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“It’s not the size of the dog in the fight, but the 

size of the fight in the dog that matters”. 
 —Mark Twain 

 

 

Introduction 

Policy makers, security strategists and the 

Indian military itself has been calling for 

defence reforms for decades, and the issue 

has now gained traction due to economic 

downturn and increased threat perception. 

While many attempts have been made at 

undertaking defence reforms in the past, they 

have failed to affect a meaningful change due 

to a lack of robust and logical theoretical 

underpinnings in problem identification and 

formulating solutions. This paper attempts to 

identify the problem, articulate foundational 

constructs and delve upon evolution of the problem. Consequently, identifying solutions to 

Key Points 
 

• Military reforms in India are 
necessitated to address the 
suboptimal ‘military effectiveness’ of 
the Indian military characterised by 
generation of inadequate military 
power from resources available.    

• Jointness is the solution to address 
the lack of military effectiveness and 
has two distinct elements – tangible 
and intangible. 

• Based on theoretical framework four 
tangible aspects – doctrinal, 
educational, organisational and 
operational, emerge which can form 
the framework for pursuing military 
reforms. 

• The intangible aspects of jointness or 
the human/ social elements – morale, 
organisational culture, cohesion and 
leadership, while unquantifiable, are 
equally important towards 
achievement jointness. Thus, the 
reforms process must focus equally 
on this domain too. 
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include articulation of a theoretical framework to focus the reforms process has been 

attempted.  

SECTION I: PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION – LACK OF MILITARY EFFECTIVENESS 

The importance of military power stems from the fact that in a dynamic international system, 

the military remains the ultimate yardstick of national power as the polity relies on military 

capability to promote both domestic order (security) and project power. To achieve these 

political objectives, a military needs to generate requisite coercive power commensurate to 

the resources allocated. This relationship between resources and generation of military 

power is termed as military effectiveness and thus, the quantum of coercive power 

generated by the state’s _military becomes the ultimate measure of its effectiveness. An 

effective military capability allows a state to defend itself from foreign and domestic threats, 

as also enables it to pursue its national interests and prevail over other competing entities.1 

 

According to Ashley Tellis, Indian military despite being nominally large is much weaker 

because the organisational structures of its forces actually reduce its combat power.2 While 

this may be too simplistic a statement, the core problem lies in the sub-optimal ‘military 

effectiveness’ of the Indian military. Apart from the 1971 Indo-Pakistan War and minor 

successes in between, the combat potential generated by the Indian military as whole has 

more often than not failed to match the desired political aspirations, thus, forcing changes to 

national objectives. This inability to generate optimum military power results in an inability to 

effectively thwart threats or successfully pursue national interests. This is the problem that 

our reform process must seek to address. 

 

Sub-optimal military performance or lack of military effectiveness is not restricted to India 

alone, being endemic to most contemporary militaries. A prime example was the United 

States, which despite being a superpower, suffered a series of operational failures in 1970s 

and 80s. This led to defence reforms through the Goldwater-Nicholas Reorganisation Act of 

1986 – the current gold standard for defence reforms. The objective of the reforms was to 

significantly enhance the effectiveness of the United States Armed Forces through affecting 

“jointness”. The process succeeded in large because the polity identified specific well-

defined problem – operational failures caused by the inability of military services to function 

as a unified force, and then directly attacked the problem.3 
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SECTION II: FOUNDATIONAL CONSTRUCTS 

 
Lexicon  
The adage by Confucius that, “the beginning of wisdom is to call things by the right name”,4 

is important in order to establish a clear understanding. Thus, a common datum needs to be 

established – a military vocabulary so to say, which will be applicable to this study alone. 

This is important because terms such as jointness, integration and unification, which are 

buzzwords in military-academic circles, are used loosely and interchangeably. 

• Integrated (adjective). When two or more things (or organisations) combine to 

become a single entity in order to increase effectiveness.5 This is a cognitive and 

social process, and entails that the previously separated components start thinking 

and behaving as a single entity or homogenous whole by shedding past thought 

processes and social leanings. 

• Unified (adjective). Brought together, combined or united; or involving several 

people, organisations or countries that all work together.6 It implies that disparate 

elements willing to work in unison to achieve common objectives while retaining their 

distinctive characteristics. It also indicates a unified direction suggesting a centralised 

controlling agency. 

• Joint or Conjoint (adjective). Defined as shared, held, or made by two or more 

organisations or entities. 7 For example, a joint venture or a joint statement. It is 

established through a consensus between the parties/ entities involved. 

• Jointness (noun). Jointness is a neologism coined by the United States military. It is 

defined as the integration of strengths of at least two military services in a 

coordinated effort to achieve a common goal. It implies cross-service combination of 

forces wherein the capability of the joint force is understood to be synergistic, with 

the sum greater than its parts (the capability of individual components). 8  Joint 

interdependence is another term associated with this neologism. 

• Jointmanship. Jointmanship is a neologism used in Indian military-academic circles 

which has loose similitude to jointness. It is characterized by trust and confidence, 

mutual respect for each other’s capability and cooperation, rather than competition.9 

• Military. Relating to the armed forces (noun). Relating to soldiers or armed forces 

(adjective).10 For example, military activity implies actions and movements, as well as 

corresponding impacts, pertaining to or conducted by armed forces.11As an adjective 

it denotes singularity. 
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Application 

• Military or Force or Organisation. The terms joint, unified or integrated when 

applied as prefix to an organisation or a group qualify its character. Thus, a joint force 

denotes a force composed of two or more separate elements with decision making 

and its application through cooperation and consensus. A unified force also has two 

or more separate elements, but the power to exercise control is with a single 

controlling entity. The third term, integrated force, denotes a homogenous force 

established from previously disparate elements. This term would be applicable to 

only those military enablers or support elements which have the same role/ 

specialisation agnostic of the physical or virtual domains – communications, cyber, 

intelligence, etc. And thus, they can be integrated into one homogenous organisation 

to support all individual services. 

• Activities or Operations. As was the case above, when we add the three terms as 

prefix to activity or operations, it indicates their nature. Joint activity thus indicates a 

singular action being taken by two or more forces to achieve a common objective 

through coordination between each other and the same meaning can also be 

ascribed to unified operations. The key differentiator is the direction of these activities 

– in unified (or combined) operations there is a singular directing authority, which is 

not the case with joint operations, where direction would be through consensus since 

there would be two or more power centers of equal standing. The term jointness 

thus, has more resonance with unified operations rather than joint operations. 

Integrated operations would also have a similar connotation as jointness or unified or 

combined operations.  

Understanding Military Effectiveness  

Military effectiveness is the process by which armed forces convert resources into fighting 

power. A fully effective military is one that derives maximum combat power from resources 

physically and politically available.12 Tellis defines it is as the combat potential or effective 

warfighting capability that a military is able to generate from the resources that it possesses 

or those that are made available.13 Brooks defines it as the capacity to create military power 

from the State’s basic resources.14The more efficient the process, the higher is the combat 

potential generated and more effective is the military. The other most important attribute of 

military effectiveness is the ability to adapt to the actual conditions of combat and conflict 

(vice those that were assumed would occur).15 
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It is also pertinent to mention that there is a school that defines military effectiveness through 

the dyad of ‘victory-defeat’, or the ability of a military to achieve its assigned missions. This 

approach has obvious pitfalls since the traditional ambiguous and intangible nature of the 

combat environment, defined as chance, mission, terrain, threats and resources have a 

major bearing on outcome of war or an engagement.16 

 

According to Tellis, the ability of a military to convert (conversion capability) the strategic 

resources available in to combat power in an efficient manner is at the heart of military 

effectiveness (refer Figure 1 below). Conversion capability is a direct function of efficiency 

and encompasses organisational structures, operational planning, doctrinal outlook, training, 

morale and quality of leadership. It translates in the military’s ability to convert resources into 

efficient operational (combat) capability. 17  Efficiency denotes the capacity to produce a 

certain desired result or a potential for an action with a minimum expenditure or waste of 

resources. 18 Taken in aggregate, the operationally (combat) efficient military is one that 

optimally harnesses the potential of all its components and assets by linking them together 

for mutual support. Not only does this require complete utilisation of combat branches within 

and between military services, but also exploitation of all other military and non-military 

variable of war. The greater the harmonisation between disparate elements, the better is the 

efficiency which may translate in to military effectiveness. The distinct lack of certainty with 

regards to efficiency translating in to military effectiveness stems from the intangible 

elements of conversion capability, vis. the human element, as also the nature of the 

operational environment such as uncertainty, risk and ambiguity.19 
    Figure 1: Components of National Power 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Source: Ashley J Tellis20 
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Levels of Military Activity and Effectiveness 
Further, since military activity takes place at four levels (political, military-strategic, 

operational and tactical), military effectiveness is also applicable at each level since the 

aims, methods and means are different at each level.21Therefore, it is axiomatic that the 

effectiveness of a military at the political, strategic, operational and tactical levels must be 

understood, and the various components of conversion capability slotted at the correct 

levels. 

• Political Effectiveness of a military has been defined as the ability to secure 

resources required to maintain, expand and reconstitute itself. In a limited sense, a 

military’s political effectiveness depends on its ability to articulate its needs more 

persuasively that its competitors.22Another facet of political effectiveness is the ability 

of a military to influence the polity in formulating national objectives or grand strategy, 

keeping in mind the military power it can generate. 

• Strategic Effectiveness is defined as the ability of armed forces to secure by force 

national goals as defined by the polity. Subsumed within are analysis and selection of 

strategic objectives, and linking it to national objectives through campaign plans.23 

• Operational Effectiveness is the analysis, selection, and development of 

institutional concepts or doctrines for employing engagements to achieve strategic 

objectives within a theatre of war. Operational activity involves the analysis, planning, 

preparation, and conduct of the various facets of a specific campaign. This includes 

such things as the disposition and marshaling of military units, the selection of 

theatre objectives, the arrangement of logistical support, and the command and 

control of deployed forces.24 

• Tactical Effectiveness is the proficiency of combat units in securing operational 

objectives. Tactical activity involves the movement of forces on the battlefield against 

the enemy, the provision of destructive fire upon enemy forces or targets, and the 

arrangement of logistical support directly applicable to engagements. Based on 

above, the hierarchal interrelation between four levels is represented graphically at 

Figure 2.  
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Figure 2: Levels of Military Activities and Interrelation 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 

Source: Prepared by the Author 

 

What also emerges from above is that there is a clear distinction between military 

effectiveness of the polity and political effectiveness of a military, thus implying that military 

effectiveness is not restricted to the military. Axiomatically it also implies that when we talk of 

defence reforms, it encompasses both political and military domains, whereas when military 

reforms are discussed, it is restricted only to the military domain. And given the hierarchical 

nature of relationship between the polity and the military, the problem of suboptimal military 

effectiveness lies in both domains. Since the military effectiveness at the politico-military 

level is a vast subject by itself encompassing civil-military relations, the focus of this paper 

will be on the military domain only. 

 

SECTION III: ROOT CAUSE OF SUBOPTIMAL MILITARY EFFECTIVENESS 
DISJOINTED EVOLUTION OF SERVICES 

It is posited that the military effectiveness of Indian military is suboptimal at the political, 

strategic and operational levels of military activities. The root cause of this military 

ineffectiveness stems from the fragmented development of most contemporary militaries 

today including Indian military.  
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While ‘military’ may denote singularity, in reality it is a conglomerate comprising of distinct 

armed components, vis. army, navy, air force, marines. These disparate components have 

distinct operational outlooks and combat methods driven by their physical domain 

orientation. Ergo the problem of achieving unitary action at all four levels due to absence of a 

common strategic military vision, objectives and doctrine stemming from deeply entrenched 

institutional culture of inter-service rivalry. To understand how such a situation arose, it is 

important to study the evolution of these components. 

   

Till the advent of airplanes, war was conducted only over surfaces – land and maritime. In 

fact till the advent of the Air Force, the geography of many nations dictated that they either 

had only armies or navies, with a handful having both. Therefore, the term ‘military’ more 

often than not pertained to the land forces, and therein the aspect of coordination and 

synchronisation was limited to its various forces (infantry, cavalry and artillery). Navies in the 

modern avatar emerged sometimes in the 15th Century and underwent a similar process. 

Thus, warfighting till the early 20th Century was restricted in mutually exclusive domains of 

land and sea, with rare exception of littorals where the two military components combined to 

execute operations. Other than this, there were indirect coordination efforts aimed at 

synergising the influence or effects of maritime battles/ campaigns on the land efforts or vice 

versa.25 

 

However, the emergence of air force changed the paradigm of warfare being a cross domain 

force encompassing land, maritime and air domains. Initially air forces were raised as 

adjuncts to land and maritime forces, and thus, coordinating this new vector of force became 

essential akin to a branch of the Army such as infantry, cavalry or artillery. This led to 

development of the first coordination measures which gave birth to joint operations with the 

aim of increasing effectiveness of land or maritime operations (still two independent 

domains).26 

 

By the end of First World War, it emerged that there existed a third domain of warfighting, 

namely the air. During the conflict the first air battles took place between the Flying Corps of 

the belligerents and given its speed and reach the effects were strategic and operational. 

Thus it led to the birth of independent air forces – the third component of nations’ military.  
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Evolution of Joint Warfighting  
 

The first attempts at synergising the operations of these three disparate elements of the 

military took place during the inter war years. Four major changes took place which led to 

further developments in the field of joint operations. While the Germans ushered in a 

revolution in Military (RMA) in the air-land domain through Blitzkrieg doctrine, the maritime 

nation of Great Britain ushered in RMA in the air domain.27Thus, while the Germans were 

able to achieve tactical and operational success in Western Europe and initially against 

Russia, the British achieved strategic success in the Battle of Britain. In subsequent 

campaigns in North Africa, Italy and West Europe, the Allies achieved strategic as well as 

operational success through correct synergisation of land, maritime and air forces, despite 

not being as tactically militarily effective as the Germans. Similarly, the war in the Pacific 

theatre fought between the American and Japanese forces – two of the greatest maritime 

powers of their time – brought home the lesson of synergised application of maritime-

airpower, which became the key difference between success and defeat. The same lesson 

was learnt the hard way by the Germans in the Atlantic campaign. Fourthly, was the advent 

of amphibious operations – a multi-domain operation. Close cooperation between the three 

became a critical factor and thus, mandating establishment of the first truly “joint warfighting” 

structures for planning and coordinate the employment of forces simultaneously in all three 

domains.  

 

Warfighting therefore, transcended from being fought in exclusive silo-like domains of land 

and sea to one encompassing air-land, sea-land and subsequently air-sea-land. 

Concurrently, the first concepts of joint warfighting emerged as people realised that future 

conflicts will encompass all three domains of land, sea and air, thereby necessitating a 

unified approach to warfighting. The evolution of joint warfighting is reflected in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3: Evolution of Joint Warfighting 
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(Note: S = SINGLE SERVICE, B = BI-SERVICE AND T = TRI-SERVICE) 

 

Source: Aaron P Jackson28 

 

 

Emergence of Paradoxes of Jointness 

 

While the emergence of air force led to the evolution of the concept of joint warfighting, it 

also led to creation of four paradoxes of jointness. The first paradox was that separation of 

air forces from armies and navies created a new independent Service, but at the same time 
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generated a much greater need for jointness. The second paradox which stemmed from the 

separation of Services was that contrary to achieving efficiencies (or economy of effort), it 

led to increased duplication as each Service sought to fulfill all its desired operational roles 

within its own span of command. The catalyst for this duplication was a Service-centric 

desire for ownership of tools that each Service needs to produce a specific effect in 

pursuance of its perceived military objective. The separation of Services divided the existing 

‘military tool box’ and in response each Service developed replacement tools to refill its own 

box.29 

 

The third paradox was the institutionalization of independent roles or missions by each 

Service restricted to their own domain (or medium). This then translated in to development of 

individual Service perceptions regarding how each Service ought to accomplish national 

strategic objectives alone using its core competencies that defined it as a separate Service. 

Thus, today each Service wants to win wars in a way corresponding to its strategic military 

vision, and wants the Government to invest in a military future with that Service being in the 

spotlight.30 

 

All these factors along with shrinking defence budgets, has led to development and 

entrenchment of the fourth paradox, vis. institutional culture of inter-Service rivalry which is 

the antithesis of inter-Service cooperation, and therefore, precludes a unitary approach 

towards military activities. This lack of a unitary approach translates in to sub-optimal military 

effectiveness borne out of military inefficiency at the military-strategic level. 

 

Critics will argue that inspite of the aforesaid; there has been progressive increase in 

jointness over the years. Therefore, to put the record straight, it is highlighted that while the 

rationale for establishment of independent air forces remains unchanged today, which is 

economy of effort – finite number of platforms/ resources and multitude of missions/ tasks, 

and hence, centralization of command and control allows air force to employ resources en 

masse to achieve missions in descending order of strategic priority. However, the missions 

accorded highest priority by air force are often perceived not to be aligned with the priorities 

of the surface forces. 

 

End Result  
Axiomatically, each Service still tends to pursue independent operations in its own domain/ 

medium, orchestrating “joint” operations only when unavoidable, vital or mutually beneficial. 

Thus it implies that jointness is often little more than a temporary or an ad hoc arrangement 
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(reflected in our Second World War era structures), and secondly, more a of function of 

coordination to achieve a particular military objective, often at tactical level. This outlook 

actually translates in to a ‘single Service – single domain’ outlook towards military operations 

at all levels of war, whereas the requirement of the times is combined military operations 

which encompass all mediums at all levels of war (strategic, operational and tactical).This 

translates in to a distinct lack of military effectiveness at the political, military-strategic and 

operational levels as discussed below. 

 

Since military is a coherent or unitary activity, its management in a unified manner at the 

politico-strategic level is de rigueur. Thus, the ‘single Service – single domain’ outlook is the 

root cause of political ineffectiveness of a military being anti-thesis of a unified approach. 

This silo-like approach results in the lack of an integrated approach to threat formulation and 

consequent formulation of a singular military strategy. This then translates in to independent 

visions of force designs, training/ education and management of war. Concurrently, such a 

military is unable to offer a coherent military strategy to the polity and thus, is also unable to 

influence the grand strategy or policy to the desired degree. Further, due to independent 

visions of force designs, a disunited military, instead of competing with other Governmental 

peers for the share of resources, actually ends up competing within itself. Resultantly the 

military as whole is neither able to adequately influence the polity to its needs nor is able to 

garner adequate resources (refer to Figure 2). 

 

The ‘strategic ineffectiveness’ of military flows from the above. In India, in the absence of a 

capstone military doctrine, there is an absence of a singular Indian military strategy (or 

strategies). Instead each Service has adopted an independent approach to doctrine 

formulation which is restricted to operational, tactical and technical doctrines with nominal 

mention of joint operations (which are restricted to tactical level and at best up to 

campaigns). Thus, each Service has adopted an independent approach to force design to 

cater for its operational requirements and more importantly has its own command and 

control structures for management of war at the strategic level. Resultantly there is a glaring 

absence of a mission oriented unified command and control structure for management of 

war at the military-strategic level, and an absence of a lean, agile, responsive and mission-

oriented force (army, navy and air) – thus, the root cause of strategic military effectiveness.  

It is also pertinent to mention that the strategic ineffectiveness of the Indian military has 

blindsided it to the emergence of new domains of warfighting, vis. physical (space) and 

virtual (psychological or informational, cyber and electromagnetic), and also the fact that 

conflicts have today transcended in to a multi-domain multi-force/ agency activity (Figure 4). 
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These shifts mandate a change in mindsets and adoption of a unitary approach to planning 

and execution of military activity at the politico-military and military-strategic levels. Thus, the 

need is to adopt a unified or combined approach to warfighting in these domains instead of 

competing within.   
 

Figure 4: Multi-Domain and Multi-Force Operational Paradigm 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

Source: Prepared by the Author 
 

The operational ineffectiveness takes off from strategic ineffectiveness. The lack of a 

unified approach to warfighting is reflected in Service and domain oriented doctrines, 

command and control structures, and campaign designs. Campaign plans instead of being 

unified are independent and ‘joined’ only where it becomes necessary. This results in 

suboptimal generation of combat power at the operational level of war. 

 

Tactical level is deemed to be effective since existing joint activities at this level are 

somewhat coherent, and combining further capabilities at this level will add complexity 

without any compensatory advantage. 

 

SECTION IV: RESOLUTION FRAMEWORK 

Based on the problem identification, the solution is also very clear. It is evident that the 

strategic effectiveness of a military starts from capstone doctrine formulation, development 

of military capabilities and provision of strategic military guidance to operational 

commanders including sequencing of various campaigns in a Theatre of War in-keeping with 

the grand strategy. This mandates a unitary approach. At the operational level a similar 

approach to campaign planning and direction is de rigueur. Therefore, we need to harmonise 

the military activities of all three Services at strategic and operational levels so as to achieve 
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 SURFACE AND SUB-SURFACE 
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greater military effectiveness which is colloquially termed as jointness. This section will here 

on define what the key constituents of jointness are, and then define a theoretical construct 

to focus the efforts of military reforms.  

 

Components of Jointness 
 

Having identified that jointness is the solution to address the suboptimal military 

effectiveness at strategic and operational levels, the next step is to identify and define those 

specific subsets of jointness to focus the efforts of military reforms. It is evident that jointness 

can be achieved through a unitary or integrated approach to doctrine formulation, force 

design, operational management and education (not training). Axiomatically, it also implies 

that changes are also mandated in the sociological domain since war is after all a human 

activity. Thus, it emerges that jointness has two distinct elements – tangible and intangible 

which lies in the sociological domain.  

 

Aaron P Jackson’s in his seminal work, ‘Theory of Four Joint’,31 has articulated a theoretical 

model called ‘Four Aspects of Joint’ to measure the tangible aspects of jointness within 

militaries. The four subsets of jointness, vis. doctrinal operational, organisational and 

educational, were used as markers to identify where a military as a whole stood on the 

spectrum of jointness (ranging from non-joint to a very joint force). Therein the militaries of 

United States, United Kingdom, Canada and Australia were evaluated using a set of eight 

parameters.32Based on this theoretical model, a theory of jointness has been articulated 

below. 

 

Theory of Jointness 

It is postulated that a joint force will be more combat effective than a non-joint force, given 

that both have equal forces and resources. This is anchored in the construct that unitary 

approach at strategic and operational levels will translate into generation of higher combat 

power from a given set of finite resources. 

 

A strategically and operationally effective military can achieve assigned missions under all 

combat and non-combat conditions, against all types of military and non-military threats or in 

pursuance of national interests provided adequate resources are made available. 

Alternatively, the mission is realistic in-keeping with the resources available. 
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Further, jointness is a dynamic interplay between the tangible and intangible elements. The 

intangible elements include of sociological aspects comprising of quality of leadership, 

cohesion, organisational culture and morale, along with innovation capability. Therefore, 

while tangible parameters can be used to undertake an objective assessment of level of 

jointness of a military, the intangible aspects must not be lost sight of since they have a 

greater impact on jointness.  

 
Two Caveats 
 

The construct that a joint force will outperform a non-joint force comes with two caveats. The 

first is – a balance between joint, unified and single service structures is best for a military 

seeking to remain optimized to fight in all environments.33Any force which is anything less or 

anything more than this optimum joint-unified-single service structural balance is likely to be 

suboptimal. What it implies is that while operations can be unified or integrated (seamless) 

through joint or unified command and control (or collaboration) structures, and force-designs 

mission oriented to comprise of a mix of joint/ unified combat/ combat support organisations, 

single service structures still need to be maintained to ensure specialist approach to 

warfighting. This is based on the combined arms theory where the strengths of one 

component are harnessed to achieve complementary effects while covering their individual 

weaknesses. Thus, each component of the military excels or specialises in a field or domain, 

and jointness harnesses the combat power generated by each component to achieve a 

higher potential which is greater than the sum of individual components.  

 

The second caveat is that the sociological aspect is equally important to achieve jointness 

and thereon optimum combat effectiveness. Being an intangible component, there is no 

quantified benchmark or defined boundary for a military to achieve “optimum jointness” – it 

will always be context-dependent and driven by the human element.34 

 
Framework for Measuring of Jointness of a Military35 
 

In order to measure the level of jointness of a military, the tangible aspects, vis. 

organisational, educational (or training) and doctrinal, should be used as markers (refer 

Figure 5). At the lowest end of the spectrum would be the absence of any coordination, and 

theoretical maximum is just before the point of integration– the point where individual 

services cease to exist and are replaced by a single, amalgamated service that is 

responsible for all military activities in all domains (a utopian concept).   
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The most important aspect is doctrinal as it has a roll-down impact on operational 

management, organisation and education. The focus here would be to identify whether 

unified (or joint) doctrines exist at operational and strategic levels. The tactical aspects have 

not been deliberately included since they would fall within the purview of single service 

doctrines.  

 

• Operational Management focuses on orchestrating campaigns and operations 

through forces made available to them and therefore, focus on command and control 

arrangements. 

• Organisational or Force Design focuses on equipping and organizing of specific 

forces– essentially the force design, equipping, and training of military elements. In 

the context of jointness it will deal with identifying the fact whether duplication of 

resources and assets have reduced within the armed forces through establishment of 

unified and/ or joint military branches (where necessitated) or joint acquisition and 

management agencies (directorates). In the Western militaries most reforms have 

taken place in this domain. 

• Education is another important facet for achieving ‘jointness’. There is a distinctive 

difference between education and training. Training focuses merely on acquiring 

skills to execute auto-response actions which lie at the tactical and technical levels, 

while education focuses on theoretical learning for acquiring knowledge (ability 

versus knowledge). Therefore, the aim here has to be on education and the focus of 

joint military education has to be focused on middle and senior level officers since 

tactical specialisation within each service is equally an important requirement for 

domain specialisation. Concurrently, a Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) 

program has to be evolved to achieve jointness.  
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Figure 5: Spectrum of Measurement of Jointness 

 
 
 

 Source: Adapted from the Model Proposed by Aaron P Jackson 

 

The aim of becoming purple is to maximize the chances of success by fostering deep 

cooperation, creating efficiencies and focused application of means towards the ends. The 
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scale while reducing organisational costs, creating a common language through doctrine and 

education that in turn enhances a ‘culture of jointness’.36 

 
The Intangible Components of Jointness 
 
While tangible aspects of achieving military effectiveness through jointness are important, 

the sociological and the innovation elements of military effectiveness are equally important in 

war. In Xenophon’s book Anabasis, it is brought out that the Greek armies, while on their 

march back home, kept winning despite all odds as they consistently outperformed their 

enemies.37The Wehrmacht did something similar 2,500 years later in World War II. During 

the entire war period, on a one-to-one comparison, soldiers of the Wehrmacht always 

outfought the opposing British and American troops. This was true “when they were 

attacking and when they were defending, when they had a local numerical superiority and 

when they were outnumbered, when they had air superiority and when they did not, when 

they won and when they lost.”38Similarly the Pakistani Army, while reviewing the tactical 

lessons of the 1999 Kargil War, was particularly awestruck by the Indian infantry which 

mounted attack after attack undeterred by the high casualties. They commended the daring 

qualities of the Indian soldiers who took inaccessible routes to open up different avenues of 

attack which meant that the momentum of the assault was always sustained till the 

objectives were achieved despite the challenges of combat resources, arduous terrain and 

climate, and the tactical first-mover advantage held by the enemy.39These are examples of 

military effectiveness (albeit at tactical level); and in all cases, fighting power came through 

as a result of soft factors such as mutual trust, delegated responsibility, independent 

decision making, and innovation in organisation and tactics. 

 

This distinct human elements – morale, organisational culture, cohesion and leadership, 

have a major bearing on combat effectiveness within the military, and on military 

effectiveness at the politico-strategic level. What it implies for the military is that the nature of 

the professional and personal relationships between officers of different branches within the 

same service as well as between different services provides the institutional and 

psychological underpinnings for unified action and are best developed through social-military 

interaction – achieved through joint training and personnel policies (human resource 

management).40 

 

Attendance at a common military academy (like NDA) can provide a common foundation of 

trust and experience that may endure throughout service careers despite officers being in 
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different combat branches or services. Likewise, there is a need to adopt personnel policies 

that rotate officers through various Services and branches to foster a joint organisational 

culture. Further, there would be a need to adopt a balance between operational and staff 

assignments as the too much regimentation, while being good for tactical cohesion, creates 

limited professional and psychological perspectives which manifest in an intense “us-them” 

feeling and thus, antithesis of jointmanship. 

 

The final dimension is the potential and capacity for innovation. It determines whether a 

military is flexible and agile in responding to changing geo-political environment by 

developing new strategies and capabilities to overcome emerging threats and meeting 

changing national interests. This innovative capacity is reflected in the ability of a military to 

reorganize its operational structure, formulate new doctrine, undertake new force design, 

and evolve training. It implies that the capacity for innovation has an indirect impact on the 

four tangible vectors of jointness, and thus, its measure can be assessed indirectly through 

the scale of jointness. The assessment can help in identifying which of the three dominant 

perspectives of military innovation prevail – neorealist, societal and organisational (and 

within it the institutionalist or professionalist schools).41 

 

Indian Story 
The current state of jointness in Indian military can easily be grasped by plotting the current 

state of cooperation in the four tangible domains. Operationally, organisationally and 

doctrinally we are in the quasi joint band – just above the threshold of being a non-joint 

force. The establishment of HQ Integrated Defence Staff (IDS) and the Andaman and 

Nicobar Command post Kargil War reflected optimistic progress but soon a stasis was 

arrived at. In the sphere of training and education also we have made some progress. 

Establishment of integrated training institutions like NDA and joint-services military education 

institutions like Defence Services Staff College (DSSC), College of Defence Management 

(CDM) and National Defence College (NDC), reflect a visionary approach towards jointness. 

But their further growth has been stymied due to bias towards ‘single service – single 

domain’ curriculum which restricts progressive shift towards jointness. 

 

It is the creation of the post of the Chief of Defence Staff (CDS) and the newly created 

Department of Military Affairs (DMA) along with establishment of new joint/ unified 

organisations like Defence Cyber Agency, Armed Forces Special Operations Division and 

Defence Space Agency, that has now given impetus to the quest for achieving ‘purpleness’. 

The CDS and the DMA are foreseen to enhance the strategic military effectiveness of the 
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Indian Military through strengthening the civil-military relations and addressing the problem 

of jointness within the military through directing the defence reform process in the four 

tangible areas of jointness as identified in this paper. This in turn will ensure achievement of 

optimum operational and tactical effectiveness.  

 

Taken as a whole, the current state of stasis in the Indian military vis-à-vis jointness 

characterized by inadequate internal conversion capability is the prime case of sub-optimal 

military effectiveness at strategic and operational levels of military activity. While the external 

dimension of military effectiveness also has an equal contribution to this sub-optimum state, 

as professionals it is important to first set our own house in order internally. However, there 

is optimism that through the creation of the CDS and DMA, there is a serious push by the 

polity and military to usher in defence reforms to address the inadequacies.  

 

SECTION V: CONCLUSION 
 

In spite of constant advances in technology and methods of warfighting, combat remains a 

contest between two independent forces having free wills, which means it is dynamic and its 

outcome unpredictable. Therein synchronization and coordination of forces and effects has 

been the constant endeavour of all military commanders in order to maximize the combat 

potential of forces at their disposal to achieve military objectives. 

 

Further, the nature of inter and intra state contestations is also changing rapidly with the 

emergence of virtual or non-contact domains. In an interlinked geo-economic environment, 

there has been a marked decline in the use of force to attain political objectives due to fear 

of second and third order effects. Therefore, these new domains have emerged as the new 

battlefields in which contests are taking place exclusively or in a hybrid manner where 

physical force is just one component. Axiomatically this demands that the militaries need to 

be agile and in synch with the other components of the national power to be effective in 

responding to the new challenges or in pursuit of national interests. Both the above facets 

thus demand military effectiveness which can be achieved internally through jointness. 

 

This paper thus, had two fold aims – first was to identify those tangible subsets of military 

effectiveness which can be the focus of reforms; and secondly, in keeping with the direction 

of Jackson, to spur further development of theories of jointness or unitary military activities 

for development of focused solutions. This paper does not attempt to proffer a ‘perfect 

solution’ to achieve military effectiveness, being a utopian idea given the number of 
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imponderables and intangibles involved, but it is an attempt to give direction to the defence 

reforms process.   

 

An important adjunct to the aforesaid iteration is that the most effective reform initiatives are 

those that build broad support/ consensus, address organisational alignments and individual 

incentives, and are driven by continuous engagement by senior officials. 42Therefore, to 

usher in cooperation, it is de rigueur that social acceptability towards reforms is first 

established amongst all the constituents. This will drive the reforms process which will 

fructify with passage of time and gaining of experience. Thusly, the panacea for becoming 

purple starts with the social domain, an intangible aspect of jointness, and must not be lost 

sight of by the reformers.  

 

Lastly, reforms, if, driven by independent factors of cost-cutting or resource optimisation, or 

when not internally driven (through consensus), or without holistic examination of the 

problems and their likely solutions (internal and external), are likely to result in dysfunctional 

solutions having a detrimental impact on military performance which would be contrary to the 

objectives of such reforms. An apt example of such an effort gone wrong was the unification 

of Canadian Armed Forces in 1968 (actually attempted integration) which was driven purely 

by the motive of cost-cutting and reducing inter-services rivalry. Resultantly the reforms 

process did not achieve the desired objective. 
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