CIVIL - MILITARY RELATIONS
The last two weeks showed that civil-military relations had reached its lowest nadir in over two decades or so.  It is a sad commentary that the defence minister had to openly acknowledge this said state, especially at a time when India is being threatened by internal break down or we can say poor law and order situation and is externally under pressure from coercive diplomacy.


On the subject of security, theoreticians and scholars have historically paid far more attention to the causes that the actual conduct of war.  Hence, the lessons on organizations could not be assimilated.  Strategic literature is filled with analysis and debates about the requirements of force.


In modern world, defence forces have assumed the role to ‘deter the adversary and prevent conflict.  If however, the conflict does take place, then the force should be capable of terminating it at the earliest, with minimum cost and lives.


The Indian security parabellum today warrants defence forces function on four configurations. Low intensity conflict (surrogate war being raged by external power); conventional, nuclear and information warfare.  So far the subject of nuclear and information warfare is rather pedantic.  Other than few seminars, nuclear warfare and information warfare are not even referred in any training or other interactions.

More importantly, there is a need to understand the organizational structure and role each has to play in it.  Even primitive societies carried out detailed preparation to ensure their security.  The preparations fall under two categories viz external preparations, including making allies, securing flanks and resources not available with the country or state and internally which pertains to men and material.  The men have to be mastered, trained, disciplines, infused with spirit and intellectually prepared for fighting ahead.  Similarly, equipment must be produced stored distributed, maintained and in general prepared for use.  During much of history, either the war making societies were small to require a centralized war-making organization.  No more than fraction of resources could be mobilized.


All this changed first with industrial revolution and now with information revolution.


Today, a nation for its security needs to control communication, means of production and resources not only within the country, or in its immediate vicinity but globally.  Hence, to control one’s destiny there is a need to restructure our security organization.  Napoleon was the first to create an organization which to date is being followed by most of the nations.  However, Napoleon was defeated by a sea power, England.  England was able to master resources from around the world.  For over five centuries now the sea powers have dominated the scene.  Spanish, Dutch, British and now United States all were successful in their fight for supremacy as they controlled sea lanes.  The last to lose the battle of supremacy was Russia.  United States was naval power and Russia was a continental power.  The second, major fact that tilted the balance against Russia was availability of information.  The United States could confront Russia with evidence.


Although the majority may feel that the present organization may appear to be good as it has stood the stead of time over four major conventional wars since 1947, however, low intensity conflict, information and nuclear conflict need a change.

The present structure was inherited from British.  However, due to Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru’s suspicion, the defence structure was broken.  The ministry of defence assumed full responsibility for the enunciation of the defence policy and administration of her armed forces.  So great was the suspicion that one of the most cumbersome, costly friction borne system was established.  In the new ministry of defence there was no place for service personnel.  Only civil – bureaucrats ruled to roost.  The hurdles that such an organization has created have been regularly appearing in the press.


It is not eh aim to create or recollect all the incidents, but needless to say, political decisions affecting national security were taken in isolation.  The force responsible for security of the nation was not involved in the decision making progress.  This however, is contrary to the science of organizations, which stipulates that to be effective, the supreme controlling authority and the operating units should have minimum or at the maximum of one intermediary.


The direct control has assumed an even great relevance due to the availability and deployment of weapons of mass destruction.  The extreme consequences of use of weapons of mass destruction would make decision process slow as the Cabinet collectively seeks to retain tight control over the conflict. Besides the release process or procedures aside, certain decision that would have been made by military commanders would not be reserved for political authority; transition to successive phases would be delayed until approval is granted.


Engaging or striking of certain targets may not be permitted until political approval is granted, and many other aspects may have to be scrutinized by the Cabinet due to international abhorrence on the use of such weapons.


Low intensity conflicts do not have a military solution.  Military can contain or limit the impact of the conflict, but it is political masters who have to finally settle the dispute.  This calls for close co-ordination between political leaders and military leadership.


The modern management of conflict calls for aggressive diplomacy.  The leadership of the nation should clearly appreciate the impact of political and strategic linkages.  In the present set up the government just ignores the defence forces while dealing or negotiating with other countries during strategic dialogues.  South Africa was ignored by India after a strategic alliance was entered.  The ministry of defence took no follow up action, and Pakistan stepped in to provide training and other facilities to South African defence forces.


Consequences are there for all to see at NAM.  India’s lack of follow up is due to poor decision making and the lackadaisical attitude of the ministry of defence.  The important interests are left unattended.


Lastly, public opinion has to be taken into consideration.  The failures of executing decision of which they have never been a party are at the doorstep of the defence forces.  The intense public debate aroused by the divided leadership (case of nuclear tests and deployment of nuclear weapons, and desire to send separate delegations to China and South Africa) and political parties or the divided support would affect morale.  This is turn would affect the performance of defence forces.


Hence, there is a need to reorganize the four structures on the top of the chelons viz CCPA, MoD, service headquarters and executing commands, LIC, NBC or information warfare or to say any conflict including combating sanctions today is a mater of jointmanship.  The first requirement is intelligence in the chair of jointmanship.  In spite of the plethora of intelligence agencies, we are on the poorest as far as intelligence is concerned.


India should not forget her defeat for a seat in UN Security council, failure of intelligence in 1962 and 1965 (especially in Kutch) and many more such instances.  All intelligence agencies should be answerable to one person and he be answerable to only CCPA.


The second aspect is coordination of diplomacy with defence (security) needs.  The coordination in the past has been abysmal.  The lack of proper coordination led Mr Nehru to go to UN on Kashmir.  Mr Nehru was dictated by idealism as he had no military advice.  The second is India becoming a co=-sponsor with US for CTBT is General Assembly of the UN.  This total lack of coordination between diplomacy and security and absence  of institutions to analyse various options and their benefits has left India, high and dry.


The third is that service chiefs should be present during CCPA meetings on all security matters.  Pandit Nehru ignored the then chief of Army Staff an advice on Chinese forces.  The then chief of Army Staff advised the desirability of Army taking up positions along McMohan line.  Mr Nehru is reported to have said that it is not the business of the Army chief to advise the Prime Minister.  Only Mr Shastri showed pragmatism and acceded to professional military advice during indo-Pak war of 1965.  However, Mr Shastri did not take professional advice while signing the Tashkent agreement.


Lastly, the ministry of defence.  This elephant of an organization needs to be trimmed.  The service headquarters merged with officials from all fields working and advising the minister of defence must be answerable for all decision.  The defence minister should have a secretariat to advice him. The organization of commands also need careful security.


Conceding that CCPA is the apex body for national security, the problems is how bet to advice it.  The establishment of study of service chiefs by defence minister for restructuring the ministry of defence is a step in the right direction, provided follow up action is taken.  Today, professional military advice has become distant, dilute and filtered.  This should be rectified at the earliest.

