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GENERAL FOREWORD 

THE GROWTH OF JOINT ACTION AMONG 
. THE INDIAN PRINCES 

Bv L. F. RusHBR.ooJt WILUAMs, C.B.E. 
Foreign Minister~ Patiala 

(With acknowledgments to 'lht .Jsi11tit Rww, July, 1918) 

TuAT the Indian Mutiny brought about a revolution 
in the attitude of the authorities towards the Indian 
States is, of course, a truism. Up to the time of 
that outbreak, the Company's officials, remembering the 
days when the British themselves had been only 
one among many competitors for the domination of 
India, were wont to regard the u country powers .. with 
a suspicious eye. The traditional policy of treating 
each State in isolation; coupled with the increasing 
material development of British India, had together 
produced reactions unfavourable to the . States, which 
had tended to decline relatively and absolutely. It was 
apparently assumed that British India was destined for 
rapid advance along the lines dictated by early Victorian 
liberalism ; while such of the Indian States as could not 
be absorbed beneficently under the doctrine of lapse, 
would inevitably dwindle into mere shadows of their 
former selves. But the ~futiny, while it gave a severe 
shock to the easy optimism characterising those who 
controlled British pohcy in India, served to demonstrate 
that the power of the States was still a reality. Lord 
Canning's famous admission that the patches of native 

ix 
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rule served as breakwaters to the wave which would 
otherwise have swept us away utterly and completely, 
may be taken as an index of the changed attitude. 
Nevertheless, before many decades had elapsed the 
position showed some signs of approximating to that 
which had obtaine~ before the Mutiny. As the nine
teenth century drew to a close, the growing economic 
unification of the Indian subcontinent seemed to threaten 
the very existence of the Indian States. With the 
development of modern means of communication British 
India became welded, administratively, into something 
like a unit; and the disparity in resources and in import
ance between the territory under British rule and the 
isolated fragments which remained outside became more 
than ever accentuated. The solemn pledges given by 
Queen Victoria were of themselves insufficient to solve 
the problem presented· by the survival of the Indian 
States. From the States' point of view the danger of 
the situation lay principally in the fact that the Govern
ment of India was responsible for two different sets of 
duties. In the. first place, it governed British India ; in 
the second place, it managed the everyday relations 
between the Indian States and the Crown. The inevit
able tendency of the greater of these two functions to 
dominate the less was accentuated at the beginning of 
the present century by an increasing departmentalisation 
in the Government of India. Policies were laid down 
for All India: by the Technical Departments of the British 
Indian Government ; and the States were expected merely 
to record their acquiescence. The result, from the 
Princes' standpoint, was a steady, if unostentatious, 
encroachment upon the position guaranteed to them by 
Royal pledge. · 
· They experienced considerable difficulty in devising a 
remedy. The policy of isolation still persisted ; and 

• although it was impossible to prevent a considerable 
interchange of ideas among the States, the Government 
of India continued to deprecate any suggestion of joint 
representation or joint action. But parallel with the 
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S!Owing realisation by the States themselves of a group 
of interests separate in degree if not in kind from those 
of British India, there may be discerned a tendency in 
higher quarters to look upon the States themselves as 
constituting jointly a factor in Indian politics. Whether · 
Lord Cur:z.on and Lord Minto were animated by any 
deliberate desire to associate the Indian Princes with the 
British authorities in the great task of uplifting all India 
is uncertain. But it is unquestionable that from the 
early years of the twentieth century we can trace a grow
ing liberalisation in the J:!Olicy of the Government of 
India towards the Indian Princes. Moreover, the new 
generation of Princes was possessed of ideas which, 
though possibly inspired by a consciousness of special 
interests, were quite plainly anything but hostile to the 
British connection. In the time of Lord Hardinge, the 
meeting of some of the leading Princes for certain pur
poses was officially encouraged, although those purposes 

·were to begin with of very minor importance. The 
habit of joint consultation grew rapidly under official 
encouragement, with the result that even before 1914 
some of the Princes, notably the present Maharajas of 
Bikaner and Patiala and. the late Maharaja of Gwalior, 
had begun to envisage a scheme for the safeguarding of 
State interests consistently with the maintenance of the 
interests of British India and of the Empire. 

The outbreak of the war, like the outbreak of the 
Mutiny, served to exhibit very prominently both the 
power of the Princes and their abiding loyalty to the 
Crown. 'Vhen .. boons " to British India were talked 
of, the Princes somewhat naturally began to consider 
their own position. Accordingly, when the new P<>licy 
officially announced in August 1917 became the deClared 
goal of British India, the Princes found little difficulty 
in securing a hearing, both by Lord Chelmsford and 
Mr. 1\fontagu, for the representations they desired to 
put forward. For various reasons the system by which 
their day~o-day relations with the Crown were conducted 
wu unsatisfactory to them. An analysis of the com· 
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plaints they put forward in I 9 I 8 shows three main 
directions in which they believed change was necessary. 
They felt that they had no voice in the determination of 
All India policy; in other words, decisions were taken. 
by the Br1tish Indian authorities alone which, though 
nominally confined to British India, in reality .vitally 
affected the interests of the States. Secondly, they 
deplored the lack of any impartial tribunal to decide 
disputes arisin~ between themselves and the British 
Indian authorities, for. it seemed to them that in a number 
of cases the Government of India was at once party and 
judge. Finally, they believed that the Political Depart
ment, for all its great work in fighting the battles of the 
States, occasionally acted in disregard of the treaties, 
and in general exercised an authority which, if benevolent, 
was nevertheless in certain respects undeniably arbitrary. 
In order to remedy these defects, as they appeared to 
them, the Princes put forward a scheme for a deliberative 
assembly in which they could meet together and discuss 
their common interests ; which assembly was to form 
the basis of a system for joint consultation between them
selves and the British Indian authorities when matters of 
concern both to the States and to British India were at 
issue. They further proposed a system of arbitration, 
under which any dispute between the British Indian 
authorities, whether Central or Proyincial, and a State, 
might .be submitted to the decision of an impartial 

·tribunal. Finally, they desired to associate with the 
Political Secretary a committee which would, as they 
hoped, ensure that the general policy of the Political 
Department should be more in harmony with the senti

. ments and desires of the Princes. 
The plan put forward by the Princes to Mr. Montagu 

and Lord Chelmsford afforded a useful basis of dis
cussion. It was not wholly endorsed by the framers of 
the joint Report, although some very remarkable admis
sions testified to the general strength of the case it was 
designed to meet. But the Montagu-Chelmsford Report 
at least recommended the externals of the machinery 
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proposed by the Princes, even though th~e forms did 
not embody the precise content for which the Princes 
had hoped •. It is, however, to be noticed that when the 
proposals of the Report came to be translated into action, 
the modified recommendations were so much weakened, 
that all that the Princes seemed to have secured as a 
result of nearly ten years' persistent. effort was the institu
tion of the Chamber of Princes under conditions which 
deprived it of initiative and rendered it merely the shadow 
of a name. In reality, however, the Princes secured 
something far more important than was at the time 
realised-full official recognition of their right to consult 
with each other ; and some opportunity of a~uiring that 
difficult art, the settlement of common interests by 
amicable discussion. 

From that time onwards the progress has been steady, 
if not always easy. The policy of isolation, so long 
pursued, has left legacies of separation among the indi· 
vidual Princes which are not to be overcome without 
much patience and goodwill. But the Chamber of 
Princes, while somewhat hampered by the Rules of 
Business over which it had, until well into 19281 no 
control, has undoubtedly fostered in those who share in 
its deliberations a habit of c<H:>peration. The formal 
sessions of the Chamber, for reasons which will be 
obvious, have from the Princes' point of view been less 
important than the informal conferences for which the 
annual gathering at Delhi provides the op~rtunity. For 
several years the Standing Committee of the Chamber 
has possessed its own headquarters in a rented building, 
where the Chancellor's office is located during the Session. 
This headquarters is the real centre of action, for it is 
here that the Princes assemble for the Chamber, hold 
their most intimate discussions, formulate common 
policies, and lay the foundations for joint work. Here 
are discussed those matters which cannot find a place 
upon the rather stereotyped agenda of the Chamber 
itself; and here are laid down the lines which will guide 
the Standing Committee in its discussions with Govern• 
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ment, now held thrice a year between the sessions of the 
Chamber. Here also are devised schemes for putting 
into execution certain Chamber resolutions which would 
otherwise remain merely the expression of pious hopes. 

The existing system of common action among the 
Princes is in the nature . of a makeshift, for the ineffec
tiveness of the Chamber from the Princes' standpoint 
has transferred the bulk of the real business to the 
informal conferences. · But since the informal conferences 
and the Chamber Sessions consist of the same Princes, 
the Chancellor and the Standing Committee treat ·man
dates from either as possessing the same authority. As 
a result, real work is done; and several of the greater 
~rinces who at one time stood aloof now reg\llarly send 
representatives to the informal conferences, where Minis
ters speak by invitation-always forthcoming-even if 
they do not vote. The upshot is, that for every one of 
a long list of grievances. the Princes have now a remedy 
to suggest, even if this remedy has not been accepted by 
Go~ernment. But, naturally enough, the Princes are 
not satisfied, nor. are ther content to rest upon their 
oars. . . · 

It was the Standing Committee, under the lead of 
two Princes of great experience, which first put forward 
a request for an impartiil inquiry into the whole relation
. ship between the Princes of India a:nd the Paramount 
Power. The project was discussed at the Round Table 
Conference which took place in Simla in the spring of 
19:17 between Lord Irwin and certain members of his 
Government on one '"Side and the Standing Committee 
on the other ; and it became generally rumoured in the 
course of the ensuing summer that an inquiry of'some 
sort would be undertaken. The Standing Committee 
next took the step of despatching to England two Minis
ters to obtain an authoritative opinion from eminent 
counsel upon certain aspects of the legal position of the 
Princes. This opinion had not yet been considered 
formally by the. Standing Committee when Lord Irwin 
announced that the Secretary of State had appointed a 
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Committee of three persons-Sir Harcourt Butler, Pro
fessor Holdsworth and Mr. Peel-to inquire into the 
relationship between the Indian States and the Paramount 
Power, and to suggest means for the more satisfactory 
adjustment of the existing economic relations between 
the Indian States and British India. Once again the 
Standing Committee lost no· time. It proceeded to 
formulate a plan for a central organisation to prepare a 
general case on behalf of the States for presentation to · 
Sir Harcourt Butler's Committee; and, further, briefed 
a well-known En$"1ish barrister oi great e~ence in 
public life to advtse it throughout on legal questions, 
and to present the case when ready. These steps were 
cordially endorsed by the next informal conference oi 
Princes, which authorised the Standing Committee to 
proceed along the suggested lines, and, further, in· its 
formal role as a Session of the Chamber, re-elected· the 
Chancellor and his colleagues for a further year oi office. 
Shortly afterwards it was arranged that as many members 
of the Standing Committee as could leave India should . 
go to England in the course oi the summer of 1918 to 
assist the Chancellor and counsel in the management of 
the case, and in putting forward definite suggestions, 
already tentatively approved, for remedying the Princes' 
grievances. · · 

It was not to be expected that there would be entire 
unanimit)' among the Princes concerning these measures, 
particularly as certain States had not entirely thrown off' 
their origmal conviction that the Chamber and all its 
works were alike useless. But more than three-fourths 
of th<" ~ States who are members of the Chamber in 
their ,wn right, and an equal proportion of those smaller 
Stl ..s wh~ are either represented by groups or who 
s• .1d outs1de the Chamber altogether, have associated 

.emselves with the Standing Committee. And in the 
.1eeting held at Bombay in March, 1918, it wu apparent 
that even those States which preferred to deal directly 
with Sir Harcourt Butler's Committee were at one with 
the Standing Committee in their diagnosis oi the dis-
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ment, now held thrice a year between the sessions of the 
Chamber. Here also are devised schemes for putting 
into execution certain Chamber resolutions which would 
otherwise remain merely the expression of pious hopes. 

The existing system of common action among the 
Princes is in the nature of a makeshift, for the ineffec
tiveness of the Chamber from the Princes• standpoint 
has transferred the bulk of the real business to the 
informal conferences. · But since the informal conferences 
and the Chamber Sessions consist of the same Princes, 
the Chancellor and the Standing Committee treat ·man
dates from either as possessing the same authority. As 
a result, real work is done ; and several of the greater 
~rinces who at one time stood aloof now reg-Ularly send 
representatives to the informal conferences, where Minis
ters speak by invitation-always forthcoming-even if 
they do not vote. The upshot is, that for every one of 
a long list of grievances· the Princes have now a remedy 
to s;uggest, even if this remedy has not been ac~epted by 
Government. But, naturally enough, the Prmces are 
not satisfied, nor are they content to rest upon their 
oars. . . · 

It was the Standing Committee, under the lead of 
two Princes of great experience, which first put forward 
a request for an impartial inquiry into the whole relation
ship between the Princes of India and the Paramount 
Power. The project was discussed at the Round Table 
Conference which took place in Simla in the spring of 
192.7 between Lord Irwin and certain members of his 
Government on one -side and the Standing Committee 
on the other ; and it became generally rumoured in the 
course of the ensuing summer that an inquiry of 'some 
sort would be undertaken. The Standing Committee 
next took the step of despatching to England two Minis-
ters to obtain an authoritative opinion from eminent 
counsel up_<>n certain aspects of the legal position of the 
Princes. This opinion had not yet been considered 
formally by the Standing Committee when Lord Irwin 
announced that the Secretary of State had appointed a 
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relations ·with the Crown are conducted needs radical 
alteration. They believe they have solid cause fo~ com
plaint; they also believe that their grievances can be 
removed consistently with justice to all parties. They 
realise that they must first prove their case. Afterwards, 
they must get together and devise a remedy. Finally, 
they. must demonstrate that this· remedy is reasonable 
and JUSt. . 



INTRODUCTION 

THE present generation of Ruling Princes in India 
differs from the last more than any generation in the 
past has differed from its immediate predecessors. In 
particular the attitude of the Princes towards the doctrine 
of Paramountcy has undergone a radical change. 

In certain matters the Princes of the last generation 
yielded to the demands of the Government of India, 
partly from a recognition of their common interests with 
Britain, cemented during the Mutiny of 18S7; partly, 
as is evident from the records of the time, from a sense 
-peculiarly strong in the. East-of the obligations of 
courtesy; partly because, though· tenacious of their 
rights as they understood them, they had few opportunities 
of exploring exactly what these rights were. Moreover, 
at that period-that is for a quarter of a century between 
18 6o and 18 8 s-the British power in India was neither 
sufficiently centralised nor sufficiently dominated by the 
ardour for development, to claim that control over the 
internal affairs of the States which characterised the 
interval between the disappearance of the last generation 
of Princes, and the attainment by the present of the 
confidence, based upon age and experience, which could 
encourage them to put their views forward. · 

Towards the end of the nineteenth century many 
leading figures had disappeared from the Indian political 
stage. Jyaji Rao Scindia, Tukoji Rao Holk.ar, the 
Nium Afz.al-ud·Daula, with his great :Minister Salar 
J ung, had all _passed away, and it happened that a number 
of the most 1mport2.nt States at more or less the same 
time fell under minority rule. 

xi& 



XX 1 ntroduction 
The young Princes who were to succeed to their great 

ancestral dominions grew up under the guidance of tutors 
appointed for them by the Government of India, and were 
strongly influenced by the example of the British officers 
who administered the1r States. Hence they could hardly 
fail to absorb modern ideas. As a result, when the time 
came for each to assume his ruling powers, he set about 

. introducing changes into the type of government be
queathed him by his father, and-where such machinery 
did not already exist-a regular administrative system of 

· modern type was set to work in most of the leading States. 
The altered outlook of the Princes was not, however, 

in one direction only. A new recognition of their duties· 
was accompanied by a fresh consciousness of the rights 
and ,Privileges of their position ; and the fact that their 
admmistrations were now provided with Government 
officials, who were well equipped to investigate. their 
masters' rights, helped to insure a thorough examination 
of the Princes' position. · 

Reading the half-forgotten treaties between their 
States and the British Crown, the Indian Princes were 
roused to reflection on many questions which had not 
troubled their fathers. Not only did they find an 
unmistakable contrast between the relationship in which 
they themselves stood to the Government of India and 
the relationship of their predecessors to the Honourable 
East India Company, but it also grew apparent to them 
that the clear and definite pronouncements of the treaties 
on a number of particular questions were ignored in the 
procedure of the Political Department. 

Meanwhile the steady process by which India is 
becoming fused into economic unity was continuing year 
by year, and, as the cares of the Government of India 
increased and the functions of each Department were 
extended, the tentacles of British Administration began 
to stretch out towards the States. Reluctant to admit 
the argument that efficiency and the need for centralised 
control made it necessary for the Indian Government to 
take charge of many activities within the States, the 
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Princes watched uneasily the gradual curtailment, now 
here, now there, of powers which thty had imagined 
were for ever safeguarded by the Treaties and Enga~e
ments. In particular, they observed that during minonty 
administrations, when the British Government virtually 
controlled the States, irresistible pressure was sometimes 
applied to achieve ends which, though sometimes but 
not always benevolentlr. conceived, involved the sacrifice 
of some cherished privdege, immunity, or liberty on the 
part of the Prince concerned. They began to appeal, 
to protest, to memorialise. · . · 

It was an age in which India began to be disturbed 
by new ideas and new ambitions, and, perhaps, the same 
spirit which was troubling the waters of ~litical con
sciousness in British India was at work in th1s awakening 
of the Princes. But if there was anything in common in 
the causes of the two movements, there was nothing in 
common in their effects, and when a wave of sedition 
swept over India in the time of Lord Minto (1907), the 
States remained staunchly loyal to the Crown. 'J;'heir 
demands were something entirely different from the 
demands of the malcontents in British India. 

At the time of the outbreak of the Great War (1914) 
the Princes had grown sensible of the dangers arising 
from the policy pursued by the Government when in 
temporary charge of States during minority administra
tions ; and many of them had made appeals to the Viceroy 
in protest against the system which prevailed. · ·As a result 
of such af'peals the Chiefs' Conference was summoned 
by Lord lardinge in 1916. The real problem before 
the Conference was the complaint of the Princes that ~e 
British authorities, whenever the reigning Prince was a 
minor, seiz.ed the opportunity to set up institutions in 
the States, modelled upon the institutions of British 
India, which were as alien from the sentiments of. the 
people of the States as they were unwelcome to their 
governments. Closely connected with the problem was 
the question of the education of young Princes and of the 
working of the Chiefs' Colleges. 
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At the first meeting. of the Princes with the Viceroy 
little was done by Government save to ask for the co
operation of the States in the collection of certain statistics 
and in spreading timely information about epidemics. 

Any suspicions which may have associated the dis
content of the Princes with imperfect loyalty to the Crown 
had been already dissipated by the response of the States 
on the outbreak of war. The States disappointed the 
expectations of Germany, not only by throwing their 
entire influence upon the side of the British, but by the 
emulation of individual rulers who vied in offering their 
resources to the British .Power. · . 

While the war lasted, the catchwords about the liberty 
of small nations, self-determination and the reward of 
heroes, which raised many hopes in England and Europe, 
and in .post-war years caused many disappointments, 
began to have their effect in India also. The Princes in 
Earticular were given ·every assurance of confidence by 
Government, and the suspicion and mistrust with which 
they had formerly been regarded were admitted only 'to 
be repudiated. Conscious of the efforts which .they had 
made, the Princes could not fail to read in these phrases 
an earnest of greater trust and a promise of well-deserved 
emancipation. At the same time it was not hard to see 
that the expectations aroused in British India by similar 
promises might easily lead to a situation in which the 
Interests of silent loyalty would be sacrificed to the 
demands of vociferous politicians. 

When the war ended, and the reforms of I 9 I 9 were 
introduced, the Princes found that their hopes had been 
set too high. While the ,creation of the Legislative 
Assembly and the Provincial Legislatures had given 
overwhelming weight to interests which were often 
opposed to their own, the Chamber of Princes, set up in 
response to the demands o( the Conferences held in 
I 9 I 6 and after, failed to afford them any real influence 
in the settlement of matters vitally affecting their States. 
But if the Chamber has been of little weight in the 
affairs of India, it has served to accustom the Princes 



Introduction niii 
to meet and to investigate questions of common concern 
with a view to combined action ; and to arouse in them 
the realisation of how many and how important those 
questions are. · 

It was not, however, only political considerations with 
which they were concerned. The war had left the 
country in financial difficulties. · ·The Public Debt was 
large, and the currency system of India, without having 
fallen into the morasses characterising Central Europe, 
was · sufficiently disorganised to play havoc with the 
Budget. New forms of taxation were introduced, and 
their burden fell almost as much upon the peoples. of 
the States as upon the peoples of British India. SO to the 
disappointment of their political hopes was added in 
the minds of the Princes a feeling of financial inJustice 
and injury. While their subjects unwittingly contrtbuted 
to balance the budgets of Bntish India, the Darbars had 
themselves to increase taxation or to reduce productive 
expenditure in order to balance their own budgets, and 
while they were willing enough to fall in with the demand 
that was bein~ made all over India for greater efficiency 
in administrat1on, they were hampered by want of funds 
in securing the personnel required to make efficiency 
possible. · . 

Even before the end of the war these considerations 
were in the minds of the Princes. In 1917 a scheme had 
been put forward very much like that which is now 
advanced on behalf of Their Highnesses. Later, finding 
the working of the Chamber of Princes little likely to · 
secure for them greater autonomy, with corresponding 
opportunity to develop the resources of their States, lhe 
Pnnces pressed during the, Viceroyalty of Lord Reading 
for a Round Table Conference. Their request was 
evaded, but it is probable that if it had been gra.'lted they 
would have demanded some such investigation of their 
affairs as that undertaken by the Indian States Committee. 

The Committee, which exists .. to report upon the 
relationship between the Paramolint Power and the States, 
with particular reference to the rights and obligations 
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arising from treaties, engagements and sanads, and from 
usage, sufferance and other causes; and to inquire into 
the financial and economic relations between British 
India and the States," must necessarily deal with the two 
questions which are uppermost in the minds of the 
Princes-the disregard of their treaty rights by Govern
ment, and the injuries which the existing fiscal system of 
British India inflicts upon them. 

In order to demonstrate the need for a thorough 
investigation of these matters, it has been necessary to 
collect evidence from individual States. Reflections on 
the examination of this evidence are contained in the 
following pages. . 

The first part of this volume consists of an historical 
sketch of the relationship between the States and. the 
Government of India. 

Without such histo!ical background the treaties are 
unintelligible, since to understand them it is necessary 
to understand the intentions of those who framed them. 
In this sketch, therefore, the statesmen of the past have 
been made to speak for themselves, and an examination 

. of their utterances suggests that the views of . such 
authorities as Lee-'\Varner and Tupper, like. the political 

· practices of the last sixty years, have been based upon 
misconception of the relationship between the States and 
the Paramount Power; that the construction which has 
been put "upon such phrases as ". subordinate co-opera
tion" is unwarranted; and that the fundamental treaty 
position is very different from what, on the basis of a 
one-sided practice of recent growth, it is commonly 
assumed to be. 

The second part of this volume deals with the economic 
and fiscal position of the States in relationship to British 
India and the central government •. 

The injuries of which the States are conscious were 
very much accentuated by war and post-war conditions, 
and if it wer~ possible to believe that they would auto
matically disappear in the near future, there would not 
have been so much need to develop this part of the case. 
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But that t>Ossibility appears remote. 'It would be idle 
for the Prtnces merely to record general protests a~ainst 
the present fiscal policy of Government, and watt for 
redress; they must substantiate their complaints, secure 
the acknowledgment of their rights, and tnsist that the 
true remedy shall be sought in co~sultation with them •. 
Thus they hope successfully to get established a system 
which shall work for the States as well as for British India. 

Just as in the political domain a {Seneral impression 
prevails outside the States that the disregard of treaties 
by the Paramount Power has been in every instance 
prompted by benevolent considerations, so in the economic 
domam, while it is admitted that the States have been laid 
under contribution by the central government, excuse is 
sought on the ground that the States have corresponding 
obli&"ations to fulfil. The chief of these obligations is 
considered to be their share in the defence of India, and 
the answer-elaborated below-that this obligation was 
fully discharged by each State on terms prescribed by the 
East India Company, at the inception of their relations, 
has never been adequately examined.·· Moreover, it has 
never occurred to the outside public that the operation . 
of monopolies controlled by Government might be unfair 
to the States or that the States could have any rights or 
even any interest in the matter. 

It was apparent, at the Bikaner Conference of Princes 
and Ministers in 1917, that the same feeling ofinjustice 
was shared by a great number of the States. The 
question was discussed there, and ever since then it has 
been uppermost in the minds of the Princes. The desire 
to improve their Governments and to develop their 
States, combined with the post-war difficulties of the 
falling value of money and the increased real standard 
of wages and salaries, only served to give urgency to the 
demand for restitution which they had already felt it just 
to make. · 

The evidence contained in the great collection of 
State papers presented to the Indian States Committee is 
intended to show how the treaties of the States have been 



xxvi Introduction 

disregarded and t~ exhibit instances of the in justice 
made possible by certain inherent defects in the existing 
machinery for conducting the relationship between the 
Government and the States. The difficulties attendant 
upon the collection of this evidence have been considerable. 
Few States maintain well-organised departmental records 

. covering anything but the last few years ; and in con
sequence, 'some forty-three of the States .associated with 
the Special Organisation of the Chamber of Princes have 
been obliged to admit that they have no documentary 
evidence to produce upon several important questions. 
Even when records exist, they are not always systematically 
arranged, and in the short time at our disposal it has been 

· impossible for the States to seek out every instance 
· relevant to our case from the total of available documents. 
Both for this reason, as also because each. case has been 
scrutinised from the st~dpoint, not metely of importance, 
but also of demonstrability, the examples contained in · 
the collection are typical rather than exhaustive, and if 
the records of the States generally had been in . better 
order, much more. would have been available. It has 

· been our endeavour to admit no evidence which did not 
seem to us conclusive, and we have rejected many 
apparently well-founded complaints for want of formal 
documentary proof. The cases which we have quoted, 

. whether of political or of economic ·grievances, must 
therefore be regarded as illustrative samples of the 
difficulties which exist and not as a complete account of 
them. ' 

We desire, however, to emphasise one point. The 
following pages deal with certain general aspects of the 
historical and economic relations between the Crown, 
the States, and the Government of India. Here we 
desire to utter a note of warning.. There is in the case 
of every State a separate history, a.separate set of rights, 
a· se~arate set of obligations, and a separate economic 
position., Certain of these particular aspects are brought 
out in the individual evidence contained in the collected 
evidence. But everything said in this outline sketch 
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must be read as subject to and c:Onditioned by the 
particular rights and the particular obligations of each 
State.· · · 

It will be clear that the following pages are not the work 
of a single hand. The work of compiling this historical 
and economic presentation of the Pr1nces' case has been 
inspired by the determination to disguise no facts and 
strain no arguments, and by the resolution to understate 
rather than overstate the case which is put forward. · 
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.. 
APPENDIX I. 

GUARANTEES OF PROTECTION, 

I. States whicn nave Treaties. 

ALWAR.: Treaty of 1803. Article 2. The friends and 
enemies of the Honourable Company shall be con· 

· sidered the friends and enemies of Maha Rao Rajah, 
and the friends· and enemies of Maha Rao Rajah 
shall be the friends and enemies of the ·Honourable 
Company. 

Article 5. As from the friendship established 
by the second Article of the present Treaty, the 
Honourable Company become guarantee to Maha · 
Rao Rajah fo~ t~e security of his country against 
external enemtes. 

BAHA WALPUR. : Treaty of I 8 3 8. Article 2. The British 
Government engages to protect the Principality and 
territory of Bhawulpore. 

BANSWARA: Treaty of 1818. · Article 2. .The. British 
Government engages to protect the principality and 
territory of Banswarra. · 

BARODA: Treaty of x8o5. Article 2. The friends and 
enemies of either party shall be the friends and 
enemies of both, and if anr Power shall commit any 
act of unprovoked hostiltty or aggression against 
either of the contracting parties, or against their 
respective dependents and allies, and after due 
representations shall refuse to enter into amicable 
explanations or shall deny the just satisfaction which 
the contracting parties shall have required, the con
tracting parties will proceed to prosecute such 
further measures as the case shall appear to demand. 
Converted by treaty of 1817 (Article I) into a definite 
undertaking to " protect the Gaekwar•s Dominions " 
(which were thereafter considered to include all 
States paying ~ibute to Baroda). 
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BHAR.ATP'UI.: Treaty of 1 8os. Article 2. The friends 
. a.nd enemies of one of the parties shall be considered 

the friends and enemies of both. 
Article 7. As by the second Article of the present 

Treaty the Honourable Company becomes suara..ntee 
to Maharajah Runjeet Singh for the secunty of the 
country against external epemies • • • 

BHoPAL: Treaty of 1818. Article 2. The British 
Government engages to guarantee and protect the 
principality and territory of Bhopal against all 
enemies. · · 

BuuNEI.: Treaty of 1818. Article 2. The British 
Government engages to protect the principality and 
territory of Bikaneer. · 

BuNDI: Treaty of 1818. Article 2. The British 
Government takes under its protection the dominions 
of the Rajah of Boondee. 

CocHIN: Treaty of 1809. Article 1. The friends a.nd 
enemies of either of the contracting parties shall be 
considered as the friends and enemies of both, the 
Honourable the East India Company Bahador 
en&'aging to defend and protect the territories of the 
RaJah of Cochin against all enemies whomsoever. 

CuTCH: Treaty of 1819. ArticleS· The Honourable 
Company engages to guarantee the power of His 
Highness the Rao' Dessul, his heirs and successors, 
and the integrity of his dominions from foreign or 
domestic enemies. . 

DATIA: Treaty of 1818. Article .rf.• The British' 
Government hereby agrees to protect the original 
territory of the R•' .h of Dutteeah, as well as the 
district now gr:a to the Rajah, from the aggre&-o 
sions of all f · 'owers. 

DIWAS (Senior, Junior): Treaty of 1818. Article 3· 
The British Government lllill protect the Rajahs of 
Dewas in their present possessions. • • • The 
British Government will further protect the Rajahs 
of Dewas against the attacks of enemies, a.nd will aid . 
them in the settlement of any of their rebellious 
subjects, and will mediate in a just and amicable 
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"' 
APPENDIX I. 

GUARANTEES OF PROTECTION. 

1. States which have Treaties. 

ALWAR: Treaty of I 803. Article ::.. The friends and 
enemies of the Honourable Company shall be con
sidered the friends and enemies of Maha Rao Rajah, 
and the friends· and enemies of Maha; Rao Rajah 
shall be the friends and enemies of the Honourable 
Company. 

Article 5. As from the friendship established 
by the second Article of the present Treaty, the 
Honourable Company become guarantee to Maha · 
Rao Rajah for the security of his country against 
external.enemi~s. · 

BAHAWALPUR: Treaty of 1838. Article 2. The British 
Government engages to protect the Principality and 
territory of Bhawulpore. 

BANSWARA: Treaty of I 8 I 8. · Article 2. The. British 
Government engages to protect the principality and 
territory of. Banswarra. · 

BARODA: Treaty of I 8os. Article 2. The friends and 
enemies or either party shall be the friends and 

· enemies of both, and if any Power shall commit any 
act of unprovoked hostihty or aggression against 
either of the contracting parties, or against their 

' respective dependents and allies, and after due 
representations shall refuse to enter into amicable 
explanations or shall deny the just satisfaction which 
the contracting parties shall have required, the con
tracting parties will proceed to prose~ute such 
further measures as the case shall appear to demand. 
Converted by treaty of I 8 I 7 (Article I) into a definite 
undertaking to .. protect the Gaekwar's Dominions " 
(which' were thereafter considered to include all 
States paying ~ibute to Baroda). 
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BHAI.ATPUJL: Treaty of 1 Bos. Article 2.. The friends 
. and enemies of one of the parties shall be considered 

the friends and enemies of both. 
Article 7• As by the second Article of the present 

Treaty the Honourable Company becomes ~tee 
to Maharajah Runjeet Singn for the secunty of the 
country against external epemies • • • 

BuorAL: Treaty of 1818. Article 2.. The British 
Government engages to guarantee and protect the 
principality and territory of Bhopal against all 
enemies. · · 

BIU.NEJL: Treaty of 1818. Article 2.. The British 
Government engages to protect the principality and 
territory of Bikaneer. · 

BuNDJ: Treaty of 1818. Article 2.. The British 
Government takes under its protection the dominions 
of the Rajah of Boondee. 

CocHIN: Treaty of 1809. Article 1. The friends and 
enemies of either of the contracting parties shall be 
considered as the friends and enemies of both, the 
Honourable the East India Company Bahador 
en~aging to defend and protect the territories of the 
RaJah of Cochin against all enemies whomsoever. 

CuTCH: Treaty of 1819. ArticleS· The Honourable 
Company engage~ to guarantee the power of His 
Highness the Rao Dessul, his heirs and successors, 
and the integrity of his dominions from foreign or 
domestic enemies. ( 

DAnA: Treaty of 1818. Article .f.• · The British 
Government hereby agrees to protect the original 
territory of the Rajah of Dutteeah, as well as the 
district now granted to the Rajah, from the aggres
sions of all foreign Powers. 

DiwAS (Senior, Junior): Treaty of 1818. Article 3· 
The Briti~ Government ·will protect the Rajahs of 
Dewas in their present possessions •••• The 
British Government will further protect the IUjahs 
of Dewas against the attacks of enemies, and will aid 
them in the settlement of any of their rebellious 
subjects, and will mediate in a just and amicable 
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manner any dispute that may arise between them 
. ahd other States and petty Chiefs. 

DHAR.: Treaty of I 8 I 9· Article 3· The British 
Government agrees to protect the State of Dhar and 
its dependencies. · 

DHoLPUR.: Treaty of I 8o6. As by the third Article of 
the present treaty the districts of Dholpore, Baree 
and -Rajekeerah have, in conformity to the request 
of the Maharajah Ranah, been granted to him in 
sovereignty, and will remain exempt from all orders 
of the Adawlut or other demands of the Honourable 
Company, Maharajah Ranah hereby agrees to take 
upon himself the responsibility for adjusting all 
disputes which may arise, either external or internal, 
and no responsibility for assistance or protection 
remains with the Honourable Company. · 

GwAUOR.: Treaty of I 804. Article 2. The British 
Government will never permit any Power or State 
whatever to cOmmit with impunity any act of 
unprovoked hostility or aggression against the rights 
and territories of the Maharajah Dowlut Ras Sindia, 
but will, at all times, in compliance with the requisi· 
tion of the Maharajah, maintain and defend the 
same, when such requisition is made, in the like 
manner as the rights and territories of the Honour
able Company are now maintained and defended. 

Treaty I 844. Article 6. Whereas the British 
Government is bound by treaty to protect the person 
of His Highness the Maharajah, his heirs and 
successors, and to protect his dominions from foreign 
invasion, and to quell serious disturbances therein ••• 

HYDER.ABAD: Treaty of 1 8oo. Article 2. The British 
Government will never permit any Power or State 
whatever to commit with imrunity any act of un
provoked hostility or aggression against the rights 
and territories of His Highness the Nizam, but will at 
all times maintain and defend the same, in the same 
manner as the rights and territories of the Honour
able Company are now maintained and defended. 
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Treaty of 18 S3· Article S· It is also hereby 
agreed that, excepting the said subsidiary and con• 
tingent forces, His Highness shall not under any 
circumstances be called upon to furnish any other · 
troops whatsoever. 

I NDOill: Treaty of 1818. Article 1. The British 
Government will at all times extend the same pro. 
tection to the territories of Maharajah Mulhar Rao 
Holkar as to its own. 

]AIPUil: Treaty of 1818. Article 2. The British 
Government engages to protect the territorr of 
] e>Yore, and to expel the enemies of that pnnci· 
pality. 

]AtSALMEil: Treaty of 1818. Article 3· . In the event 
of any serious invasion directed towards the over
throw of the principality of Jessulmere, or other 
danger of great magnitude occurring in that princi
pality, the British Government will exert its pow.er 
for the protection of the principality, r.rovided that 
the cause of the quarrel be not ascnbable to the 
Rajah of Jessulmere. · 

]AMMuandKASHMJil: Treatr.of1846. Article9. The 
British Government w1ll give aid to Maharajah 
Gulab Sing in protecting his territories from external 
enemies. , · 

J HALA WAll : Treaty of 1 8 3 8. Article S. The British 
Government engages to take Rajah Rana Mudun 
Sing's principality under its protection. 

JooHPUil: Treaty of 1818. Article 2. The British 
Government engages to protect the principality and . 
territory of Jodhpore. 

KALAT: . Treaty of 1876. Article J· The British 
Government on its part engages to respect the inde
pendence of Khelat and to aid the Khan, in case of 
need, in the maintenance of a just authority and the 
protection of his territories from external attack, by 
such means as the British Government may at the 
moment deem expediC'nt. 

KAuuu : Treaty of 1817. The British Government 
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takes under its protection the dominions of the Rajah 
of Kerowlee. · 

KHAIPu&: Treaty of I838. Article 2. The British 
Government en~ages to protect the principality and 
territory of Kheupore. 

KISHENGARH : Treaty of 18 I 8. The British Govern
ment engages to protect the principality and territory 
of Kishengarh. 

KoLHAPUR: Treaty of I 812. Article 8. In considera
tion of the cession of the harbour of Mal wan, and on 
condition of the effectual suppression of piracy, 
the Honourable Company engages to guarantee such 

. terr~tories as shall remain in the Rajah ofKolhapore's 
possession against the aggression of all foreign 
Powers and States. · 

KoTAH: Treaty of I8J7· Article 3· The British 
Government engages to take under its protection 

· the principality .and territory of Kotah. 
M vso&E: Instrument of Transfer, I 8 81. Article 5. 

The British Government having undertaken to defend 
and protect the said territories against all external 
enemies. • • • · 

0RCHHA: Treaty of 18 I 2. Article 2. The territory 
which from ancient times has descended to Rajah 
Mahendra Biskermajeet Bahader by inheritance, and 
is now in his possession, is hereby guaranteed to the 
said Rajah and to his heirs and successors. ·• • • 
The British Government, moreover, engages to 
protect and defend the dominions at present in Rajah 
Mahendra Biskermajeet Bahader' s possession from 
the aggression of any foreign Power. 

PARTABGARH :·Treaty of .ISIS. Article I. The Rajah 
promises to g1ve up all connection with other 
States, and to the utmost of his power prove his 
obedience to the British Government, who in return 
agree to • • • protect him from the claims and 
trespasses of all other States. 

RAMPult.: Engagement of 1794· Article 2. The said 
. Company engage to guarantee the possession of the 
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said mehals to the &aid Nabob Ahmed A thy. Khan 
Behander. 

REwA: Treatyofr8u. Article 1. The British Govern
ment engages to protect the territories at present 
possessed by the Rajah of Rewah from the aggres-
sions of any foreign Power in the same manner as 
the domintons of the Honourable Company are 
protected and defended. · · 

SAMTHAB.: Treaty of J 817. Article 2. The British 
Government, with a view to confirm the attachment 
and fidelity of the Government of Sumpthur, hereby 
guarantees to Rajah Runjeet Singh, his heirs and 
successors, the territory actually possessed by him 
at the period of the establishment of the British 
Government in Bundelkhund, and now in his occupa
tion, and the British Government hereby agrees to 
protect and defend the same from the aggressions 
of any foreign Power. . 

SAWANTWAB.I: Treaty of 1819. Article 2. The British 
Government engages to protect the principality and 
territory of Sawant Waree. · 

Snt.IC.IM: Has no guarantee of .Protection. . 
. SntOHI: Treaty of 1823. Arttcle 1. The British Gov

ernment consents to take under its protection, and 
to receive amongst the number of its dependent and 
tributary States, the chief ship and territory of Serohi. 

TuvANcou: Treaty of r8os. Article r. The friends 
and enemies of either of the contracting .Parties shall 
be considered as the friends and enem1es of both ; 
the Honourable Company especially engaging to 
defend and protect the territories of the Rajah of 
Travancore against all enemies whatsoever. 1 

. 

ToNI'.: Treatyof1817. Article 1. The British Govern
ment guarantees to Nawab Umurkhan, and his heirs 
in perpetuity, the possession of the places which he 
holds in the territories of ~faharajali Holkar, under 
grants from the said 1\faharajah, and the British 
Goverr:ment takes those possessions under its 
protection. 
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U DAVPIR: Treaty of I 818. Article 2.. The British 
Government engages to protect the principality and 
.territory of Oudeypore. 

2. States which. have no Treaties out which. have !Jeen 
Guaranteed Protection in sqme other Express Form. 

MANIPvR, San ad I 8 9 I : .. Be assured that so long as 
your house is loyal to the Crown and faithful to the 
conditions of this Sanad, you and your successors will 
enjoy the favour ·and protection of the British 
Government." 

TJUBVTARY STATES or ORISSA : The relationship of these 
States with the British Government is laid down in 
the treaty engagements of I 803. By these engage
ments the States undertook to pay tribute to that 
Government, ~nd as its tributaries they must be 
held entitled to its protection. 

STATES WITHOUT FoRMAL TREATIES IN BoMBAY AND THE 
WEsTERN INDIAN AGENCY: The tributaries of the 
Peshwa and Gaekwar were originally guaranteed 
protection by the terms of the alliances between those 
rulers and the Company. . By Article 2 of the treaty 
of Bassein it was laid down that if any Power or State 
whatever shall commit any act of unprovoked hostility 
or aggression against either of the contracting parties 
or against their respective dependents or others • · • • 
then the contracting parties will proceed to concert 
and prosecute such further measures as the case 
shall appear to demand. • • • The British Govern
ment will never permit any Power or States whatever 
to commit with impunity· any act of unprovoked 
hostility or aggression against the rights and terri
tories of His Highness Rao Pundit Purdham 
Behander, but will at all times maintain and defend 
the same in the same manner as the rights and terri
tories of the Honourable Company are now main
tained and defended. 
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A number of States, formerly tributary to the 
Peshwa, became tributary to the Company, and their 
tributes, many of which consisted of a share in transit 
or other duties, since commuted to fixed sums, 
became pa.Yable to the Company. The Comfany 
thenceforward became responsible, in place o the 
Peshwa, for the defence of these territories. The 
rest of the States who paid tribute to the Peshwa 
came into direct relationship with the Company 
upon his resignation in 1818, and the Company 
assumed his obligations towards them. 

The States of Kathiawar and Mahi Kantha as 
well as Rewa Kantha and Palanpur and Rhadanpur 
are protected under the \V alker Settlement of 
1807-8 (Kathiawar), the Mahi Kantha Settlement 
of 1811-n, the· Rewa Kantha Settlement of 
1821-14, the Palanpur Agreement of JSIJ, and the 
Rhadanpur Agreement of 1 ho. Only in the case 
of Bariya in Rewa Kantha was the tribute imposed 
explicitly in return for protection. 

The following States were formerly subject either 
to Gaekwar or to Peshwa : · 

Sachin. 
Cam bay. 
Bansda. 
Dharampur. 
Jaujar. 
JanJira. 
Savanur. 
Sandur. 

Panth Piploda. 
States of Kathiawar. 
Palanpur. 
Radhanpur. 
Ka.nk.rej. j • 

States p{ Mahi Kantha. 
States of Rewa Kantha. 

SANAD STATEs IN BuNDELE.HAND: These States also were 
ceded by the Peshwa to the British Government, 
and though no clause in the Sa.nads which they 
received from it guarantees protection to them1 it is 
affirmed in the answers to several of the Papers of 
Requests submitted by one or other of the chiefs 
in Bundelkhand. • 
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SouTHERN MARATHA STATES known as "Jagirdars,U 
Sangli, Miraj Senior, Miraj Junior, Jamphandi, 
Kurnudwad Senior, Kurnudwad Junior, Ramdurg, 
M udhol : Treaty of I 8 I 7. Article I J, p. 64. 
Terms granted by the Honourable East India Com
pany I 8 I 9, Article 2. : " As long as you shall remain 
faithful and true to Government, your lands shall be 
continued to you without interruption." · 

PUNJAB HILL STATES: These States were conferred by 
Sanad on their various Chiefs after the Gurkha wars. 

·The Chiefs either pay tribute or were bound to 
perform feudal services which have since been com
muted for money. In answer to a Paper of Requests 
presented by the Rajah of Bilaspur, he was assured 
that his territory u shall in every respect be con
sidered to be under the protectiOn of the British 
Government," and presumably the rest of the 
Punjab Hill S~ates are to be considered in the same 
way • 

. Cis SuTLEJ STATES: Patiala, Jind, Nabha, Kalsia, Maler 
Kotla, Faridkot, Mandwa, were taken under British 
protection by a Proclamation in 1809. Patiala 
received -a further guarantee in a San ad in I 84 7 : 
.. The Rajah of Putteala having requested that he 
may receive a renewed assurance of protection and 
guarantee of his rights in his former possessions, the 

. Governor-General is pleased to confer this assurance 
in the form of a Sanad or Grant." 

Jind received a Sanad in the same terms. Nabha 
was assured of protection in answer to a Paper of 
Requests and in a San ad in I 8 6o., 

The Chiefs of the so-called .. Feudatory " STATES IN THE 
CENTRAL PROVINCES hold their lands under Sanads 
containing the following clause: "The British 
Government will continue, as long as you remain 
loyal to the Crown and abide by the conditions of 
the San ad and of your other engagements with the 
British Government, to maintain you in the position 
and privileges which you have hitherto enjoyed or 



Appendix II. Payments for Dtjtnct 22 S 
which are now conferred on you." These States 
pay tributes. . 

TEH Ill, San ad of 182.0: The British . Government will 
guarantee the Rajah and his posterity in .the secure 
possession of the country now conferred upon him 
and will defend him agamst his enemies. · 

APPENDIX II. 
PAYMENTS FOJl DEFENCL 

I.-Territories CeJeJ. 

UDAIPUR. : Udaipur's share of Mewar Merwara was 
transferred to British management soon after the 
subjugation of that part of the country. In 188r, 
with the view of removing difficulties connected 
with the adjustments of accounts, the British Govern
ment proposed to accept in future the revenue of 
Mewar lMerwara in full discharge of the Udaipur . 
State's contribution towards the cost of the adminis
tration of the district, the expenses of the Mewar 
Bhil Corps (Rs.' ,ro,ooo) and of the .Merwara 
battalions (Rs. 16,000 ). · . 

It was further stipufated that shoulJ the receipts 
from the district at any time exceed Rs. 66,000, 
the surplus money should be paid in full to the 
Udaipur Treasury.-Treatv of 1818. Aitchison, 
Vol. Ill. • t 

GwAUOll: By the treaty of 1803 Scindia made large 
concessions of territories, yielding a revenue of 
nearly a crore and a half. Out of the land ceded 
the East India Compan1 offered to maintain a 
subsidiary force, consistmg of six battalions of 
infantry with their complement of ordnance and 
artillery.-Treaty of 180.f.. 
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By the treaty of I 8 I 7 Scindia was required to 
provide S ,ooo horse (known as the Gwalior 
Contingent, and afterwards as the Auxiliary Horse) 
out C?f his own troops to co-operate with the British 
troops in suppressing the Pindaris. By Article 
S of ,this treaty Scindia renounced for a period of 
three years certain payments amounting to Rs. 7 
lakhs annUally made to him and his family by 

· the British Government under a previous treaty of 
I So 5, and relinquished for two years to the British 
Government, the tribute amounting to Rs. · Jt 
lakhs, which he received from the Rajputana States. 

' In I 844 a new treaty was signed by ArticJe 2, of 
which the contingent force was to be considerably 
increased, and in addition to all the revenues and 
other receipts, already set apart for the purposes, 
the revenues of other large districts belongmg to the 
State were assigned to the Government for the main
tenance of the force, the total cost of which was now 
estimated at I 8 lakhs annually. The sum appro
priated was sufficient to provide 7 battalions of 
mfantry, 2 regiments of cavalry, and four batteries 
of artillery. (Despatch of the Governor-General 
.to, the Secret Committee, dated 2 ISt January, 

. I844·) 
As a reward for his services in the Mutiny, 

Scindia was· given in I 86o territory yielding Rs. 
3 lakhs. For convenience the territory was found 
out of the districts he had assigned in 1844 for the 
expenses of the contingent. 

By the treaty of the same year the Maharajah 
ceded to the British Government in full sovereignty 
the remainder of the assigned districts ; the Govern
ment engaged to maintain a subsidiary force at the 
reduced miniumum cost of Rs. I 6lakhs.-Aitchison, 
Vol. III. . 

I NDOP.E : By ArticJe 7 of the treaty of I 8 I 8, Holkar was 
guaranteed protection in return for large cessions 
of territory.-Aitchison, Vol. IV. . 
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KoLHAPUll. By .Article 8 of the treaty of 1812., Kol
hapur ceded certain forts and the harbour of Malwan 
in return for protection guaranteed.-Aitchison, 
Vol. VII. 

SANGLI : Ceded territories yielding a revenue of Rs~ 
11J,),ooo in lieu of subsidy.-Aitchison, Vol. VII. 
P· 2. 2. 5'. . . 

SAWANTWARI.-Ceded the whole line of east coast from 
the Karli River to the boundaries of the Portuguese 
possessions in return for protection (treaty of 1819). 
-Aitchison, Vol. VII. · ·. • • 

BARODA: By the treaty of 1801, Baroda agreed to receive 
a State subsidiary force from the British Govern· 
ment and to cede the Chauthi and Surat and the 
Pargana of Chorasi on condition of being supported 
against his rival, Malhar Rao. . 

In 1805' the subsidiary force was increased and 
territories yielding Rs. 11,70,000 were ceded for 
its support. 

In 18081 the Gaekwar ceded additional territories 
yielding Rs. 1176,168, as the ceded districts were 
found not to yield a revenue equal to the amount 
of the cost of the subsidiary force. 

By the treaty of 1817 the subsidiary force was . 
again increased, and the Gaekwar ceded to the British 
Government all the rights which he had acquired br the farm of the Peshwa's territories in Gujerat 
ytelding Rs. 12.,61 ,969. In 18 JO lands yielding IS 
lakhs were sequestered from the Gaekwar's territories 
to provide funds for the additional troops which he 
had agreed to maintain by the treaty of 1817. In 
18 J 2, however, the distrtcts were restored on the 
Gaekwar agreeing to deposit Rs. r,oo,oo,ooo with 
the British Government. In 18 J 9 the District of 
J>etlad yielding a revenue of Rs. 71311000. was 
sequestered, and a part of the revenue of Petlad 
was appropriated to the maintenance of a body of 
cavalry organised by the British Government and 
called the Gujerat Irrrgular Horse. In 18-41, an 
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agreement made with the Gaekwar revised the treaty 
of 1817 and provided for a payment of Rs. J,oo,ooo 
for the Gujerat Irregular Horse and for the main
tenance of J,ooo horse by the Gaekwar. On the 
conclusion of this agreement the district of Petlad 
and the one crore deposited with the British 
Government in 1832 were returned to the Gaekwar 
in 1858 as reward for services in the Mutiny. The 

· payment of Rs. 3 lakhs a ·year for the Gujerat 
. Irregular Horse was remitted. 

In 1881 an Agreement was executed by which 
the British Government allowed the contingent to 
be disbanded in consideration of an annual pay· 
ment of Rs. 3, 7 s,ooo.-Aitchison, Vol. VIII. 

NABHA: A portion of the territory of the Nabha State 
was confiscated owing to its refusal to help the 
British army during the first Sikh war. This 
portion was divided between Patiala and Faridkot 
and the British. The revenue from the British 
portion· was appropriated to the maintenance of 

• 133 infantry and 100 horse, and the Chief was 
exempted from l?roviding the troops which he 
had formerly furmshed.-Aitchison, Vol. VIII. 

HYDER.ABAD: By the treaty of 1766, in return for the 
Circars of Ellore, Cricacole, Rajamahendri, Must-

. fanagar and Murtzanagar or Guntur, the British 
Government agreed to furnish the Nizam with a 
subsidiary force when required and to pay 9 lakhs 
a year when the assistance of the troops was not 
required. By the treaty of I 8oo the subsidiary 
force was increased, and to secure the regular 
payment of the troops the Nizam ceded the greater 
part of the territory which he had acquired under 
the treaty of Serangapatam (1792) and under the 
Mysore treaty of 1797, yielding altogether 20,9 I ,.p 8 
pagodas, or about 62,7 4,000 rupees. 

By Article I 2 of the treaty of I 800 the Nizam was 
also bound to maintain six thousand infantry and 
nine thousand horse to co.operate with the sub-
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sidiary force. As the Niz.am's troops were in
efficient, ·it became necessary to maintain irr their 
place two battalions, armed, clothed and equipped 
like the Company's troops. 

Later it became necessary to make advances from 
the British Treasury for the payment of this con• 
tingent force, and in 18 Sl territorial cessions were 
demanded to liquidate the debt, which then 
amounted to more than Rs. 78,oo,ooo. A payment 
of Rs. 4o,oo,ooo was at once made, but the. 
balance remained unpaid, and in 18 S 3 the debt 
had again risen to Rs. .f. s,oo,ooo. In 18 Sl a 
fresh treaty was concluded and the British Govern· 
ment agreed to maintain in addition to the subsidiary 
force an auxiliary force, called. the Hyderabad 
Contingent, of not less than s,ooo infantry, 2.,000 
cavalry and .f. field batteries of artillery, . and in 
order to provide for the payment of this force the 
Nizam assigned in trust dtstricts in Berar, Dharaseo 
and Raichur Doab estimated to yield a gross revenue 
of Rs. so lakhs a year. It was also agreed that 
accounts should be annually rendered to the Niz.am, · 
and that any surplus that might accrue should be 
paid to him. By this treaty the services of the 
subsidiary force and the contingent were to be at 
the disposal of the British Government in time· of 
war and the Niz.am was released from any further 
obligation in this respect. The contingent ceased 
to be a part of the Nizam's army and became an 
auxiliary force kept by the British Government for 
the Nizam's use. · 

In 186o the debt of Rs. so Iakhs due by the 
Nizam was cancelled and the district ofDharaseo and 
Raichur Doab were restored to him. The Nizam 
had, however, to cede certain districts on the left 
bank of the Godavari and to agree to free the 
traffic on that river from an duties. He further 
agr«d that the remaining assigned districts in 
lkrar shoulJ be helJ in trust by the British Govern-
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ment for the purpose specified .. in the treaty of 
J 8 53, and that no demand for accounts of the 
receipts or expenditure .. of the districts should 
be made. In J 902 Berar was re-leased in per
petuity in consideration of the payment to the 
Nizam of a fixed and perpetual rental of Rs. 
25,oo,ooo per annum. The British Government 
were also empowered to redistribute, organise and 
control the force composing the Hyderabad Con-

, tingent. The Hyderabad Contingent .has now 
ceased to exist, the artillery having been· disbanded 
and the cavalry and infantry absorbed in the regular 
army. · · 

.. 
11.-Lump Sum Payments. 

INooRE: In lieu of his obligation under Article I I of 
the treaty of l 818 by which Holkar agreed to 
retain a body of not less than J,ooo horse in his 
service ready to co-operate with the British troops, 
an annual subvention of Rs. I, I I, 2. I 4- was paid by : 
him. Besides this, the . Maharajah also paid Rs • 

. 7,862 annually towards the Malwa Contingent and 
Bhil Corps. These payments, were capitalised by 
the State depositing Rs. 2J,8I,$20 with the Govern
ment of India, the interest thereon at 5 per cent. 
being assigned as the payment for the future, 
u thereby relieving His Highness from all demands 
on account of the said contingent and Bhil Corps, 
as well as from all pecuniary demands, present or 
future, and from service with troops." 

DHAR. In I 8 So Dhar surrendered to the British 
Government, Government promissory notes 
amounting to Rs. J,oo,ooo, thus capitalising the 
annual payment of a sum of Rs. 12,ooo, which 
was a part of its contribution towards the Malwa 
Bhil Corps. · 
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111.-Su/;sidies. 

JoDHPUR: In accordance with the eighth'Article of the 
treaty of 1818, the State was bound to furnish a 
contmgent of r,soo horse. This obligation was 
commuted to an assured ;payme~t of Rs. r,~s,ooo 
towards the cost of a contingent called the Er1npura 
Regiment. · 

KoTAH: The State pays Rs. :,oo,ooo a year towards the 
cost of the Deoh Irregular. Force. This sum was 
fixed by the treaty of r8J8.-Aitchison, Vol. III. . 

DEW AS: By the treaty of 1818 the two States of Dewas 
were required to provide a contingent of so horse 
and so foot to be at the disposal o( the British 
Government, in return for the guarantee of pro-
tection. In 182.7 the contingent was raised to 1S 
horse and 2.00 foot. This obligation was after
wards commuted to an annual contribution of Rs. 
2.8,474-9-Zo 

BuoPAL: By the treaty of 1818 Bhopal was guaran~eed 
· protection and undertook to provide a contingent 

of 6oo horse and 400 infantry. The contribution 
paid for its maintenance was raised in 1840. After 
the Mutiny the contingent was replaced by the 
Bhopal Battalion.' Since 1849 the State has paid 
an annual contribution of Rs. r,61,Z90. 

]AoR.A: Pays Rs. r,s9,02. 7-4-4 in place of the quota of 
.troops formerly maintained as part of the Malwa 
Contingent. . 

Duu.: Pays an annual contribution of Rs. 7,6 56 
towards the maintenance of the Malwa ' Bhil 
Corps. • · 

JHABUA: Pays Rs. 1 ,2.71 towards the cost of the Malwa 
Bhil Corps. 

ALIRAJPUR.: Paf·s Rs. 1,2.71 towards the cost of the 
Malwa Bhi Corps. 

BAll WAN I : Pays Rs. J,J 8 9 towards the cost of the 1\fa.lwa 
Bhil Corps. · · 
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CuTCH : ·By the treaty of 18 I 9, th_e Maharoa of Cutch 
' agreed to provide a contingent force in return for 

the guarantee of p;rotection. The State at present 
p;1ys a contribution of Rs. 1,86,949, which is liable 
to be reduced to a minimum of Rs. 88,ooo if the 
contingent is reduced. · 

AKALKOT: Pays Rs. I 4,592 in lieu of the service of 
horsemen . 

. ]ATH : Pays Rs. 6,400 in lieu of the service of horsemen. 
PHALTAN: Pays Rs. 9,6oo in lieu of the service of 

horsemen. . 
MIRAJ (Senior): Pays Rs. 12,557 in lieu of the service 

of horsemen. 
MIRAJ Gunior): Pays Rs. 6,412-8 in lieu of the service 

of horsemen. 
']AMKHANDI: Pays Rs. 20,84o-1o in lieu of the service of 

horsemen. 
MuDHOL: Pays Rs. 2,671-14 in lieu of the service of 

· horsemen. · · · 
KuRUNDWAD: Pays Rs. 1,696-8 in lieu of the service of 

horsemen. ' 
BARODA: In 1881 an agreement was executed by which 

the British Government agreed to allow the contin· 
gent of J,ooo horse maintained by the Gaekwar to 
be disbanded in consideration of an annual money 
payment of Rs. J, 7 5,ooo. 

· MvsoRE: Used to pay Peshkash and subsidy of Rs. 
35,oo,ooo, which has since 1926 been reduced to 

· Rs. 2 5,oo,ooo. . 
TRAvANCORE: By the treaty of 1795 the Rajah engaged 

to pay an annual subsidy adequate to maintain 3 
·battalions of sepoys. In 1805 one more Regiment 

was added; eventually_ the subsidy payable by the 
Travancore State was fixed definitely at Rs. 
So,oo,ooo. 

CocHIN: ·Pays Rs. 2,oo,ooo. 
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1?.-Tri/Jutes. 

Kame of State. 
Tribute 

( Coftl'lllllt!nt 
IU.). 

IU. a. P• 
Udaipur , a,oo,ooo o o 

Dungarpur , a,.,soo 0 • 

Ban1wara .,.soo • 0 

• 4t001000 0 0 

Lawa (Thakurat~) us 0 0 

Jhalawar )0,000 0 0 

li.otllh , 

Bwodi , .· 40,00Q 0 0 

10,000 • 0 

Tbe tribute IUider Artide ' .. tM tnaty, utecl 
the 13tla Janury, '2!..'•- iw for tiM lnt It 
fin yean at --"iiirtla of the - of 
Udaipur, aiul tllnuft« at ~tM ill 
perpetuity. Ia ab6 it - iu4 at J bkM, 
Udaipur rupeea. Ia ~- of '-'a.l 
embarra~~menta of tilt State, the tri.INta -
reduced ia June 1846 ta G..-t lltl. 1 
lakha. 

Tribute payable under Article 9 of tnat)', • 
elated utla December, alaS. SaWa SUM lltl. 
ss,ooo. 

The tribute payable ~mder Article 9 of 1M 
treaty, dat.ell the astla ~. ·•·a. -
S.J.Ua Sh&b.i Ita. JS,ooo - Genu ' lltl. 

''' soo-o-o. Tribute payable UAdar Article I cl Ac-t. 
dated ttla September, 1171, talres • ,.n of, 
and tupplemeatary te, the treat)', 4atell P4l 
April. aiall. 

The paflllent of 1 lib aaOIIIIC .. tM Dartloar, 
under thc Salt Treaf7, it let elf ap... -
tribute. 

Tbe tribute h11 "-' pai4 eUice the ut April. 
a8B3. lleduced b7 GOY~t t... Jl,a. 
:s,ooo. 

The tribute payable lllld• Article 11 of t&t 
treaty, dat.ell thc ltll April. IIJI. - Jla. 
lo,ooo-o-o.. A part of the territoriee ftida 
were lUCie over by Kot.U ia IIJI. fc:. c.be 
formatioa of tile Jhalaw• Statet. - __.,. 
to Kotah ia all99> ucl the tribute - nd.lo!CIMI 
to Ita. 30,000 bJ a Saucl datecl tile ]Otla 
January, 1899-

Tbc tribute payable aadls Article 7 c1 t&t 
treafJ, elated astla December, ... ,, - ..... 
:a,s,,,.ao. A l'elll.iM.ioa flf Ita. a s,ooo -
IIDCtlOilN by S.mad, utecl a stll Septcmba, 
all19 ; and oa the f<.~t~Utioa of tlle State flf 
Jbalawar, a further nd.uctiM of Ita. 1a,oco 
WM pat.ed UAdew Article 4 of eM treaty, 
dated Iota April. 1I3L n.. tribute -
cnhucecl ia a&~ by IU. 50,000 wba an.aia 
terri~ - raton<~ ... ~ ..... 
Jbalawar. 

T nbute pay-able UAdar Article S of the tftaty 
G&teclaodl.t'ebnaary, alaS. .. "~ of --.d.i 
aM otbcl fl-. 

Tbe tribute il pai4 oa ac:coUAl of PIIIJIIU of 
.t'huL.a UAdar the Saucl tl&t.oll •7t& J-. ..... 
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Name of State. 

Sirohi · • · , 

Bundhdkhand 

Junagarh 
Nawanagar , 
Bhavnagar . 
Porbandar 
Dhrangadhara 
Rajkot , 
Wadhwan 
Statea of Mahi 

Kantha Agency. 
Statea of Rewa 

Kantha Agency. 
Cambay • , 

Banada • 

Dharampur. 

Bhor' , 
Jath • 
Hindur. • 

(Nalagarh) 
Ba&hahr • 

Baghat , 

Jubbal • ' • 
Kapurthala 
Mandi • 

Tribute 
(Government Remarke. 

Ra.). 

Rs. a. p. 
6,881 4 o The tribute originally payable under Article 8 of 

the treaty, dated 11th September, 1813, was 
Bhilari Rs. rs,ooo or Government Rs. 13,7&z-
8-o. The Chief, having rendered meritorious 
service during the mutinies, a remission of 
half hia tribute waa aanctioned by the Govern
ment of India on the 18th December, t8S7·-

2.7,194 s 

a8,394 ·o 
'501JIZ 0 
r,z8,o6o 0 

:zr,zoa 0 
40,671 0 

18,991 0 

a61009 8. 
92.1 r'r. 

24,38z 0 

7·351 8 

9•000 0 

4,684 0 

... 847 0 

s,ooo 0 

3·945 0 

z,ooo 0 

6 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

2. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Aitchiaon1 Vol. III. • 
The following five States in the Bundhelkhand 

Agency pay tribute fClr certain villages Clr dis
tricts in their territories, namely, Charkhari, 
Panna, Ajaigarh1 Bihat, and Paldeo.-Aitchi
aon1 Vol. V. 

Tribute remitted in return for admission of aalt 
ell:cise.-Aitchiaon1 VoL VI. 

In rSsS the Rajah of Banada agreed to pay 
R11. •,soo, in addition to thia tribute, in cCln
aideration of the British Government foregoing 
iu share in transit dutiea. In 1873 the Rajah 
waa granted R11. 81698 per annum ae compensa
tion for abolishing transit dutie11. The net pay
ment made by the State to the Britiah Govern-
ment ia, therefore, now Ra. I 53-8-o. 

By an agreement eigned in 1870, this aum was 
made payable in place of the British ahare in 
transit dutiea which were then abolished. 

Sanad 186o. 

Sanad of 1816 required a tribute' of R.t. 1 s,ooo 
which waa reduced in 1847 in compenaation 
for the abolition of transit duties. 

Sanad of 186:~ required a tribute of this amount, 
but the actual payment ie npw Ra. 1 Jz.-6-o, 
aa part waa remitted on account of Iandt ceded 
at Solon and Kaaauli. 

a,szo o o 
1,31,ooo o · o In commutation o( military service. 
1,00,000 0 0 
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Name of State. 

Chamba 

Suket , 
Travaacorc • 

Tribute 
(Government 

kt.). 

kt. ft. P• 
ao,ooo 0 0 

11,000 0 0 

•3·3'9 I 0 

Part of the tribute waa :nutl'.e4 • K>Ccluat el 
Ianda made onr t. GOY.,._t. T1M IIC'baal 
payment ia .•ow h. J,loo. 

Saaaclai~6.-A.i~ Vol. VIIL • 
Paicl •• equinleat el tbt Petlabtk •cl Nurua 

formerlr •• t. the Nam el 1M Carnatic.
Aiwu-, VoL X. 

Btlllnllo 
.MIIIlipur •. 

1,'9•000 0 0 

Cooch-Behar 
I §1000 o o Sana4 1l9r.-Ait.chiloa, Vol. XI. • 
671700 1 S o Sum fi~:ed i.a 1710. 

The followinr 17 State~ ira Ori111 received Sanade ira 11941 red~ dleit ata~• 
and mentioninr the tribute which th~ are liable to fliT• • · 

Athprb 
Athm.allik 
Bare mba 
Bod , 
Daepalla , • 
Dhenkanal , 
Hindol.. , . 
Keunjhar 
Khandpare • 
Morbhanj , 
Naninghpur 
Nayagarla 
Nilgiri , 
Pal Lahar& 
Ranpur. 
Talcher 
Tigaria • 
Bon.&aad 

Gaogapur. 
Bamre • , 
Kalahandi er 

KaroWid. 
Patna • 
ltainkhol 
Soopur, 

8.ut.v • • 
ChiiiiCBhUar 

t:r:. 

h L P· 
a,Boo o 0 
~So o 0 

1,397 IJ s 
lloo o o 
661 711 

5t099 0 9 
ss1 Jll 

.,,ol I 
J ••• u I 

a,o67 11 ' lt4SS I J 
s.s:as • I 

3t900 7 I 
:a66 10 I 

1,400 IJ :a 
a,o3~1o. 5 
9.15 o · o 
IJSO o o Suwi of 1199-

•,soo 0 0 Saaad 1905· 
aa,ooo • 0 Saud 11)05· 

l,soo o o Suacla90s· 
lloo o o Suacl190So 

9.000 o o Sauclii)OSo-:-Aitchitoa, Vol. L 

F -""? S.UIU i• IN C,.,..Z ,.,.__ 
h. Lp. 

17,&00 0 0 

387 • 0 
a,:aso o o 

J:a,ooo 0 0 
7o.,ctOO 0 0 
•s,ooo o o 

Tribute ftmitbtd ia ~- el RMIIIlpbM 
"' Conaaau of IIUpf duta 
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:Same of State. 

Korea • 
Nandgaon 
Raigarh 
Saltti 
Saran garb 
Sarguja. 
Udaipur 
Baghat •• 

Tribute 
(Govenunent 

Rs.) •. 

Rs. a. P• 
sao 0 0 

70JOOO 0 0 

•• ooo 0 0 

I,Joo 0 0 

I,JSO 0 0 

:a,soo 0 0 

8oo 0 0 
I :a,ooo 0 0 

Remarks. 

Sanad of 1 86;a required a tribute of thia amount, 
but the actual payment il now Ra. t]z-6-o, •• 
part was remitted on account of Iande ceded at 
Solon and K.aeuli. 

The following Statea were granted Sanada which required the provieion of forced 
bbour. Thia wa• afterward• cotllllluted for money paymenta. 

Bhajji • 
Kothar. • 
K.umhanain • 
Dhami. 
Bahar • 
Mailog • 
Beja 
Taroch. 
K.UDhiar 
Mangal. 

RJ. Lp. 
1,440 0 0 

a,ooo o o 
:a,ooo o o 

36o 0 0 
1,080 0. 0 
1,440 0 0 
·180 0 0 
zSo o o 
18o o o 

72 .o 0 

The following Statee paid tribute to Scind.ia which were assigned to the Briti•h 
Govenunent as part of the payment for the Gwalior Contingent under the treaties of 
J844 and 1800. 

K.hilchipur • 
Ratlam. 
Sailana • 
Jodhpur 

Rs. a. P· 
n,134 3 6 
6s,szo o o 
J:t,76o 0 0 

1,o8,ooo o o Reduced by Rs. 1 o,ooo on account of ceaiion of 
bod at Amarkot ......... Aitchison, Vol. IV. 
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APPENDIX III. 

SUPPLY OF TllOOPS IN TIMI OF WAll. 

U DAIPUll: By Article 8 of the treaty of 1818 the troops 
of the States shall be furnished according to ats 
means at the requisition of the British Government. 

DuNGAllPUll: By Article 10 of the treaty of 1818 the 
Maharawal, his heirs and successors engaged to • 
afford what military force they might possess to the 
British Government upon their requisition. 

BANSWAllA: Engaged to furnish troops according to its 
means to the British Government on requisition. 

]AI PUll: The Maharajah agreed to furnish troops on the 
requisition of the British Government. (freaty 
of1818~ . 

KrsHENGAltH : Engaged to furnish troops on the requisi
tion of the British Government, according to its 
means. 

KAllAULI: En~aged to furnish troops on the requisition 
of the Bntish Government, according to its means. 
(Treaty of 1817.) ~ 

ALWAll: Alwar troops to co--operate with those of the 
British Government. (Treaty of 180J.) 

BIKANU.: The Maharajah of Bikaner will furnish trOops 
on the requisition of the British Government, accord
ing to his means. (Article 8 of the treaty of 1818.) 

KoTAH : " Furnish troops according to his means when 
required." (Treaty of 1817 .) · · 

J HALAWAll: The Maharajah Rana agreed to supply troops 
according to his means. 

BHoPAL: Article 6, treaty of 1818. •• The State of 
· Bhopal shall furnish a contingent of six hundred 

(6oo) horse and four hundred (400) infantry for 
the service of the British Government. \Vhenever 
required and when necessary, the whole of the 
Bhopal forces sh~ll join the British army excepting 
such a portion as may be requisite for the internal 
administration of the country:• · 
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DATIA: By the treaty of 18 I 8, Article 6, u the Rajah 
. . hereby binds himself to employ his troops at his 
· own expenses whenever required to do so in co

operation with those of the British Government on 
all occasions in which the interest of the two States 

-· may be mutually concerned ... 
SAMTHAR. : -Provision similar to that of Datia. 
CuTCH : By Article I 4 of the treaty of I 8 I 9 the Rao, his 

heirs and successors, engaged to afford what 
military force they might possess to the aid of 
the Honourable Company's Government upon 
requisition. _ · ; 

PATIALA: By the Sanad granted in I 84 7, the Maharajah, 
among other things, engaged himself to attend in 

· person with his forces should the Cis Su~lej terri
tories be invaded by the enemies, while the British 
Government gave up all claims to tribute or revenue 
or commutation in lieu of troops or otherwise. 

}IND and NABHA: Same as above. . 
. The. following States are bound to render service, 

presumably when called upon in time of war : 

Sirmur. Kothar. 
Kahlur. Taroch .. 
Jubbal. Kunhiar • 

..... ~ . : 
JAMMU and KAsHMIR:· By the treaty of I 846 the 

Maharajah engaged for himself and heirs to join the 
whole of his military forces with the British troops 
when employed within the hills or in territories 
adjoining his possessions.' 

-, 

' SUPPLY OF 'GRAIN AND OTHER MATERIAL. 

P ATIALA : By the Sanad of I 8 6o the Mahar~ah is bound 
to co-operate with British forces on an enemy 
appearing and to provide carriage and supplies of 
grains, etc. free to the British troops. · 

J IND and NABHA; Same as above. 
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