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PREFACE

THIS book is in part fulfillment of a promise made to the late Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel.
It was his earnest desire that I should write two books one narrating the events leading
to the transfer of power and the other dealing with the integration of the Indian States.

I have taken up the integration of the States first, because the events of the four hectic
years, 1947 to 1951, are so vivid in my memory. Today we think of the integration of the
States only in terms of the consolidation of the country, but few pause to consider the
toils and anxieties that had to be undergone till, step by step, the edifice of a
consolidated India was enshrined in the Constitution. It was a co-operative effort in
which everyone from Sardar — our inspiration and light — down to the rank and file
played his part.

The entire staff of the States Ministry, both at New Delhi as well as at the regional
headquarters, threw themselves heart and soul into the task. There was a unity of
purpose animating every one.

They are the unsung heroes who made possible the consolidation of the country.

I have narrated the whole story as objectively as it is possible for one who was in the
midst of it. The events and personalities are too near for any final assessment to be
attempted. This is a task for the historian of the future. I have deliberately called this
book, not the history, but 'The Story of the Integration of the Indian States'.

The first four chapters provide the background to the problem of the Indian States.
There I have described how the British built up the framework of princely India. I trace
the events right up to the announcement of the June 3rd plan declaring the lapse of
paramountcy, whereby the Indian States comprising two-fifths of the country would
return to a state of political isolation. Chapter V describes how this was circumvented
by the accession of the States on three subjects. The next chapter deals with Junagadh
State which, had acceded to Pakistan. The ten subsequent chapters deal with the
consolidation of the States on a regional basis. Hyderabad, which had remained aloof,
has been dealt with at length in three chapters. Kashmir follows and the Baroda
interlude comes next. Then four chapters are devoted to a survey of the administrative,
financial and constitutional changes and to the cost of integration. In the last chapter,
entitled 'Retrospect and Prospect, I have summed up the policy of integration and
expressed my personal views on some aspects of the problem.

I am deeply grateful to the Rockefeller Foundation, Humanities Division, for the
generous grant given through the Indian Council of World Affairs for the preparation



not only of this book but also of the companion volume on the transfer of power. I must,
however, add that no responsibility attaches to the Foundation in regard to either their
contents or the views expressed.

I am thankful to the Indian Council of World Affairs under whose auspices this book
has been prepared and in particular to Dr A. Appadorai, its Secretary-General.

My grateful thanks are also due to several friends, Indian and English, who went
through the manuscript and made many valuable suggestions.

I am thankful to the Press Information Bureau of the Government of India for having
allowed me to reproduce the pictures included in this book.

Lastly, my sincere thanks are due to E. C. Gaynor and R. P. Aiyar for the help they have
given me in writing this book. Their assistance has been most invaluable. My thanks are
also due to the two stenographers, S. Gopalakrishnan and K. Thankappan Nair and to
the typist, M. Balakrishnan who never spared themselves and who faithfully discharged
whatever duties were entrusted to them.

V. P. Menon

Bangalore, 15 September 1955.
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SETTING THE STAGE

INDIA is one geographical entity. Yet, throughout her long and chequered history, she
never achieved political homogeneity.

From the earliest times, spasmodic attempts were made to bring about her
consolidation. A pioneering effort in this direction was made by the Magadhan kings,
Bimbisara and Ajatasatru, in the sixth century B.C. But it was not till about three
centuries later that under the Mauryas, and particularly Asoka, a large portion of India
came under the sway of one emperor. The Mauryan Empire lasted only for about a
hundred years and after its disruption the country again lapsed into numerous
kingdoms. Nearly five centuries later, Chandragupta, and his more illustrious son
Samudragupta, brought the major part of the country under their suzerainty; and
Harsha, in the seventh century, was able to make himself the undisputed master of
north India. These and later attempts at political consolidation failed again and again
for one chief reason: the empires were held together almost entirely by the personality
and might of the emperor. The whole edifice crumbled when a line of 'supermen' came
to an end.

Even under these emperors, a diversity of autonomous states constituted the mosaic of
an empire. The emperor claimed suzerainty over these rulers, who offered allegiance to
him; subordinated their foreign policy to his diplomatic moves; usually served him in
war, and offered him tribute; but who, in other respects, retained their sovereignty.
Whenever the authority of the Emperor weakened, the subordinate rulers asserted their
independence. There was a perpetual struggle for supremacy. Mutual jealousies and
conflicts made the country an easy prey to any organized invasion.

The Muslims were thus able to vanquish the Hindu kingdoms in north India. The first
Muslim conquest was in the eighth century, when the Arabs under Muhammad-ibn-
Kasim conquered Sindh.

But it was the conquest of the Punjab by Mahmud of Ghazni in the eleventh century
that opened the gates of India to the Muslim invaders from the north-west. Muslim rule
in north India was founded in A.D. 1206, when Qutb-ud-din Aibak proclaimed himself
the Sultan of Delhi. From this date to 1526, the year of the downfall of the Sultanate,
Delhi had as many as five Muslim dynasties and thirty-three Sultans. These Sultans
attempted, from time to time, to extend their empire; and Ala-ud-din Khalji was the first
of these Muslim rulers to conquer practically the whole of India.
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The Moghuls appeared on the scene in 1526, when Babur defeated the last Sultan of
Delhi in the Battle of Panipat. He also defeated the powerful Rajput confederacy in the
decisive battle of Khanua and so laid the foundation of the Moghul Empire. During the
time of his grandson, Akbar, the Moghuls reached the meridian of their glory.

Neither the Sultans nor the Moghuls did away with the system of subordinate rulers. In
the very condition of things it was impossible for them to have done so. It was Akbar
who laid down the basic principles governing the relationship between these rulers and
the emperor. He asserted his authority over them in the matter of succession and
assumed to himself the power to depose any ruler for disloyalty. The sovereignty and
authority of the emperor was unquestionable, subject to which however the subordinate
rulers were as much despots in their respective domains as their master.

The passing away of Akbar's great-grandson Aurangzeb in 1707 was the signal for the
break-up of the Moghul Empire. His protracted and costly campaigns in the Deccan for
conquest of the Muslim kingdoms of Bijapur and Golconda and for the subjugation of
the Mahrattas had denuded his empire of much of its resources. Moreover, his short-
sighted policy of religious intolerance had alienated the allegiance of the Hindus. Once
his strong hand was removed, the Moghul viceroys as well as the subordinate rulers
began to assert their independence, and political and military adventurers started
hacking at the crumbling facade of the empire.

Within the incredibly short period of twenty years from Aurangzeb's death, Moghul
power had faded into 'an insubstantial pageant' and the country had fallen into a
condition of masterless disorder.

It must be emphasized that not even in the palmiest days of the Hindu and Moghul
empires did the entire country come under one political umbrella. No greater
achievement can be credited to the British than that they brought about India's
enduring political consolidation. But for this accomplishment and the rise of national
consciousness in its wake, the Government of Free India could hardly have taken the
final step of bringing about the peaceful integration of the princely States. Today, for
the first time in the country's history, the writ of a single central Government runs from
Kailas to Kanyakumari, from Kathiawar to Kamarupa (the old name of Assam). To
appreciate the full significance of this achievement, it is necessary to review in broad
outline how the British established themselves and built up the framework of princely
India.

After the disintegration of the Moghul Empire, the only power which seemed likely to
step into the breach was the Mahrattas. Shivaji had laid the foundations of a mighty
kingdom; but this pioneer of a resurgent Hindu empire had left no competent
successor. After Shivaji's death, the Peshwas (chief ministers to the ruler) gradually took
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over control. In the beginning they showed promise of becoming the rallying force of
the great Mahratta Confederacy.

But theirs was the story of the Hindu and Moghul empires over again. Intrigue and
corruption at the Peshwa's Court and perpetual wars between the Scindia and the
Holkar disrupted Mahratta unity. The Mahratta armies were tax-collectors by force and
showed no discrimination between the Hindu and the Muslim. The imposition of chauth
and sardeshmukhi in conquered areas and the collection of these exactions by the
Mulkgiri forces brought upon them the sullen hatred of the people.

Into this arena of confusion and unrest entered the British and the French. Both had
come to India for trade. The British had come earlier and had started factories in several
coastal towns in the name of the East India Company. This Company, the greatest
mercantile corporation the world has ever seen, had several advantages over its French
rival and, in the bid for supremacy, finally succeeded in ousting the French from the
scene.

The British Empire in India presents the curious phenomenon of having been built by
the agents of the Company in India, at any rate during the initial stages,
notwithstanding express directions to the contrary from their principals. The only
interest of the Court of Directors was in trade and commerce and they frowned upon
wars which ate into their profits. Treaties entered into with Indian States in the early
stages aimed at no more than the maintenance of the Company's privileged position in
trade against its rivals.

It was in the process of protecting its commercial stake in the country that Clive actually
laid the foundations of the British Empire in India.

At first the East India Company's agents in India were responsible only to the Court of
Directors who derived their power from Charters given to them by the Crown. So long
as the Company was interested merely in trade, these Charters were enough; but when
it became a territorial power some control by Parliament became necessary.

In Lord North's Regulating Act of 1773, the Parliament for the first time asserted its
authority and control over the Company's activities, both in India and in England. The
Act converted the Governor in Council in Bengal into a Governor-General in Council.
The Governor-General had no overriding powers over his council. The control of the
Governor-General in Council over the presidencies of Bombay and Madras was
confined to the making of peace and war. In the words of the Montagu-Chelmsford
Report, the Act created a 'Governor-General who was powerless before his own council,
and an Executive that was powerless before a Supreme Court, itself immune from all
responsibility for the peace and welfare of the country — a system that was made
workable only by the genius and fortitude of one great man.'
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That was Warren Hastings, the first Governor-General. He continued the work of Clive
and, indeed, left the British possessions in India much larger and more secure than he
found them.

The Regulating Act was repealed by Pitt's India Act of 1784. A body was set up, known
as the Board of Control, to supervise the activities of the Court of Directors. It made the
control of the Governor-General over the presidency Governments effective. Later, by a
supplementary Act in 1786, the Governor-General was given powers to overrule his
council in special cases; he was also permitted to hold the office of Commander-in-Chief
in addition to his position as Governor-General. It was this three-fold augmentation of
the powers of the Governor-General that was responsible for the success which
attended the efforts of the Marquess of Wellesley, the Marquess of Hastings and Lord
Dalhousie in India. As Lord Dalhousie piquantly put it: "'The Governor-General is unlike
any other Minister under heaven — he is the beginning, middle and end of all.'

Fourteen years after the passing of Pitt's India Act, Wellesley came to India as
Governor-General. He was given the strictest injunctions to keep the peace, not to
meddle with the Indian rulers and to husband the depleted resources of the Company.
He paid scant attention to these injunctions. Wellesley was convinced, when he came to
India and saw the state of affairs here, that the British must become the one paramount
power in the country. Towards this end, he worked for the next seven years. Apart from
his military achievements, his greatest contribution was the institution of a policy of
subsidiary alliances with the Indian rulers. Under this system, the State accepting
subsidiary alliance was to make no wars and to carry on no negotiations with any other
State without the Company's knowledge and consent; the bigger States were to
maintain armies commanded by British officers for 'the preservation of the public peace'
and their rulers were to cede certain territories for the upkeep of these forces; the
smaller States were to pay a tribute to the Company. In return, the Company was to
protect them, one and all, against external aggression and internal rebellion. A British
Resident was also installed in every State that accepted the subsidiary alliance.

The system of subsidiary alliances was Trojan horse tactics in empire-building: it gave
the Company a stabilizing authority vis-d-vis the States and because of this 'the
Governor-General was present by proxy in every State that accepted it.'! Well-trained
bodies of troops were posted in strategic and key positions without any cost to the
Company. The fidelity of the rulers who accepted the system was thus assured.

When Wellesley was recalled in 1805 the British dominion had expanded considerably.
He had successfully overcome Tippu, whose defeat and death in 1799 removed a major
threat to the British Empire. He practically eliminated the French influence in India.
Besides, he brought many States under subsidiary alliances, the notable ones being
Hyderabad, Travancore, Mysore, Baroda and Gwalior. In successfully implementing
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this policy, Wellesley was fortunate to have gifted colleagues like John Malcolm,
Charles Metcalfe and Mountstuart Elphinstone, besides his illustrious brother, Arthur
Wellesley, later the Duke of Wellington.

For the next eight years the Company was primarily concerned with looking after its
trade and replenishing its depleted resources. Then came the Marquess of Hastings as
the Governor-General in 1813. The interrupted policy of Warren Hastings and Wellesley
was pushed by him to its logical conclusion. The successive campaigns in which he
overcame Nepal, crushed the Pindaris, and finally broke the Mahratta power carried
'the spread of the British dominion over northern and central India to a stage which it
was only left for Lord Dalhousie, a quarter of a century later, to complete.'

Simultaneously, he resumed Wellesley's policy by extending the Company's supremacy
and protection over almost all the Indian States. By the time he left the country in 1823,
the British empire in India had been formed and its map in essentials drawn. Every
State in India outside the Punjab and Sindh was under the Company's control. 'His
official seal no longer acknowledged the Governor-General as the servant of the
Moghul Empire and with the "fiction of the Moghul Government" ended, the British
empire of India stood in its place.'

Subsequent years saw the initiation and development of a political and administrative
system hitherto unknown to Indian history. Unlike the one-man rule of the Moghul
emperors, the British established, in territories under their direct control, a regular and
uniform system of administration composed of a hierarchy of authorities, one
subordinate to another, with powers and functions clearly demarcated. The pattern
commenced at the base with the districts, and converged at the apex with provincial
Governors and the Governor-General, who were in their turn subordinate to the
authorities in England. Administration was impersonal, since none of the offices was
hereditary. Most of the Company's officers at the senior level were imbued with a sense
of their mission and brought to bear on the administration the principles and practice
which obtained in their country. These are some of the factors which contributed to the
building of a stable structure of government.

So far as the States were concerned, the influence of the Company over their internal
administration rapidly increased during the period following the retirement of Lord
Hastings. Its Residents became gradually 'transformed from diplomatic agents
representing a foreign power into executive and controlling officers of a superior
government.' They assumed so much authority indeed that a certain Colonel Macaulay
wrote to the Rajah of Cochin: 'The Resident will be glad to learn that on his arrival near
Cochin, the Rajah will find it convenient to wait on him.'
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The pathetic plight of the rulers under the subsidiary system has been graphically
described by Henry Mead who, as a journalist, had spent over twenty years in India
before the Great Revolt of 1857:

The sovereigns of what are called independent States live in a state of abject
dependence upon the will of the British agency at their various Courts. The whole
functions of government are in most cases exercised by the Resident, in fact, if not in
appearance; and the titular monarch sighs in vain for the personal freedom enjoyed by
his subjects. To know the character of his rule and seeming tendencies of his
disposition, it is sufficient to have knowledge of the capacity and likings of the British
Representative. Thus General Cullen is a savant and the Rajah of Travancore builds an
observatory and maintains men of science; the Resident of Indore is a person of elegant
tastes and the Maharajah surrounds himself with articles of vertu. The Durbar Surgeon
at the Mysore Court, who fulfils the duties of a government agent, is passionately fond
of the sports of the turf and the Rajah keeps a large stud of horses, gives gold cups and
heavy purses at races, wears top boots and has pictures of the 'great events' of past and
present days.

The concentration of power without responsibility in the Residents brought in its wake
corruption and favoritism. The rulers were guaranteed their position, not only against
external aggression, but also against internal revolution. Thus all incentive for good
government was removed and a premium was placed on indolence. In most of the
States, the revenues were dissipated between the mercenaries of the Residency and the
minions of the court. Conscientious statesmen in England viewed this state of affairs
with grave concern. From his detached position in the India Office, John Stuart Mill
advocated the elimination of the States.

Meanwhile, there were those who, with practical experience of Indian administration,
discerned dangers in this new development. As early as 1825, Sir John Malcolm
avowed:

I am decidedly of the opinion that the tranquility, not to say security, of our vast oriental
possessions is involved in the preservation of native principalities which are dependent on
us for protection. These are also so obviously at our mercy, so entirely within our grasp,
that besides other and great benefits we derive from their alliance, their co-existence with
our rule is of itself a source of political strength, the value of which will never be known
till it is lost.

At an earlier date still, Elphinstone had expressed himself not dissimilarly but more
brutally. He held that the princes would be useful not only as buffers but as cess-pits
into which the accumulating miseries of the rest of India could seep and, like warring
germs, prey on each other. 'We must have some sink to receive all the corrupt matter
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that abounds in India, unless we are willing to taint our own system by stopping the
discharge of it.'

The Charter Act of 1833 abolished the Company's trading activities, and the Company
assumed the functions of the government of India. From now onward there was a
radical change in its policy towards the States, partly with a view to eliminating any
future threat to its territories and partly to augmenting its revenue. In. 1841 the Court of
Directors issued an express directive to the Governor-General 'to persevere in the one
clear and direct course of abandoning no just and honorable accession of territory or
revenue.'

Coorg was annexed in 1834 on the plea of the maladministration of the ruler. Sindh was
conquered without any justifiable reason during the Governor-Generalship of Lord
Ellenborough. By his vigorous annexationist policy, Lord Dalhousie acquired vast
territories for the Company. Applying the 'Doctrine of Lapse', he annexed Satara,
Nagpur, Jhansi, Sambalpur, Bhagat and other States. He conquered the Punjab and
pushed the frontiers to 'the natural limits of India, the base of the mountains of
Afghanistan.' With regard to Oudh, he wanted to take over only its administration, but
the Court of Directors ordered its complete annexation, which was done in 1856.
Dalhousie went to the extent of applying the 'Doctrine of Lapse' in order to sweep away
the titles and pensions of deposed rulers who died without leaving behind any natural
heir.

Later events were to prove, however, that the policy of wholesale annexations was
shortsighted. The annexationists were in too great a hurry and swallowed more than
they could digest. They ignored Malcolm's sage advice of festina lente. The accretion of
vast territories without adequate experienced personnel to administer them was to
result in maladministration. This was all too evident during the initial period of Lord
Canning's Governor-Generalship. Further, the army was lacking in discipline and the
British element was inadequate in proportion. The policy of annexation had unsettled
the social life of the people, especially in north India. Rulers dispossessed of their States
had to get rid of their vast retinue of servants and dependents. Disinherited heirs and
cast-off retainers sighed in vain for their lost estates and pensions. The disbanded armies
of the rulers had thrown out many thousands of able-bodied men who with arms but
without any means of livelihood were roaming about the countryside. It is said that in,
Oudh alone the King's forces amounted to 60,000 and the troops employed by the
nobility and zamindars were quite as numerous. Of these, only about 12,000 were
retained in service; the rest were sent adriftto swell the ranks of the disrupted
malcontents. It was surely the despair and discontent caused by this upheaval that
provided the powder magazine to the Great Revolt of 1857, whatever might have been
the spark that ultimately ignited it.
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The Revolt was suppressed with a heavy hand. The Indian rulers for the most part, not
only remained aloof from the uprising but in certain cases extended active assistance to
the British in suppressing it. Lord Canning gratefully acknowledged the role of the
States as 'breakwaters in the storm which would have swept over us in one great wave.'
'Where should we have been,' enquired Elphinstone with characteristic frankness, 'if
Scindia, the Nizam and the Sikh chiefs etc. had been annexed, the subordinate
presidencies abolished, the whole army thrown into one and the revenue system
brought into one mould?'

The realization that the States could play a vital role as one of the bulwarks of British
rule led to a radical change of policy, which found expression in Queen Victoria's
proclamation of 1858:

We desire no extension of our present territorial possessions; and while we will permit no
aggression upon our dominions or our rights to be attempted with impunity, we shall
sanction no encroachment on those of others. We shall respect the rights, dignity, and
honor of Native Princes as our own; and we desire that they as well as our own subjects
should enjoy that prosperity and that social advancement which can only be secured by
internal peace and good government.

The Act for the Better Government of India' passed in 1858 put the imprimatur of
parliamentary authority to the Queen's assurance. The last clause of the Act provided
that 'all treaties made by the Company shall be binding upon Her Majesty.' Thus the
policy of annexation, so vigorously pursued by Dalhousie, gave way to the
perpetuation of the States as separate entities.

Lord Canning carried this new policy to its next logical step by recommending, in his
dispatch of 30 April 1860, that the integrity of the States should be preserved by
perpetuating the rule of the Princes whose power to adopt heirs should be recognized.
The Secretary of State agreed to this recommendation, and sanads were granted to the
rulers under which, in the event of the failure of natural heirs, they were authorized to
adopt their successors according to their law and custom. These sanads were intended to
remove mistrust and suspicion and 'to reassure and knit the native sovereigns to the
paramount power.' No more was heard of annexation as the only means of granting the
'blessings' of civilized government to the 'suffering millions'. The new policy was to

! Lord Curzon described the change thus: 'In 1858 the final act of decapitation of the Company took place: the
system of dual government, after lasting, with all its incongruities and misadventures, for over 80 years, was
terminated; the two rival fictions of the Court of Directors and the Board of Control both disappeared; and the
Government was transferred from the East India Company to the Crown. The Home Government of India was
reconstituted on its present basis, a Secretary of State for India, assisted by an India Council, being set up.

For the first time the Governor-General was designated Viceroy and Governor-General. This two-fold title
continued till 1947. As the statutory head of the Government of India he was designated the Governor-General
and as the representative of the British Sovereign he was referred to as the Viceroy.
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punish the ruler for extreme misgovernment and if necessary to depose him but not to
annex his State for misdeeds.

The Indian States thus became part and parcel of the British Empire in India. In the
words of Lord Canning:

The territories under the sovereignty of the Crown became at once as important and as
integral a part of India as territories under its direct domination. Together they form one
direct care and the political system which the Moghuls had not completed and the
Mahrattas never contemplated is now an established fact of history.

The next five decades were occupied with the task of evolving machinery for
controlling the States. This was duly accomplished. A Political Department was set up
under the direct charge of the Governor-General. It had at its disposal a service known
as the Indian Political Service, manned by officers taken from the Indian Civil Service
and the Army. It had a police force which was maintained partly by the revenues of the
Central Government and partly by contributions made by the States. The Political
Department had Residents and Political Agents in all important States and groups of
States. The Secretary of State kept a close control over the activities of the Political
Department, mainly because of the interest of the Crown in matters affecting the rights
and privileges of the rulers.

Constitutionally the States were not part of British India nor were their inhabitants
British subjects. Parliament had no power to legislate for the States or their people. The
Crown's relationship with the Indian States was conducted by the Governor-General in
Council. Since the Governor-General was in charge of the Political Department, his
Executive Council tended in practice to leave States' affairs to him and the Political
Department; so that the Political Department came gradually to assume the position of
a government within a government.

The Political officers in the various States had comprehensive, though unwritten,
authority. In the case of the smaller States, these officers frankly adopted the attitude of
a superior towards a subordinate. Even in the case of bigger States and the States which
had well-known administrators they had much their own way. Dissensions and
jealousies among the rulers were systematically sustained. The States were isolated
from British India in the same manner as India as a whole was isolated from the rest of
Asia. Even high-ranking Government officers were required to take permission from
the Political Department before visiting the States.

Along with the building up of a strong Political Department, the Crown started
asserting rights and prerogatives nevei claimed by the East India Company and even at
times cutting across treaty rights. The most outstanding example, and at the same time
one of far-reaching consequence, in the relations of the paramount power with the
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rulers was the prerogative assumed of recognizing succession in the case of natural
heirs. The first ruling in this behalf was laid down by the Government of India in 1884
in a letter addressed to the Chief Commissioner of the Central Provinces in which it was
stated that 'the succession to a native State is invalid until it receives in some form the
sanction of the British authority." As regards the connected right to settle disputed
successions, 'it is admittedly the right and duty of Government,' wrote the Secretary of
State on 24 July 1891, 'to settle successions in the protected States of India.' This right, it
was claimed, flowed essentially from the position of the British as the supreme power
responsible for maintaining law and order throughout the country. That power alone
had the necessary sanctions to enforce decisions regarding disputed successions. The
alternative to this arrangement was civil war.

As a natural corollary, the Government of India assumed the guardianship of minor
princes and also arranged for the administration of the State during a minority.

The ruler thus did not inherit his gaddi as of right, but as a gift from the paramount
power. This, coupled with the right of the Crown to regulate the status and salutes of
the rulers and to confer titles and decorations, had the effect of binding the rulers more
closely to the Crown.

The political and economic consolidation of India necessitated further encroachments
on the internal sovereignty of the rulers: for example, in the case of railway and
telegraph construction, the limitation of armaments, coinage and currency, the opium
policy and the administration of cantonments. The rulers' consent to these measures
was not sought, partly because they were often evolved piecemeal from precedents
affecting individual States and partly because, under the policy of isolation, it would
have been difficult to secure their joint assent to them within a reasonable period. The
result was that a body of usage influencing the Government's relations with the States
came into force through a process which, however benevolent in intention, was
nevertheless arbitrary.

Successive viceroys laid emphasis upon the duties and responsibilities of the rulers. The
classic instance was the speech of Lord Curzon at the installation of the ruler of
Bahawalpur. He exhorted the Indian ruler to be 'the servant as well as the master of his
people’; emphasized that 'his revenues are not secured to him for his own selfish
gratification but for the good of his subjects'; avowed that 'his internal administration is
only exempt from correction in proportion as it is honest'; advised him that 'his gaddi is
not intended to be a divan of indulgence but the stern seat of duty'; pointed out that 'his
figure should not be merely known on the playground or on the race course or in the
European hotel' and that 'his real work, his princely duty, lies among his own people’;
and warned him lastly that 'by this test will he, in the long run, as a political institution
perish or survive.' These were undoubtedly very laudable sentiments, but little was
done to translate them into practice.
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A definite pattern of the Government of India's relationship with the States in all its
details had been developed by the time the First World War broke out in August 1914.
The rulers rallied to fight for the Empire in its hour of peril, offering both their personal
services and the resources of their States. Not only did they help Britain lavishly with
men, material and money, but some of them even served as officers in different theatres
of war.

The organization of the war effort involved closer coordination of administrative
activity in the States as well as in the provinces. Lord Hardinge, as well as his successor
Lord Chelmsford, held periodical conferences of the leading rulers with a view to
furthering the war effort. In welcoming this new development a few of the leading
rulers stressed the essential identity of interests between the two halves of India and
expressed the hope that what had now become an annual conference would develop
into a permanent Council or Assembly of Princes.

Throughout the Country the tide of national aspirations was rising fast. Though the
Congress was not yet the popular organization it was to be under Gandhiji's leadership
and had not, for instance, resorted to any mass movements, it was slowly cutting itself
loose from the leadership of the moderates. The emergence of leaders like Tilak
broadened the hold of the organization upon the people at large.

Britain claimed to be fighting a war to defend freedom and democracy; but the system
of government by which she continued to hold India in imperial thrall was clearly at
variance with her professed aims. The British Government recognized that the situation
needed new handling and that there was an imperative and urgent need for a new
policy. Accordingly, Edwin Samuel Montagu, the Secretary of State for India, made the
historic announcement of 20 August 1917:

The policy of His Majesty's Government, with which the Government of India are in
complete accord, is that of the increasing association of Indians in every branch of the
administration and the gradual development of self-governing institutions with a view to
the progressive realization of responsible government in India as an integral part of the
British Empire.

Soon after making this announcement, Montagu came to India and the Viceroy and he
together toured the country. In the course of their itinerary they met not only the
leaders of public opinion in British India, but also several leading rulers. The
Conference of Ruling Princes appointed a committee which presented a memorandum.
In the summer of 1918, Montagu and Chelmsford published a joint report on
Constitutional Reforms. Though the joint inquiry did not bring about any far-reaching
changes in the position of the States, it was of historical importance in so far as it was
the first major investigation into the relations of the States with the rest of India and
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with the paramount power. That the inquiry was conducted jointly by the Viceroy and
the Secretary of State gave it added significance.

The authors of the joint report paid glowing tributes to the princes for the part played
by them in the war, which had demonstrated their immense value as part of the polity
of India. They observed that the political stir in British India could not be a matter of
indifference to the princes, since hopes and aspirations were apt to overleap frontier
lines like sparks across a street. Reforms in the States could not be brought about as a
direct result of constitutional changes in British India; they could come only through the
permeation of ideas. It was stressed that the rulers of the States and the politicians in
British India should respect each other's bounds.

Looking ahead to the future, the authors of the report pictured India as presenting only
the external semblance of some form of federation. They visualized that the provinces
would ultimately become self governing units, held together by a Central Government
which would deal solely with matters of common concern to all of them. But the
matters common to the provinces were also to a great extent those in which the States
were interested, namely, defense, tariffs, exchange, opium, salt, railways, and posts and
telegraphs. The gradual concentration of the Government of India upon such matters
would therefore make it easier for the States, while retaining their autonomy, to enter
into closer association with the Central Government if they wished to do so.

The report next dealt with the feeling expressed by some rulers that the measure of
sovereignty and independence guaranteed to them by the British Government had not
been accorded in full and that in course of time their individual rights and privileges
would probably be whittled away. This feeling was ascribed to two causes.

In the first place, the expression 'Native States' was being applied to a collection of
about seven hundred rulerships with widely different characteristics, ranging from
States with full autonomy to those in which the Government of India exercised large
powers of internal control, down to the owners of a few acres of land. Uniformity of
terminology tended to obscure distinctions of status and a practice appropriate in the
case of lesser States might inadvertently be applied to the greater ones also. The authors
were convinced that it would assist and improve relations between the Crown and the
States if a definite line could be drawn separating rulers who enjoyed full powers of
internal administration from others who did not. Indeed, their proposals were based on
this assumption and were expressed to relate only to rulers of the former class.

In the second place, there was the fact that the provision in many of the treaties
guaranteeing the internal sovereignty of the rulers did not preclude the Government of
India from interfering in the administration of the States. Such interference, the authors
remarked, had not been employed in wanton disregard of treaty obligations. During the
early days British agents found themselves compelled, often against their will, to
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assume responsibility for the welfare of the people, to restore order from chaos, to
prevent inhuman practices, and to guide the hands of a weak or incompetent ruler as
the only alternative to the termination of his rule. So, too, had the Government of India
to acknowledge, as trustee, a responsibility for the proper administration of States
during a minority, and also an obligation for the prevention or correction of flagrant
misgovernment. Moreover, a position had been taken up by Government that the
conditions under which some of the treaties were executed had undergone material
changes and the literal fulfillment of particular obligations had become impracticable.
Practice was based on the theory that treaties must be read as a whole and that they
must be interpreted in the light of relations established between the parties not only at
the time when a particular treaty was made, but subsequently. The result was that
around the treaties there had grown up a body of case-law, for a proper appreciation of
which one would have to explore Government archives and relevant text-books. The
position caused uneasiness to some rulers who feared that usage and precedent were
exercising a leveling and corroding influence upon the treaty rights of individual States.

The authors concluded that there was some ambiguity and misunderstanding as to the
exact position. They suggested that the time had come when 'it would be well to review
the situation, of course only by consent of parties, not necessarily with a view to any
change of policy, but in order to simplify, standardize, and codify existing practice for
the future.' They felt, too, that the rulers should be assured in the fullest and freest
manner that no constitutional changes that might take place would impair the rights,
dignities and privileges secured to them by treaties, sanads and engagements, or by
established practice.

Indeed, the authors of the Montagu-Chelmsford report felt that the time had come to
end the isolation of the rulers and that steps should be taken for joint consultations and
discussions by them for the furtherance of their common interests. Lord Lytton had at
one time suggested the formation of an Imperial Privy Council which should comprise
some of the great rulers, but his suggestion found no acceptance with the then Secretary
of State. Lord Curzon's plan for the formation of a Council of Ruling Princes had also
been brushed aside by His Majesty's Government; and Lord Minto's subsequent scheme
for an Advisory Council of rulers and big landholders to combat the political discontent
prevailing at the time met with the same fate. But during the viceroyalties of Lord
Hardinge and Lord Chelmsford, conferences of rulers became a regular feature. The
joint authors suggested that these ad hoc conferences should be replaced by a permanent
body known as the Council of Princes, which would give the rulers 'the opportunity of
informing the Government as to their sentiments and wishes, of broadening their
outlook and of conferring with one another and with the Government.'

Another recommendation was that the Council of Princes should annually appoint a
small Standing Committee to advise the Political Department on matters affecting the
States, particularly matters of custom and usage. It was also recommended that, in the
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case of disputes between States, or between a State and a provincial government or the
Government of India, the Viceroy in his discretion should appoint a commission
composed of a High Court Judge and one nominee of each of the parties to advise him.
Further, should a question ever arise of depriving the ruler of a State of his rights,
dignity or powers or of debarring from succession any member of his family, the
Viceroy should appoint a commission of enquiry consisting of a High Court Judge, two
ruling princes and two persons of high standing nominated by him.

A still further recommendation was that all States possessing full internal powers
should be placed in direct relations with the Government of India and that 'relations
with States' was a subject which should be excluded from transfer to the control of the
provincial legislatures. Finally, the report recommended that arrangements should be
made for joint deliberation and discussion between the Council of Princes and the
Council of State (the proposed Upper House of the Central Legislature) on matters of
common interest.

The Government of India consulted the rulers in regard to these recommendations. The
report had, as already stated, suggested that a definite line should be drawn separating
the rulers who enjoyed full powers of internal administration from the others and that
the Council of Princes should consist only of rulers in the former category. The
Conference of Ruling Princes and Chiefs, which met at Delhi in January 1919,
recommended that the rulers of States having full and unrestricted powers of civil and
criminal jurisdiction in their States and the power to make their own laws should be
termed 'Sovereign Princes' as against those who lacked such powers. The Government
of India thought that the application of the term 'Sovereign Princes' to a select class of
rulers would be inappropriate since, on the one hand, it would suggest that they
possessed complete sovereign powers which was not the case and, on the other, it
would imply that the powers exercised by rulers in the lower class were not sovereign
powers — a theory which would excite much justifiable indignation. It was finally
decided that there should not be any line of demarcation between the rulers and that
both classes of rulers should find representation in the proposed Chamber of Princes.

The Chamber of Princes was brought into being by a Royal Proclamation on 8 February
1921. The ceremony of inauguration was performed by the Duke of Connaught, on
behalf of the King-Emperor, in the Dewan-i-am of the Moghul Red Fort in Delhi. The
Chamber was to be a deliberative, consultative and advisory body. The Proclamation
defined its limits:

My Viceroy will take its counsel freely in matters relating to the territories of Indian
States generally and in matters that affect these territories jointly with British India or
with the rest of my Empire. It will have no concern with the internal affairs of individual
States or their Rulers or with the relations of individual States with my Government,
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while the existing rights of these States and their freedom of action will in no way be
prejudiced or impaired.

The Viceroy was to be the President of the Chamber and the members were to elect
annually a Chancellor and a Pro-Chancellor from among themselves. The Chamber?
was to contain, in the first place, 108 rulers who were to be members in their own right.
These were rulers enjoying permanent dynastic salutes of eleven guns and over,
together with rulers of other States who exercised such full powers as, in the opinion of
the Viceroy, qualified them for individual admission. By a system of group voting, the
Chamber was to include 12 additional members elected by the rulers of 127 non-salute
States.

The most important recommendation of the Montagu-Chelmsford report was that
relating to the codification of political practice. This roused much controversy and
discussion among the rulers. Some of them accepted the position that, in the matter of
the maintenance of treaty obligations, the relations of the Government of India with the
rulers were necessarily subject to variation through constant development of
constitutional doctrine and that the literal fulfillment of an obligation might become
impossible, either through change of essential circumstances or by the mere passage of
time.

But there were others who held it to be in the interests of both the British Government
and the States not to swerve an inch from the provisions of the treaties unless they were
modified by mutual consent. They believed that the tide of usage and political practice
had already undermined the foundations of the treaties and they saw no reason why it
should not eventually engulf them, unless some barrier could be interposed. The
Government of India, recognizing the justice of some of these arguments, felt that they
were no longer entitled to exclude the rulers from a share in the framing of any practice
which might have a bearing upon their prerogatives. The policy hitherto followed was
that the superintendence, direction and control of the development of constitutional
doctrine must remain in the hands of the paramount power; that any rules which the
paramount power might frame for the guidance of its representatives in matters not
provided for by treaties or otherwise were in the nature of self-denying ordinances
which, however morally binding, were not suitable for promulgation and which, if
codified, would tend to restrict unduly its inherent freedom of action. But times and
circumstances had altered; many of the States had made considerable progress in
administration, and the establishment of the Chamber of Princes, in which the rulers
could voice their collective needs and aspirations, had ended the phase of isolation.
Further, it would be obviously to the advantage of the Government that the
concurrence of the rulers should be secured, so far as possible, to the application of
doctrines which were outside the treaty framework, since this would allay unjust

? Some important States like Hyderabad and Mysore stood aloof from the Chamber.
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suspicions and relieve the Government and their officials of charges of despotic and
capricious interference. Thus, the Government of India were convinced that it was
necessary, on grounds of fairness and expediency, to take the rulers into confidence
unreservedly in regard to the revision and development of that portion of political
doctrine which was capable of being expressed in the form of general principles, in so
far as it was based on considerations other than treaty rights. Accordingly, they
accepted a proposal made by some of the rulers for the appointment of a Committee,
comprising six rulers, the Law Member and the Political Secretary, to investigate the
matter. This Committee did some useful work.

Later, in 1921, its work was taken over by the Standing Committee of the Chamber of
Princes. The Standing Committee maintained a close liaison with the Political
Department and discussed various issues. The conclusions reached from time to time
were published as resolutions of the Political Department.

The Government of India accepted the procedure recommended by the Montagu-
Chelmsford Report for the settlement of disputes between States, or between a State and
a provincial government or the Government of India; also the procedure to be followed
on the question of deposing a ruler or debarring from succession members of his family.
In both cases, it was decided that a commission of inquiry should be appointed by the
Viceroy to advise him, unless the ruler himself desired that the case should be decided
by the Viceroy personally.

The process of placing the States in direct relations with the Government of India took
considerable time to complete and, indeed, was not finished until well into the 'thirties.
Some of the provincial governments were against the change; Sir George Lloyd,
Governor of Bombay, for instance, opposed it in language reminiscent of the minutes of
Sir Philip Francis and Warren Hastings. It must be stated, however, that the isolation of
States consequent on their being brought into direct relations with the Government of
India militated against their administrative standards keeping pace with those of the
neighboring provinces.

But no attempt was made to have joint deliberations of the Chamber of Princes and the
Council of State. The gradual bringing together of the States and British India remained
a pious hope. The paramount power continued to be paramount and paramountcy
remained as vague and undefined as ever.
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IT

SPOKES IN THE WHEEL

THE introduction of the Montagu-Chelmsford Reforms was preceded by a tremendous
national upsurgence throughout the country. The severity of the martial law regime in
the Punjab and the holocaust of Jallianwalla Bagh had inflamed the masses generally.
The Muslims in particular were deeply agitated over the terms of the draft Treaty of
Sevres, which threatened dismemberment of the Caliphate. Gandhiji preached non-
violent non-cooperation not only to redress the Punjab and Khilafat wrongs but to win
swaraj which by 1929 came to be defined as complete independence. The Congress
accepted Gandhiji's programme. It became a revolutionary body pledged to the triple
boycott of the new legislatures, the law courts and educational institutions, with a view
to launching mass civil disobedience. The Government had an anxious time in the face
of this campaign of direct action.

In 1923, following the suspension of the non-cooperation movement and the arrest and
conviction of Gandhiji, a section of Congressmen led by Chittaranjan Das and Pandit
Motilal Nehru formed within the Congress the 'Swarajist Party', with the object of
wrecking the legislatures, both central and provincial, from within. This party won
considerable success in the general elections of that year. It made the working of
diarchy impossible in Bengal and the Central Provinces.

In the Central Legislative Assembly the Swarajists, who made their presence felt in
more ways than one, put forward a demand for the immediate grant of Dominion
Status. In the course of the debate, Sir Malcolm Hailey, who was Home Member at the
time, enquired of the Swarajists whether they contemplated extending Dominion Status
to the Indian States as well and, if so, whether the States had agreed to the proposition
and on what terms. Pandit Motilal Nehru replied unequivocally that if the States
wanted to come in their representatives would be welcome; otherwise not. The
Swarajist leader's pronouncement was altogether in consonance with the Congress
attitude towards the States. At the Nagpur session held in December 1920, the Congress
had clearly laid down its policy as being one of non-intervention in the internal affairs
of the States. In January 1925, Gandhiji while presiding over the Kathiawar Political
Conference, declared that 'just as the National Congress cannot have any effective voice
in the relations between Indian States and the British Government, even so will its
interference be ineffective as to the relations between the Indian States and their
subjects.' He even went so far as to say that all would be well if British India became
self-governing. The Congress did not want a fight on two fronts; and it had no
organization worth ment