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Abstract
These maxims of war, as expressed in the form of military expeditions, were developed for a
very different time and very different conflicts than those we face in late 20th and 21st centuries.
They were appropriate for the time when they were conceived and practiced with focus only on
how to win a conventional battle without any serious consideration of the political, economic and
social aspects of the conflict. The defeat of the army and surrender of the capital usually led
directly to the surrender of the dynasty. There is need to review ‘them’ based on the lessons of
our past, compare them with present, and their applicability in the future battlefield. It is an
attempt to find some maxims of warfare from the select battles of pre-modern historic period in
India because these battles changed the historical dynasties and new ‘civilizations and culture’
came in contact with ‘matured Indian Civilization and Culture’, and hence gave birth to the
‘Hindustani Civilization and Culture’. The ultimate military purpose of battles in the past was the
destruction of the enemy’s armed forces and ‘will to fight’.
KEYWORDS: Jihad, Ghazi, Selection and Maintenance of Aim; Maintenance of Morale;
Offensive action; Surprise; Concentration of Force; Economy of Effort; Security; Flexibility;
Cooperation; Simplicity; Administration; and Intelligence; Tufangh, Tulughma,Araba.
Introduction: In one of the styles of keeping moral up of his tired soldiers during 5th year
of the Second World War, on 05th June 1944 before the Op Overlord, General George S. Patton
addressed his soldiers, “Sure, we want to go home. We want this war over with. The quickest
way to get it over with is to go get the bastards who started it. The quicker they are whipped, the
quicker we can go home. The shortest way home is through Berlin and Tokyo. And when we get
to Berlin, I am personally going to shoot that paper hanging son-of-a-bitch Hitler. Just like I'd
shoot a snake!"
“The art of war teaches us to rely not on the likelihood of the enemy's not coming, but on
our own readiness to receive him; not on the chance of his not attacking, but rather on the fact
that we have made our position unassailable”. - Sun Tzu
Since historical period, the nature of war has not changed but the character of war has.
The maxims of war were given to us by the past military experts based on their history and
experiences. These maxims as expressed in the form of military expeditions were developed for
a very different time and very different conflicts than those we face in late 20th and 21st centuries.
They were appropriate for the time when they were conceived and practiced. The assumption
seemed to be that if an army won enough battles, it must win the war. The maxims of war focus
only on how to win a conventional battle without any serious consideration of the political,
economic and social aspects of the conflict. The defeat of the army and surrender of the capital
usually led directly to the surrender of the dynasty. It is believed that “the Principles of war
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really evolved as Principles of Battles regardless of their label, whether they were referred to as
“truths, axioms, rules, laws, fundamentals, maxims or lessons.” There is need to review ‘them’
based on the lessons of our past, compare them with present, and their applicability in the future
battlefield. Bernard Brodie, as quoted by PK Malick, a prominent writer on strategic matters in
the second half of the 20th century, wrote, “although Clausewitz himself speaks loosely of certain
‘principles’ to be observed and followed, …… he specifically rejected the notion that there could
be any well-defined body of particular rules or principles that universally dictated one form of
behaviours rather than another …. It was not until the twentieth century that various army field
manuals would attempt to encapsulate centuries of experience and volumes of reflection into a
few tersely worded and usually numbered ‘Principles of war’. Clausewitz would have been
appalled at such attempts, and not surprised at some of the terrible blunders that have been made
in the name of these principles.”
It is an attempt to find some maxims of warfare from the select battles of pre-modern
historic period in India because these battles changed the historical dynasties and new
‘civilizations and culture’ came in contact with ‘matured Indian Civilization and Culture’, and
hence gave birth to the ‘Hindustani Civilization and Culture’[Islamic culture introduced by the
rulers of Delhi Sultanate, it matured during Mughal Period through its interaction with Indian
Culture (Hindu Civilization) and formed ‘Hindustani Civilization and Culture’]. Kautilya in his
book Arthashastra has clearly mentioned about the ‘reserve force and its importance’ during the
battle but, unfortunately, during the course of time, warlords did not practice military history and
also did not consider importance of reserve force and lost important battles – the battles changed
the course of history.
Maxims of war:
i)
Selection of Aim:The ultimate military purpose of battles in the past was the
destruction of the enemy’s armed forces and ‘will to fight’. Strategic, operational and
tactical objectives may be clearly identified as after these battles foreigners influenced
Indian Culture and Civilisation, new Culture and Civilisation interacted with Indian well
developed Culture and Civilisation and gave birth to new Culture and Civilisation and
also established the English rule because their political purpose has been determined and
defined by the their respective rules/governments for extreme economic exploitation for
industrial revolution in England. Selection of the aim starts at the political and strategic
levels. Hence, their military operation had a single, attainable and clearly defined aim
which remained the focus of the operations and towards which all efforts were directed.
Such properly guided military operations were well executed with proper selected aim
and there after maintained of it for their success.
ii)
Morale was always nurtured through good leadership, sound discipline, realistic
training, confidence in equipment and sense of purpose. It was a condition, attitude or
sense of spirit that was religiously maintained. Morale was perhaps nurtured in an army
during peace-time and was maintained and protected in battle/conflict. However, morale
cannot be a maxim of war that was applied to battle planning or conflict resolution.
Alexander got success in keeping his soldiers’ morale high even after long march with
continuous battles Macedonians were not only ready to fight another battle in the rain and
against elephants. Moral of Turks was very high under the leadership of Muhammad
Gauri even after number of defeats and sometime partial successes soldiers were ready to
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achieve surprise by defeating Rajputs in the battle of Tarain in the name of Islam (See
Appendix ‘B’). To keep moral high, Babur declaired himself Ghazi (slayer of infield)
and declaired Jihad (religious war against infields) and in the battle of Plassey the British
military leader kept morale of his army high in the name of taking revenge from the
Nawab of Bengal. It may be considered to be included in the principle of administration.
The Maintenance of morale has been fundamental duty of the military leader to keep
soldiers ready for battle at any given time, circumstances and terrain.
iii)
The purpose of an offensive action was to seize, retain and exploit and retaining
the initiative allows one army to impose its will on the enemy country, to make him react
to former’s actions. An offensive spirit must be inherent in the conduct of all defensive
operations; the defence must be active, not passive. Offensive action is more important in
small scale operations than in regular warfare in which large units operate and there is not
always room for uncoordinated local initiative. Retention and exploitation of the initiative
will allow one’s army to get inside the enemy’s decision cycle and disrupt his plans and
his ability to fight as a cohesive force. Macedonians, Turks, Mughals and the English
were offensive in their plan because defensive policy as suggested by Clausewitz (“We
must say that the defensive form of warfare is intrinsically stronger than the offensive.”)
would had been more fatal for these small groups against mighty standing army of native
rulers. Hence, offensive action became important to these small groups to maintain their
aim.
iv)
Surprise: Factors contributed to surprise included speed, effective intelligence,
deception, and application of unexpected combat design, security, use of terrain, time and
season that appears unfavourable, operational security, variation in tactics and methods of
operations and information superiority. Surprise was never the last step, rather, it was the
first; the aim was always and every time to strike the decisive blow. Surprise always
retained its importance in pre-modern conflicts. Surprise was achieved by the application
of the principles of seizing, exploiting and retaining the initiative (offensive action with
speed), cooperation, flexibility and security. It was shown in the battle of Hydaspes, the
battle of Tarain, the First Battle of Panipat and even in the battle of Plassey. In these
battles native army were without any reserve forces (The primary reason to kept forces in
reserve is to preserve combat power to be able to counter the unpredictable nature of the
enemy. And, as deception, also to attack on tired enemy during the war. It was used by
Macedonians in the battle of Hydaspes, Md Gauri in the battle of Tarian and Babur in the
battle of Panipat. Success in any one of these areas would likely be of little consequence,
but over the time, continued application of such pressure would likely result in successes
being achieved against multiple targets.) and foreigners always gave surprise at the last
moment by use of their reserve forces. Particularly when Macedonian cavalry, reserve
force, attacked on rear of Porus army and surrounded it, when horse mounted sharp
shooters (archers) and speed of Turkish cavalry changed the course of battle, when
Babur’s artillery mesmerised Ibrahim Lodi’s men and beasts and when improved
gunpowder became decisive in the battle of Plassey.
v)
Concentration of Forces implies the massing of the effects of all pertinent
capabilities, military and others: military assets, intelligence, Special Forces,
psychological war, and other means that could contribute to achieve the aim. However,
concentration of force was not always experienced in effectively employment of army. A
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carefully organised distribution of troops and firepower, accompanied by maneuvers and
a convincing deception plan, helped to balance invaders forces and confuse the native
forces. With the use of the information gathered about movement, weakness and strength
of enemy forces, information and truth in the battlefield, the military leaders’ accurately
allocated their available forces in arranged battle field to achieve a specific purpose.
Therefore concentration of force in the battlefield was felt by the army leaders during
pre-modern battles.
vi)
Economy of force involved risks, required intelligent strategic planning and
judgment by political and military leaders, and places a premium on the need for
flexibility of thought and suitable action. Is it reciprocation of concentration of force or
mass? It needs deliberation. Proper intelligence collected, all types of army, Special
Forces, infrastructure, etc. were effectively applied by foreign powers to achieve their
carefully selected aim. The information-based, as being adopted by modern military
thinkers and analysts as Revolution in Military Affairs (commonly known as RMA),
might have thought differently to evaluate and address a military leaders minimum
requirements to achieve the aim and also about the resources available. It is observed that
by this process straights in the pre-historical period had categorized the effects of sociopolitical systems, and systemically and optimally used available weapons to produce the
desired result with a minimum of destruction and casualties. Having achieved the desired
results by adopting Economy of Effort, military leaders in the pre-modern period
overcome local socio-politico-economic and religious issues and local uprising in the
form of guerrilla warfare and succeeded in influencing long-lasting impact on governance
and culture and civilization.
vii)
Security results from the measures taken by a command to protect itself from
surprise, interference, sabotage, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance threat.
Deception greatly enhances security. One of the most problematic uncertainties concerns
how much resources should be taken for direct attack and how much should be allocated
for securing the rear or the base Another aspect of security is the plan to conceal the
activities of forces so that the enemy does not discover them. The internal dimensions of
security include the protection of plans and intention – what is usually known as
operational security. Military leaders’ main concerned was about security (must be
balanced) with the need for activity.
viii) Flexibility is modification of the maxims of mobility or manoeuvre as generally
practiced by armies. It always increased the ability to react quickly to changing
situations, in order to rapidly shift points of efforts to react to unforeseen opportunities or
contingencies to achieve goal/aim. The battlefield always demanded the ability to rapidly
and efficiently deploy forces to the correct time and place. It is felt that flexibility as a
preferable maxim of war.
ix)
Cooperation provides coordination, but giving a single commander the required
authority unifies action. Here, unity of command means that a single commander directs
and coordinates the actions of all wings of army towards a common objective. There
were situations when military commander does not directly control all the elements of
army. In the absence of command authority, commanders of different wings of army
cooperated, negotiated and built consensus to achieve unity of effort.
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x)
Simplicityin the order to achieve certain aim was a good simple plan with concise
clear words which minimized the chances of confusion. Complication was an unfortunate
byproduct of the search for advantage. There is a need for a balance between complexity
and simplicity.
xi)
Effective and efficient logistics: Successful conduct of military operations always
ensured with effective and efficient logistics and sustainability. Here it included logistics.
A force in the field, no matter how well equipped or trained, was considered useless if not
sustained. In addition, it included such factors as the ability to endure and replace
casualties and the ability to replace and maintain stocks of expensive precision munitions.
xii)
Intelligence:Even small forces during pre-modern historical period achieved
significant victory and established empire by using intelligence based on reconnaissance
and information collected. Concentration of force and surprise was every time relied
upon the quality of intelligence that was available and properly scrutinized. Information
and intelligence on the enemy’s strength, transportation and even social structure,
institutions and political actors were also collected and used, analysed, disseminated and
exploited for maintenance of aim. Intelligence was a very important to achieve the
aim/surprise.
xiii) Knowledge about environment:Military offensives began with a big advantage in
local knowledge or knowledge of environment - understood the power relationships,
values and ideologies, attitudes, languages, customs, lifestyles, economics within the
society in order to understand the nature and nuances of the existing conflict. Hence,
knowledge about environmentis an important maxims to win environment after success.
Conclusion: In absence of missing historical guidelines on war in the west, unlike
contemporary ancient India and China, it is believed that maxims of war we derived from
experiences and writings concerning warfare in the early primitive and feudal ages. At that stage,
in the development of military thought there was little or no distinction among the various levels
of war viz strategic, operational and tactical levels of war. One may argue that no two situations
are identical. Depending upon the situation and type of battle, certain maxims of war would have
predominance over the others and as such cannot be graded. Historically, the maxims of war
were written for land warfare. However, postmodern experts and military thinkers believe that
these are equally applicable for sea and air warfare of today’s world and, hence, these maxims
have been included in the doctrines for joint warfare by defence organisations of ALL
NATIONS. And the Government of India converted these maxims into the Principles of War for
its ‘Armed Forces’ for Total War and added new rules as required as per contemporary
development. Hence, following ‘pre-modern maxims’ have been converted into Principles of
War for the Indian Armed Forces: Selection and Maintenance of Aim; Maintenance of Morale;
Offensive action; Surprise; Concentration of Force; Economy of Effort; Security; Flexibility;
Cooperation; Simplicity; Administration; and Intelligence.
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Appendix A
Battle of Hydaspes (Jhelum)
Date
Location
Belligerents

Result

May, 326 BC
Near bahera in Punjab (Now in Pakistan)
Macedonian; Greek Allies; Persian Allies and Indian
Allies.
King Porus
Decisive Macedonian Victory

In pre battle maneuver Alexander moved 27 kms up-stream of his camp and crossed the
river Jhelum with upmost secrecy roughly with 6000 foot soldiers and 5000 horses. Alexander
started the battle by attacking left cavalry wing of Porus’s army with his horse mounted forces.
Right wing of consisting of cavalry of Porus’s army moved from its position to support the left
weak cavalry wing. At this juncture, as per pre-decided strategy, Coenus’s cavalry attacked on
the rear of Porus’s army. By that time elephants of Porus’s army were out of control and soon the
Macedonian cavalry and phalanx surrounded Porus army and forced him to surrender. Plutarch
mentioned in his book – ‘The Life of Alexander, The Great’ that “but this last combat with Porus
took off the edge of the Macedonians’ courage, and stayed their further progress into India. For
having found it hard enough to defeat an energy who brought into field, but twenty thousand foot
and two thousand horse they thought they had season to oppose Alexander’s design of leading
them on to pass the Ganges, too, which they told was thirty-two furlong broad and fathom deep
and the banks on the further side covered with multitudes of enemies.” “Alexander surely would
have led them through many mire battles in the rain, against elephants and who knows what
else.”
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Appendix B
Battle of Tarain
Year
Location
Belligerents

Result

1192
Tarain near Kurukshetra
Turkish army and Indian
Allies.
King Prithviraj Chauhan
Decisive Turkish Victory

Absence of political unity, social divisions, rise of Brahamanism, moral degeneration and
superiority of the Turks in Military Skill, organization and resources were responsible for the
success of Turks. Their (Indians) lack of contact with the outside world and the decline in
culture. And, the Hindus ad reached the last stage of their political, social and religious decline at
that time and, therefore, because an easy prey to the invading Turks.
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Mohammad Gauri’s Battle Arrangement
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Rajput’s Traditional Battle Arrangement

Army organization of the Rajputs was also based on worn-out conceptions. Indians did
not improve their weapons, tactics and other equipment as compared to other countries (Middle
East) and, hence, outmanoeuvred in tactics.
They (Turkish sharp shooters) used the bow from the saddle and while moving horses.
Mobility was the key note of Turkish Military organization of that time. It was the ‘age of horse’
and well equipped cavalry with tremendous mobility was the great need of the time. The use of
‘horse shoe’ increased speed and control of horses in terrain like India.
Rajput divided their army in three traditional parts – Right Wing, Left Wing and Center;
and always made frontal attack on the enemy preferably with elephants whereas Turks had two
additional parts – the advance guards (to test strength and weakness of enemy) and the reserve
(was kept in readiness and charged when enemy had exhausted himself thus played s decisive
role in the battlefield)
“Another more potent cause of the Military superiority of Turks was their mighty
enthusiasm, a sentiment which, it is well remembered, was derieved as much from the prospect
of plunder of the coloseal treasures stored in Indian temples and palaces.”
This time Md Ghauri was more careful and he formed his army into five divisions, and
sent four of these to attack the Rajput flanks and rear. Rear unit as element of surprise “if pressed
they were to feign retreat to try to break the Rajput unit cohesion”. Flanking attack failed to their
design, and fighting continued for most of the day. When Md Ghouri ordered his fifth division to
pretend to withdraw in panic, as part of strategy and deception, the deception worked. The
Rajput charged, breaking their unit cohesion. Md Ghauri then threw a fresh Cavalry unit of
12,000 men into the battle, and they threw back the Rajput advances. The remaining Muslim
forces turned as decided, and pursued, sending Rajput fleeing in panic.
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Appendix C
The First Battle of Panipat
Date
Location
Belligerents
Result

21 May 1526
Panipat
Babur and Indian Allies.
Sultan Ibrahim Lodi and Raja Hasan Khan Mewati
Decisive Mughal Victory

The Mughal forces of Babur, invited by Rana Sanga and Daulat Khan Lodi, defeated the
much larger ruling army of Ibrahim Lodi, the Sultan of Delhi Sultanate on 21 April near the
small village of Panipat. It is estimated that Babur's forces numbered around 15,000 men and had
between 20 to 24 pieces of field artillery Lodi had around100,000 men, though that number
included camp followers, while the fighting force was around 30,000 to 40,000 men in total,
along with war elephants.

Babur’s Battle Arrangement
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Sultan Ibrahim Lodi’s Battle Arrangement

Babur reached Panipat (100 miles north of Delhi) with his soldiers. Babur. He then had
them rope 700 wagons (appx), collected from countryside, together in line, leaving gaps through
which he could move his Cavalry and Infantry and established is defensive line anchored on the
town of Panipat on its right and a ravine on the left. Some gap was covered by the artillery which
was concentrated in the center with the field guns chained together. These field guns were hidden
behind the artificially created ‘breastwork’. Babur positioned musketeers armed with tufangh
(matchlock) and cavalry formation of each flank, and most importantly he kept small cavalry as
reserve behind the center of his line. “Babur’s possession of Gunpowder weapon, which his
opponent lacked, turnout to be significant advantage”. Sultan Ibrahim Lodi was in no hurry,
deployed his forces but made no attempt to attack. Babur’s soldiers were restive, and delay
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from Sultan Ibrahim Lodi’s side clearly favoured Mughals. Arrow attack and few cavalry
skirmishes did not elicit desired response on 19th April 1526. On 21 April 1526 Sultan Ibrahim
Lodi’s army moved to echelon across the Mughal front to torn the Mughal right flank. This
attempt compressed the forces of Delhi Sultanate in the vicinity of Panipat as they recognized
prior to launching an assault. Babur ordered his musketeers, artillery and mounted archers to
open fire, which had devastating effect on packed Delhi Sultanate’s Formation. Babur then
launched cavalry forays from his flank that circled/enveloped the army of Delhi Sulatanate and
attacked. Finally Babur sent his infantry and cavalry through gaps in his own line. In this battle
15,000 to 20,000 soldiers of Ibrahim Lodi’s army were killed. The remainder managed to break
free.
Advantage of cannons in the battle: It is generally held that Babur's guns proved decisive
in battle, firstly because Ibrahim Lodi lacked any field artillery, but also because the sound of the
cannon frightened Lodi's elephants, causing them to trample Lodi's own men. However a reading
of the contemporary sources show that more than the gun, it was the tactics which helped in
winning the day. The new war tactics introduced by Babur were the tulughma and the araba
(carts). Tulughma meant dividing the whole army into various units, viz. the Left, the Right and
the Centre. The Left and Right divisions were further subdivided into Forward and Rear
divisions. Through this a small army could be used to surround the enemy from all the sides. The
Centre Forward division was then provided with araba, which were placed in rows facing the
enemy and tied to each other with animal hide ropes. Behind them were placed cannons
protected and supported by mantles which could be used to easily manoeuvre the cannons. These
two tactics made Babur's artillery lethal. The guns and cannons could be fired without any fear of
being hit as they were shielded by the bullock carts which were held in place due to the hide
ropes holding them together. The nozzle of the heavy cannons could also be easily changed as
they could be manoeuvered by the mantles which were provided with wheels.
Ibrahim Lodi died on the field of battle, abandoned by his feudatories and generals (many
of whom were mercenaries). Most of them changed their allegiance to the new master of Delhi.
However had Sultan Ibrahim survived another hour of fighting he would have won the battle, as
Babur had no reserves and his troops were rapidly tiring?
Appendix D
Battle of Plassey
Date
Location
Belligerents

Result
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02 January 1757
Plassey
Lt Col Robert Clive, 900 British and 1,500 Indian
Soldiers
Siraj-ud-Daullah, Nawab of Bengal, 60,000 including
French artillery
Turn tide of war in favour of the British in their
efforts to control the subcontinent
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Robert Clive was sent to recapture Calcutta. With only 900 British and 1500 Indian
Soldiers, he re took the city of on 02 January 1757. Following this inconclusive skirmishes
s
with
Nawab Siraj-ud-Daulah,
Daulah, Clive signed treaty with Nawab. The British were allowed to station at
Calcutta and were also indemnified with losses. Clive was confident that the treaty was only
temporary and indeed Siraj-ud
ud-Daulah
Daulah soon open negotiation with the French. Having learnt for
the same, Clive conducted secret
secret negotiations with Mir Jafar, uncle of Siraj
Siraj-ud-Daulah, who
assured Clive for his support in dethroning the Nawab.
Clive provoked confrontation with Nawab Siraj-ud-Daulah
Daulah mounting an attack on French
settlement near Murshidabad. Nawab Siraj-ud-Daulah responded
sponded by assembling Bengali troops
estimated to “number as much as 35,000 infantry, 15000 cavalry, and 10000 militiamen”. It is
further strengthened by negotiating to have “53 artillery guns manned by the French crew”.
Nawab Siraj-ud-Daulah
Daulah ordered his forces to move to Calcutta.

Clive set up his camp in a mango grove to the south of Calcutta and north of town of
Pelasi, “known to the British as Plassey”. Clive anchored his western flank on the Bhagirathi
BhagirathiHoogli River. Nawab Siraj-ud
ud-Daulah’s
Daulah’s forces took up position in a great semi-circle
semi
facing west
towards the British position and the Bhagirathi-Hoogli
Bhagirathi Hoogli River with his back against the river.
Hence, Clive was almost surrounded. The battle started on 23 June 1757, when the Fre
French
artillery opened fire against the British. This fire was not effective since Clive’s men were
positioned on the reverse slope of the hill next to mango grove. British fire power was uch
effective because Nawab Siraj-ud-Daulah’s
Siraj
troops were in open. At noon mansoon rains started.
The French gun powder became soaked and useless. Mir Mudin Khan, Nawab Siraj-ud-Daulah’s
field commander, assumed that same had happened to the British gun powder and ordered an
immidiate attack. Clive, however, had covered his powder supply.
Nawab Siraj-ud-Daulah
Daulah launched a large scale cavalry attack on the British positions.
Clive’s guns cut down large number of them and broke up the attack. At that point Mir Jafar
withhold his 45000 troops, although he did not, as promised, tu
turn
rn them against Nawab Siraj-ud-
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Daulah. Seeing defeat Nawab Siraj-ud-Daulah fled the scene with his 2000 personal troops.
Nawab Siraj-ud-Daulah was captured after few days and executed.
This battle marked the turning point in the long struggle between the British and the
French for control of Indian market and administrative support for the same, put “the British
yoke on Bengal” and “the riches of Bengal gave strength to the English” to capture whole
Hindustan. It is not only battle of Plassey but route to Plassey.
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