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WORK IN ENCLAND 
OF 

THE DEPUTATION 

OF THE 

INDIAN STATES' PEOPLE 

At the fourth meeting of the Executive Committee of the 
Indian States people's Conference held in Bombay on 11-7-28 it 
was resolved to send a deputation to England oonsisting of Diwan 
Babadur Mr. Ramcbandrn Rao, the president, Prof. G. R. Abhyan· 
kar, the general secretary, and Mr. Amritlal D. Shet, M. L. C. 
to England as soon as oonvenient, Accordingly friends in England 
were requested to advise aoout the propriety of sending such a 
deputation. The London Correspondent o£ Saurashtra saw many 
people in England a?d ascertained their views aoout this deputation. 
He saw Dr. Anne Besant who said" I for myself positively believe 
that the deputation will have many benefits. I am leaving England 
for Europe in the 4th week of July and hope to be back here a few 
days before I leave for India. But I shall ~peak to one or two 
leading members o£ Parliament to give all help and support to the 
deputation". The veteran leader cf the laoour party Mr. George 
Lansbury said "I have received a cable from the All-India States 
people's Conference with reference to this deputation and I have in 
reply cabled to them telling that the deputation should come. I have 
the same thing to tell you. The States' subjects should send a 
deputation here". :Mr. Feimer Brockway the political secretary of 
the independent labour party, who had recently been to India per· 



ceived the usefulness of the deputation and said "I suggest to you 
to inform the AU-India St::ttes people's Conference by cable that I 
shall help the members in all possible ways". ~Ir. Pollock the ever 
enthusiastic Champion of Indians overseas s..1.id " I well understand 
that the subjects of Indian Etates want to represent their side in 
order to secure their rights and I positively believe by privately re· 
presenting themselves before any leading and influential gentlemen 
here. You know that the Princes themselves instead of depending 
upon the drafts preplreJ In In.lia b.1 ve thought it ad visible to secure 
the services of eminent lawyers here and the people too will achieve a 
great deal by securing the aid in the best way they can of the 
lawyers here to prepare the best representationr~ o£ their demands If 
our Indian friends agre~ to this let them send a deputation as early 
as they can. It is a misfortune that this matter is deb.yed even so 
far. When I was leaving Bombay I spoke to some friends who 
came to see me in this connection that if they wanted to adopt this 
course the earlier it was done the better. Even now much can be 
done and the deputation should now prepare to reach here by Novem· 
ber ne:s:t ". Dr. Paranjape said to him ''I do not know much 
about the present activities of the Princes being very busy these d:tys 
I c.mnot visit the clubs from where m~st information can be had. 
The Entler Committee works with closed doors and very secretly so 
nothing more is known from th:tt direction and yet one thing I 
know ; the followers of the Princes and particularly Prof. Ruskbrook 
'Villiams are working hard in the pulpit and the press to canvass the 
sympathy of the British public in favour of the Princes. The 
Professor in a recent public lecture invited the public to stand by the 
the Princes and support their claims as arising frolll the treaties and 
other documents. And he weut so far as to sJ.y that as long as the 
problem of Princes is not solved the problem of Indi:.1. would remain 
unsolved". Dr. Paranj9.pe further added. "It is a very weak 
argument pnt forward by the Princes and their followers when they 
say that the treaties on which their claims are based should be looked 
upon as sacred. What pains the subjects of the States most is the 
fact that the Princes do not go with the age. \V e of British India 
have little to do with the personal good of the Princes. But the 
welfare of the people is a subject that concerns us most. 'Ve see 



no harm in seeing the people of the States uniting in federation to 
acquire the rights already acquired or contemplated by the people of 
red India. But if the Princes look upon the States as their personal 
estates they can hope for no support from the Indians of British 
India". (Bombay Chronicle 5th August 1928 ). 

Diwan Bahadur Ramchandra Rao and Prof. Abhyankar· had 
gone. to Simla in the beginning of September to ascertain the views 
of officials and of the leaders of public opinion assembled· there for 
the session of the central Legislature. The leader of the deputation 
bad interviews with the pdvate secretary the political secretary 
to the Government of India, with His Excellency the Viceroy and 
some members of the Excutive Council. The question of a deputa· 
tion to England was discussed with prominent nationalist leaders. 
The general sense appeared that there was no harm in sending the 
deputation; that it will have facilities of enlightening the British 
public, the press and the promiment party leaders; and having gone 
all the way to England the Butler Committee also may be pleased 
to hear what the people have got to say. A statement was issued 
to the prees before their departure from Simla. On their arrival in 
Bombay at the 5th meeting of the Executive Committee held on 
.16th September, the following resolution was passed:-" That in 
view of the non-representative character of the Indian States Com· 
mittee, its narrow terms of reference barring the legitimate voice 
of the people of the states and the attitude taken up as well as the 
procedure adopted by it, so far, this committee apprehends that the. 
interests of the people of the Indian States will be seriously pre· 
judiced; this committee resolves that it is necessary to create public 
opinion both in India and in England on vital problems affecting 
the interests of the people of the Indian States. 

This Committee therefore appoints a deputation of the follow· 
ing gentlemen to proceed to England at an early date to create 
.opinion in England on the problems of Indian States. The 
deputation will be at liberty to lead evidence even before the Butler 
Committee provided they _are invited to do so, in recognition of the 
inhere~t right o[ the people of the States to be heard in a .matter 



a!Iectin!'f both the Princes and the people which combined form the 
0 

States. 

(1) Diwan Bahadur Mr. Ramchandra Rao. 

(2) Prof. G. R. Abhyankar. 

(3) :Mr. A. D. Shet. 

It was also proposed that Mr. P. L. Chudgar who was willing 
to go to England at his own expense should be coopted as a mem· 
her of this deput.<ttion.'' 

In compliance with this resolution Pro£. G. R. Abhyankar and 
Mr. P. L. Cbudgar sailed for Enghnd on the 26th September by 
the Italian Steamer Cracovia. On the eve of their departure Prof. 
Abhyankar was entertained to a tea-party under the auspices of the 
Hyderabad Political Conference at the Servants of India Society on 
Tuesday evening. Prof. Abhyankar thanked the organisers for the 
reception given to him and said that he would spare no efforts to 
place their case before the Butler Committee. 'Vhat the State 
subject's wanted was that the Indian Princes in their own interest 
eshould concede to them the ordinary rights of citizenship. The 
state of things now obtaining was that all the Indian Princes 
eu.joyed the powers of absolute monarchs and many of them 
abused these powers. The state subj~cts were indebted to the 
Neharu Report in which the relations of the states to British India 
were clearly de£ned. But he warned them not to rest contented 
with that but to carry on viO'orous ao·itation for their politiml ri!'J'hts. 

0 0 0 

He hoped the Indian Princes would reco!mise the fundamental 
0 

rights of the state subjects and would secure constitutional liberties 
to them. Another reception was acoorded to Prof. Abhyankar at 
the Hira Bag the same night when Mr. Amritlal Shet and several 
others wished him bon voyage 

We two members of the deputation got down at Aden when 
the s•e:nner reached t!:at port. They were given a warm welcome 
by Indian States sllhjects belo~ng to Kathiawar. They purchased 
nearly fifteen copies of the memorandum as a contribution towards 



the fund of this deputation. Mr. H. J. Khanderia B. A. LL. B. 
pleader, Aden had organised~thls function. 

We then returned to the Steamer and proceeded to Suez. We 
landed and went to Gtiro and took the steamer . at Portsaid. We 
finally reached Venice on 11th October. After staying there for a 
day to see the picturesque town, Mosaic Glass Works, the splendid 
Duke's Castle and the vast and well laid out Saint Marc's Square 
we started for Paris next morning and reached it on 13th. After 
breaking journey for a day we left for London on 14th and 
reached Victoria Station in the evening. Mr. Pollock was kind 
enough to receive us and arranged to send us to the Arya Bhuvan 
30 Bellsize Park N. W. 3. But as there was room only for one of 
us we had to shift to Shantiniketan which was close by and stayed 
there for about a week and then we were accommodated in the Arya. 
Bhuvan and both of us lived there till 20th December when Pro£. 
Abhyankar left for the continent. 

On 15th we learnt that the Butler Committee was resuming its 
sittings and was giving a hearing to Sir Leslie Scott, the counsel of 
the Princes. Thinking that it was a quasi judicial and open inquiry 
we went to Montagu House where the Committee was to meet. The 
keeper of the place told as that only a limited number of men and 
women were to be admitted and that the hearing was not open to 
the public or the press. As there was hardly time to approach the 
authorities for permissir.m we returned home. Same representatives 
of the press who had assembled outside the place of meeting for the' 
snap·shots of some of the Princes, saw us and inquired as to why we 
were there. We told them that we were members of a deputation 
sent by the people of the Indian States to represent their case to . the 
Committee. But as we now find that the meeting was strictly 
private and as there was not sufficient time to seek admission we do 
not want to make any demonstration. The report cabled to India 
that we were refused admission is not correct. We were unable to 
see any of the authorities at that time ; we could not apply for 
permission and therefore none was refused. Mr. Chudgar made a. 
Jrtatement to a representative of the Yorkshire Observer who was 



present there and which was published in the issue of 16th October. 
It was to this effect. '' The Princes are spending 6 7 p. c. of their 
revenues on personal pleasures and if the real facts of the misrule and 
oppression which are existing under the Union Jack were told it 
would cause a very great sensation. The deputation represented the 
Indian State people's Conference which consisted of representatives 
o£ some 70 States. They were desirous of placing before the 
Committee the people's sid~ of the Case. " Our case is that the 
Princes' view is not the view of the people o£ the States. The 
British Govt. is the paramount power aml is responsible for good 
Government of the States, ·as well. The Princes do not want any 
interference in the affairs of the States but at the same time they 
want the British Government's protection against their people's 
agitation." Next day we saw .Mr. Pollock, l\Iajor Graham Pole and 
Mr. Fenner Brokivay. On the lith :Jlr. Bakhale of the Servants o£ 
India Society introduced Prof. Abhyanbr to :\lr. Gillis o£ the labour 
party. He had a long discussion with him on this subject. He 
shrewdly asked if the Indian Princes did not listen to the advice of 
the future GovE>rnment of India what the remedy wa9. If the 
British Indian army is to be sent to coerce the Indian Rulers would 
this not be resented by the InJ.i.m people. He inqnire<l whether the 
consent o£ the Princes was necessary for their transfer to the control 
of the future Government. He ~igJ.'eed that Ch1l List should be 
limited and that there should be proper safeguards to ensure the 
same. He also was of opinion that the Indian Princes should ma.intain 
a recogniseJ form o£ G;vernment. On the 18th jlr. n~\khale took 
Pro£. Abhyankar to l\Ir. George Lansbury. He e:spbineJ the objects 
of tne deput..<ttion and Jlr. Lansbury promised every help and also to 
arrange meetings with p-arliamentary labour party anJ Imperial 
Parliamentary League. On the 19th both of us went to the foreiQ'Il 

• 0 
editor of Sunday ExpreRs, 8 Shoe Lane, E. C. 4 and e~-plained to 
him the whole situ.'ltiou. He s..'1.iJ he would consider the same as it 
was ~ very intricate subject. \V e however found to our great 
surpnse the same pttper publishing the letter of the 1Iaharaja of 
Patiala on 21st in which His Highness stated" We are not nearly as 
rich as you think and '"e have to work pretty hard for our 
living." This pitious letter of the Maharaja was published with a 
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bust photo of His Highness who had put. on jewellety worth · a. 
million pounds. We do not know if the editor wanted to insinuate 
the grim humour about the Maharaja's statement by the display of 
this picture. On 16th, we had written a letter to Col. Ogilve, the 
secretary of the Committee, in which we had asked permission to 
hear the proceedings as mere':'spectators. The secretary had not the 
courtesy to send a written reply but in a private interview which 
Prof. Abhyankar had with him on the 20th Col. Ogilve told 
him that the Chairman had declined permission to the deputation to 
be present at the hearing. Diwan Bahadur Ramchandra. Rao had 
arrived and we met him at Mr. Pollock's house an 21st. Next day 
Pro£. Abhyankar saw Mr. Brown of the East India Association and 
the editor of Asiatic Quarterly Review and explained to them both, 
the problem of the Indian State's people. On the night of23rd both 
of us (Mr. Chiudgar and Prof. Abhyankar) addressed a meeting of 
the Independent labour party. A lecture o£ Major Graham Pole was 
arranged in the Autumn series on behalf of the party at the Italian 
Cafe. Frith Street W. I. 1\Iajor Graham Pole desired that initea~ 
o£ his speaking be thought it proper to give the opportunity tq 
us to address the meeting. Major Graham Pole presided on 
the occasion. Prof. Abhyankar said that there were nearly 
seventy millions of people living in nearly 700 Indian States. 
There is personal rule in almost all the Indian States. The 
people in the States do not enjoy even the elementary right of 
citizenship. Liberty of person, security of property, liberty of the 
Press, freedom of discussion, are denied to the people. Arbitmry 
powers are exercised by the executive, there is no independent 
judiciary. The resources o£ the States are exploited by the Ruler 
for his private use. The Budget estimates are not published, They 
are not open to criticism or discussion by the people. There is n,o 
independent audit and the subjects o£ a State are not associated 
with the Government in any shape or form. Tbis is generally the 
position of almost all States, except a few States in South India like 
Mysore. The people o£ the Indian States are now becoming poli~ 

tically conscious of their rights. The stir in British India has 
affected Indian States. Hopes and aspirations have crossed the 
frontier. The Indian States people are not given any form of con· 



11titutional Government or self Government, and they do not even 
enjoy the ordinary privileges of good government. The Indian 
Princes are complaining about the violation of treaty rights cy the 
Paramount Power. It is necess::try to bear in mind that there are two 
aspects of this grievance. one political and the other economical. On 
the political side Indian Princes cannot complain about the inter· 
ference of the political department because interference has taken 
place only when misrule bas become flagrant in character. As a 
matter of fact the subjects· of Indian States complain that the inter· 
ference in this respect bas not been prompt and frequent. The 
Government interferes only when misrule becomes unbearable or 
long, gross, and flagrant. I£ we, however, look to the treaties 
concluded with the Princes, it will clearly show that there are express 
treaty obligations by which the Indian Rulers have undertaken to 
m.!\intain good government, to aecnre the rontentment of the people, 
to improve cultivation, and to ensure proper justice to the people of 
the States. These treaty obligations have mt been fulfilled by the 
Indian Princes. The paramount Power is not enforcing, these treaty 
obligations. It is necessary to see bow the Indian Princes have been 
carrying on their trusteeship of these States. Not only on treaty 
grounds but by reason of their position as a Paramount Power 
with the ultimate responsibility of !ecuring the welfare of the 
subjects of the States entrusted to them, the British Govern· 
ment must exercise greater vigilance over the Indian States to see 
that good government is maint.'l.ined in every one of them. The 
present laissez faire policy is deplorable and some reform is absolutely 
needed by the exigencies of the present times. The British Govern
~ent ~as decla~·ed. re~ponsible government as the goal of their policy 
1D lnd1a. · It IS Significant to note tba t none of the Princes has 
during these eleven years since the pronouncement of Au(J'ust 1917' 

0 ' 
ever ~eclared his unequivoc:ul acceptance of this goal, and none of 
them JS endeavouring to bring about e. progressive realisation of the 
sa~:· What the Indian States people desire is that either the 
Bntish Government should chanO'e its policy and exercise QTeater 

h 't . 0 0 
aut or1 Y to 1mpmve the. conditions of the people of Indian St:.l.tes, 
o.r that they should :.-equu-e the Indian Rulers to adopt a constitu· 
twmtl form of government. Unless either of these courses is 
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adopted, the. discontent in the Indian States would . grow .acute 
and would become serious in character. There is no Pres!!, 
and there is no liberty of speech in the Indian States and this 
is the reason why discontent is not articulate and vociferous; 
Autocracy in the Indian States is driving it underground. It is, 
therefore, better in the interest of the Rulers and the Ruled tbat 
remedial measures should be adopted in time. There is no desire 
on the part of of the Indian States people that the Indian. States 
should disappear ; the people are anxious that the Princes and 
their Houses should be maintained firmly, and should be provided 
adequately to maintain their prestige and their high position ; but 
they only wish that the princes should rule as constitutional monarchs 
and not as despots. The Indian Princes are professing loyalty to 
the Crown. What greater example could they find to emulate than 
that of His Majesty the King Emperor of India, who is a perfect! y 
constitutional monarch. The subjects of the Indian States desire 
that these Rulers sh9uld faithfully follow the gracious example of 
His Majesty, and should abandon autocratic powers and establish 
constitutional government in their St9.tes. Let them give the 
elementary rights of citizenship to their people,· let them enable their 
people to enjoy the blessings of the rule of law; let them be satisfied 
with a definite civil list ; and let them entrust their administration to 
their people to be carried on under their supervision ; contentment 
would then reign in the Indian States. This in short is the case of 
the Indian States people. 

An inquiry of an exhaustive character is necessary to ascertain 
both the alleged violation of the treaty rights of the Princes and the 
non-fulfilment of the treaty obligations by them. The inq~ry con· 
ducted by the Butler Committe!' is most unsatisfactory since it 
excludes the subjects of the States whose interests are vitally affected 
by it. The misrule prevailing in the India States has forced some 
people to confess that Lord Dalhousie committed a great error in not 
pl.inting the whole of India red, This caused a loud outburst in 
the audience who understood by the expression " red" as the spread 
of Communism throughout India. Major Graham Pole asked what 
was the meaning of the expression ' red India.' Prof. Abhyankar 

5l .. 
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explained that British India was painted in the map in red colour 
while as Indian India. meaning thereby the Indian Stltes was p3.int· 
ed in yellow colour. Tha bitter critics of Indian St!ltes desplired of 
reforms thought that if Indian States had b~en ahsorbed into B:·itish 
India it would have been better. There was no distant suggestion 
of the spread of Soviet principles in India. 

Mr. Chudgar dwelt upon the condition of the non-jurisdictionll 
States in Katbiawar and deplored that even under the direct control 
of the political Department there was gross misrule. There 
were forms of slavery still prevailing in some of the Kathia war 
States and urged the British Government to uproot this evil. 
After the two short addresses questions and answers followed 
and two of them were very interesting. A member of the 
audience pointedly asked that if there was such misrule in the 
Indian States bow is it that they have not beard of any agitation 
against misrule till now ? It was p:::>inted out that there 
was no liberty of the press, no freedom of discussion, no permission 
for public meetings and no representative institutions in almost all 
the Indian States. Discontent was driven . underground and sup· 
pressed under autocratic rule. Since the new era of reforms agita· 
tion about the political rights was carried on by Indian Stltes' people 
i.n British Indi::t and political meetings were held in some few States. 
Anothet· gentleman asked that as the Congress has been in existence 
for over 40 years how is it that this question of Indian States ~as 
not taken up in right earnest by this premier national organis::-~.tion. 
It ~vas explained that for a long time the British Indian people did 
not like to intervene in the affairs o£ the Indian States. The steam 
ro1ler of Br·itish imperialism was pl'essing over all people suppressing 
ta.U poppies. The policy of the British Gort. to~~rds the Indian 
States was not fully understood. It was fe~~red that if the misrule 
of the Princes ~as thoroughly e:xposed such a course may provide a 
handle to the bureaucracy to absorb the States into British India. 
~ long a.s th.e Bl'itiEll Indbn people were under the grip of a for· 
etgn dommatlou they did not think it advis::tble to stremrt.hen the 
hold of tbis rule over the Indian Princes who were equall; helplePs 
,_od who in addition were immersed in deep ignorance and not 
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keenly alive to their own interests and who were obsessed with 
the latitude given by the Political Department to indulge in any 
misrule by reason q£ the non-intervention policy. Indian Princes 
were deprived o£ their military strength and with a view to secure 
their complete acquiescence in their humiliating position. of submis· 
sion, the policy o£ non·interveniton was resorted to. Since the era of 
reforms and since the promise of responsible govt. the whole out· 
]ook has been changed. The British Indians feel that they would 
be the masters in their mother land in due course and that a living 
interest has been created in them to bring up the level of Indian 
States with that in British India with a view to fit them eventually 
in a federal constitution. It was therefore pointed out that the 
attitude of indifference of the national Congress towards the Indian 
States was justified till the era of refroms and self-determination 
was ushered into existence in India. But during the last 10 years 
we find references in the presidential addresses and in the proceedings 
also to the problems of Indian States. Major Graham Pole appeal· 
ed to his hearers to assist the depnt.'\tion with the support and 
sympathy of the independent labour party. On the 25th the three 
members of the deputation attended the Imperialism Committee of 
the independent labour party in the office of the Newleader. D. B. 
Ramchandra Rao and Mr. Chudgar explained the objects of the de· 
putation and the Committee promised every help. The deputation 
discussed this question with Mr. Brown and Mr. Andrews at a 
luncheon in the National Liberal club on 26th. N'ext day they met 
Mr. Pollock and Dr. Williams at theN. L. Club and talked over the 
problem of Indian States. Mr. Chadgar and Prof. Abhyankar were 
invited the same evening to tea by Mr. Grubbs who is the London 
correspondent of the Hindu and the Tribune. The whole situation 
of the Indian States' people was explained to him. Mr. Grubbs also 
remarked that discontent in Indian States was not articutate and 
sufficiently loud. He desired that we should approach members· of 
Parliament with a brief and lucid statement of our case. On 29th 
Mr. Fenner Brokway h~td come to lunch with the deputation at the 
Club on 30th and ~1st. Pro£. Abh_yankar saw the foreign editor of the 
Daily Herald and brought to his notice the mischievous propaganda 
q~.l,'ried on by.tbe ~Iabaraja of Patiala and his paid agents and oon-
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vinced'him of the nec~sgity of giving publicity to the views f'>f the States' 
delegation ; and accordingly an interview was published in the 
Daily Herakl of Prof. Abhyankar. On the 1st November 'Mr. 
Pollock bad arranged a m~eting of the members of the deputation 
and of Dr. WiUi...rtms Col. Haksar and Sir Manubhli Metha. 
It was a private meeting and brought about solely to under
stand each other's views. A free discussion ensued and each 
p1rty was able to appreciate the views of the other and it 
appeared that there were rri:tny points of agreement betw~en these 
two p':lrties. On the 4th Prof. Abbyankar was invited to Cambridge 
to addtess the Indi:.tn Majlis. Prof. Abbyankar was the principal 
sneaker at the debate. The motion was to the effect that " this bouse 
has no sympathy with tbe present Rspirations o~ the Indian Princes 
since thev des:re that the British Government should retain the 
control of the army in India anrl of the political department for their 
s1fety and protection and as these aspirations are prejudicial to the 
~owth and development of any national Government in India 
which m1y be established in the future". Prof. Abhyankar 
shl)wed how treaty obli.gations were not carried out by the Indian 
Prin~es ani h')W the Pa.ram'Jnnt Power did net enforce these 
ohlizrtthns and h)W there was absence of what is called in constitu· 
tiomllaw as rule of law in almost all the Indian St:1tes and how 
t'!,~ people werrJ not at aU associated with the govt. in all the 
States with very few exceptions. A very heated discussion took 
place. So!lle members espoused the cluse of the Princes as 
r~tron~ of literatnre, s~ience, industries, fine arts and sports. 
The hollowness of this view was clearly brou~ht home. One mem· 
h~r p)interlly asked that if such was the deplorable condition of the 
In1.i9.n Stltes how is it that the people h:J.ve not revolted or 
h:-nc,1e3 of p~l'.':~ hw~ n:>t O:!'.':llrreLl to remove gross, long and 
fhQTant misrule. It was made clear that the cause of it was 
ob\•imn on the hce of it. It was arO'ued that the same reasons 

1 
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mm~ y 1~n:>r1n~e, dis:mbn and the mighty stremrt.h of the British .. h l"'' 

p1wer w.11c pr~vent~>rl Britis':l Indians from rising in revolt ag3inst 
the .alie.n r::1le £or the helpless and mist>rable plight in which British 
lnd1a IS placed, actuated the subjects o£ Indian States net 
r ~s::>:tiaz to vblen::a anl direc~ action. Prof. Abhyankar explained 



at considerable length that the qur:ostion of removal of misrule dlJ 
not rest with the people and the Prince of any State but there was 
an important third party to it namely the Paramount power. If it 
had not been so the people of any State would have put an end to 
misrule in n:> tim;, an l wJuld hwe brought about a change of 
govt. of their own liking. Sine::! it is a fact that almost all the 
Iniian rulers are n::>t p:>s3essed of any milit·1ry strength and c1nnot 
withstand the opp:>sition of their discontented people. And even 
in the ose of some st1tes which m1intaiu forces, in a conflict bet• 
ween the people and their rule!.' these forces would prove of no 
avail. But the real diffi:::ulty is that the Indian States people are 
under a double despotism ; one of their own ruler and the other 
of the Paramount Power. The Paramount Power is bound to 
protect the ruler against foreign invasion or internal revolt. Any 
attempt on the part of any people of any State to rise in revolt 
against any ruler fol' oppression would be crushed in no time by this 
paramount power. It is however a matter of intense regret that this 
p1ramount power is not alive to its duty of enforcing correlative 
oblig"l.tations on the lndi!l.n Princes to secure good govt. in their States 
with a view to prevent people from being goaded to desparation. A 
third objection was to the effect that for the Indian States' people as 
they were under subjection £or a very longtime representative institu• 
tions are not suitable to them. It was retorted that there was absolutely 
no difference between the physical, intellectual and moral equipment 
and aptitudues of British Indians and Indian States people to 
j:ntify such an invidious distinction. As a matter of f<1ct, histori·. 
c.\lly speaking, before the British rule both were parts of the same 
G:>Vt. in various States. The stir iu British India has affected 
equally the Indian St1tes ; a perceptible process of infilteration bas 
been going on since a very long tim:3 ; and it is no longer possible 
to stem the tide of dem:>cracy and self-determination spreading 
over Indhn India along with British Indi:t. :Mr. Lad r. c. s. who 
presided over this m}eting in a very intelligent an:i graceful speech· 
brought it to a close and the motion was carried by an· 
overwhelming majority. The depnta.tion had the privilege of 
witnessing the Kings procession on the occasion of . opening the 
last Parlia.ment on the 6th. Prof. Abhyankar on the ·8th· saw Sir 



14 
R. E. Holland, member India Council and Olairaman of the Political 
Committee. He patiently listened to a brief statement of the C.'t~e of 
the Indian ~tates people, he mid Le generally agreed with it. He 
added that the Go,·ern:rr.ent of India will consider all this 
although they haxe decided not to bear the people. He was 
furnished with the copy of the exhaustive memorandum and the 
problem o£ the Indian States. Sir R. E. Holland promised t1~at 
he would go through them. 

The same afternoon Commmder Kenworthy invited the 
deputation to lunch at Parliament House. He inquired about the 
representative character o£ the deputation and asked us what our 
im;nediate demand was. In view of the conflicting views of the 
Princes and of the Indian States people about the conditions prevailing 
in the States, Prof. Abhyankar suggested that a Royal Commbsicn 
should be appointed to go thoroughly into this question. Commander 
Kenworthy approved of this idea. In the evening the deput::ttion 
was entertained at tea at the Pinoli Restaurant at 17th Wardour 
Street W. I. by the London Indian Majlis. All of us spoke 
on the various aspects of the problem. Comrade Saklatwala was 
present on this occasion and said that the Congress did not represent 
the views of the people. He further added that the peasants and 
labourers of England sympathised with our movement. Skin did 
not make my difference and he advised us to take the right cours~ 
and there was yet time to ren.edy past mistakes. Mr. Chuag~u· 
gave a crushing retort to Mr. Saklatwab in a humourous sp::ech. 
The leader of the deputation wotmd up and said we have our own 
limitations. ~Irs. Sen spoke very briefly but pointedly and asked ii 
Incliau States were proving Ulsters. On 9th we bad another 
meeting at 111r. Pollock's with Col. Haksar and we discussed the 
effects of direct relations in practice. On 11th No\"'ember Prof. 
Abhyankar went to Stock Port near Manchester at the desire of Major 
Graham Pole to address L9.bour Fellowship Club. He said tb~\t 
SO per cent of the popubtion of India was a!rriculturist 
but tbey were in an abject st1te of powrtv owino- t~ famint!
year in and. year out .. They have no SL1SL'1.ining ;,power. The 
Govcmment 1s not spendmo- aJequa.te monev on irri!:"ation and lS. 

0 .. 0 
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allowing the mighty rivers to exhs.ust themselves into the ea.. If all 
of them are harnessed India would be a gg.rden of the Elst. The 
Government is spending more than half of its net income on the 
Army. But if a fraction of it is spent in imparting industrial educa.· 
ti.:m. to the people the problem of unemployment in India wonld be 
wived in no time. "Why shonld countries other than England dump 
Indian markets by their goods and why shonld not the people be 
edn01ted in such arts, crafts and industries. 

As regards the States the people have no constitutional govern· 
ment and there is no rule of law. That under the protection of the 
mighty British Government, they should be in such a hopelessly 
backward condition is discreditable. It is still more audacious on 
the pYt of the princes to claim greater independence to keep their 
people in subjection. Unless the rnlers vouchsafe constitutional govern
ment to their subjects, their demand should be treated with contempt 
which it deserves. The Paramount Power shonld enforce the treaty 
obligations of the rnlers to nu.intain good government in the States. 
The present policy of non-intervention is causing intense hardship to 
the people of the States, and it requires to be altered immediately. 

On the 12th Mr. Chu~oar and Prof. Abhyankar were present 
in the gallery of the House of CoiLlllons when questions on Indian 
States were replied. On 13th all of us were asked to take tea with 
Mr. George Lansbury at the office of Major Graham Pole at West· 
minister Palace Chambers. Mr. Lansbury enthusiastically took up 
the suggestion of a Royal Commission and said that after the gen
eral election he would interest himself in this question. On the 
14th Prof. Abhyankar had an interview with Her Highness the 
lla.ha. Rani Saheb of Gaikwar. In this week the deputation pre
pared a statement and submitted it to the Butler Colllll'ittee, to all 
the members of Parliament and to the press in England. It was a 
summary of the exhaustive memorandum which was printed and 
published in India containing the case for the Indian States people. 
This memorandum was favourably reviewed by the Manchester 
Guardian, Mr. Rushbrook Williams, the foreign minister of Patiala 
rushed into print and criticised the motives and the lines of t.bt 



arritation carried on by the deputation. The attack on the deputa• 
ti~n was promptly retorted in the :Manchester Guardian and the 
New Leader. This controversy is published in detail in supplement 
No. II of this report. It will conclusively pro'\"e the bollo.v 
character of the agitation carried on behalf of the Indian 
Princes. Dr. Rushbrook Williams also published an article in the 
influential labour monthly,.the Oarion in its November issue. This 
article will show the mischievous and dangerous character of the 
agitation which the Indian Princes are carrying on to mislead the 
British public about the internal condutions of the administration 
existing in the Indian States. Prof. Abbyankar sent a crushing 
reply to this letter exposing the fallacies of Dr. Williams. These 
letters are published in detail in the supplement. 1his controversy 
will bring home the fact bow necessary it is to maintain a '\"igorous 
agitation in Eng1'1nd to counteract the evil effects of the propagand:1 
of the princes and to disprove the utter falsehoods sedulou!!ly 
propagated by the organi.s..'ltion of the Indian Princes through their 
paid a gents in En gland. 

· On 16th the deputution met Mr. Lionel Curtis at the National 
Liberal Club. !Jr. Curtis advised that small pamphlets written in 
lucid and homely langu::1ge should be distributed to enlighten the 
British public about the problem of the Indian States people. Mr. 
Curtis further expressed his view that the Indian Princes must adopt 
the ideal of responsible Govt. if they wish to come within the orbit of 
the Indian Constitution, On 18th Prof. Abhyankar was invited to 
lunch by Dr. Rutherford. He seemed to be keenlyinterest.ed in our 
problem and had carefully rend tl:.e mernorand urn. He e~-pressed a ,-.,·ish 
to come to India and study this problem of Indian States. On 19th 
the deputation met Sir Prabhashankar Pattani and talked with him 
o~ ~dian States problem. The same evening Prof. Abhyankar met 
Str O::tanley Reed by appointment at the Savile Club 69 Brook street. 
He was of opinion that the Civil list of every ruler must be fixed and 
that an independent judiciat·y must be established in the States. In 
his opinion these were the great needs of the Indian States at the 
present moment. He also introduced Pro£. Abhyankar to the 
Secretary of the Royal Institute c.f international affairs. On 20th 



November the deputation inet Lord Olivier and explained t<> him the 
whole s:tuation. His Lordship suggested as a result of this diScussion 
that he would himself raise a debate in the House of Lords .. He 
further wished to discuss this question again with the deputation 
shortly. In the same e"'ening we met Sir Jaml:ls Meston at the Na• 
tional Liberal Club. He desired that a vigorous agitation must he 
maintained and pertinently remarked 'he who cries aloud is heard best.' 
On the 21st night we met the Imperial advisary Sub-Chmmitttlb of 
the labour p1rty in the Committee room of the House of Commons. 
All three of us spoke on the problem before this committee. We 
pt·essed for a Royal Chmmission of inquiry and the adoption of th'e 
policy of responsible govt. in the States. On 2 3rd we met Lord 
Olivier again about the coming debate. and Lord Olivier asked for 
SJme information which we undertook to supply immediatety. The 
depnt1tion h3d invited the Indian m1jlis to tea at the National 
Liberal Club the same evening. On 24th a short statement of the 
Indian States' peoples, regarding the constilutional position of the 
St:ttes was submitted to Lord Olivier. On 25th cert-lin literature 
and a further note abont the internal conditions of the states were 
submitted to His Lordship. 

On 27th the Maharaja of Baradwan spoke about the Indian 
St..1-tes at the Lodon University Union. Prof. Abya.nkar gave a 
smashing reply to the stt·ange theories o£ this Jamindar o£ Baradwan. 
Prof. Abhyankar said that there was no parliamentary govt. of tmy 
character in the Inclian States with few exceptions and that there 
was no rule of law, He further remarked that not only there wall 
no real 3waraj in the Indian S1:1.1.tes but that there was unadulterated 
autocracy and the people in the States did not even enjoy ordinary 
civic rights of citizenship. He concluded that unless the ideal of 
responsible govt. is aceepted by the Indian rulers there was no 
possibility of any federa,tion being established in India. On :28th 
the deputation entertained at lunch prominent members of the 
labour party at Hotel Metropole. Among the present were Lord 
Olivier, George Lansbury, ~lajor Graham Pole, Commander 
Kenworthy; Col. Wedgewood, Mr. Snell, Mr. Thurtle, Dr. Snowfield, 
Dr. Rutherford, Mr. Pollock, Mr. GL·ubbs. These leaders of the 
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labour party expressed their satisfaction at the timely arrival of the 
deputation and for the information which they gave about the 
Indian State's people. Same of them frankly confessed that they had 
no idea that there was any conflict between the Princes and their peo4 

ple. They were till now relying upon the exparte statements of the 
Princes and those who advocated their cause. They further stated 
that they saw the other si~e of the shield and that whenever any 
question affecting the Indian States would come before them her 
after they would take special care to see what the peoples' point of 
view was on that particular question. They would no longer form 
their judgements on one sided statements coming from the Princes. 

This was nndoubtedly a great gain to the cause of the Indian 
States' people. The labour p:uty though they are not in power are 
likely to come into power at the next election. If they do not 
succeed they would undoubtedly o:::capy the positon of a strong :mel 
influential opposition. In any case the symplthy and support of the 
prominent le::tdet·s of the labour party would go a long way in 
helping the cause of the Indian States' people. Diwan llaha·1Llr 
Ramchandra Rao before his departure had on interview with .\Ir. 
Ramsay Macdonald. lie observed that there was a strong case for 
a. Royal Commission to go into the whole question of lndi:1n St::ttes. 
He remarked that the resident system was the worst possible and 
that it deserved to be abolished and that one with more effective 
oontrol should be substituted. D. B. Ramchandra Rao on the eve 
of his departure for India had an interview with Lord Peel, the 
secretary of State for India. Lord Peel assured him that he would 
give careful consideration to the memorandum submitted by the 
deputation. On 29th Diwan Baha.dur Ramchandra rao left for 
India. On the 3rd December Prof. Abhyankar addressed the labour 
Commonwealth group in the rooms of the Empire p:1rliamentary 
associa~ion in 'Vestminster Hall. :Jir. George Lansbury had taken 
the cha1r. Pro£. Abhyankar spoke about the constitutional relations 
of Indian States with llritish In,lia. He also described the internal 
condition in the Indian States. He briefly stated that there was no 
parliamentary govt. or real rE-presentative govt. in any of the Indian 
States except the. three Southern States and that there was no rule 
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or law as tinderstood in the British oonstitution~ He £urther added 
that the Indian Princes and their paid agents are mrrying on a coun• 
ter propaganda and alleging that there is contentment and happiness 
in the Indian States. In view of this conflict he suggested that a 
Royal <hmmission should be appointed to investigate into this question. 
He urged that the commission should inquire abaut {1) the form of 
govt. existing in each state ; {2) the association of the people with the 
adminiStration; (3) the existence of real representative institutions; 
(4) whether the powers of legislation and taxation were shared with 
the people; {5) whether the budget was submitted to the criticism 
of the people ; ( 6) whether there was any public control over the 
finances of the State; (7) whether the civil list was :fixed and if 
so what was its proportion to the gross revenue of the State; (8) if 
there was independent audit of the State budget; (9) if the adminis· 
tration was subject to the criticism of the people; (10) whether 
executive was in any way rPsponsible to the people; (11) whether 
there was any remedy provided to the people against the arbitrary 
acts of the executive; (12) whether the ordinary rights of citizen· 
ship were guaranteed to the people such as liberty of person, security 
of property, freedom of conscience, liberty of the press, liberty of 
speech and meeting;(13)and whether there was independent judiciary 
in the State. Such a commission would elicit the necessary facts and 
leave no shadow of doubt about the existing situation. At present there 
seems to be a dispute about the factum of good govt. or constitu~ 
tional govt. or self·govt. existing in the States. A Royal Commis· 
sion with such wide terms of reference wiU satisfy all doubts and 
oollect reliable data about the actual oonditions in the State. It 
would then be possitble to discuss and suggest remedial measures 
in consultation with all the parties concerned. Prof. Abhyankar 
also stated that since the Paramount Power has guaranteed protection 
to the Indian Princes, it is obligatory upon this power to secure 
good govt. to the people. It is the birth right of every people to 
remove misrule and to~secure good'govt. The British Govt. would 
not tolerate any direct action on the part of the people. It is there· 
£ore necessary that the Paramount Power should abondon its la~: 
taire policy and be alive to its duty of securing enlightened rule to 
the people ~of the Indian States. A livel1 diiCWsion followed, 
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<Pmmander Kenworthy asked if such a Commission would be boy 
catted by the Indian States, people. Prof. Abhyankar assured his 
hearers that :so long as the commission was only ·investigating 
facts, a purely Parliamentary Commission would be also welcome 
provided the proceedings are open to the people and adequate facili
ties are given to them to test the evidence of the Princes and to 
adduce their own. He however added that when the question of 
remedial measures shall be under consideration it must be decided 
in oonsultation with the representatives of the Princes and the 
people of Indian Stg,tes and of British India and the Indian Govt. 
If one Commission can discharge all these functions so much the 
better. If not he suggested that two commissions should be appoin· 
ted for these distinct functions if it was thought necessary. This 
s.uggestion of Pro£. Abhyankar provoked adverse comment in the 
Times of India. He sent a reply to the same from Berlin and it 
was published in the 'same paper. The discussion in the labour 
oommonwealth group showed that the idea of a commission was 
acceptable to all. the members who were present on the occasion. 
A member of this meeting asked a curious question that if the 
political department is in charge of the Indian States how is it 
that it does not take any cognisance of misrule existing in the 
Indian States and take prompt measures to remove the same. 
Prof. AbhyanKar replied that the Political Department is always 
sitting on the fence and would not take any timely action tmtil a 
ruler makes himself odins to the people and to the Govt. The 
Political Department intervenes only when misrule becomes gross, 
long and flagrant. They however do not realise the intense suffer
ings of the people until misrule reaches its maximum standard of 
u.nbeara.bleness. This indifferent policy of Govt. must be abandon· 
ed and radical changes ought to be introduced to make it obligatory 
upon a ruler to establish constitutional govt in the State. The 
respected leader ~nd Chairman Mr. Lansbury paid a graceful Com. 
pliment to the speaker and requested the members of the Common· 
wealth group to lend their support . to the righteous cause of the 
h!!lplest ~ple. On the 4th Prof. Abhyankar saw Mr. Snell in the 
I(ouse of Q)mmons who promised to circulate all literature bearing 
on mdia.n States problem to members of the Commonwealth group 



!1 

a.nd. to ask such questions as may be sent to him. He discusseJ 
the feasibility about a labour deputation going to India inqniring 
into the conditions of Indian Stl\tes. It appeared that some of the 
Indian Princes had made such a proposal to some prominent leaders 
of the labour party inviting them in a non-official capacity to oome 
and see things for themselves, about the States. Prof. Abhyankar 
told ~{r. ~nell tlnt lw felt very Clonhtful as to how far the Princes 
were serious in making this offer. He feared that if. the labour 
members decide to eome the Princes at the eleventh hour 
may back out on the excuse that the Political Department lllQY not 
view with favour such ~tn attempt. He however assured Mr. 
Snell that the leaders of pnhlic opinion in the Indian States would 
do their best to cooperate with snch a body and give them all 
possible assistence. Ile a,lso informed him that the Princes would 
resent the association of St..'\te subjects with such a deputation and 
would be re]uctnant to supply them with any information or to allow 
scrutiny of any evidence in their presence or discuess any problem with 
their consultation. Prof. Abhyankar supplied Mr. Snell with copies 
of Jamnagar pamphlet and of the exhaustive memorandum of the 
Indian States' people for free distribution amongst the Common· 
wealth group. On the 5th Lord Olivier raised a debate in the House 
of Lords. His motion was to call attention to questions arising in 
respect of the Govt. of Indian States not forming part of British 
India and to ask His Majesty's Govt, whether they have in 
view any scheme for dealing with such questions concurrently and 
oonsistently with any amendments to the constitution of British India 
and that may commend themselves to Parliament in the outcome of 
the inquiry now being made by the Commission which has been 
appointed under the Govt. of India Act and to move for papers. The 
whole debate has been published as supplement No. 1 ; and it is of 
immense value to the subjects of Indian States. ,....Lord Olivier clearly 
pointed out that the question of constitutional reform in the Indian 
States did not come within the purview of the Simon Commission or 
of the Butler inquiry. He asked that when reconstructing the frame· 
work of Indian constitution whether the autocratic powers of the 
Princes should not in some degree be restricted ; whether there is 
SQ~e way when dealing with constitutional. advance of putting for-



ward reasonable representations in favour of such reforms in Indian 
States ; whether there was any scheme by whicb the States can be 
brought into any federation. He also pertinently asked whether it 
is possible to maintain in its fulness the present absolute autocracy of 
the Indian States in the future, and whether there is any kind of 
sucraestion or recommendation made to the Princes with regard to 
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their own oonstitution. He described how the States were absolute 
monarchies existing under the protection of the Paramount Power. 
This debate provoke:l some ex-Viceroys to pronounce their viewes on 
this important aspect of the Indian problem. Lord Hardinge made a 
long speech but it is to be regretted that it was thoroughly irrelevent 
to the issue as pertinetly remarked by Lord Olivier. It was equally 
disappointing to see that Lord Reading was trying to explain away 
his dictum contained in the famous letter to His Exhalted Highness. 
Lord Reading reiterated the stock argument of bureaucrats that re· 
form must rome from within and should not be forced upon th~ 
Princes. We however find that the Paramount Powers have impos· 
ed various policies on the Indian rulers to advance Imperial interest 
though such policies have caused serious loss to the Indian States and 
though the actions of the Paramount Power have been assailed by 
the Princes as violations of treaty rights. If the Paramount Power 
took initiative and brought diplomatic pressure upon the Indian Princes 
to advance their own interest what prevents them from brincincr 
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pressure on the Indian rulers to raise their own governments to 
standards of efficiency approved by enlightened public opinion 
elsewhere. Lord Peel, the Secretary of State stated that 
such a discussion was premature as the reports of the Butler 
Committee and the Simon Commission are not yet publisheJ. 
Lord Peel however made a statement that the introduction of changes 
in the machinery or methods of govt. in the States are far reaching 
and do not come directly within the purview of the paramount 
power. With due deference to His Lordship it is submitted that 
this is not a correct position. If the paramount power has the 
ultimate responsibility to secure good govt. to the people of the 
Indian States ~s it not necessary for the same power to devise 
measures and induce the Princes to adopt the same with a view to 
discharge this responsibility. Lord Peel however stated that the 



questions must be present to the minds of those who want to look 
ahead. Lord Olivier after eliciting official pronouncement on this 
important question withdrew his motion. But the debate has a 
most important moral value. The Viceroy and the Secretary of State 
for India were not prepared to discuss this question openly with the 
leaders of public opinion in the States. By his motion Lord Olivier 
forced the Secretary of State to make an official pronouncement on 
the subject. Lord Peel's reply was non·commital and this debate 
has paved the way for futher agitating this question on the floor of 
both the Houses openly and in an authori.tative manner. The 
deputation therefore honestly felt that it had served its purpose in 
inducing Lord Olivier to raise this debate. Both membet·s of the 
deputation were present in the visitors' gallary admission to which 
was secured for them by L:>rd Olivier himself. Prof. Abhyankar on 
behalf of the deputation puplished a statement about this debate in 
the Manchester Gw:r,rdian. On the lOth Pro£. Abhya.nkar delivered 
a lecture on the problems of the Indian St..<ttes before the Royal 
Institute of international affairs. Some members of India Office 
such as Mr. Wheeler, Mr. Mallik, Dr. Paranjape were present on this 
<>OO.tsion. Mr. Pollock and Dr. Williams a.lso were there. Dr. Williams 
spoke on the other side. It was· here that a free and open discussion 
took place between the representative of the people and the represent• 
tative of Princes. This discussion however was very useful in 
oonveying to the meeting the outlines of the people's problem in 
the States. On the 16th Prof. Abhyankar visited Oxford, the 
famous University town in England. On the 17th he saw the editor 
of the Clarion and through his courtesy was able to see the reply of 
Dr. Williams to the article of Prof. Abhyankar published in the 
issue of December. A rejoinder to the same was sent by him to 
the paper on the 18th. Prof. Abhyankar left England on 20th for 
the Continent. Diwan Bahadur Ramchandra Rao had left by the 
end of Nevember and the departure of Pro£. Abhyankar practically 
brought to a close the work of the deputation in England during its 
first stage. It is necessary briefly to review the experience during 
this short stay of two months in England.-

The members of the labour party to whom the deputation 
was introduced were very sympatheti<!' They gave a. patient hear; 



lng, acquaititeCI themselves with the facts and tried to help the 
depntation in every possible way. As a matter of fact they n-ere 
not a waro 1 >f Lhe acute discontent existiug iu the Indian States' 
people and tlte worst phases o£ autocratic rule prevailing in the In· 
dian States. They did no: know of the conHid o£ iuterest lJetween 
the rulet·s tml the rn]e,l in the States. They had not heanl of the 
political:.1gitation in the lncli~n States The arrival of the deputa· 
tion was very opportune anJ it sen·ecl to cnligltten the labour party 
Jf the real couJitions prevailing in the Indian States. They would 
no longer rely upon the exparte statements o£ the Indian Priuces, 
or of their paid agents or of those who are working on their beh'llf. 
The prominent labour daily 'Daily Herald' their weekly 'Xew 
Leader' and their monthly' Clarion' helpe•l tl1e deputation in tl1e 
publicity of their views. Prominent m~mbe:·s of Parliament of 
this party asked several questions about tbe Irvlian States. The 
questions and ans\vers are publisheLl in the supplement Xo. I. 1 hey 
would clearly show how each question c;.msetl consiLlerable embat·rass· 
ment to the official spokesman namely the Under Secretary of 
State for India. At times Earl Winterton was scrappy, ev~>IL 

mde, often irrelevent and some times even misleading. '{ut one 
thing is quite clear that the most eff...:ctive way oE <lrawing the 
attention of the Paramount Power to the gTievances of the people 
of the Indian States was putting on incessantly questions in Luth 
the Houses about the States. It is the easiest way of getting redress 
against an irresponsible Govt. The members of the labour party 
in Parliament were quite willing to ask the questions when they 
were supplied with proper information. Through the kindness of ~h.jor 
Graham Pole. Prof. Abhyankar was able to address few labour 
meetings. And the debate of Lord Oliver, the ex-Secretary of 
State in the labour govt. did signal service to the Jeput.'l.tion. Ln-por· 
taut members of the labour party at·ranged to hear the deput.1.tion 
before the Commonwealth 5'1'onp awl before the advisory (}:,tnmittee. 
E:-rperience also shows that if systematic efforts are made to keep in 
touch with sympathetic members of Paliament and enlighten them 
on this question, the c:.mse of Indian States' people wonl<l nndou· 
btedly be ronsiJerably .-tdvauced. It was al~o found Ollt that thP.rf' was 
a lamentable ignorance aoout th~ oonditions of Indian Stat€'S even iri 



quarters which are oonsidered generally well i.pformed, . it is n~~ 
r,a;ry oo circulate short. paJ;O.pblets bearing on varions ques~ons 
. relating to the. Indian States' people. It is ne~ssary to maintain an 
active propaganda . of supplying authentic information about the 
Indian States contained in . pamphlets very brief and short in size 
and written in a homely style. It is this literature which is catching 
and it is absolnrely necessary to spread this literature among the 
enlightened British public. 

The necessity for this has become all the greater by reason of 
the mischievous propaganda carried on . by the Indian Princes to 
~bow that the conditions in the Indian States are quite satisfactory and 
the i>eople there are living in cbntentment an:d happiness. A eursory 

'glance at the letters written by· Dr. Williams to the · British 
Press and by the Maharaja of Patiala would convince· any one how 

·dangerous the agitation of the Princes is if it is allowed to :remain 
unChallenged. Dr. Williams in his l~tters has clearly stated tha.t 
the people in the States do not want representative institutions; 
that they are happy with their lot; that they are associated With the 

. ' govt. in the work of legislation and t.'tXation ; that through their 
religions sabhas, guilds and·panchayats they bring pressure upon the 
ruler and get redress for their worngs ; that they are very lightly 
taxed; that they bav~ .a .very efficient· judiciary, cheap,. simple 
and less cumbrous ; that they are respeeted by the rulers : that 
they are attached to their rulers ; that they are permitted . to bear 
arms· freely and so on and 8o forth. This correspondence is specially 

· published to convey the gravity of the evil. which is likely to· be done to 
the cause of Indian States' people if these statements remained uncon .. 

. troverted. It is therefore necessary to maintain a Vigilant propagan~a 
to counteract this eampaign of lies· and falsehood sedulously ·pPopa· 
gated by some of the Indian Princes. Any one who bas the 
slightest acquaintance with the Indian States will at once perceive 
that all the statements made by Dr. Williams and the Maharaja. of · 
Patiala are untrue in fact and devoid of any foundation. 

Furthermore with a view oo prove the falsity of these statements 
the deputation tried, through the members of Parliament; by means of 

. interpella.tionS; to elicit coi.Tect information from the India office, The 
~ 



rep1ies o£ Earl W'mterton will bear out that the India·office does not 
possess necess:1ry inform1tion about the Indian States. The admni· 
istra.tion rep:nis of the Indian States are not open to the public. Their 
bu]O'et estim1tes ll.re not publishei for general information. Statistical 
info;m1tion ab:>ut moral and m1terial progress of the states is not 
offidally collected. And in view of the aggressive attitude of some 
of the Indian Princ~s and their prot.1.gouists the necessity of a Rayal 
Commission to asca:tain the ·rell c:>oditions prevailing in the. lndi&n 
States has become most urgent. 

So far as the ge:1era.l press in England was concerned it was not 
at all sym?:tthetic ani seemed to be considerably influenced by the 
princes. But it is to be c.1.nd.idly admitted that there was a oonspicious 
exception in the M1uchester Gu1rdian. The depub.tion is under 
a deep debt of gratitude to.the Manchester Guardian for the warm 
reception it gave to the views of the deputation by promptly pub· 
lisbing everything sent to that m:>st influential paper in England. It is 
a m:1tter of intense pride that this service to the Indian states people of 
the Manchester Guardian was thoroughly disintereested and quite in 
keeping with its p:tst and noble traditions. Professor Abbyanka.r spent 
a week in Paris and saw Monsieur Marcel Levie and discussed with 
him this problem of Indian States. In the leading republican paper 
La 'J enue Republique' one interview and one article of Prof. Abby· 
ank1r have appeared be3.ring on this problem. He went to Geneva 
and his interview was published in 'Journal De Genive.' In Geneva 
be saw the internationlllabour orga.niSltion and the office of the 
L'!:.\glle of Nations. 'When discussing this problem of Indian States 
with S)mJ lrdi.m friends there, be realised that there was a great 
opportllnity for workers in this cause to awaken the international 
cotlscience ab:mt the helpless condition of the Indian States:and thus to 
uti!ise it to influence the British Govt. All independent nations with 
internltionJ.l status and plrticiplting in these organisations are very 
sensitive about any criticism levelled against them in these two infiuen· 
thl bodies. If therefore systematic efforts are made to acquaint the 
merpbers of these orgt~.nisations with labour conditions in the States 
and the help!ess subjection of the States' people this would serve as a great 
lever and force John Bull to look to these grievances to save at lealt 



his International repute. Mr. Abhyankar then proceed to Ber1itt.:. 
With the help of Dr. Zacharias, th~ real C:.\tholic friend of India 
Prof. Abhyankar discussed the problem of Indian St.ttes with the 
editor of Germania which is the prindpal organ of the Centre 
party in German politics, and a very sympathetic review of our 
problem bas appeared in that paper. AU that appeared in the con• 
tinental paper bas been published in the supplement. Prof. Abbyan• 
kar returned home via Rome and Brindizi and landed in Bombay 
on 4th February 1929. His interviews in the Bombay Chronicle, 
Indian Daily Mail and the National Herald are published in 
the supplement. This in short is the rep:>rt of the work done during 
the first stage by the members of the deputation. 

Before cancluding we have to express our sincere thanks for 
the kind assistance given to us by Major Graham Pole, Mr. Fenner 
Brockway, Mr. George Lansbury, Mr. Snell, Mr. Gills, Mr. Thurtle, 
Commander Kenworthy of the labour party, Mr. Pollock, Mr. Lad 
L C. S. of Cambridge, Lord Olivier, Mr. V. K. Krishnamenon of 
the London majlis, Mr. F. B. Bourdillon of the Rayal Institute of 
Imperial affairs, Mr. Arthur Pearock, Mr. Walter Fla.nt of Stockport, 
Mr. R. R. Bakhale of the Servants of India &ciety, Dr. Zacharias 
of Louva.in, Yr. Ragbunathrao of Geneva..· 

Work of the Delegation. 
It is, necessary to take stock of what the movement of the Delega .. 

tion bas achieved during these :five months. The problem of Indian 
States has two aspects, one internal and the other txternal. The 
internal problem relates to the condition of affairs in th~ Indian 
States and the civic rights the citizens enjoy. As a rule barring few 
Southern Indian States elementary rights of citizenship are not enjoy
ed by the people. There is no liberty of the person, security of 
property, independent judiciary, freedom of speech and discussion, 
restriction on the arbitrary powers of the executive and there is no 
real association of the people with the Government of each State. The 
British public had no idea about the grievances which the Indian 
State's people are suffering under the autocratic rule of Princes~ 
Responsible statesmen do not seem to be aware of the acute discont• 
ent of the dumb seventyeight millions of the Indian · St~tes. . Th~ 



subjects of Indian States h1J. not till now appro:1ched British public 
and explained their position to them. The Indian Princes on the 
other hand by their frequent visits to Europe, by their charm of 
m'lnners, by their sumptuous hospit:1.lity and by their efforts to appeal 
to the British public for the betterment of their position and by their 
eJJparte statements about go:>:l administrJ.tion prevailing in the 
Indian States, bad made so~e impressions uv)n the people in Eng~ 
land who count. They bad also with their unlimited resources 
succeeded in influencing a considerable portion of the British Press. 
The Deputation of the people went in the nick of time. They saw 
various responsible l)eople m:>re especially, the leaders of the Labour 
Party, addressed the meetings of members of Parliament interested 
in the Empire Commonwealth, and placed before them how there 
was a total lack of Good Government and complete absence of self
Governnient in the Indian States. And it is found that this agita· 
tion bas been snccessful in exposing the etr:parte character of the. 
allegations of Indian Princes. The leaders of the Labour Party 
have appreciated the difficulties and the disabilities of the Indian 
States' people and the magnitude of this problem which affects 78 
millions of .the St:1te people. They further assured that the interest 
of the Indian States' people will receive their ea111est attention in any 
questions which they m1y have to deal with hereafter relating to 
Indian .States. This is undoubtedly a great asset and it has given a 
set-back to the activities of the Indian Princes. 

The protagonists of the Princes were sedulously maintaining in 
England, a campaign of distorting facts about the conditions in Indian 
States. It was stated on their behalf that there is contentment in 
the Indian States ; that the people do not like representative forms of 
Government, that they are lightly t:l:s:ed, that the administration of 
justice is cheap and efibient, tllat they are allowed to bear arms free
ly and that they are generally consuJted through village panchayatt 
and the caste Sabhas. Any one who has the slightest acquaintance 
with the Indian States can clearly see that it is sheer camouflage. 
Through the assistance of the Manchester Gn::trdian,:The daily Herald, 
New Leader and the Clarion, the Deputation was able to expose the 
hollowness of these views and to prove that reverse was the case. It 
was apparent that there were absolutely no means to ~definitely ascer· 



tain the facts a bOut the real oondition of affairs in the Indian State!L . 
There were no moral and material Reports, no Administration Re
ports, no publications about Budgets and no Statistical information · 
about the States. The ordinary Britisher was bewildered by statements 
and counter statements. With a view, therefore, to remove all doubts 
about facts and about conditions actually existingi n the States, the De· 
putation suggested that a Commission of Enquiry should be appoint:· 
ed to consider the form of Goremment in each State, the association 
of the people with the Government, the influence which they exercise. 
over the administration, the extent of civic rights enjoyed by the 
people and the manner in which the resources of the State are utilis• 
ed for public benefit. Such an inquiry will leave no shadow of doubt 
about facts. The question of remedial measures may then be solved with 
ease. ·This suggestion of the Deputation was welcomed by the La;. 
hour Leaders and they appreciated the necessity of the same. . It is, 
thrrefore, very likely that if persistent efforts are made by the people 
of Indian S1zttes, the proposal of the Commission of Enquiry would 
materialise in the near future and would largely help the advance:-. 
ment of the interests of the poople. This activity, therefore, of the 
Deputation was very useful and is sure to prove of lasting benefit. 

The second aspect of the Indian problem deals with the rela· 
tion of Indian States with British India. It bears upon the con~ 
stitutional position of the Indian States in the body politic of British 
India. Under the Constitution of 1858 modified subsequently upto 
1919 the Indian States are subordinate to the Governor-General 
in Council and are under the control of the Political Department. of 
the Government .of India. The Indian Princes with their inordina.te 
desire to cling to autocratic powers and with intense distrust about . 
their brethren in British . India and with their open hostility, . tn· 
democratic developments h~ve begun to set up a theory of direct. 
relations. By spending unnecessarily and lavishly a huge amount of.. 
money at the cost of their poor subjects they engaged the services o~ 
an English Counsel and prepared a scheme which bad for its object. 
the dismemberment of the Indian States from British India and tha 
establishment of a permanent diarchy in India. This. scheme was 
suicidal. an~ most dangerous ta the. growth of self-governing. in; .. : 



stitutions in British India. The mischievous character of tbis scheme 
was severely exposed by the Indian States' people in newspapers, in 
their exhaustive memorandum and the Nehru Committee also ex• 
pressed unqualified condemnation oE this fantastic and preposterou!ll 
scheme. The agitation against ·this scheme vigorously carried on 
bad a salutary effect. The Princes abandoned this scheme and did 
not muster courage to put forward any other scheme instead. The 
bottom of the Princes' case was thus knocked down and this is due 
entirely to the efforts of the Indian States' people who were the first 
in the field to expose the hideous character of Sir Leslie Soott's 
scheme. 

The Deputation and the means adopted by the same brought 
home to the Indian Princes the absurdity of the theory of direct 
relations. The Indian Princes realised that the expression '(Crown" 
does not mean the dynasty of King George V. but tbe King in 
Parliament. This expression "Crown" is merely coloquial and is 
not generally used in State documents. The correct phrase is 1 the 
King in Parliament'. I£ direct relations are introduced the Princes 
would be directly ·under the influence of Parliament. They 
have also understood how intolerable their lot would be if matters 
relating to their States are every now and then made the subject 
of frequent interpellations and debates are raised about the mal
administration prevailing in the States. The Princes would stand 
tbroughly discredited not only in the eyes of Parliament but 
of the whole civilized world. Some of the Princes also saw the 
necessity of approaching the Labour leaders and winning their 
approbation by sumptuous hospitality. Under direct relations the 
Princes would be obliged to appeal to every man and woman in 
the United Kingdom who may be entitled to a vote. How difficult 
it would be, in these days, when the waves of socialism and com· 
monism are spreading very .rapidly over the continent to receive 
any support for the obsolete institution of autocrat monarchy. 
Under the present oonstitution of the Government of India without 
the previous sanction of the Governor-General it is not permissible 
to move any resolution affecting the Indian States or ask any 
question. These restrictions do not apply to the mother of Parlia· 
menta. Therein, any member can ask any question about the 
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indian State!!, about the vagaries of the Princes and about mi.!iruie 
prevailing in the Indian States. The change therefore from the 
Government of Indi.8. to the direct authority of Parliament would 
be like that from the frying pan to a burning furnace. The leading 
lights of the Chamber, therefore, have ceased to talk vociferously 
about direct relations since their return to India. The interpella· 
tions in Parliament which the deputation tried to introduce and 
the motion of Lord Olivier have opened the eyes of the Princes to 
the grave danger which awaits them in cnse this £antastic claim of 
direct relations is ever conceded. No Englishman with any cons• 
titutional instinct would ever set at nought the organic connection 
between the States and the Government of India. 

In matters of Common concerns it has also become apparent 
that unless the princes take their own people into their confidence it, 
is not likely that the Princes would get any relief. The policies 
pursued in relation to these matters are causing serious loss primari· 
ly to the oonsumers viz. the State snbjects. Unless guarantees are 
given that any relief or oontribution made by the Paramount 
Power would go to the people of the States, the Princes would loose 
in every respect. Besides the )ttitude of some of the British Indian 
Statesmen like Sir Siwaswami Ayya.r clearly proves that this claim 
for contribution would not be easily conceded by the British· Indian 
Statesmen. Unless the demands of these Princes are enthusiastically 
supported by 78 millions o£~their subjects, they would fail to inflnence 
the growing forces of democracy in India. If the central Legislature 
is not oonvinced of the equity and justice of the claim of the Indian 
States in matters of common concern it will not be possible to force 
this concession on the Indian _Legislature, if it is unwilling and obdu~ 
rate. The support of the 78 Millions of the Sts.tes' people would 
give inherent strength to this cause and induce their brethren in 
British India to do justice to them. Besides Indian Princes cannot 
fight so vigorously and courageously about the violation of' treaty 
rights and breaches of promises as the subjects of the States would 
naturally be able to do. The Princes have begun to talk that they 
would earmark the relief if given by the Paramount Power to the 
public utility Departments in the States. But the demands of the 
P rinces voiced in camera and behind the back of their people would 



· hardly be effective unless they are made with· the open. and 
enthusiastic support of the people of the States. It is not yet too 
late to mend and we hope and trust that the Princes would be well 

:advised in seeking the ro·operation of their own people in advancing 
· their claim in this respect. The deputation impressed this aspect upon 
influential officials of the States. 

The Maharaja of Pat~la while in England, spoke about a 
· federal ideal for India. We however doubted whether the impliaJ.· 
tions of a federal ideal were clearly understood by the Maharaja. 
ID the debate which ensued, the hollowness of the claim of the 
Maharaja was fully exposed. In all federations which are at 
present functioning in the world, there are two constituent bodies in 
each federation, one representing the units o£ the federation and the 
other representing all the people living under that federation. Now 

· so far as Indie is concerned, unless the people in the States and the 
people in British India are represented in one chamber in proportion 

· tO .their numbers and enjoy equal rights of citizenship no federal 
. tystem o£ Government is likely to be established in this rountiy. 
pntil the Princes are prepared to enfranchise their people, to roofer 
upon them elementary civic rights, and ronstitutional Government 
it is impossible to establish a federation of autocratic rulers and 

. democratic representatives of British India. The Indian Princes 
ought to have realised this from the agitation which has been 
carried on by this deputation in England. 

A member of the deputation travelled over the rontinent and 
understood the potentialities which the international movements 
possess in influencing the Indian States. If the system of forced 
labour and the forms of slavery prevaling in the States are authorita• 
tivey placed before the International Labour Conference it will 
r.:reate sensation in that body and the bands of Government 
would be forced to inquire into this grievance and to redress the 
same. The Government would be obliged to give up their non· 
interfering attitude and would be required to bring prsessure to bear 
upon the Indian Princes to improve labour ronditions in States. A 
member of the Indian aristocracy annually atte~ds the session 

. of the League of Nations. If authentic and ooncise information 
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about the autocratic character of the Princes and the utter 
indifference of the Government of India is conveyed to 
the members of the League of Nations it will have a 
telling effect upon that august body. The Prince representing the 
Rulers would be ashamed of his position and members of the 
British delegation shall have to look small, before the illustrious 
gathering for their stolid apathy and their unjust policy towards 
the people cf the Io.dian states. Experience has shown that John 
Bull detests his dirty linen being washed before the international 
public. I£ thre£ore the people of the Indian States can carry on a 
~O'Orous propaganda in relation to the international Labour 
Conference and the League of Nations they would effectively 
sucreed in bringing pressure upon the Government of India for the 
betterment of the conditions in the Indian States. Labour Members 
in England and Germany have promised support to take up this 
cause about the labour conditions of the States if they are properly 
and adequately instructed. It is also possible to approach the 
members of the League of Nations, if energetic and sustained efforts 
are made to enlighten them about the miserable conditions under 
which the Indian States' people are labouring. The notices of the 
problem of Indian States in the continental papers in Paris, in 
Geneva and in Germany point out the same moral. This outlook 
was presented to the delegation because one of the members travelled . 
over the continent and came in touch with some influential people. 



1tppendix 1t 

INDIAN STATES IN PARLIAMENT. 
---:o:---

Part I 

Debate in the House of Lords. 

Wednesday, 5th December, 1928· 

The House met at a. quarter before four of the clock, The LORD 
CHANCELLOR on the Woolsack, 

Government of Indian States. 
Lord E:>livier had given Notice to call attention to questions 

arising in rega.rd to the government of Indian ·States not forming' 
parts of a.ny Provinces of British India ; to ask His Majesty's Gov. 
ernment whether they ha.ve in view any scheme for dealing with 
such questions concurrently and consistently with any amendments 
of the Constitution of British Indian Government that ma.y commend 
themselves to Parliament in the outcome of the Inquiry now being 
made by the Commission which has been a.ppointed under the Gov. 
~rnment of India Act; and to move for Papers· 

The noble Lord sa.id : My Lords, yesterday evening the noble 
Earl the Leader of the Liberal Party, looking towards this Bench 
expressed his apprehensions that questions were put down on the 
Paper for the purpose of airing the knowledge of the noble Lords 
who put them down. I should like to assure the noble Earl that I 
,do not rise to-day for the purpose of arising any knowledge I possess 
on the subject of the government of India., and it is unnecessary to do 
so, because at the right hand of the noble Earl sits the noble Marquis 
[Lord Reading], and on the other side another noble Lord, both of 
whom have much greater knowledge than I have of Indian affairs 
and of the matters to which I desire to call attention, which are 
matters, in my opinion, of public importance. 

Even before the last Government of India Act was drawn up it 
·had become evident that. developments would arise, and were likely 

• in the future further to arise, out of that Oonstitution, which would 
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lead to the necessity of reconsidering the relations of Indian States 
to the Indian Government, and I think I am right in saying that, 
arising out of the views of the Government of India, my noble 
friend Lord Chelmsford almost immediately took up the policy of 
some-what altering the relations of certain Indian Rulers with the 
Indian Government. That is to say, they began to substitute direct 
relations for the relationship of the Indian Princes and the Pro· 
vincial Governments, and in a considerable number of States that 
alteration has been made and I imagine that alteration of relations 
is still in consideration with regard to the others. It was obviously 
a reasonable and necessary development because the more the Pro• 
vincial Governments became constitutional Governments resting 
upon an elective basis and having Ministers and Cabinets respon
sible to the electors, the more difficult would it be for the Indian 
States to accept the position of reporting to Provincial Governments, 
especially if the responsibilities of the Governor of the Province 
itself were transferred in any raspect to the Councils. That be
ginning of the alteration of the relations has been set on foot. 

Further, it became obvious that if the purposes and the ideas 
with which the Statutory Commission was set up-namely, of a. 
further division of the Indian Government- were pursued in the 
direction in which almost all those in India who advocate 
constitutional reform desire, that is, of delegating a. good deal 
of the responsibility of the Secretary of State and some of 
the responsibility of the Governor-General to the Council, in that 
oase, again the position of the Rulers of Indian States with regard to 
the Government of India would be materially changed, and as 
regards many of their interests-interests of defence, interests of 
customs and of railways, all those matters which are now dealt wHh 
by negotiation between the Viceroy and the Indian States- it would 
become a question, assuming that there were responsibilities in the 
Assembly, of an Assembly responsible not to the Indian States 
but to a totally different constituency. The India Rulers have shown 
the'llselves to be very keenly aware of that. They have moved in the 
matter and indicated their view that in any development of the 
Constitution of India they must not be placed in any respect under 
the control of an electE:ld Assembly to which th11y did not contribute 
and that they did not desire any alteration of their present relations 
and responsibilities as between themselves and the Crown. 

Arising out of tht1ot the Government of India would give con· 
Bider a. He consideration to what, after all, is a necessary development. 
There is one step in those developments. A Committee was sitti:Rg 
11nder Sir Harcourt Butler, which too the very necessacy first step of 



ascerta.iniDg what ware the ·treaty and constitutional relations bet
ween the principal Indian States and His Majesty's Government. 
That Committee has been sitting for some time and the question 
of the constitutional position which was first given to be cleared up, 
the constitutional position of those Indian rulers in relation to His 
Majesty's Government in India, has been studied and indeed argu
ed by Counsel with very great ability. That part of the necessary 
preparation is proceeding, but I submit to your Lordships that in 
my opinion it is a very small part of the preparation that is required 
for the consideration of this. very grave subject. It is going to be a 
very great subject and no one can conceal from himself the recogni· 
tion of the fact that now that we have embarked upon the path of 
J ndian constitutional reform this country, with all its responsibilities 
has embarked upon a course involving responsibilities which are 
perhaps very much wider than many of the public recognise. 

Sir Harcourt Butler's Committee deals only with about 105 
directly-represented States and about another 120 of indirectly-re· 
presented States. But, as your Lordships know, there are about 
560 States altogether, and the position and the future relations 
of those States with any future Government of India has 
yet to be determined. So far as I am aware no steps have 
been taken for dealing either with the problem of the future relations 
of the States represented in the Chamber of Princes or with the pro
blem of the relations of the other States with the Indian Government. 
What I am asking His Majesty's Government is whether they have 
in view any scheme for dealing with those questions, with which we 
ought to be in some measure prepared to deal, I submit, in anticipa
tion of any :finding that may be made by Sir John Simon's Commis
sion. If we are not beforehand in the matter any consideration of 
the future Indian Constitution must again suffer very considerable 
delay while those difficult problems of fitting in the Indian States 
into that Constitution are being considered. 

I am not going to advocate any views or opinions of my own 
upon the subject. I would like to quote Sir Malcolm Hailey, an 
Indian public servant, for whose ability and intelligence every one 
who knows him has the highest possible respect. During the dis. 
oussions in the Legislative· Assembly on the subject of Dominion 
Self-government for India, Sir Malcolm Hailey said that the Govern
ment of India would like to know. 

•·whether the States would continue as heretofore to deal with 
the Governor-General in Council who is responsible to the British 
Parliament or with the Executive Government responsible to the 
Indian Legislature," 



That is the sorb of question which necessarily arises, and, so far , 
as I am aware, we are taking no steps to inform Parliament or to 
inform public opinion, either in India or here, as to what lines. 
might possibly be taken in regard to the matter. 

Very great questions are involved. First of all, there are 
directly th:~ feelings and honour of the Indian Rulers themselves 
and their own determination as to what they will agree ·to. Then 
there are questions with reg!}rd to the subsidiary States, whether, 
and if so how, the Indian Princes and the other States could be 
fitted as regards all India Interests into any ldnd of federation, 
and in regard to what interests they would continue not to have 
direct relations with the Assembly but would continue, possibly, to 
have direct relations with His Majesty through "the Secretary of 
State for India. I apprehend it would not or it might not, be possi· 
ble for them to continue to have those relations which they now 
have with the Viceroy through a constitutionally responsible Gov· 
ernor-General or the Secretary of Stats for India in Council as at 
present constituted. Some alteration, it seems to me, will have to 
be made with regard to those relations. That is a general consti· 
tutioMl question, and I want to know what steps His Majesty's 
Government are taking to set on foot the consideration of those queR
tions either in consultation with the Government of India or by a 
reference to such a Committee as my noble friend has bean induced 
to promise to set up. I think that the general consideration of such 
a question might ba suitable for such a Committee to undertake. It 
is analogous to the question of the constitutional changes that may 
be recommended by the Simon Commission which it has been said, 
would be referred to such a Joint Select Committee. 

Beyond that there are very wide questions with regard, if I may 
say so, to the internal constitutions of the States; whether and how 
you are going to fit States constituted a.s at present into an Indian 
Government in which the whole of British India is governed on 
epresentative constitutional lines. Many of the Indian Princes are 

'xtremely able and extremely patriotic men and we have the high
est admiration for them; but on occasions there have been very 
strong reasons for thinking that Indian States were not in all res
pects well governed, and in a minority of cases we can point to 
certain instances where it has been the definite opinion of the 
Viceroy that the States were not well governed and some slight in
tervention has had to be made. That arises from the responsibility 
which the Government of India has for the good government of the 
States. That responsibility is acknowledged and cannot be denied. 



I would like to quote from a very important Despatch of my 
noble friend Lord Reading, in which he very pertinently set forth 
his own views with regard to the obligations of His Majesty's Gov. 
ernment and their rights with regard to Indian Rulers. He said:-

"The right of the British Government to intervene in the inter
nal affairs of Indian States is another instance of the consequences 
necessarily involved in the supremacy of the British Crown ....... 
But the internal no less than the external security which the Ruling 
Princes enjoy is due ultimately to the protecting Power of the Bri
tish Government, and where Imperial interests are concerned or the 
general welfare of tte people of a State is seriously and grievously 
affected by the action of its Government it is with the Paramount 
Power that the ultimate responsibility of taking remedial action, if 
necessary, must lie. · The varying degrees of internal sovereignty 
which the Rulers enjoy are all subject to the due exercise by the 
Paramount Power of this responsibility". 

That was a. clear statement on the part of my noble friend the 
Marquis of Reading and it implies that His Majesty's Government 
did not, on account of the sovereignty of the Princes, waive their 
responsibility for the internal affairs of a State. 

Most, if not all of these Principalities are arbitrary and abso. 
lute Governments. Everything depends upon the autocratic will 
of the Sovereign. With regard to the laws, with regard to the ad
ministration of revenues, with regard to the appointment of justices 
and with regard to many matters which in our own Constitution 
have been taken out of the power of the Sovereign-those matters 
are there absolutely within the power of the Sovereign, and are liable 
and sometimes subject, to abuse. That is a position which is very 
keenly recognised by a great number of the Indian subjects of 
those Princes, and we have recently had in England a Deputation 
headed by Ramchandra Rao, a very distinguished Indian servant, 
which put forward in a temperate manner some of the criticisms 
which they have to make upon the present Constitutions of Indian 
States which render misgovernment always possible and sometimes 
inevitable. When you are reconstituting the whole framework of 
Indian government and are considering the question how far the 
government of the Indian States can be fitted into that framework, 
I think it will be found impossible to disregard the question as to 
whether the autocratic power of the Princes should not in some 
degree be restricted and delegated. That question will arise, and 
I do not express any opinion upon it myself. 



Throughout the whole of the British Indian States that is the 
opinion of those who are advocating constitutional reform, and un .. 
questionably it is the view of many who are advocating constitution 
al reform in the Indian States themselves. A question was asked 
in another place the other day on this subject, to which Lord Win
terton, the Under-Secretary of State for Indb, gave a reply. Ques· 
tions were being asked as to how was it possible for the subjects of 
Indian States to make their wishes known to the Governor-General, 
and Lord Winterton gave a reply which I shall quote. I do not 
wish to criticise the reply too severely. It was given at the end of 
long string of supplementary questions and possibly was given not 
with great consideration. Lord Winterton said :-

" They can make their position known by writing to the news
papers, by having political meetings, and in various other ways. 
That is a question quite distinct from whether or not they should be 
able to give evidence before this Committee." 

The noble Marquis (the Marquis of Reading) will admit that 
that was a sketcy answer. 

It is not quite open to the subjects of Indian States to write to 
the newspapers. We have certainly established considerable protec· 
tion for the Princes against writing in newspapers. The question 
of whether an article is appropriate or not is a difficult subject for 
decision by a Judge who is the servant of an Indian Prince, for his 
decision might possibly be against the Prince. As regards the hold· 
ing of me~tings and agitations for constitutional reform in India, 
I do not know what would happen in the more libllral States, but I 
have a very strong opinion, founded upon certain hl.cidents which 
have occurred, that in some public meetings for constitutions.! agita
tion would be repressed with some severity. Lord Winterton's reply 
was really in its nature, re.ther derisory and did not deal with the 
question at all. '!'here ought to be, and no doubt there is in so far as 
the Government of India exercises its responsibility for good govern
ment, some way, when dealing with questions of constitutional re
form, of getting put forward reasonable presentations in favour of 
such reform in the Indian States. 

I hope I do not put the matter too strongly. I want to have 
some means of getting into public consideration reasonable pro
posals for constitutional reform in the Indian States. If those States 
are to be brought into any kind of federation with the rest of India, 
you may be sure that matter will arise. It has already arisen in 
India and is being strongly agitated by persons there. On that 
ground, therefore, I abo ask the noble Lord whether His Majesty's 
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Government have in view any scheme for dealing with these ques. 
tions which are likely to arise ? The questions briefly are these : 
First of all, what is to be the relation of the Indian States to the 
Indian Princes in any revised Constitution with an Indian Assam. 
bly or with His Majesty the Kiag? Secondly, in any such federated 
constitution will it be possible for His Majesty's Government to 
maintain in its fulness the present absolute autocracy of the Indian 
Princes ? It is a very difficult question, but it will have to be con. 
sidered. I think those are the two main points-what is to be the 
relation between the Indian States and the Government, and whe
ther there is to be any kind of suggestion~or recommendation made 
to Indian Princes with ragard to their own Constitution ? That is 
a question on which I express no opinion,at the present time 
and I ask for no opinion, but I hope the noble Viscount 
recognises-I am sure he does recognise-that those are ques
tions which have to be dealt with. All I ask now is this : Has 
His Majesty's Government any scheme in contemplation for setting 
up an appropriate authority or Committee to consider these questions 
in advance, so that we may have soma kind of guidance to help us 
in dealing with the matter when the Report of the Simon Commis
sion comes before Parliament ? I beg to move for Papers. 

Lord Hardinge of li'ensburst; My Lords, I cannot help think
in~ that the Motion which has been put before your Lordships by 
the noble Lord is somewhat premature in view of the fact that it is 
made before the publication of the Simon and Butler Reports. I do 
not propose to ~nter into abstruse questions of the constitutional 
reform of the Indian States, but in view of what has been said by the 
noble Lord I should like to say a few words upon the position of the 
Ruling Princes. In the first place I would like to emph!isise the 
fact that the Ruling Princes are one of the mo~>t loyal and devoted 
elements in India. Their loyalty to the King and to the Govern· · 
ment is unsurpassed. Although memories are short nowadays I 
would like to remind your Lordships of the offers made by the 
Ruling Princes at the outbreak of the War-offers of men, money 
hospital ships, aeroplanes and . every conceivable thing that might 
be needed. These offers were made spontaneously and they were 
all fulfilled. I may even mention that there was to my knowledge 
one of the Maharajahs who offered to sell all his jewels to provide 
money for the War. These offers, when reported by the Secretary 
of State, evoked great enthusiasm in both Houses of Parliament. 
Heavy sacrifices of men and money were made and no help that was 
ever asked of them was refused. Several of the Ruling: Princes led 
their own oontingents to the seat of War. 



Since those days, what were in my time in India merely 
meetings of a certain number of Princes under the aegis of the 
Viceroy to discuss educational and other questions and questions 
affecting themselves, have developed into the creation of a Chamber 
of ·Princes where such questions and their general policy come 
under discussion. They are now a corporate body with definite 
policies of their own and form an integral part of the machinery of 
the Government in India. Formerly the affairs of the Ruling 
Princes were dealt with by the Government of India or in the De
partment. The absurdity of this arrangement induced the creation 
of a separate Political Department dealing exclusively with the 
affairs of the Ruling Princes and under the direct supervision of the 
Viceroy. Moreover in recent years control of the Ruling Princes 
has been gradually withdrawn from the Provincial Governments 
and concentrated under the Political Department of the Government 
of India. I recount these facts to show that while rapid constitutional 
progress has been made in British India the Ruling Princes have 
been slowly developing into a corporate body alongside of British 
India but practically independent of it. 

It cannot be denied that the forms of government in British 
India are more advanced than in the Indian States, but nevertheless 
the tendency in these stat< s is towards progress, not unwisely rapid, 
and in spite of the criticisms of the noble Lord these states as a 
whole are well governed and meet the needs of the population· There 
are some states such as Mysore, which really serves as a model and 
could not be better administered. Of course there must be, and will 
always be, questions at issne between the Ruling Princes and the 
Government of India, and these questions can well be settled by 
conferences and by arbitral or other tribunals, but I can conceive 
no step that would be more of a step backwards, or that would be 
more resented by the Ruling Princes, than any scheme by which 
they might be placed in a position of subservience to, or c,t the mercy 
of, the Legislative Assembly of even a Central Government or of a 
Provincial Government. The Government of India, as your Lord· 
ships are aware, has treaties of alliance and otherwise with the Ru .. 
ling Princes. I look forward to the day when these treaties with a 
very loyal patriotic and devoted body may be developed and 
strengthened to the mutual advantage cf this country and 
of India. 

The Marquis of Reading: My Lords, the subject which has 
been introduced by my noLle friend is undoubtedly of the utmost 
importance, but I confess that I am a little perplexed as to. the object 



of raising it at this moment when we have tbe Harcourt Butler 
Committee dealing especially with some points affecting the Ruling 
Princes and the Simon Commission, at present in India., whose Re· 
port we shall all of course await with the greatest interest. One 
wonders at the suggestion that some schema should be put forward 
by the Government at this moment. I paesume it is only intended 
to be for private discussion and not in any way for public debate 
when we have not yet the Report of the Commission before us. I 
should have thought it quite unnecessary to inte1vena in this debate 
but for soma observations which fell from my noble friend, I ima
gine that he had no intention whatever of reflecting in any way 
upon the Ruling Princes as a body. 

Lord 0Uvier: Hear, hear, 

The .Marquis of Reading: Certain observations made by 
him gave his view of the 'good government in a great many states 
but on the other hand he did give indications which might disturb 
the Ruling Princes very much.. My noble friend Lord Hardinge, 
who has just addressed your Lordships, has dealt with some aspects 
of the Ruling Princes' constitutional positions. I would ts.ke the 
opportunity of saying that during the whole of my experience in. 
India, no more loyal body could be found than the Ruling Princes. 
Lord Hardinge spoke of the services they rendered in the War and 
their desire to help in every way. During my period of office such 
questions did not arise, but nevertheless there are numbers of consi
derations that constantly arise in which the Ruling Princes might 
make difficult objections, and I desire to state emphatically that I 
have never found the Princes, speaking. of them ass body-there 
may be individual oases. of course- slow to recognise the necassity 
of making any concession or falling in with any view that might be 
put by the Government of India, founded upon the desire to protect 
or strengthen India or in any way to help Indian interests. 

There are, of course, questions affecting their own states which 
are discussed with the Viceroy, and the Government of India. Your 
Lordships are aware that under the present Constitution the aftairs 
of the Princes are dealt with by the Governor-General in Council-that 
is, by the Viceroy with the assistance of the Executive Coucil. There is 
no Minister for the Political Department, but their affairs are dealt 
with entirely by the Viceroy himself with the assistance of the Political 
Secretary. Those of your Lordships who may not be familiar with 
the constitutional position may need to be reminded that the 
Departments have their members of the Council who meet in what 
is the equivalent of a Cabinet with the Viceroy, but the politic!\! 
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e.ffairs that relate to the Princes are dealt with entirely by the 
Viceroy himself-that is to say, he has charge of them, instead of 
their being in the charge of any particular member. It is on 
account of this pracedure that some difficulties suggested themselves 
to the Princes in view of an extension of the reforms. 

There is no doubt, as my noble friend truly said, that they are 
alarmed at the motion that t~ey m1y find themselves dealing with the 
Governor-General in a Council composed of tha Governor-General 
and Miniters responsible to the Legislative Assembly and the 
Council of State, or in other words to the Central Indian Leg ish .• 
ture, and that they would thus find a change in the position that 
they occupy at present. Strictly speaking of course, this would not 
be so, bec3use they would still ba in relation with Governor-General 
in Council but at the same time the position of the Governor-Gene
ral would have been vary materially changed. As your 
Lordships are aware, th3 members of the Council are appointed 
by His Majesty and are responsible to the King and tha British 
Parliament. 

What ch~n;;es, if any, will be made, and whether any recom· 
mendation is to be made by the Simon Commissioa which will effect 
indirectly the position of the Princes, nobody can tall, and I do not 
at the moment intend to specula.ta upon the Report which will in due 
course ba presented. But I do desire to emphasise that the Princes 
themselve3, so far as I am aware- and I think I understand their 
views in this matter-wish to maintain as closely as they can 
relations with the Viceroy as the representative of the King. 
They take their stand upon their treaties and they claim that they 
should have acces3, as thsy have always had, to the Viceroy, in 
order to put before him any facts that they desire. I can imagine 
very well that if a cha.oge were to be made in the 
appointment of tha members of the Council, this would 
very materially affect the position of the Princes, and indeed no one 
gainsay th:::.t they would have to consult upon their affairs with 
the Governor-General and Ministers who would be responsible to 
the Legislative Assembly. In other words, they would then be sub
ject to the Legislative Assembly, and at present they are not. It is 
true that under the Constitution there are restrictions upon the 
legislation that can be proposed in the Legislative Assembly and 
very definite limitation upon the matters that the Assembly 
can raise. 

There is one other point which I think I must touch upon. I 
refer to tha question of the rehtion of the Princes to the Paramount 
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Power, in other words to the Crown, which is, of course, of the ut· 
most importance. I do not wish in any way to travel outside the 
scope of this question by dilating upon the difficulties that present 
themselves, and apparently, to some extent at any rate, may be agi· 
tating the minds of the Princes, but in the Despatch that I sent con· 
taining the answer to a letter of the Nizam of Hyderabad I did at. 
tempt, in conjunction. with the Secretary of State, to define the exact 
position. I think that one special consideration must a.l ways be 
borne in mind. The Crown is the Paramount Power, and the Princes 
have their different degrees of sovereignty which vary among their 
numbers. When you procceed to those that have no internal sove· 
reignty, you find many more restrictions and limitations but with 
regard to those 90 or 100 Princes. that have undoubted· internal 
sovereignty their position is that they administer their own affairs· 
They do not of course deal with foreign affairs. Those are dealt 
with by the Governor-General in Council, and they include all 
matters which affect the military position of India or even her 
position in relation to the air. Here there can be no question that 
the Paramount Power is supreme, and the relations that have been 
laid down :~and are well understood, and were the subject of very 
close search and study before the Despatch was made, are now 
pretty clearly defined. 

There are, however, some questions which hs.ve ne~er been set• 
tled and are now being discusssed before the Committee over which 
Sir Harcourt Butler presides. Sir Harcourt Butler is specially 
qualified to preside over that Committee, in that he was at one time 
during his service in India a very able Political Secretary and has 
also been Governor of the United Provinces. The relations are 
very definite. We do not interfere with the internal administration. 
of a State unless there is what is termed gross maladministration 
I think it would be unwise to attempt to define more closely what 
is meant by that term. It is sufficient to enable .. the Governor
General in Council to intervene when there is a condition of affairs 
in the State under a ruling Prince which is one of maladministra· 
tion, not merely in one particular instance, but of such a character 
that it can be described as gross. All these matters are, as it seems 
to me, very clearly understood at the present moment, but there are 
questions which have agitated the Princes, in relation, for example, 
to tariffs, which have oeen imposed in India and which have made 
certain difficulties. 

I am not going to discuss them, however, because they are the 
I!IUbject of consideration, but I must draw at~ention to what Lor4 
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Hardinge said with regard to the Princes and the rights that they 
have in their Chamber of Princes. To talk: of them as a corporate 
body, in the sense in which he used the term is, ·I think, going a. 
little further than is justified by the Constitution. The Chamber 
of Princes has the power, and indeed the duty, of discussing certain 
matters, but there are limits, and one must always remember that 
some of the most powerful and important Princes do not attend 
the Chamber of Princes. They make a practice of not attending, 
and consequently one can hardly say that you have the views of all 
the Princes in any resolution passed by the Chamber of princes. 
Whatever ~he Princes may do, I feel sure that they will not desire 
to be placed under the Legislative Assembly~ My impression is 
that they have never hesitated to make that clear, and anyone at all 
familiar with the subject will undershnd that. Indeed, it would 
abrogate the rights which they have by reason of the internal 
sovereignty which they now enjoy, quite apart from British India, 
Their relations to British India are simply those to which I have. 
referred, and there is no intervention in the internal affairs of the 
States except when there is what is termed gross ma.l·administration. 
My view of the matter is that if the Government was in fact at 
this moment considering any scheme, I should imagine that they 
would not make these preliminary discussions or considerations 
public at the present moment. To do so would be a grievous mistake 
and I think a departure from constitutional practice, when you 
have the Commission of Sir John Simon actually in India at tae 
present moment. 

I feel a little anxiety aroused by the observations made by the 
noble Lord, who certainly did not commit himself to any specific 
reform but who seemed to indicate sympathy with the view that the 
internal sovereignty of the Princes must be placed in some wsy, by 
the British Government through the Government of India, upon a 
constitutional basis. That is a very grave departure to take, and it 
involves the changing of the sovereignty which the Princes at 
present enjoy. lt may be right or wrong- I am not going to dis· 
cusss it at the present moment- but I hope that it will not be thought, 
from anything which may be said in this debate, that there is a 
desire on the part of the Government, or at any rate of the Party 
to which I belong, to change the system of sovereignty under which 
the Ruling Prince ru1es. What we have always aimed at in India, 
as I have understood, and what was meant in the various discussions 
which took place before the Government of India Act was passed, 
was thd gradually there should be a reform of the Indian States 
h·om within the States, and not in any way forced upon them by the 



Government of India. or the British Crown; that in due course of tim a. 
no doubt, as what we term wider ideas and broader views prevailed, 

. there might be a greater desire for a more constitutional form of 
government within the ruling States. 

What I do wish to emphasise is that I cannot myself conceive 
that any Government would seek to force that upon the sovereign 
States, and indeed it may be a question whether they would have 
right to do S':> under the treaties which exist between the Crown and 
the Princes, which gave the Princes their rights of internal sove
reignty .. My main purpose in intervening in this debate was to 
make it clear that the Party to which I belong have no idea of 
forcing in any way upon the States a different Constitution from 
the one which they at present enjoy. That, however, is a different 
thing from saying that there may not. be discussions in the future 
between the Princes and the Government of India, as the consti· 
tutional movement develops in India, for the purpose of arriving at 
some ch~nges, but those are matters which must be left to, and 
which, I think, must depend upon the consent of, the Princes 
themselves. 

Certain steps have already been taken. It is very difficult 
indeed to find a State which is better administered than Mysore 
which is always regarded as a model. As Lord Hardinge said 
there are others-it would be invidious to single them out-but 
equally, for the sake of truth, it must be said that there are some, 
where it is very desirable that a more liberal form of government 

· should be introduced, if it were possible. No one would suggest for 
a moment that alll these States are excellently governed-there are 
exceptions-but even with regard to any question of intervention 
your Lordships may be aware that an elaborate system was devised 
by which a Prince, before any of his powers can be either taken 
from him or be reduced or modified in any way, or before any de. 
position can be resorted to, may be heard by a Commission on which 
there must be at least two Princes, a Judge of the High Court, and 
two other selected persons, so that you have a tribunal of five. That 
system already exists for the purpose of preventing what I will call 
drastic measures in relation to the affairs of any Prince, without 
giving him an opportunity of being heard before a Commission 
which was agreed with the Princes at the time when we were dis
cussing the Reforms. 

It is now a part of the Constitution, or at least a part of the 
agreement arrived at with the Princes. Even that is limited. It 
only applies when it is intended to take away or restrict in any wa7 
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some of the powers which a Prince on joys. In all other matters it 
is ofthe essence that the Crown is the Paramount Power and the 
Ruling Princes with their internal sovereignty have that limita. 
tion placed upon them, that they are subject and must remain 
subject, to the Paramount Power, which is in itself the best means 
for the protection of the Princes both from aggression from the sea-if 
that were contemplated-and upon land. The security whioh the 
Princes enjoy, and have now for a very considerable time enjoyed 
is due to t"he fact that the Paramount Power takes charge and directs 
them. I think that it is very necessary that we should always re. 
member that. That is naturally regarded as the key of the whole 
position, and it was largely in order to make that clear that the 
Despatch was written to which my noble friend has referred. In 
relation to the matter under debate at the };-resent moment, I can 
only express the hope, which I fancy will be realised, that the Go
vernment will not be drawn into any \)l'emature disclosure of what 
it may do, given certain considerations which no one yet knows 
and assuming certain things to happen of which no one has at pre
sent the remotest idea. 

Lord Lamington : My Lords, if the Princes of India can feel 
at all aggrieved by any of the remarks made by the noble Lord, 
who put down this Motion, they certainly ought to feel well satis
fied with the terms in which they have been alluded to by the two 
neble Lords who have just spoken, both ex· Viceroys of India, as to 
the attitude of the Princes, and as to the general excellency of their 
administration. The subject-matter of the question raised by the 
noble Lord, Lord Olivier, is very far-reaching, but there is ona 
point which be is quite justified in raising, and that is in regard to 
the subordinate States in India. I understood the noble Marquis 
who bas just sat down to s!\y it was essential, in carrying out the 
reforms adumbrated, that any class of people in India who might 
think themselves adversely affected should be listened to. 

I have given the noble Viscount [Lord Peel] private notice of 
& question which I am going to mention relating to the many hun
dreds of subsidiary states scattered throughout India. Of course, 
I am not going to refer to all of them. What I am concerned with 
are the feudatory States which exist in the Bombay Presidency, and 
which, when I had the privilege of being the Governor of Bombay, 
directly came under the control of the Government of Bombay. 
These subsidiary, or feudatory States, chiefly lie in the state of 
Kolapore. Rightly or wrongly, they think that of late they have 
lilUft'ered some degree of injustiqe ··at the hands of their Paramount 



State. These feudatories, I may say, all have their sanads, or 
agreements, recognised by the Paramount Power, and they are very 
much afraid that in the readjustment of the various constitutional 
rights of the people of India they may be neglected. They are not 
~~ollowed to appear before the Simom Commission-they have no 
locus there: and they were not able to be represented before the Com
,rnittee presided over by Sir Harcourt Butler. I therefore wrote to 
the noble Viscount to ask7whether their position is being considered 
by the Government of India. They feel that they may be harmed 
if their position is not now taken stock of, a.nd they would be glad 
to think that no definite change will be made in regard to the Indian 
Princes generally and their relation to the Government of India 
without a recognition of these various agreements and guarantees 
which have been given by the Paramount Power to the feudatory 
states. It is a most complicated question; ;there are always differ· 
ences of opinion between the Kola.pora state and these feudatories, 
and they require very nice adjustment, and therefore I think I am 
quite entitled to ask whether, or bow, these feudatories are to be 
given some chance of having their views attended to. Not for a 
moment do I say whetner they are justified in thinking that they 
are being ill-treated, but I think it is quita reasonable for them to 
ask that their views should be ascertained before any dicisions are 
come to as to the future government of India. 

Viscount Peel: My Lords, the Questions which have been 
placed upon the Paper by the noble Lord, Lord Olivier, are very 
far-reaching, and touob very difficult and profoud questions &ffect• 
ing the Government of India. The Motion of the noble Lord, how
ever, would be fully justified, I think, if only by the fact that it 
bas produced two such very important and very interes~ing state· 
ments as those we have bad from two noble Lords who speak with 
very great authority and full knowledge of Indian problems, and 
especially on questions connected with the Ruling Princes. Under 
most of these questions raised by the noble Lord there is the problem 
of the relationship :between the Paramount Power and the States 
and this problem is at present, as the noble Marquis has said 
under reference to the Committee presided over by Sir 
Harcourt Butler. 

Perhaps I may remind the House o£ the terms of reference to 
that Committee. They are as follows:-

" (1) To report upon the relationship between the Paramount 
Power and the States with particular reference to the 
rights and obligations arising from. 
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(a) Treaties, engagements, and sanads, and 
(b) Usage, sufferance and other causes, and-" 

this does not so directly bes.r on the point mentioned by the noble 
Lord-

(2) To inquire into the financial and economic relations be
tween British India and the States, and to make any re
comende.tions that they may consider desirable or neces· 
sary for their more satisfactory adjustment." 

When this Committee reports, His Majesty's Government will 
have, so Lr as the States' side of the matter is concerned, the mate
rial upon which to :vroceed to whatever further consideration may 
be necessary of questions either as to the relations between the 
Paramount Power and the State or as to the relations between the 
States and British India. But until the Report of the Committee 
is received it is undesirable to enter into a discussion of such ques
tions on merely speculative or hypothetical lines; and in that res
pect I think the noble Marquis was right in his divination of the 
attitude I should be obliged to take up. 

The noble Lord's reference to future amendments of the Con
stitution of British India is at present equally speculative or hypo
thetical, and when he asks whether His Majesty's Government have 
in view any scheme for dealing with questions arising in regard to 
the Indian States, concurrently and consistently with any such 
amendments I can only say ihat they have not, and that anydefi. 
nite scheme would at this stave clearly be premature. Of course I 
do not wish to say that His Majesty's Government will not use their 
best endeavours to look ahead into the future and to examine ir,to 
these very complex: and difficult questions. But their solution can 
only be approached stage by stage, and with a full appreciation of 
the necessity for caution and deliberation. 

What I have said hitherto must be understood as referring to 
questions coming under the head of relations either between the 
States and the Paramount Power or between the States and British 
India, but the noble Lord has devoted some portion of his remarks 
to questions which, though obviously connected with the problem 
which I have been discussing, must be recognised in the first place 
as coming in a different category-namely, that of constitutional 
or administrative arrangements within the States themselves. 
Unless this question had been raised I should have thought it un
desirable, if not improper, for me to enter upon it now; but one i2 
anxious to avoid any misunderstanding, and I cannot let the noble 
Lord's observations pass without some reference to them. I must 



however, limit myself to some very general observations and 1 
cannot, of course, enter upon any question · of their particular or 
precise and actual applic(l.tion. I might remind your Lordships-it 
is familiar, of course, to the noble Lord opposite-that the term 
''Indian States " is of very wide application. There are 500 or 600 
of them, varying to the greatest possible extent in size and impor
tance. .At one end of the scale is .the great State of Hyderabad, with 
an area of over 82,000 square miles and a population of 12,500,000 • 
.At the other end, where we deal with what are more properly 
described as estates rather than states, we have small areas of less 
than a square mile with a hundred or two hundred inhabitants. It 
is obvious that very different consideration must apply to the 
States at these different ends of the scale. With that reaervation 
perhaps I can now speak in rather mora general terms. 

First let me remind the House-though I [do not say that my 
observation bears a very close application to what has been stated 
by the noble Lord opposite-of the well-known passage to which he 
has referred in the statement of the noble Marquis, Lord Reading· 
He read a portion of it, and I think I should also like to read it 
because it is a very important and, as the noble Marquis said. a 
very carefully considered statement. As · he also said, it was 
written to His Exalted Highness the Nizam of Hyderaba.d. The 
passage is as follows :- · 

"The right of the British Government to intervene in the 
internal affairs of Indian States is another instance ~of the 
consequences necessarily involved in the suprema.oy of the 
British Crown. The British Government have indeed shown 
again and again that they have no desiro to exercise the 
right without grave reason. But the internal, no less than 
the external, security which the Ruling Princes enjoy is due 
ultimately to the protecting power of the British Government 
and where Imperial interests are concerned, or the general 
welfare of the people of a Sta.te is seriously and grievously 
affected by the action of its·Government, it is with the 
Paramount Power that the ultimate responsibility for taking 
remedial action if necessary. must lie, The varying degrees 
of internal sovereignty which the Rulers enjoy are all subject 
to the due exercise by the Paramount Power of this 
responsibility ", 

This is a general statement, of course, of the rights and dutiett 
of the Paramount Power, But, in regard to such questions as those 
of the introduction of changes in the maohinery or methods of 

§ 
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government in the States, I must point out that, however important 
and far-reaching these questions are, they are prima.rily questions 
of internal administration whicoh, as such, cannot, generally speak
ing, be regarded as coming very directly within the purview of the 
Paramount Power. 

I do not think I can with very great advantage pursue this 
question much further at the present moment. But it is obvious 
that questions of internal administration must be present to the 
minds of all who endeavour, from the point ,of view either of the 
British Government ~or .of the Indian Rulers themselves, to look 
ahead into the future of India as a. whole or of the States indivi· 
dually. At a time when constitutional changes are under consider· 
ation in British India., it is inevitable that much attention should be 
C:irected, both in the Press and on the public platform, to the States. 
Conditions in the States vary greatly, and what might be appropriate 
and timely in one might well ba inappropriate or premature in 
another. But I need hardly say that the Rulers of many of the 
States have already ·&hown that they appreciate modern ideals of 
good administration and strive within the resources at their dis· 
posai to attain to them. The Viceroy, in his speech announcing the 
appointment of the Indian States Committee, took the opportunity 
of reminding the Princes that, in his view, the more their adminis
tration approximated to the standards of efficiency demanded by 
enlightened publio opinion elsewhere, the easier it would be to find a 
just and permanent solution of the problem of the future relations 
between the States and British India. Many of the' leading Princes 
themselves are, as I know, very much alive to the importance of 
this subject; and I know that some of them have of their own 
initiative taken up the question of reviewing their administration 
with a view to inaugurating, where they do not alrerdy exist, such 
measures as the promulgation of a definite coda of law to be 
administered by a Judiciary independent of the Executive, and the 
settlement upon a reasonable basis of. the purel1 personal expenditure 
of the Rubr as distinguished from the public charges of 
administration. The two noble Lords who have spoken have paid 
very just tributes to the loyalty and devotion of the Princes of 
India, and I should like ver1 respectfully to ·associate myself with 
what has been slid by those two noble Lords upon that subject. 

There is only one question that was raised by the noble Lord. 
L!)td Lamington, who has changed his place though not his point of 
view ,as I understand, in the House. He was good enough to give 
me private notice of it, tbo~gh perhaps he will excuse my saying 



that the notice was received a very short time· before this discussion 
and so I must answer him rather more briefly than I might other 
wise he.,ve done. I am ·not sure that the Government, I am not in · 
fact aware that the Government of India have received any 
recommendations from the feudatory nobles of the Indian States. 
I thong ht possibly the noble Lord was referring to tbe case of the 
guaranteed Thakurs in the Gwalior State, As regards that case, I 
may say, that the British Government at the beginning of the 
nineteenth century, in effecting a settlement in Cantral India, me
diated and guaranteed the relations between the Rulers nnd the petty 
chieftains under them. In view of improvements gradually 
effected in the Gwalior administration there no longer existed the 
same justification for intervention between the Durbar and the 
Chiefs; and in 1921 the Government of India. mad a new arrange. 
ments under which the Politia.d Department of the Government of 
India . withdrew from direct interference between the Durbar and 
the Thakurs, and fresh sanads in parpetuity were issued to the Chiefs 
in question by the Gwalior Durbar. It was, however, explicitly laid 
down that the pledges originally given by the British Government 
must remain inviolable. Representations from some of the feuds. 
tories in connection with this new arrangement came before me as 
Secretary of State for India. in 19 24:, and questions raised by others 
are, I believe, at present before the Government of India. 

Then, as regards the question whether the feudatories would 
have an opportunity to make representations duri.ng the discussion 
on reforms, if anY feudatory is apprehensive as to how changes in 
British India may react upon his own position he could no doubt 
express his feelings to his Ruler. If the reference is to any grie· 
vance which a feudatory might have against his Ruler, it is open to 
the feudatory who may consider himself unjustly treated, as to other 
subjects of an Indian state, to seek redress from the Goverement of 
India.. Perhaps the noble Lord will content himself with that 
rather l)rief answer to the question which he asked. As to the 
noble Lord opposite (Lord Olivier ). though I do not c:targe him with 
wishing to air his knowledge on the subject-he has raised very im. 
portant questions-I am sura he will agree tha~ they are so specula· 
tive and depending upon such hypothetical considerations in the 
future that he will be satisfied if I have not given him a more 
definite answer than I have been able tJ do to-day. 

Lord Lamington : I should like to ask the noble Viscount 
whether he will consider how these feudatory chiefs may make a 
representation. 



Viseount Peel: Yes, certainly. 

Lord Olivier : Winding up· the debate!l my Lords, I shall 
ha.ve the satisfaction, as the noble Viscount expressed it, that my 
humble Motion has el1cited very interesting and important speechu 
from Lord Hardinge and the noble Marquis, Lord Reading. I also ' 
can congratulate myself in having elicited from the noble Visoount ; . 
[Viscount Pael] a very interesting and carefully considered state- · 
ment upon some of the questions I raised, and I thank him for it. I · 
think the debate h!!.s been of great interest, but there are some slight . 
misunderstandings which I should like to clear away arising out of 1 

the speeches that have been made. In the first place the noble Lord, 
Lord Hardinge, seemed to think that it was relevant to my Ques
tion that he should set forth what we none of us for a moment dis-. 
agree with-namely, the great value of the services and the great 
loyalty of the Princes. and the admirable character of many of them.r. 
We all agree with that, but that was not relevant to my Motion. My: 
Motion was relevant to consideration of the question dealt with by: 
the noble Marquis. 

It is obvious that in any constitutional development we shall! 
have to consider the position of the Rulers, who number somethin~ 
like six hundred. I ask : Are the Government not prepared with a 
scheme for dealing with the question P That is to say, ara they not 
prepared to set up a further body of Inquiry ? I do not ask them to 
consider a scheme immedhtely· I ask them to set up a tribunal or 
a Committee for dealing with the matter. The noble Marquis and . 
the noble Viscount said th 'l.t was premature. I cannot deny tha.t . 
the noble Viscount has given a. very good official answer to me and . 
I should not have expected any other answer; probably if I had beet 
in his place I should not have made any other answer. 

Viscount Peel: You would have been more careful thar 
I have been, 

Lord Olivier : I might have had to be more careful. I acoep . 
the noble Viscount's offiC'ia.l answer and I shall not press for Paper 
if the House will allow me to withdraw my motion. The nobl. 
Lord, Lord Lamington, made one of my points in his reference t 
the Harcourt Butler Committee. Tha.t Committee does not in th 
slightest degree h:H·e within its terms of reference any thing whic 
enables the:n to de3l with the interests of the four hundred od. 
States. I ~sk, what means are the Government taking to deal wit 
this qu£>stion? With regard to the Com :nittea reference which th 
noble Viscount W3s good enough to read to us, it is limited and do1 
not deal with the constitutional questions which arise. I go furth 
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and I say that the reference to the Simon Commission also does not 
deal with any of these questions. There ia nothing in the reference 
to the Simon Commistdon that would enable us ta imagine that any 
question of the Indian States was at all involved, I must perforce 
accept the view of the noble Viscount, who agrees 
with the noble Marquis, Lord Reading, that until the 
Simon Commission has reported you ca.nnot go into those questions. 
That is not my own view of what is possible, but I have to accept 
the statement. 

Finally, there seems to be some suggestions that I made criti
cisms of the Indian Princes. The noble Lord, Lord Hardinge, seems 
to think I had attacked them. I certainly did not 
attack them. I gave credit, I hope, to 'what I know of the 
admirable rule of many of them, though I s:tid, incidentally, 
that some of them have not been good Rulers. My point was that,. 
generally speaking, they are all absolute monarchs, The noble 
Marquis and the noble Viscount seemed to approve of absolute 
monarchy, but personally I do not, I do not think absolute monarchy 
is a good institution. That was the sole extent of my criticism 
of the Princes, I now beg leave of the House to withdraw 
my Motion. 

Motion, by leave. withdrawn. 
House adjourned at twentyfive minutes past five o'clock, 



Douse or Commons 

Monday 12th November, 1928. 

ORAL ANSWERS. 

INDIA. 
Ruling Princes (DelJOSitions amt Abdications). 

11. Mr. Thurtle asked the Under-Secretary of State for 
Indi~ the number of cases in the last 10 years in which Indian ruling 
princes have been deposed at the instance of the paramount power 
or have abdicated. 

Barl Winterton : During the period mentioned, one Ruler 
of an Indian State bas been deposed-namely the Maharaja. of 
Nabha. Four b!lva abdicated-the Mabaraj~ of Indore, the Rana 
of Bilaspur, the Ne.wa.b of Lobaru and the Jam of Las Bela. 

Mr. B2ckett : Can the Noble Lord give any idea of tbe 
reasons which lead the Government to taka action in these cases ? 

Earl Winterton : I do not think that that arises out of the 
question; the question refers to the number of rulers who had been 
deposed or abdicated. 

~lr. Saklatvala : Does the Maharajah o.f Bharatpur fall within 
this category ? 

Earl Winterton: No, Sir, he does not. 

Domestic and Personal Servants. 

12. Mr. Thurtle asked tbe Under-Secretary of State for 
Jnc'!ia whether he is aware that in certllin states in Rajputana and 
Kathiawar a system of slavery in respect of domestic and personal 
servants prevails, and that such per~ons are transferred, exchang
ed, and sold like chattels; and whether any representations have 
been made by the p3ramount power to the faudatories concerned re
garding the continued existence of this system ? 

Earl Winterton: I would refer the Hon. Member to the 
. reply given to the Hon. Member for Bristol, East (Mr. W. Baker), 

who asked e. similar questlun on 14th November last. 
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WRITTEN ANSWERS. 
INDIR. 

Compulsory Labour . 
.Mr. Gardner asked the Under-Secretary of State for India 

whether compulsory labour prevails in any of the Indian States 
subject to the paramountcy of His Majesty's Government ? 

Earl Winterton : The information in the possession of my 
Noble Friend points to the existence of some kinds of compulsory 
labour. Since the conclusion at Geneva in 1926 of the Slavery 
Convention, one of the articles of which prescribes certain limita
tions on the resort to compulsory labour, the attention of the Darbars 
of Indian States has been called tQ these provisions, which have 
been accepted on behalf of British India, with a view to their 
endeavouring to work steadily towards the same standard. 

Indian States Committee • 
.Mr. Gardner asked the Under-Secretary of State for India 

whether any treaties or other obligations exist between His Majes
ty's Government as the paramount Power and any of the Indian 
States, providing for the protection of a feudatory by the British 
Government from the rebellion of his subjects against misrule or 
oppression ? 

Earl Winterton: I hope that the Hon. Member will excuse 
111e from making a statement on this subject at the present moment, 
when the relationship between the Paramount Power and the States 
is under investigation by the Indian States Committee • 

.Mr. Gardner asked the Under-Secretary of State for India 
whether he is aware that the representatives of the peoples of the 
Indian States have been refused permission either to hear the 
arguments of the counsel for the Indian princes or to give evidence 
before the Committee ; and whether he will inform the House of the 
reasons for this course, in view of the fact that there are treaty 
obligations by which the Indian princes have agreed to secure the 
contentment of their peoples and to ensure justice in admini· 
stration? 

Earl Winterton : The procedure to be adopted in regard to 
the tsldng and hearing of evidence is a matter for the Committee 
itself and my Noble Friend is not prepared to interfere with their 
discretion· 

Mr. Rennie Smith asked the Under-Secretary of State for 
llldia whether the Report of the Indian States inquiry. wP,l be ~b-
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mitted to the Government of India. or to His Majesty's Government; 
whether the Report and the evidence given before the Committee 
will be published; and whether the recommendations of tha Com
mittee concerning the economic and financial relations between the 
Government of India and the States will be placed before the Indian 
legislature for its consideration and opinion ? 

Earl Winterton: The Report of the Committee will be sub
mitted to the Secretary of State. I am not at present in a position 
to make any statement in regard to the other matters mentioned in 
this question. 

\Vestern India States Agency. 
1. Mr. Saklatvala asked the Under-Secretary of State for 

India. what is the location, area, and total population of territories 
placed under the direct administration of the Western India States 
Agency; are the people in these territories considered British sub
jects purely or do they owe allegiance to any other sovereign autho
rity; what rights of representation do these people possess as 
British subjects; what voice have they ia the matter of taxation and 
general administration conducted by British officials; and to whom 
are these British officials responsible for their policy and conduct 
of affairs ? 

Earl Winterton : The total area. of the territories included in 
the Westara India States Agency is abont 35,000 square miles and 
the population about 3} millions. The people of these territories 
are not considered British subjects, but owe allegiance to the Rulers 
of the various St\tas, and no question arises therefore of their 
having rights of repre&entation as British subjects. The British 
officials employed in the Agency are responsible, through the 
Agent to the Governor-General, to the Government of India. If 
the Hon. Member's question is intended to be limited to petty estates 
or other areas in which the functions of the officers of the Agency 
may for various reasons be more directly administrative, I regret 
that I have not the detailed information that would be required to 
answer the question. 

Mr. Saklatwala: Will the Right Hon. Gentleman make it 
clear, if the British political agents are responsible to the Governor. 
General, the British Viceroy, what right the people in these Agen
cies have to approach the same officer with regard to their grievances 
or to mal-administration? 

Barl Winterton: I think that I have answered the question 
Oil the Paper fairl7 full7 in mr oriainal answer. n is impossible 
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withht the compass of a Parliamentary answer to explain the di
vergent and varying couditions in this Agency. 

Indian States. 
Mr. Thurtle asked the Under-Secretary of State for India, if 

the Governmeut is taking any steps to ascertain the condition of 
government iu the Native States of India before committing this 
couutry to any fresh obligations regarding the future of these 
states t 

Earl Winterton: Information on this subject is obtained in 
the ordiuar:r course, through Political Officers. 

Mr. Thurtle: Does the Noble Lord think that the present 
means of obtainiug information are sufficient? Is he aware that 
citizens of these Native States have not any means of getting their 
grievances before the responsible authJrities? 

Earl Winterton : That really deals with an entirely different 
matter. As the Ron. Gentleman's colleague, the Hon. Member 
for Merthyr Tydvil ( Mr. W alhead ), is not present to ask his 
question- I am not complainig ofit, but only referring to it- I have 

. not had the opportunity of explaining what is the exact position of 
these States vis-a-vis the Indian Government. I do not think that 
the particular point which the Hon. Gentleman asks arises ou~ 
of this case. 

Mr. erawfurd: Can the Noble Lord give any further expla. 
nation of the position in this case ? 

Earl Winterton: I think the Hon. GenUeme.n is aware that 
I always endeavour to give all the information there is in answer 
to questions, but I rather deprecate attempting to answer questions 
on matters of high constitutional importance in reply to a supple
mentary ques~ion. The answer which I had prepared in reply to 
the Hon. Member lor MerthyrTydvil's qllestion which was not asked 
deals with the matter. 

Mr. Rennie Smith (for Mr. Wallhead) asked the Under· 
Secretary of State for India the number of Indian States in which 
representative institutions for the enactment of laws exists : in 
which liberty of person and freedom of speech, meeting and asso· 
ciation exist ; and the number in which there is a fixed civil list, 
subject to independent audit, for the rulers and their families ? 

Earl Winterton : In the absence of fuller information 
than is available here, I regret that I cannot give the figures for 
which the Hon· Member asks· 

' 
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Mr. Rennie Smith (for Mr. Wallhead) asked the Under· 
Secretary of State , for India whether he will inform the House of 
the nature of the responsibility of the Paramount Power for the 
good government of the Indian States ·and the conditions of inter. 
vention by the Paramount Power in the internal administration 
of the states; and whether machinery exists in any of the States 
whereby grievances of the peoples of a State may be made known 
by them to the Paramount Power or whereby, in case of necessity, 
they may invoke intervention to obtain the redress of such 
grievances ? · " 

Earl Winterton : As regards the first part of the question 
I would refer the Hon. Member to the explanation of the rights 
and duties of the Paramount Power given in the letter from the 
VioProy to His Exalted Highness the Nizam of Hyderabad of the 
27th March, 1926, of which a ccpy was included in the papers pre· 
sented to Parliament at the time (Command Paper No. 2621 of 1926). 
As regards the second part, the Political Officers appointed to the 
various States or groups of States are responsible for ,keeping the 
Paramount Power supplied with whatever local information is 
necessary for the proper discharge of its functions. 

Mr. Thurtle : Are we to understand from that answer that a. 
citizen of one of these States has the right to approach the Political 
Officer with a grievance which he may have against the Ruler of 
that State? 

Earl Winterton: It is really impossible, within the limits of 
an answer to a Parliamentary question, '·to expla.in exactly what 
the position is. It is a matb>r of the highest importance, as it 
affects the relations of the Crown with these States. If the Hon. 
Gentleman wants information on a specific point, be must put a 
question down. If he will read this letter from the late viceroy to 
which I have referred, he will find the case stated there. 

Indian States. 
Lieut.-eommander Kenworthy asked the Under-Secretary 

of State for India. whether he is now able to state whether the evi
dence given before the Indian States inquiry will be laid before 
Parliament; and whether the Report will be published? 

The Under-Secretary of State for lni!ia (Earl Winter. 
ton): No, Sir. My Noble Friend cannot pledge himself in regard to 
publicetion before he has seen either the Report or the evidence. 

Lieut.-eomm:mder Kenworthy: Surely the Noble Lord has 
not overlooked the responsibility of this House for such matters 1 
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It it I!Uggested that we should not have the full information that 
is gathered by this important Committee t 

Earl Wmterton: No. The object of the Committee or inquiry 
is to advise my Noble Friend on such matters,~ and it is impossible, 
until the Report has been given to my Noble Friend, to answer the 
question put by the Hon. and gallant Gentleman, who will appre• 
ciate that, for example, there might be evidence given by some of 
Their Highnesses that they themselves ask might not be made 
public. 

(!olonel Wedgwood : But surely!it is not to ~be supposed that 
the Report itself shall not be published, a Report affecting 80,000,000 
people t 

Earl Wmterton: That is exactly what I said. My Noble 
Friend cannot pledge himself regarding publication before he has 
seen the Report. 

Lieut. .. eommander Kenworthy. But does not the Noble 
Lord think it is unfair to the parties to this inquiry not to publish 
the evidence t Is he not aware that charges are made against these 
rulers t 

Earl Winterton: If the Hon. and gallant Gentleman is not 
satisfied, when the Report is received by my Noble Friend, of which 
notice will be given, with the decision then taken, he can address 
a question to me on that occasion. 

eolonel Wedgwood: I am not concerned so much with the 
evidence, but is it not reasonable that the Report itself shall be 
published? 

Earl Winterton: No. There have been a very large number 
of Committees' Reports to various authorities and to Ministers . re
presenting both Departments in this country and Departments over· 
seas, where the Report and the evidence have both alike not been 
published. 

Mr. Wellock asked the Under·Secretsry of State for India if 
it is the intention of His M&j~sty's Government or the Government of 
India to grant the same facilities to the subjects in the Indian States 
as to their princes to express their views on the :future :relations of 
the Indian States with British Indi!Jo ? 

Earl Wmterton : The question of the relations between 
British India and the Indian States is primarily a. censtitutional 
question and can only be rdiscussed between the duly constituted 
Governments concerned. But I have ~no doubt that any States' 
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aubjects who wish to express views on this matter will find means 
to make them known. 

eoloneJ Wedgwood: Seeing that this Commission's Report 
a:ffeot3 far more than the British G')vernment, is there not some 
means whereby the Commission should hear the views of the people 
who live in these Sta.tes? 

Earl Winterton: The Right Hon. and gallant Gentleman is 
mistaken. In the first place, this is not a Commission-if it was a 
Commission, it would be in an entirely different position-but a 
Committee. I have already said, in :reply to a question asked by 
an Hon. Member opposite the other day, that the question of the 
procedure of the Committee is one for the Committee itself to con
sider, and the Committee has already decided noi to hear the evidence 
of the representatives, or the so-called representatives, of 
the Indian States. 

eolonel Wedgwood: Cannot the Government make re
presentations to this Committee that the people themsehes are those 
most interested in the Report of this Committee ? 

Earl Wint~rton: It is too long a question to go into in reply 
to a supplementary question, but I cannot accept the premise of the 
right Hon. and gallant Gentleman that these people have any right 
to make their case known to this Committee. In any C3se, the pro. 
cedure, Si the Right Hon. and gallant Gentleman, from his own 
administrative experience, r.aust be well aw:ue, is always a matter 
for the Chairman of the Committee. 

Mr."\;l'ellock: Have not these 70,000,000 people a· right to make 
their position known? 

Earl Winterton : They can make their position known by 
writing to the newspapers, by having political meetings, and in 
various other ways. That is a. question quite distinct from whether 
or not they should be able to gin evidence before this Committee. 

Mr. Thurtle asked the U nder-Secreta.ry of State for India if he 
is in a poeition to state when he expects to receive the Report of 
the Butler Commisssion dealing with the position of the India 
States? 

Earl Winterton: No, Sir; I am not at present in a position 
to give any date. 
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Manday. Srd .Dicemb~. 1Qt8. 

"ARMS" 

Mr. Thurtle asked the Under-Secretary of SMie for India if 
he is in a position to give the na.mes of the Indian States in whioh 
laws similar to the Indian Arms Act have not been enacted, and 
also the names of the states in which the carrying of arms without 
lisenoe is permitted to the states subjects ? 

Earl Winterton : I regret that the detailed illformatiou desired 
by the Hon. Member ia not availsble in this country. 



A ppen 1:1ix 8. 

Press Propaganda, 

BEFORE DEPARTURE· 

States Subjects' Proposed Deputation to England. 

Bombay September 4. 

Dewan Bahadur M. Ramachandra Ra.o, C. L E., gave an exclu· 
sive interview to a representative of" The Indian Daily Mail" on 
the position of the Indian Ste.tes' subjects in relation to the Butler 
Enquiry Committee. At the outset he expressed his surprise at the 
statements made in the " Manchester Guardian " recently about the 
report of the Innian States Committee and said that in his opinion 
the English Journal was not right in saying that the report would 
be submitted to Lord Birkenhead without its publication in Indb, 
and its dis:mssion in this country. At any rate, he thought the 
financial adjustments claimed by the Indian princes would affect 
the Indian revenues, and if the Butler Committee made any 
recommendations either partially or wholly meeting the demands 
of the Indian princes the whole subject must be discussed in the 
Indian legislature before any decision could be arrived at by the 
Government. It was unthinkable, he added, that either Parliament 
or the Secretary of Stata could dispose cf a matter of this kind 
without a full public discussion in India. The Indisn princes 
were not the only persons thst would be affected by the report as 
suggested by the " Manchester Guardian. " 

An Extraordinary Position. 

The Dewan Bahadur then adverted to the sittings of the Butler 
Committee 11 in camera" and complained that it had so far deprived 
both the people of British India and the Indian States of knowing 
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what exactly was the position of the Indian princes in regard to 
matters now under enquiry. On the strength of the opinion of their 
lawyers the Indian princes maintained that the Government of 
India had no legal powers to perform the various functions which 
it had been in practice performing so far as the States were con
cerned. This, the Dewan Ba.hadur thought was a most extraordinary 
position and it was not known whether the Government of 
India were formally appearing before the Butler Committee to 
contest this position or whether they were preparing their case in 
answer to this contention of the princes. He emphasised that a 
matter such as this should not be decided on the ex-parte statements 
of Sir Leslie Scott and his coll~agues made in private before the 
Butler Committee. 

Grievances of the Princes. 

On the subject of the grievances of the Princes in regard to con
stitutional and political practice, and the violation of treaty rights, 
Dewan Bahadur Ramachandra. Ra.o stated that the people of the 
States would like to point out that under these very treaties and the 
usage that has been established all these years, the princes had 
expressly given undertakings to prornote the welfare and h3ppiness 
of their subjects in the States. He invited the attention of the .t>ress 
to a pamphlet prepared on the •• treaties and political practice " by 
Professor Abhyankar, General Secretary of the Indian States 
Peoples' Conference, which summarises the clauses in the treaties 
and political practice established since the troaties were concluded, 
which clGarly indicated the position established under these treaties. 
As an example the Dewan Bahadur pointed out that in the treaties 
entered into between the Government and the Punjab States, like 
Patiala, Nabha, Kapurthala and Jind, there was an express under· 
taking given by the then rulers to the Government that they would 
exert themselves by every,:Possible means in promoting the welfare 
and happiness of their subjects and redressing the grievances of 
the oppressed and the injured in the proper way and that the sanads 
in several oases were confirmed on the expressed undertaking of 
good Government in the states. In these circumstances the people 
of the states felt that the British Government had failed in the 
discharge of their duty by not making any enquiries as to whether 
these expressed obligations for the promotion of the welfare aDd 
happiness of their subjects had been adequately discharged by the 
pr1Dces. The subjects wished to place these and other facts before 
the Butler Committee if an opportunity was given to them, 
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Theory of Direct Relations. 

Dewan Bahadur Ramachandra. Ra.o also alluded to Sir Leslie 
Scott's theory of direct relations with the Crown, and stated that 
both Pundit Motilal Nehru and his colleagues and Sir P. S. Siva.
swamy Iyer had demolished the extraordinary theories of Sir Leslie. 
As pointed out by the Nehru Committee the expression "the Crown" 
really meant in constitutional law the Government-in-Parliament, 
which really meant the British democracy, and in view of this fact 
it was a matter of great surprise that the Indian princes should 
have such tremendous faith in the British democracy which, in the 
existing conditions, consisted mostly of labour men and their wives, 
and it was still more surprising that their pacific faith in the 
British democracy should be such as to entirely ignore and distrust 
a British Indian demo;racy which, after all, were their kith and 
kin. He said it was a wonder to him how a. man like His Highness 
the Maharaja. of Bikaner had failed to see the implications of Sir 
Leslie Scott's proposals, and he sincerely trusted that the Indian 
princes would at least now realise where they are being led to. 

Fiscal Policy of India. 

The " Man chester Guardian" made a reference to the fi..aoal 
policy of India by the Government o£ India and that the princes 
were urging that their interests were in many ways injured by protec
tion. The Dewan Bahadur said this gave away the Princes' case 
and it was clear that there were other persons who were interested 
in free trade behind the princes who were using them for this 
purpose. While Great Britan was slowly drifting to a policy of 
protection and taking very rigorous steps for the safeguarding of 
their own industries, this protest against the policy of the Gon
rnment of India in the name of the Indian princes would deceive 
nobody. 

Federation of British India . 

. The last subject Dewan Bahadur Rao referred to was the 
question of the federation of British bdia with the Indian States. 
Since the Conference of Indian States' peoples in Bombay last 
December the whole subject o£ federal machinery had received very 
adequate attention both here and in Great Britain. but when the 
Maharaja of Patiala spoke of a federation in the paper which he 
read before the East India Association it was doubtful, the Dewan 
J3~adur aaid, whether the Maharaia was really referring to the 



federal constitution for the whole of India. It was clear that 
there were many undoubted difficulties in bringing about a federal 
constitution, but it was equally clear that, whenever that might 
happen, temporary expedients for the discussion of matters of com· 
mon interest between the states and British India would have t() 
be devised. 

A Serious Handicap. 
Questioned 88 regards the deputation of representatives of the 

Indian States subjects to England, Dewan Baba.dur Ramcbandra Rao 
stated that the people of the states were handicapped in several 
ways in the preparation of their case, 88 they had neither the 
resources nor the materials available to the Princes. There was a 
very keen desire on the part of the people of the statea to send a 
deputation to England and it was likely to be materialised very 
soon. Much would however, depend upon the attitude of the Butler 
Committee towards the deputation. He said that steps were being 
taken to ascertain the exact position. Dewan Bahadu:r Ramaohan· 
dra Rao is leaving to-night for Simla. 

Indian State Subjects. 

THEIR RIGHTS. 

Disabilities of state subjects. 

Simla Sept. 18. 

Dewan Bahadur M. Ramchandra Rao, President, All India 
States People's Conference, Professor Abhayankar, General Secretary 
of the Conference and Mr. Manila! Kothari who have been here dur
ing the last week in connection with the problems relating to Indian 
States, are leaving Simla tomomow. Beflre their departure from 
Simla, they have issued the following statemen• to the Press:-

Since the Conferences of Indian State Peoples were held in Bom• 
bay and Madras in December last the problems of States, both in re
gard to their internal administration and their place in the future 
policy of India have received considerable attention from various 
political organisations and eminent leaders throughout the country. 
and on behalf of the people of Indian States, we feel bound to express 
our grateful thanks to all of them and our appreciation of the Ia. 
bours of the Nehru Committee afld the All Parties Conferen9e! 

5 
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Position of Indian States. 
The chapter in the report on the Indian States is a masterly 

exposition of the exact position of the Indian States in their relations 
to the possible constitutional developments in India. The theory of 
direct relations of States with the British Crown put forward by 
some of the prominent chiefs with the advice of their legal adviser 
Sir Leslie Scott and the hypocrisy and cant underlying the claim 
that whatever may be the political developments in British India, 
the British Government will have to remain in India with the neces
sary military and naval forces to enable it to discharge its obliga
tions to the Indian States, have been thoroughly exposed by the 
Nehru Committee. The general principles contained in the 
report, so far as the relations of the States with the future Govern· 
ment of India are concerned, have been affirmed at the All Parties 
Conference in the resolution moved by Mr. Manilal Kothari and 
supported by Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru and other leaders and have, we 
believe, met with general approval of the people of Indian States. 

We fully recognise the limitations and difficulties of the Nehru 
Committee in dealing with the fundamental problems, relating to the 
internal administration of the States. We think that these funda
mental problems require most serious and earnest consideration of 
a11 those interested in the welfare, both of the princes and the peoples 
of the Indian States. 

.No Rule of Law. 
There is rio rule of law based on an approved constitution in 

most of the Indian States and people are labouring under all sorts of 
disabilities and hardships under the present autocratic sway of their 
rulers in view of the present deplorable state of things, it must be 
said that most of the rulers have failed in their obligations to their 
people and that the Paramount Power bas also failed to discharge its 
obligations which entail on it, the specific duty of looking after the 
welfare of the people of the States. The people are sorely disappo
inted and discontented and if nothing is done either by the princes 
or by the Paramount Power, there is no knowing where the present 
ever-increasing discontent will lead to. 

We gratefully appreciate the sound advice and sincere exhorta
tions which His Excellency Lord.Irwin has been giving to the rulers 
whenever there was an occasion for it, but we regret to find there are 
no signs whatsoever of the advice being given effect to by the princes 
concerned. Things are drifting as usual. 
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To add to this, the Indian State Enquiry Committee has deliber
ately· declined to hear the case of the people in relation to and along 
with the cases of princes as put forward by Sir Leslie in England. 
We maintain that the princes have undertaken definite obligations, 
that they will omit no exertion to promote the welfare and happiness 
of their people and even apart from the express treaty obligations, 
princes are bound to look after the welfare of their subjects and the 
Paramount Power has failed so far properly to discharge their 
obligations to the people as stated above. 

Grievances of Princes 

We also feel that if the Butler Committee can go into the 
grievances of Indian princes and that the Government of India have 
extended their jurisdiction over them in an arbitrary manner, the 
people of the States are equally entitled to ask the committee to 
enquire into the question as to how far the princes have fulfilled 
their obligations to their own people and also as to whether the 
Paramount Power has not failed in its duty in seeing that these 
obligations have been carried out by the princes. If the committee 
makes its report without giving an opportunity to the people of the 
States to urge tb.eir views on these matters the report will be of no 
value whatever and will be repudiated by the people of the States. 
This was pointed out in a resolution passed at Bombay in December 
last at the Indian States People"s Ctmference. Tlie people of· States 
are equa!ly entitled to be heard apart from the princes in regard to 
the financial adjustments between the States and British India. 

We are also of opinion that the present policy of the Paramount 
Power in waiting till misrule becomes so intolerable as to require 
their intervention is altogether unsuited to the existing conditions 
and that the oru:r remed:r is the development of representative institu• 
tions in the State for criticism of the day to day administration so 
far as to prevent this misrule of princes. The conferences held in 
Bombay and Madras put forward the demands of the people of the 
States for the establishment of responsible Government in the Statel!l, 
for replacing the present autocratic rule of the princes. We venture 
to say that real peace and welfare of princes lies in their honourably 
and earnestly co-operating with the people in establishing repr~sent
ntive institutions and full responsible Government in the States and 
not in altogether ignoring them. · 

Eindusfan TJme8 (15 tept. £8) 
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Prof. Abbyankar on future of States. 
As Prof. G,R, Abhyankar is proceeding to Englanti a.s a member 

of the Deputation on behalf of the Indian States' people he gave a.n 
interview to the Press on the eve of his departure. Prof. Abhyanka.r 
had gone to Simla with Dewan Baha.dur M. Rama.chandra Ra.o. 
Asked as to what they did in Simla., Prof. Abhyanka.r said,-

"Our object was to discuss the present policy of the Government 
of India towards the Indian States and to gauge opinion about the 
Butler Committee. The present policy of the Political Department is 
not to interfere in the internal affairs of the States till misrule be
comes long, gross and continuous. This causes intolerable suffering 
to the subjects of the Indian States. The Paramount Power has taken 
away the common law rights of the people to depose or to dethrone a. 
Prince when he rebels against the laws of the State or the rights of 
the people. The Paramount Power is ultimatel:-r responsible to sacura 
the welfare of the people and to taka remedial measures. It is not 
therefore fair that the Paramount Power should sit on the fence and 
allow misrule to reach the maximum standard of intolerance and 
unbea.rableness. Misrule should be nipped in the bud and prompt 
measures must be taken in goo.:1 times before a ruler goes headlong 
on the path of misgovernment. 

Do you mean that the Paramount Power should interfere always? 
.Are you not aware that this interference is resented and the acHons 
of Government are often criticised and motives are attributed to 
Government, which have no foundation? 

Control of Paramount Power or People 
Answer :-.A.s regards your question about interference I am 

firmly of opinion that so long as the Princes want to rule in an 
autocratic manner there must be intetference in their internal affBirs. 
If the Princes introduce responsible Governments in their States 
then there would be no occasion for interference, and Government 
11hould not interfere. But so long as autocratic rule prevails there 
is no opportunity of redress £for the people. The Indian Princes 
cannot hope to be independent of any control. They must submit 
either to the control of the Paramount Power and their interference 
or to the control of a constitution or in other words to the control of 
the people. Unbridled autocracy would not any longer be allowed 
to have its way. 

As regards to your second question of public critici!!m the Political 
Department is to thank itself for this. They do not publish the his~ 
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tory of the causes which lead to interference or to voluntary Qr 
involnntary abdicationa. They only publish the result. The public 
have absolutely no information to judge the proriety or otherwise of 
this result and Government expose their conduct by their mysterious 
procedure and secrecy to all sorts of moti vas. If however they sup· 
ply the antecedent history it would leave no room for improper 
criticism and further it shall have a. moral value in detering their 
Princes from similar predicament~r. 

Question:-Princes have been claiming treaty rights and are 
clamouring that their treaty rights had been violated. It is neces· 
sary to distinguish the two aspects of the Indian States' problem. 
One is Political and the other fiscal or economical. As regards poli· 
tical interference it must be borne in mind that many States have 
express treaty obligations to secure contentment and happiness of 
the people. good administration of justice and good Government. Is 
it not the duty of the Paramount Power to enforce these treaty obliga. 
tions? The Indian States Conference have issued a pamphlet on 
Treaty obligations about all the 108 members of the Chamber of 
Princes. The most important and shining lights of the Chamber of 
Princes are under treaty obligations to secure the contentment of their 
people. What justification have they to complain that there has been 
any interference if treaty obligations are not fulfilled. Similarly 
whenever there are disputes about succession, whenever there is 
minority, whenever there is financial embarrassment or gross misrule. 
Government interferes to secure good Government and this also is per
fectly legitimate . .As regard fiscal matters and matters of joint concern 
the British Government to secure the uniformity of practice and to 
safeguard their own interests have forced policies upon the Indian 
States which have caused serious prejudice to the States and have 
entailed indirect taxation on the States. This interference is un
justified. Justice and equity demand that the Government should try 
to make amends to the States for the loss caused to them. So far as 
this question is concerned there is complete unanimity between the 
Rulers and the ruled. The people of the Indian States however, 
maintain that if any relief is given on this score there should be 
guarantees given to the people that it will be appropriated for the 
public utility departments in the States. This relief should not go to 
swell the private expenditure of the Rulers. 

Asked as to opinion about the Nehru Committee and the agita
tion which is being carried on in the Southern States against this 
report he said. 
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Plea for Eqnitable Relief 

" As regards the Nehru Committee I have expressed my opinion 
already publicly. A.s regards the constitutional position of the States 
with the Government of India the report has taken the correct atti
tude, it has knocked down the theory of direct relations so mischiev
ously and sedulously propagated. The report maintains that there 
would be no change in the relations with the States even under 
Swaraj Government. This does not however, go far enough so far 
as the people of the States are concerned. The authors of the Swaraj 
constitution could have recommended the proclamation of 1917, to 
the Indian Rulers. They could have given them friendly advice to 
surrender autocracy and rule as constitutional monarchs. They 
have hesitated to speak frankly about this. Unless the Indian States' 
people have the same political rights as those of the British Indian 
people no federal form of Government can function in lndia. The 
authors of the report have not made tb is position quite clear. Further
more we expect the Commonwealth Government to give equitable 
relief to the people of Indian States and not to exploit adnntages 
which have been acquired by superior diplomacy and dominant posi
tion. There is reason to apprehend that the people of the Indian 
States may not get fair treatment. We are quite surprised that a 
British Indian Statesman such as Sir Shivaswami Iyer should deny 
the claim of the Indian States' people for contribution in custom, 
salt and other monopolies and matters of common interest. So judic
ious a writer as Sir Shivswami Iyer, we are amazed to find, takes his 
stand upon agreements concluded with the States. We put it to him 
whether there was freedom of action on the part of the States when 
they were concluded? Abolition of inter-state barriers, abolition of 
the manufacture of salt and opium, mints, jurisdiction over Rail· 
ways and such other items of joint concern which formed part of the 
agreement were forced upon the States by diplomatic pressure. If 
the Commonwealth insists on sitting tight on these agreements of 
what avail is that Commonwealth to us? It may mean only a 
ehange in the colour of the bureaucracy instead of being white it 
may be brown. The Indian States' people cla.im equal political 
rights so far as fiscal and economic matters are concerned and we 
want further assurance of the same. Mere assurances in respect of 
treaties is nothing. So long as the Commonwealth Government of 
the future is the King's Government treaties do remain solemnly 
intact and binding 'ipso facto.' The assurance which the people 
want is that the undue advantage taken of the States by the 
bureaucratic Gvvernment would be abandoned and eqna.l political 



rights would be vouchsafed. Similarly also responsible Government 
under the aegis of the rulers should be promised to the people of the 
States. The Nehru Committtee has failed to do this and there is just 
complaint about its omission. We however acknowledge gratefully 
what is conceded. We have to complain for what is omitted." · 

Q.-What about the speech of the Maharaja of Bikaner? 

,A.-I am not surprised with the speech as he had delivered a 
similar oration some four months before. The Maharaja's political 
ideal is that of benevolent despotism and not that of constitutional 
monarchy. With all his overflowing loyalty ostentatiously paraded 
he has not stated in an unequivocal manner his acceptance of the 
gracions proclamation of His Majesty of 1917. Even in the fifteen 
column speech he does not say one word that he is willing to confer 
the blessings of responsible Government upon his people. We fail to see 
how rule of law can be successfully established without Parliament
ary Government. 'rhe Maharaja has published a review of his 
achievement during 30 years rule and how he has increased the 
revenue of his State during these years. He has however studiously 
omitted to give the expenditure of State income during 30 years. 
With all the admiration of His Highness for Mr. Gokhale 13 years 
after his death and 25 years after he earnestly appealed to the alien 
Government for free and compulsory primary education the neces• 
sity of this elementary reform dawns upon this e:Dlightened 'Maha
raja to-day after 30 years d wise administration? Is this sincerity 
or is this incapacity to rule? Is there any Press worth the name in 

· Bikaner? Political memories may no doubt be very short. The 
people no doubt have very strong memories of injusticedonetothem. 
We do remember how a great patriot Sjt. Jamnala.l Bajaj was sum
marily deported from Bikaner, placed into the Railway train and 
bodily expelled from the State territory. Is there any liberty of 
speech and freedom of discussion in Bika.ner? Is there any ·Press 
worth the name in Bikaner? Is there equality in the eyes of law in 
Bikaner? Did the Maharaja make any decent effort to protest aga· 
lnst the conduct of his esteemed friend the Maharaja of Alwar when 
martial law was proclaimed at Nemuchana and innocent people were 
done to death? Is there any real and substantial control of the peo
ple over the budget of Bika.ner? Is the Executive in Bikaner res
ponsible to the people? Is the Maharaja willing to submit his 
budget to any independent audit? So long as the Maharaja is not 
prepared to do any of these things his pompous oration is sheer 
camouflage. One simple question we put to the Maharaja. What 
political rights he is prepared to give to his subjec* 7 Is he 
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willing to declare responsible Government as his aim? No 
one need be taken in by what the Maharaj:1 says about the 
fiscal affairs. But even in this the Maharaja does not say 
that he well give a guarantee to the people that he will utilise this 
relief for the benefit of the people. The Maharaja's exhibition of 
loyalty is simply ridiculous. Every citizen under this British 
Empire and even the citizens of the future Commonwealth will be 
bound to be loyal to the King's Government. Is there any special 
merit in this? Can the Maharaja afford to live even for a minute 
without being loyal ? The threat of the Maharaja to the British 
Indian people is very harmful. That a responsible ruler like him 
should administer it is still mere discreditable. We can state one 
simple fact, the British Indian people have to fight against 3 or 4 
lacs of aliens. The addition of 700 more to thia rank would not make 
such an unequal difference in this fight. We can assure the Maharaja 
of the one fact that the seven crores of the Indian States people are 
permanently wedded to their brethren in British India. As they are 
sons of tb.e same mother land they have attachment for one another. 
The Maharaja's pronouncement that he will fight against his breth· 
ren British India out of his loyalty to the throne is indeed a senti· 
ment which will convey home the sincerity of his sympathy with 
the aspirations in British India which is repeated 'ad nauseam' by 
the Maharaja and his brother Princes. No man therefore will attach 
much value to the fulminations of the Maharl,\ja. of Bikaner. 

Q.-Is the Butler Committee going to give you a hearing? 

A.-We see no reason why it should not. We are entitled to a 
hearing which came within the terms of reference. Even though the 
Committee declines to give us a bearing we shall place the case of 
the people of the Indian States before the British public and try to 
counteract the effect produced by the agitation which the Indian 
Princes have been carrying on latterly in England. 

" At Home" to Prof. G. R. Abbyankar 
BOMBAY, Wednesday. 

Prof. G. R. Abbyankar of Sangli, Secretary of the "All-India 
State Subjects' Conference .. was given an "At Home," under the 
auspices of the Hyderabad Political Conference at the Servants of 
India Society's Home. Sandhurst Road, Bombay, on Tuesday even
ing, on the eve of his departure for England to meet the Butler 
Committee on behalf of the Indian States subjects. Prof. Abh7an· 
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kar is one of the best informed persons on Indian States and .their 
administration and he is well equipped to place before the Committe 
the case of the State subjects. He described his mission as one of 
presenting to the Butler Committee and the British public the other 
side of the picture of the Indian States which had become impera. 
tive in the face of the strong propaganda carried on by the Princes 
to secure their autocratic powers. Incidentally, he touched on the 
claims put forth by some Indian Princes and characterised them as 
fantastic and declared that the Indian Princes in their own interest 
should come into line with British India in constitutional and 
political advancements. The Professor said that even in the future 
Commonwealth, • of India, under the Swaraj regime, the subjects of 
Indian States must be placed on equal political and civic status 
with their British Indian compatriots and the Indian Princes must 
give constitutional and democratic Government to their subjects. 

Dewan Bahadur M. Ramchandra Rao, President, All India 
States People's Conference, left to-day for England by the P. a.:c~ 0. 
Mail Steamer •• Kaiser-i·Hind." A representative of the press 
interviewed him before his departure. Asked as to the object of the 
deputation which he was leading. Mr. Ramachandra. Ra.o said that 
their main object was to undertake a survey of the situation in 
England as it has developed on account of the intensive propaganda 
carried on by the Princes during the last 18 months. Soma of our 
friends in England who wish to untlerl3tand the problems of the 
Indian States h~ve suggested that a small delegation for the purpose 
should go there even if the Butler Enquiry Committee did not afford 
the necessary facilities to placing the case of the people of the States 
before them. 

''If the necessary facilities are afforded we shall, submit a. 
memorandum explaining the present position of the people of the 
States and lead evidence in support of it. Apart from this manY 
unfounded allegations have been made in the British Press from 
time to time in regard to the movement represented by our delega
tion. As an instance I may mention that Dr. Rushbrook Williams 
has stated in a recent communication in the "Nation ~nd Athenaeum" 
that " he did not know what claim the so-called State Subjectss' 
Conference has to speak for the subjects of the States," and that his 
information was that the Conference was composed of British 
Indians, Lawyers aud Journalists who conceive that the existence 
of the Indian States is an obstacle to the realisation of the National 
ambitions in British India. " The good doctor has apparently no 
aesitation whatever to make in the interest of his employer's state· 

~ 
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ments which are so obviously inaccurate. He evidently thinks that 
he and his master are better exponents of the rights and privileges 
of the people of the States than a Conference at which the people of . 
nearly 100 States were represented by delegates. I do not know of 
a single responsible British Indian politician who holds the view or 
who has firm expresbion to the view that Indian States are an 
obstacle to the National Ambitions of British India. Th::~ Nehru 
Report is a sufficient refutation of the scandalous charge. On the 
other hand it has been plain to all those who can see th!!.t the Indian 
States are being used to su'ggest the insurmountable barriers against 
the evolution of India as a whole as a single world state. The 
political aims and ideals of the people of the States and of British 
India hava been seriously misrepresented in the British Press for 
some time now. Wherever possible the Delegation will endeavour 
to dispel these misrepresentations in the Press and elsewher9. The 
Deputl\tion is fully aware of the extent to which Press propaganda 
has been undertaken on behalf of the Princes and the difficulty of 
combating these activities. Our Committee is arranging for the 
next ses!'lion of the ConferenC'e in February next in Delhi. In view 
of the B'1tler Enquiry Committee's report, the session will be a most 
important and momentous one and we feel a. study of the situation 
both in England and in India, will be of help to the Conference in 
coming to well-considered decisions. Mr. Rao said that the Com
mittee anxiously considered the question of the Deputation and 
came to the conclusion that even if no tangible results are achieved 
the Deputation will be useful in the directions above indicated. 

Public Opinion in the States. 

Mr. Ramchn.ndra R,_o expressed great satisfaction that the 
volnma of public opinion in the States is rapidly increasing day by 
day. Aftar all be said that the solutious of the many prcblems of 
internal reforms in the States and the introduction of responsible 
Govetnment in the States depends on the strength cf the public 
opinion in each State. He was glad to find that Baroda is holding 
a st.ate congress. Travancore and 1Iysare s.re holding similar 
congresses a ~d I sugg::st that the Public men in each important 
State should convene Clnferences as early as convenient and discuss 
the problems relating to tba States both in their internal and external 
aRpeots as far a3 possible before the All-India States People's Con
ference meets at Delhi iu Feb. next. I also suggest that all leading 
men in the States should streugth~n tbe central organisation in 
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Bombay in ~very possible way, and make the next conference as 
representative as possible. The problem of the Indian States hai 
now become a live issue in India and British Indian Politics ud 
has now reached a definite stage in the public discussions of the dey. 
This is all to the good. 

Finally he said that the Nehru Committee report relating to the 
Indian States is not the last word on the subject. It has been 
attacked from both sides. The people of the South Indian States 
think that the Committee did not go far enough in not recommend~ 
ing Responsible Government in the States. On the other hand the 
Indian Princes, complain that the Committee's proposals have done 
them serious injustice. A :reconciliation of these conflicting views 
must be brought about, and I suggest that a Conference between the 
Rulers of the Indian State&, and their people's and British Indian 
leaders must be arranged without any avoidable delay. His High. 
ness the Maharajah of Bikaner's speech holds out some hope that 
such a confer!lnoe may not be " fiasco. 

Mr. Ramohandra Rao also desired to call attention to , two or 
tl;lree important Statements made by His Highness the Maharajah of 
Bik:aner in the notabl~ speech, that he made a few days ago. One 
is that the Princes are prepared to make all reasonable sacrifices for 
the good of India as a whole, provided the integrity of the States is 
maintained. That is exactly what the Nehru Committee in~ended 
to do and their proposah were not meant to be anything less. The 
second statement is that at this critical juncture, it will be a great 
misfortune if British India, and the Indian States are divided and 
he holds out the h~t.nd of good fellowship. and co-operation in the 
evolution of a Uni~d India, a sentiment which every respo!)sible 
ma~ in British India., and the States will reciprocate. The 
M aharaj11.h asks that· judgment should be suspended till the final 
schemes of the Princes are published. I earnestly suggest that our 
leaders io British Indi~ ahould take very early steps to bring ,about 
a Conference between the !laharaja.h of Bikaner and other Princes 
and other representatives for the discussion of the soheme and the 
Nehiu proposals. and all causes of misunderstanding can be 
removed. I fully support the proposals made by Mr. R. H. Gandhi 
that the All-India Congress. Committee would request the All
Parties Committee at Calcutta ·to arrange for such a Conference. 
I sincerely hope th11.t the . proposal will , be accepted and Pandit 
Motilal Nehru, Sir Tej B~.adur Sapru and Pandit ~jldBn ~ohan 
Malaviya will do their best to bring about th.is Conference, 

' "' . . " ' ··~.' 
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In answer to a question as to when he was returning to 
India Mr. Rao said that he expected to be back by the middle of 
December next. 

Indian Daily Maill0-0ct. 28. 

Indian Princes and Peoples 

DEPUTATION TO THE BUTLER COMMITTEE. 

INTERVIEW WITH LEADER. 

RULERS' OBLIGATIONS. 

Manchester Guardian. ( 29rd-Jo-.e8 ). 

A deputation representing peoples of Indian States has just 
arrived in London. Its object is to attempt to place before the Butler 
Committee, which is now hearing the case of the Indian Princes, 
the point of view of the peJples of the States. It has been reported 
in India. that the Committee has already refused to allow the depu
tation to attend the sittings. Tbis is said to have caused wide
spread resentment. Leader of the deputation-the other members are 
Prof. Abhyanka.r and Mr. P. L. Chudga.r-explained to the Manches
ter Guardian representative to-day that although they had been 
informed that the terms of reference of the Committee do not permit 
of the peoples being beard, the matter was not finally settled. It 
is hoped that when the Committee meets on Thursday, permission 
will be given. 

M. Ramchandrarao explained that the deputation was appoin
ted by the Indian States peoples' Conference which met in Bombay 
last December, at which seventy-eight of the more important :states 
were represented by 5 or 6 hundred delegates. He pointed out that 
some of the leading States such as Mysore, Hyderabad, Travancore 
and (he thought) Baroda were not supporting the representations 
made by the Princes to the Committee. It was certainly untrue, as 
the Maharaja of Patiale. had stated that the people of the States 
were contented and had no grievances, e.nd that they had enemies 
in British India. No one in British India had taken up an attitude 
of hostility to the States or the Princes. 

The Personal Rule 
What they desired, and what the peoples of the States wished 

to see was that the system of administration in the States was 



brought up to the standard made necessary by the constitutional 
developments which were taking place in British Indi~ " We 
contend " said Mr. Ra.mchandrarao, " that the Princes have defi· 
nite obligations for the good governmel\.t of their States. While 
some of the States are well governed, in the large majority rulers 
rely on the old system of personal rule. 

"At the Bombay Conference resolutions were adopted in favour 
of the establishment of representative institutions on an elective 
basis both for self-government, and for the purposes of legislation, 
taxatiion, and control of general administration. The budgets of 
the States should be submitted to popular assemblies, and their 
revenues separated from the personal expenditure of the Princes, 
whose civil list should be submitted to the vote of popular assembly. 
There should also be an independent judiciary in each of the in· 
dependent States. 

" In most of the States there is no civil list limiting the personal 
expenditure of the Princes, and in many of them no representative 
assembly of the type that exists in British India. The people also 
complain that in several of the States the elementary rights of 
citizenship, such as the right of association and meeting, free speech 
and a free press and security of person have not been conceded to 
the people. 

"The result is that the people of the States are entirely depen• 
dent on the whim and caprice of the ruler for the time being, and 
they want to see the development of machinery by which the in
habitants should be definitely associated with the Government of 
the States." · 

Relations with British India 
" 0 n the wider question of the relations of the Paramount 

Power with the States there is no desire on the part of British 
Indian politicians, or the peoples of the States to interfere with the 
integrity of the States. The fact that the inquiry has been held in 
camera has ca.u11ed much resentment in India, and we are at a dis
advantage in not knowing exactly what the grievances of the 
Princes are. 

" We contend, however, that the people of the States are equally. 
interested with the Princes in any suggested changes in these 
relations. So far as the financial adjustments claimed by the Prin
ces are known to us I do not see any conflict of interes~ between 



the peoples and their rulers, and any equitable arrangement made 
to remove existing grievances will h&ve the support of the people of 
ilie&~a · 

" I gather from the prees that the attempt to evolve a scheme 
for bringing the States into constitutional relations with British 
India bas been gil'en up, and that the Princes are confining them
selves to a general !!h.tement of their difficulties. At the Bombay 
Conference it was agreed th!!tt for the speedy attainment of Home 
Rule for India as a whole the States should be brougt into constitu
tional relations with British India, and that the people should be 
assigned 1.\ definite place and an effective voice in all matters of 
common concern in any new constitution devised for the whole of 
India. 

"We recognise the difficulty of fitting the States into a common 
constitution, but there is no doubt thst there is a general desire both 
in the States and British India that this should be done. The only 
way the whole problem can be solved is by the Princes and the people 
of the States, the leadElrs of British India, and the Government of 
India meeting to-gether at a conference with a view to evoiving a 
constitution for the whole of India 

"The problems of internal reform in the governmtDt of the 
States are being insistently pressed in the conferences of the subjects 
of each State and also in the all India conference in which the separate 
movements are linked up. I trust that the Princes will realise the 
significance of these conferences, and anticipate events by making 
a declaration of their policy on the whole que~tion of the future of 
the States. Several of the Princes are acquaintld with the gener!'J 
movement of world politics, and are cognisant of the reaction .of 
the world affairs in India.. They have taken part in the financial 
economic, and political reconstruction of many countries as mem
bers of the League of N ation1. 

''They cannot refuse to co-operate in the political reconstruc
tion of their own mother land. They have surveyed the political 
conditions of their country as a whole and are realising, I trust, 
that the monarchial order has to undergo changes to make it sui
table to the conditions of the present day. They cannot expect it 
to continue in their own States on the old basis. I sincerely trust 
that they will have sufficient etatemanship to initiate such changes 
in the government of their States as to give full play to the demo
cratic aspiration• of their people ... 
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Princes or People ? 
---:\):---

PROBLEM OF THE INDIAN STATES. 

DESPOTISMS. 

Rights and Obligations Under Treaties. 
"We have come to England," said Professor Abhyanka.r, of the 

deputation from the Indian States peoples, to a DAILY HERALD re· 
presentative yesterday, •• because we feel that the case of the peoples 
of the Indian States ought to be heard during the inqury which is 
now in progress. 

"We feel tb.at the future of those States and their relation to 
the rest of India is not a question which can or should be settled 
with the Princes alone, as if it concerned them only and not their 
72,000.000 subjects • 

.. It is being suggested that the Butler Committee cannot con· 
sider questions of the internal administration of the states. But 
that is surely absurd. For one of its chief tasks is to 
consider the treaties which now regulate the relations of the Princes 
with the Paramount Powers . 

.. And those treaties in many oases lay definite obligations on 
the Princes to govern their States properly. 

" In the case of Patiala, for example, there is a clause in the 
• sanad ' of 1860 which requires the Maharaja to 

' exert himself by every possible me1ms in promoting the 
welfare of his people and the happiness of his subjects and 
redressbig the grievances of the oppressed and injured in the 
proper way.' 

"Now if the Princes claim the rights guaranteed them by 
treaties, they can only do so if they carry out the obligations laid 
on them. 

Reactionary States. 
" And surely one of the tasks of the Committee 'DUSt be to 

inquire whether or not those obligations have been fulfilled. 
"Our case is that in most cases they have not been fulfilled 

that the Governments of the Indian States, with a few honourable 
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exceptions, are reactionary in political matters and hopelessly back
ward in social matters. 

''•With three or four exception&; they are absolute despotisms. 
There is no kind of constitution, no representative system. The 
Prince has absolute control of administration and of legislation: and 
the states revenues are his own private propperty, 

11 Such a state of things in the twentieth century is intolerable, 
And to increase the indepe.~deoce of the Princes would be to make 
it worse. In the past the peoples of the States have had one safe
guard against oppression-th3 right which the Government of 
India claimed, and often used, to intervene in cases of gross 
misgovernment. 

"If that safeguard is taken away without any obligation being 
laid on:the Princes to establish constitutional governments and to 
guarantee their subjects the elementary rights of citizenship, the 
British Government in the twentieth century will be deliberately 
placing 72,000,000 people under the rule of uncontrolled 
despotisms. " 

In canne:don with the Indian States inquiry a delegation from 
an organization known as the Indian State! People's Conference has 
come to this country. The eecreta.ry is Professor G. R. Abhyankar 
of the Law College, Poona, a. subject of the Sangli State, and he is 
accompanied by Mr. Paputlal Chudgar Dewan Baha.dur M. Ram
ohandra Rao has since arrived and is giving his assistance. He 
bas long taken an active part in British Indian politics, having 
been a member of the Moderate deputation to this country when the 
Aot of 1919 was under consideration, and also a member of the first 
Legislative Assembly. 

The organization had some correspondence with the Buttler 
Committee before its departure from India., and asked to be allowed 
to submit its views. It was intimated by Colonel Ogilvie, the 
Secretary of the Committee, that the terms of reference do not include 
investigation of the relations between the rulers of the States and 
their subjects. The Committee was set up to report on the relation
ship between the Paramount Power and the :States as affected by 
treaties and other engagements, and to inquire into the financial 
and economic relations between British India. and the States. It was 
understood that a general memorandum indicating the point of view 
of the organization migbt be sent in, but that any delegation sen 
here could not be given access to the inquiry or tender any oral 
evidence. 



The delegation has come to this country partly to inform publto 
opinion of its views on aspects of the question of the future p.ollty of 
the States, which it suggests, ought to be kept in view when politic&! 
changes of great importance are being advocated on behalf of the 
Princes. On the question of relevancy, Professor Abhyanbr 
argues that sinoe the treaties and engagements made with the Bri~ 
tish authorities in many oases expre&sly provide for the good admi
nistration of the States the matter should be dealt with· Relevant 
questions, in his view, are how far the Princes havA fulfilled these 
treaty obligations~ whether the Paramount Power has taken adequate 
steps to ensure reasonable protection to the subjects, and the praotl· 
cal effect, in respect to these obligations, of changes modifying t~e 
powers of intervention in case of misrule residing in the Paramount 
Power. It is also argued that the people of the States are entitled li(J 
be heard as well as the Princes oa the second part of the inquiry
that of the financial and economic relations between British India 
and the States. 

Indian States. 
THEIR RELATION TO THE PROBLEM OF REFORM 

By Dewan:Babadur M. Ramchandra Rao. 
The position of the ruling princes in India in relation to the 

Paramount Power, their exact place in a scheme of self-government, 
and their constitutional relations to the future Government of Indi.,. 
have of late been frequently discussed in the British Press. Th, 
discussion, I venture to think, has been somewhat one sided, · and 
there are other aspects of the question which han not as yet received 
consideration. It is unthinkable that the Indian States should r&. 
main untouched by an:r scheme of constitutional reform that may 
be devised for British India in the near future, and it is obvioua 
that the position of the princes in relation to their own people must 
necessarily undergo a profound~ohange. 

The problem naturally falls under two heads ; the first embraces 
the group of questions relating to the reform• required in the inter· 
nal administration of the Indian States, and under the second bead 
ma:r be placed the problem of the creation of a suitable machinery 
for bringing the Indian States into constitutional relation• with 
British India. 

Present Position in the States 

Taking the first of these questiona, the positioa remain• a1 
aurnmarieed ten years ago b7 the authors of the Montagu-obelmsfcx\i 

1 



Report}; "The chiuacteristio feature of all the States, inotuding the 
'most advanced, is the personal rule . of . the ~prince and his control 
over legislation, e.dministrarion, and justice." The States are in all 
·et&,ies· ()f development, patriarchal, feudal, or more advanced, while 
in ·a very few States representative institutions which have been des• 
·orihed as the dim, colourless copies of those prevailing in British 
India 'have been established. In the discussions in this country 
it has been too readily assumed that the Indian States have full 
l'ights of internal sovereig~ty, making impossible the introduction 
1of reforms to bring tbe States into line with the constitutional deve
lopments in India, such as they are. In regard to this it is enough 
\O'refer·to the high authority of Sir Willam Lee Warner that "the 
British Government has drawn to itself the exercise of the entire 
'external sovereignty of the Indian States, and it has also gathered 
'into its hands some of the internal sovereignty of even important 
States. •• The true position is that the States h~ve been in the enjoy. 
ment of varying degrees of internal sovereignty. They complain 
that their position as sovereign Statas has been adversely affected 
by the action of the Paramount Power in derogation of treaty rights. 
As the inquiry before)he Indian States Committee is being held in 
camera we do .not know at present tbe pracise nature of their com· 
plaints but we ma.y assume that some of them are well founded. 
'While, however, the princes a.ra compl9oining of encroachments by 
the Paramount Power, the people of tha States also complain that 
the princes are under definite obligations, both by treaties and other
wise, to provide good government for their subjects .and to promote 
1
their'well-being and happiness. The Government of India. and the 
Viceroys of India have frequently given public expression to the 
'fact that the ultimate responsibility for securing to the people of the 
lndiau States freedom ·from misrule lies in the Paramount Power. 
'Thitt 'duty bas never been performed satisfactorily, and no inquiry 
haS ever been held as to how f:u the princes have discharged their 
obligations to their people. The best way of securing good govern
ment to the people of the Indian States is not by the accumulation 
of a.cts of misgovernment and misrule to such a degree as to merit 
:interference by the l'ara.monnt Power, bus to establish institutions 
and .to provide a machinery for the a.c~iva association of the people 
.-with the administration so as to prevant misrule :by the princes. 
The princes must definitely and once for all rt:cognise the principle 
of responsibility of the Administration o(the State to its own people. 
The present polioy 'of giving the longest rope entails needless hard. 
:ship both to the prinoes and the people. Reference has been made 
~to. the ancient· ideals of kingship in India as a -guiding factor in 
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fayqu~ o(g()()d go'V'e!nJ;lliint io, the, St~t~-. ~ :J.:~~ ,~an9ti~nll 1 ,~ehi~f,. 
these 1deals have ceased to operate long ago, and at the! pres~n~ \!me 

~· ' , . ' ·,_ '~. ,.,:,. ~· ,..-. I,J '~ ·~ l 

it will not be. unjust ,to say that. the princes . are more oonscio.ui of 
~~e!r fi~ht~·than ~f ~~~h. o~lig~tim\s to t~~ir. ~w~ pe'oli>~~:'1M'?ieover, 
smoe the mtroduct1.on of the · Montagu;..cJielme!ord reforms' he 
dynamic forces operating · in Britisli India rfor th~' est~~obiishmt~nt 
of d~mo'crati~' ibs~itutions1 

have 'reacted' onlthe' rndi'a:n·tstates. ,, It 
would be foolish to' ignore these signs oftne growth 'ofl>ublio ~opinlo'rt 
in the States. To think of ruling the States in the old tilne-lioiioured 
way·· would. therefore be dis'astrous botli · td el:lei~·ptin<fes ·ahd · to ·::India 
as a whole: •·Th({All-Ib.diai States' People's Confererice;,,heldi·fd 
liombay ilt' December last; where represen:tativeif of 'JO.- 'bf. 'ther'IIJlOrt 
important· St!l.tes were presen.t, adopted resolutions whicihr gi\rli I full 
expression to the: aspirations of the 'people ·of the States t11o6hl'• iuto 
line' witli modern developments in the machinery of gOVetnmeRt iJi 
British India: ·;There ·is tb'erefore a need fot a' riew policy' in; l'e,utl 
to.the questions of internafreform, ·; . ·: :,! ,·, :·r:. !T .d Hll Hr:iif:H)I 
~. , ·,:_: ·~· 'J ~ ~l~!',; • .~ '' ~~ J, '1''·;~ .;'.'·;i.r-,;{ ~~1 /~·t;i'rr..'~ ~~~.1J 

L ','/ . , . · .• Suggested· Reforms .. ,rT .. :1,.-r f!~'f.,.~ 1 ,,; 

Akbar was a great ruler, but it was impossible' eveJi fo't· him·to. 
provide.that lle"should be' succeeded by another Akbar. A· settled 
Constitution, which 'l(e~ognises. the respa~i~~lity;. 0,f J4tAdministra-· 
tion to the people and containing all the essential elements of popular · 
government is the 'only: sare::g.uard for' the !protectiori~ of1 the people. 
The reforms ~SUggested by the•Ootlfet>ertce,tnniude.r~n '. ~] 

• <p~ , ~~Pr.esem~t~v~ i~s.titl:l;tio~s ~n ~be , ~ta~,e~ .. o~., an ~!,ertive 
basi!! in the sphere of locai self-government and also tor the purpose 
of legislation, ta:tation, and' control of generalfadministratipn n· 
' -(b)' 'i'be submission 'of the Budget~ ofthe.States to fh~ ,.otes f:Jfl 

pomilar: ass~~blies; ~ r ' ' . ~·.t ' ! . , l( .':·. ·[;!J·I] ,.,!J ;r'lw :![.,,,[>,· .. :! 

f •· ~J.tcr1 ".~8.' ~~P~;~~i~n .~/, 'tlie: , r'ai~#ue~: :~f'.t~fj , s~a~e~.· ~~~~~n ~~1 

P,e.rsonballi e~efnditur.a, ?1f.1~b~ ,Prt~n~esu: 'iae.~.~ ~~~;~· ~~~~~~~~· ,~!.:~~:~ ~~i~~~! ~ss~ln: .• ~~~ ,~, ~~}lJVl. ~s.~ .. ~f .0~.r v. :1.J; £1· Lhr 't<h· u tlcil,,·r-l,,i:,iw!;<l 

, :) :'(d), • 4n .independent· ju(lici!)ory, "'mJ, t~• se:par~ti~Pr"~f ~~ ~udJ;-1 
cdal, functtona from., the e;tec~t~!~ in, .. Eiverr,. ·Sta~v, .a.nd tp.,., ep~i~!'! 
c~S!il:l.~iQD: ot ~h~ P.9J.'S9.!1&1. ~~ter~et:t~i~rr,t.o~ ~~~.:Pri.!l~e~I.rt~hf! a~ffi~n}tl 
tration of justice. ,l'lq:,1 :;:1 d ~<i.ih:l 

~: ,:~h~y ~lsQ ,d~I!land:, ~ha~ ,.the ~~ement~rf.rc~~h~SJ ~;. ~iti,~~n~hip~ 
a.uch. •~ th~ ~ight .~f ~,&ssoc!ati~n. aJ1<i• publiOr m~~~ng,~ :~liht. ,?.(~~·· 
s.Peecb,.· righ~ of a ~ee pr!3ss, and .secu~itr. of P~!~~l:'l!; ap_~ J}~flP~~'l.' 
'f qicb_llav.~hitherto ~~en ~enied tq t~~ peop~e jn a gr~~~ ~&TIJ} .st~~es.l 
lilhonld :be conceded without. del"'f• a_p~ .• ~~llL~~~"r~~t~,~~~~J 
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be publicly acknowledged by rthe princes in a prool&matton ~duly 
promulgated and further secured by suitable laws. 

To those accustomed to free institutions in this country these 
,reforms would appear to be so axiomatic and fundamental as a 
.means for securing good government tha.t it will suprise many who 
r.re .Jgnorant of the present conditions in the Indian States that 
these rights and privileges are not now possessed by the people in 
most of them. 

Unless the administration of the Indian States is modernised in 
these respects so as to bring them into line with modern ideas of 
government there will be a great popular upheaval in the States. It 
would be wise for the rulers to anticipate events and for the Para· 
mount Power to give its mors.l support to the initiation of these re
forms. It cannot &void its responsibility, If the spirit of the times 
has.committed Great Britiain to the establishment of self-governing 
institutions in British India, it is equally necessary to recognise 
the growth of nationalism and the yearning for self-government 
in Indian India. The Indian princes are great sportsmen. Will 
'bey now play the game ? 

·. 

Manchester Guardian. 

The Indian States and their People. 
FACTS BRITISH PEOPLE OUGHT TO KNOW. 

By Dewan Bahadur M. Ramchandra Rao 
(Chairman of the Peoples Deputation/rom the Indian Statu~ 

The propaganda on behalf of the Princes of the Indian States 
baa spread far and wide, and every important section of the Press 
has dealt with the subject. For the present, I should like to set out 
briefly a few salient points which would enable the average the 
:Biitish worker and his wife to realise fully the present political, 
1ocial, and economio conditions of the people of the states, and the 
administration under which they are living. The India.n Stat as· 
represent about one-fourth of the area of the whole continent of 
llldia and approximately one.fifth of the people of India live 
in them. Some of the States are as big as some of the larger coun
tries in Europe • 

. An attempt has been made in some quarters to make out that 
"·Indian" India and" British " India. are two separate entitie3. 
They are so unlike ea.ch ;other, it has been said, that is is 
impossible to bring them :under a oommon Constitution. This is, 
lloweTer, entirelr inaccurate. 
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No Artificial Boundaries. 
The historical, religious, sociological, and economic affinitiee 

which exist between the peobla of " British " India and the people 
of the States are so obvious that it is not possible to erect artificial 
boundaries between the two. In the words of the authors of the 
Indian AU-Parties Conference Report " It is inconceivable that the 
people of the States, who are fired by the same ambitions and aspi~ 
rations as the people of "British" India, will quietly· submit to 
existing conditions for ever or that the people of the British Indi~ 
bound by the closet ties of family, race, and religion to their 
brethren on the other side of an imaginary line, will never mate 
oommon cause with them," 

Workers' Conditions. 

In British India the conditions of the peasants and workmen 
are bad enough. Their economic and social conditions and theit 
itaying power are matters of constant anxiety, both to the vuioua 
Governments and to the public men. As a resuU of the constant 
vigilance of men like Mr. N. M. Joshi, secretuy of the Indian Tra ' 
des Union Congress, inspired by the .ideals of the Labour organi· 
sations in this country, and the International Labour organisatioftll 
in Europe and America, there have been some ameliorating move
ments and certain social legislation for their uplilt. The improTe· 
ment of the conditions of the industrial workers, the fixation of 
hours of work, the settlement of industrial and labour disputes, ma
ternity benefit, child welfare schemes, these and other mattm are 
now occupying some amount of attention. 

Compulsory Labour . 

. The position of the average working man and labourer ti nrr 
ri:.uoh worse in the Indian States. The ·Governments of ~the Sbtet, 
so far as I am aware, remain unmoved and unaffected by the world· 
movements for the amelioration of the condition of the working olu
ses. I do not \now of any State which has yet undertaken industrial 
legislation, or of any other action in the above directionl. Oil the 
other hand, the practice of compulsory labour prevails in manr 
States. 

The All India States Peoples Conference adopted a resolution, In 
December last, protesting against this practice, which was described 
as inhuman and barbarous, and demanded its abolition forihwttll, 
The resolution alao ooudemne<l the cuatoiOB and practloea analoaou. 
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to slavery prev!!.iling in some of the States. It will be worth while 
to .e:r:tquire whether any action has been taken by any of the States in 
these· directions. · ' 

I · h~ve been asked questions on the incidence of taxation iri 
Indian States. Most of them either .do not care to compile statistics 
or .else. to publish them. I have, however, the authority of Sir 
Michael O'Dwyer, who stated publicly a short time ago that tha 
incidence of taxation in the States was twice as muoh as in British 
India.. 

People Taxed Without Their eonsent. 
In referring to these facts I should not be understood as OOD• 

damning wholesale the condition of things in all the States. nor aa 
ignoring other compensatory. advantages which exist in some States 
as against those prevailing in British India. My whole point is that 
the system' of administration prevailing in the Indian State• · 
depends on. the capacity, goodwill, and initiative of the Ruler him
llt!lf. It is, after all, the personal rule of a single individual. All 
legislation flows from him : excepting in four or five States, theu 
are 110 legislatures constituted on an elective basis., 

· ·, The Ruler is the final authority in the administration of civil 
and criminal justice, and there is nothing like an independent judi· 
ciary. All taxation is imposed on the sole authority of the 
ruler and the principle of "no taxation without representation" 
is: unknown in the States. His Highness the Maharaja of 
Nawanagar claims that thit~~ principle should be applied to the. 
pll.ramount · · power in its relations with the Indian States, bu& 
he does not want its application to himself· in relation to hia OWll. 

people. He wants to. _imp~s~ .. all .taxes on his sole authority 
without the consent of his people. The public revenues ofthe State 
are ~o~ separateq from the private expenditure of the Ruler,. with the 
result that the people have. no definite guarantees that the taxes 
rAised, from them will be spent for their benefit. . , 

~· Restriction of l:!ivD Liberties. 
r •• 

:. ': -p'!)der such ~ e~stem, the Ruler's first concern, naturally, is to·; 
look after himself and his family, and then think of the people and 
a ve~y large proportion of the revenues of the state is spent on them-~ 
selves, very little being left for works of public utility. The usual 
fa'oilities for the" public' discussion of administrative' measure do not 
exist.· The Press in all 'countries is the great instrument for the·. 
ventilation of publio opinion. This 'does not exist in most of the 
statea and where it does exist, it is placed UDder licensinglawa.. . 



· ~ · · The rights of public meeting aud association . either do not exist, 
cr are allowed to be exercised in some Statea under very great and 
vexa.tioU8 restriotiona. In these oircllmshnces, it will be obvious that 
most elementary safeguards against ma.bdministution are absent 
in most o( the States. Can there he any wonder that in these oir
oo.mstanoes the administration of the States does not provide any 
principles of progress, and the condition of the seventy millions of 
people remains stagnant ? 

Our Deputation is here to press this aspect of the present state 
of ih.ings in the Indian ::3tates. While the people of British India 
are looking forward t;o Dominion Status ·and the' free play of their 
national aspirations and opportunities for sell-development,' what 
11tepa are the Princes prepared to guarantee to elevate their people 
ftorn this primitive condition ? What • will the . people of Great 
Brit&in do to help the people of tJ.e State.; in the realisation of tbeu 
.hopes and aspirationa ? . 1 , • , • , • , 1 

Lahour We.ekJ.v., ... ; ,,,, 
··,, .,,, .• ,_,., .• .:·1 ''lhincesandPeople'',.:;,, i•,j ... ·; 

Will you permit me to ~pple~ent the information "cJ~bin~~ 
in the note bearing the above title, '!hioh appearad in your issue of 
November 2 ? ' · · ' · ' 
,;1 • • - j ) ' ' : '. ) ~ \ ' .., : 

The· Iridian Princes are in no war responsible for the decision 
,of the Butler Committee. not to .. bear. the thtea; .. gen.tlemen who 
have come to England to represent the Indian States Subjects • Con
ference .. Their desire from the first has .been for an,,epep.inquiry: 
and if the Butler Committee hss decided otherwise, it is not ilia 
fault of the Princes, who believe they have a good case which has 
nothing to fear from publicitY, .. .. . ' - . 

·r_.: ,I assu.ra·you·it is far from true to say thaf there is '!IO-freedoin 
of speech, that there is b11rdensome taxation, and that there are no 
legal rights, in the states. The States peoJ;?le are. under the Govern
ment of their own countrymen; and, being by traditi~n 'Conserva
•tive, 'insist \tpon'enjoying tl:i.e rights and liberties, hallowed by ou~
tom, which their forefathers have enjoyed from time ·irnillemoriai 
''These rights and liberties are quite as definite as and considerably 
'more e:densive than (they lnchlda, I e. g. the right to ' Ca.rry'aim8) 
'those which prevail in British India. Taxation is fixed by ·custom 
is unvarying in amount, and -lighter than in British India.' ·Minor 
differences there may be in some. of the five hundred or so'Ind.Ui.D 

·States. between the· Rulet and his ·people. But the Princes' know · 
that their sole source of strength is teaJ.ly tlleir people! and the;t"a#a 
>fully prepared to stand ot fall by-their -peopli'sjUdgtnent:-" ·steadi'tr 



&nd surely the l,'leople in every state are making the Government 
just what they want it to be, 

n is a mistake to represent the states as refuges of reaction. 
Some are still oldfashioned; but the majority have advanced beyond 
recognition in the last ten years. And after having lived both in 
British India and in the Indian State, I can say quit<l definitely 
that I belisve the ·~underdog" has a better time in the states. The 
two great oppressors in British India, namely, the moneylender and 

·the petty official, are kept .in checks in the states; where the humblet 
eitizen, when dissatisfied with the findings of the ordinary courts, 
has the right to demand and receive the redress of his grievance!'! 
at the hands of the Ruler. 

By all means let the people of Britain assure themselves that 
the Rulers of those states who are bound by treaty to govern well, 
are fulfilling their obligations. But let us not forget that the 
Princes claim that they have observed the treaties while Britain has 
broken them I 

n is not better to suspend judgment until we know all 
the faots t 

L. F, RUSHBROOX: WILUA.MS, 
Foreign of Minister of Patiala. 

( W• lu:J:v~ invited Mr. Ramchandra Rao, Chairman of the People'tl 
Dqnda/.i,cn to reply to tht'& letter next week. Further lefteriJ on 
manyiJUbject• will be found on pages 11 and U-Ediior,) 

People and Princes. 

A Reply to Last Week's Letter from the Foreign Minister 
of Vatiala. 

The statement of Dr. Rushbrock Williams that Indian Princes 
·are in no way responsible for the decision of the Butler Committee 
not co hear the Peoples' Deputatiun from the Indian States is per· 
fectly true. Nobody has charged them with the responsibility of 
this decision, Nevertheless; the fact remains that the Counsel of the 
Princes has had a very long hearing from the Committee, and none 
others had any opportunity to address them. The value of the report 
must naturally be very much discounted on this ground. 

Dr. Rushbrook Williams assures the readers of the New Leader 
\hat ••u is far from true to say that there i,; no freedom of speech in 
~ States/" I must expresa my surprise at thil statement. It ia a 
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notorious fact that the political conferences of the various, States 
have now to be held outside their territories and in British JijcU8.' 
for want of sanction from the States. If parmissi~n is g~antad,. it. is. 
done urider very vexatious conditions. Everybody in India knows 
that the Rt. Hon. V. E. S. Sastry was prevented from delivering a 
lecture soma years ago in Bangalora Oity. The ~ame traatiD,E!~t 
was accorded to Mr. Jinnah in Hyderabad. The "State Gaza~tee'' 
of Nawanagar St:1te contains an order in the following terms:.:... , 

' · "All are hereby informed that no person, association, o~: 
gathering should address & public meeting in political m~tters 
without the permission ofthe Political Secretary, which should 
ba secured in advance, Further, no political meeting. of .any 
kind should be held. Those who would act. otherwise ,wo~ld ,pe 
legally proceeded against." Similar orders can be produced 
· ft'om other States. · · .. , .· 

The Question of Taxation. 
Dr. Williams also contends that taxation is lighter in the 

states than in British India. This is, at present, purely a matter of 
individual opinion. Thera are others, like Sir Michael O'Dwyer, 
with no bias whatever against the States, who publicly stated it). 
this country a few months ago that. taxation in !ndian Stat~s is 
double that of British India. So far as I know, no inquiry has been 
made as to the relative incidence of taxation in British India and 
the Stat~s. · If Dr. Rushbrook Williams has any materials for his 
asserti~n, it will be interesting to look into them, 

' He also says that from his experience of British India. and the 
States, "he is quite definite that the 'under-dog' has a better timl!,i.n. 
the States." ,· Perhaps he is not aware of the fact that impresimiet,lt 
of labour is stiil resorted to in soma of the States. As regard1t~he 
moneylender and the petty official Dr. Williams. claims tb~t,:~they: 
are kept in batter check in the States than in B.rij;ish India~1l .1 
should like to know the means by which this is done.. The.OQ,opera• 
tive movement has made good progress in Britsh India, but it has 
hardly touched the fringe of the problem· of rural indebtedness. 
Will.Dr .. Williams admit that this movement has not made any 
progress at· ·all in the States as a whole ? The petty official is 
ubiquitous1 and there is nothing to choose between British India and 
the States. : . :·,·· : • · 

An Impartial Tribunal. 
Dr. Williams would, however, concede. that the organisation of 

public services in British India is much better than in the States. It 
is vary strange that he should approve of the present method of overi 

6 
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ruiing the decisions of ordinary courts by an appeal to the personal 
intervention of the Ruler after once a decision has been given; 
Persons dissatisfied with the findings of the judicial tribunals should 
not be permitted to get round them by an appeal to the Ruler. This 
method of administration of justice, as now admitted by Dr. 
Williams, is ihe strongest condemnation of the present system. 

There is, therefore no Rule of Law in the states. This is ex
actly our contention. Finally, Dr. Williams says that the Princes 
are 11fully prepared to stand or fall by their people's judgment" of 
the present system of administration. I am indeed very glad that the 
Princes are prepared to face an inquiry to ascertain what their own 
people think of their rule. Would he also indicate how this is to be 
done? Would he advocatement the appointment of an impartial body 
like a Royal Commission? There is no :doubt whatever that 
such an inquiry would be of great benefit for future developments. 

Afhr having carried on an intensive propaganda for over a 
year on behalf of the Princes. Dr, Williams asks the people of Great 
Britain to suspend judgment till the facts are known. I shall also 
join in this request and ask the BrHish people to forget everything 
that has been said on behalf of the Princes till they know the facts 
through the medium of an impartial tribunal. 

M. RAMCBANDRA RAO 

( Chairman of the People's Delegation.) 

Princes Versvs People 
0 n another page we print the reply of the chairman of the 

Indian People's Delegation to the letter which appeared in our colu· 
mns last week from the Englishman who acts as Fereign Seeretary 
in the State of Patiala. The delegation has this week presented a 
masterly statement of its case to the Commission which is review· 
ing the relations of the British Government to the Indian States. 
U fs a scandal that the Commission should have refused to give 
the deputation a hearing in person. The Princes have put their 
case at great length through highly-paid counsel, and the peoples 
should have had similar opportunities. 

New Leader 29-12-28. 

Summary. 
THE PEOPLES IN THE NATIVE ST A.TES. 

Memorandum to the Butler Commission. 
London, 19th Nov. 1928. 

~rhe deputation representating the Indian States People's con· 
rerenoe has to-day presented a long memorandum to the Indian 



States Committee on behalf of the subjects of the Princes. The 
memorandum is signed by Dewan Babadur M. Ramchandra Raa, 
Prof. G. R. Abhyankar and Mr, P. L. Chudgar. 

The memorandum points out that the deputation represents a 
conference held in Bombay last Deeember attended by 700 delegates 
representing the people of 70 Indian States. It protests againt the 
decision of the committee not to hear oral evidence from the depu
tation and the fact that the proceedings are being held in Camera. It 
argues that the use of the words" States .. in the terms of reference 
should apply to the peoples as well as the rulers, and that the 

peoples are affected equally with if not more vitally than, the 
princes by the policies of the Government of India and the Para. 
mount Power. The deputation contends that the present relatioDS 
of the Paramount Power with the rulers of the States cannot be 
modified without the consent of the peoples. 

Sir Leslie Scott, the memorandum continues, has apparently 
contended that the Paramount Power should cease to intervene bet• 
ween the Princes and their subjects. Under present conditions, a 
subject of a state can be put into prison under the orders of a ruler 
without any legal way of getting him out. Sometimes release 
has been secured through diplomatic action of the Government of 
India. In a number of cases, property has been confiscated by the 
rulers. The only present remedy is to appeal to the Government of 
India. If the Paramount Power desists from taking remedial action, 
the subjects will be entirely at the mercy of their rulers. 

Under the treaties upon which the Princes rely and by the de· 
velopment of political usage, they have undertaken definite obliga• 
Uons, ~including continued good government and the promotion 
of the happiness and welfare of their people. The Princes who com
plain of encroachments on the part of the . Paramount Power have 
themselves failed adequately to discharge their own responsibilities 
to their people. In olden days the remedy available to the people 
suffering oppression in a state without constitutionalliberiies was 
open rebellion. The Paramount ·Power has taken away this right. 
The Princes feel that in a conflict between the rulers and the ruled 
the Paramount Power is .certain to side with them on the alleged 
ground of the preservation of peace and order. This has resulted in 
the neglect by the Princes of their duty to their own people. There 
is no rule of law in the states, with a few exceptions. There is no 
Uberty of person, property, association, public meetin~ or the press, 
There is no indep,nndent judiciarr· 
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The Indian Princes have been some of the strongest advocates 
of Home Rule for India. The advocacy of Self-governing institu
tions for British India and the continuance of unmitigated autocra• 
tic rule in their own States are not reconcilable. The peoples of the 
Indian States demand the establishment of representative institu
tions. the submission of the budgets of the States to the votes of 
popular administration and tba institution of an independent, judi
cia.ry .. There should be a constitutional agency for intervention by 
thES Paramount Power in' place of the present method of dealing 
with these queetions by the agency of officers under the control of 
the Politics.! Department of the Government of India, The mandate 
sytem of the League of Nations should serve as a model. 

The depuh.tion rPsists the view of the Princes that their rele.
tio6s as esb.blished by the Treaties are with the Crown of England 
and not with the Government of British India. This plea means 
that the pas~ and present Governments of India, which have so far 
exercised the power, said to be delegated from the Crown, were accep
table because they were essentially foreign in their composition and 
not responsible to the Indian electorate, and that the future respon
sible Government of India would not be a.ccapta.ble to the Indian 
Princes because it will consist of heir own countrymen and be 
responsible to a.n electorate of their own countrymen. 

· ' The deputation asks for a thorough public inquiry into the ad
juStment of the financial and economic relations of British India. 
and the States and that the peoples should have ~t.n effective voice in 
these matters. 

The Indian States Inquiry. 

DEPUTATION FROM "PEOPLE'S CONFERENCE." 

A depute.tion claiming to speak for the Indian States People's 
Conference has submitted a. memorandum to the Indian States In
quiry Committee, which is resuming its sittings i:u London on 
Thursday, The signatories are Dewan Bahadur M. Ramcha.ndra. 
Ra.o, Professor G. R. Abhyanka.r, and Mr. P. L. Chudga.r. They 
intimate that a permanent organization, known as the Indian States 
People's Conference, was brought into ex:istence last December at 
a. m'eeting in Bombay. Seventy of the States whose rulers receive 
salutes were re'{)resented. The organization has the purpose of " in· 
fluencing the Governments of the States as a whole to initiate tbe 
ne·Qessary reforms in their administration by the force of the 
collective public opinio:u of the people of the States." 
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Regret is expressed that there has been no opportuni~ to sub~it. 
oral evidence. The general secretary was informed in Feburary 
last that the Committee was not empowered by its terms of reference 
to deal with the relations of the Indian States and their subjects. 
Later, it was intimated that the Committee would be willing to 
receive a .memorandum from the conference on matters coming 
within the terms of reference. Complaint is made that members·o{ 
the deputa~ion have not deen admitted to the sitting at which the~ 
Committee have been addressed by counsel for the Princes. It is 
remarked that the report of any Committee whose deliberations are 
not held in the open "is always looked upon with suspicion • in 
any country, and much more so in India. 

The advocacy of self-governing institutions for British India 
by some of the Princes and the continuance of unmitigated auto
cratic rule in their own States " are not reconcilable course~ of 
conduct." The relations between the rulers and their subjects are 
discussed at length, and finally the signatories submit that their 
object " is to secure fundamental changes in the present system of 
administration in the States as a whole. It is not our intention' 
or desire to cast any reflections on any individual Prince or ou their 
order, but we fully believe that presonal rule as a system of govern
ment must now be modified in the States by the introduction of 
the democratic principle. In our opinion the consequell.ces of 
delay in this respect will be most serious. His Highness the 
Chancellor has himself stated publicly that no Indian ruler call. 
resist. or would dream o(resisting, the public opinion of his people •. 
W a therefore ha.ve some hope that the changes for which we are 
contending have been accepted in principle, and their practical 
application without delay would remove considerable dis.oop.tent 
and disstisfaction. that now prevaila in the States. The labours 
of this Committee offer a unique opportunity to initiate the uplift' 
of a vast mass of people of the States from the condition of politi
cal IUbmission to the status of Imperial citi1enship. •• · 

London Times. Ro-11-BB. 

Indian Pri;n~s Subjects. 
THEIR DEMAND TO BE HEARD. 

Protest Against Secret Inquiry. 
The d~putation app~inted by the Executive Committee of . tiie ' 

Indian states people's Conference have issued a memorandum on the' 



Inquiry which is being held in London into the relations between 
the Imperial Government and the Indian princes. A protest is 
made that the proceedings of the Committee are·private. 

"The manner in which this~inquiry is being held has given rise 
to the belief that neither the paramount Power:nor the princes desire 
to take the public into their confidence," states the memorandum 
.. or at least to let the people of the States who are vitally affected' 
by the results of the inquiry know fu1ly its nature or purpose. The 
procedure adopted in the cognate inquiry relating to British India 
under the presidency of Sir 'John Simon and the open invitation 
which the Royal Commission have extended to all interests and 
classes to come and help them with an expression of their views, as 
contrasted with the procednre adopted by your Committee, have pro
duced a very unfavourable impression regarding the latter through· 
out the Indian States and also in British India." 

The memorandum states that the princes who complained "of 
encroachment on the part of the Paramount Power upon the treaty 
position have themselves failed adequately to discharge their own 
responsibilities to their people definitely laid upon them by those very 
treaties on which they now rely." 

The constructive proposals put forward by the Indian States 
People's Conference are :-

That representative institutions be established in the States on 
an elective basis in the sphere of local self-government and also for 
the purpose of legislation, taxation, and control of general adminis• 
tration; 

The Budgets of the States should be submitted to the vote of the 
popular assemblies : 

The revenues of the States should be separated from the per• 
so:D.al expenditure of the princes, and that the civil list should be 
also submitted to the vote of the popular assemblies ; 

An independent judiciary; that the judicial functions be separat
ed entirely from the executive in every State, and that the personal 
intervention of the princes in the administration of justice should 
cease absolutely. 

Case for the Peoples. 
The memorandum argues that the use of the word .. States" in 

the terms of reference should apply to the peoples as well as the 
rulers, and that the peoples are affected equally with, if not more 
Titally tha111 the princes, The deputation contend11 that the J>resent 



relations of the paramount Power with the ru'lers of the States can: .. 
not be modified without the consent of the peoples. 

Sir Leslie Scott, the memorandum continues, has apparently 
contended that the paramount Power should cease to intervene bet
ween the princes and their subjects. Under present conditions a 
subject of a State can be put into prison under the orders of a ruler 
without any legal way of getting him out. Sometimes · release has 
been secured through diplomatic action of the Government of India, 
In a number of oases property has been !confiscated by the rulers. 
The only present remedy is to appeal to the Government of India. 
If the paramount Power desists from taking remedial action the 
subjects will be entirely at the mercy of their rulers. 

Under the treaties upon which the princes rely and by the de
velopment of political usage they have undertaken definite obliga· 
tions, including continued good government and the promotion of 
the happiness and welfare of their paople. The princes who com· 
plain of encroachments on the part of the paramount Power have 
themselves failed adequately to discharge their own responsibilities 
to their people. In olden days the remedy available to the people 
suffering oppression in a State without constitutional liberties was 
open rebellion. The paramount Power has taken away this right. 
The princes feel that in a conflict between the rulers and the ruled 
the paramount Power is certain to side with them on the alleged 
ground of the preservation of peace and order. This has resulted in 
the neglect by the princes of their duty to their own people. There 
is no rule oflaw in the States, with a few exceptions. There is no 
liberty of person, property, association, public meeting, or the press: 
There is no independent judiciary. 

The deputation resists the view of the princes that their rela• 
tions as established by the treaties are with the Crown of England 
and not with the Government of British India. It also asks for a 
through public inquiry into the adjustment of the financial and 
economic relations of British India and the States, and ~bat the 
peoples should have an effective voice in these matters. 

Manchester Guardian fU-4-BB· 

The Problem of the Indian States. 
Manchester Guardian. 

There has recently arrived in England a deputation which aims 
at making the British public acquainted with the point of view of 
the aubjeats of the Indian States. Before considering the repret811• · 
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tations made by this deputation it is•only right to examine the posi
tion of the Princes in the light of an able and illumimting speech 
recently delivered by the Maharajah of Bikaner. The Maharajah is 
not satisfied with the footing on which he now stands, because his 
relations with the Government of India are regulated not only by 
the provisions of a treaty but also by ill-defined usages and prece
dents of.doubtful a.pplic~bility. Incase of dispute the Govarnment 
of India's decision has to be accepted, unless of its own free will 
that Government choose to submit to arbitration. Again, at any 
rq,oment the vague doctrine· of the paramount Power may be invoked 
to justify action based .neither on the terms of any treaty nor on 
usage or precedent. Further, the policy of the Government of India 
in·revard to tariffs, currency, and many other matters may seriously 
affect the interests of a. State, yet the ruler has no voice in determin
ing the Government of India's policy, Having regard to the cir· 
cumstances of India, it :nay probably have been impossible for the 
Central Government to put its r~lations with the States on a more 
definite and equitable basis, but it is easy to see that the uncertainty 
and insecurity of his position must often seem all but intolerable to 
an active and capable ruler. To such a one the outlook for the 
future must seem still worse· Hitherto Government action in re
gard to the states bas been the action of the Viceroy, a British ari
stocrat naturally inclined to sympathise with a prince. But the 
Swaraj Constitution, drafted by the ·All-Parties Committee, provide 
that the powers now exercised in relation to the states by the Vice
roy shall in future be exercised by a cabinet of British Indian 
politicians responsible to a British-Indian Legislature. Such a 
prospect is in the bigbe!'.t degree alarming to the best not less than 
to the worst of the princes. British-Indian politics are dominated 
by the town-bred intellectuals, lawyers. journalists, and school~ 
mastElls, reinforced by the host of university students who are 
failing to find employment. This class bas great virtues. Among 
ite failings is an ovesweening confidence that it :alone is capable of 
serving a.od of ruling India. But an intelligentsia is almost certa
inly incapable of governing unaided, at least through Parliamentary 
institutions. What seems to make Parliamentary government a 
practicable proposition in British India is the fact that the large 
landholders, the well-to-do . farmers, and the merchants are now 
beginning to take part in politics. This is not yet the case in any 
of the Indian States· Yet in almost all these states the town bred 
intelligentEia. is already in being, already impatient of the existing 
autocratic or bureaucratic regime, already eager to seize power for 
itself in the name of democracy, The princes may therefore rea-



l!bne.biy fear that a Central Cabinet of British-Indian politicians wi11 
be far too sympathetic with the claims advanced by the town· bred 
intelligentsia in the states and will permit or encourage it to make 
things imposible for the rulers' administration. 

The Maharajah of Bikaner sees that the greatest danger to the 
cause of the princes is the existence of vicious or incompetent mem
bers of their order. He claims, however, that such rulers are few, 
that the body of the princes are willing to see their excesees res
trained th11t there is a continuous improvement in the administra· 
tion of the States. The seed of democracy has been. sown,. but he 
asks for· patience. We must not expect the tree to shoot up 
suddenly or to stand alone without shelter and support, No doubt 
it would be impossible for many years to. establish, anything like · 
Parliamentary government in the States except by the crude expe• 
dient of wiping them out and amalgamating them with British In
dia. There are feather.headed politicians in British India who talk 
about steam-rolling the States, but the more intelligent leaders know 
that there is enough local patriotism to make· such an undertaking 
unsafe, and, further, they recognise that the States, with all their 
defects, have played and may coniinue to play a useful part in en• 
couraging initiative and originality and in breaking the monotony 
of British India. We believe that the best Indian tllinkers will 
agree with the Maharajah of Bikaner in holding that constitutional 
development in the States should be allowed to proceed naturally 
without undue pressure from (external forces. It follows that, if 
democracy is now to be established in.:British India, autocracy or 
bureaucracy must continue for many years :to subsist side by side 
with it in the States, and a plan is needed to malta this~possible. 

Not much can be expected from· codifying usage and prece
dent and from empowering a supreme court ~to adjudicate on these 
and on the treaties. Conditions are changing rapidly in India, and 
there is more need for elasticity and new adjustments than for a 
strict instance on treaties, usage, and precedent. . The most impor
tant part of the constructive scheme which the princes have had 
under consideration is the proposal to place the affairs of the States 
under a separate Executive Council consisting of. the . Viceroy, two 
Englishmen, and two representa.tives of the States and to require 
that all matters affecting both the States and British India should 
be decided by joint sittings of "this Council with the Cabinet res· 
ponsible for the affairs of British India. Such an arrangement 
would no doubt assure the States of more . equitable treatment than 
they now receive. It might also be effective in r~ising the st~11darcl 
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ofa.dministration. None-the-less, we think the objections raised by 
British-Indian politicians are fully j11stified. The scheme would 
certainly induce in Indian States the habit of thinking and acting 
as an alliance having interests opposed to those of the British 
Indhn democracy, and the British Governm3nt might be required 
for all eternity to arbitrate betw aen the two opposing p!l.rties. An alter. 
native method is to induce the larger Indian States to come as 
separate entities into an all-Indian federation sibe by side with the 
provinces, and to share in forming the Central Government. This 
would mean that the Central Government must be restricted in its 
functions to matters of common concern, and the Central Executive 
would have to be controlled by a body composed of deputies nomi. 
nated by the provincial and States Go,ornments, not by directly 
elected representatives of the paop}e. There are grave objections to 
such a plan, but it is not ~easy to sea how otherwise the Indian 
States can develop peaceably under Swaraj. 

''The Pr4)blem of the Indian States " 
To the Editor of the Manchester Guardian, 

Sir,-While tendering you my appreciation of your most illu
minating leader of Nevember 19, may I offer one respectful 
comment? 

You remark : " Wha.t seems to make Parliamentary government 
a practicable proposition .in British India. is the fact that the large 
landholders, the well-to-do farmers, and the merchants are now 
beginning to talte part in polities. This is not yet the case in any 
of the Indian States. Yet in almost all the states the town-brad 
intelligentsia is already impatient of the existing autocratic or 
bureaucratic regime: already eager to seize power for itself in the 
name of democracy." 

So far as my experience extends-I live in one Indian State 
and my work requires me to be familiar with conditions prevailing 
in many others-this does not present quite an accurate picture. 
My own observation is that the" large landholders,. the well-to-do, 
farmer~. e.nd the merchants" are precisely the people who are most 
actively associated with every branch of the state administration. 
They ure, in fact, the class which, according to the trad1tion of 
Inl..lian kini5ship, the ruler mu::~t :consult, and whose support 
he mu::~t enlist whom any act of state is contemplated. U oless he is 
anxious to run his head against a brick wall of the most unyield. 
lng type, he invariably carri,es tllem with him. 
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As I see it, the whole trouble with the class of people for whom 

the Indian states subjects' Deputation are professing to speak is this: 
while the traditional politics of the Indian states give full weight 
to the opinions of the landholders, farmers and merchants, they have 
so far found no p]ace at all for the landless, moneyless middle class 
intellectual with'' no stake in the country" Hino ill~ lacrimte I 
Yours &c. 

Londcm November, £1, 

L. F. RUSHBROOK WILLIAMS, 

Foreign Minister of Patiala State, 

[Perhaps. But we believe there are few Indian States in which 
landlords, farmers. and merchants can get much attention paid to 
their views when these do not happen to be agreeable to the ruler or 
the state offioials. Just because they have a stake in the country, 
landlords, farmers, and merchants are apt to be timid and~subm'issive. 
They need the middleclass intellectuals to encourage them to resist 
official opre~sion, which, in most states, is at least as prevalent as it 
was in British India twenty years ago. The intellectuals are also 
useful because they have a more modern outlook, which gives them 
some idea of the possibilities of sanitation, education. &c. They 
ought probably to have larger opportunities 7of influencing the state 
Governments. Certainly their criticisms on the internal adminis
tration of the states and their views on the relations between the 
states and the Government of India deserve t-onsideration, even 
if some allowance should be made for disappointed ambitions.-ED· 
''GUARD".] 

The Indian States. 
To the Editor of the Manrhester Guardian, 
Sir,-You have very rightly pointed out the services which the 

middle-cl'~ss intellectuals are rendering to landlords, fArmers, and 
merchants, in the Indian States. I am, however, surprised to :find 
Dr Rushbrook Williams, tbe Foreign Minister of Patiala. is disse.tis· 
:fied with the town-bred intelligentsia for their impatience to reform 
the existing autocratic and .bureaucratic regime. If, however, Dr. 
Wniiams surveys the"pcsit:ion of the so-called leaders of the princely 
order, it will be found that they also are open to the same charge. 
Out of· nearly 700 Indian States, only eighty-eight are represented 
by the Standing OommittPe. What right have they to speak for all 
the otLer 500 and odd Indian States? How many of tbem would 
muster courage to say that the treaty rights have 'been violated by 

·the Paramount Power? Very few, indeed, would be prepared to 
confess that undue influence bas been used against them in "onolud
ing certain agreeme~ts which are now being repudiated on behalf 



of these princes by the Maharajah of ·· Patia.la and his colleagues . 
.As a matter of fact, so far as the princely order is concerned, the 
leaders of the Chamber of Princesoccuoy the sams po6ition towards 
the other princes as the middle-class intelligentsia occupy towards 
landlords, farmers, and merchants, in the States. The Maharajah 
and his friends are giving expression to the views which they de· 
sire should be advocated by the rest of their class and for their in
terest. The intelligentsia is speaking for the people and advooat. 
ing reforms which the bndlords, farmers, and tenants are unable to 
express, but of which they feel great need. 

We would ask Dr. Williams in how many States the rulers con. 
sult their people when any act .of State is contemplated, and what is 
the form of this consultation ? Even if we take Patiala, is there a 
single newspaper in that State? Is there any representative body, 
or even an advisory bopy, for consultation ? Are any laws in 
Patiala passed after consulting the people ; if so, in what way is 
this consultation brought about? Dr. Williams seems to think that 
if a ruler does not consult his people ·"he is sure to run his head 
against a brick wall of the most unyielding type." Unfortunately, 
this is far from truth. In almost every ~State, with very few ex
ceptions, the Indian princes are ruling in an autocratic manner, and 
they never consult the people either in matters of taxation, legisla
tion, or administration. They are doing so with impunity. The 
real cause of it is that the princes are enjoying the protection •of the 
British bayonets behind their thrones. This fact is conveniently 
forllotten by the Indian rulers. Before the establishment of the 
British Government a removal of a ruler for mal-administration 
was the birthright of the people. This is now taken away by the 
Paramount Power, which is responsible for peace and order in the 
States. This position has been authoritatively stated by Lord Salis
bury, Lord ·Lytton, Lord Cranbrook, and many other eminent 
statesmen. The main grievance of the people is that they are not at 
all assooiated in any form or at any stage with the administration 
of the States. They further complain that the Paramount Power, 
which has deprived them of their common law rights of deposing a 
ruler for misrule, is following a policy of nonintervention, to the 
serious prejudice of the people. Except the three South Indian 
States, even advisory councils do not exist in more than 25 states 
out of the whole 700. 

Similarly, although the Governments in the states are manned 
by local peopte, the whole initiative, direction, and control rests 
entirely with \..the ruler. Every servant holds his office during the 
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pleasure of the ruler, He · is,'liable to be removed at the sweet will 
of the ruler. Of what avail is such machinery in bringing about 
any reform in the state? Has it 'got "any freedom of action? 
Yours. &c., 

G. R. ABHYANKAR, 
Member of the Indian States' Peoples' Deputation. 

30, Belsize Park, London, N. W. 3, 
November 30, 

The Indian States. 
To the Editar of the Manchester Guardian. 

Sir,-I fear that Mr. Abhyankar misunderstands me. I have no 
grievance against the urban intelligentsia: nor am I surprised that 
they desire a political influence within the Indian States somewhat 
more proportionate to their own conception of their abilities than 
that which is at present available to them. I do not admit, how. 
ever, that they:-are the only class to be considered; nor do I join 
with Mr. Abhyankar in condemning the traditional policy of the 
states because it gives a larger prominence to other elements in a 
population which is predominantly rural and agricultural. 

To be frank, the real trouble seems to "me to lie ~in the fact that 
the population of the Indian States do not at present consider that 
Mr. Abhyankar and his friends are entitled to speak for them. I 
cannot acquit Mr. Abhyankar of a certaio intention of confusing 
the issue in this respect. In writing for English readers he should 
in all fairness point out that there are in India other systems of re
presentation than those known to Western democracy. The village 
panchayat is [.""truly representative of the village ; the 
heads of the caste are truly representative of the caste. 
brethren. Yet the recording of ·.votes plays no part in such 
selection. The religious sabhas which flourish in so many States 
are far wore representative of popular feeling than many elected 
Legislatures in British India. But unfortunate]y Mr. Abhyankar 
dares not admit that a consultative body comprising heads of the 
village communities, beads of.the caste communities, and office-bea
rers on the Sabhas, with a sprinkling of nobles, landholders, and ofli
oia]s, can be representative ; for to do so would give away his whole 
case. He and his friends can only rise to power under a Western 
system of representation. Therefore, he sees no good in the 
Indian system. I sympathise with him, but do not share his views 

His letter is so full of elementary mistakes of fact that it is 
plalgly written without reference-books, while his figures are pure 
guesswork. There are only 445 Sb.tes in India which are officially 



reeognised. Of these, 108 are members of the Chamber of Prir.cea 
in their own right, and 88 out of the 108 are represented by the 
Standing Committee. Of the remainder, the Standing Committee 
has been authorised to speak for just 20. His figures about advisory 
councils are still more wild. As it happens, I am just examining 
the returns of a group of 58 States, large and small. Of these 58, no 
fewer than 38 have advisory councils for legislative purposes. If 
Mr. Abhyankar is interested in Patiala., I will give him full infor
mation. The form of his questions shows that he knows little about 
conditions in any States save, perhaps, those of the Bombay Presi· 
dency. 

I do not agree with Mr. Abhyankr's ""opinion" that the princes 
are enjoying the protection of the British baynotes behind their 
thrones." No ruler, let me repeat, can rest secure unless he rests 
upon the loyalty and affection of his people, Recent history plainly 
shows that British int~rvention becomes necessary only if and 
when the people are aliented from the ruler. Mr. Abhyankar con
fuses cause and effect. To say that the states 'I are earthly paradises 
would be absurd; and I have no intention of emulating Mr . 
.A.bhyankar's errors by imitating his rashness. Quite probably I 
have access to information where ~he has to rely upon hearsay, 
For example, it is untrue to saY that " the peopla, are not at all 
associated in any form or at any stage with the administration of 
the states." " The people " are not only associated, but nothing 
vitally affecting them can be done unless they are agreed. They 
oan at any time make the life of their ruler intolerable. Look 
at the recent case of Miraj. What a perfect example of " direct 
action" I If :Mr. Abhyankar differs from this opinion, it can only 
be because he differs from me in what he regards as "the people." 
By" the poople " I mean the nobles, the landlords, the cultivators 
and the tenant-farmers, besides the city fathers ( who are mainly 
merchants) and the municipal voters, I do 'not mean Mr. Abyan
kar, although I have no doubt that his advice would be very 
valuable.-Yours, &o, 

L. F. RUSHBROOK WILLIAMS. 

London December 6. 

The Indian States. 

To the Editor of the Manchester Guardian 

Sir,-I regret that Dr. Williams, instead of answering my argu
ment, has tried to attribute motives. He says that we want the 
Western system of representation with a view to coveting rower, 
and therefore do not like to support the Indian system. This is not 



tm1y rash but extremely unfair. Dr. Williams refers to the village 
Panohayat, caste Panohayat, and religious Sabhas. But is there a 
single institution in any State of this type which is invested with 
any power of advising the ruler in matters of legislation, tau tion, 
or administration? The old autonomous village communities 
ceased to exist in India even before the Moghul period. Generally 
speaking, Panchayats and religious Sabhas deal only with religious 
matters and som" social questions. They never deal with political 
questions, and they are net permitted to do so. The intelligentsia 
in the States is ext.remel.r anxious that all these .bodies should be 
given representation. Let them speak for the grievances of the 
people. Let them be associated with government and be consulted on 
all matters affecting administration, taxation, and legislation, 

Official statistics relating to Indian States give their number as 
611. The Montford report gives the same figure. Dr. Williams 
wants to exclude non-jurisdictional States; but they are equally 
misgoverned, and their population is labouring under acute dis
abilities. The pertinent question is : In how many ' Indian 
States do newspapers exist ? In how many is there free
dom of discussion ? In how many do popular institutions of 
whatever type exist and are consulted by the rulers in matters of 
legislation, taxation and administration ? How many States offer 
their budgets for public criticism, and how many have a fixed civil 
list accompanied by independent audit, and how many permit the 
people freely~to bear arms ? 

Dr. Williams doubts the statement that the Indian Princes are 
secure in their autocratic rule by reason of the protection of the 
Paramount Power. We know, however, the eminent British states
men have recognised this fact. He has referred to the recent in
cident at Miraj. I come from that State, and I have first-hand 
information about it. The facts are very interesting. The old ruler 
of the State revised the assessment system, and the burden on the 
soil was increased from 60 to 70 per cent. The people complained 
against this exorbitant settlement. The leaders of the Rayots 
(peasants) requested permission to wait upon the ruler and to place 
their grievances before him. He declined to see them, even if they 
went to his place of residence. The agriculturists numbering some 
2,000, then approached the ruler, sat outside his palace, and begged 
for an interview. The Chief declined to see tbem and sent word 
that they should disperse. They insisted, however, on seeing the 
ruler, Ultimately the ruler came out and promised the people that 
he would hold an inquiry with a representative of the people 
about the revised rates and then levy them. Satisfied with this, the 



poor cultivators went home. Within ten days' 'time the Chiefs went 
back on his promise. After this became known some 4,000 agri· 
culturists came from distant places in the State and assembled out
side the palace. For four days they sat day and night, in heat and 
cold, in the opan space. The ruler was obdurate and did not give 
them any hea.rning. On the fifth day he issued notices on the lea· 
ders of the people under the Criminal Procedure Code and asked the 
assembled people to disperse on pain of their being dealt with as an 
unlawful assembly under the criminal law. The helpless agricul
turists dispersed. They did not commit any breach of the order or 
of the peace. 

The Chief will persist in his demand of this unjust levy. Non· 
payment of assessment would follow. Forfeiture would result. 
What then ? What are the people to do ? To whom should they 
appeal when the ruler is so obstinate and recalcitrant ? Should 
they resort to direct action ? Would they be justified in asking the 
ruler to abdicate or to depose him and bring about a peaceful revo
lution ? It is not very difficult for the peoph to accomplish this if 
the Paramount Power keeps quiet and does not interfere. The fact 
is, the Paramount Power will never allow the people to exercise 
their natural right of removing misrule. It is not so much an 
autocratic ruler but the mighty Paramount ~Power behind him that 
will paralyse such efforts in no time. And it is solely for this 
reason that the people of the States appeal to the Paramount Power 
to come to their assistance and redress their grievances before it is 
too late.-Yours, &c. 

G. R. ABHYANKAR, Member Indian 
States People's Delegation. 

30, Belsize Park, London, N. W. 3 
])ecember 19. 

The Indian Princes. 

By Dr. RUSHBROOK WILLIAMS, 
(Foreign Minister to the Jfaharajah of Patiala) 

The Lebour Party has done much for British India, and, when 
in power, will doubtless do more. The demand of the British Indian 
leaders for self-determination is one which the Party, by its own 
fundamental principles, cannot ignore. But British India is not the 
only part of India which claims the rights of self determination. It 
is merely a little more than half India. The rest of India is compos
ed of autonomous States, who also call upon us not to decide their 
destiny without asking what they have to say, 



It is Msy to assert that the States are m~dialval &na6h~6b.{s\HII 
&.nd ought to disappear. But the people who live in tbem-'-ilevili:'lty 
millions-do not share this view. These people are not governad by 
Britain br by British India., but by their own gbverntl:H!ht1 and these 
governments are what the people have made them. In the States the 
people walk about with a swagger, they look tlfte straight in the f~oi:l. 
If they have a grievance against their government thE-y say so in 
unmistakable terms; and if the grievance is not redrel!l!ed, trouble 
arises ot a kind which brings the governmentto its K:n~es. Yoii b~tt
not suppress a people in arms-and in the Indian States tb.i 't>Mpte 
carry sri:ns-a right denied to them in British India. Thij :P~ople of 
the State do not believe in too much government; they expect tlieh:o 
administrations to keep within rigid iimit.S ii.nd not to· ihteHetl3 
too often with the ordinary citizen. Pubiic opinion 'is the s11prelii~ 
factor in these small autonomous States, and tne RulE!r hit1~t act 
according to the advice of the elders and of the leaders of th~ t;otil
inunity. Taxation is rigidly fixed, and is generally 1ow. Woe to 
the Ruler or Minister who tries to hi crease it l A bad ltu1a~fo1-
there are good and bad Princes just as there are good and bad 
polit:ch~ns-may spend more than be ought upon his own plea~ur~s; 
but he cannot take from his people more than the nxed qliota tMy are 
accustomed to pay. If he tried, he would not 'De ruler very lot\g, N6 
legisltion is possible without the consent of those affected by it, 1:\tfd 
the unit of admhiistration is the self· governing village o6tnmuaity-, 
independent and largely seH-sufficing. The viilage headhieii, bhbs~n 
by the villages, have to be consulted before the law or the ·ouetill:li 
can be changed j in the bowns the heads of the craft and trade ~uilds 
chosen by the in embers, exercise the sam~ right. T:ra.ditilln and cus· 
tom are very powerful, and inho'vatillni!l are thoroughly discussed 
before the people will a~cept them~ The mass~s cah alwllys bHng 
direct pressure upon the administration. Thus there is ~ty little 
disturbance in th'e Indian States, and a virtual absence of those dis
tressing Hmdu-Muslim riots which convulse British India, where 
the government is far away and not closely linktld with the people. 
Some States are backward; as compared with British India, in adopt
ing Western me~hods of administration. On ~he other him<l, some 
are far in advance of it. Education is very ·general, and in many 
States both free and compulsory. The only free first-grade college 
in India is in a State in Northern India, wb·ere a boy _(or girl) can 
go from the bottom to top of the educational ladder-from the ele
mentary school to the university-without paying a penny in fees, 
Further, all the larger States have their agricultural departmimts, 
which distribute good seed and improved implements to the fl,lorm~rsi 
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and since the government and the people are one and the same race, 
progress is solid, not superficial. Justice tends to be more rough and 
ready than in British India., but it is cheaper and quicker, and there 
is less chicanery and the long purse, so the States are bad places for 
money-lenders. Life and limb are quite as safe as in the territory 
Britain rules; and crime is suppressed promptly and sternly. 

The people of the States say that British India has no right to rule 
them. If they are not satisfied with their own governments they 
will change them; but they' do not want to be ruled by outsiders
whether brown or white. They say that the British Indian Govern· 
ment has been interfering too much, and making the States Govern· 
ments do things which are not in their own interests, but in the inter
ests of British India. They point out that India has recently adopt. 
ed high tariffs because the British Indisn manufacturers and poli
ticians want protection and the British Indian Finance Department 
wanted a surplus budget, The States were not consulted: the people 
have to pay the duties, although they are mainly agriculturists and 
want cheap commodities; and every penny of the duties goes to British 
India and net to the States. They point out m: ny other ways in 
which B1itish India is controlling their interests unfairly; and they 
say that Britain is to blame for not remembering that India is a two 
piece country. 'fhe Sbtes Governments have a. remedy to suggest
federation for India, which will make self-government possible both 
for British India and for the States, but will reserve matters of com
mon concern to British India. and to the States for settlement by a 
joint body in which both sides are represented. 

If self-determination is right for British India, it must also be 
right for the Indian States, whose people hope that the Labour Party 
will remember this w:hen considering the claims put forward by 
British India.. 

-Clarion NC!U. 1!?28· 

Self-Determination for the Indian States People. 

A Reply to Dr. Rushbrook Williams. 

By Professor G. R. .A.BHYANK.A.R, B. A., LL.B .. 

(a Member of the Indian States People's relegation). 

[ Readers will remember that in our last issue we published an 
~rticle by Dr. Rushbrook Williams, Foreign Minister to the Maha-



rajah of Patiala, in which be dealt with the question of the Indian 
States. In the following article Prof. G. R. Abhyanka.r, the general 
secretary of the Indian States People's Conference, Bombay, and a 
member of the States People's Deputation, which has lately been 
visiting this country, replies to the arguments of Dr. Williams and 
states the views of the Indian people.- E. D.) 

The problem of Indian States has two aspects, one internal and 
the other external. The internal problem relates solely to the con• 
ditions of the people, and deals exclusively as to what civil rights 
the people enjoy, what constitutional liberties exist, and what form 
of government obtains in almost all o£ the States. This side of the 
problem is altogether ignored by the Indian princes, and it appears 
deliberate attempts are made to mislead the people in this country. 
It is said that the governments in the State are made by the people ; 
that they walk erect and show manliness in their department; that 
the people have the right to \"entila.te their grievances in an un
mistakable manner; and if there is no redress the people have the 
power to bring the administration to a standstill; that the people 
b'3ove the power to bear arms; that it is not possible to suppress the 
people should they rise in revolt ; that public opinion is supreme 
in almost all the. States; that the Ruler bas to accept the advice of 
the elders; that taxation is comparatively low in the States, and 
that if this burden is tried to be increased the Ruler would be depos· 
ed; that no legislation is enacted without the consent of the people, 
and that the administrations consist of units which are formed of 
independent and self-sufficing village communitres. We take the 
liberty of categorically denying all these statements. 

The Governments in the Indian States, though · generally 
manned by the subjects, are composed entirely by the sweet will of 
the Ruler. Every initiative, every direction, and every control, is 
centralised in the Ruler, who knows no checks. The people of the 
St~~ote have absolutely no voice in the administration. Demoralise.~ 
tion following from autocratic rule is writ large on the face of the 
people. The people are not permitted to ventilate their grievances, 
there is no Press or freedom of discussion; the people are clamour
ing for redress, but the Ruler is indifferent and the Paramount 
Power does not interfere. The people had a right to depose a ruler 
for maladministration before the establishment of the British power 
but they are deprived of this power by the British Government, and, 
secure in the sheltered position of protection by the Paramount 
Power, these princes are carrying on administration in a high
b"nded manner, and in opposition to the wishes of the peo:ple, 
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E~cept in one or two States there is no liberty to oa.rry arms to the 
people. Public opinion is stifled in the State, and people are not 
a.ssooiat~d in any form or at any stage in the Governments of the 
States. In addition to the British Indian taxation, which the States 
subjects are paying indirectly, the direct taxation in the States is 
extremely heavy, and the people in the States are oppressed iby the 
vyeigh,t of the burdens which they have to bear. People are never 
consulted in matters of legislation, taxation, and administration. 
Village communities are no longer in existence a.s they were in tne 
ancient past, and the units of administration consist of villages 
wht;>se povula.tion is deeply immersed in ignorance, and who have 
got no corporate or political existence. This is the condition of almost 
~very State except a. few, and they are situated in Southern India.. 

If we take Patiala, whose Ruler is the Chancellor of the Chamber 
of Pripcas!~and which may be taken &!I typical of the foremost of the 
Indian States, what do we find ? The whole e:ervice is appointed by 
the sweet will of the Ruler, and the subjects can hardly claim on the 
str~ngi;h of their education and birthright to occupy the highest 
places. All the important offices are held by tha nominees of the 
Ruler, and many of them are outsiders or relations of the Ruler. 
The condition of the people is one of abject poverty. There is not a 
singlE~ newspaper in the State, and there is no opportunity given 
to the people to ventila~e their grievances, There is no right of 
l;liscus$ion to the people. We are afraid that the people in that 
States cannot bear arms without a license, as is the case in 
British India.. Public opinion is stifled in Patia.la; there is no 
advisory or other representative institutions consisting of the 
J?J'lOPl!! in. the State and the people are not consulted in matters of 
ta:x:~tion and legislation. The Budget estimates of the Maharaja. 
~re not open to the CJ"iticism of the people, there is no ind~pendent 
~p.gi~, and there is no check to control the vast personal expendi
ture of the Ruler. The people have no means to bring an:r dirac• 1 

p~e~sure on the administra~ion. Will Dr. Williams,· tbe Foreign. 
M:Jmster of Patia.la, explain these facts? We are ready amazed to 
find that he has described the condition of the people in the Indian 
~t.a.tes, in your paper, which does not find any corroboratio.n in any 
of the Indian States. Is there free and primary education in 
ratiala, and what is the proportion of the expenditure on education 
Qf general means of the State? Will Dr. Williams show what the 
incidence of ta~a.tion fn Pa.tiala is, and now it compares with that 
In British ~ndia? What also.Us the condition of the indE~btedml$s 
of ~~rioult'p,rists •n that State? 



· We only request h'm to mention haw p1._n,y, Stflhl\l· th(lr~ AX{a' 
to whom th~ desc:r{pt\on given by l>.im. ~n yow~ paver, ~~~l:y ~p.pl\~'-

'· and would l>.e enlgbten us with their name11? · · · ' 

The Indian States people are denied entirely the right of aplf~ 
determination by their 'rulers. Will Dr. Wiliams state how m~J,ny: of 
the prince 1 who are now carrying on a~itation ia this country, have 
allowed their subjects to express their views on matters whioh fonm 
part of the enquiry before the Butler Committee? It is anl)t tho 
intelligentsia, which is so much despised by Dr. Williams, th"t hllos 
expressed views complaining about the indirect taxation levi.lld uPQD. 
the people by the policies pursued in British India. Such peop}p tb~ 
Indian Princes do not want to take into their confidenQe. Wh.fln tAA 
princes are talking of federation are they alive to the f~Qt th~* i$ fA 
the people of every States who must have a voicE! in 11-n:r sph@ijle ~~ 
federation, How many Indian Princes are willing to gin ~~~~~ 
subjects a legitimate voice in any federation? lt ia, OOW'f!VF'IJ:1 '

matter of intense regret that when the prinpes !Jore ~~"~t:qi~g "EIU~ 
determination, they want to suppress the voic~f! of ~h!'!lF ovyn sn'\>jep~§ 
and, to add insult ~o injury • one of the Minj11ter~ if! d~cJipi~~ ~48 
conditions of their people in a manner which 41l~t n,q fo~ll!lflo~ipJ1. hJ 
fact, but which exists in. im!}giqation only! Tp9 ~ndian S~~t~s peo
ple, therefore, demand the right of self-determina~ion along with the 
subjects of British India, not only in matters of common. interest, but 
also in matters of their internal administration. They do not" want 
the Indian Princes to rule in an autocratic manner. ':fsey fqrther 
claim that responsible governments must ba e!!tablisl)ed '~ ~filtStlil!t.'l41 
and the Indian Rulers must be made to rule as const1!;utio~~l mqnarJm 

Sir, 

"Self-Determination for the Indian States PeopleT1. 
· · I have read with interest the statement made by Professor 
Abhyankar in the article which you recently published. I fear that 
Professor A.bhyankar represents a very small urban class Qf would 
be bureaucrats who resent the long-established dominanoe of tha 
rural population in. the Indian States. 

In attacking rati!lola-whicp I 4ou'bt if he hf!o~ lfV~r v~si~e~ 1:lf 
haf! l~i(J }limself '-'Pen t() !fama,ging comQlel\~!1 up.o~ ~!s !.~~or!~~e 
pf facts. T}te f1.4miP,.istrative and t~ohnf~~J fl~~yJc~.~ ~rl!t ~~~r~J~P41?7 
fl. Sel~~ion Bo~r4: t,b_e Cjvil S~rvic~ :fle~ulq.tiop~ !i'~~ O!l ~jte HP.!lS 
o£ :j3;ri~i~h Ipdia: t4e posts are incrlJm~t)t~l, :P9!'1Jl~!l~~~~ ~~~ ~p 
!liona!>l'!l~ '.l'J:t, llJOr~ ~rq.pQr~!J~~ pqsps a.:rtt ~!lz~~'~ ' ~1 9C!.IRW!!le 2f 



'is 

the Ruler, just as here Commissions are l!ligned by the King: but 
this imports no element of tbe Ruler's "sweet will." Ninety-five 
per cent of the appointments, high and low, are filled by State 
Subjects: the only outsiders are those who possess qualifications not 
locally available and their numbers are rapidly diminishing. There 
is no " abject poverty " : the land is fertile and-thanks to the 
foresight of previous Ruler, largely canal-irrigated. Taxation is eo 
low that in some parts of the State the cultivators pay four unilCJ 
whereas just across the Br~tish border eight units is paid for the 
same kind of land. The educational budget~ is 8 p. c. of the total 
revenue: and the educational structure culminates in an e~tirely 
free first-grade college of 4~0 students-75 p. c. of whom are now 
State subjects. Education is compulsory in Municipal areas. Arms 
licences are issued for revenue purposes only : and the fees are 80 
low that anyone can pay them : there itl no policy of general 
disarmament. The people can at any time bring pressure to bear 
upon the administration, not merely by mass-meetings, but also by 
approaching the Ruler direct. In the Municipalities there is an 
electoral system : but elsewhere the people are represented by their 
own village councils, caste-committees, and craft and trade guilds. 

I believe that Mr. Abhyanhr's description of other Indian 
States is as wide of the mark as his erroneous assumptions about 
Patiale.. 

If the States are as he represents them to be; how is it that 
disturbances are so rare, and that the various religions live together 
in friendly fashion-which unfortunately they do not do in British 
India? And above all, how is it that as many people come every 
year from British India to live in the States as go from the States 
to live in British India? 

Save for the fact that Mr. Abhyanka.r, by making personal at
tacks in the Indian Press upon some of the most popular and most 

. enlightened Princes, has incurred the resentment of the subjects of 
these Princes. I really do not know what claim he has to be in 
touch with the population of the majority of the States at all. The 
" Indian States Subjects Conference " which he represents is mainly 
British Indian in its composition: and the leading member of his 
own delegation is himself a British Indian. Considering that 
British India now dominates the States, and desires to do so in 
future, these facts are significant. I can tell Mr . .Abhyankar that of 
late resolutions have been passed in legislatures, advisory councils. 
and public meetinga in various States to the effect that the people 
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prefer to settle any differences that may arise direct with their own 
governments without outside intervention. So far as relations with 

OJri'tish India are concerned, the people want their governments to 
take a strong line. 

15-12-28 
The Editor, 

" The Clarion ... 

From 

Yours, etc. 
( Sd.) L. F. RUSHBROOX: WILLIAMS, 

Professor G. R. ABHY ANKAR, B. A., LL, B. 

By the courtesy of the Editor I was enabled to read Dr. Williams 
letter and to send a reply as I am about to leave this country 
tomorrow. 

Sir, 
Dr. Williams makes out the defects of his case by attributing 

personal motives. According to his statement I have displeased the 
so-called enlightened and popular princes by my severe exposure of 
their administration and I have therefore incurred the resentment of 
the 'SUbjects of these princes. I cannot, therelore, under any 
circumstances hope to be a bureaucrat. Dr. Williams is a highly 
paid official and a real bureaucrat. I fail, therefore, to see what 
claim he has to speak for the rural population, or, generally, the 
people in the Indian States. I have however, to state that instead 
of there being a "long-establish£d dominance of the rural popula· 
tion" there is a suppression of this population and they are struggl
ing in poverty and misery. Dr. Williams evades plain answers to 
the questions, whether there is any press ; or any recognised institu
tion which is consulted in matters of tantion, administration and 
legislation ; whether the budget of the State is open to criticism ; 
whether there is a civil list checked by an independent audit so far 
as Patiala is concerned. Dofinite information of these vital points 
is studiously not supplied. On the other hand he is airily talking of 
his Civil Service, but it is to be noted that there is a Selection Board 
and not an open competitive system. In the case of a State Service 
95 p. e. no doubt consist of menials, peons, clerks and other subordi
nates. The higher and the highly paid Service is not more than 
5 p. e. and it is this which counts. Dr. Williams. however, does 
not say how many of this Service are State subjects, what qualifiea. 
tions they have, how many are the ralations of the Ruler1, ud how 



.!ni:l.ny are outsiders, and whether they are appointed by an open 
comt>etitiva tast. Many of the Indian princes have adopted the 
pompou·s forms and nomenclature of the British system and the · 
formula • by command of the Ruler • ls a part of the same. 'Cut Dr. 
William shows his ignorance that in British India the appointments 
an by command, of the King no doubt, but they are always in 
accordance with the wishes of the constitutional advisers of His 
Maji3sty, Are there any such constitutional advisers whose opinion 
is biudidg upon the Ruler of Patiala ?. We know that t::tere is none. 
Similarly. about la'ld tax. If Dr. Williams tad given the area 
under the plough and the accessment recovered by the State, and 
the average porcentage of unencumbered estates in every village, 
that would have been useful. Also, if he had give'l tbe percentage 
of the school-gcing children to tbe population aud the amount of 
money spent over it; and the total extent of expe<iditure incurred by 
Municipalities in the State, that would have convinc;;d anyo~ e l. cw 
hollow and how unreal tb e progress is. Can Dr. Williams state 
what caste committees, crafts and trade guilds, and village councils 
are ves~ed wito. any political power; are there any laws passed 
enfranchising and empowering the»e bodies, have they exercised 
any power of advising the ruler in matters of legislation, taxation 
and administration? We request Dr. Williams to supply tbis 
ihformation publicly or refer to any sourc9s from wbic'1 it can be 
had in an authoritative manner, and tben it would be possible to 
reply upon the vague and unmeaning generalisations tC1at he bas 
made. Village councils, castecomrnittees, aud trade guild:! Oc:ly 
deal with the religous or quasi religous questions. Tr.ey never 
discuss political matters and they are not permitted to do so. ln t:~e 
inquiry which was held about di•putes between Patiala and Nabb.a, 
considerable evidence has been recorded and findings bave been 
gi~en by a judicial Officer. Leaving aside Nabba, if t!:e Foreign 
Minister of Pa.tia.la cau publish the remarks of tlie Officer so far as 
th-ey relate to Patiala, everyone will know the condition of the 
administration in that State. 

Dr. Williams is labouring under a total mise~;prehention about 
the absence of communal disturbatces in the Indian States. There 
is despotic rule and every agitation is sup:;Jressed iu no time. Where 
a ruler is a fanat'o like His Exalted Highc.ess the Niza.m, riots like 
those at Gulburgahave taken place. The real genesis of the frequency 
of the communal r:ots during recent years is the differential treat
ment and preferences shown to communities by communal represent· 
•tions, special electorates and special privilege.s they are the causes 



which are these dissensions. If equality of oith1enship rights and 
equal treatment to all is firmly established, these disturbanoes=would 
be as rare as they were in the past. 

As regards the objection of Dr, Williams that the Indian States 
Subjects Conference and ih leaders are not representatives of the 
people, it is too childish to reply. It is a threadbare arguement 
which the bureaucracy in British India was using against the Na
tionalist movement in the early days of the Congress. The British 
Indian leaders are far ahead of us in J:olitical education and the ex· 
perience of political agitation. Leaders of Indian States people feel 
proud t,> be under their guidance. They feel that the interest of the 
States people and those of :British India are in no way conflicting. 
It is really a matter of great pity that under the advice of men like 
Dr. Williams the Indian princes are cultivating feelings of such 
hostility towards British Indians, the sons of the same Motherland. 
How unpatriotic and ill-adviEed this tendenoy·is, it is not necessary 
to state. 

--ct:.ARION' JANUARY 29, 

Ex-Viceroy and the Indian States. 
Wednesday's debate on Lord Olivier's motion in the House of 

Lords served to illustrate the importance of the Indian State problem 
in its relation to Indian Swaraj. Lord Olivier, looking forward to 
the establishment in British India of a representative form of 
government responsible to the people of British India, saw that the 
Indian States can justly object to being controlled by a represnta
tive assembly on which they have no representation, and recognised 
that the State rulers naturally prefer to maintain their present 
relations with the British Government and the Crown. He showed, 
however, a wellfounded dislike for the autocratic system of govern· 
ment now in force in almost all the States, and he raised the 
question whether some steps should not be taken towards establish
ing a less arbitrary forq~, of Government in the States, so that they 
may more easily fit in with the reconstituted Governments of British 
India. Two ex-Viceroys, Lord Harding and Lord Reading, then had 
their say. Both complained that Lord Olivier's motion waa 
premature ; both emphasised the loyalty of the Indian Princes to 
the Crown and their services to the British Government. Lord 
Harding, admitting that the forms of government in British India 
were more advanced than in the States, asserted nevertheless that 
there was a general tendency to progress, and that as a whole t~t 
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States were well governed and met the needs of the population. 
Lord Reading explained that the paramount Power has the right to 
interfere with the internal affairs of the State in the case of gross 
maladmistration, but not otherwise. He earnestly deprecated the 
suggestion that the Government of India should in some way inter. 
veneto plac.: the government of the States on a constitutional basis. 
He held that we ought not to seek to force reform on these sovereign 
States. Our aim had been and should ba to encourage reform from 
within. 

. . The pronouncement;; of these ex-Viceroys is interesting becouse 
of the extreme anxiety which they display to avoid saying anything 
offensive to the Prince::~. In the same way we find the European 
members of the principal Government pronouncing, against their 
better judgment, in favour of the retention of communal electorates 
simply out of fear of giving offence to the revolutionaries. It is 
evident that the uncompro::nising attitude adopted by Indian 
Nationalists has already taught us to cherish the friendship of all 
possible allies, With all r~;spect to certain able and public·spirited 
rulers who do not like the prospect of an alliance with the Indian 
Princes against Indian Nationalism, it is, we believe, a fact that 
there has been some improvement during the last twenty-five years 
in the administration of the typical State, but we are not sure 
whether this improvement has kept pace with the improvement in 
British India. We very much doubt the accuracy of Lord Reading's 
assertion t ~at the States as a whole are well govern:d and that they 
meet the neads of their population. Is this true of Hydera.ba.d, with 
its population. of eleven millions? Even in the best governed 
States everything depends on the efficiency and integrity of a 
bureaucracy, checked and encouraged by an able and public-spirited 
ruler. Change the ruler and the efficiency and integrity of the 
bureaucracy m&y rapidly be undermined. Lord Reading suggests 
that constitutional reform should come from within. So it would 
come, and that quickly, if the Government of India. were not under 
an obligation to aid the Prince against all effective forms of 
agitation. While cepreca.ting external pressure publicly applied, 
Lord Reading would probably approve of the private use of all the 
implements a Viceroy wields. No doubt this has sometimes done 
good service in the past, and one may hope that it will be even 
more useful in the future. But it is impossible to ignore the fact 
that the Princes are not content with their existing relations with 
the Viceroy and the Government of India. They are struggling to 
iet their sovereign rights defined and legally reconised. This would 



Immensely strengthen their position and render them independent ot 
t'\le Viceroy's goodwill, and it is difficult to im~gine an auiocratie. 
ruler agreeing to surrender his authority when. the Government of 
Inqia protects him. ~ga,nst undue pressure from his subj~cts. and. 
the la:-v protects h~m from the (}overnment of India. 

There can be no true Swaraj for India unless the Indian States 
are included in the scheme. If they are excluded the British Govern
ment will be required' to retain military control in order to protect 
them against the' encroachments of British India. But the Princes 
dare not take part in a Swarajist federation, for ' fear that the new 
controlling authority would be too democratic to be willing to·assist 
them: in coercive rebellious subjects. It is· esa.y for us to use the 
States as 'a· reason for prolonging our raj in India ; it ' is ·not so 
easy for' us to offend the Princes who offer us friendship, for 
the sake of complying · with the wishes of· the Nationalists who 
proclaim themselves '·our enemies. It might 'be well if the 
Niltionalists took note of the ·fact' and considered 'whether' their 
present aggressive tactics are calculated to attain their objective 
in the quickest time and at the leas~ cost. But whether the general• 
ship' of the Nationalists is wise or foolish, the 'objective will nltiM 
mely be attained if Iiian~power is sufficient to attain ·that and the 
Indian Princes should not dream that we can hold the trenches for 
eve for their sake. For their only hope ofSurviving lies In the sup. 
port they can geG from their own subjects, and they ca.r:ino~ do betti~r 
than ponder over the words recen:ly addressed to .the MaharAja of 
Benaras by Mr. Malcolm Hailey. "The place ·which the States 
will occupy in the India of the future must depend less on treaties 
and formal articles in the Constitution than on the development 
they tl.ttain in their own 'realms. In international and intl.\r:state 
relations the logid of circumstances and the living ·dynamic fa.cts 
will always in' the end be decisive against' a. dead document. Again, 
the guarantee for the permanence of the Princes' rule lies less in, the 
protection of a sovereign Power than in the appreciation· of · their 
own subjects. " ' ' • · ' 

Manchester Guardian. ( 8·12·!U1 ) • 
. ~ .I ,. • • 

~bso.ute Ru,ers in India. 
The Question of British Responsibility . 

• ,. 'i; C~:E FOR 'TiiiPE,OPLE. ''' · . 

. Tpe In4ian ~tates People's Delegation' have issued a communioa· 
tion on the deb~_~ote on the Government of the Indian States raised by 
]:..Qrd 0 liTer in ~he House of Lords, in which they state 1 



Lord Oliver expressly stated that there were two important 
questions at the present moment which deserve serious consideration. 
First. what is to be the relations of the I ndia.n princes in any 
revised Constitution or with his Hajesty the King? Secondly. will 
it be possible for his Majesty's Government to maintain in its 
fullness the present absolute autocracy of the Indian princes? 
Neither of these come within the purview either of the Simon Com
mission or of the Butler Committee. The Indian princes are com· 
pla.ining that by reason of· the policies pursued in British India. the 
interests of the Indian States are being projudiced every day in 
matters of common concern, like Customs, commercial services, 
exchange, monopolies of salt, opium, and Excise. The Montagu
Chelmsford Report has suggested the bringing into existence of a 
senatorial institution consisting of the representatives of the Indian 
States and British Indian Legislature, but no efforts have been made 
to bring into existence such an organisation during these ten years, 
and it is doubtful whether even the'Butler Committee can tackle this 
problem. The Butler Comittee, as pointed out by Lord Olivier, does 
not even deal with all the Indian States, but has confined the scope 
of the inquiry only to 125 States. There remain ~00 other States 
whose views are not being considered by the Butler Committee and 
who are not even supplied with the questionnaire. The attempt, 
therefgre, to shelve this question until the reports of these two bodies 
were received by the Government was not very encouraging and 
was not ju10tified. ' 

The Point of Intervention. 

Most of the States, as pointed out by Lord Oliver, are arbitrary 
and absolute Governments. Everything depends on the absolute 
will of the sovereign. This is the grave situation which is now being 
resented by the people of the Indian States. The Government of 
India has accepted responsibility for the good government of these 
people. Lord Reading, in his reply to the N aza, observed that the 
varying degrees of internal sovereignty which the Indian rulers 
enjoy are also subject to the due exercise by the Paramount Power 
of the responsibility of taking remedial action to secure the welfare 
of the people of the States. We, however. now find Lord Reading 
laying down the old doctrine that this responsibility can be exercis. 
ed.only when there is gross maladministration. We respectfully 
ask : "Why should the people be made to suffer maladministration 
until it reaches the maximum standard of unbearableness ?" Which 
ln politicalleLnguage is described as gross. Lord Reading seems to 
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think that interference would abrogate the right of internal sover~ 
eignty which the princes enjoy in their internal affairs. But is not 
this right of internal sovereingnty subject to the limitation of main
taining good Government? Would the Paramount Power look on 
with indifference if the subjects of any ruler rise in revolt if he 
denies them the right of free speech and free discussion, or if he 
squanders the resources of the State for his personal use, or if he 
does not provide independent judiciary, or if the people do not enjoy 
security of property and liberty of person ? Whatever might, have 
been the state of things in the past, the press and platform in 
British India and the exercise of ·political rights enjoyed by the 
British Indian people have created aspirations in the subjects of 
Indian States for constitutional Government. If a prince declines 
to reform his administation, can the subjects force him to do so? Will 
the Paramount Power remain indifferent or assist the ruler in 
suppressing their endeavours to gain constitutional liberty? This 
is the main problem which has to be faced. 

The noble Lords referred to the solitary example of Mysore. but 
we have to remember that out of 700 there are not more than half a 
dozen States like that of Mysore. Active efforts are necessary, and 
even diplomatic pressure on the part of ·the · Paramount Power, to 
induce the Indian princes to make their administrations approximate 
to the standard of efficiency demaded by enlightened public opinion 
elsewhere. The Paramount Power, therefore, must lay down the 
policy of constitutional ·reform to the Indian princes. They can at 
least encourage it by showing their appreciation only of those who 
are adopting modern standards of Government. The bestowal of 
honours, the invitations to State functions, the eelection to the Imperial 
Conferences or the League of Nations should only be extended to 
those who are actually constitutional rulers. A declaration of a 
policy similar to the pronouncement of 1917, and honest efforts to 
encourage the rulers to faithfully follow it, would bring contentment 
to 78 millions of the Indian States and would alone absolve the 
Paramount Power of its responsibilities in this respect. 

Indian Princes and the Reforms. 
Sir L. Scott on Treaty Rights. 

Sir Leslie Scott spoke on Wednesday night at the Junior Con• 
stitutional Club on Indian constitutional reforms. Sir Montague 
Barlow, chairman of the Political Council of the club, was in 
$b9 chair. 
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Sir Leslie Scott said that, having finished his work of putting 
the case of the Indian Prince before the Harcourt Butler Committee, 
he was free to speak without any of the limitations that might have 
attached to his position as an advccate. In British India, he con .. 
tinued the Nationalist movement was first promoted by able Indian, 
who resented their exclusion from place and power; only very 
gradually did it concern itself with politics ; but by degree the 
promoters began to take of themselves as representatives of the people, 
which they were not! The cry for democratic institutions was largely 
artificial and was greatly stimulated by the Wilson ory of self
determination. 

There was undoubtedly real agitation in India after the War, 
mainly due to high prices and economic distress; and this, coupled 
with Moslem suspicious about Turkey and general Post-War unease, 
developed into a formidable menace, the worst crisis since the 
Mutiny. To meet this crisis the late Mr. Montagu forced on a re
luctant and even suspicious House of Commons the Montagu
Chelmsfored constitutional reform in British India; but in trying 
to find a panacea. for the troucles of British India-two-thirds of the 
the whole-every one forgot the native Princes, the remaining 
one· third. 

The Indian Princes had treaty rights with the British Crown, 
and had been guaranteed their independence by Queen Victoria 
in various pronouncements. But in all the developments in British 
India, the nativa Princes had risked serious diminution of position, 
and even economic loss. 'l'ak:e the tariff which the Swarajist had 
recently been allowEd to impose on imported cotton and steel goods 
coming into India. As these goods were largely not capable of 
production in India, the tax: fell mainly on the Indian consumers by 
a rise in price-the third in the native States, as well as the two
thirds in British India. Yet the native Princes had no share in 
imposing the tariff or setting the rates; and still worse, the native 
States did not receive one penny of the proceeds of the high tariff' 
now being imposed. The interests of the native States were largely 
identical with those of the British manufacturer and importer.? 

The British Crown and Government were bound to the native 
Princes by a series of treaty contracts, perpetual in character, which 
could not be :repudiated by either side. The essence of the contract 
was that, in return for her paramountcy Britain bad bound herself 
to protect the native Sta.tea, and that ent.siled a perpetual obligation 
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to retain in India a force sufficient to carry out that obligation. The 
protection of the nrtive State'>, like the protection of the 50,000,000 
of untouchables, was a trust which Great Britain could net relin· 
quish, even if she would. 

The Indian Princes were loyal, but their contractual bargain 
was with Britain and the British Crown; they would never s•1bmit 
to being ruled by so-called democratic assemblies set up at Delhi. 
If the British Army were withdrawn, the intelligrm.tsia of British 
India would be at once subdued by the fighting forces of the 
native States. · 

The native Princes had no desire to be obstrutive; they were 
willing to come into any proper development on federal lines; but 
that would involve some impartial tribunal to see that justice was 
done as between the native States and British India; and also a 
ruaterial strengthening of the power of the Br.tish Central Govern· 
ment at Delhi, on ·.he lines of tl: e valuabla rep::>rt of tht:l Europe an 
associations recently submitted to the Simon Commission? 

Future of Indian States 

Criticism of Sir Leslie Scott's Views. 

(BY G. R. A.BHYANKAR.) 

[A reply was sent to the above to the Times and Daily 
Telegraph. But it was not published. It was then sent to the 
Chronicle.) 

Sir Leslie Scott does not seem to have shaken off the limitation 
which the advocacy of tbe Princes' cause imposed on him since 
he repeated the self..aame arguments before the Junior Copstitu
tional Club ~hich he had expressed in the • Law Quarterly 
Review " when he was engrossed with the Princes' case. He urges 
direct relations of the States with the Crown a.nd the control of the 
Indian Army by Britain for the protection of the States. His 
scheme published in April last embodied the same views. These 
have baen severely criticised in the All-Parties Report and the press 
in India. The fact that the Princes have abandoned the scheme 
clearly shows its fantastic character and impracticable nature. 

False Charge 
, , ' I 

Sir Leslie has never mixed with educa.te~lndians and seems 
quite ignorant of the work whioh they Me doing for the muses. 
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Otberwi~e, be would never have said that they are not the represen• 
tati ves of the people. The Montford Report clearly states that the 
intelligent,i::J. is the creation peculiarly of British rule, that the 
educ[l.ted Indian has come to the front by bard work, that it is he 
who has advocated and worked for political progress. " In Munci
pal and University work, be has taken a useful and creditable 
8bare. We find him or~pnising not for pCllitical end alone, but for 
various forms of pubiic and social service. He has come forward 
and done valuable work in relieving famine and distress by floods, 
in keeping order at fairs, in helping pilgrims and in promoting 
co-operative credit. He is beginning to turn his attention more to 
the improvement of agriculture and industry and above all, he is 
active in promoting education and sanitation." Is he not, therefore, 
the representative o: the people? Does not the Reform constitution 
reco::;nize the Wilsonian cry of self-determination? The steps 
taken to give effect to thh principle may be inadequate, but the fact 
remains that it is acted upon. This itself shows that the agitation 
for this was not artificial but genuine. 

Treaty Rights of Princes 

Nobody desires to violate the treaty rights of the princes. But 
we have to remember that there is not a. single treaty w~ioh 
guarantees to any Prince the right to rule over his subjects as an 
absolute monarch. The subordinate position which every treaty 
imposes on the Indian rulers carries with it the obligation to secure 
enlightened government to the people. Many treaties expressly lay 
down duties on the Indian Princes to secure contentment of the 
people. Who is to enforce these obligations? The claim for un
qualified sovereignty even in the domestic affairs of a State is 
untenable. 

Whose is the Real Control? 
The Indian States have suffered diminution of their power and 

even loss of revenue in the past. But this was caused by the agents 
of the Crown entirely British in character who controlled the Indian 
Statef. The subordinate position laid down in the Interpretation 
Act was broug~t about by the Crown. The abolition of inter-State 
tr::nsit duties 1:1 nd customs duties, the closing of mints in the States, 
the abolition oi manufacture of salt and opium and cessation of 
jurisdiction over territories occupied by railway lines was all the 
work of the British agents of the Crown long before the reforms of 
1921. The democracy had nothing to do with them. 



!n recent years, protective duties are levied, but they are for 
the development and growth of national industries. Both British 
and Indian States are sure to benefit by the same. The interest of 
Indian States are not at all indentical with those of the British 
manufacturer an importer. 

Governor-Generals' Responsibility 

Under the present constitution, the Governor-Generalin-Coun· 
cil is responsible for the protection of the Indian States and these 
undertakings will be binding on the future Commonwealth of 
India. If Dominion Status is granted, the future Government will 
be invested with the power of defence. Protection of India from 
foreign invasion or enemy will be the first concern of the future 
Government and British India. and Indian States shall have to be 
protected from this common danger. The States cannot be left out 
of this orbit. We fail to see why there is any nervousness on the 
part of the .t>rinces on this score. Are they afraid of the British 
Indian people ? If so, we have the assurance of this distinguished 
Counsel of the Princes that the fighting forces of the States would 
subdue them at once. 

No need for Nervousness 

Where then is the necessity of transferring responsibility of 
defence from the future Government of India to Britain? Does Sir 
Leslie mean that the future democratic Government should be 
divested of this power ? Has responsible Government any mean
ing without the power of defence ? The relations of the Indian 
States have never been directly with the King in Parliament. .All 
treaties have been concluded with the Governor-Gene ral·in-Council 
The executive Government of the future under Dominion Status 
would vest in the King and would be carried on by a constitutional 
Governor-Genersl representing the Crown and assisted by respon
sible ministers. All the present obligations will be binding on the 
future constitution. With a CODIStitutioual Governor-General, and 
with the supreme authority of the Crown behind him, why should 
the Princes feel any insecurity from the future Government. 

The following letter of the Maharaja of Patiala would show the 
nature of the agitation which the Indian princes are carrying on in 
England. The letter appeared in the Sunday Express along with the 
Photo of the Maharaja with jewellery worth a. million rupees on his 
person. We do not know whether the Editor wished to briag home tq 
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his readers the statement of the Maharaja ''We have to work pretty 
hard for our living and we are not as rich as we are often represent
ed to be." 

We're Not Nearly As Rich As You Think. 

By The Maharajah of Patiala. 

Many people in England seem to have very curious ideas about 
us Indiau princes-why, I ~o do not quite know, To judge from 
what appears in the newspapers, we have nothing else to do except 
live in luxury and spend money with a shovel. 

I am sure that many of us wish that we were as carefree and as 
rich as we are often represented to be I But like every one else in 
these times, we have to work pretty hard for our living; and although 
most of us are not exactly poor men, even our resources could scarcely 
survive the strain of money at the rate we are accused of doiug I 

Can it be that in these post-war days, when most people have 
not much money to spend, the editors of newspaper~; believe that 
their readers like to hear about princes who spend lavishly? Or is 
it that the great husiness houses, the hotels, the raliwa.ys. the shipp
ing companies, find that the patronage of the ruling princes attracts 
other wealthy persons, and are thus anxious to draw attention to our 
ddng? 

However this may be, there is no doubt of the fact that many 
wild stories are circulated about us. I have found by personal ex
perience that I cannot take three or four rooms at an hotel without 
being accused of having engaged an entire;floor, or" the millionaires 
suit "-whatever that may be. 

If I bring with me from India the valet who looks after my 
clothes people say that I am accompanied by hundreds of servants ; 
and if I give an ordinary dinner to a ·few friends it is alleged that 
the dishes are brought from India. or from Egypt-upon the Magic 
Carpet, I suppose I 

All this has its amusing side, of course, but it also bas its more 
serious side. We ruling princes of India. cannot buy a standard 
model motor-car without afterwards reading that it has an ivory 
steering wheel, or a jewelled carburetter, or a completely fitted 
cocktail shaker in the back axle. I am myself interested in gun
dogs, and have done what I can to popularise their breeding in India. 
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I also show a good deal in this country. But I cannot buy & 

dog at the ordinary market rate without being told, to my great sur~ 
prise, that I have "given a blank cheque" for it, or that I have spent 
£10,000 on dogs I In all seriousness, I would ask whether this ki:o.d 
of thi:o.g does not amount to something like persecution. We all of 
us love England and the English people ; but we begin to fear that 
the continued circulation of stories like these may make it very 
difficult for us to coiQe here. · 

For the picture given of the life we are supposed to lead is so 
untrue that it really theatens to interfere with our real work, which 
is to govern our States in the interests of our subjects, and to strang· 
then the tie which binds the great Continent ofindia to Great Britain. 
Our own subjects are contented and loyal to us-we could not rule if 
they were not, for their devotion and their affection are the sole 
support of· our thrones. But outside our States, in British India, wef 
have enemies; because we stand so firmly for the connection with 
Great BritAin, and because we and our statesmen, with centuries of 
e«perience behind us, believe that political advance must come 
steadily and sanely, as people are ready for it. 

These stories about our lavish expenditure, and these descriptions 
of our goings on, which, if true, would argue that we were not merely 
irresponsible, but out of our senses, are a dangerous weapon in the 
hands of our enemies. Our people do not believe them ; but our 
iufluence-which we desire to use whole heartedly for the good of 
the Empire--extends far beyond our boundaries and into British 
Iudia. This influence is weakened when those who do not know the 
facts read all these picturesque inventions. 

I have already said that ruling princes these days have to work 
hard. We are not country gentlmeu or leisured landholders, we are, 
ethe active heads of large and complicated governments. We have 
our cabinets. our councils, ou.- public services, our laws and our law 
courts, our police and our military, our medical and our military 
our medical and our ed\lcational systems, are all quite distinct from 
those of British India-as distinct as the institutions of Belgium are 
from the institutlon• of France. 

In tb,ese times, when the functions of government have been ex· 
tended to cQver so many of the activities of the individual citizen, is 
it a small tbiug to rule millions of people? The administraijve 
system of all the larger States is, it is true, a smooth-running ma~ 
chinei but our subjects are not content to be governed by a ~achine; · 
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they must have access to us personally; they must bring us their 
grievances; they must be assured that what they are expected to do is 
really our order, and that we really want them to do it. The upshot 
is that we have far less time to ourselves, I suppose, than any other 
class of people. 

Will people in England try to realise what the true position is? 
Because if they did, things would be much easier for us, and we 
should be bett'3r able to pull.our weight in the Empire's boat. Very 
few of us ever come to England merely for pleasure. 

We mostly come on some Imperial mission, or very occasionally 
for reasons of health. We do our work as well as we can, and very 
bard work it is. We do not like being told in the Press· that out' 
life is~~one perpetual joyride, punctuated by bouts of insane ex
travagance. 

The Letter of the Maharaja of Patia.la in the Sunday Express of 
the 21st October is amazing and contains a. travesty of facts. The 
Maharaja says that he is not as rich as people think, but the grim 
humour lies in the photo which accompanies his letter and he wears 
on his person jewellery worth two million pounds. The Maharaja 
says that he has to work pretty hard for his living. May we know 
if he has earned a single farthing by sheer dint of his labour during 
his life. The maharaja complains about the curious stories about 
his lavish expenditure in this country. People here are aware of 
the doings of these princes during their stay here on their so called 
imperial mission. The stories of Mr. A are yet fresh in their 
memories. The best way to convince pe0ple of the modest expendi· 
ture of these princes in this country is to publish their accounts and 
have them independently audited. These will show what these Maha.
ra.jas are spending on their motors, their valets, their German musi· 
cians, hotels, dinner parties and their pet dogs. There is absolutely no 
representative assembly in Patiala. The budget estimates are not 
published for the information of the people. They a.re not allowed 
to criticise the budget. His subjects do not know what the 
Maharaja bas been spending for his personal use. There is no 
independent audit, and yet the Maharaja wants that his mere word 
should be believed. The Maharaja complains that he is overworked 
in his duties of governing the state. The Maharaja would certainly 
be considerably relieved if he takes his people into his oonfiddence 
and shares the responsibilities of government with them. But the 
Maharaja wants to rule as an autocrat and does not wish to pnrt 
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with his power. The Maharaja. ssys that it is not a small thing to. 
rule millions of his peopie. Every despot is doing thfs. The 
Princes under the protection of the British Government and secure 
in their sheltered position can rule any millions of people and hold 
them in sujection. The Maharaja. says that his subjects are 
contented. Would the Maharaja allow any independent inquiry 
like the Butler Committee to investigate what his subjects feel about 
his rule and what griennces they have ? The people of his state 
are denied elementary rights of citizenship. They do not enjoy 
libery of the press or freedom of discussion. There is not a single 
newspaper worth the name in Pa.tiala and still the Maharaja claims 
to speak as to what his people feel and think. The Maharaja says 
that his whole time is taken up by the engrossing duties of govern
ing his people. Will the Maharaja consent to the publ'iot,tion of 
his report of Mr. Justice Stuart who held an inquiry about disputes 
between him and the ex-ruler of Nabha? And we are sure this 
report will convey a correct idea of the preoccupations of the 
Maharaja and his joy-rides. The Imperial Government has declared 
responsible government as the goal c.f British Indian administration. 
The Maharaja is not prepared even after the lapse of 11 years since 
the pronouncement of1917 to declare his intention to whole hee.rtedly 
adopt this imperial policy and try to follow it by progressive 
realisation in his state, and yet he is talking of pulling his weight in 
the Empire's boat. 

( Tais was sent to be Sunday Express which declined to publish 
the same.) 

Keeping Faith with Indian Princes. 

Maharajah of Nawanagars views. 

•• The Times" 8th N (lt}ember 1928. 

Lord Beauchamp presided at a luncheon of the National Liberal 
Club yesterday, when the Maharajah of Nawanag&r ( Ranjitsinhji) 
spoke on" Playing the Ga:ne" and on the position and policy of 
the Indian Princes. 

The Maharajah said he hoped he should not be disappointing 
them if he made no comment on recent developments in the grand 
old game of cricket or on the changes which time had brought since 
he last batted on an English ground. He wanted to talk to them of 
another game, which all of them wbo belonged to the Empire ough~ 



to play in the true spirit of sportsmanship. He wished to appeal, 
not to one political party, but to the British electorate as a whole. 
He wanted Indian subjects to be treated on non-party lines and all 
to unite in seeing that the Indian States were fairly treated. Ele felt 
sure that the lesson that treaties and engagements were more than 
"scraps of paper," to be torn up when occasion suited, was borne in 
upon the Empire by the Great War. Their treaty relations were 
with the Crown, and it was with their help that tb.e country now 
called British India became part of the Empire. 

After the Mutinry, in which 99 per cent. of the Princes helped 
to maintain British authority, Queen Victoria acknowledged the 
sanctity of the treaties with the Princes and pledged her word to the 
preservation of their rights and privileges. The Government of 
India, however, was made responsible for two sets of duties: to 
govern British India, and to manage the everyday relationship 
between the Crown and the States. The former duty had been dis.
charged in a manner of which all Englishmen could justly be proud. 
The servants of the Crown had been so keen to-; do their best for 
British India that the right and the interests of the States had been 
overlooked, with consequences which were in some reepects dis
astrous. Pressure was brought upon them to conclude agreement in 
commercial and economic m~~otters which were entirely for the benefit 
of British India. A.t the request of the Princes their representations 
on these subjects were now under consideration by a Committee 
presided over by Sir Harcourt Butler. 

In this country attention seemed to be paid to the Indian 
Princes chiefly when one of them misbehaved himself. (Laughter.) 
There were flaring headlines when a Prince was deposed for alleged 
complicity in a murder or for seditious activities. The Princes 
wished justice to be down ; but they felt that in these cases the 
action of Government would carry fuller conviction if the matters 
at issue were duly investigated by some impartial tribunal instead 
of everything being done in camera. 

The 108 Princes who were members of the Councie.l of Princes 
were quite reasonable men: after all they were human beings 
although they were Princes-{ cheers )-and it was human beings 
that they wished to be approached. They sought the happiness and 
the welfare of their people. He wished time permitted cf his telling 
something of the good work done by the Princes in developing the 
administration of the State in the last half-century, in spite of draw• _ 



'backs and handicaps-work of which they could well be proud. 
Economically, owing to arrangements pressed on them by the 
Governmen of India., they laboured under many disadvantages, as 
for instance, in respect to railways, Custom duties, Fxcise, and salt 
:revenue. The 80,000,000 of the Indian States were indirectly taxed 
for the benefit of British India. without reciprocal advantages. He 
said advisedlly that they did not want India split up into two parts 
like Ireland. They wanted India to be one happy home, the States 
living side by side with British India a.nd being allowed to breathe 
freely and work out their own salvation under the agis of the British 
Crown. 

The Indian Princes asked the British public to help them by 
getting these questions into a right focus with a view to action 
thereon, should it be necessary. The Princes had hopes that by the 
work of the Butler Committee and the wisdom of the Governmen of 
India things would be put right; but if it o&me to the last throw they 
would appeal to the Houses of Parliament, '9\'hich after all had the 
last word in the governance of India. He knew enough of Engliah
men, having lived with them for so many years, to cherish the con· 
viotion that nothing but justice would be done. To that end he 
asked them to exert themselves to see that the word of Great Britain. 
which was pledged to the Princes, was not broken; that, just as they 
had played the game and would continue to play the game by Great 
Britain with unswerving loyalty and attachment to the Crown, so 
Britain would play the game by them in the spirit of true sports
ma.nship, (Cheers. ) 

Indian States Inquiry. 

Princes' view of the Position. 

NO" FRANK DISCUSSION." 

At the final sitting of the Butler Committee, which took place 
yesterday at Montagu House, Sir Leslie Scott ooncluoed his speech 
on behalf of the Indian Princes. 

The Maharaja of Patiala. afterwards reviewed the Princes' case. 

Sir Harcourt Butler, the chairman, thanked the Prtnoes for 
. their help, and assured them that in preparing its report the Com
mittee, would take the most careful cognisance of the suggestions 
made, ., .• 



0 n the eve of his departure for India., the Msha.ra.ja of Patia1&, 
Chancellor of the Chamber of Prinr.es, has given RPuter's Agency 
on behalf of the Princes in Londo1 a statement on the positio·• in 
reply to questions asking for his opinion on the work of the Commi
ttee. He said : 

u We are sorry that the Committee did not see its way to allow 
the sessions to be public. because the Princes are anxious that the 
large Imperial questions connected with their present position 
should be adequately discussed and indeed, appreciated by the 
people of Britain. So far as the Committee itself is concerned, we 
have ha.d e. patient hearing. But there has been nothing approach· 
ing a frank round-ta.ble discussion, and we have not had the least 
indication whether the Committee is disposed to accept or reject the 
contentions we are putting forward. Had there been such e. discus
sion, we should have been able to meet and remove any objections 
which were urged. 

"As it is, we are rather in the dark, s.nd in the absence of any 
knowledge of the difficulties which the Committee may feel, we 
have not been able either to give them as much assitance as we should 
have wished, or to put forward our case in the fullest detail." 

" Infringements of Rights." 

To the question whether any new point as regards the Princes' 
o&se had been brought forward, or any striking one omitted, the 
Maharaja replied : 

"It has been known to us, and, indeed, admitted by the Govern• 
ment of India, that there have been infringements of the rights 
secured to the States by treaties, engagements and other agreements. 
But we have now discovered that the range of these infringements is 
f&r greater even than we ourselves ever imagined. 

"This has resulted from the consideration of evidence supplied 
by the large number of States who askec! the Standing Committee 
to represent them. It has further been found that many of the sub~ 
sidiar1 agreements, between the Government of India and the 
States, were not Yolunta.ry agreements on the part of the States at 
all. When not obtained under direct pressure, which often took the 
form of a threat of displeasure many of them were obtained when 
the Government of India were h1 the posidon of trustees for a 
JXli.Doritr ad l!ll in i stra&o. 



" Another point that has been brought out is that the tranaetiorl. 
of daily business between the Government and the States has not 

·been on the basis of the strict legal rights of the parties. This we 
'have always believed OUrselves but We DOW knoW it to be a fact OD 
the basis of the authoritative legal opinion which we have obtained 
from some of the most distinguished counsel in Britain. Indeed, it 

:may be doubted whetner the Government of India have ever realised 
the limitations on their power imposed by those rights of the States 
the existence of which has now been established on a legal basis.'' 

To the question," Would you have preferred the Government 
o~. India to have been represented at this stage?" He replied: 

" Most certainly: partly because we could then have dealt 
with any difficulties or objections, and partly because we would 

: then have had the opportunity of knowing what their own records 
contain. We asked for access to these records, but were denied it." 

"Are there any points," the Maharaja was asked, "' as regards 
:the Princes' case that have not been submitted?" To this he. replied: 

"Subject to the transactions just e:E:plained, we think ~'\\Fe ha,-a 
' covered a good deal of ground. But we have not put forward any 

definite proposals for new constitutional machinery designed to 
·remedy the grievances of which we complain. We have not doil.e 
so because we realise that the Indian States Committee is not auth· 
orised to negotiate with us. When the time comes to put forw.ard 
these proposals to the body authorised to entertain them and discuss 
them with us, we shall do so." 

Round-table Conference, 

•• As regards the next step, we shall ask for a·round-table oonlet· 
· ence with His Majesty's Government for the purpose of the new 
. machinery which is called for, and which will have to be set up by 

both parties in agreement. But if the Indian States Committee does 
· not admit our contentions as regards the new constitutional p'osition, 
our next step must necessarily be to asWor an authoritative decision 
upon that issue, and particularly as the Government of India. and 
ourselves are parties equallY interested." 

In reply to the qu~stion, " What have you to say about the 
llOsition of the Indian States People's Delegation. their status, · ancl 
their exclusion from the Committee ? " the Maharaja said ; 

' lS 



" While the Standing Committee represents eighty-eight full· 
powered Sta.tes and a large number of smaller States, it is impos
sible to say how many States or their subjects this deleg!l.tion · 
represents. Intellectually and socially its members belong to the 
class which supplies the political ranks of British India; but we are 
unable to say what clt~oim they possess to represent any single Indian 
State. Otb.erwise, we are s-:my that the members of the deputation, 
lik:e other members of the J?Ublio, were excluded." 

Daily Telegraph 28-11-28. 

Treat Indian States as Mandated Territories. 

Prof. Abhyankar's Views in Geneva Newspaper. 

One is aware that British India is composed of two altogether 
different kinds of territories. One part of India, the largest, con
taining about two-thirds of the population, is directly governed by 
.England; but there remain other territories, containing about 80 
million inhabitants which are under the direct rule of their ancient 
Princes. Some of these States are of considerable size : the Niz!l.m for 
instance has a population equal to that of France. England's 
traditional policy has been to leave to these Princes entire domestic 
liberty, J:rovided only that they are loyal to the protecting power. 
England, having deprived them of all their military forces, impli
city assures the Princes of her protection against all inner and 
outer dangers which may beset them. The result is that thess 
sovereigns feel themselves entirelt free in regard to their subjects 
and that some abuse this freedom. 

This at least is what we are told by the General-Secretary of 
the people subject to the independent Princes of India. Prof. 
Abhya.nkar, who has recently passed through Geneva on his way 
home from London, where he had gone to explain to the members 
of the British Parliament the position of the people for whom he 
speaks. 

Position of Indian States. 

The Indian States, he told us, are in a very backward position. 
Everywhere the monarchy is still absolute. The people are denied 
the most elementary rights of a citizen. There exist neither per· 
sonalliberty, nor security of property, nor an independent judiciary 
nor freedom of press ar speech, nor representative institution, nor 



responsible government ; and all the resources of the State, are 
without any check, at the disposal of the .Prince. The Protecting 
Power looks upon the States merely as a means to further its own 
interests. She has deprived the Rajahs completely of their military 
forces and by way of compensation gives them an unlimited 
indulgence to use or~abuse their autocratic power over their own 
people. She interferes in no manner in the internal affairs of the 
States nor does she permit the people of the States to resort to any 
direct action. As a result the people are powerless subject to 
the double despotism of their own sovereigns and of the protec
ting power. 

In British India the people receive education. They have 
gained their political rights and are demanding their full-self 
determination. As a consequence of Great War the policy of the 
British Government was radically modified. Responsible govern
ment has been promised to British India. and the first steps in 
that direction have already been taken. The British 1ndian people, 
however, are not satisfied with the measure of progress made and 
demand the immediate grant of Dominion Status. 

Demands of States Subjects. 

What we demand is that the Indian States should be' treated, as 
is the British India under the British administration. No demo• 
cratic constitution can in this latter part of the Empire normally 
function, if an identical policy is not applised to both parts of 
India. For this reason we demand that the protecting power should 
force the Indian Princes to give up their autocratic form of gove
rnment and adopt the form of responsible government. If the 
States' people obtain the same political rights as those of British 
India, a federal organization of both would become possible. If 
however, the protecting power doe& not wish to take any initia.· 
tive in this sense, we demand at least, that she should not 
interfere in the domestic affairs of the States and that she should 
let the people force thdr Princes to grant them their political.rights. 
The people of these States are all the more fitter for these rights 
since a great number of them have been educated in the schools of 
British India. The members of the League of Nations can help ~s 
in this respect since we merely ask that the British Government 

· should treat the Indian States as mandated territories and JDO~f.\1 
pressure in this sense on the part of the member of the League 'of 
Nations would be extremel;r helpful, 



·"[This ha! appeared in 11Journal de Genive," a well known daily 
paper of Geneva, much read in the League of Nations circles.] 

-Continental Presa. 

La Jeune-Republique. 

(Paris, January 18th 1929. ) 

An Indian Professor tells us the political Misery of the 
people of India bent under an archaic autocracy. 

A robust looking man, past fifty, with a complexion of bronze 
and engaging features which bespeak energy an Indian Professor, 
he has come to Europe and made a point to visit the Jeune-Republi· 
que which he knows for its devotion to all ideas of Justice, freedom 
and Peace ...... 

He wishes to interest us in the Indian cause, that British India, 
where one can already descry a development towrrds political 
freedom : but especially in the cause of the Indian States, still 
bent under the crushing weight of a suspicious and avaricious 
autocracy. 

·We ask at once Prof. G. R. A.bhyankar. 

Q. What is the condition of the Indlan States ? 

A. The Indian states, replies Prof, G. R. ~ Abhyankar, are in a 
d~sparate condition, as regards recognition of Political rights ; in 
an altogether backward condition, viz. that of an absolute Monarchy, 
where no one possesses even the most elementary rights of citizen~ 
ships; no security of property; no independent Judiciary : no libetry 
of press or assembly; no form of representative government i and 
the revenues of the States are seized by their Rulers. 

Q. Does the British government not interfere ? 

A. It uses the Indian States for its own purposes. It has de
prived the Rulers of their military forces, but in return given them 
license to rule the people in the most autocratic manner. It does 
not interfere in the domestic affairs of the States. 

A. question comes involuntarily to our lips :· 



lOt 
, Q, .How do · you explain that the people do not rebel against 

such autocracy an.d force the govenment to establish a cinstitutional 
regime?· · ' 

Sadly, our Professor replies : 

A. The people have no mean.s of turning to direct action. The 
Central Government has promised the Rulers protection both against 
invasion from without: and revolution from within. Thus the 
people are powerless. and suffering under the double despotism of 
its Rulers' and of the British. · · · 

Q. But is the position in British India any better ? 

A. In British India the means for education exist. People there 
have claimed their political rights long ago. The consequences of · 
the Great War and the propaganda of Liberal Party have enabled 
British Indians to modify radically the policy of the British Govern-

. ment. Responsible government is already promised and British 
India will never rest content, until it is granted Dominion 
SatuS, i, ·e. a status, as enjoyed by the other Dominions of the British'· 
Empire. 

Q. And for the States, what is your demand ? 

A. We wish. that the Indian States should be administered like 
British India. We, therefore, insist that the Central Government 
ought to force the Indian Rulers to give up the autocratic form of 
their Government and adopt that of responsible government. If 
lndian States' People were granted the same political rights, as 

·possessed by the citizens of British India, a federation of the· whole ·· 
of lndia would become feasible. · · 

· · The Professor pauses for a moment· .and with a most · seriout-. 
expression declares : 

If the British Government will not unde1take to act, nothing'' 
remains but for the Indian State subjects to be allowed to obtain 
-their political rights themselves. . . 

, The words of the Professor are spoken in a most moving ton'!~. , 

· · Q;. Yout situation seems to be very mournful indeed, we reply~·, 

A. Yes: for we have got four different kinds of, opposition to 
deal with. The of!icials do not want to lose any of their prerosa-
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tives in controlling the Indian States. The Ruling Pdnces are 
jealous of their absolute power. British Indians desire that the 
States should remain in this State of inferiority, even if a domocra.. 
tic constitution were forced upon them, whilst th.e Indian States' 
subjects desire that each State should have the same form of govern· 
ment and claim the same political status as that which the citizens 
of British India enjoy or will enjoy. 

We put a last question to the Professor : 

Q. What can other countries do for the Indian States ? 

A. The League of Nations can certainly help us. The right of 
people to self-determination is now-a-days recognised. We demand 
that the British Government should treat us as mandated territories 
and that it should enquire from time to time into the political and 
administrative conditions of our States. The moral pressure, which 
the members of the League of Nations could exert, would materially 
help to liberate the 78 million States' subjects which today still find 
themselves in a political servitude incompatible with civilization 

.Marcel Levie. 

[La Jeune Republique is a leading republican paper in Paris] 

The International Life. 

THE COMPLAINT OF THE INDIA.N STATES' PEOPLE. 

It is almst constantly that we received from India the echoes of 
complaints of the masses not only against the attitude of the Sove
_reign Power towards the subjects but also against the autocucy of 
local despots. 

What is precise aim of these complaints? 

To this question Mr. G.R. Abhya.nkar, an Indian Professor now 
-.travelling in Europe, whose interview we have already publisbed in 
our issue of 18th January, replies in the following article: It cons
titutes a direct evidence the value of which would not be missed by 
our readers. N. D. L. R. · 

The Indian States are subject to British Government, which 
however does not interfere in the internal affairs of these States. It 
pursues a policy of nonintervention. But experience bas shown 
that England does not pursue this policy except when there is a 
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question of ameliorating the material. and moral condition of the 
people. For when the Imperial interests are jeopardised Can tral 
Government interferes even to the extent of misconstruing the exis
ting treaties. The Jndian Princes complain bitterly that the Cen
tral Government (British Government) had violated, in its own in 
terest, many of their solemn obligations. The title of the Emperor 
of India was taken by the King of England without consent of 
India Rulers simply in order to affirm his supremacy ; further by a 
decree of Parliament, the Indian Rulers who, upto this time, were 
considered as friends or allies of the King of England, are reduced 
to the position of vassals to the English Crown. This change also 
was accomplished without the consent of these rulers; The States 
possess the right of levying interior transit and other taxes from 
which they receive considerable revenue, The Central Government 
under the pretext of free.trade ordered these States to abolish these 
taxes. Then the Central Government actually levies very heavy 
taxes-which are a source of huge profits to it-and this too with
out the consent, either of the people of the rulers of these States. 
The people do not derive any advantages from these taxes imposed 
upon them. The Central Government ordered the States to abandon 
the salt trade, and it has taken a monopoly, on which there is now 
a very heavy tax. The States have thus lost the monopoly and in 
addition pay heavy taxes on it. It is certain that Railways, Posts 
and Telegraph have been constructed;by the Central Power over the 
vast extent of the State ; but it has thus acquired the jurisdiction 
over these lands of the Railway companies. The Indians work for 
the profits of the Company of which all benefit goes to the Exche
quer of British India. The States do not participate in these profits. 

It is thus apparent that to advance their proper interests, ·the 
Central Government enjoy the big revenue which belonged to these 
States to the great disadvantage of the people aud the States. In all 
these affairs the Central Government has worked to the detriment of 
Indian States' People. 

On the contrary the attitude of the Central Government is one 
of indifference when it concerns itself with ameliorating the condi
tion of the people of the States, of securing for them good govern
ment and of establishing constitutional laws. This is non-inter· 
·ventiono 

It is not difficult to imagine how much this policy has beep. 
troublesome and unjust. If the Central Government interferes with• 
out scruples in the· affairs of the· State why should it · hesitat~to 
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protect the interests of the people in requiring the Rulers to adopt a 
. constitutional form of Government ? 

The Central Government bas deprived the subjects of Indian 
States of their natural rights in order to give a free band to their 
rulers. 

Is it not the duty of the Central British Government to honour 
its promise and to endeavour to emancipate 78 millions of citizens 
who suffer under the desP,otism of these small tyrants? 

From La J enue Republique, 
(Paris} of Friday 8th Feb. 1929, 

Prof. G. R. ABBY ANK.A.R. 

-Sanstani Swarajya, £9-S-t9. 

From Germania of January 10th 1Qt9 

The Berlin Daily of the German " Center Party " 

The future of the Indian States. 

Let us bear in mind that 311 million inhabitants of India 78 
millions live under the rule of Princes, of whom there are more than 
600, The size and importance of these states vary .considerably the 
biggest, Hyderabad, is in ares the equal of Great Britain though 
with a population of only 11!4 millions. Others. like Mysore, of 
about the size of Portugal and Bulgaria, have similar number of 
inhabitants too-about 5 millions. Smaller states like Travancore 
carry on half the area of Denmark an equal population (J~ millions 
But in addition there are many small and smallest dwart states, 
oomprisingbut a few villages. One thing however is common to them 
all that they are strewn full well all over India and geographic 
ally are as little to be disentangled from British India, as used to 
be the case with our little Thuringian States and Prussia. 

In the Britssh parts there exists to-day at least in theory a 
·democratic, parliamentarian constitution : tha citizen's liberties are 
guaranteed of speech, assembly, press ; an active political life exists 
and aims at the elimination of what still remains of the alien 
British rule and to carry out in their entirety the principles of self 
determination of the people, in practice as well as in theory. Is it 
then surprising, that similar aspirations should be felt by the sub
jects ofindian States, who are so closely connected with the·other 
population !of India? The Indian autocrats combine in their own 
persons the [supreme judicial, police and revenue functions and 
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against their orders no appeal is possible. The Judges ae.l 
creatures of the Princes; besides, there is no Court before which an 
administrative measure could be brought. The people have neither 
liberty of speech, nor of press nor of assembly and are politically 
powerlees, they have no share in the Government ; the budget is 
treated as if it formed part of the private amounts of the Prince, who 
usually wastes most of the revenues on his own· expenses and 
naturally never dreams of accounting for them to any body, Such 
is the state of these subjects in 99 p. · c. of the Indian States : only 
perhaps half a dozen of them possess a modern form of Governme11t. 

Naturally, it is not probale that the Princes will of their own 
accord limit their autocratic powers. Such can only be the result of 
pressure exercised opon them by public opinion a.ud the Suzerain 
Power. The latter has more and more clearly expressed its opinion' 
that the Princes would be well advised, if they introduced of their 
own accord necessary reforms. Wben the Viceroy Lord Chelmsford 
in 1921 opened the first Parliament of British India. under the new I 
constitution, he said inter alia : "For the first time we have broken, 
completely with the principle of autocracy. Former reforms bad 1 

never given up the benevolen despotism of the British Government ; 
to-day this has been replaced by guiding authority whose vote con· 
sists in guiding' India's steps along the road leading to complete 
self-government with the British Empire." It is obvious that, when 
the greater part, i. e, three quarters, of India make such a break with 
the past, the remaining quarter cannot remain uninfluenced thereby. 
At all events, that what formerly was deemed "seditious •• (to sub. 
stitute democracy for autocracy) is to-day an accomplished fact : 
why then should the government of British India still persist to .. day 
in deeming democracy as not permissible in the Indian States ? 

The external problem of the Indian states consists in their re· 
lation to British India. Originally these ststes were designated: 
"Teritories of Princes in alliance with His Majesty, But since the. 
Government of India in 1851 passed from the East India Company 
to British Crown, the interpretation has been radically changed into 
the relationship of vassals to their suzerain. Although the Princes' 
during the mutiny of 1857 had stood loyally to England, the latter 
took away immediately all still existing military privileges, diS"' 
armed the Princes and forbade them to maintain contact amongst" 
themselvess In return England promised them complete non.;.' 
in~erference in the domestic affairs, of their states and armed help in case of rebellion on the part of their subjects. England guaran~ 
teed the Princea within and without, in return it demanded their 

14: 
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complete military importance and political isolation. A few 
decades of such policy produced the desired resuits; 
the Indian Princes became a quantile negligeable and the mere 
marionettes of England. When Lord Beconsfield in 1871 made 
Queen Victoria the gift cf:.the title " Empress of India", 
it was defined in the act, that the Kaisar-i·Hind exercised sovereign 
power throughout India and the Indian Princes, are his vassals. 
To-day the Princes would like to get back to their previous position 
as" friends and allies"; but as not a single Indian Prince in 1878 
( and since then, until after the war ) protested against the new 
title and its interpretation it must be held in law that they silently 
accepted the innovation and that therefore their successor of to-day 
are precluded from going back to the position as it existed in 1851. 

The constitution of 1919 for British India transfers control over 
the indian Princes, including the right of interfering in the inter
nal affairs of their states in case of gross misgovernment, to the 
Governor-General in Council, ihe members of which are nominated 
by the British Crown. The Constitution of 1919 however is but a. 
preliminary to the goal which in principle has already been con
ceded-of Dominion status, i. e. of a constitution like that of 
Canada. As soon as that goal has been reached ( the quarrel now 
is but over the time still to lapse ). the Viceroy's Council will be 
transformed into a Cabinet, entirely subject to the Indian Parlia· 
ment and presided over no longer by the Viceroy but by its own 
Prime Minister; and the Viceroy's position will become then purely 
ornamental one of a representative of the King of England as 
Emperor of India. But whilist the Princes seem to consider it 
quite alright to obey an autocratic Viceroy, the thought of beng 
controlled by an Indian democracy seems to be maddening them. 

One counter proposal of the Princes now suggests that the con·· 
trol should be exercised not by the Indian Cabinet but by the Bri· 
tish Crown direct ; which means the erection within the future 
Dominion of an imperium in imperio which would render illusory 
its self-government. Geographically, economically, postally, mili
tarily, financially. The States and British India are so intimat<'ly 
connected, that a double sovereignty is out of question. One of two 
things would in practice be inevitable either the British Crown 
would subordinate itself as regards the State to the policy of Indian 
Dominion or else the Dominion would have to dance entirely to 
England's tune. In the first case ·the interpellation of the British 
Crown would be superfluous; in the latter. India wovld not have 
status of a Dominion an eventually which already is becoming un. 
tenable, 
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Another idea with which mora vaguely, the Princes are to-day 
coquetting, is that the future Indian Dominion should be a Federa
tion, in which the Indian States would figure as federal component 
parts and thus have the power of veto through a federal Council in 
which they would have their representatives. But there are only 
about a doz:m natural "Provinces" of India : how could 600 prince
doms be federated ·with these ? That would immediately demand 
that many of these States should be combined to enable a federation 
with any pret9noe of balance, But which prince is ready to resign 
-voluntarily for the benefit of others? On paper it is of course 
easy to draw up all kinds of plans ; in fact only Dominion Status is 
fe:1sible for Iudia's future, which Dominion would necessarily be 
the successor of all power now vested in the Government of British 
India, including that over the Indian States. The future develop
ment of these States, whether by transformation into constitutional 
monarchies or by mediatization will and can only be decided there· 
after, in and by India herself. 

· -Sanstltani Swarajya, 

On Arrival. 

Indian States and their Critics. 

There used to be a time when the appointment of a commiSSion 
·to inquire into any subject was regarded as a convenient and decor
ous way of side-tracking an awkward problem: the commission's 
report need not necessarily lead to any action, and there was always 
the chance-Oh l rapturous thought-that if left alone for a suffici
ently long time the awkward problem would be forgotten, in much 
the same way as letters in the process of time answer themselves. 
But commissions nowadays are looked upon with far more serious 
eyes and find advocates in most unexpected quarters. Thus we find 
Professor Abhyankar, a member of the Indian States' Peoples' Delega .. 
tion now in London, urging upon Labour members of Parliament the 
appointment of an independent commission to investigate the 
present system of government in Indian States, and yet a second 
commission to suggest " remedial measures." The proposal is not 
of a kind to win the sympathy of any of the Indian Princes who 
would, we imagine, stoutly resist an inquiry of the kind suggested, 

·if only because the delegation to which Professor Abhyankar 
belongs has adopted a standpoint that is violently opposed to that 
of the Princes. We are reminded of that hostility by a recent 
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pamphlet which appears to be the first of a series entitled "Indian 
Princes as their people see them" to be published by the Indian 
States' Peoples' Conference. The nature of the pamphlet may be 
inferred from the fact ·that the following note appears on the 
cover:--

All the extravagance, in2quities, and maladministration that 
would be seen depicted in the following pages are the outcome of pro· 
tection, shield and encduragement, direct or indirect, that the mighty 
British Empire is extending to the princes of India.. With motives 
far deep and methods far from honest or honourable, Britisa · Impe
rialists wish these princes-and sometimes do render active help to 
them-to develop into tyrannical autocrats of the worstadministered 
States. It is the Britisher in particular who is responsible to man 
and God for all the miseries of the dumb seventy millio1s of 
humanity in Indian States. 

Here, it will be seen, "the Britisher " is saddled with the blama 
for all those shortcomings which Professor Abhyankar would like 
one commission to detect and for which in his view another com
mission should provide the remedy. We are to assume that, if there 
was no British protection, the peoples of the Indian States would be 
perfectly happy and free from care. That is not a view generally 
held-certainly not the view held by the Indian Princes themselves 
for on the contrary, as their joint representation before the Harcourt 
Butler Committee has shown, they would welcome less protection 
if that meant less interference in their internal affain than they are 
now receiving. But the Indian States' Peoples' Conference, hwing 
set out on a campaign of propaganda against the Princes, do not 
saen to mind very much whom they attack in the course of that 
c ~mpaign : they are spoiling their case by the intemperance of 
their language and indiscriminate nature of their attack. 

Times of India 6-12-28. 

The Indian States. 

Case for Commission. 

TO THE EDITOR OF " THE TIMES OF INDIA." 

Sir,-Your note on" Indian States and their Critics'' of the 6th 
December was received by me while I am touring on the continent. 
It contains some statements which require an explanation. 
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1 suggested the appointment of a Royal Commission. before the 

Commonwealth Labour group of Parliament as such a step has be
come inevitable _by the attitude of the Princes. Dr. Rushbrook 
Williams of Pa.tiala has been openly preaching in the British press 
that the people of Indian States are less heavily ta:r.ed than those in: 
British India; that they are contended ; that they are consulted 
thr~"~ugh village and caste pa.nchayats and religious sabhas ; that 

. they exercise a strong power over their rulers; that a ruler cannot 
go against the wishes of his people; that they do not want modern 
representative Government; that justice is done in an admirably 

. cheap manner; that they are able to bear arms and so on. 

Anyone acquainted with the conditions of the States will very 
easily know hew unfounded these allegations are. The subject of 
*he Indian States on the other hand are stating that except the three 
States in Southern India there is no representative Government 
worth the name in any of these States and that there is no rule of 
law as understood in constitutional law. The administration reports 
of the States are not available to the public, no statistical informa
tion is collected and published and no moral:and material progress 
reports are issued. Under these circumstances there are statemen.ts 
and counter statements. It has become very difficult for British 
statesmen who are not familiar with the conditions in the States to 
form an independent judgment by rea'ilon of the absenee of authori· 
htive information. I found that distinguished Labour leaders have 
appreciated the necessity of this inquiry. A Royal Commission 
with wide terms of reference as to what form of Government exists 
in the States, in what manner people are associated with the admi
nistration, what power or influence they exercise, whether the 
resources of the States are utilised for public purposes or. arf.l 
exploited by the rulers for their personal comforts, whether people 
have a voice in matters of administration, taxation and legislation, 
whether there is liberty of person, security of property, independent 
judiciary, freedom of speech and discussion and control over arbit
rary acts of the executive and any sense of responsibility to the 
people-such a Commission is urgently needed. 

I do not see why the Princes should object to such an inquiry. 
Ever since the transfer of Government to the Crown the conditions 
.of administration of these States by these trustees of the British Gov
ernment have not been investigated. I know that some of the 
prominent Indian Princes while in England made a requsst to Labor 
leaders to come and see things for themsel vas in an unofficial man-
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ner. . ! fail to see what is objectionable in such a. demand a.s I have 
made, 

Some of the labour leaders inquired whether, like the Simon 
Commission, such a Commission would be boycotted. I suggested 
that the first Commission would be purely to ascertain fact R.nd a 
parliamentary independent commission would be quite welcome. The 
people of the States will support it if they are allowed free scope to 
appear before the Commissbn, lead evidenJe and criticise the evid· 
ence of the Princes and any other evidence coming before it. When 
this data is collected and when remedisl measures are to be suggest
ed the personnel of the Commission should be composed of the four 
parties to this problem, the Government, the Princes, the people of 
States and British India. The propriety of the second commission 
would be obvious from the above statement. 

You assume that the poeple of the States would be happy with
out British protection. I am afraid you have completely misunder· 
stood our standpoint. The British Government has by treaties 
guaranteed protection to the Princes from foreign enemy and from 
internal unrest. So the Princes are quite safe. The paramount 
power however is responsible for securing good Government to the 
people. But it exercises this power only when misrule is long, gross 
and continuous. Why should the people suffer misrule until it 
reaches the maximum standard of unbearableness. We therefore 
desire that the interference should be more freq11ent than it is now. 
If the British Government would abstain from interfering in any 
conflict between the rulers and th, ruled in the States the people 
would exercise their nature.! right~ of ramoving misrule. The para
mount power has deprived the 1 eople of these birthrights. This view 
is supported by Lord Cranbrook, Lord Salisbury and Lord North
brook. The Government should protect the Princes "n their gadis 
and also the people from misrule. The price of protection is the 
right to interfere in the affairs of the States to ensure good Govern
ment to the people. 

The Princes are chafing at the int~:rference of Government even 
when it is so sparingly resorted to. If this power of the paramount 
Government is to be relaxed to what other control the Princes are 
willing to submit? Are they willing to adopt responsible from of 
Government ? If not, are they to be made more autocratic than they 
are at present? And this for what reason? 

G. R. ABHYANKAR. 

Member, State Peoples' Delegation. Berlin, 9th January, 1929. 
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Butler Committee and Government of India. 
l\ Secret 1\lemorandum 

INDIAN STATES PEOPLE'S DELEGATION. 

Prof. 1\bhyankar's Complaint Against British Press. 

-:o:--
Prof. G. R. Abbyankar, Member, Indian States People's Dele· 

gation, returned to India. on Monday morning. He was received by 
his friends on arrival. In sn'interview asked about the Delegation's 
work M. Abhyankar, said :-

Looking to the time at our disposal and our resources we are 
not dissatisfied with what we are able to do. The criticism in this 
country of the Princes' proposal bad a. salutary effect. The fantastic 
scheme of Sir Leslie Scott was abandoned by the Princes and they 
did not hazard to put forward any scheme in its stead. They ought 
to have been disillusioned about direct relations with the Crown· 
which phrase, they learnt, means direct relations with Parliament 
and that they would be placed in a worse position. 

No Encouragement from British Press. 
Q : Did you get any encouragement ? 

A : " The Press did not give us any encouragement as it was 
probably indifterent. The Liberal paper " Manchester Guardian " 
and the Labour papers '' Daily Herald," " New Leader", the 
" Clarion " rendered as great service and were very sympathetic. 
We approached the Labour leaders of Parliament and they gave us 
all possible assistance. Distinguished members of the p&rty frank
ly admitted that they were not a. ware of this aspect of the problem of 
Indian States and assured us that the question would not be effecti. 
vely dealt with unless considering the position of the people of the 
States. Thi~ is not a small gain. We were also able to induce some 
Labour Members to ask interpellation in Parlia.'Dent. Although the 
Under-Secretary of State for India tried to evade answering these 
questions straight still they made him feel our existence in England 
The House of Commons is now too muoh engrossed with its own 
domestio affairs and the impending general election leaves very 
little time to be devoted to other matters. However, through the 
kindness and sympathy of Lord Olivier our question was officially 
brought before the public. " 

Q • Bu' Lord Olivier writhdrew the motion. 
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A: •• Yes No other result was expected from the most reac· 
tionary body as the House of Lords. The value of the Lords' debate 
has in the fact that the problem of the States was fully and autho
ritatively stated and the Government was on the defence. Lord 
Peers reply also is not quite disappointing. If we succeed in ask· 
ing constant further interpellations, raising debates and enlighten· 
ing the members with facts I think this will bring about a great 
change in the indifferent a~itude of the Government of India. 

Policy of Non-Interference. 
Q : But what about the policy of non-interference? 
Yes. The Government is wedded to that policy. It however, 

interferes when British interests are to be advanced. In fact the 
Princes are bitterly complaining that the Government has violated 
Treaty Rights. But when the question of interfering for the interests 
of the people they resort to the policy of non-interference. This is 
highly unjust and arbitrary." 

Asked about the Butler Committee, Mr. Abhyankar said:
"The 'Princes do not seem very enthusiastic about its recommend&· 
tions. They are complaining about holding the inquiry in camera. 
Yet the Government is anxious to keep everything secret. The 
Princes are making serious allegations against Government of 
breach of Treaty Rights. They do not seem to have allowed to see 
the memorandum of Government. This is highly injudious. The 
Committee without giving us a hearing and without knowing what 
we were going to say decided that our case did not come within the 
terms of reference. The discourtesy of the Committee in not aJ.low
ing us even to hear the Princes' Counsel was even resented by many 
Englishmen. The Report of the Committee based on exparte and 
fractional evidence would hardly be acceptable. None but the 
Princes seemed to take the Committee seriously in England. We 
are not the worse for being denied a hearing. It is our outstanding 
grievance and it only strengthens the view that the scope of the 
Committee is too narrow and its procedure will. conceived and 
illiberal. 

Sympathy of Continental Press. 
Yes. I saw some French papers and some bi Geneva and some 

in Berlin. The "Republic De Journal" inParis. "JournaJ.De Geneva.•• 
and the most influentieJ. paper of the Central Party in Berlin 
.. Germania", have written about our problen. One thing, I learnt, 
was that we could bring our problem before the International Labour 
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Committee and the League of Nations. The labour co:pditions in• the 
States, and system of forced labour and some forms of slavery 
prevailing in some States would attract serious notice of the Inter
national Labour Conference. Some leaders of Trade Union Orga .. 
nisations in Berlin seemed very keen about this and pressed me to 
supply information in the way we can have some of our grievance 
agitated. If we place the conditions prevailing in Indian States 
before the members of the League of Nations and the neglect of the 
Government of India in improving the same our problem would 
immediately attract official notice. Because John Bull is ashamed 
of his dirty linen being washed before the International le:1.ders in 
places like Geneva." 

Summing up his general impressions of the visit, Mlf 
Abhyanka.r said.: 

"I was asked that there was no strong agitation in the States 
and this was true to a large extent. Unless we carry on vigoroua 
and sustained intensive agitation in the States the foreign props.. 
ga.nda alone would not be of much use. An eminent British states· 
man observed to me. "He who cries loud gets a hearing" and this 
applies with greater force to our cause. We have got to create 
stror:g public opinion in the State. 

The Indian States. 

NEED OF A ROYAL COMMISSION TO ENQUIRE INTO THE CONDITIONS. 

Professor G. R. Abhyanker's Views. 
Bombay Monda11 

Prof; G. R. Abhyankar, member of the Indian States People's 
Delegation, returned to India this morning. In an interview he 
said:- · 

Why do you want a Royal Commission to investigate condition 
in Indian States ?-The agitation carried on by the Princes bas 
necessitated this demand. The Princes are freely circulating the 
report that there is contentment in the States, that the people do not 
want representative institutions, that the taxation is lower than in 
British India, that the people are .consulted on all matters, that the 
Ruler cannot go against their wishes, that the present agitation is 
engineered by the educated few, that justice is very efficiently 
administered and that the people are allowed to bear arms freely. 
Any one acquainted with the conditions in Indian States would at 
onoe see that this is a distorted picliure. There is no rule of law and 

. 16 
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no Parliamentary Government in any of these 700 States except the 
States in Southern India.. Elementary rights of citizenship, such 
as liberty of person, security of property, independend judiciary, 
liberty of the press and freedom of discussion, association with Gov
ernment or control over finances is denied to the people. The ad· 
ministration reports are not open to the public. The budget estima
mation is not collected. There are no means to form correct judg
ment about the conditions prevailing in Indian States. There are 
statements and counter statements. Hence I found it necessary to 
urge for a. Royal Commission to investigate into the conditions of 
Indian States. Efforts were made to elicit information from Govern
ment but even Government were unable to supply information and 
hence the suggestion. 

No Use of Parliamentary Commission 
Why do you want two Commissions ? one to collect informa

tion and another to formulate remedial measuers ?-I don't want 
two. If one Commission can do this so much the better. It would 
save time and money. But I made this suggestion to satisfy some 
doubts. Certain members of the Commonwealth group frankly 
asked me if such a Commission would be boycotted like the Simon 
Commission. I suggested that so far as the first part of holding 
exhaustive inquiry of the conditions prevaling in the States was 
concerned, it can be done even by a purely Parliamentary Commis
sion, provided the people are allowed the fullest opportunity to lead 
evidence and criticise the evidence of the Princes or that tendered 
on behalf of Government and provided the terms of Government 

·and provided the terms of reference are sufficiently wide. The task 
of suggesting remedial measures would require the joint consulta
tion ol all the parties to this problem, namely the Princes, the 
people of the States, representatives of British India. and the Gov· 
ernment. A mere Parliamentary Commission would be of no use 
in this case. If, however, one Commission representing the several 
interests is appointed to consider both the questions it will undoub-
tedly be better and more useful. · 

Is not this question covered by the terms of the Butler lnquirt 
or the Simon Commission ?-No. Lord Olivier has pointed out that 
both these bodies have nothing to do with it. He therefore, suggested 
that a new machinery should be set up to consider this problem. 

Nature of Inquiry Suggested.~ 
What do you want the Commission to investigate ?-We want 

the Commiasian to ascertain the form of Gonrnmenl iA e.,oll 1t~te 
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whether the people are associated with the same1 what influencG' 
they are permitted to exercise in matters of legislation, taxation, 
and administration, whether they are allowed to exercise elemen~ 
tary rights of citizenship, whether the resourcss of the state are 
utilised for public propose or exploited by the Ruler for his own use~ 
whether there is independent judiciary and whether people have 
means of redress against the arbitrary acts of the Executive. 

Do you think the suggestion would materialise ?-The impor• 
tant leaders of the Labour Party have appreciated this proposal. 
After the election if they come into power it will be worth while to 
press this on their attention. Even if they occupy the position of 
opposition they would certainly lend their support to 
this proposal. 

Do you think the Princes would favour this proposal ?-I don't 
see why they should not. On the contrary some prominent Indian 
Rulers who were in England actually invited some Labour leaders 
to come and unofficially see thing!il for themselves. I fail to see why 
they should shrik such an inquiry. They are trustees of the British 
Government for the good Government in the States and since the 
transfer of the Government to the Crown during the last 70 years 
no such inquiry is held. It is therefore, imperative that the such 
be held, 

In British India there have been various inquires and numerous 
precautions and moral and material progress reports bearing on 
the same. None such exists so far as Indian States are concerned. 

Indian Prince's Thwart Growth of Swaraj. 
THEY WOULD RATHER TRUST ALIEN VOTERS THAN THEIR OWN 

COUNTRYMEN. 

Ptof. Abhyankar Gives a Lesson to Princes in English 
Constitution. 

"The agitation of Indian Princes on their claim of direct. rela 
tions with the British Crown, is suicidal and will stifle the growth 
of Swaraj in India" declared Mr. G. r.. Abhyanksr, a member of
the Indian States Peoples' Delegation to England, when interviewed 
by a representative of this paper soon after his return to Bombay • 
by the Italian boat on Monday. 

Explaining his attitude on this matter Mr. Abhyankar said :
•· It has two dangerous aspects. The Princes claim direct rela

tionll with the Crown, This means that they want to be dismember~d 
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from British India. They entertain this feeling out of s'heer die
trust of British Indian people. Desire for Union is the basic pdu .. 
ciple of every Federfll Cmstitutiou and thi'l theory of direJt relation 
strikes at the very root of any idea of federated India., 

King and Parliament. 

Asked if the Princes would profit by a recognition of ibis ola.i.m 
Mr. Abhyanka.r answered in the negative and added that the Crown 
wa.s a colloquial expressio~ for King in Parliament. Tha Princes 
seemed ta have been labouring under sJme misapprehension about 
this expression. They thought Crown meant King George and his 
family ruling over them as to autocratic Emperar. This was a total 
mistake. If direct relations were established, the Princes would 
come under the direct control of the Parliament. By freequeut in
terpellations and debates and motions their maladministration would 
be constantly exposed. Hi!3 Majesty's opposition w ould exploit the 
misrule in the Indian States to discriedit the part.y in Power. The 
Princes would have to appeal to every men and women in United 
Kingdom-the British voters for rederess of their grievances. It 
passed comprehension how the Princes would trust these alien voters 
rather than their own countrymen who had always a. soft conner 
for them. Besides as the wave of Socialism was spreading rapidly 
it was impo~sible to believe that the British electors would ever 
JUpport unbridled autocracy, 

Prooeeding, Mr. Abhyankar stated that the princes wanted the 
British Gvarnment to retain control over the Indian army for their 
safety and for their protection against British Indians. 

Government without the control of the army would be shee~ 
eamoutlage. Sir Leslie Scott, the legal advisor of the Princes would 
.ru&h the States people in any conflict. They wanted protection 
against British Indians and for this they desired that the British 
Government should for ever control the Indian army. '\Vas not this 
sentiment detrimental to British Indian interest? The professicns 
of the Princes that they were not opposed to British Indian aipira
Uons were meaningless and not genuine in view of that claim. 

When questioned about the proposed round table conference bet
"ween the British Indian People and the Princes, Mr. Abhyankar 
replied:- ' 

"I don•t know about it. When in England I had made it plain 
to my friends here that if the leaders of the States people are not in~ 
vited to such a Conference we should have nothing to do with it. 
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Unless the sentiments described :above are repUdiatEld b~ -the Pmoea 
I don't think any parleying with them would be of mullh ·Ulle, " 

Princes thwarting growth of Swara)ya. 
Question : " Will this agitation of the Prinqes aifect the ·further 

instalment or Reforms? " 

Answer: Yes certainly. The Princes appear to be playl11g 
into the bands of the bterested people who are Opposell to Retortns, 
The Anglo-Indian and the British. reactionaries have bl!~un to ·c:ry 
that unless the position of Princes is strengtnened 'no fn:ttttar ·ad. 
vance should be made. 'The Princes ·are tb:o.s driving &b. ·obstable in 
the path of progressive realisation of a responsible ·Govek'nmerit in 
British lndia. A shrewed. observer pertinently ·observea Ito me 1n 
Berlin that the imperialism of the autocratic P:rlntles is tb~tb~g 
the growth of Swaraj and this must be first brought to l!.'tl ~nd. ''rlre 
Princes must be made to surrender autocratie powers 1t.nli ·~ohse'nt l;o 
rule as Constitutional Monarchs. 'Swaraj would 'ileV'et thti'Ve in 

. India until this is accomplished." 

Question: '' What do you think they should do f'' 
Answer : "The Princes shoald trust their people 6'Q{f take ta.m 

into their ·eonfidence ; their position would then be qaite ile0\1-te, 
Unless they are backed up by their people, even in matters of co~
mon interests they would get no relief. They .should follow the .prg
foundly wise advice of that most distinguished Indian statesman Sir 
Vishveshwarayya that for their own safety the Priaoes should est!\• 
blish responsible Government in their States and desire .for a Feder.l 
Union with British India. " 

Last Letter to Nation 
Dr. Rushbrook Williams had before the arrival of the d~putai1oh 

in England written a letter to the Nation and questiO"ned tts !&
presentative character. The following reply was sent to ~'he 'N'atioo 

On my arrival here I have noticed the letter of br. Ruih. 
brook. Williams questioning the claim ot the lndia'il States 
peoples' Conference to speak for the sub5ects of :'the ltu!llau 
States. I think it necesssary to send this reply. You are 
perfectly · ti~ht whtln you remark that the case of the!Ddian 
Princes is shrouded in mystery. To begin with the PrincH 
are claimbtg direct relations with the Crown. Tllia word "Crown', 



118 

Is misunderstood. lt is a eolloquial expression for King in Pallia
ment, Parliament has never dealt with Princes directly. Mr. 
Williams states that the Princes acknowledge the right of the Para• 
mount Power to interfere in cases of gross injustice and flagrant 
misrule. We however maintain that the Paramount Power is 
responsible for the welfare of the subjects of the Indian States. So 
long as the Indian Princes enjoy protection of the Paramount Power 
it has the right to interfere not only when misrule is gross, but also 
to remove it its very inception and to secure good government to 
the people of the States. It is this position which is not conceded 
by the Princes. Mr. Williams is not ac;,ura.te when he says that 
Britain unwittingly placed tha Indian States under the influence 
and even control of the British Indian Legislature in 1919. AI a 
matter of fact the Act of 1915 contains the same provision and the 
Indian States are under the control of the Governor-General 
in Council since 1858 up till now. Mr. Williams is not right 
when hs asks why British !Rdia should claim to rule the Indian 
States. :After seventy five years of acquiescence it is not permissible 
for the Indian Princes to question the right of the Government of 
India to superintend, direct and control the Indian States. The 
future Government will succeed to all the rights of the present 
Government of India. The claim of Mr. Williams that the Princes 
have subjects behind them is unfounded. The subjects do not enjoy 
even the elementary rights of citisenship, and they are not associat
ed in any form with the Governments of the States. The princes 
are agitating for greater independence in their domestic a:ffairs but 
they are not prepared to establish constitutional government iu 
their States. Mr. Williams doubts the right of the States Subjects 
Conference to speak for the people of the States. The Conference 
was attended by 1500 people, and had representatives of seventy 
States. We put it to Mr. Williams, wbat claim had the Indian 
Ptinces to speak even for their owny subjects, when they are denied 
liberty of the Press and freedom of discussion, and when their oonsti· 
tutional existence is completely ignored by these very Princes 
within the limits of their States. Mr. Williams says that the Princes 
are willing to abide by the judgement of their own subjects. We 
only ask if any opportunity has been given to these subjects to 
freely express their views. 

G. R. ABHYJ.NlC.lR. 



Memorandum of the Indian States 
People's Conference. 

To the President and !lfembe:rs of the lndia11. Slates Committee. 

SIRS,-We have been appointed by the Executive Com .. 
mittee of the Indian States People's Conference to place their 
views before you on the matters referred to you for 
investigation. 

OUR OUALIFICA TIONS 

2. Before we proceed to state our views on the questions 
referred to you for elucidation, we should like to clear the 
ground by making I!Ome reference to our claim to speak on 
behalf of the people of the Indian Sta.tes. We have seen state· 
ments in the Press questioning the representative character of 
our deputation, and perhaps similar representations may have 
been made to your Committee. We should like to remark at the 
outset that the national movement in the States has been grow
ing for some years, and problems of the Indian States and the 
reforms required in the internal administration of the States 
have been discussed for some years by the people of the various 
States in Conference held from time to time. The Kathi"war 
Political Conference, the Baroda Praja Makedal, the Ida:r Praj!\ 
Mandai, the Hyderabad State People's Conference, the Jamna
gar and Bhavnagar Praja Mandai, and various other similar 
organisations of the subjects of the States have met to 
discuss questions relating to the present administrative and 
political conditions of the people of the States. It had been 
felt that a central organisation to represent the views of the 
people of the Indian States generally and to speak on their 
behalf was urgently needed, and a permanent organisation 
known as the Indian States People's Conference was brought 
into existence in December last. The Conference at which this 
All-India organisation was formed was attended by 700 dele· 
gates from all the important States, and seventy of the Salute 
State were represented at th~ Conference. The names of the 
States so represented at the Conference will be found in An· 
nexation appended hereto. It will be seen from the above that 
there is absolutely no justification for the suggestion that has 
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been made that our delegation, which has been appointed by 
the Executive Committee of the All India States People's Con
ference has no representative character, and that the All India 
States People's Conference, has no claim whatever to speak on 
behalf of the people of tho Indian States. We submit that our 
Conference occupies the sl\me position to the people ·of the 
Indian States as the Indian National Congress and other poli
tical organisations in relation to the people of British India. 

The people of the Indian States (Indhn India) have orga
nised themselves for the common vurpose of influencing the 
governments of the States as a whole to initiate the necessary 
reforms in their administration by the force of the collective 
public opinion of the people of the States. 

COMMITTEE'S REFUSAL TO HEAR EVIDENCE 

3. We should also refer at the outset to two matters of pro
cedure which have caused considerable embarrassment to us in 
formulating a statement of our case to the Committee. 

Early in February last the General Secretary cf the Con
ference addressed a. communication to the Secretary of your 
Committee requesting a copy of the questionnaire issued by your 
Committee to the States, and also made inquiries whether any 
public bodies or private individuals would be permitted to give 
evidence before the Committee. In reply, he was informed that 
the questionnaire could not be supplied, that the Committee was 
not empowered by its terms of reference to deal with the rela
tions of the Indian States and their subjects, and that they were 
therefore, not in a position to accept the evidence of public 
bodies and private individuals, either written or oral, in regard 
to this subject. Thereafter, the Secretary of the Conference ad. 
dressed a long communication tc the Committee explaining the 
whole position of the people of the IndianStatea in relation to the 
their rulers, and urged that yourCommitteP should afford facili
ties for the people to place their views before it on the matters 
under inquiry by the Cowmittee. In modification of its previous 
decisi(ln referred to above, the Committee came to the conclu· 
sion that it would consider the views which the Conference, of 
which we are the representatives, wished to put forward. It 
was stated, however, that, owing to numerous applications, the 
committee would not be able to hear oral evidence, but that 
they would be willing to receive from the Conference a memo
randum on all matters within the terms of reference. (Vide 
letter No. D 320 r.s.c., dated March 9, 1928.) We have made 
a request for a reconsideration of the decision above referred to, 
This request has not been complied with. 
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INQUIRY IN CAMERA. 

4. In this connection we should:also like to refer to another 
important feature of the inquiry. We were officially informed 
that the inquiry that is now being held would not be 
public in the sense that the public would be admitted to its 
deliberations. Neither the memoranda of the Princes repre~ 
sented by Sir Lesle Scott and other counsel, nor the memoranda 
submitted directly to the Committee by other States, have been 
made public, and the Press have not been admitted to hear the 
.evidence tendered on behalf of the Princes and the arguments 
adduced by their counsel. Two members of this deputation 
applied for permission to be present at the time of arguments 
of the counsel, and even this request was not complied witb. 
We are not aware of the exact grounds on which it was decided 
by the Committee to bold its sittings in. Camera. We believe, 
although we have no authentic information on the subject, that 
the Princes did not desire that the proceedings of the Committee 
should be held in camera, and the request for a private inquiry 
therefore, could not have proceeded from that quarter. The 
Government of India, with whose concurrence this Committee 
was appointed, is not likely to have made the suggestion that 
the deliberatiens of the Committee should be held behind closed 
doors, but we are not in a position to know at whose instance 
or at whose request the •deviation from ordinary practice has 
been made. We need hardly point out that the report of any 
Committee whose deliberations are not heldlin the open is always 
looked upon with suspicion in any ·country, and much more so 
in India. The neoessity or desirability of the appointment of 
this Committee was not discussed in the Central Legislature, 
and the Secretary of State for India and the Government of 
India have taken the full responsibility for the appointment of 
the Committee. The fact that the inquiry is not open to the 
public has still .further accentuated the general suspicion pre· 
vailing as regards the purposes for which it is being made. 

REFUSAL OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
5. The Government of the States as at present functioning 

is, we venture to think, a valuable prerogative of the rulers of 
these States, whose business it. is to see that their own powers and 
privileges are secure against the challenging agitation oftheir 
people for an effective voice in their administration. The 
manner in which this inquiry is being held has given rise to the 
belief that neither the Paramount Power nor the Princes deeire 
to take the public into their confidence or at least, to let the 
people of the States, who are vitally affected by the resulte of 
this inquiry, know fully ita nature or purpoae. The proced'llre 
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adopted in the congate inquiry relating to British India under 
the presidency of Sir John Simon and the open invitation which 
the Royal Commission have extended to all interests and classes 
to oome and help them with an expression of their views; as 
contrasted with the procedure adopted by your Committee have 
produced a. very unfavourable impression regarding the latter 
throughout the Indian States, and a] so in British India. 

"STATE" INCLUDES THE PEOPLE 
6. In submitting this memorandum we have, therefore, been 

considerably embarrassed by these two circumstances. Apart 
from these considerations, we might also mention that the ques
tionnaira issued by the Committee to the States would have 
given us an opportunity of acquainting ourselves witn the full 
scope of this ir.quiry. This has been, however, denied us, with 
the result that we are not in a position to make an effective 
representation to ~the Committee on all points raised by the 
Princes. The interests of the people of the States are or the 
minor feudatories are not, and cannot be, in some of thematters 
now under discussion, identical with those of the rulers. The 
fact that opportunity to supplement our case by oral represen
tations in support of our memorandum has been denied us bas, 
therefore, placed us at a very serious disadvantage. If such an 
opportunity had been afforded us, we should have been in a 
position to elucidate the points mentioned in this memorandum 
by such~ explanations as might have:been desired by the members 
of the Committee. The Committee would thus have been in a 
better position to appreciate and understand our points of view. 
We regret that the procedure adopted baa given room for 
the complaint that an unnecessary and invidious distinction 
has been drawn between the people of the States and the Prin· 
ces ln the matter of presenting their case to the Committee. 

PEOPLE AFFECTED BY MODIFICATION OF THE 
PRESENT RELATIONS 

7. Having made these preliminary observations, we shall 
now proceed to state our case arising on the terms of reference 
to your Committee. At the outset we venture to express the 
opinion that, without straining the meaning of any word or 
phrase and without deviating from the natural course of inter
pretation, it is possible for the ·Committee under the terms of 
reference to deal with all material issues concerning the progress 
and welfare of the people of the Indian States. Though we are 
noi satisfied with the terms of reference, which might have LePn 
much wider in their scope, we submit that the Committee should 
not either expand them or restrict them by an unwarranted 
iDterpretation of the language. It has been suggested in the 
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Press and elsewhere that the people of the States have no locu8 
standi in this inquiry. It is possible that, during the course of 
the inquiry similar representations may have been made to this 
Committee. In fa.ot, at a. very early stage of its proceedings, the 
Committee took the view that it was not empowered " to deal 
with the relations between the India.n States and their subjects.'' 
This view has since been modified, and the Committee has per· 
mitted us to express our views on all matters arising within 
their terms of reference. By the first terms of reference the 
Committee is required to report on the relations between the 
Paramount Power and the Indian States arising from treaties, 
engagements, Sanads usage, sufferance and other causes. It 
has been contended that the word "States" refers only to the 
rulers and not to the people of the States, and that this Com
mittee can only hear thejrulers in their own right or as repre
senting the Government of their respective States. There is no 
just ification for this restricted interpretation of the terms, 
and we desire to deal with this matter at once. The concep
tion of a State as consisting only of the ruler for the time 
being is so opposed to all political theories that it is unneces
sary to dilate at any length on the subject. The misunderstand
ing created in the States by the formulation of this view became 
so serious that His Highness the Maharajah of Bika.ner found 
it necessary to repudiate this suggestion in to recent public pro
nouncements. Speakinv in June and September last, he said 
"that the term 'State' includes not the ruler alone,. but the 
ruler, his Government and his subjects, which are all compo
nent parts of and all go to comprise the State. " According to 
him, "if the independence of a State goes the subjects of that 
State forthwith lose their integrity and individuality. If the 
State gains fiscally, it is not only the Prince, but the GoverD· 
ment and the subjects of the State gain most. If the State loses 
in such matters, such loss is shared by the subjects with the 
Prince and the Government. " 

The people of the States are affected equally with, if not 
more vitally than, the Princes by the policies of the Govern
ment of India. and the Paramount Power initiated without con
sultation and discussion with the States. . The imposition of 
excise duties, the prohibition of the manufacture of opium, the 
restrictions on the exploitation of industrial resources and on 
the importation of arms, and the manufacture of salt by private 
individuals, the restrictive conditions in regard to the manu
facture and sale of liquor ; these and other matters vitally affect 
the interests of the people of the States. The views urged by the 
rulers of the States are not necessarily those of the people.in all 
these matters, and sometimes are in conflict with them. If, 
therefore, the word 'State' in the first term of reference includes 
also the peoples of the States ''as one of three component parts" 
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they are entitled as of right to a full.hearing from this Commit
tee on the matters within their terms of reference. The people 
are equally interested in the maintenance of such relations bet
ween the Paramount Power and the States as are justified or 
established by treaties and usage, and the integrity and inde
pendence of the States is as much their concern as that of the 
Princes. They are, therefore, vitally concerned in any change 
in these relations affecting the dignity and position of the States 
in the present polity of.India. On this ground alone, apart from 
any others, we are entitled to place our views before the Com· 
mittee and to be fully heard on all points raised by the Princes. 
We understand that the Princes now appearing before the Com
mittee, through their connsel, contend that the relations bet
ween the Paramount Power and the States has adversely affect
ed their position. We are not in a position, on account of the 
procedure adopted by the Committee, to express our views fully 
on the points raised by the Princes under this head. We con
tend that the present relations of the Paramount Power with 
the rulers of the States cannot be modified without the consent 
of the people. 

RULERS AND THE PEOPLE. 
8. As an instance of the serious consequences which would 

result by a modification of the existing position we should 1 ike 
to invite your attention to one or two points placed by the 
Princes before the Committee. It has been reported (the London 
Times of October 2, 1928) that Sir Leslie Scott, the counsel for 
the Princes, referred to cases where the Paramount Power has 
intervened between the Princes and his subjects, and apparent. 
ly contended that this intervention should cease, horeafter, and 
that the action of the Paramount Power in this respect consti
tutes a grave violation of treaty rights. As the inquiry is being 
held in camera we are unable to deal satisfactorily with the 
instances to which he referred, or with the arguments advanced 
by him. Under the present conditions, if a subject of a State is 
put into prison without charge, trial, or judicial process of any 
kind, under the orders of the ruler, the Committee is aware that 
there is no legal way of getting him out. There is nothing like 
a writ of Habeas corpWJ for the production of the person de
tained before a duly constituted judicial tribunal or to compel 
the authorities detaining him to bring him to trial. Several 
instauces of persons so detained in various States have been 
brought to light now ·and then. Their relatives have brought 
the relevant facts to the notice of the Government of India. 
Sometimes they have been released on account of diplomatic 
actiont aken by political agents under the orders of the Govern
ment of India. 

Again, there are a number of ca.Ees where the property of 
private individuals has been confiscated under the orders of the 



( 'i ) 

ruler, or held under attachmant for years. There is no remedy 
against the State, and sometimes the Jagirs and other properties 
of feudatiories and others have been so attached and confiscated. 
The only remedy now available is an appeal to the Government 
of India, which has sometimes proved effective, and which in 
many cases has formed a subject of correspondence between the 
State and the Paramount Power. We can multiply instances 
where individual citizens have undergone ~reat suffering and 
hardship through the unjustifiable and arbitrary acts of the 
rulers of the States. If as is now contended by the Princes, 
the Paramount Power should desist from taking any remedial 
action in these cases, the subjects of the States will be entirely 
at the mercy of the rulers. The principle that there is no wrong 
without a remedy has no a"{>plication in most of the States. In 
these circumstances we venture to think that tha modification of 
the existing relations between tb.e Paramount Power and the 
Princes is not solely their concern, but also that of the people 
of the Statss who are very seriously affected thereby. On all 
these grounds we beg to urge th!lt the people of the States should 
have the fullest possible opportunity not only of placing their 
views before this Committee or any other authority that may 
have to deal with this question, but also that they should have 
1:1otice of any suggested modifications of the present relations 
between the Paramount Power and the States as established by 
treaties and the political practice of all these years, before the 
contemplated changes are effected. 

GOOD GOVERNMENT AND TREATY RIGHTS 
9. We now come to ·a most important aspect of this inquiry. 

The fundamental contention of the Princes is tbat the political 
practice superimposed upon their treaty rights has led to con
siderable encroachments on and freequent infringements of 
those rights. They look to the Paramount Power to implement 
the pledges, and the various rights secured to their States by 
treaties should be ensured to them and consistently respected. 
Judging from reports in the Press, they have led voluminous 
evidence, giving instances where the Paramount Power has 
encroached upon their position so as prejudicially to affect their 
interests. They have also referred to the initiation of large 
policies by the Government of ·India affecting the economic 
and financial position of their States. Your Committee has been 
asked to make recommendations that you may consider desir
able or necessary for their more satisfactory adjustment. Appar• 
ently they wish to have the whole position reviewed with a view 
to a more satisfactory definition of their rights and privileges in 
relation to the Paramount Power. 0 n behalf of the peopole of 
the States we are equally anxious to bring to the notice of your 
Committee that the Princes, under the very treaties on which ther 
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rely, and by the constant development of political doctrine and 
usage, have undertaken definite obligations, the fulfilment of 
which is a. condition precedent to the stability of their Govern
ment and the perpetuation of their dynasties. These definite 
obligations include the continued good government of the States 
by their rulers and the promotion of the happiness and welfare of 
their people. Some of the treaties conhin express provisions to 
this effect. As an illustration we ma.y mention that the treaty 
with Patiala State cont~ins an undertaking by the then ruler 
that he will " omit no exertions to do justice and to promote the 
welfare and happiness of the ryots." Similar provisions 1ue to 
be found in the trc aties with Kolhapur, Patiale., Prata.pga.dh, 
Rampur, Kuch Bebar, .Jindh, K~.purthe.b, Nabha, Age.igarh, 
Beja.w!"r' Bila.spur, Chamba., Charka.ri, Ohatarpur, Farid Kote, 
Mand1. 

We may also invite your attention to Article Nine of the 
Treaty with Tra.vancore, that "the ruler would pay attention to 
any advice that he may receive from the Paramount Power in 
regard to the extension of commerce, the encouragement of 
trade, agriculture, and industry, or any other objects connected 
with the advancement of the happiness of the people and the 
wea.lfare of the State." Several times in the history ofthe States 
the protection of the Paramount Power was extended to them 
for the maintenance of peace and the suppression of rebellion. 
The history of the Bika.nir State, where, there was more than 
one revolt by the Thakurs against the misgovernment of tbe 
rulers, shows that tbey were suppressed with the help of the 
British Government. Apart from, and independent of, express 
treaty rights, the Paramount Power bas also an inherent power 
to intervene in the affairs of the lndian States to prevent mis
rule. In this connection we beg to refer to Lord Rt:ading's 
letter, dated March 27, 1926, to H. E. H. the Nizam. He states: 

1 "TherightoftheBritishGovernmentto intervene in the internal 
i affairs of the Indh\n States is another instance of the conse
. quences necessarily involved in the supremacy of the British 

Crown. The vatying degrees of internal sovereignty which the 
rulers enjoy are all subject to the exercise by the Paramount 

l Power of this responsibility. " 
After this authoritative statement of the present position, it is 

needless to dilate further on the ·subject. Lord Curzon once 
, observed that the rulers of the Indian States have no right to 
tl misgovern their subjects. Similar pronouncements to the same 
' effect were made by other Viceroys. In the Baroda. case, Lord 

Northbrook expressed the opinion : " Misrule on the part of the 
Government, which is upheld by the British Power, is misrule, 
in the responsibility for which the British Government becomes 
in a messure involved. It becomes, therefore, not only the 
riaht but the positive duty of the British Government to see that 



the administration of a State in such a condition is reformed 
and gross abuses are removed." Lord SaUsbnry, in his despatch 
011 the Geakwar case, observed, "Incorrigible misrule is of itself 
a sufficient disqualification for sovereign power. Her Majesty's 
Government have willingly accepted the opportunity of reoog· 
nising in a conspicuous case the paramount obligation which lies 
upon them of protecting the people of India from oppression," 

CHANGE OF RELATIONS AND CONSENT OF THE PEOPLE. 
10. We have ventured to invite your attention to this funda

mental :position relating to the responsibility of the Princes for 
good government in their States, under the treaties as well as 
under the inherent rights possessed by the Paramount Power to 
ensure good government to the people of the States. This Com
mittee has been asked to report upon the relationship between 
the Paramount Power and the "States" (which term, as has 
already been shown, includes the people of the (States), arising 
from treaties, engagements, sanads, usage, and other causes, 
The Princes are now attempting to show to your Committee 
what the true relationship should be and how that relationship 
has been affected by the action of the Paramount Power. The 
people of the States are also entitled to show how the .responsi
bilities, thrown on the Paramount Power by virtue of their 
position as such, as well as by the express terms of the treaties 
to secure good government to them, have been discharged in the 
past, and what steps should be taken in the future for the main
tenance of good government, and the promotion of the moral 
and material welfare of the people. We submit that the Prin· 
ceswho complain of encroachments on the part of the Paramount 
Power upon the treaty position, have themselves failed adequa
tely to discharge their own responsibilities to their people, de
finitely laid upon them by those very treaties on which they 
now rely, by usage and precedent that have grown around 
them, and also in virtue of their position as protecte4 Princes 
under the suzerainty of the Paramount Power. 

THE OLD· TIME REMEDIES FOR MISRULE AND MISGOVERNMENT 
11. We must invite your attention to another aspect ofthe 

problem. In olden days, the usual remedy available to the 
people of any State to overthrow misrule and oppression on the 
part of the ruler was open rebellion. This is a recognised right 
in every country, both Asiatic and European. The observations 
of Viscount Bryce on this subject are very pertinent. He says: 
"A sovereign de jure has a. prima faice claim to obedience 
which can be rebutted or discharged under certain events, and 
one of them is, if in a State where his powers are not limited 
by the constitution he has so abused his legal power as tQ 

~ 
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become in fact e. tyrant, e. foe to tbe objects of peace, security, 
and justice for which government exists. In such a. case it 
would be now generally held that the citizen is absolved from 
allegiance, and that the sacred right of insurrection which the 
F.·ench revolutionists and their fri~nd Jefferson so highly 
prized must come into play. In case where no constitutional 
remedy exists the formerly de 1ure ruler, since he hes made 
himself a. tyrant or ruler against law, has created a. state of 
war between himself ·and the citizen, and opposition to him 
becomes a duty which is of stronger or weaker obligation 
according to the greater or lesser enormity of his offence, and 
the greater or lesser prospect of succes~ in such opposition. 
(Bryce's Studies in History and Jurisprudrmce, Vol. II., 
p. 544). 

This right of the people to rebel ago:dnst the misrule of the 
ruler for the time being, a.ud to bring about a change of 
Government by dethroning him and by taking other steps, has 
been definitely recognised as legitimn.te in the political hL;tory 
of India. Sir Thomas .Munro observed on one occasion tb.at the 
"usual remedy for bad government in India is a quiet revolu
tion or foreign conquest. The presence of British troops cuts off 
every chance of remedy by supporting tlle Prince ou the throne 
against every foreign and domestic ensmy. H renders him 
indolent by teaching him to trust to str3ngers for .his security 
and by showing him that he has nothing to fear from the batrnd 
of his subjects." We may also refer to the dictum of Lord 
Salisbury in tbe Gaekwar case that Hthe British Government, 
which Las deprived the sardars and ryo~s of the power of rigbt
ing themselves, would not be justi:fi8d in using its suprarna.cy 
to cum pel them to submit to a ruler whose incurable vices have 
been established by full experience." 

A writer in the Asiatic Quarterly Re'dew (Vol. X., 1895, 
pag3 209) made similar observations in regard to the remedies 
a.va.Uabla in the olden days before advent of the British in 
India.. In discussing the question as to how far the Paramount 
Power was justified in interhring with the internal adminis
tration of !Ldiu.u States, be celled pointed attention to this 
aspect of the case. He said, "It must u.l ways be borne in mind 
that since the introduction of the 'Po.x Britannica.', we have 
taken away from the peop?.e the only and time-honoured re· 
medy of Oriental nations against a despotic and oppressive 
Governlllent, i. e. revolt anrJ assassination. We act e.s the 
police of India to keep the peace throughout the land, and this 
protection is of considerably greater benefit to the independent 
Princ~s than it is to the people uader their sway. The result 
is that inju~tice is often com Ulitced and oppression is practised 
against which the people have no remedy ; because while we 
Jlreveut them f1·oru iudulgiug iu any outburst of indigna.tioil 
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we refuse to interfere in ma.~br3 which concern the internal 
administration of an independent State.'' 

The Paramount Power has taken sway this right: The 
Princes feel that in a conflict between the rulers and the ruled 
the Paramount Power is certain to side with them on the slleg. 
ed ground of the preservation of peace and order. This has 
resulted, in many cases, in the neglect by the Princes of their 
duty to their own people. 

ABSENCE OF THE RULE OF LAW 

12. Another most important matter js the absence of the 
Rule of Law in the States, barring a few exceptions. We need 
not dilate at any great length on the bundle of right§, privileges 
and obligations summed up under these compendious words. 
There is no liberty of person in the States, and if a person is 
put into prison there is no remedy by way of a writ of Habeas 
Corpus against the officers detaining the person concerned in 
prison. There is no security of property. The State in its 
corporate capacity cannot be sued in the municipal Courts in 
most of the St!l.tes. A few months ago His Highness the Ma· 
harajah of Bikanir publicly stated that he bad been considering 
the question of extending the principle of Habeas Corpus in the 
judicial administration of his State. As regards the rights of 
association and public meeting we should like to bring to the 
notice of the Committee that these rights have not been con· 
ceded to the people, and if any meetings are allowed they are 
held under very great restrictions. As an illustration we beg 
to invite the attention of the Committee to an order in the 
State Gazette of Nawanagar State in the following terms :-"All 
are hereby informed that no person, association or gathering 
should address a public meeting, in political matters, without 
the permission of the Political Secretary, which should b~ 
secured in advance. Further, no political meeting of any kind 
should be held. Those who would act otherwise would be 
legally proceeded against." ( Slate Gazette, Volume 54, page 
291, dated 16-2--21, H.O.O. No. 34.) The result is that public 
opinion, such as it is, is suppressed in most of the States and 
discontent is driven underground. It is a notorious fact that 
many of the conferences of the people are held outsida the Sta· 
tes on account of the restrictions placed on the holding of public 
meetings. There are very few newspapers in the States. The 
Press in all countries is one of the great Instruments of good 
government. It does not now exist in most of the States, and 
where a few newspapers exist, the most stringent Press regula· 
tions have been enacted, with the result that criticism of the. 
measures of Government in the Indian Statea i8 almost im:po8~ 
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si'ble. British Indian newspapers criticising the administr&• 
tion of the States have often been prescribed and their distri
bution ha.s been prohibited. The facts a.re so notorious that 
we do not wish to dile.te further on the subject. We submit 
that there can be no good government in any State which per
petuates the denial of these fundamental rights to the people, 
a.nd we beg to urge upon both the Paramont Power and the 
Princes that these rights should be publicly acknowledged in a. 
Proclamation duly promulgated a.nd secured by suitable gua
rantees. Even if these rights are conceded we submit that it 
is of tha utmost importance that there should be legal machi· 
nery to enforce these rights whenever they are infringed by 
the ruler or by his officers. There is no such machinery now 
in existence capable of performing these duties without fear or 
favour. The constitution of an independent judiciary in the 
States is a fundamental reform without which the concession 
of the elementary rights of citizenship for which we are press
ing will become a. farce. 

HAS THE PARAMOUNT POWER DISCHARGED ITS DUTIES 
TO THE PEOPLE OF THE STATES? 

13. We submit that the question for the consideration of; 
the Committee is whether the paramount Power has discharged 
its duty to the people of the States as arising from treaties, 
engagements a.nd sanads, and usage, sufferance and other causes, 
and also apart from them. If it has failed in the past, how can 
this duty of securing good government, hapines~ and well-being 
of the people be better discharged in future? The responsi
bility of the Paramount Power in this respect has never been 
denied and bas often times been publicly acknowledged both 
by the Paramount Power and the Princes. We also submit 
that the Committee is bound under the first term of reference 
to find out whether the obligations laid on the princes for pro
viding good government to their people has been discharged by 
them. The people of the .States submit that no inquiry into 
these two questions has ever been made, and that the Com
mittee is bound to record a finding on these two important 
questions and also to suggest ways and means by which these 
responsibilities and obligations can be adequately fulfilled 
in future. 

We may in this connection perhaps draw the attention of 
the Committee to a recent pronouncement made by the Maha
rajah of Patiala about the obligations of kingship. He said 
"that kingship is an office which has rights and obligations. 
There is thus a really Indian conception of responsible govern
ment which needs to be appreciated ; the conception of a gov
ernment in which every subject knows what his rights are, 



( 13) 

since those rights are secured to him by custom and by religion; 
in which public opinion is the final sanction for every aot of 
Government, and is able at any time to bring irresistible, be
causa directe, pressure upon the administration. 

We should have liked His Highness to have developed a little 
further his theme about this Indian conception of "Kingship 
and responsible ~Government," but whatever may be his own 
conception of this matter we are glad that His Highness fully 
recognises the responsibility of the administration of the States 
to their own people. The Indian Princes have been some of the 
strongest advocates of Home Rule for British India and have 
often pleaded for a. new constitutional charter for India and for 
the establishment of Dominion self-government. We should lik:e 
to refer to the brilliant speech of the Maharajah of .Alwar at the 
Imperial Conference, in 1923. He said : "Are we going to 
progress steadily and progressively, yet too slowly, towards our 
goal which our sister nations have been:more fortunate in alredy 
achieving, the goal of having the power to govern our country 
as a loyal and integral part of the Empiro ? Are we going to be 
helped affectionately and with kindly feeling to the goal which 
has been pronounced publicly by the British Government, and 
more than that we do not aspire to, of being a loyal and 
self-governing dominion within the Empire ? Is everything 
going to be done to accelerate our progress or is our progress 
under various pretexts to be restricted and delayed? Have we 
a long number of years before us of the great furnace to pass 
through from which Ireland has only just emerged? The world 
was not built for academic or pious i,assurances spread over a 
number of years the fulfilment of which may well pass over a 
life-time." 

The advocacy of self-governing institutions for British India 
and the continuance of unmitigated autocratic rule in their own 
States are not reconcilable courses of conduct. 

The Princes must now give practical proof of the high senti· 
ments and the most admirable aspirations to which they have 
often given expression at the various world gathetings. Indeed it 
would look as if they are prepared to do so. His Highness the 
Maharajah of Patiala informed an English audience on a recent 
occasion that "in those States where the subjects have desired 
to substitute:for the present system the machinery of the West, 
the Prin<'es hava done so, but that in most States where this 
substitution has not yet taken place it is because the people of 
the States have shown no desire to change the system under 
which they live." This desire for a change of the system of 
Government prevailing in the States has been the subject of 
active discussion for a number of years in the various Confer· 
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enoes of the people of the State, and His Highness could not 
have been unaware of the wishes of the people in this respect. 

CONSTRUCTIVE PROPOSALS. 
14. We submit that the Indian States People'sl Conference 

held in Bombay expressed this desire in unmistakable terms, 
The Conference urged upon the rulers of the States:-

(a} That representative institutions be established in the 
States on an elective basis in the sphere of local self-gov· 
ernment and also for the purpose of legislation, taxation 
and control of general administration ; 

(b) That the budgets of the States should be submitted to 
the votes of popular assemblies; 

(c) That the revenues of the States ·should be separated 
from the personal expenditure of the Princes and that the 
civil list should also be submitted to th~ vote of the popular 
assemblies; and 

(d) That there should be an independent judiciary, that 
the judicial functions be separated entirely from the execu
tive in every State, and that thepersonal,intervention of the 
Princes in the administration of justice should cease 
absolutely. 
In putting forward these proposals we should not be under

stood as suggesting tb.e exact reproduction of the British Indian 
models without reference to the differences in local conditions. 
But we contend that the principle of responsibility in the 
administration of the Indian State to a popular legislature should 
be definitely recognised. Popular control over the administra
tion should be established in the clearest manner possible, con
sistently with the continuance of the monarchical order. 

We also submit that the responsibility of the Paramount 
Power for the good government and well-being of the people of 
the States is not discharged by waiting for an accumulation of 
misrule of government to such a degree as to justify its inter
ference. This method of securing good government for the 
people of the States inflicts most serious hardships upon the 
people for a number of years before action is taken. On these 
broad grounds we respectfully submit that there is a need for a 
new policy, and that the best way of discharging their responsi
bilities to the people of the State is to persuade the Indian 
Princes to recognise the principle of the responsibility ot the 
administration to a legislature containing the elected represen
tatives of the people. 

A proclamation coming in the august name of His Imperial 
Majesty to th~ ruling Princes, commending the ideal of respon-



sible constiutional government, is the best means for 
securing the permanence of their thrones, the loyalty of their 
peoples, and the unhampered progress of their States, and is sura 
to prove a fruitful step in the fulfilment of the responsibility of 
the Paramount Power to the people of the States. The Com
mittee would be quite within its b0unds to suggest the issue of 
such a Royal Proclamation, 

POWERS OF INTFRVENTION 
15. This naturally brings us to the general question of the 

present powers of intervention possessed by the Paramount 
Power in the internal affairs of the States. The public an· 
nouncement of the Marquis of Reading, contained in hie letter 
to His Exalted Highness the Niza.m of Hyderabad, summaries 
broadly the general principles upon which this power of inter
vention is now exorcised, Except to this extent the principles 
upon which these powers of intervention are now exercised are 
not known either to the Princes or to the people of the States. 
In the opinion of the Indian States People's Conference, the 
present policy .of intervention in the internal affairs of the India 
States is not based on any definite principles. Its indefiniteness 
its illimitability, its arbitrariness, have been the means of infli· 
cting most serious hardships on both the people of the States and 
their rulers. This intervention has alawys been exercised upon 
sole authority of the Government of India and upon their own 
initiative. Such intervention bas, in our opinion, never been 
exercised for the promotion and safeguarding of the rights of 
the people, and we submit that the principles on which such 
intervention is made should be clearly defined, codified, and 
published. 

The Montagu-Chelmsford Report provides in pa.ragrah 309 
for the appointment of special commissions to advise the Vi
ceroy in cases calling for drastic intervention. But such 
oases are compartively rare. 

The reconstruction of the relations between the Paramount 
Power and the States (the rulers and the people) will be suc
cessful only if the Committee should mak:e plain this impera• 
tive necessity for some machinery to regulate interference in the 
internal affairs of the States, whether on behalt of popular 
interests or on behalf of Imperial interests, The Committee's 
first finding would, we submit, huva to be that, on both grounds, 
interference may_have to be necessary,and that the treaties and 
engagements contemplate and countenance such interference, 
but only in such oases and in no others. We submit further that 
in the exercise of this limited extent of interference a constitu· 
tional procedbre should be fixed; otherwise there would be no 
guarantee against abuse of that right. Even though the fields 
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and the occasions of interference are defined, such definition 
will be of little avail unless there is a regular and commonly 
accepted agency to apply the definitions and see they are not 
transgressed. What is objected to is not the abstract right of in
terference, but the actual and arbitrary methods of the opera
tion of that right. Just as the right of interference is constitu
tional, so should the inE>truments of that right and their 
procedure, too, be conrtitutional. How this contitutiooe.l 
agency for regulating the intervention of the Paramount Power 
should be established, and how iLs functioning should be order· 
ed, ara questions which require careful consider ltion, But the 
need for such an agency should be made plain beyond question 
by the Committee. What is needed is neither a wholesale repu
diation of the Paramount Power's right of interference, nor an 
unlimited character to its agents for interference at will, but a 
clear demarcation of a limited, defined, and strictly constitu
tional intervention. In proportion to the constitutionality and 
soundness of euch intervention, the States will become less 
heavy a burden upon the Paramount Power. 

THE NEED FOR CONSTITUTIONAL AGENCY 

36, In concluding our observations on this part of the terms 
of reference we strongly condemn the present method of dealing 
with these questions by the agency of political officers under 
the control of the Political Department of the Government of 
India. We have no hesitation in recognising the good work of 
some of these officers, but we submit that the whole spstem is 
out of date and inappropriate. The present method of investi
gating a case requiring the intarvention of the Paramount 
Power is altogether unsatisfactory. The inquiry is not open to 
the public and is undertaken behind closed doors. Neither the 
Princes nor the people have any opportunity of appearing and 
assisting in the conduct of the inquiry. In these circumstances 
the intervention is spasmodic and ill-regulated, and the justifica
tion for it not always apparent and seldom attempted. The 
result is that there bas naver been a case of intervention but 
bas given rise to the suspicion that a ruler was deposed 
or made to abdicate or reprimanded, not really because be 
was oppressive to the people, but because be was not 
subservient enough to the British Government. The suspicion 
can never te dispelled, for the Government will never 
publicly assign any reasons for the action they have taken, 
and if they do wilJ not mah known all the attendant 
circumstances and publish evidence in support of their state
ments. And thus even in cases where, if all the facts were 
kDown, the justification of iDtervention would be complete, the 
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Government never receive the support of public opinion. It ts 
therefore of the utmost importance that the policy of interven
tion should follow a settled course, and no action should be 
taken against any ruler until his misdeeds are brought home 
to him. For this purpose it is necessary that the present method 
of secretiveness should be definitely abandoned and that every
thing should be above board, the necessary records being made 
available to him. The ruler should of course have an oppor
tunity of defending himself before a tribunal, whatever that be. 
We emphasise what perhaps the ruling Princes would like to 
relegate to the background, that the subjects of the States, in 
whose interest the action is avowedly taken, should have as full 
an opportunity of leadmg evidence against the Princes as the 
Princes have of defending themselves, and that therefore the 
records should be accessible to the people just as much as to the 
Princes. 

We would suggest that the machinery for inquiry into 
alleged cases of misrule of the Princes and other cognate matter 
be modelled on the plan adopted by the League of Nations for 
ensuring that the terms of the mandates are not transgressed 
by the mandatory powers. Some modifications may be found 
necessary in this procedure, but broadly it appears to us to be 
suitable. 

The essentials of the general superintendence which the 
League exercises over the administration of the mandated 
countries consist, as the Committee is no doubt aware, in the 
following: (1) The League calls for an annual report from 
every mandatory powel', which is committed for critical ex· 
amination to an expert body called the Mandates Commission, 
the majority of the members of which must belong to non-man
datory countries, and no member of which can be a servant of 
any Government, so that their impartiality may be ensured. (2) 
The Commission examines the report in the presence of a re• 
presentative of the mandatory power. who is then subjected to 
a stiff cross-examination. (3) The Commission's repoxt goes 
thereafter to the Council of the Leagoe for consideration along 
with such observations as the mandatory power mny think fit 
to make. (4) The Council thereupon arrives at its own conclu
sions, which are debated in the Assembly in the presence of the 
representatives of all the Powers in the world. (5) The people 
in the mandated countries and even strangers have a right of 
petitioning the Commission, such petitions beidg forwarded by 
the mandatory powers with their own remarks to the 
Commil!sion. 

The British Government has, of course, behind its decisions 
in regard to the States far stronger sanctions than the League 
has behind it, and yet, on account of the system of open disCl.lll~ 

~ 
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sion which it has adopted, it is able to exercise a more restrain
ing influence on the predatory instincts of the mandatory 
powers than the British Government has, or will ever be able 
to exercise on the autocracy of the Princes under the present 
system:-

The points to be noted in this connection are the following:
(1) Certain essentials of good government ought to be laid down 
and no departure therefr.om permitted. These essentials 8hould 
be of the simplest character. These essentials would corres
pond to the stipulations of the m'l.ndates ensuring that tbe 
government of the backward peoples in the mandated countries 
shall not give rise to abuses and evils which have reeulted in 
the past. (2) Every State should be required to submit a re
port on its administration to the Government of India, the 
repc.rt being drawn up with particular reference to the essen
tials of good government laid down. (3) The Government of 
India should neither pigeon-hole the report, nor proceed to take 
action, but refer it for detailed and partial examination to an 
expert body, connected neither with the Government of India 
nor with the States, but independent of both. (4:) This body 
should discuss the report in the presence of the duly accredited 
representative of the State, who would offer any supplementary 
information that might be desired. (5) This body would also 
be in possession of the debates in the representative assembly 
of the State and all other relevant and useful material, and 
would question the representative on all this material and on 
any other question it may think fit. (6) The people of the 
Sta!e concerned and any others wculd have the right of laying 
their complaints against the State before the expert body 
through the State authorities, who would of course, be bound 
to forward them, with their own observations thereupon. (7) 
This tribunai, where necessary, may visit the State concerned 
and carry on an inquiry on the spot, and may have its own 
agen:s in the var~ous States, as has been proposed for the 
Manda~es Commission. (8) The relevant documents relating to 
the charges or alleged grievances should be made available to 
the authorities of the State and the people. (9) The Govern
ment should then take the report of the tribunal, into their con
sideration and decide on the action to be taken. (10) If the 
action is felt to violate, on the one hand, the rights of the 
Prince and, on the other, the obligations of the suzerain power, 
an appeal should lie to a specially constituted tribunal, and 
facilities for such appeal be assured to the people equally with 
the Prince concerned. 

This procedure will be fair to all the three parties concern· 
ed, and will be to the advantages of all. But only two of them, 
viz. the British Government and Indian Princes, receive atten-



Uon at present, and the third and most important of them, vtz.; 
the people belonging to.the States, are entirely ignored, No solu. 
tion, however, would be satisfactory or enduring unless the 
rights of the people to be heard in all these are matters 
definitely recognised. 

THE THEORY QF DIRECT RELATIONS. 
17, The last point to which :we should like to refer has be· 

come tbe subject of scuta controversy in India. We refer to 
the claim put forward on behalf of the Princes that their rela· 
tions as established by treaties are with the Crown of England, 
and not with the Government of British India. This proposi· 
tion has been put forward both by the Princes and their counsel" 
Sir Leslie Scott. On the other hand, eminent lawyers in India 
like Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru, Pa.ndit Moti La.l Nehru, Sir P. s. 
Siva Iyer, who are all considerable authorities on the eonstitu
tionalla.w of India., have mentoined that this position is unten, 
able, both historically and legally. We would respectfully 
Invite the attention to the committee to Chapter 5 of the Renort 
of All Parties Conference, where the whole subject bas been 
discussed, and also to Sir P. S. Siva~wamy Iyer's book on 
Indian Constitutional Problems. If a. decision on this question 
is to be taken by the Committee we are bound to express. onr 
own view on this subject. This is contained in a resolution of 
the Indian States People's Conference, held in Bombay, that 
u the plea. put forward tha.t the India.'l Princes have treaty 
obligations to the British Crown wholly independent of the 
Government of India. for the time being has no foundation 
whatever, and is detrimental to the attainment of Swarajya. for 
India. as a. whole. " 

As pointed out by the Nehru Committee the plea put 
forward by the Princes suggests "that the past and presen~ 
Governments of India, which have so far exercised the power, 
said to 'be delegated from the Crown, were, and are acceptable, 
to the Indian Princes and Indian States; but that the future 
Government of India, if it is to be of the dominion type, will 
not be so acceptable. This in plain English means that 
the past and pre~ent Governments of India. were acceptable 
because they were essentially foreign in their composition and 
not responsible to the Indian electorate, and that the future 
responsible Government of India .vould not be acceptable to 
the Princes because it will consist of their own countrymen, 
and because it will be responsible to an electorate of their own 
countrymen. " 

Sir P. S. Sivaswamy Iyer also has dealt with this question 
at considerable length. We beg to invite attention particularly 
to his views on one aspect of this subject. He says: "The con
tention that the Sovereign of a country who enters into a. treaty 
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does so In his personal capacity and not as the Sovereign of 
that country is too absurd to be mainhined in the twentieth 
century. Supposing the people of England chose to set up a 
republic in place of the constitutional monarchy, it cannot be 
contended that the treaties with the monarch would cease to be 
enforceable. Or again, let us suppose that the Queen of Eng
land was a despotic Sovereign at the time of treaties and she 
subsequently granted a parliamentary constitution to her peo. 
pie. Could it be s!;l.id that the treaties would become unenforce
able because they were entered into with the Queen, or tha.t she 
had no power to change the constitution of the country except 
at the risk of forfeiture of the benefits of the treaties? Could it 
be said again that the treaties of Indian Princes were entered 
into with the British Sovereign in his capacity as the Sovert'lign 
of the United Kingdom divorced from his sovereignty over 
his Indian territories ? The matters governed by treaty relate 
to persons and things in India, and arise out of the relations 
of the Princes with the Sovereign of British India, and it 
would be an unthinkable constitutional absurdity that the 
right to enforce the treaties should vest not in tbe authorities 
for the time being charged with the administration of India, 
but in some other authority." Sir Tej Ba.ha.dur Sa.pru was at 
one time the Law Member of the Government of India., and 
occupies a high place in the public life of India. Sir P. S. 
Sivaswa.my Iyer also holds many important position in the 
public life of India.. He is a distinguished member of the 
Madras Bar, and was at one time the Advoca.te~General of 
Mff.dra.s. and was subsequently appointed a Member of Council 
in the Government of Madras. The opinions expressed by 
these two eminent authorities on the constitutional aspect of the 
case is entitled to great weight. Apart from the legal aspect 
of the question, and viewing the matter also from a practical 
standpoint, we submit that the people of the Statas are as 
much entitled to access to the Paramount Power as the Princes 
in oases which such access is now permitted by usage and prac. 
tice. If the theory of direct relations with the Crown as 
propounded by the Princes is accepted, it will be impossible for 
the people of the States to place their views before an authority 
six thousand miles away from India., and while this may be 
possible for the Princes the people of the States would be 
effectually prevented to seek the intervention of the Paramount 
Power whenever a case for such intervention arises. 

FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC RELA liONS. 
18. We now wish to refer to the points that arise under the 

second and third terms of reference to the Committee. The 
Governments of States are naturally in a better position . than 
ourselves to deal with this class of questions. The rulers of the 
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States are in charge of the administration of the States, and are, 
we believe, thoroughly conversant with all aspects of the problem, 
But for the procedure adopted by the Committee we should 
have been in full possession of all the facts on which the 
Princes are now relying in support of their esse, and we 
should then have been in a position to place our views before 
your Committee on those points. That the people of the States 
have a vital interest in all the problems which arise under 
this head and have in some oases a view different from the 
Governments of the States does not admit of any argument. 

Taking the most importa.nt of these questions, namely, the 
fiscal policy of the Government of India, we submit tb.at the 
Indian Fiscal Commission dealt with the whole question of the 
tariff policy of India, and the discrimination to be exercised 
in the selection of industries for protection so as to make tb.e 
inevitable burden on the community as light as is consistent 
with·tbe due development of industries. This policy, as now 
accepted, has its inevitable reactions on the Indian States, and 
the incidence of taxation therein is equally affected thereby. 

Without making any generalisations, we submit that the 
people of some of the States and their rulers may differ from 
each other in regard to the subject of Free Trade vet·sus Pro
tection, and we a.re not in a position just now to deal with any 
representations made to the Committee by the Indian Princes 
in this behalf. 

Then again, the Government of India are now committed 
in order to fulfil their international obligations in the largest 
measure, to a policy of reducing progressively the e:x:port of 
opium from India so as to extinguish •them altogether within 
a definite period, except as regards the export of opium for 
!!trictly medical purposes. Even in respect of this matter, 
there are points of view in whioh there is room for difference 
of opinion between the rulers and their subjects. 

The currency policy of the Government of India, which 
has of late been !the subject of acute controversy in British 
India, has equally affected the financial and economic. interest 
of the States. It is also necessary to point out that certain all· 
India services, such as military defence, posts and telegraps, 
rail way tariffs, the salt-tax-all these impose financial and 
economic burdens on tbe people of the States and also on their 
governments. In regard to these matters, whioh are of the 
most profound interest to the States as to ;British India, the 
States have no opportunity whatever of influencing action or 
policy at any stage. Where legislation is concerned, it is the 
Central Legislature of British India, which operates outside 
tbs States, tbat decides matters. And where administrative 
action is concerned, it is the Government of India (or its 
Departments), which is in no way amenable to the influence 



( 2~) 

ot the States, tbat takes decisions. This is a. oonstitutiona.l 
anomaly which should not be allowed to continue. There are 
many other matters in the day to day administration of the 
States in their relation to British India in which the financial 
and economic interest of the States are in conflict with tbose 
of British India. 

THE NEED FOR ~ THROUGH PUBLIC INQUIRY 
19. We submit, therefore, that the Committee cannot have 

an adequate knowledge of all these matters unless a thorough 
public inquiry is made, with opportunities for all interest con
cerned to urge their views and to support these by evidenre. 
We are at a loss to know how your Committee can make any 
recommendations for a more satisfactory adjustment of these 
financial and economical relations without undertaking a most 
exhaustive inquiry with the aid of financial and administrative 
experts. For the present we content ourselves by bringing to 

. your notice the general features of this problem, and to 
emphasise the necessity of hearing not only the Princes but 
also their people in regard to the many points that arise for 
consideration in order to obtain a fair and equitable adjust
ment of the financial and economic relations between British 
India and the Indian State3. It is our conviction, based upon 
a long review of the relations between British India and the 
States in these matters, that the States have bezn subjected to 
considerable financial and economic burdens in the past with
out any opportunity being afforded, either to the rulers or to 
the people of the States, of being heard. This position is not 
defensible. If, as a result of the labours of this Committee, the 
modification of the present financial and economic relations is 
brought about, we submit that provision should be made in 
the future relutions for giving to the people of the States an 
effective voice in the formulation of all policies relating to 
these matters, either by the States acting individually or col
lectively in conjunction with the Government of India or 
acting by themselves. We submit that the States have a. right 
to take part in all-India economic and financial legislation. 
It will not suffice that the States should receive a portion of 
the proceeds of such legislation. The right to a. portion of 
these revenues is based upon the fact that the people of the 
States cont.ribute materially to the proceeds, but we must make 
it perfectly clear that tt e people of the States, along with their 
rulers, are entitled to take part in tbe initiation of the econo
mic and financial policy governing the whole of India., and to 
benefit fairly and equitably from its results. 

INDIAN STATES AND BRITISH INDIA 
20. The third term of reference raises, in our op1mon, 

the whole question of machinery for the future adjustment of 



differences between the Indian States and British India in re~ 
gard to financial and economic matters. We believe that the 
Committee is not restricted in its choice of the machinery that 
it may recommend under this head, the la.nguage used is so 
wide that the whole question of the future constitutional re~ 
lations of the Indian States with British India should now be 
brought under consideration. We are not aware of the exact 
position that the Princes have taken in this matter before 
your Committee, but we have noticed that they have actually, 
or intended to, put forward a scheme which was published in 
the Indian Press. We have also learnt from the Press in 
this country that the Princes are not now putting forward 
befora your Committee any definite schemes providining the 
machinery for the future adjustment of financial and economic 
matters between the States and British India, but that they are 
contenting themselves with pointing out the difficulties under 
which they now labour. At the same time, statements have 
been made in the Press by some of the Princes and those asso· · 
ciated with them that they advocate the creation of an organic 
and constitutional structure for the whole of India, including 
the States, in wbioh the latter should have a legitimate place. 
We are generally in agreement with those views so for as they 
are known to us at present. We submit that the States and the 
British Indian authorities are already co-operating with each 
other constantly in matters relating to revenue and financial 
administration, and their co.operation in the administration of 
police and justice is a matter of de.ily occurrence. The range of 
matters in which the States and the British Indian Provinces 
are realising their mutual dependence is daily increasing, and 
their dealings with each other have already established, by 
precedent and usage, a. loose kind of tie and certain rights 
and obligations, though they ara not defined by statute or cry~ 
sta.llised in a written constitution. In her relations with the 
outsidJ world India is regarded as a single unit, and there is 
in her international relations no diEtinction b<?twfen British 
India and the States. The disabilities suffered by Indians in 
the British Colonies and foreign lands extend to the subjects of 
the States as well as to those of British India. In these circum· 
stances the exact position of the Indian States in an all~India 
policy is no longer a matter of speculation for constitutional 

· theorists, but has already become a matter of immediate pract
cal importance, 

The Indian States People's Conference passed a resolution to 
the effect ''that for a speedy attainment of Swarajya for India 
as a whole, the States should be brought into constitutional 
relations with British India, and that the people of the States 
should be assigned a difinite place and an effective voice, in all 
JDatters of common concern, in any new constitution that may-



( 24) 

be devised for the whole of India, "While the question of the 
future relations of British India and the States can only 
properly be solved in the manner suggested in the resolution 
referred to above, it seems to us impossible, from the procedure 
that has been adopted by this Committee, that such an impor
tant matter relating to the future constitution of India. could 
be considered in camera. We do not also believe that the 
Committee, if it were empowered by the terms of the reference 
to frame such a. Constitution, would proceed to do so without 
bearing the people of British India and the States. We do not, 
therefore, wish to trouble this Committee with a full expression 
of our views at this stage on this important problem. While 
we feel that any other method of adjustment of the relations 
between the States and British India will not give satisfaction, 
it is possible that the Committee and the Princes may have 
some proposals for the interim stages for securing a proper 
adjustment of the financial and economic relations between the 
two parties. As those proposals of the Princes have not been 
published we are not in a position to express our views thereon. 
We feel, however, bound to say that any concrete proposals to 
this end must be discussed not only with the governments of the 
States but also with the people thereof in constituent assemblies 
wherever they exist, and any representative bodies which may 
come into existence hereafter. 

CONCLUSION 
21. In conclusion we submit that our object in making these 

observations on the questions referred to your Committee is to 
secure fundamental changes in the present system of administra
tion in the States as a whole. It is not our intention or desire 
to cast any reflections on any individual Prince or on their 
order, but we fully believe that personal rule as a system of 
Government must now be modified in the States by the introd
uction of the democratic principle. In our opinion, the 
consequences of delay in this respect will be most serious. His 
Highness the Chancellor has himself stated publicly that no 
Indian ruler can resist, or would dream of resisting, the public 
opinion of his people. We therefore have some hope that the 
changes for which we are contending have been accepted in 
principle, and their practical application without dellly would 
remove considerable discontent and dissatisfaction that now 
prevails in the States. 

The labours of this Committee offer a unique opportunity to 
initiate the uplift of a vast mf ss of people of the States from 
the condition of political submersion to the status of imperial 
citizgeship. It can surely be no matter of credit to the para
mountcy of Britian that, amid all the growing aspirations of 
their fellowcitizens in the other prrts of India., the people of the 
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States should have to rest satisfied with a dwarfed stature and 
a parochial outlook, or that they should continua to be prevent~ 
ad from aspiring to the standards of free and many-sided citizen~ 
ship made accessible to their brethren in their neighbourhood. 

We have the honour to be, Sirs, 

Your obedient Servants, 

( Signed) M. RAM.A.CHANDRA. R.A.O. 

G. R. ABHY.A.NXAR. 

P,L, CH'ODGAR. 

National Liberal Club, London. 
November 19,1928. 



ANNEXURE A 
The following 70 States were represented in the Conference. 

(1) Bhavnagar. (2) Goodal. (3) Rajkot. ( 4) Jamna~ar. 
(5) Jaipur. (6) Cutoh. (7) Baroda. (8) Kishanga.rh. (9) Muli. 
(10) Ratlam. (11) Bikanir. (12) Bhara.tpur. (13) Morvi. (14) 
Jetpur. (15) Limdi· (16) !Ba.lasinor. (17) Hyderaba<f.'t (18) 
Cbuda. (19) Jamkhandi. (20) Mangrol. (21) Palita.na. · (22) 
Porbunder. (23) Radhe.npur. (24) Khambat. (25) Dhrol. (26) 
Jesalmere. (27) Devgadh Baris. (28) Sangli. (29) Idar. (30) 
Janjira. (31) Dbrangadhara. (32) Lunavada. (33) Vaosb. 
(34) Junago.dh. (35) Lakhtar. (36) Rajpipla.. (37) Indore. ( {8) 
Wadhwan. (39) Jodhpur. (40) Kapurthala.. (41) M;rs(.(e. 
(42) Sayla. (43) Kothe.. (44) Mansa. (45) Baga.sara. (46) 
Loharu. (47) Bundi. (48) Nabha. (49) Sa.vantwadi. ($0) 
Udaipur. (51) Bhor. (52) Rampur. (53hChamba.. (54) Vadali 
(55) Palanpur, (56) Danta.. (57) Sirohi. (58) Gwalior. (5'1) 
Dewas (Senior). (60) Sardargadh. (61) Alwar. (62) Dewas 
(Junior). (63) Bhopal. (64) Kolhapur, (65) Ghodasar. (66) 
Vankaner. (67) Manava.dar. (68) Javar. (69) Ka.rauli. (70) 
Travancore, 

ANNEXURE B 
The report of the Indian States People's Conference, held in 

Bombay, in December, 1927. 


