Achieving Jointness in War
One Theatre < One Strategy
Ashish Singh*

The creation of the Chief of Defence Staff (CDS) is a start to defence
reforms. This should improve jointmanship in peacetime; however,
joint wartime performance needs further reform and improvement. We
face three problems: (i) historical lack of unified warfighting strategy
formulation at the apex military level; (ii) the unclear division of
responsibility and resources between service Chiefs and Commandersin-Chief (C-in-Cs); and (iii) the differing natures of command and control
between the three services, which manifest as differences in structural
organisations. Treating India as one unified theatre can reduce these
problems. It will allow the creation of a joint structure for strategy
formulation at the apex level, resulting in one national strategy to guide
subordinate strategy. Also, it will give ownership of all warfighting assets
to a single commander who can centralise or decentralise at will, and
yet not preclude formation of smaller military entities with collocated
headquarters (HQ) of subordinate service formations. Examples from
history support the arguments.

I believe in Theatre Command; India is one Theatre.
– Air Chief Marshal B.S. Dhanoa (Retd.)1

Introduction
Two decades after the idea was mooted, the Prime Minister finally
announced the creation of a Chief of Defence Staff (CDS) for the
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armed forces of India.2 This announcement was followed by the creation
of a new Department of Military Affairs (DMA) to be headed by the
CDS. The reported mandate of this department indicates that the
responsibilities of the CDS will largely focus on increasing synergy in
the peacetime functioning of the armed forces.3 However, some authors
have also merged this reform with the concept of creating multiple
Theatre Commands, hoping that ‘Theaterisation of commands...is the
next logical step.’4 This author has conceptually separated the two forms
of reform in a previous article, arguing that the Theatre Command is a
lower form of reform and that higher defence reform has to precede the
creation of Theatre Commands.5 Now that the CDS, which is largely a
reform which focuses on peacetime synergy, has been announced, this
particular article tackles the next step, the war-fighting function reform.
The core argument herein is that we need to tackle India’s defence as one
unified Theatre in the move towards better joint war-fighting.
The following section of the article delineates the three main
problems we currently face, and will continue facing even after the office
of the CDS is established: the failure to formulate a unified strategy;
dual-hatting of the Chiefs; and the complicated issue of differing levels
of command and control of the three different forms of military power.
Thereafter the article delves into two philosophical questions regarding
the establishment of our theatre(s) of war. Next, flowing from the
above enquiry, it shows how treating India as one theatre will allow us
to reorganise better than other suggested models, mainly because our
historical failure of joint fighting has been due to the failure to formulate
joint strategy at the highest level.
Three M ain Problems
No Unified Strategy
The first problem that the Indian military has been unable to overcome
with its current structure is formulating unified strategy for wars at
the national level.6 In 1947, our forces mobilised in haste and tried to
improvise with what they had. Nevertheless, the joint performance
was satisfactory, in the context of the Partition and given the peculiar
circumstances of the Chiefs being British. The forces that went into
battle consisted of experienced veterans of Second World War, who had
fought jointly in the Burma campaign.7 The credit must also go to the
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British, for it was a military formed and trained under them which had
not yet got the time to reorganise and reorient.
Subsequent credits and critiques, however, belong to the Indian
military leadership. The 1962 Sino-Indian war showed the first failure
of joint strategy; the Indian Air Force’s (IAF) offensive element was not
used.8 Even the transport element that was used was often unclear of
ground deployments. This was because ‘[t]he air force knew nothing about
the army plans and was not consulted in any way about defence against a
Chinese attack.’9 The same lack of joint military strategy was evident in
1965 too. In the build-up to the 1965 war, the IAF and the Indian Navy
(IN) were excluded from army-driven strategy, until the army asked for
help.10 Even during its conduct, the official history records that ‘both the
Army and IAF had their sights firmly fixed on their respective objectives,
and the co-operation between them was incidental, rather than well
planned.’11 The fighter aircraft of the navy were left out of the land and
air battles, despite the fact that the carrier was undergoing repairs.12 This
occurred because there was no common strategy flowing down from any
joint HQ at the apex level. The only exception was the 1971 war. This
was the only war where we were proactive rather than reactive. The focus
of this war was East Pakistan, and the Indian leadership, both political
and military, together decided to hold in the west and gain territory in
the east.13 The results of unified strategy were spectacular—Pakistan was
cut in two. The Kargil conflict in 1999 again saw regression to singleservice strategy. The IAF (and IN) was called in after land forces had
already been committed to frontal assaults, leaving no other option but
an attrition-style land war supported by artillery and air-delivered fires.
Thus, except for 1971, joint military strategy at the highest level has
either been absent or has been a single-service strategy, with the other
two services trying to catch up.
The blame lies with both structures and processes at the highest level
as well as the perceptions. Structurally, the only level at which all three
services sit together is the Chiefs of Staff Committee (COSC). However,
without a permanent Committee with a permanent war planning staff,
strategy formulation is almost impossible at this level. The next level at
which even two service staffs sit together is at the army/navy command
level, where the IAF has delegated a portion of its control staff as an
Advance HQ or at HQ Maritime Air Operations (MAO).14 Apart from
structure, there is no process which ensures that the military solution to
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any warfighting problem offered to the political leadership mandatorily
has to be a tri-service output. In addition, due to pro-rata staffing of even
joint institutions, decisions tend to unconsciously be army (doctrinal)
outputs by what Allison and Zelikow call a Model II process.15 Last, given
our large army—a colonial inheritance—the perception of most of our
public and political and even military leadership is that military equates
to the army and its way of fighting. A diversity of strategic options are
neither evaluated nor jointly tabled as strategy options.
However, at the operational and tactical level of war, historical
execution has not been as dismal. This is because, at the lower levels of
war, structures (and established process) like Advance HQ of the IAF
have ensured a degree of jointmanship at the army and navy command
levels and below. The IAF was formed as a ‘tactical air force’ for army
cooperation and, in keeping with that ethos, is the only service which
has built organisational structures to offer combat power in support
of the army and the navy.16 And yet, these are not truly joint; for they
presuppose a supporting role for air power to land and naval battles and
do not cater for support of the navy to the army, or army to the air
force.17 Nevertheless, with existing structures and processes, in 1965, the
IAF flew 1,400 offensive fighter bomber sorties in offensive air support
between 6 and 23 September 1965, which translated to 35 per cent of
total war effort dedicated to close air support (CAS) and interdiction.18
In 1971, the quantum of offensive air support to the army by the IAF
increased to 49 per cent of the total effort.19 However, these joint efforts
at tactical level were not entirely efficient. As per Air Chief Marshal
P.C. Lal, it was because ‘no one in the army assigned priorities to the
battles for air support. It was left entirely to the TAC commander and
one Major (GS02) to send air effort where they judged it was needed
most.’20 He also laments the waste of sorties in terms of excessive ‘search
and strike’ missions.21 However, the point remains that the main problem
has been above the operational level of war—the absence of joint strategy
formulation—and not as much tactical execution.
Dual-hatting of Chiefs
The problem is made worse by the Chiefs of the three services being
dual-hatted, which is the second main issue to be resolved. The problem
with dual-hatting is that in today’s complexity of war, it does not allow
the commander to concentrate his mental energies on both management
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of services in peace and orchestrating war. While the nomenclature of
Indian service Commanders-in-Chief (C-in-Cs) changed in 1955 to
Chief of the Army/Navy/Air Force Staff, their C-in-C responsibilities
were not allocated away.22 De facto they remain part C-in-Cs too,
responsible for warfighting outcomes, but having to work through
Command C-in-Cs.23 Reform processes in other countries have separated
the responsibilities and chains of command between these two functions.
For example, a study of the United States (US) reform process over time
shows how they, first, united disparate services by creating a Department
of Defense in 1947, then separated command/war and staff/peace
functions between commanders and Chiefs of Services Staff in 1958 and
last, created a clear channel of command between the commander and
the political leadership in 1986.24 The reform has been top-down, with
a clear demarcation of responsibility, authority and empowerment of the
single fighting commander.
Dual-hatting is usually an ‘invisible’ problem, appearing only
in times of war. In peacetime, the tasks involved in just running the
complex organisations which constitute our armed forces occupy most of
the mental and temporal faculties of the leaders. On the other hand, suborganisations responsible for prosecuting war, like air operations centres
or military operations directorates, appear to be underemployed in peace.
So, in prolonged no-war situations, they are either burdened with nonwarfighting responsibilities or appear to underperform professionally—
for they seem to have no work in peace. Why then did the US separate
the two functions? The US is an exceptional nation that has continuously
been at war for the past century. Its lessons have been learned from its own
wars and not others’ experiences. Countries like Britain, however, have
rarely seen conventional conflict after the Second World War, and do not
face existential threats on their borders. Hence, Britain continues with
dual-hatting of its CDS. Dual-hatting reduces the time and attention
paid by leaders and their staff to keep focusing on war.
Differing Levels of Command and Control
It is the third problem, however, that is the knottiest issue: the problem
of command and control of the different elements of military power.
The creation of navies as a separate element from armies gave rise to
this problem, but it was the creation of air forces as ‘a third element of
military force, that brought the problem of command structure to the
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forefront in modern times’.25 This was discovered in the Mediterranean
Theatre in the Second World War and a reorganisation was done, and:
a new command was therefore set up, a satisfactory command
structure in which a single overall commander was given overall
responsibility for the conduct of all operations by land, sea or
air, with single Service commanders subordinate to him. This
supreme commander’s position (Chief Allied Expeditionary Force),
therefore, became a point for decision at which many inter-service
arguments could with authority be resolved.26

However, after facing failure due to parcelling out air assets
under land force commanders, all air assets were exercised by a single
air commander and Montgomery even issued a directive forbidding
any army commander from trying to control air assets.27 This failure
repeated itself when Americans landed in North Africa in 1942 as
part of Operation Torch. After repeating earlier British mistakes, they
too reorganised to place all air assets under a single air commander.28
More than 40 years later, the Goldwater–Nichols Act of 1986 reiterated
those original lessons by de-facto placing all air assets, irrespective of
service, under an air commander, but working under a single military
commander who enjoyed an unfiltered chain of communication with the
political leadership.
By nature, armies and air forces work on contrasting principles.
Where armies permanently allocate assets to commanders at every level,
air forces ensure that assets are rapidly switched to whomsoever needs
them the most.29 Armies decentralise control, while air forces exercise
control at fairly high level. Army strategy is relatively long term, while air
forces operate on a short-timed tempo and so, switch emphasis in roles
or geographical application of force rapidly. Navies fall between these
two contrasting poles.30 The challenge is to preserve core strengths of
each service while bridging differences in doctrine and structure; and
the solution is not to make each service’s doctrine or organisation mirror
the others’.
One of the most important lessons learnt about joint planning
from the North African campaign was the importance of collocation
of commanders and planning staff of the different services.31 However,
because air forces exercised control at organisational levels higher
than armies, a practical solution found was to create Advance HQ of
air forces to be collocated with command elements of armies. This
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structure continues in the Indian military even today, where the higher
Air Force HQ temporarily allocates forces to Advance HQ, who further
allocate sorties to lower army elements to allow a degree of air force
decentralisation suitable for armies. Air forces have deliberately not been
organised identical to army echelons. Occasionally, when air power has
been organised and used as per land force doctrine, the result has been
spectacular failure.32 This challenge of how to organise different forms of
power to work synergistically (and not identically) is going to be the most
important question of any theatre reorganisation.
Before discussing the solution(s), we need to investigate the nature of
the problem a little more.
Two Salient Questions
How big should theatres be? As I have argued elsewhere, in terms of
area, history shows that theatres should be big enough to be able to freely
exercise the form of power with maximum reach and flexibility.33 In line
with greater reach and mobility of newer technologies, theatres have
continuously grown in size. As its name suggests, the CBI Theatre in
the Second World War included the combined area of China, Burma
and India.34 Even in that time when aircraft as well as surface transport
had ‘shorter legs’, theatres were bigger than today’s India. So, today, the
US Pacific Command (PACOM) or the renamed United States IndoPacific Command (USINDOPACOM) is even bigger than CBI: large
enough to contain 36 countries, while in terms of forces, Commander
USINDOPACOM controls 200 ships (five carrier battle groups [CBGs]
and approximately 30 submarines), between 1,100–1,360 aircraft and
375,000 personnel;35 and these do not include the surge assets he would
be allocated in hostilities. The numbers, sophistication and combat
power of air and maritime power he controls is larger than possessed by
the entire Indian Armed Forces. Therefore, India need not be divided
into smaller theatres, either in terms of area or combat power possible to
be wielded under one commander.36
To visually depict this point, three comparative figures are given below
which show the relative size of historical theatres in the subcontinent as
compared to India: Figure 1 for CBI, Figure 2 for UNINDOPACOM,
and Figure 3 for the Western Command of China. Each of them is larger
than India. A division of India into smaller entities would increase the
asymmetry of size, especially against Western Command of China.
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Figure 1 The CBI Theatre of Second World War
Figure 1 The CBI Theatre of Second Woorld War

Source : Available at http://22ndbombsquadron.com/uploads /3/4/8/6/
34868206/1205825_orig.jpg accessed 14 December 2019.

A
att http://22nndbombsquuadron.com//uploads/3/44/8/6/348688206/12058225_orig.jpgg
Source: Available
accessed 14 Decembeer 2019.

if we do divide India into more than one theatre, we will not
of unified strategy. Historically, for reasons mentioned
earlier, services have formulated only single-service strategy at the highest
level. If we create more than one theatre, the problem will morph to
each theatre creating its own strategy. If we had possessed more than
one theatre in 1971, we could never have arrived at the national military
strategy which the Chiefs decided, that is, hold in the west and gain
territory in the east. In line with what Clausewitz has commented on
the nature of war, each commander of every theatre will exert maximum
force. The biggest two conventional threats this country is geared to
fight are the militaries of Pakistan or/and China. One school of thought
would have our forces geographically organised towards each threat.37
But at the level of national military strategy, would it not be better for
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Figure 2 USINDOPACOM Theatre

Source: Available at https://www.pacom.mil/portals/55/Images/USINDO PACOM-MAP-L1_Oct-2018.jpg, accessed 14
December 2019.

Achieving Jointness in War
33

Source: Available at http://rukor.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/PLA_Theater_Commands-2016.png,
December 2019.

Figure 3 China’s Western Theatre Command
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one commander to address both, especially if they might collude? And
even if the conflict is against only one adversary, it again makes sense to
wield unified strategy, with all elements of combat power of the nation
working in concert and not dispersed in theatres left out of battle. Even
after reorganisation, China’s theatre oriented against India is bigger than
India’s landmass. In other words, China’s theatre to our north faces
multiple countries, under one commander.
How does the proposed reorganisation of the Indian Army affect
theatrisation? The Indian Army is going in for creating multiple
Integrated Battle Groups (IBGs), each smaller than division size.38 This
move will help align the Indian Army with the structural organisation of
the IAF/IN. In the IAF, after the command level, the next fighting level
is the squadron. While these squadrons are housed in wings, the wings
are no longer the autonomous entities they used to be from the Second
World War to the 1970s, where operations were planned and executed
at the wing level. The creation of IBGs allows the Indian Army to
function a little more like the IAF and the IN, with a two-level structure,
following centralised control (of strategy) and decentralised execution
(at the tactical level). This increases the possibility of synergistic interservice operations under a unified command.
A Satisficing Solution
Difficult problems like defence reform do not have perfect solutions. Thus,
whatever solutions we devise will remain ‘satisficing’.39 However, laying
limits or boundaries to solutions helps narrow down to better options. So
far, this article has laid down an important limit, namely, India should
be considered one theatre, needing unified strategy. This will allow us
to address the biggest warfighting problem, that is, the historical lacuna
of unified strategy formulation between the three elements of military
power at the highest level.
Treating India as one theatre allows us to create a structure for unified
national military strategy, as well as cleanly separate the responsibilities
of warfighting and peacetime management at the level of Chiefs
of services. Thus, as a first step, we need to create a joint warfighting
organisation at Delhi. Ideally, this organisation should have one overall
commander, a C-in-C who works through domain-specific C-in-Cs,
with the four of them responsible solely for prosecuting war. To solve the
problem of dual-hatting, this structure must be distinct from the staff
function currently exercised at HQ of the three services. Thus, the HQ
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would largely retain their current structure, with their head being the
Chief of Staff (COS) both in name and function. The responsibilities
of this service COS would be that of managing the staff functions of
training, equipping and evolving the respective services. They would
handle an important role, that of ‘defence’, as defined by J.C.T. Downey.
He says that today there are almost two different roles armed forces
are organised for: ‘defence and war’. Defence amounts to ‘a forum for
philosophical debate and long term investment’.40 In such a division, the
CDS, the first among staffs, would become the single-point advisor to
the government on such philosophical matters as future force structure,
while the C-in-C becomes the single-point advisor (and commander) for
prosecuting war.
This solution is not radical. It borrows from both the US lessons in
terms of having a single entity responsible (only) for theatre warfighting
as well as from the British reforms of the Permanent Undersecretary
and CDS together evolving policy and providing advice. Whether it is
Commander USINDOPACOM as the single warfighting commander
in the Indo-Pacific Theatre or the CDS responsible for Downey-style
‘defence’ in the British system, precedents exist.41
In essence, this structural reform would create two parallel structures
responsible for war and defence. Thus, the political leadership would
have two types of advice from two military men: the C-in-C for matters
relating to prosecution of war; and the CDS for matters relating to
peacetime functions, policies and force accretions. In terms of relative
power, while the C-in-Cs would command forces, it is the Chiefs of
Staff who would be more powerful. This is because ‘the management of
defence is a much broader undertaking’ than the prosecution of war.42
Fundamentally, we would be separating the thinkers from the doers, but
ensuring that the outputs of both entities in peace and war has jointness
structurally inbuilt.
This solution is less likely to see opposition from the IAF as it does
not entail permanently dividing its assets into multiple theatres. This
‘parcelling out’ of air power is what air power practitioners fear the most,
for history shows that the tendency exists and that results of such division
lead to dilution of combat power and loss of operational flexibility. It is
not just air forces which suffer but also the land forces become vulnerable
to unified air power of the enemy. The IN, too, would not have problems
in managing its fleet of approximately 295 vessels of all sizes.43 In fact,
this solution avoids the problem France has historically faced, which
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is dilution of combat power due to maintaining two fleets as a result
of geography.44
However, the army may have objections, not to the area of the theatre
(for we have seen that armies have handled larger areas even a century
back) but to the numerical forces under one commander.45 Historically, the
organisational division of army formations has depended on two factors:
the ‘span of control’ management problem; and logistics requirements of
large bodies of troops.46 Can one army C-in-C wield the combat power
of the Indian Army? History shows that increasingly larger forces have
been commanded by one man, even in an era where communications
were rudimentary. Napoleon revolutionised the existing doctrinal limits
on span of control when he personally wielded eight corps in 1805.47
In 1945, the Italian campaign of Second World War saw Field Marshal
Kesselring command 26 German divisions arrayed against 21 Allied
divisions.48 The Indian Army has 37 divisions.49
Ownership by a single commander at the national level does not
hinder the administrative distribution of assets into smaller manageable
entities, like field armies/corps/divisions/brigades/battalions or IBGs.
The IBG system may not warrant multiple echelons as control can be
exercised through a robust central staff. It will be the concern of C-in-C
India to see that lower-level command and control elements of all three
services are so structured as to ensure synergy in operations; for synergy
in strategy would flow down from the top. As covered earlier, current
structures and processes for bi- or tri-service operational synergy at
various levels of operations below HQ have been working, and only need
tweaking.
The two smaller services, the navy and the air force, might fear
doctrinal subjugation to a permanent national C-in-C from the army.
However, once again, history shows that it matters not from which
service the top commander emerges. His responsibility is military
strategy, not domain-specific operational art. Once more, history has
precedents. The PACOM has always been commanded by a naval
Admiral. The commander of the CBI Theatre (SEAC), under whom the
Burma campaign played out, was Lord Louis Mountbatten, again a navy
man.50 The commander of the German forces in the Italian campaign
was Field Marshal Kesselring, a Luftwaffe General. He brilliantly
executed a successful withdrawal from Sicily, and then cannily fought a
gradual retreating battle against the superior combat power of the Allied
forces on the Italian Peninsula, costing them two in years in time. In
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the planning of this strategy, he opposed Rommel’s plan of defending
Italy northwards, and history proved his acumen right. Surely, we can
produce leaders of equal calibre, who can break free of service-specific
indoctrination in execution of higher responsibilities.51 Thus, the C-in-C
India can, and must be, from any service.
The last important point concerns the chain of command for
the C-in-C India. Ideally, he must take his orders directly from the
political leadership, just as the Goldwater–Nichols Act ensured for
the US commanders. From the C-in-C, the chain of command must
flow directly to the service C-in-Cs. It was not just the Americans who
have learnt this lesson. Indeed, K. Subrahmanyam quotes General
Manekshaw in attributing the success of the 1971 war to clear political
guidance. Subrahmanyam also endorses the annual report of the time
which states, ‘in a democratic polity the armed forces are an instrument
of the political policy of the government and must therefore, reflect the
nation’s political style and ideology in actual operations.’52 This implies
not only a clear and unimpeded chain of communication, but also a
close relationship fostered by frequent interactions. However, practically,
strategy formulation by the C-in-C India needs two other caveats.
First, the C-in-C and his service commanders must be collocated.53
Second, the C-in-C must have a strong staff structure to both formulate
strategy (with the service C-in-Cs part of this staff) and to monitor
execution of the strategy which emerges. Figure 4 below presents a
pictorial depiction of a suggested structure which can address the
problems explained earlier, forcing generation of unified strategy for the
Indian theatre.
There are two important facets which this article has not addressed
and each of them has the potential to bias people against this particular
solution. The first is the practical aspect that the numbers of existing
C-in-Cs would reduce as the existing 14 geographic commands are
abolished. Human resource departments of all organisations vehemently
oppose downsizing, especially in the higher ranks. However, one way
to look at this structure is that each service would have combined their
existing three (navy), five (air force) and six (army) geographic C-in-Cs
into the post of one C-in-C for each service. Such unification of service
C-in-Cs does not preclude division of assets into smaller administrative
groupings at levels below service HQ.55
Second, this article has not commented on power redistribution and
protocol issues amongst all four players who currently wield power, that
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Figure 4 A Possible Model54

Source: Author.

is, the three services and Ministry of Defence (MoD). At this stage, the
reader must only concentrate on the problems we need to address and
the boundaries of the solutions. After defining the ideal, we may derive
the practical solution(s). This was the approach Clausewitz followed in
approaching problems relating to warfare.
So, versions of this solution may be a practical possibility. If we want
to keep the CDS as the single military advisor to the political leadership,
we may reduce the degree of dual-hatting at one level lower, that is, the
level of service Chiefs. For each service, we may make a single service
C-in-C under the service Chief, responsible for prosecuting war in that
domain, and still ensure joint strategy at the apex level by giving the CDS
a powerful tri-service staff and processes which ensure that single-service
strategy is impossible to generate. As this article commented earlier, we
are not looking at the perfect solution, just a satisficing one—but one
which solves the most major problems. Figure 5 below depicts this idea
pictorially.
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Source: Author.

Conclusion
Defence reform in India has to tackle many problems. The first step of
creating a post for single-point (staff) advice to the political leadership
has been announced. The next step is to improve joint warfighting.
Historically, the problem in operational jointness has been at the
strategic level. Thus, the solution also needs to start at the top. We have
to first create a structure and process for joint strategy formulation at the
national level.
This article lays out the boundaries of the proposed solution. The
first and most important boundary is territorial. India is one theatre and
the solution must work within this understanding. The Indian theatre
is smaller than every other theatre which has been established in this
region, starting from the CBI, PACOM and now, China’s Western
Command. These historical precedents should be enough to convince
any reader that a single theatre is not only manageable but also required.
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The opposition to this idea will come from inbuilt biases, not objective
evaluation of what we need and what is feasible. The creation of any
number of theatres more than one will not solve our historical problem of
isolated strategy formulation at national level. This is the biggest problem
about joint warfighting to solve.
Within this important idea of India is one theatre, the simplest
structural solution is to (re)create the post of C-in-C India responsible
(only) for warfighting. He, or his office, must have the tools to formulate
joint strategy. This implies having all fighting force commanders as
part of his staff. Even if a C-in-C India post is not created, the three
fighting commanders of each service must sit together with a joint staff
responsible for strategy formulation. This structural boundary will not
allow single-service strategy to emerge in isolation. Of course, below
these commanders will be subordinate commanders and staff who
execute service-specific operational art.
The second big problem is to separate war responsibilities from
defence responsibilities. Thus, while C-in-C India and the land/air/
maritime forces commanders would spend all their energies on war
problems, it would be the CDS and service HQ staffs who would be
responsible for the philosophical side of the defence function (manage/
train/equip/conceptualise), as defined by Downey.
The third problem, of catering to the differing command and control
methods/echelons of the three services, has no simple answer. It must
follow the lesson of collocation of HQ elements as far as feasible and
embedding of control elements at the needed echelons. However, as
existing structures of joint warfighting at operational and tactical level
have worked in the past, it would be advisable for the C-in-C to follow
a tinkering approach to organising his forces in terms of these control
mechanisms. This would be work in progress.
The option presented in this article is only one possibility. The
exact solution is not as important as understanding where the problem
lies. Whichever solution we go for, its boundaries must stay within the
caveat, India is one theatre, and needs unified tri-service strategy at the
highest level.
Notes
1. This was the reply by the then Chief of Air Staff (CAS) in response to a
question by an officer regarding the CAS’s views on theatre command, after
a talk by the Chief at Army War College, Mhow, in 2017. This simple but

42

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.
8.

Journal of Defence Studies
profound statement planted the germ of the idea on which this entire article
is based. Quoted with permission.
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