DDG 59 RUSSELL 308 .3 

CG 68 ANZIO 303 .3 

CG 59 PRINCETON 300 .3 

DDG 92 MOMSEN 299 .3 

CG 61 MONTEREY 297 .3 

DDG 86 SHOUP 294 .3 

DDG 99 FARRAGUT 294 .3 

DDG 98 FORREST SHERMAN 292 .3 
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Table E32 

Afloat Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 3 of 11) 
Afloat Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
DDG 105 DEWEY 291 .3 

DDG 72 MAHAN 288 .3 

DDG 101 GRIDLEY 283 .3 

CG 65 CHOSIN 282 .3 

DDG 109 JASON DUNHAM 282 .3 

DDG 91 PINCKNEY 282 .3 

DDG 96 BAINBRIDGE 279 .3 

DDG 100 KIDD 278 .3 

DDG 57 MITSCHER 276 .3 

DDG 80 ROOSEVELT 276 .3 

DDG 83 HOWARD 275 .3 

DDG 108 WAYNE E MEYER 274 .3 

DDG 85 MCCAMPBELL 274 .3 

DDG 54 CURTIS WILBUR 269 .3 

DDG 73 DECATUR 268 .3 

DDG 87 MASON 267 .3 

DDG 103 TRUXTUN 266 .3 

DDG 68 THE SULLIVANS 266 .3 

DDG 95 JAMES E WILLIAMS 266 .3 

LPD 23 ANCHORAGE 266 .3 

DDG 79 OSCAR AUSTIN 265 .3 

DDG 81 S WINSTON CHURCHILL 263 .3 

LPD 24 ARLINGTON 263 .3 

DDG 69 MILIUS 262 .3 

DDG 70 HOPPER 262 .3 

DDG 51 ARLEIGH BURKE 261 .3 

DDG 76 HIGGINS 261 .3 

DDG 94 NITZE 261 .3 

DDG 66 GONZALEZ 260 .3 

DDG 52 BARRY 259 .3 

DDG 104 STERETT 258 .3 

DDG 53 JOHN PAUL JONES 258 .3 
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Table E33 

Afloat Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 4 of 11) 
Afloat Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
DDG 71 ROSS 258 .3 

DDG 84 BULKELEY 258 .3 

DDG 61 RAMAGE 257 .3 

DDG 77 O KANE 257 .3 

DDG 58 LABOON 256 .3 

DDG 74 MCFAUL 256 .3 

DDG 56 JOHN S MCCAIN 255 .3 

DDG 63 STETHEM 255 .3 

DDG 75 DONALD COOK 254 .3 

DDG 64 CARNEY 252 .3 

DDG 93 CHUNG HOON 252 .3 

DDG 67 COLE 251 .3 

DDG 107 GRAVELY 249 .3 

DDG 60 PAUL HAMILTON 248 .3 

DDG 65 BENFOLD 248 .3 

DDG 102 SAMPSON 246 .3 

DDG 106 STOCKDALE 244 .3 

DDG 55 STOUT 242 .3 

DDG 89 MUSTIN 241 .3 

DDG 88 PREBLE 240 .3 

DDG 90 CHAFEE 239 .3 

LPD 9 DENVER 239 .3 

DDG 78 PORTER 238 .3 

DDG 97 HALSEY 236 .3 

DDG 82 LASSEN 233 .3 

CG 63 COWPENS 232 .3 

LSD 46 TORTUGA 228 .2 

DDG 111 SPRUANCE 227 .2 

DDG 110 WILLIAM P LAWRENCE 225 .2 

CG 64 GETTYSBURG 219 .2 

DDG 62 FITZGERALD 217 .2 

SSN 760 ANNAPOLIS 176 .2 

SSN   724 LOUISVILLE 173 .2 

SSN   773 CHEYENNE 173 .2 

LPD 25 SOMERSET 169 .2 
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Table E34 

Afloat Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 5 of 11) 
Afloat Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
SSN   772 GREENEVILLE 167 .2 

SSN 715 BUFFALO 166 .2 

SSBN  738 MARYLAND BLUE 164 .2 

SSBN  741 MAINE BLUE 164 .2 

SSBN  737 KENTUCKY BLUE 163 .2 

SSN    22 CONNECTICUT 163 .2 

SSN   719 PROVIDENCE 163 .2 

SSN   751 SAN JUAN 163 .2 

SSN   752 PASADENA 163 .2 

SSN   769 TOLEDO 162 .2 

SSN   699 JACKSONVILLE 161 .2 

SSN   754 TOPEKA 161 .2 

SSN   763 SANTA FE 161 .2 

SSN   753 ALBANY 160 .2 

SSN    21 SEAWOLF 159 .2 

SSN   717 OLYMPIA 156 .2 

SSN   757 ALEXANDRIA 156 .2 

SSN   705 CORPUS CHRISTI 155 .2 

SSN   759 JEFFERSON CITY 154 .2 

SSBN  739 NEBRASKA BLUE 153 .2 

SSN   766 CHARLOTTE 153 .2 

SSBN  730 HENRY M JACKSON GOLD 152 .2 

SSBN  732 ALASKA BLUE 152 .2 

SSBN  733 NEVADA GOLD 152 .2 

SSN   711 SAN FRANCISCO 152 .2 

SSN   761 SPRINGFIELD 151 .2 

SSN   723 OKLAHOMA CITY 150 .2 

SSN   765 MONTPELIER 150 .2 

FFG 58 SAMUEL B ROBERTS 149 .2 

SSN   768 HARTFORD 149 .2 

SSBN  740 RHODE ISLAND BLUE 148 .2 

SSN   758 ASHEVILLE 148 .2 

SSBN  742 WYOMING BLUE 147 .2 
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Table E35 

Afloat Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 6 of 11) 
Afloat Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
SSN   720 PITTSBURGH 147 .2 

SSN   750 NEWPORT NEWS 147 .2 

SSN   776 HAWAII 147 .2 

SSBN  743 LOUISIANA GOLD CREW 146 .2 

SSBN  734 TENNESSEE BLUE 145 .2 

SSBN  736 WEST VIRGINIA BLUE 145 .2 

SSN   698 BREMERTON 145 .2 

SSN   764 BOISE 145 .2 

DDG 112 MICHAEL MURPHY 144 .2 

SSN   762 COLUMBUS 144 .2 

SSN 700 DALLAS 144 .2 

SSBN  743 LOUISIANA BLUE CREW 143 .2 

SSN   725 HELENA 143 .2 

SSN   756 SCRANTON 143 .2 

SSBN  731 ALABAMA BLUE 142 .2 

SSGN  726 OHIO BLUE 141 .2 

SSBN  735 PENNSYLVANIA GOLD 140 .2 

SSBN  733 NEVADA BLUE 139 .2 

SSN   767 HAMPTON 138 .2 

SSBN  732 ALASKA GOLD 137 .1 

SSN   775 TEXAS 137 .1 

SSN   713 HOUSTON 136 .1 

LCC 20 USS MT WHITNEY 135 .1 

SSN   770 TUCSON 135 .1 

AS     40 FRANK CABLE 134 .1 

FFG 50 TAYLOR 134 .1 

SSBN  731 ALABAMA GOLD 134 .1 

SSGN  727 MICHIGAN BLUE 134 .1 

SSBN  734 TENNESSEE GOLD 133 .1 

SSN   771 COLUMBIA 133 .1 

SSN   774 VIRGINIA 133 .1 

SSN    23 JIMMY CARTER 131 .1 

SSGN  726 OHIO GOLD 129 .1 

 

  



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

271

Table E36 

Afloat Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 7 of 11) 
Afloat Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
FFG 59 KAUFFMAN 128 .1 

FFG 48 VANDEGRIFT 127 .1 

SSGN  729 GEORGIA BLUE 127 .1 

SSBN  730 HENRY M JACKSON BLUE 126 .1 

SSN 780 MISSOURI 126 .1 

SSBN  739 NEBRASKA GOLD 125 .1 

SSN   777 NORTH CAROLINA 125 .1 

SSBN  735 PENNSYLVANIA BLUE 124 .1 

SSN   781 CALIFORNIA 124 .1 

SSGN  728 FLORIDA GOLD 123 .1 

SSBN  742 WYOMING GOLD 122 .1 

SSGN  728 FLORIDA BLUE 122 .1 

SSN 778 NEW HAMPSHIRE 122 .1 

SSBN  736 WEST VIRGINIA GOLD 121 .1 

SSN   701 LA JOLLA 121 .1 

SSGN  727 MICHIGAN GOLD 120 .1 

SSN 779 NEW MEXICO 120 .1 

SSBN  741 MAINE GOLD 119 .1 

FFG 55 ELROD 117 .1 

SSN   706 ALBUQUERQUE 117 .1 

SSGN  729 GEORGIA GOLD 111 .1 

FFG 56 SIMPSON 108 .1 

SSBN  740 RHODE ISLAND GOLD 105 .1 

FFG 61 INGRAHAM 104 .1 

SSN   782 MISSISSIPPI 102 .1 

MCM CREW CONFLICT 98 .1 

SSBN  737 KENTUCKY GOLD 96 .1 

SSN   755 MIAMI 96 .1 

AS     39 EMORY S LAND 95 .1 

SSN   714 NORFOLK 94 .1 

MCM CREW DOMINANT 92 .1 

FFG 41 MC CLUSKY 91 .1 
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Table E37 

Afloat Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 8 of 11) 
Afloat Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
FFG 46 RENTZ 88 .1 

MCM CREW BULWARK 87 .1 

SSN   783 MINNESOTA 85 .1 

FFG 49 ROBERT G BRADLEY 84 .1 

SSN   784 NORTH DAKOTA 84 .1 

CVN 78 GERALD R FORD 82 .1 

MCM 7 PATRIOT 77 .1 

SSBN  738 MARYLAND GOLD 74 .1 

SSN   785 JOHN WARNER 68 .1 

MCM 10 WARRIOR 60 .1 

MCM CREW EXULTANT 50 .1 

MCM 6 DEVASTATOR 49 .1 

MCM CREW REAPER 49 .1 

MCM CREW CONSTANT 48 .1 

MCM CREW LEADER 48 .1 

MCM 14 CHIEF 46 .1 

MCM 9 PIONEER 46 .1 

MCM CREW FEARLESS 45 .0 

MCM 1 AVENGER 43 .0 

MCM CREW PERSISTENT 42 .0 

SSN 786 ILLINOIS 40 .0 

MCM CREW SWERVE 38 .0 

MCM 11 GLADIATOR 37 .0 

MCM 2 DEFENDER 35 .0 

MCM 13 DEXTROUS 33 .0 

MCM 3 SENTRY 33 .0 

SSN   691 MEMPHIS 25 .0 

SSN 787 WASHINGTON 23 .0 

TAH 20 COMFORT MTF ROS 23 .0 

T-AGOS 21 EFFECTIVE BLUE 22 .0 

MCM 5 GUARDIAN 21 .0 

T-AGOS 20 ABLE GOLD 21 .0 

T-AGOS 21 EFFECTIVE GOLD 21 .0 

SSN 789 INDIANA 20 .0 
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Table E38 

Afloat Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 9 of 11) 
Afloat Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
T-AGOS 20 ABLE BLUE 20 .0 

PC 4 MONSOON 18 .0 

T-AGOS 19 VICTORIOUS BLUE 18 .0 

T-AGOS 23 IMPECCABLE BLUE 18 .0 

T-AGOS 23 IMPECCABLE GOLD 17 .0 

LPD 26 JOHN P MURTHA 16 .0 

PC 7 SQUALL 16 .0 

SSN 788 COLORADO 16 .0 

LPD 27 PORTLAND PCD SDIEGO 14 .0 

SSN 792 VERMONT 14 .0 

PC 11 WHIRLWIND 13 .0 

T-AGOS 19 VICTORIOUS GOLD 13 .0 

PC 12 THUNDERBOLT 12 .0 

PC 14 TORNADO 12 .0 

PC 2 TEMPEST 12 .0 

PC 3 HURRICANE 11 .0 

PC 6 SIROCCO 11 .0 

PC 9 CHINOOK 11 .0 

SSN 791 DELAWARE 11 .0 

SSN 790 SOUTH DAKOTA 10 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW DELTA 9 .0 

PC 10 FIREBOLT 9 .0 

PC 8 ZEPHYR 8 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW LIMA 7 .0 

T-AGOS 22 LOYAL BLUE 7 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW FOXTROT 6 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW GOLF 6 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW HOTEL 6 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW JULIET 6 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW KILO 6 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW MIKE 6 .0 

T-AGOS 22 LOYAL GOLD 6 .0 
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Table E39 
 
Afloat Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 10 of 11) 

Afloat Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
COASTAL RIVRON TEN 5 .0 

DDG 113 JOHN FINN 5 .0 

COASTAL RIVRON ONE 4 .0 

DDG 115 RAFAEL PERALTA 4 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW CHARLIE 4 .0 

PC 13 SHAMAL 4 .0 

PC 5 TYPHOON 4 .0 

SSC PAC DET TACNETREDGRU TWO 4 .0 

COASTAL RIVRON ELEVEN 3 .0 

DDG 1000 ZUMWALT 3 .0 

LHA     4 NASSAU 3 .0 

LPD     7 CLEVELAND 3 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW ALPHA 3 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW BRAVO 3 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW ECHO 3 .0 

SSN   786 3 .0 

T-AH   19 MERCY MED TREATFAC 3 .0 

T-AKE 1 LEWIS & CLARK MILDEPT 3 .0 

LPD     8 DUBUQUE 2 .0 

PATROL COASTAL CREW INDIA 2 .0 

PATROL COASTAL MST TWO 2 .0 

SSN   571 NAUTILUS MEM MUSEUM 2 .0 

SSN 793 OREGON 2 .0 

T-AH   20 COMFORT MED TREATFAC 2 .0 

T-AO  194 ERICSSON MILDP NWCF 2 .0 

COASTAL RIVRON 11 DET BANGOR 1 .0 

COASTAL RIVRON EIGHT 1 .0 

LPD 23 ANCHORAGE PCU SDIEGO 1 .0 

PATROL COASTAL MST SIX 1 .0 

SSC ATLANTIC CHASN NON NWCF 1 .0 

SSN   690 PHILADELPHIA 1 .0 

T-AKE 3 ALAN SHEPARD MILDEPT 1 .0 

T-AKE 5 ROBERT E PEARY MILDEPT 1 .0 

 

 

 



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

275

Table E40 

Afloat Command_Assigned First-Term Enlisted Frequency Tables (pg. 11 of 11) 

Afloat Commands 

  Frequency Percent 
T-AKE 6 AMELIA EARHART MILDEPT 1 .0 

T-AO  189 LENTHALL MILDPT NWCF 1 .0 

T-AO  195 GRUMMAN MILDEPT NWCF 1 .0 

T-AO 199 TIPPECANOE MDPT NWCF 1 .0 

T-AO 200 GUADALUPE MILDPT NWCF 1 .0 

T-AO 204 RAPPAHANNOCK MD NWCF 1 .0 

T-ARS 51 GRASP MILDEPT 1 .0 

Total 91674 100.0 
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Appendix F: Qualitative Collaboration Form 
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Appendix G: Coding Scheme and Frequency Report 

▼All Codes 844 
  ChallengeAttributeLackCommandMilitary 6 
  ChallengeAttributeLackCommandUnit 18 
  ChallengeAttributeLackCommandUnitCommunity 24 
  ChallengeAttributeLackCommandUnitPeer 27 
  ChallengeAttributeLackFamily 6 
  ChallengeAttributeLackSelf 7 
  ChallengeSituationCommandMilitaryOperation 20 
  ChallengeSituationCommandMilitaryTraining 41 
  ChallengeSituationCommandUnit 55 
  ChallengeSituationCommandUnitPeer 37 
  ChallengeSituationCommandUnitTraining 41 
  ChallengeSituationFamilyChild 2 
  ChallengeSituationFamilySpouse 15 
  ChallengeSituationSelfEmotion 17 
  ChallengeSituationSelfPerformance 19 
  ChangePolicyElementEmotionalCommandMilitary 32 
  ChangePolicyElementEmotionalCommandUnit 18 
  ChangePolicyElementPhysicalCommandMilitary 64 
  ChangePolicyElementPhysicalCommandUnit 38 
  ResilienceClassifiedSelfExtrinsicBackground 8 
  ResilienceClassifiedSelfExtrinsicCommand 12 
  ResilienceClassifiedSelfIntrinsicBackground 14 
  ResilienceClassifiedSelfIntrinsicPerformanceNegative 17 
  ResilienceClassifiedSelfIntrinsicPerformancePositive 21 
  ResilienceJudgementPersonLeast 27 
  ResilienceJudgementPersonMost 58 
  SupportEmotionalCommandMilitary 4 
  SupportEmotionalCommandUnit 30 
  SupportEmotionalCommandUnitCommunity 17 
  SupportEmotionalCommandUnitCommunityNot 11 
  SupportEmotionalFamilyChildren 3 
  SupportEmotionalFamilyOthers 8 
  SupportEmotionalFamilySpouse 14 
  SupportEmotionalSelf 21 
  SupportPhysicalCommandMilitary 4 
  SupportPhysicalCommandUnit 22 
  SupportPhysicalCommandUnitCommunity 15 
  SupportPhysicalCommandUnitCommunityNot 6 
  SupportPhysicalCommandUnitPeer 1 
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  SupportPhysicalFamilyChildren 3 
  SupportPhysicalFamilyOthers 2 
  SupportPhysicalFamilySpouse 10 
  SupportPhysicalSelf 29 
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Appendix H: Member-Checking Invitation and Response 
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Appendix I: Individual Sub Themes By Interview Questions 

 

IQ1. Throughout the interviews, seven Navy personnel presented examples of 

resilience or toughness to explain organizational norms and behaviors in an afloat work 

environment.  Participants at the Mayport location defined resilience or toughness in a 

comparative framework.  Resilience was defined as “not stopping until the job is done,” 

“the long game,” an internal means to cope and function through hardship by refraining 

from or overcoming worrying to help solve problems, “where you get the most value for 

your training/learning investment,” or “your ability to bounce back from something and 

how you recover afterwards.” 

IN9, however, stated, “Resilience is the whole slinky. If you stretch yourself too 

long, you will get kinks sometimes.”  IN6 believed, “Seeing combat builds resilience.  

But, can go too far [i.e., become callous].”  IN7 shared, “Work-life balance is a 

permanent military challenge and is terribly hard.  You have to make your way back into 

your own life, relationships, and family.” 

Toughness was defined by sailors as being physical and short-term and “the 

quality that allows people to get through something.”  IN1 stated, “You have to be tough 

to be resilient! “It’s a sophisticated stubbornness.”  Although finding various job 

rotations meaningless, IN9 believed toughness is “your ability to take on the world and 

stand up for yourself.”  Two ombudsmen defined toughness in the context of their 

spouses who are sailors displaying pride in the job they were trained to perform or 

displaying strength via sustaining a long, well-established marriage.  IN3 shared, “In a 

family context, tackle and handle everything thrown at you.’” 
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IN4 believed operational tempo plays an integral role in problems, and sailors 

“get to a place and look forward to the next adventure.”  Leaders have no training to deal 

with some of the problems and have to set their “own sense of scale aside when helping 

to solve other problems.”  Leaders “baby” sailors and are more supportive of those with 

dependents than single crew members.  Young sailors do not have experience coping 

with stress. In some cases when trying to manage these situations alone, the sailors limit 

peer interactions and avoid workplace problems. 

IN5 believed that grey areas do not exist: either one is good or one is wrong, and 

problems are exaggerated.  In IN1’s view, “Chiefs present problems. ‘You cannot trust 

them.’ They want to help you, but they are more interested in covering themselves 

(‘CYA’).”  IN7, however, believed that weakness is displayed when sailors are 

challenged with saving their career, as the sailors bite their tongue and walk away during 

confrontations. 

As a resiliency counselor available to assist with problems, IN5 learned 

“resiliency and toughness working with Seals.”  IN7, who ended a 4-year relationship 

and promotes self-reliance, believed overall the USN is a good organization, but when 

chain of command conflicts or peer and personal relationship issues arise, one should 

maintain an appropriate positive perspective amidst challenges and not resort to hating 

the USN or faking a suicide as an excuse.  IN7 shared, “My life is my own responsibility.  

Everyone needs some relief . . . There are options for help.  It’s not the Navy’s fault you 

volunteered.  If you work hard and do not be too aggressive, things are better for you.” 

IN4 believed self-resiliency could be achieved via worldliness activities such as 

traveling.  IN6 believed sailors should “start off early by setting the expectation that you 
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will encounter stress in your job.”  IN8 believed, “It is hard to build toughness.  It is 

based partly on personality.  Toughness takes you up to the point where you need help.”  

Hence, regarding resilience or toughness, the organizational culture at Mayport may be 

conceptualized as transactional because the recurrent theme among interviewee responses 

is that the individual needs of sailors have not been addressed and met by the unit internal 

leaders. 

Of the nine interviews conducted in Norfolk, synthesis of seven sailors and one 

ombudsman responses yielded brief, distinct relational meanings of resilience and 

toughness, uncovering organizational norms and behaviors present in an afloat work 

environment.  IN11 stated, “The two are connected and go hand-in-hand.  Being resilient 

makes you tougher.”  IN18 defined resilience as “mental toughness.”  IN17 shared an 

opposing view that resilience and toughness are not the same, and that resilience involves 

flexibility, openness, and recovery. 

IN11 explained that knowing the meaning of resilience or toughness is “not based 

on age, rank, experience, or anything specific.  However, people with prior experience 

and background are easier to teach these things to.”  Resiliency was further explained in 

the context of having “the ability to recover from bad days and things not going 

right,” such as adapting to expected and unexpected work environment challenges, 

executing schedule changes without complaining.  Similarly, toughness requires sailors to 

refrain from allowing events to hinder their performance.  IN10 stated, “It is what you 

use on the day of a bad event.”  Metaphorical expressions of toughness, such as “strong,” 

“iron,” “metal,” “steel,” “diamonds,” and “armor” may be seen as exterior qualities. 
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A compromise to and change in resiliency and toughness may be demonstrated in 

the caliber of sailors’ work performances.  An absentminded environment was evident in 

IN16’s explanations.  Many sailors have developed an attitude of entitlement that may 

have emerged from feeling obsolete.  “We are no longer maintainers; We just operate our 

equipment.”  “Sailors want to know why.  They want to work an extra hour each day of 

the week just to have Friday off.” 

A concurrent observation of interviewees was that past leaders gave sailors the 

opportunity to explain “why” after personal encounters.  IN16 said knowing “how” and 

“why” is critical to get sailors to perceive how their work performance is correlated to a 

real job.  Although sailors need to decide how to measure their own outcomes, IN16 

believes life experiences are the standard when evaluating others’ performance and how 

other sailors should be treated. 

For some interviewees, an inability to demonstrate resiliency and toughness 

results in discontentment.  For example, IN15, who has been working since the age of 16 

and joined the USN at the age 23 for educational purposes, blamed a lack of educational 

recognition and support from leaders, as well as a culture of immaturity as reasons for  

disappointment with the military service branch.  IN15 advised, “Don’t join!  The value 

of your life is discounted.  Everything is about the Navy.  I only just got approval to 

receive tuition assistance.  My department and the ship discouraged it.  The needs of the 

ship came first.”  Although IN15 has experienced 10-day deployments to Spain, Greece, 

and Italy, the afloat culture was described negatively because working goals did not 

reflect personal goals. 
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About his childhood upbringing and pre-service experiences, IN14 who enlisted 

at the age of 25 and believed resiliency is derived from a certain level of maturity stated, 

“The most important thing you can do is have a work ethic.”   Participatory work 

performances involve common struggle and community. 

An ombudsman who describes herself as a “worker bee” illustrated toughness in 

sharing how she maintained her work-life balance during back-to-back deployments and 

support for her husband following him witnessing a hazing incident ten years prior.  IN13 

further stated, “We are babying sailors, not creating toughness.  Nobody likes to be yelled 

at anymore.  I replaced a bad ombudsman during the middle of the ship’s last 

deployment.”  For support, she seeks counsel from the spouses of the triad 

(CO/XO/CMC). 

Rather than define toughness and resilience, IN17 presented prioritization 

strategies to sailors who experience difficulties and confusion when handling multiple 

tasks and stressors.  For example, when running drills, “What is step one?”  IN17 stated, 

the way to develop toughness and resilience in sailors who appear or acknowledge 

being overwhelmed is by teaching them how to maintain control, stay in reality, and on 

track.  “Losing the sense of control can be toxic to a person under stress.”  IN17 further 

encourages sailors, during time crunches, to find resources and deal with stressors 

individually.  Similarly, IN18 encourages: 

1.  Look at the positive.  It could always be worse! Nothing in this world is 

impossible. 

2.  Prioritize. Balance needs and wants.  Getting through stress takes time. 

3.  Pause. Take things slow. 



AN EXPLORATION OF THE INFLUENCE AFLOAT MAINTENANCE 

 

 

285

4.  Do not worry about too many things at once. 

5.  Say “No” when there are too many tasks and situations happening 

simultaneously until time and conditions permit reevaluation. 

IN17 believed that having a support chain and being able to ask for help builds a 

sense of calm and confidence that make situations manageable.  Hence, regarding 

resilience or toughness, the organizational culture at Norfolk may be conceptualized as 

warranting a culture that embraces situational leadership whereby leaders gain foresight 

to understand critical challenges and implement measures or strategies.  Stressors consist 

of fluid schedules and the transition to an operator mindset.  Maturity and multi-task 

management aimed to prepare their crew to adapt, overcome, and yield tangible success 

during stressful situations.  Although such efforts are intended to facilitate individual and 

unit full/long-term well-being, success is determined by personnel understanding their 

role in the situation and the necessity for change. 

 IQ2. Capturing the essence of the difficulties sailors encounter at Mayport was 

critical to understanding why many maintenance issues have not been accurately 

managed.  Nine participants in Mayport shared the most difficult challenges experienced 

by officers, senior enlisted personnel, and junior sailors in an afloat environment.  

Stressors tend to hinder the balance between personal and professional lifestyles. 

Seven sailors provided reasons for the lack of human capital and various job 

rotations: operational tempo, high work demands, prioritization and scheduling conflicts 

between divisions, external staff influences, lack of human capital, mediocre job 

performances, medical conditions, inspections, feeling a sense of void, limited peer 

confidantes, lack of guidance, and fear of being open about problems.  A heightened 
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sense of work motivation occurs when a purpose is known and understood.  “IN8 who 

heads a department of four division officers, four chiefs, and 50 sailors indicated sailors 

suffer from “Non-combat atrophy.”  “We do not act like we are a military force,” she 

said.  IN8, however, found that during certain deployments to the Far East and South 

America the sailors understood their mission.  She stated, “The results from our 

deployment were very real and apparent.  We were stopping pirates and drugs.”   

Another challenge mentioned by IN8 is the tendency for motivation levels to 

decrease and mental issues to spur as a result of abusive and toxic relationships among 

peers, supervisors, and subordinate personnel.  IN6 and IN9 stated that some sailors do 

not have good coping skills and abuse the system by faking a medical issue or a suicide.  

This in turn often results in these sailors being released from ship obligations and 

transferred to a shore-based command where they can focus on improving their mental 

health.  IN6 further shared,  

Suicide is where we miss the mark.  If a sailor says the magic words [suicidal 

ideations], they have a ticket off the ship for at least a few days…but we are 

missing the people who are actually going to do it.  If you make the wrong call as 

a leader, you are done. 

IN9 further stated, finding the least resilient sailor “is 100% under the chain of 

command control” and test one’s limits.  IN7 who finds difficulties “biting his tongue” in 

order to save his career stated, “Walking away from a problem is strength.  Avoiding a 

problem is weakness.”  IN5 spoke of sailors who do not have the mental clarity to 

perform their job or mission even after receiving briefs prior to participating in complex 

evolutions.  A resource mentioned by IN(s) who can assist sailors in improving their 
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understanding of workplace situations was Command Managed Equal Opportunity 

Program (CMEO) representative.   

The seven sailors further shared personal challenges that cause stress and worry: 

finance, long deployments, PCS moves, family, and spousal suicide.  IN6 stated spouses 

cannot relate to sailors’ problems because of the contextual differences between their 

experiences.  The two ombudsmen reflected on the separation due to their spouses being 

stationed overseas or deployed.  Family members, mostly children, experience the most 

difficulties adapting to separation, especially when extended family does not reside in the 

area.  Regarding deployment, IN8 stated, “The ship’s underway schedule was so busy 

that moving families was very, very hard to accomplish.  Issues are with the Japanese 

spouses and paperwork, moving over holidays. . . Underway in January for deployment.” 

The ombudsmen further shared that although children are “creatures of habit” 

who are  usually resilient, separation without pre-deployment briefings leaves the 

children vulnerable. She identified challenges with identifying and obtaining appropriate 

resources to help minor dependents.  A “road map” via training is provided to the single 

sailors, who make up 75-80% single sailors per ship and do not reach out to the 

ombudsmen.  Respondents recommend savoring the time when sailors are stateside and 

not worrying about future deployments or separation from family.  

IN4 attributes most problems to simple perceptions about a lack of support from 

their chain of command.  He stated, however, in rare cases, the perceptions are 

real.  “Ships have the most problems.”  IN6, who is retiring because of feeling a lack of 

progress, stated, “Officers and chiefs are expected to take care of themselves and are not 

given psychological leeway for help.  There are not many places for them to turn.”  IN8 
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agreed, adding, “Officers, especially are trained that you should deal with stuff on your 

own.”  IN5, a 19-year old sailor, however, agreed with IN4, that leadership in his chain of 

command were attentive, observed his declining performance, and intervened to reverse 

the downward spiral.  In IN5's situation, instruction received from leaders helped teach 

the sailor to examine and evaluate life and career choices to bring balance to a personal 

situation that was affecting professional performance and relationships. 

Deficiencies in transactional leadership emerge when command and unit officers 

fail to recognize when the workload demand exceeds limited human resources, and it is 

the responsibility of the unit level leaders to recognize these situations and implement 

measures to prepare personnel to manage situational stress and prevent performance 

burnout.  IN8 further claimed, “The Navy does not encourage honesty about personal or 

professional problems.”  In units where resiliency counselors are not assigned, leaders 

should embrace being proactive, transparent, authentic, and reflective when leading a 

fragile workforce.  Concerns regarding dependent children preparedness for service 

member deployments require further investigation. 

 Capturing the essence of the difficulties sailors encounter in Norfolk was critical 

to understanding how intrinsic and extrinsic motivational factors contribute to sailors and 

an ombudsman's understanding of the overall mission.  Being young, inexperienced in 

the ways of the Navy, and working 15 hours a day may contribute to some sailors not 

understanding their role and contribution to the overall mission.  “Crunch time,” 

inflexible work schedules, lack of human resources, inactivity, laziness, not being 

attentive, and working with various personalities may be reasons for disconnects.  IN16 

stated when there is only one sailor who can perform certain jobs on a ship and that when 
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a sailor leaves because of stress, the unit does not operate efficiently.  Poor behavior by 

junior enlisted crew members may arise when they are only concerned with task 

completionand the crew cannot prepare for training during inspection cycles, information 

regarding the reasons for command decision are concealed from the crew, personnel hide 

their stress levels, and some duties are a requirement during in port duty but not reflected 

in personnel evaluations (“evals”).  IN17, however, stated inactivity and monotony lead 

to stress.  “Physical labor feels easier than mental labor.” 

 The ombudsmen and others continue to present profound expressions about the 

relationships between the sailor and the community and the sailor and the spouse.  IN13 

stated junior sailors who fail to recognize the situations that their family members may 

face during deployment cycles have failed to communicate with their spouse 

before deployment.  In such situations, IN15 stated sailors are informed to use their chain 

of command although the chief and first class do not listen unless the problem 

is prioritized as an emergency. Many sailors and spouses, however, do not ask for 

assistance or services because they do not want the matters to reflect on their evaluation 

or personnel record.  IN15 further stated the Damage Control Petty Officer (DCPO) and 

Food Service Attendant (FSA) assignments required sailors to temporarily work in other 

divisions that have not been beneficial to the sailors.  If sailors contact the Fleet Family 

Service Center (FFSC) for support, “seniors take that under slightly negative 

consideration.”  IN13 strongly pointed out, “Commands do not promote resources, sailors 

are not sharing information, and families are not listening.”  The FFSC should be called, 

“Sailor and Family Support.” 
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IN11 and IN13 both claimed that spouses believe sailors are not working but are 

engaging in leisure activities.  IN15 said, “Some people work hard and get no 

recognition.  The evaluation process does not reflect on how hard people work.  People 

want to leave the ship.  Three people in my division smoked weed and got kicked 

out.  They had no one to speak to.  It was a way out for them.”  IN16 stated that during 

the basic training and certification phase, which involves weeks of daily inspections, 

DUIs, harassment, and CMEO complaints increases and family time decreases. 

IN13 states, “Sailors, however, are supporting their families and the 

country.  Families are not privy to the sense of purpose and mission.  The ‘why’ is very 

powerful.  It turns the negative into a positive.”  IN18 shared, “My ‘why’ is my 

daughter.  She is why I put on a uniform every day.  People without that sense have more 

trouble.”  Other INs’ spouses rely on family, friends, and neighbors for support.  IN11 

shared, “My wife does not really associate with the command ombudsman or FRG.  She 

has been burned by a few bad experiences with the same groups (at different 

commands).”  Regarding schedule changes, which are difficult on the family, IN16’s 

wife was not involved in Navy command-sponsored events or functions that are intended 

to include the families of crew members. However, she merely communicates with him 

to create a balance. 

Interviewees agree communication between sailors and Navy-sponsored 

community support programs requires improvement. For example, IN13 stated, “Pre-

deployment briefs set the expectations and establish norms for families”  in addition to 

informing them of essential services.  If the community support advertises to single 
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sailors, these sailors, in turn, should relay the information to peer sailors and their 

families. 

Intrinsic and extrinsic motivators have contributed to understanding and buy-

ins.  Three participants (IN11, IN14, & IN18) believed personal ethics or being a good 

mentee plays a significant role in understanding the “big picture.”  Employing sailors 

who are physically and mentally strong, self-motivated, able to handle stress well, and 

that possess technical abilities establishes a solid foundation for an introduction to sea 

duty life.  IN18 further claimed that asking the “why” questions will not be necessary 

when sailors understand the “big picture.” 

Extrinsic motivators include parental and authoritative persuasions, pre-service 

job performances, and mentoring.  Mentoring involves listening to get to know junior 

personnel.  IN10, who is a junior officer, does not have enough time to pay much 

attention to his peers’ problems but has established a good working relationship with 

senior enlisted leaders.  Intrinsic motivators include but are not limited to active-duty job 

performance evaluations, awards, or verbal recognition. 

As a senior enlisted leader who believed college life was more of a challenge than 

naval military life, IN11 found, “Buy-in is easier on deployment.  When the ship is pier 

side, people do not understand why we have to do drills.”  IN10, whose self-motivation 

and personal ethics seem to be driven by intrinsic awareness and extrinsic motivators, 

stated he knew when to cut back on extra and unhealthy activities and behaviors.  “I like 

winning--being the best that I can be.  I want to do better than myself.”  One ombudsmen 

stated training differences for enlisted Marines and sailors affect their perspective during 
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challenging periods of active duty service, determining the servicemember’s willingness 

to endure and overcome.  

Within the context of the responses obtained from personnel in Norfolk, 

transactional leadership is somewhat evident in the culture in Norfolk; however, the need 

for transformational leadership continues to emerge as a necessity to address the 

unforeseen challenges.  Although many sailors display discontentment, some junior 

officers have attempted to create a culture of support whereby sailors realize the mission 

and do not have to “go at it alone,” while some senior shipboard leaders have enjoyed 

getting to know their juniors in order to improve the lives of sailors. 

Leadership involves assisting sailors to understand the reason for the tasks and 

their overall contributions.  Thus, it is necessary that leaders on the Norfolk waterfront 

perform specific observations and measures to gain trust.  Leaders should be authentic 

but authoritative without yelling and cultivate personal-professional relationships by 

monitoring job performances during cross-divisional performances, injecting humor 

when “asking rhetorical questions” and engage in reflective learning.  Realizing that each 

sailor brings a unique perspective and quality to a unit or department are traits of a 

transformational leader. 

Adaptive and relational traits may need to be reflective in the personal lives of 

sailors.  The culture of support must be extended from the ship to the families by sharing 

all necessary information and maintaining an alliance with the ombudsmen while the unit 

is deployed to facilitate family readiness.  Sailors should not fail to seek assistance to 

address professional or personal problems for fear of being penalized for informing the 

command. 
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IQ3. Many of the prior responses by most of the nine participants in Mayport 

were similar and led to analyzing if stress management techniques give further insight 

into underlying invisible pressures and traits of sailors.  IN4 stated, “95% of the Navy 

lives in the yellow.”  Various terminologies or phrases used further identified internal 

stressors or “cultural norms” experienced in an afloat environment, such as drinking, 

mental break, self-care, in-touch with feelings, learn and teach from experience, “some 

leaders are ‘good’ at details and planning; others are very reactionary,” and “I am very 

by-the-book.”  During his time of need, IN1 discovered, “You have to know yourself first 

in order to deal with setbacks.”  IN6’s biggest fear is that he does not want to get too 

dependent on the Navy for future success.  “I do not want special treatment.  I want to 

make my own way,” he said. 

IN4 further stated, “When I have a problem, I tend to think of it in binary: 

problem and solution.  Combine that with action, and you can solve it.  Have a simple 

mental model to deal with stress.”  IN8 opts to “figure out the puzzle pieces.”  IN3, 

however, opted to “fight back.”  During a 14-month deployment, she discovered her 

resiliency after spending time with her family during a foreign port visit.  “It is hard to 

arrange, but incredibly worthwhile.  Embrace the deployment!”  Ombudsman IN2, with a 

prior history of depression, stated, “I lose myself in staying busy. . . Self-care is vital for a 

strong parent.”  Some of the INs use the gym, Morale Welfare and Recreation (MWR) 

resources, strategy games (e.g., bingo), karaoke, and coloring activities to alleviate stress. 

Various terminologies or phrases used further identified external stressors or 

“cultural norms” experienced in an afloat environment, such as minor issues evolve into 

major issues when ignored; “direct leadership,” “have to trust their captain,” “no respect 
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from recruits,” in “mom and pop” arguments,” “explore the resources,” “indoc classes,” 

diversity, and “big picture vision.”  New means that emerged to cope with stressors 

included: taking on assistance jobs or additional collateral duties and receiving services 

from the “Religious Ministries Center.”  IN6 found, “a belief system or sense of higher 

purpose goes a long way.” 

IN2 stated the “Big Navy” was not as helpful as the commands.  IN9's experience 

supported IN2’s claim in that he had a friend who has a 14-year mentoring relationship 

with her first Chief.  IN4 believed “good” commands “do things right,” and a “good” 

sponsor “makes all the difference.” When time, the right training, and support for 

families are provided, it results in a healthy and fair balance between professional and 

personal demands. 

As an active volunteer in the Drug and Alcohol Program Advisor (DAPA) 

program, IN1 witnessed peers with similar stressors to his.  IN2 found that family, 

personal connections, and the command-approved FRG community strengthens each 

other through various means of communications, such as small emails or notes.  IN8 

suggested that leaders build in a ‘reporting grace period’ during fleet transitioning and 

have reservists man the ship while the crew is deployed.  Other “good” support systems 

include officers like the Damage Control Assistant (DCA), a Hull Maintenance CPO 

(HTC), CMC, lay leaders, chaplains, and suicide prevention program liaisons.  IN6 said, 

“Tragedy can pull people together.”  IN9 stated, “Old hands,” like Limited Duty Officers 

(LDOs), Warrant Officers (WOs), and senior Chiefs are self-sufficient and do not need 

explanations in order to “buy in” to the objectives or mission. 
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Having the ability to recognize invisible internal or external stressors correlates to 

transformational leadership because a leader's understanding of the situation coupled with 

knowledge of subordinate’s strengths and weaknesses facilitates the development of a 

plan that garners sailor buy-in and performance that accomplishes command objectives 

even in the midst of adversity.  The definition of “good” may signify high expectations 

for transparent and trustworthy senior crew members whose counsel may be leveraged by 

younger and inexperienced personnel.  The terms, “worst case” and “‘little things,” and 

“can be the worst” may signify fear, lack of confidence, or worry.  IN5 stated, “Worry is 

a roadblock that blocks the mental bandwidth resulting in a destructive feedback loop.  A 

cloud of worry impedes you from enacting a solution you already know exists.”  Titles, 

such as “Chief,” “Chaplain,” and “Big Navy,” signify trusted persons or authorities 

whose decisions or policies significantly influence a sailor's professional experiences. 

Leaders may observe how personnel manage challenging situations and interact 

with individuals at different levels to motivate sailors to solve problems and manage 

stressors.  Senior ranked shipboard leaders are seen as higher authorities that may adhere 

to higher belief systems.  Responding to individual stressors at varying levels and 

frequencies demonstrates a level of maturity, the ability to discern potential disruptive or 

destructive situations, and strength that may be leveraged or observed by other sailors.  

The various stressors experienced in the afloat workplace by Mayport INs further validate 

that leaders create and sailors operate in a transactional culture. 

Collectively, responses from the majority of previous nine Norfolk INs were 

similar to those of Mayport INs.  Thus, the same approach was utilized to gain additional 

insight into underlying invisible pressures and traits of sailors who practice coping 
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mechanisms in Mayport was applied to the Norfolk IN population.  Similarities between 

the commands include INs taking mental breaks and understanding the “big picture.”  To 

highlight one of the similarities, IN18’s metaphoric explanation concerning the “big 

picture,” which derived from working on the mess decks of a ship, shows the effects of 

understanding meta views: “Clean cups for the crew mean they are drinking clean 

water.  Clean water makes them healthy.  When the crew is healthy, there are fewer 

issues.” 

Several INs presented natural healthcare solutions such as meditation as the most 

effective way to combat stress.  Various terminologies or phrases used further identified 

internal stressors or “cultural norms” experienced in the afloat environment: “Find a 

way,” “Have a strong mindset,” “Separate yourself,” “Take some me time,” “Get 

distance,” “Stop,” “Get away for a minute,” “Have and keep perspective, “Do not sit and 

pout,” “Remember what is valuable,” and “Have faith.”  IN17 believed that because food 

releases endorphins, food should be consumed as a stress reliever. 

Ombudsman IN12 stated, “If you are not growing each day, you are already 

dying.”  IN17 who sings in choirs takes silent, quiet, moments to relax.  Although he may 

have a cigarette, he has “never turned to drinking.”  Listening to lots of music has been a 

major stress reliever.  IN17 stated, “I let the band I am listening to do the raging for 

me.”  IN17, who frequently plays video games, stated, “You can make friends and 

(friendly) enemies in a game, use it to escape reality.  Nobody is going to judge you in 

the virtual world.  It allows me to live out a fantasy--a temporary release that lets you get 

away from things.”  IN12 said members should engage in hobbies to improve their 

mental state.  
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Specific examples of how IN10, IN15, and IN18, cope with stress begin with their 

personal decisions.  IN10 strives to be proactive but found that planning to workout is 

difficult because of schedule changes.  IN18 recommended sailors not take things 

personally, refrain from worrying, apply constructive feedback, remember what is most 

important, prioritize, and start over, if necessary.   

Familiar ways used to cope with external stressors included  asking for help when 

needed, being honest, and being productive by giving back to the community.  The 

various terminologies or phrases used by INs further identified more external stressors or 

“cultural norms” experienced in the Norfolk afloat environment: “Find another 

job,”  “You are important as a sailor and as a human being,” and “Be the example.”  IN12 

stated that giving back to the mission, sailors, and the community increases self-

confidence, and that dwelling on hardships leads to stress.  IN16 promotes reaching out 

by using sailors’ names.   

In some cases, sailors have been encouraged to improve their professional level of 

knowledge to overcome daily stressors.  IN17 commented that tabletop gaming helps him 

relax and get to know people.   Regarding her discontent of deployment, IN15 stated, 

“There is a stigma for going to the chaplain for some of the mid-level leaders.  My 

navigator and chief gave us quizzes and made us learn more about our rate.” 

IN12 further shared, “The ship’s captain always says, ‘In order to be mission 

ready, you must be family ready.’”  IN12 said that more civilian husbands reach out to 

the ombudsmen than sailor spouses reach out to the FRG for activities that support 

children.  IN13, who is very connected with her spouse, felt apt to provide advice to the 

broader naval community.  To show the importance of feeling a connection and how 
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knowledge and experience build resilience, IN13 believed personal relationships can be a 

source of pride and strength, demonstrating resiliency when spouses: (a) listen to each 

other when speaking about work challenges; (b) ask questions because understanding 

“why” helps with interpreting patterns of personal behavior; and, (c) purposefully 

communicate about the military spouse’s command and mission.   

IQ4.  Throughout the transcript, most sailor participants at Mayport described 

characteristics of tough people.  Toughness may be observed in persons who experience 

challenging situations such as family tragedies, unfavorable conditions, and stress.  IN7 

said, “Family is everything.  If anything happened to my immediate family, I do not 

know what I would do.”  IN2, IN6, IN8, and IN9 emphasized the necessity of support 

from external groups and peers.  IN9 noted that during deployment many did not take 

resources available from the resiliency counselor and a psychiatrist onboard the ship 

seriously.  The pilot program was deemed as being “silly” until sailors presented serious 

concerns that required the state of their mental health to be observed.  IN2 stated, 

“Ombudsmen and FRGs are vital for sailors’ peace of mind that their families will be 

taken care of when they cannot be there.” 

Motivation, spiritual connections, and faith play key roles in being tough and 

having strength.  Although IN8’s stepmom had four different instances of cancer and has 

other health issues she did not worry because her stepmom was still happy.  IN6 

described sailors who had spouses who committed suicide or was murdered.  In 

the midst of tragedy, one of the sailors focused on his goal while helping himself by 

going to therapy and becoming a Casualty Assistance Calls Officer (CACO), a 

representative that assists families when a service member dies or is killed.  IN7 stated 
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unit members collect money to send sailors and others’ family members to their home of 

record when they are on emergency leave. 

When leaders fail to raise concerns about service member fitness regarding work-

life balance, we must now determine if military family issues are beyond the scope of 

sailors, units, and the U.S. military.  IN2 strongly believes, “Leadership needs to be 

confident enough to decide when people are needed more at home or more at work.”  A 

Naval commander (CDR) stated,  

We burn out our best sailors because we use them too hard.  It is the “curse of 

competence” where you are rewarded for doing your job well by being given 

more work.  A strong family makes a strong sailor, and strong sailors make strong 

ships. 

Situational leaders will assume another role when crises arise.  Pride is not 

compromised when one has to seek help to confront a crisis.  Also, interviewees 

mentioned the toughness displayed by U.S. Marines.  Perhaps senior decision-

making USN officials should maximize intra-service collaboration, so lessons learned 

regarding programs or practices that have developed tough personnel are shared.  The 

demands placed upon U.S. military personnel are constant and for the USN, leveraging 

resiliency counselors and chaplain services are yielding positive dividends.  It was not 

evident from the INs’ responses if those resources are available to the entire family unit. 

The individual sailor is a member of the unit, command, family, and the Navy.  

When seeking help, a sailor is acting on behalf of the USN and demonstrating honor and 

courage by acknowledging: the self is experiencing either emotional or physical 

problems; and, is soliciting resources to improve the self and a commitment to the 
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organization by ensuring he/she maintains the mental capacity to contribute to his/her 

command and the mission of the USN.  The sailor who refrains from or declines help, or 

who have been prevented from seeking help to improve his- or herself or their inability to 

cope with stressful situations, hinders the naval organization from operating at its 

maximum efficiency. 

Similarly, there was no mention of training focused on providing sailors with 

tools to develop toughness within themselves or how to foster resilient families.  As the 

CDR stated, a ship's strength and ability to accomplish missions amidst adversity is 

dependent upon the tenacity of its sailors who are products of their relationships and 

experiences.  When a sailor’s support structure is reliable and can be accessed during 

professionally challenging situations, his or her ability to perform while experiencing 

stress is enhanced. 

Although family issues are also a central focus for Norfolk participants, resiliency 

has become the core of these sailors whereby toughness (external) is not evident.  The 

patterns in this data differ from concerns presented by Mayport INs in which sailors or 

spouses may fear punishment or reprimand from command leaders or may feel ashamed 

for seeking help from Navy approved community groups.  In light of INs’ feedback, 

further research/investigation is needed to explore the supportability of unit leaders to 

members of their commands homeported in Norfolk and Mayport.  

Norfolk sailors and their spouses appear to have a common advanced maturity 

level that facilitates coping with and overcoming challenges of family separations.  This 

behavior indicates positive engagement and communication by unit leaders along with a 

positive attitude that may aid sailors and families in overcoming personal tests associated 
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with military service.  IN11’s CO allows sailors time off to witness the birth of their 

child.  This CO’s decision reaffirms that naval leaders understand that sailors’ families 

provide excellent support for them.  However, sometimes FRG support is insufficient to 

address the needs of families.  For example, IN13 stated, “The ship’s FRG had problems, 

they were not very active.” 

According to IN13, “It only takes one person to bring a department down.”  IN16 

said, “Sometimes, the things they think are a problem are not problems.  Every problem 

becomes a catastrophe for these sailors.”  Thus, an overly strict organizational culture 

that suppresses expressing emotion and allows no room for error and may ignite a chain 

of catastrophes, as sailors exceed their maximum stress capacity. 

A unit that functions only by leader-member exchanges that does not adapt to 

situations or the needs or concerns of subordinates embodies transactional leadership 

traits.  When sailors become unthreaded due to another sailor’s mishap, not soliciting 

counsel or sharing concerns with others in command warrants in-depth assessment of 

organizational behaviors and cultures. 

Commitment to the organization requires sailors to understand the mission and 

how their efforts influence the outcome.  According to IN14, “You also need buy in to 

the sense of common struggle and community to feel part of the work you are 

doing.”  For some Norfolk INs, their toughness is a direct result of upbringing and their 

commitment to contribute to the success of their command organization.  For example, 

IN18 believes mental toughness was learned from male family members’ experiences and 

discussions. 
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Shipboard leaders, as echoed by IN16, IN11, and IN10, expressed concerns that 

sailor engagement is dampened by poor attitudes, a sense of entitlement, or an inability to 

understand the importance of accomplished tasks.  According to IN10, the strain on 

communication with junior sailors makes social connection difficult.  When this occurs, 

IN10 recommends to “control the things you can”, adding, “Step back, evaluate, plan, 

and move on.” 

Shared corporate responsibility between servicemembers and command can 

extend to the family when the mission is communicated and embraced by the sailor’s 

dependents.  IN13 stated, 

It is important to internalize the ship’s mission and make it your own.  It is my 

husband’s mission, so I make it my mission.  Focusing on non-mission problems 

takes away from the mission.  Families cannot understand why their spouse is 

gone.  They have not internalized their spouse’s mission.  They do not feel like 

they are part of the command. 

IQ5. The final interview question focused on the strategic nature of the USN, 

identifying the strengths and weaknesses shown in Table I14.  Six sailors and one 

ombudsman from Mayport provided descriptors of the needs to change the USN from a 

transactional system into a transformational system.  The strength of the Navy can be 

found in the leaders who serve as change agents.  IN2 stated, “A happy sailor is an 

effective sailor, and a happy family builds this, too.”  The term “Perfect Navy” provided 

by IN1 depicts a sailor who understands the effectiveness of setting and enforcing higher 

standards, which is also posited by IN9: 
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Table I14 
 
Suggestions for Change for the U.S. Navy 

   

 

 

Suggestions  Mayport Norfolk

Engage in time management Limit deployment timeframe x x 

Improve recruitment process 

Perform risk assessments x -- 

Establish high standard 

achievement 

x x 

Improve learning systems Increase or enhance OJT x x 

Increase A-school learning -- x 

Learn by experience x -- 

Enhance basic training -- x 

Implement solutions and 

programs 

Suspend CMEO and other 

processes 

x  -- 

Share inspection outcomes -- x 

Establish incentive programs -- x 

Revise destructive behavior 

management programs 

-- x 

Implement problem-based 

learning techniques 

Teach debrief process x x 
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If people went straight from boot camp to a deployed ship, they might figure it out 

faster.  A-schools do not do much responsibility-building.  By the time sailors get 

to ships, they are not used to the levels of responsibility and activity on ships. 

In addition to structured academic learning, command developed training may be 

an effective means to acquire knowledge if the curriculum is relevant.  The slogan 

“Marine Corps has it right” provided by IN6 shows a sailor who has gained insight 

regarding cross training with peers from other military branches and the civilian 

workforce.  “Sailors are more comfortable talking to civilians.  However, they need to 

have an excellent contextual understanding of Navy life first.” 

 Although IN7 stated recruiters do not give new sailors relevant knowledge and 

ombudsmen’s schedules are never accurate, he felt sailors should be self-motivated to 

learn how to handle tasks while managing stress in a maritime environment.  To curb the 

“I do not care attitude,” IN7 strongly suggested, “Let people fail and learn from their 

mistakes.  That will cement the lessons they learn.”  To assist sailors with gaining mental 

clarity, IN5 uses a debrief process that consists of a step-by-step account of the situation 

that allows for decompression and thought: “Identify the problem, provide resources, 

solve problem, sit down later, and walk through the solution process.” 

Change agents who set high standards coupled with risk management techniques 

represent an effective strategy to achieve a productive organizational behavior and 

culture; however, they may ignite a fear or intimidate unprepared sailors.  Increasing 

confidence in sailors and their family members involves encouragement in addition 

to knowledge acquisition.  The academic learning environment has been held as a place 
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of learning with peers.  Unless OJT involves peer-learning, the processes may stimulate 

fear conditioning. 

 IN8 suggested revamping the department head school where mid-grade officers 

learn and work as a team because “fleet-ups” prevents learning and change.  For example, 

3-6 years working with an XO who transitioned, in the same environment, to the CO 

position may result in passive learning and not necessarily active learning.  OJT, 

however, may consist of staying afloat for a month at a time and returning to familiarize 

the new sailor with long deployments.  IN2 found, “Longer deployments sacrifice 

efficiency and mentally burden sailors.”  

Seven sailors and one ombudsman from Norfolk described the need to 

compliment transformational styles of leadership with situational leadership practices in 

order to encourage use of problem-based programs aimed at enhancing maturity and 

facilitating mission success (see Table I14).  When sailors buy into the mission, they are 

motivated to perform specialty-type tasks, according to IN10 and IN11.  However, when 

ships are in port, sailors are not engaging in these tasks.  “Guys are like, why am I 

scraping rust and painting again?  This sucks.”  IN10, however, depicts a sailor who 

recognizes the importance of how performing ordinary tasks are vital to the overall 

mission of the unit and USN. 

Five sailor participants agreed that junior sailors need more behavioral 

adjustments during “boot camp” training to break bad habits learned pre-service such as 

“being babied.”  According to these respondents, basic training has not prepared sailors 

regarding the importance of listening and associative learning centered on work 
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performances, resulting in “too much entitlement.”  IN16 said sailors are not stagnant. 

Regarding the basic training and certification phase, which applies to A-school, he said: 

It does not prepare a ship for deployment.  The standards and expectations are 

unreal.  We break equipment and people to get ready for deployment.  Operating 

and inspection procedures do not match.  The first and last months of deployment 

are the most dangerous.  That is where we see the most procedural compliance 

violations.  That is when I am the most stressed.  I have nobody to vent to, not 

even the other chiefs, sometimes.  The CO and XO have the same problem.  It is 

hard. 

IN15 believes the evaluation process does not reflect how hard sailors work and 

has promoted stagnation, so deployment duty should be limited in time.  He stated that 

lessons learned at boot camp, A-school, and in the fleet are not reflective of the job 

responsibilities.  “When we get to the ship, we’re thrown to the wolves.  People are just 

looking for ways out.”  IN11 shared a different contributing experience, saying, “A long 

work day is not stress.  Transiting the Strait of Hormuz is stress.”  It is all about 

perspective.  There is not always time to understand or explain the ‘why’ 

question.  Sometimes you just have to trust your leadership.”  IN15 shared, “We did not 

do much but read or sit in silence.  We did not really get in trouble.” 

IN10 also suggested, “Promotions should be based on merit.  Consistent years of 

effort don’t always get equal recognition (or any recognition).  Advancement is either 

wide open or so restrictive that nobody gets promoted.”  IN16 stated that while sailors are 

being promoted, some sailors get forced out before the awarding of advancement.   
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Although IN11 had a great senior leadership team (XO/CO) to rely on, which is 

reflective of the culture of small ships, the inspection performance cycles impact training 

attendances and may impact risk management protocols.  Because of the lack of human 

resources, the results of a “sine wave” for many inspection outcomes are not relayed.  As 

IN13 strongly pointed out, “Commands do not promote resources, sailors are not sharing 

information, and families are not listening.”  IN17 believes being open may alleviate 

general ignorance.  As alluded to in other responses, sailors may refrain from being open 

for fear of losing sea benefits and pay to care for their family, according to IN18. 

Utilization of change agents, who monitor progress and engage in knowledge 

sharing of performance and inspection outcomes, may decrease risks.  Monitoring work 

performance and inspection results may be an effective strategy to achieve greater 

efficiency.  Insight from reviewing such efforts gives the leader a sense of their 

effectiveness in instruction.  To relieve stress, IN14 suggested, “a separation between the 

tactical and technical side.”  When positive outcomes emerge, transformational unit 

leaders may provide incentives for excellent performance in the form of promotions and 

time off.  The agents’ example and perspective can influence change within the USN to 

encourage a transition towards situational dependent transformational leadership. 

Two people, a SURFLANT POC and a representative of Johns Hopkins Applied 

Research Laboratory, were invited to provide member checking of the interview 

qualitative analysis (see Appendix H).  The researcher had obtained 18 interview 

transcripts with notes from two senior personnel who had participated in the 2017 Sailor 

Toughness TANG.  As of March 29, 2019, no response to the researcher's request for 

member checking has been received. 




