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All the branches of the Indian armed forces have releas€d their 'official'

doctrines. Some of these do<trines are in the Process of being modified or re'

written. Neverthelest there remains considerable doubt about what a 'doctrine'

is and how it is different hom othel very closely related concePts such as

'strategy' and '8rand strategy'. This e8say outlines some of thes€ distinctions.

A eonrmon mispercePtion needs to be set aside first. No organised military force

can exist without a do61rine, as I exPlain later. No organised military
Therefore, one can understand a doctrine ,
even if the doctrine is not officially utt- 1ore.can 

exlst wltnout a

down. For example, Indian Army o*..rr, doctrine'

especially those engaged in counter-insurgency oPerations or tho6e who have had

such expedence, routinely comPlain that India has no counter-in6urgmcy doctrine,

meaning that there is no written docttine Though the army now has a wdtten

counter-insurgency doctrine, that comPlaint was not valid even during the Period

before it was writtm, becaus€ the army has had a r€asonably stable couflter-

iisurgency doctrine fol decades. The lndian Army's view of guerrilla wal can be

gleaned from the writings of military officers in professional ,oumals Pubtished by

vadous arms of the lndian military, from autobiograPhi$ and memoirs of army

officers, and from unit histories. In a Previous 6say, I have examined army traininS,

the debates about appropriate doctrine, and the weaPons sought by the army to

understand its doctrine, Particularly with relerence to counter-insurgency war.'

Dr. R.l.h R.i.sopd.n t Asitr.d Prcl69r at la*aha.Ll Nehru Univditv, New D.lhi.
1. Rii6h Rahsopala", " 'R6torina Norulcy': IlE Evoluti@ of the lndim Amy't Comtelicu8etuv

Doctrhe," Sru/l Wrd and l"s!t3er.ics, 111, Sprint 2000, PP. 'fi{6.
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Training provides an oPerationalised view of rlilitary doctrine lt rePresents the

army's institutionalised view of war and the method for Prosecuting it'

Examining debates within the mititary is important because these would reveal

diffelences as well as conformity in the army's view of war' More imPortantly'

these would reveal how important Particular missions were-_for example' a

dearth of articles on counter-insurgency, but a wealth of essays on armoured

combat reveal imPortant details about the military's PersPective on future wal'

Thus, though writing down a doctrine is useful, to suggest that a doctrine exists

only if it is written down is fallacious.

In addition, doctrine writing has

become something of a fasluon. This raises

issues about whether such popular ard

political doctrine writing corresponds to

both what the organisation's actual

doctrine is, and where it should go.

Without prejudging the veracity of written

doctrines, this suggests the need for

Training provides an

operationalised view of
military doctrine. It
represents the arm/s
institutionalised Yiew of
war and the method for
prosecuting it.

caution in taking wriften doctrines at face value such documents always need

to be comparcd with other elements, such as traininS, to make a iudgment

about what the dochine actually is.

ln the fotlowing sections, I look at some of these basic definitional issues'

using both military history and other academic writings on the subject l focus

on how doatrine has been concePfualised by sahola6 and military histodans'

and the importance o{ drawing some distinctions between them Subs€quently'

I briefly took at whether such distinctions are imPortant when examining

nuclear weapons.

PROBLEMS OT DEFINITION: MILITARY STRATEGY AND DOCTRINE

Studying military doctrine is imPortant, but it also requLes that the term first be

defined proper\. Previous studies have defined military doctrine such that it

also included elements of military strategy. The confusion is compounded

because different military organisations have dilferent ways of defining military
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doctrine, and some include elements that point towards strategy. Nevertheless,

military doctdne needs to be defined so that it is distinct from military strategy.

I use previous studies of military doctrinq which do not set apart these concepts

clearly, to illustrate the drawbacks that result from mixing these concepts.

I define military doctrine as DaIe Smith does, as a set of views on war and the

principles conceming its conduct that are adopted by the military leadership,

taught in military academies and which provide the basis ffi war plans.'

Therefore, military doctdnes represent beliefs about the kind of war the mititary

expects to fight and the accepted wisdom about the best method lor fighting it.

Both the expectations of future war as well Military doctrines
as the prescription for prosecuting it will be represent beliefs about
evident in the preparations the mililarv
makes during peace-hme. This includes the tn:.I'"o o* *".t tn".. 

. .militarv €xDects to fisht
weapons the rlrrlrtary beueves are necessary

to tight the war and the manner in which it and the accePted wisdom

trains its soldiers to use these weapons. about the best method for
An example of a military doctrine is the fighting it.

French concept of the "methodical battle"

which was employed in various French Army field service regulations in the

inter-war years. Though the doctrine's roots can be traced to earlier periods,

the doctrine was stressed in the inter-War yea$ partly as a consequence of the

French belief in the dominance of firepower in any future war, as well as their
lack of confidence in short-teim conscript troops, which they sought to

alleviate by detailed preparation and simplified operations. The doctrine

formed the basis of various French war plans during this pedod.' Another

example of a military dochine is what Andrew Krepinevich refers to as the

"Army Concept" of the United States Army, which defined convmtional,
medium intensity war as the most likely type of war that the United States

D.LO. SmitL US Mi,,t ry&rriu (N€wYdk Due[ SIls d Pd€,1955). Soealso,Julietidd,Mil,ary
71@r!: C c.pt, Stnduo Ptoblm (Nry York Sr. I,lanin's Pts, 1983), p. 306, Allan R MiI€i, WilliM
Muay and (l1mth H. Watm , "Th€ Efiedivffi of Mnibry O,aeizanorc, lnttutiontl Saunq , 1l: 1,

Slmq 1985, pp. 37'71. .
Roben Albn Doughiy, Tr. Sdaii I Point: S.drn rnn tu F41l ol Ftu@, ,9,40 (ttdddi ArdM B@&s, 1990), pp.
27-9.
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would fight, and prescribed methods for fiShting such a war.{ KrePinevich

blames this 'concept' for leading the US to fiSht the Vietnam as a conventional

war. The current US imbroglio in Iraq sug8ests that the US Army still adheres

to this "Army Concept."'.
It is important to keep in mind that the comprehensiveness of military

doctrines variesr some might only provide general Suidelines for aombat

behaviour, while others might prescribe specific methodology. Most military

doctdnes are not as detailed as the French doctdne was during the inter-War

years.6 &rman military dockines during the inter-War years provide a Sood
contrast to the comprehensiveness of Frmch military doctrines. German doctrine

expected field commanders to understand and accomPlish the mititary

obiectives givm to them on the basis of the broad guidelines set out in the

dochine. The German AImy saw war as being unamenable to gtrict schedules

and rigid plans and expected initiative from their well-trained cohmanders and

troops.' German doctrine probably represents the oppoEite extreme from the

French in comprehensiveness, while mo6t other doctrines fall somewhele

between these two.

DIFFERENTIATING MTLITARY STRATEGY FROM MILIIARY DOCTRINE

It is also important to separate military doctrine ftom military strat y. Military

strategy specifies how a particula! objeative is to be reached and is conditioned by

various mvironmental factors that include, but are nol limid to, the balance of
opposing forces, the capabilities of the resPective commanders, and geograPhy '
,r. Andrry F. Krepinwich 1.. , The An! ond Vietna lBarnno..: ftE lohns HoPkins Univ€Biiy Pres, 1936),

5. Ol oue, US Amy ofii..E would arSue that tlP Prcbld ir Vi€ltum was ihat the US did not liBht the war
lilea@v6rionlwd. nE besl su.h argeni is in Harry C. SumreB, On Slr,41: A Cntuol Arulrsi. of
lr. Yi.re, Wdr (Novato: Pr6idio 1982).

5. On $e detail€d Mturc dd the infldjbiliry oI th€ French ddhie, k Robert Alla DouSnty, Tt s..ds ol
Di*td:'fh. D*top@t 4 Etdch Amy D@tin , 1919-1939 (ttddm: AEhon Bmk, 1985), PP. rG1l.

7. Oou8hry. n. 3. pp. 1G r2i Jah6 S Corum. rll, RM' or Bl'rztri?8' Ho6 tu4 t4.H dntl Cmn Mtlr"tu Wa
(trwre. U vs,ty of Ke P63, l@2l,Pp. nv \\

3. Military strarEgy ca iEel, be Iutnd di d€d, as Luttwak de, into th. ov€r.I, or th€atre lw€l o, shalegy,
and tha ope6h6tul h!.1, whi.n de.l5 $,th a sp€d,^ s@8r.phr.l sub-rl of lhe overall !Ea!eay. S.e Ld w.rd
N. Luttw.l. \rer*! ltuWEdwo.dndP.@tLsbndBeMA Tlr B€ltMp lB.1a8 . ViU.t.laln ).
ar* rure a simitai"armctin iir -Mil,taD Efl(riveffiq.': Trn' dstnchn b(i Fn $eatE ld.l qd.t gv dd
dr 6p"6tiotul lev.l of slEleg} mrsnt be impod r il the dePod€nt vdndble it milil.ry srr.Fgv For my
purpi*. rr b morc mportanllo note lh. d i.tifrfion b€twen mih,ry eE,refl sd mht ry dctnne Se alro
Lider, r 2, spEially, chapt{ s.
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Military strategy,

dependent as it is on the

specifics of the military
problem, could change to
accommodate changes in

World War I era. similarly, lndian military strategy for the assault on East

Pakistan in 1971 was totally different from its haditional attrition strategy, and it
was adopted during the six months pior to the war in resPons€ to the conditions

in the East Pakistan theatre. In this case, what changed was not Indian doctrine,

Military strategy, dependent as it is on the

specifics of the military problem, could

change to accommodate changes in the

environment. Thus, German military
strategy fo! the invasion of F&nce in l9i[0

changed dramatically during the six

months preceding the invasion, as several

Cerman military and polihcal leaders came

to the conclusion that an offensive tfuough

the Ardeirnes offered greater chance of

success than the prcvious strategy which

emphasised an offensive through Belgium,

similar to the Schlieffen Plan of the P!e-

but lather Indian strategy about how to
employ force, and it changed Primarily
becaus€ of the particularities of the theahe

of war, and the flow of battle.

Mititary doctrine is less flexible. Though

changes in the environment can illustrate

the need for change in an existing doctrine,

the cumbersomeness of the process can

discourage such change, Changing a

doctrine involves aaquiring new tools,

the environment. Thus,
German military strategl
for the invasion of France in
19110 changed dramatically
during the six months
preceding the invasion.

Indian military shategy for
the assault on East Pakistan

in 1971 was totally different
from its traditional attrition
shategy, and it was

adopted during the six

months prior to the war in
response to the conditions
in the East Pakistan theatre.

leaming new skills and sometimes new

attitudes. Mole importantly, in times of uncertainty and danS€r, making such

fundamental changes can be risky. Barry Posm Points out that the Russians were

in the midst of just such a change whm Germany attacked in 1941, with

disastrous consequences for the Russians. On the other hand, the Fiench, though
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recognising the need for changing their docfrine, nevertheless refused to make

the necessary changes because they did not want to be caught by a German

invasion before such changes could be comPleted.' Though doctrinal changes

have been known to take place even during war, this is unusual. Doctrinal

changes should be expected to take place when the threat of war is low.

This definition of military doctrine is different and considenbly narrower

than other recmt definitions. Posen, and more recmtly, Elizabeth Kier, both

define mititary doctrine in a maruler that also includes elements of military

stategy. Posen defines military dockine as a sub6et of grand strategy. In his

definition, fand shategy is the "political-military, m€ans-ends chain, a state's

theory about how best it can 'cause' security for itselt" while military doctrine

deals with the military part of this means-

ends chain, specifying what military tools

are to be used and the method for using

them.'o Excluding tactics from his

definition, he suggests that military
doctrine deals with "how battles are

fought."" His characterisali,on of Blitzkrieg,

which was a sp€cific military shategy, as a

military doctrine, provides further

Though doctrinal changes

have been known to take
place even during war, this
is unusual. Doctrinal
changes should be expected

to take place when the
threat of war is low.

indication of his inclusion of strategy in the definition of military doctdne." His

conclusion that balance of power better explains the military behavioul of

Britain, Franae, and Germany between the World Wais, aPPlies more to military

strategy than to doctrine.l3

9. B&r Pwv'lh.5 tG oJ Milittry Dttti@: Ftunu, Bn/Iin .tul G@n! B.tMn thc ltlo d tqad (t|J]'^c.:

C{reI Utuversry Pls, 19Al), pp. 3G31.
10. Ibid., p. 13-

11. Ibid., p. 245, IoEDte 3.

12.lbid., p. 14 and psim. LuttwaL M€arslEitur and orh6.hdacteri* ,,rirln8 a(ruardy ae a nilitary
shateSy EIIE thd d . miXt ry detrine, Luttw.l, n. & P. 91; Jolh Me$hei@, Cdmt,i,a/ &tl,'@
0tlE@r CoheU Univ6rty Pffi, 1983), pp. 3'43. S€ also Doughty, n. 3, PP. 19-26 ad 32'324. Both

MeBh.i@ md Doughty d6dy dbli$lsh tEtwm C*IrM 6ilit ry deeire ed Gel16 militaiy

13,This is not lo 3utg6i rhar balane of Power.oGiderations wiU tut erylain mil .ry dqtnres. Indeed, it
mighl- The poinl is thal sine Pos le(es moslly on military 3b.te8y r.ther than d(tritu, we .,mot
draw m.ny on lusioro about the sour..s oi nilitary ddtnn6.
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Similarly, Kier includes components of strategy in her definition of military

doctrine. Like Posen, Kier defines military doctrine as something ktween tactics

and strategy, but unlike Po6€n, she includes "the oPerational" level, which she

borrows from Luttwak, in her definition.'' Though she explicitly states that

doctrine is not the same as strategy, by including the operational level in her

definitron, she mixes strategy in her definition of doctrine. Still, Kier is somewhat

more accurate in identifying French mititary doctrine, as indicated by her

attention to the French thinking on the defensive use of tanls, on the imPoitance

of fircpower in futue battles, and on the French concePt of "methodical baftle."'5

On the other hand, she also reverts to exPlaining Frenah military shategy at

various times, for example, whm she discusses Frmch war Plans." l{hen she

does write about sEategy, her definition of strategy is similar to Posen's, and

re(eN to grand strategy, the meshing of politicat goals and political-military

means, rather than just military strategy. Thus, the three-fold distinction that Kier

makes is the same as that of Pos€n, between grand strategy, military doctrine and

tactics, with military strategy included in the definition of military doctrine."

THE PROBLEMS OF DEFINmONS: METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

Defining military doctrine so broadly as to also include military strategy teads to

more than just s€mantic confusion. It is methodologically unsound and

complicates theory testing. When Posen and Kier write about military doctrine as

the dependent variable, they are talking about two different variables, military

dochine and military strategy. These could have different, lndependent causes.

For example, the French Army doctrine's emphasis on fuepower aPPea$ to be a

14. Elzbeth Xid,'ch.n*6,rcmvmtird Mnitary Dcrriffi: The Cultut l Rots oI Do.LiMl Ch.ng." (llLD.
dis., CotuI Univ€sily, 192), qr. Luttw.l, n. 8, P.91. Kid.PFa6 to hav€ mismd6lood Luttwak.

LuttwalusitErem "operanoMl" only ioindicatedel4el ofstrat€ay Lutteal 3s tlE opaational l@el

oa st at 6y (s p, 91) 6 being b.rwm the r.ctical level oi skat€8y (s ctuPter 5, eP€iany P 84) dd the

th.atie l€vel o, shategy (* P. 1r3). His intentio in usinS this leoinol%y is .ldr who he wnte3 abour

distinguGhing aIMg th. v.riN lw€ls: -The bo6d.ry of what b 'oPer.rimal' ir nethodt otoint
odmnd,6d action is €vidmt in y Eal-lile<e, ea ilvery difi@lt io d€mralE in the abskact... theF
i! N ned 60r my a$ rary deffnition: we ned only lllrws theEhr.l srr iifi.atim of skabeSy in dy dva
eptode ro tnsp what is operatidal dd whlt @ b€tw md above." (P. 91) EnPha3C added.

15. Kier, Ibid., pp.11er15.
16. [id., pp. 127-131.

u. (i€r also imludG pllfumdt de.isims as th€ operationalied .Lmmt ol mnitary dehirE. Ibid., PP 9@7

101 /{IR POWER lo!,inal Vol.3 No.3 MONSOON 2m6 ouly-SePtembe,



DOCTRTNE, STRATECY AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS

reflection of the experimce of World War l,
whereas the French strategy can probably be

explained better by reference to balance of

Power considerations. .If the same

independent variable explained both
militaiy strategy and doctrinq or if there

was a close co espondence between

military strdtegy and do(trine. this

Military strategy and
military doctrine are

determined by different
factors. Thus, each can

change without
corresponding changes in
the other variable.

distinction would not be methodologically problematic. If changes in military
doctrine were reflected by changes in military strategy and vice.versa, the above
distinction would be unimportant. However, no such coEespondence exists.

Military strategy and military doctrine are deterrnined by different factors- Thus,
each can change without coresponding clDnges in the other variable. Military
strategy gmerally changes much rnore rapidly than militar.y doctrine, in response

to changing environmental conditions.

German shategy prior to the invasion of France in May 1940 illustrates lhis
clearly. As Germany invaded Poland, it adopted a defunsive strategy towards
France in the west. Afler the defeat of Poland, Germany adopted an offensive
skategy toward France. Additionally, Germany had not one but at least two
different strategies for the invasion of Fmnce. The various drafts of the originat
strategy for the war against France caled Ptan Yellow, sought a massive attack by
the northem wing of the German Army (Army Group B) through Belgium, with the

soutllem wing (Army Group A) covering its eastem flank. When it becarne clear

that this plan would not give Cermany the rapid and decisive victory that Hitler
wanted, Germany changed its invasion stlategy. The new plan shiJted the main
attack from Army Group B to Army Group A, which would attack through the
Ardenhes to envelop the French and British forces from the so1rth." These dramatic
changes in C,erman strategy were accompanied by no changes in German militar.y

doctrines as such. All tfu€e major changes in Ceman strategy - from a defensive

sEategy/ to an invasion through Belgilrm, and finally, to an attack through the

Ardennes - were based on the same, existing German military doctdne. If doctrine

18. DouSnty, n. 3, pp- 19-26; Po5, n. 9, pp, 8@.
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is defined to include stmtegy, the only conclusion that can be rcached is that

German doctrine changed thrice in six months. Delining doctrine as distinct from

strategy enables us to see these changes for what they were, as changes of strategJ,

all based on an enduring dochine that sEessed mobde, combined ams operations,

initiative in batdq and inaltration tactics to avoid defensive strong points.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MILITARY STRATEGY AND DOCTRINE
This does not mean that military doctrine and military strategy are unrelated.

They are closely related and indeed this close relationship partly explains the

confusion in definition. Ideally, military doctrine should support military shategy

and military strategy should corespond to the capabilities of the doctrine. When

strategies are adopted that are unsupported Though military doctrines
by doctrines or when existing doctrines force can increase or decrease
the militarv to applv unsuitable sh"teg,6 the options for military
military forces are likely to face difficultiesm
accomptishingtheirmission. strategy'militarydoctrine

Military doctrines can enable different does not deter:rrine

military strategies. By the same token, military shategy.

military doctrines can also disable military strategies. German military doctdne

of the inter-War years, with its emphasis on flexibility and battlefield initiative,

permifted widely varying strategies to be adopted, as conditions and military
objectives changed. It enabled viable defensive, offensive and even counter-

insurgency strategies to be adopted." French military doctrines of the same

period permifted French military leaders fewer options in strategy.

It should be noted that though military doctrine can increase or detrease ihe

options for military strategy, military doctrine does not detemine military
strategy. For example, the French military doctrine reduced *Ie options for Frmch
military strategy, but did not actually determine the strategy that France

19, On rhe delensive !* oi C.llm d&hine, e Robert Citim's di$6sion oI the u* ol Gman dctrine to m€et
nE Pe&ived thEat fron Poland in the 1920s in Robe.l M, Citim, th. Eelutin ol BtiEknA: Cmnr D+nds
Lsll At"inst Pol,nd, 1918-1933 (Nry York Cl€mwed Pr6s, Cmtributim in Mnftary Srudi6, m. 61, 1987).
Se also Cotut\ n. Z pp. 18174. I diegE with Citino's E oI rhe oftePt dd.trim, Id lMy of the ras@
st t€d 6.lid, but C@m ie noe arctuI, On th€ us o, Cf,man dGEift for .out€r-irou.Em.y Ptrpos,
re Otto Heilbrm, Prriv, wdl,E (Ney Ydk Fredenck A. Pra€as Publishe6, 1%2).
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eventually adoPted. Just as German military stlategy changed in the Pe od before

the War, French strategy also evolved. The original French sbategy Planned a

defence along the river Es.aut (Plan E), but this changed to holding tlle line at the

river Dyle (Plan D), which was also Siven uP in favout of an advance into southem

Hotland, the so-called Breda variant of Plan D. The rigidity of the French military

doctrine did not determine a riSid French military strategy; France had more than

one viable military strategy to choo6e ftom. Clearly, therefore, military do'trine

does not detemine military shategy Why one shategy was chosen over another

would be difficult to exPlain on the basjs of military do.trhe alone lt might be

possible to explain, on the basis of existing military docEines, whether offensive

strategies oI defensive strategi€s *ill b" Th" Lrft."affe,s strategy

l1;'#;'*,m'ff::."*':H::: or.to1u1s rtlal"'llo
Military doctrines, even if not useful in submission was poorly

explaining or predicting specific military served by a doctrine that-

strategies, can still be useful in exPlaining had all along emphasised

why military forces sometimes adoPt medium-nnge close air
apparently inapProPriate strategies, or support of fast-moving
why they fail in their mission even when assault columns rather
their strategy apPears apProPriate Fot than strategic
example, in the Battle of Britain. victory 

bombardm-ent.
and defeat was determined to a larger --- -

extent by the approPriateness of the doctrine that underlay the Bdtish and

German air doctrines rather than by the suPerio! quality of British equiPment

or superiority in numbers. The Royal Air Force's (RAF'S) doctrine stressed air

defence, and it suPPorted a strategy that aimed Pragmatically at defending

British skies. The Potential of the RAF'S doctdne and the requirements of its

strategy btended together to Produce victoly On the other hand' the

Luftwaffe's strategy of bombing Britain into submission was Poorly served

by a doctrine that had all along emphasised medium-range close air suPPort

of fast-moving assault columns rather than strategic bombardment ?0 In this

20. PGq, n.9, PP 9t99.
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case, the failure of the Lultwaffe can be traced in Iarge measure to the
inappropdate doctrinal basis of the Luftwaffe's strategy in the Battle of
Britain. Thus, doctrine can timit the effectiveness of strategy, even if the

strategy itself is appropriate. .

On the other hand, doctrines can sometimes also lead to the adoption of
inappropriate strategies. Counter-insurgency strategies of conventional amies
are good examples of this. Conventional armies fighting counter-insurgmcy wars

tend to adopt strategies that fit their doctrinal possibilities rather than the

requirements of counter-insurgency. The US Army in Vietnam, for example,

insisted on applying strategies that fit army doctrines but were unsuitable for the

needs of the Vieham War, rather than change doatrines to fit the needs of the war
they were actually fighting. Similarly, in Sri Lanka, the lndian Army used

strategies that fit existing doctrines but were unsuitable for the task of dealing

with the Tamil insurgents. tndeed, lndian counter-insurgmcy doctrine, while one

of the most innovative in the world in many ways, is deeply conditioned by the

po6itional-war bias of the tndian Army, which sees future war as yet another

conventional slogging match with Pakistan----or, less likely, China-and prepares

for just such a war.

The different causes and consequences of military strategy and military
doctrine require that thes€ two concepts be examined separately. We can also

examine military weapons appropriations to gain some idea about the thinling
behind particular doctrinal ideas. But arms appropriations as a way of
deducing doctrine is a method that needs to be handled carefully. In looking at

military appropriations, one should examine the kinds of weapons the army
sought, rather than the weapons the army actually acquired. Kier argues that
weapons acquisitions, as a political process, reveal the political elite's
understanding and acceptance of military doctrine and should, therefore, be

included in studying doctrines." I disagree, for two reasons. As Kier points out,

the acquisition of military equipment can be the result of a number of factors,

many unrelated to military doatrine.l'? In the Indian case, the logic of military

21.Kier, n. 14, pp. 9&97.
22.Ibd.
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arms acquisition is somewhat mystifying, The focus in such
and many times has been ufi:elated to questions needs to be on
military demands or needs. Two *ell what the military sought
known cases in the lndian Air Force reveal 

rather than what it
this problem. For more than tfuee decades,

the tndian Air Force has been seeking an actually acquired' slnce

advanced jet trainer w hout "r.""""", 
fti" i" 

^ore 
likely to give

be.ause of inadequate civilian attention.' an indication of the

On the other hand, the tndian AL Force did militaq/s perspective of
acquire two squadrons of Mirage 2000s futur€ war.
fighter jets in the early 1980s as a

consequence of a political decision rather than a mititary requirement.' These

instances reveal that, at teast in the Indian case, alms acquisition tells us litde

about the mfitary organisation's PersPectives and Pleferences Therefore, the

focus in such questions needs to be on what the mititary sought Ether than

what it actually acquired, since this is more likely to give an indicahon of the

military's p€rspective of future war.

Secondly, as I have argued earlier, Kier inctudes military stategy in her

definition of doctrine. Strategy is partly determined by the political needs of the

state and, thus, requires political accePtance. My definition of doctrine exPlicidy

excludes military sbategy and so does not require political accePtance oI the

military's perspective about future war.

DOCTRINE STRATEGY AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS

The cotrfusion about the terminotogy is easity evident when dealing with

Indian and Pakistani nuclear weaPons and Policy.a ln lndia and Pakistan,

and among scholars looking at these issues, 'doctrine' is more in vogue than

'strategy'. There is rarely any discussion of tndian or Pakistani nuclear

23. "Abodina A Tateotr " S!,r'ry, l,uIy t*2s, 1992" W- 1+15

2r. ,mld !, Ellin .d W. Ade &r.zl "Ih€ tdcP.lBi.ni Militty 8.1,re," ,4si/- slttry, 
' 

Mav l ,

p.W.
25.-For a sihils splo6tim of de .L6niiinal i$e m nu<kar we.F.s, s Rah M.M, -Nql€6i DddE

' sqrth asia" ; P.R cnan, Sin r cupia dtd AtPit R ii! ed!., Nr,ar St&tl,rv i, s,!6t -4r'n Ns D.lhi:
Xmad Adms Fud.fd/lrsdrute of Pere and Cdrlir 9udi6/Marun t 203)
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strategy. Unfortunately, what is generally charactedsed as either the Indian
or Pakistani nuclear 'doctrine' also contains elements of strategy. Whether it
is the Indian doctrine, or various Pakistani semi-official pronouncements and
expert opinions, they all irclude some statements about when India or
Pakistan might resort to nucleat weapons. 'When' nuclear weapons might be

employed is, of course, in the realm of strategy, but it remains incomplete
without a statement of 'how' nuclear weapons might be employed. The
Indian government, for example, will use nuclear weapons only in
retaliation, i.e. after it has already been attacked with nuclear weapons. There
has been little debate about how the retaliation might take effect. lndeed, the
National Security Advisory Board's (NSAB'S) 'draft' tndian nuclear doctdne
leaves questions of strategy out, stating simply that these will flow from the
basic framework set out in the draft
doctrine. The subsequent'official'
statement ofJanuary 3,2003, also includes
within it elements of both strategy and

doctrine." In addition to asserting that
India will use nuclear weapons only in
retaliation, and that it will not target non-
nuclear countries (both variants of the
'when' question), the statement also

makes assertions about the 'how'
question, stating, for example, that the

The National Security

retatiation will be massive. Of course, this statement did not carry the

impdmatur of'doatrine'or'strategy'. Nevertheless, this is taken as the

official Indian nuclear 'doctdne' rather than 'strategy', though the
first set of elements clearly can be seen as examples of strategy. The
same is true of Pakistan's nuclear 'do{trine'. Again, most of these deal with
the when question: for example, the endless discussion about Pakistan's

red-lines.

25.Pri@ Minnbr's Ofne, "C.btEr Committee d S<uity Revirys Prog6 in Opdarion lizing Indn!
N!.ld Do.hine," Jmua.y 4 2m3, at htF://pib-!i..in/arhiw€/lEl€nS/lyr2m3/4an2oB/tXo120o3/
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Advisory Board's (NSAB)

'draft' Indian nuclear
doctrine leaves questions
of strategy out, slating
simply that these will
flow from the basic
framelrrork set out in the
draft doctrine.
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CONCLUSION
'Doctrine' has become a shorthand for all manner of policy statements from the

armed forces and the political leadership. But misusing the concept in such ways

carries with it a practic4 danter. It is liable to create an impression of thought
and preparedness for a future w:u where none might exist. Without clearty

mderstanding what these concepts might mean, there is a likelihood that we will
also talk past each other because the word mearu different things to diffuient
p€ople. Thus, the time has come not just to discuss dilferent doctrines and their

effectiveness, but also to discuss what the concepts meim.
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