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PREFACE. 

A treatise on the Law of Iaheritance#O Sikh chiefships, as ill fOPq,e • 
previous to the annexation of th" Panjab, ·possesses .little more "an a 
historical value •• But it is difficult to understand the history of~ Panjab, 
or the gro"wth of the Sikh power, Tta.ns and Cis-Satlej, without a !mow- • 
ledge of the llws and customs which, even in the days of th" greatest 
anarchy and violence, were ackltOwledgel! generall: by the chieofs, and 
which, in the majority of cases, were observed by them. A long and 
uninterrupted peace, the declared wish of Government i1mt the chiefships 
should be perpetuated, and the protection and se(lllrity that all enjoy 
nuder British rule, has not been without its effect upon the Sikhs~ who 

•• 
have abandoned or modified many of their peculiar cftstoms, and have 
adopted... more uniform system of law. But it will not be the less 
interesting, to the historical student, to determine the customs observed 
by the founders of the Sikh power, which, even though they may have 
losfmuch of their original force and significance, nevertheless possess an 
in1Iuence which will be felt for many.,.ears to come.- • 

-
The authorities for what has been advanced in this tre,tise are the 

family records of the chiefs concerned, and the statements of their confi­
dential agents, the political records of the Dehli Residency and the 
Atq,bala Agency from the year 1808; and disputed cases decided by many 
political officers, including Sir David Ochterlony, Sir Charles· Melcalfe, 
Captain Birch, Captain Murray, Sir George Clerk, Captain Ross, Captain 
Wad'e, Sir Henry Lawrence, and Major Broadfoot. 
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TIrE LAW O~' INHERITANCE 
• 

TO CHIEFSHIPS 

• 
AS OBSERVED BY THE. SIKHS • 

PREVIOUS TO TIIE ANNEXATION OF THE. PANJAB. 

: 

1 .• It is necess~MI' to eonsider tlie orig' in TO. on .• i. .od 
-01 f/,.owlll of th~ S,kh 

d d 1 t f th S'kh Ch' ~ h' b' Chi",.hips m,," 6. an eve opmen 0 e I lelS IpS, elore co>..;id .... d ."' .... th,i, 

th 1 f . h' h bt' t La ... COM •• und". It ru es- 0 succeSSIOn, w IC 0 am amongs .tood. 

them, can be accurately determined, for these 
'" have grown up· gradually and without abruptness, 

and have been modified. as mlllch by a remem·· 
brnnoe of the· Hindu. Code .. by .w·hich th& Sikhs. 

were bound before they adopted the reformed faith. 
• 

as 01 the exercise of almost uncontrolled power,. 
which, in a time of lioense and; confusion, made 

• 
the will of the strongest often the only law •. 

2. Til declare,. authoritatively.. the laws .:";:':.i:tt;-:t·Si:{ 
that prevailed among the Sikhs,. is· a matter of ~~7.:· "''11 ' ••• id .... 

great difficulty, and one which has often been 

l1fonounced imI!ossible. l'rinciI!les. were little .;: •. 



2 LAW OF INBER'1TANCk 
, 

garded by them j prescription and custom, modified 
, by various disturbing influences, were the only. , 

acknowledged.guides j whilst there is no family of , 
any importance wruclt ·has flot, when its interest 

has seemed to require it, denied jJr evaded the . ' 
rules which it has ordmarilybeen content to follow_ 

c· 

Yet it is possible, by ~ careful consideration of the 
• precedents which Sikh kist-ory furnishes m albund-

anee, to determine what were the general rules by 

whic~ particular fa~es, or the whQle body of 

Sikn Chiefs, were commonly bound, and to declare, 
with tolerable certainty, the reasons which< led to 

their disregard or denial, under exceptional cir-

·cumstances. • 

;r.. two ... in di... ·3. The Sikh~ha'l'e been divided into tWit 
rion, of tntt BiliA.: i... th... 'If t/w great classes, named from the districts they inhabit, 
Jlfi,"jluJ and McilwtJ. 

the 1.Unjha and the MIHwa, and the origin and 

history of these are altogether different. The , 
" Manjha'" is the name o~ the southern portion of 

the Bari Doab, in the neighbourhood of the cities 
• 

of Lahore and Amritsar j and the Manjha Sikhs, 

by a convenient enlargement of the term, may be­, 
held to include ill those who, at the time of the 

< . 
tinal dissolution of the Muhammadan power, were 

located to the north of the river Satlej. Malwa is 

thf-county immediately to the south of the same 



to SI~lI CHIEFSIUPS. 

river, stretching to'wards'-Dehli and Bikarur, and 
. the Sikhs whb inhabit this district, being the origi-

• nal settlers and not mere invaders or immigrants 

from the Manjha, are know~ as the 'MaIwa Sikhs. 

Their acknowle.dged head is the great Phulkian 

house, o"f which the Maharaja 'of Pattili.la is the 
• 

representative, with the closjlly aUilld families of 

N6.bha, Jhfnd, Bhadour, Malod, BadrUka, JiU\J.dan, 

Di6.lpul·a, Laudgharia, Rampur and Kot Dhuna., 

and the more distantly connected houses of Fari<1-

kot and Kythal . 

• 4. The ancestors {If the M81wa chiefs were no .,.;g;n of 1M 
Mdl .... [J;kIH. 

siJPple Hindu peasants, mostly of Rajput extrac-
tion, who, about the middle of the sixteenth 
century, emigrated from the ~eighbourhood of 
Jassalmfr. They were peaceful suQjects of the , 

Muhammadan rulers of Dehli, and strictly observed 

the Hindu Law with regard to succession to real 
and personal property as well as in all other 
particulars . 

• 
5. In the course of a hundred years, in pro- Th'!lm.fto ........ 

~ peasants i,reo 'lie pori-
portion asj;he central authority at DehIT grew weak, :-' ••• oft/outd ...... "" • 

• the power of the J at settleQl increased. They were 

rlll£lguztlrs, or payers of revenue into the Imperial 

treasury, and made no effort to shake off a yoke 

which was in no way galling; but they acqut\d 

"". 



LAW,OF INHERErANCI!l 
, 

large grants of land,. founded viilages, and beCame 

wealthy alld of some social impoI'~ance. They 

eontinued, moreover, like other Hindus; to follow 
~ 

',he ordinances of Mand. and the Shastras. 

,Tluy "dop' ",k''''., 6.' But at the- be .. iimin.,. of" the eio'hteenth 
Qlld .qradlloll!l become bOO 

i/jfJt'p~"dnlt o~ the tl M~l h' ~ b d d" H' d . 
Muh""mad.. Go. century, Ie' " wa c 1e,s a an one III Ulsm 
... ·l'rIl1IU.IJ. t • f 

for t~ new faith which was then being preached 

by $}ovind, the last and the most influential of the 

Sikh. GurUs. The huJ!dred years that followed 

waSlln era of anarchy; The great Muhammadan ., 
empire was, frem inherent weakness, falling asun • 

• der, and the Sikhs, day by day, gained power and 

territory at the expense of their- nominal maste~s, 

who persecuted the new faith but were unahle to 

destroy it. Sikhis~ was then, as Mllhammadanism 

in the seventh anel eighth' centuries, and Wahabee. 

ism in the present, a religion of the sword, and the 

new converts appeared as ready to fight with ea~h 

athor as with the common enemy, against whom 

alone they ever united. The Sikhs did not , 
a.vowedly abandon the Hindu Codes of Law, which 

• they had, from time immemodal" ob8{ed; and.­

neither Nanak nor GO'i'ind had laid down new rules, 
• 

by which their followers· should be bound in. 

matters of succession and inhei-itance; but they 
fcl.~ contempt:' for Hinduism, with its restric-



to Sllrn CRIEFSRIPS • 

• 
tions and prejudtces, and refused to follow its 

precepts whmiever these were opposed to their 
• 

immediate interests.. Society wa~ in a. state 

of disintegration and dem~ralization. Each man 

did wh~t waii right in his own eyes, and 
whatever he was able to do with impunity appeared 

• 
to him right. Widows and Qrphans ,had no helper 
against the powerful neighbours who divided "their 

lands amongst them at their pleasure; and lha 

only means by which the smaller chiefs ~ould 

escape absorption was by attaching themselve§,:.as 

feudalljj)tainers or vassals, to the great houses, who 

were able and willing to protect them jn return for 

sefvice in the field. Thus arose the great Cis.Satlej 

cbiefs, whose obscure origin lnd . unprincipled 

acquisitions were ennobled by titles extorted from 

the Emperor of Dehli, who was still the nominal 

ruler of the ]\~alwa, and who was too weak and 

timid to refuse to honour the men whom he knew 

--to be the moat formidable enemies of his power. 

(5 

"7. At the be"'innin'" of the present century '[7" ........ • dirh 
o 0 led tlum to .uotk 1M 

tho fate which the Cis.Satlrj chiefs had so often r.:iG~:'~1...:::' Bri. 
o • 

brought uflon others seemed likely to become their • • 
own. Ranji!. Singh, Mahriraja of Lahore, having 

reduced to submission the chiefs in the neighbour. 

hood of his capital, determined to conquer ~e 



fl • 
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< 
whole country to the south oC'the Satlej. as l'ar as 

the river Jamna. which, he believed, he might 
safely accomplish without. coming hito collision . 

with the English pJwer. The condition oC the 

Cis-Satlej States eminently favored the success of • • • his design. Jealous of each other, and with no 
( 

common bon!\ of nniop. now that the Muha=adan 
• power had finally collapsed, they would, one by 

one, have fallen victims to the energy and deter. 

minAtion of Ranjit Singh, whose ambition knew no 
liln'its and no scruples, and to whom the very 

names of honour and pity were nnknO'tIl. The 

MaUwa chiefs saw their danger in time, and, at the 
very moment when their annihilation seedied 

inevitable, threw. themselves on the mercy of the 

British Government, which, after much hesitation, 
accepted the position and declared the Cis-SaUej 
territory under its protection. 

. 
8. Then followed a period of unbroken securi· no ,.nod oJ fJ"i" 

d"ri"9 .,.lic.\ Bile" 
l ••• d~.m ... _"'" ty, during which the strong power which prevented 
COItIOIHlCJUcl. • 

• 

any attack from without, insisted upon tranquility 

within, and maintained the smallest as well as th_ 

largest States in the possession of the cIIgnity and 
power which they had' possessed when first they 

claimed its protection. It was during this period 
tJt!!t the rules of succession became, to a certain 



, . 
TO SIItll CRIEl'SRIPS. 

degr~e, uniform and consistent, although it will be 

. understood,that these are but comparative terms 

when applied to laws t8at prevailed ill a society so 

exceptionally constituted, ~hich had learned so 

lately th\l advadages of order, a~d which had been 

accustomed.for so long to consider license synony­

mous with liberty. 

7 

9. The effect of the Satlej campaign of 1845. ..!}.' ;:~ ·t, • .t!~ 
• •• • itl the r~latiotl' of "lui 

46 was almost preClsely sImIlar to that caused by Britl,h ~ .......... , 
.. • with tn8 Cit-Balle; 

the campaign of 1866 in Northern Germalfy. Stae... 

The Brrtish Government, which had, for years, 

de.elored a state of things which it was unable, 
without breaking faith with the chiefs, to rectify j 

which had seen the people opprQ;sed and ground 

down by petty tyrants, who possessed absolute 

power in their respective States, . seized the oppor-

tunity which the folly and ingratitude of the chiefs 

haa given, to inaugurate a new order of things. 

The most important chiefs alone were. permitted 
to rlltain their power, while that of the smaller ones 

• )Vas taken altogether away: they were declared 

mere Jagll'dar8 of the British Government, and the . 

whole of their territories. was placed under the 

control of British Officers and British Courts of 

Law. 
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• 
'I.i;;:-"~:;:d~~rr; 10. It will thus appear that the Mlilwa cbiefs 
d,velop,d, • have passed through several distintlt periods of 

, development. First, the IIlerc cultivators of the • 
lands on which, as imnligranh, they had settled; 

then, the owners of those same lan<\s. Next came 
,. . 

the period of conflict with the Muhammadan power, 
~ 

during which, the cbjefships grew up gradually 

nnd zlaturally, followed by the period of tranquillity 

wh{ch was the consequence of. their claiming 

Brithlh protection. The last period saw the 

m~<1rity of them stripped of the power which they 

had infamously abused, and whioh it was a.misfor­

tune to the country that they ever had possessed • 
• 

!I'M ..im ,hi<1,·oJ 11. There is no gradual development such as 
tlte Mdn;lur. had an 1 

onglo. .''!I dif1' ..... t this to be traced i~ the history of the Sikh chiefs fron, that of tlHl Jz.til-

rca ,Mifl, , of' the Manjha. Scaroely more than a hundred 

years ago, the majority of them were cultivators of 
the soil, enjoying none of the consideration which 

the Cis-Satlej chiefs had, for long, received from the 

Court of Dehli. With the last invasions of Abmad 
• SMh and the Afghans, they rose to sudden power, 

and every man who had energy and courage .. , 

• gathered a band of marauders about 'him and 

plundered the oountry, $~zing and holding whatever 
lands he could. Many· of' these Sikhs crossed tho 

Sa~j and rava~d the country to the very gates of 
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Dehn; while some dfthem seized large tracts of land 

Cis.Satlej, wltich they continued to hold against all 
• 

comers, by the 9worc1 alone, a tenure al together 
• 

different from tha.t of their MII.lwa neighbours, and 

more resemblin.g that of a Norman baron settled 

in the Welsh Marches, seven hundred years ago . 
• 

9 

The ascendancy of the' Sikhs in the Pe.njab TluJ tfis • • f M •• 
. ,,,;,.6ja Ranjil Sin,q" 

Trans.Satlej, was but brief. MaharaJ'a RanJ'it Singh to p ....... • IId it. 
• ejJ'ect8. 

subdued them one by one j Ramgharias, Bh~ngis. 

Kanheyas, !Ill the great houses fell in turn, and so . . . 
completely, that the chiefships became merely 

nominal, dependent on the will of the Sovereign of 

L~ore; while the laws of succession were prac­

tically swept away before they had time to crystal­

lize into their natural form. It Wl.ll thus be readily 

perceived that it is in the Cis-Satlej States alone that 

a search for precedents, which may throw some real 

light on Sikh' practice, is likely to be successful. 

One great Trans-Satlej chief alone, Sirdar Fatah 

Singh, Ahluw8lia, the grandfather of the. present 

R.4ja of Kaplirthalla, held his own against the am­

bition of the ruler of Lahore j but he had large Cis­

Satlej pos/essions, which were under British protee- • 

tion, and..he held up the bme of England as a 

shield against the Maharaja successfully, though it 

is certain that the British GoverIlI\lent would Jiot 
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• 

have interfered to save his estates in the Jalandhar 

• Doab, with which thElY had no possfble interest • 
• 

• This Sirdar, t}len, .must be. considered as a Cis­

Satlej chief, and his fa&ily has commonly followed 

the usages of the Malwa Sikhs • 
• 

1'rIIoog""""; ,.,, 12. The ordinary, rule of successio"h to Sikh 
.bur"" i .. tlul pri,.".. • , 
t!. PIHlIki.' fGllli· chiefst.ips was equal division among the sons, and 

p~ogeniture has only prevailed in the three 

princi{lal branches of the PhUlkian family, namely, 

l'aUi9.la, NI\bha. and JWnd, and perhaps in the • 
connected house of Faridkot. The declarations of • 
the chiefs themselves can be depended upon but 

little, for they have asserted difl'erent principles 41t 
difl'erent times, to serve their immediate interests. 

In the course of tli'e dispute regarding the succes-

• sion to the JWnd State, in 1836, the agents of 

Pattiala, KythaI, Nabha and BazidpUr declared-

!'AI olU/. tkclar. .. It would seem that Jhfnd bas been taken possession of by t1.1l 
,be fJrimDg61lit.,.. if II British Government in consequence of the descendants of Bhup Singh 
~:"::I 'J:,.::tf~ U having received a separate maintenance. and ha~jng l~Dg Ihoed apart 
l_ilM,. II from the elder branch of the family, but there IS nothIng unusu~ in 

" Buch a circumstance, but, on the contrary, it i8 in exact conformity 
fI with the uniform practice of the houses PhtilkisD and Bbalkiao, in 
II which the eldest SOD always succeeds to the whole estate. with the" ' 

n. exception of small portiona .et apart for Ibe roaintenanct of younger 
II children." 

f'Mg, ....,.,~,. .. , 13 Th Ph-'-"·" f: il h . ts ' .... '1 ",.,.1 bif.... • e WAJ. .. n am y, owever, conS1S , 
tHoltstWll ,IN ,..,Ie 1041 L. d 

•• poll"~"'" .... ., as ,..as before been shown, of eleven houses, an 
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in a dispute which~ in 16.16, ha.d arisen between two lAo , .... 

of them, na:tnely BadrUka and Bazidplir, the very . 

chiefs who, in 1836, ~eclared that primogeniture 
• 

was the universal rule, wrot~ to Sir David Ochterlony 

that the custo~s of the smaller '. PhUlkhln houses' 
prescribed an equal partition of hweritance among 

• the sons. 

11 

A third case yet more strongly shows how ""!:, '~ "1: a:; 
1- . • PaltialG IS. ,\~ 6 .. 0_ 
lttle weIght can be placed on the formal declara· ,,,.,.. "":1"._, i.,.. 

poriliolN ou.r..u/t. 
tions of the chiefs. On the death of Raja SUib 
Singh llf PattiaIa, his second son, Ajit Singh, 

advanced a claim to half the territory. This claim 

wls submitted to the different PhUlki8.n chiefs for 

their opinion. They declared Ayt Singh entitled 
to an equal share of all the ancestral estates of his 
father, in accordance with the custom of the 
protected Sikh States generally, and the PbtllkiDn 

)lOuses in particular. Yet, subsequently, swayed 
. ~"" .. 

by .. other motives, several of the chiefs addressed 
the resident at Dehli to the effect that their former 
statement was only given at the request of Sird(t.r 
Ajit Singh.. and that the true rule of succession 

among them was that the ",hole estate devolved on 
the eldest son, subject to a provision for ~he 

younger sons. 
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The truth lay between these conflicting state-

ments, nor have the Phulkian or BhiikUin chiefs . . 
ever adhered p.niformly to Que rule or the other, 

and the disputed cases "hich were ref~rred to them 

were decided by no fixed law. yet it is evident 
• that primogeniture has prevailed only in the three 

~ 

families of Pa~ti<ila, :rtabha and Jhlnd, and all the 

others have adopted the oustom of equal partition 

among sons, with the exception of those cases in 

which Patthlla, arbitrarily, and for reasons of its 

01'D, has awarded Ii larger share to the eldest, the 

second or even the youngest son. Under tpe influ­

ence of this rule of equal partition the Bhadour 

estate has been broken up into several chiefships, 

that of Malod into two, and in the same way with 
• • 

other families. Even in these three exceptional 

cases the deviation has only taken place within 

the last hundred years, and contrary to what they;; 

with the exception of Pattilila, declared, so lately 

as 1836, to be their own law of inheritance (1). And 

although Pattiala, Nlibha and Jhind have a~ered 

to the rule of primogeniture, yet even these have 

made attempts to set it aside, as, in 1812, wheIf 
• Raja Bh6.g Singh of Jhind desired his second son 

• 
Partab Singh to succeed him, and delivered a 

paper to that effect to Sir ·D. Ochterlony, which 

r"(l) Letter of Mr~ Clerk, 80th November 1836, to Mr. T. McttRlfc . 

• 
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the' British Government.declined to sanction. 

14. There are numerous precedents in the p."",."" fr .... • : J>h"Uat11t famdtu 

-< 'k: ~ - "mill' hi! hill' t th b u-'ng ~"t 1'9-Phlll Ulll.a es w c 'If suppor e a ove yea'''''' .. _ •• f a. 

position. 
Bit '!,ORad tAf'm. 

• 
(a.) iirdars Dip Singh and Bir Singh divided lo~ Slot. of ~""" 

the estate between them. 

(b.) On the death of Sirdar Bir Singh, 'his 

three sons, Jowahir Singh, Jaimal Singh and 

Jaggat Singh, divided his possessions equally, et~pt 

that t~ eldest received a somewhat larger share 

(Sirdari. kkarack) as the representative of the 

falniIy, and on the death of Jowabir Singh, with-

• out male issue, his estate Tas assigned, by 
Pattiala, to Khazlin Singh, the son of the second 
brother. 

(c.) Sirdar Mohr Singh of Bhadour had 

three sons, Amrik Singh, Samand Singh and Sujan 

Singh. On his death, the estate was divided be-, 
tween them equally, except that Samand Singh, 

.the 8econd son, received a somewhat larger share -than his ~rother. 

(d.) Sirdar Man Singh had two sons, Dalel TNStct •• fJl.l ... 

Singh and Bligh Singh. On his,death, the ~der 

brother took two-thirds of the estate, and the 
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younger, one· third. 

(e.) On the death of Sirdar Dalel 'Singh, his 
• • 

two sons, Fat:ih Singh jtnd Mith Singh, divided the 

estate in the same proportion. This decision was 

given by Pattiala, Ilnd pleased neit'b.er party, but 

they afterwards agreed to it; and the so~ of Fatah 
. . , 

Singa and Mith Singh followed the same rule, as 

diq Bligh Singh, their uncle, so that the Malad 

custQlll may bEl affirmed to be that, of two sons, 

the.elder takes two·thirds and the younger one· 
• 

third of the estate. 

(f.) In 1815, a dispute arose between the 
• two BadrUka Sirdars, Karam Singh and Basawa 

Singh, as to their.!espective shares, and the former. 

with the Pattiala Raja, addressed General Ochter. 

lony to the effect that the sIlialler PbUlkilin fami. 

lies inherited equally. The two Sirdars accordingly 

divided the territory between them in equal shares. 

(g.) Sllkha Singh and Bhagwan Singh, the 

sons of Basawa Singh, divided the estate equally 
• between them. • 

Pr ... dft/l;' 15 Th Bh .,-... famili' alth h th 'M BIa<Uki4. f.mwII • e 3IX!8D es, aug ey 
~"';!:.::.M,:~ protested that their rule was primogeniture, could 
t~ prof....... "'" • ,.6,.,..,,6,,_, n~ prove It to bve been so. The fact was pre. 
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cisely the reverse .• Gur~aksh Singh, the head of the­

Bhai family M Kythal, died in 1765, leaving five 

son~, Budh Singh, Desy Singh, TakhtSingh, Dhanns. 
• 

Singh and Snkhs. Hngh, among whom his estate 

was equally diVded. Desu Singh became the most 

powerful,. but this was only by' his own conqnests.. • • 

His son BnMl Singh succee~ed, not. as the eldest, 

but because his brother La! Singh, who had reYlelled 

against his father, was in confinement at the time or 

Desu Singh's death. Lal Singh, however, esc!aped, 

defeated and murdered his brother, and seized' ~e 

whole Ijstate. This was the first occasion on which 

the chiefship and estates of Kythal went to one 

so~, and it was by force of arms and not bycus­

tom. The rule of primogenitu~e was, after this, 
naturally assertea by Bbai La!. Singh, to cover his. 

own illegal seizure of the estate. In the same­

manner, on the death of Bhai Bassawa Singh, first 

cousin of Bhai La!. Singh, his territory was equally 

divided between his sons, Panj6.b Singh, GuIah 

Sin.gh and Sangat Singh. • 

11) 

• 16. The PhUlkiRn and Bhaiki(m houses are PrV!!"" among 

th I • hi h ha ~ olk ... Sikh chkf,Aip' e on y ones w c ve even pretended to follow I"'"",ng lhal pri .... 
• • •• geJtitHrf1 tcQ.I 1101 tAil 

the rnle of prlmogemture umversally, and it has Sikh ... 10. hI parti. 
60., mot"'e or l~,. 

been shown that this pretence is contradicted by 'i"'~ omong t" .... ,. 
the facts. With regard to other c1l.iefships Ci"nd 
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Trans-Satlej, the rule of eqlfal partition 'Was 

general, although where one BOn was· the favorite 

of his father he might recei~e a larger share o( the . . 

estate, and this, irrespemive of his being the elder or 

younger; other cases there were in which the • 
brothers. quarrelea, and each seized. whatever 

• share he could.of his fjlther's estate, in defiance of 

allla~s of suocession. This was not uncommon in 

ear~ Sikh days, but not so common as to make the 

law ot succession doubtful. The elder son moreover 

ge;erally received a somewhat larger portion 

known as Karach Sirdari, as being the reprE!s~ntative 
of the family, and to maintain the chiefship, but 

the division was practically equal. • 

• (a.) Shahabad.-On the ·death of Sirdttr 

Karam Singh, his four sons, Ranjlt Singh, Kharak 

Singh, Sher Singh and Kahn Singh divided the 

property .. 

(h. ) Kapw-thaUa.-Raja NihaI Singh. de­

sired to leave his principality to his youngest son 

Jluchet Singh, and it was only the remonstrance or 
. ., 

the British authorities whioh caused him to aban-
e 

don the design. lie then, by will, divided the 

~state among his'sons, giving a larger share to the 

eldlfSt. 
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o(c). Sidlba.-'Sirda~ Hari Singh divided his 

estate betweetl his two sons, giving a larger share 
to tqe younger. 

(d.) Sindkcinwalia.-On the death of Sirdar 

Didar Singh, ·his . sons Gurbllksh Singh, Amir 

Singh and ltuttan Singh succeeded equally . • • • 
• (eJ ..J./tari.-Sirdar Jodh Singh left two 

sons, Partab Singh and Chattar 
ceeded equally to the estate. 

Singh, who 8~O· 
• 

• • • (J-J In the same family the three Sirders 
now living at Attari, Jiun Singh, Hari Singh and 

Ajtt Singh hold the jagir of Shaikoran, in equal 

shares, and it will so descend to their heirs. 
• • 

(gJ .Bhangi.-Sirdar Gujar Singh, the head 
of the Bhangi confederacy, and an independent 
chief, divided his possessions between his two· elder 
sons Sukha Singh and Sahib Singh . 

• (h.) Thanesar.-This estate, on the death of 

~irdar Mit Singh, was divided between his two 

nephews :2Mg Singh and Bhanga Singh, in what is. 

termed the Panjtu propo5tion ;-Bhanga Singh, 

although the younger, receiving 3·5tll8, and Bhlig 

Singh, the elder, 2·5ths only. 

17 
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2'.1.0 rue ....... qf 17. On failure of male heirs, the estate, 
1M .nd .... foil.... qf .. 
"",/0 if.... • according to ordinary Sikh law, deacenqs to the 

widow for her life. This rule, which is asserted 
• • • 

by all the principal families, with the exception 
of the Bhaiki\in and the Singhpurias, is very 
, . 
much modified itl. practice. It will readily be 

understood that at a t,ime when posses:ions which 
• • 

had "bee~ won by the sword had to be held by the 
sw.ord, the succession of a woman, with the custom. 

ary attendants of anarchy, favoritism and weak· 

n~a, which left the State a prey to its powerful 
neighbours, was viewed with dislike and suspicion • 

• 
Sikh women have shown themselves often capable 
of ruling with vigour and ability, and such ex. 
amples as Rtini Aus Kour of Pattitila, Rtini Dya 

, . 
Kour of Amballa, and Mai Sadda Kour, for long 

the acknowledged head of the great Kanheya con. 

federacy, will "always be remembered by the people 

with respect; but as a rule they were only dis. 
tinguished from the women of the rest of India by 
a looser morality, and their succession to a chief. 

. . 
ship was usually the precursor of its ruin. To 

• .. obviate such a calamity Sikh custom asserted tM 
2'1<. " .. 10m oj I/Jal. • • • 

t/Qrddln. or It ........ nght of the brother of the deceased to marry his 
• widow; and thus to succeed, through the woman, to 

the estate. The right lay with the elder brother 
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but ·the widow was often allowed to make her 

choice, whicH naturally often fell on the younger 

brotl1er of her husbanft. This forIl\ of marriage 
was known as karewa (km hut, a woman who 

has been marI1.ed), or. chaddardalna, (' throwing 
. . 

a sheet' ),from the chief ceremony observed. The 
• 

• karewa' marriage was uniyersally.aoknowledged 

Rslawful, among the Jat Sikhs, and the isslle as 

competent to suoceed to landed and personal p!:o­

perty; but it has never been considered of tlqual 

sanctity and authority with the regular marriage 
• r!yah' .or 'Bhadi,' which is contracted with a 

virgin; although the issue of the latter would,ordi­

natily, in case of dispute as to succession, be con­

sidered to have an equal claim, though this was • 
sometimes denied, and the children of the regular 

"yah took precedence of the issue of the karewa. 

The families of PattiRla, N abha and Jhlnd have, of 

late years, agreed to abandon this custom altogether, 
it being now unnecessary, as the succession has 

bee~ declared by Government to remain always 
with male heirs; but, as will hereafter be shown, 

they have frequently observed it in former years •• 
• 

The karewa marriage fII strictIy that performed 
with a brother's widow only, and although it is also 

known as chaddarddlna, yet this t~m is of a ~qre 

19· 
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extended 

marriage 

widow. 
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meaning, and inCludes an ~fo'rmal 

with women other than' the brother's 

Among the Sikhs the first wite would often be 
• married with the orthodox: ceremoniesl . and wives 

married subllequent11 by the simpler ceremony, 

whi<Th, in many cases, was little more than an 

ellCuse for concubinage, nor were such wives con. 

sideted as the equals of the one first married. If 
t;E!I' women so married were of the same caste 

or tribe as the husband, and with ~hom he 

could lawfully have contracted a regular '''!Iall,' 

the issue was legitimate and competent to suocE!lld j 

but if, as was often the case, they were of a differ· . \; 

ent caste or got ( clan ), the issue was not consider. 

ed as equal that of the fJ!lak, and the wife was never 

permitted to eat with the wives of the husband's 

caste (got kunala). The informality of the custom 

caused it justly to be viewed with suspicion, and 

there have been many cases in Sikh familills of 

women, who were no more than ordinary concubi. 

nes, claiming, on the death of their lord, the estaie 

for themselves or their sons, as lawful wives • 
married by chaddarddlna. 

T":.""""Y of •• With regard to the seniority .of widows, and 
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• 
the marriage of sons, the opinion of all the 

Sikh families' Cis-Satlej is unanimouB.(I) 

chief "',I'dolD' .nd ITt, mt:fr. 
"rw« 0/ ,0,." 

The 

Pandits to whom the question was referred, 

declared the law to be that of the Mitakshara, which, 

in a house wherlt there are many. wives, asserts her 

to have ~en¥>rity who is of the same caste as tIle 

husband. But this point of ~caste the Sikhs do • 
not much regard, and she is the eldest wife to 

.' whom the chief was first married, a wife married 
• 

. by shadi ranking before her taken by chadda,.. 

dlflna. 

• 

• • • 

The elder son loses his ppsition should he be 

mad'ied subsequently to his younger brother. 

The unanimous opinion oHhe chi~fs above referred 

to was as follows:-

II If there be two uterine brothers betrothed in two (amilies, and ir 
"from any cause the marriage of tbe elder brother cannot take place, 
,. and the parents of the girl to whom the younger brother is betrothed 
.~ be importunate for the marriage, the father will not permit his younger 
U son to be first mafl'ied. because ttlC perfonnance to his forefathers of 
"the fducral rites &c., from the ba.nds of an elder SOil could Dot take 
" place unless he had been married priol to his younger brother. The , 
U marrlage of the elder must, therefore, precede. If the younger SOD, 
u trom the importunity of tIie girl's parents, be first married, and hi8-
"Ielder brother afterwards, th-en the performance of the funeral· obsequies 
,a to his forefatl-efs are prohibited to him, aud it may be said the younger 
u takes the place of the elder by reason of his being first married." 

• 
(1.) Pattial_, JMnd, Khytal, Nobha, Thftne.ar, Hassi, BUTia. Bhl1t"t .. 

,'hal', Cbichil'owli, Sh8.hnb&d, Jagadri. Buria and Gadowli.-Tide their I'eplies. 
(If 10th Januuy 1828; 81"'0 those of Pandita Diu Raj. Chow .M~1toll4. 
Min Rikhi. Ii.i. of Patti"., of the lame date.· . 
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ClI""da~a"d and The seniority of the wives does not however 
Blaif.and 1M two r-. 
t:'i:;'! mod .. 'If par· affect the succession of the sons. < It has been 

shown that a.preference is sometimes given. to the 

children of an orthodox over the issue of an 

irregular or ckadd[Srdal1la marriage, but in other 

cases the sons share equally. 

TWO methods of division, however, prevail 
• among families in which the right of primogeniture • 

is denied, known as ckunclaband and bhaiband • 
. .. 
A~cording to the first named, the estate is divided 

equaily between the mothers, for their respective 

issue; and, in the second, it is divided eq llally 
• 

among all the sons. Supposing a man to have 

left two wives, t~ elder having one son and the 

second three; by cklmdaoand division the one son of 

the first wife would take half the estate, and the 

three sons of the second would divide the other 

half between them: by bkaioand division, all four 

sons would share equally. The custom of chunda. 

band was almost entirely confined to the SikflS of 

the Manjha, while in the lIalwa equal divisioa 
• was the rule. 

n·"" ... t"OO'''''9 18. The followin'" are c"ses which prove the t',~ ells/o,,, of r/lad. ;:, C;\ 

tria"ddlna ot' kaf't"W(J • t f th f ' 
.. ill t.'-'li4 Jamil; ... eXlii ence 0 e.cll~tolU 0 chadda nlal"a, or km'clca 
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and its legal value, in many of the principal Sikh 
families. 

• ( a.) Pattidla. Raja ,Amar Srugh married, 

by chaddarddlna, the widow of his brother Him. 

mat Sin~h, who' died without mule issue, and sue. 

ceeded to tJ!e whole estate. 

( fl.) Ndbha. Hamir :Singh marnea, In toe 

same manner, the widow of his brother Kappur 

Singh, who died without issue, and succeed:d to 

the estate. Raja Jaswant' Singh was the issue ~f 

this matriage. 

• (c.) JMnd. Sirdar Gajpat Singh mar. 

ried, by chaddardallla, the wido~ of his brother, 

Alam Singh, who died without male issue. 

(d.) Thal.e8ar.-Indar Sen married a 

woman named Hurruh"by whom he had a50n Nodh 

Singh, who adopted the Sikh faith. On the death 

of Indar Sen, his brother Chan dar Sen married • 
the widow by cnaddarddlna, the issue being Bh'ig 

$illgh and Bhanga Singh, the chiefs of Thanesar . 
• 

( e. ) Tltanesa/·. On' the death of Sh'dal' 

'Mehtab Singh, his brother Gulab Singh married 

iho widow and secured the estute • • 
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(I ) Shakld. Sirdars' Dharam Singh 

and Karam Singh were uterine brothers. On the 

death of the former, the l~tter married his. two 
• 

widows Hukma and Desa, by karewa. Hukma bore 

him two sons, Gullib Singh an«\.Mehttib Singh. 

The latter died, le;ving two widows, Karam Kour 
• • 

and Sahib J\our. Tpe surviving brother Gulab 

Singn married Sahib Kour by karewa • 

• IMpar. SirdRr Hari Singh, a Manjha. ~g. ) 
Sikh, married one Raj an, no connection of his . , , 
Ottn, by chddal'dalna. The two sons of this 

marriage, Sird9.rs Dewa Singh and Charra! Singh, 

became, one, chief of Sial bah, and the other, c~ef 

oCRupar. 

• 
( h. ) Lundhi. Durgaha Singh was first 

• married by "!lah to Pardhoun. He then married, 

by karewa, Berin, the full sister of Pardhoun, who 

was a widow, and had been married to a dis. 

tant relative oC his own. The estate was divided 

among the sons of Pardhoun and Berin by ch""da. 

band. 

'. ( i.) Muataphabdd. Sirdars Meht1ib SinoLl 

and lIirza Singh were 'uterine brothers. On the 

death of Mirza Singh his brother married the 

wid~w by chaddprdalna. 
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(i.) KalBia.':"Sirdar Jodh Singh,' Chief of 

Chichrouli, was thE' issue of a ckaddarddlna marriage 

contracted by Gurbubh Singh with a. widow, of his 
tribe, but not previously· connected with him. 

It is however ,Iso asserted that J odh Singh was 
• 

illegitimate., and that his mother was never married 

to Gurbuksh Singh. 

( k. ) Bkadour.-Sirdar Kehr Singh married 

the widow of his brother Meht{Lb Sing. 

( I.) LaBhkar Khdn.-Sirdar Mohr Sing, 

head or-the NishanwaIa confederacy, marriei!. by 

chaddarddlna the widow of his elder brother Anup . . 

Singh, and obtained the chiefs hip ad property. 

( m. ) Ladtoa.-Sirdar Gurdit Singh married 

the widow of his brother Sahib Singh, and obtained 

the chiefship. 

(n.) llQ1~gar .l\iangal.-Sird~r Wazir -Singh 

married, by chaddarddlna, the widow of his brother 
• 

Jamiyat Singh, who bore him Arjan Singh, and 

a·daughter, who was married to Raja Dev.lndar • 
• Singh of Nabha, and became the mother of the 

present Raja. 

25 

All these pl'ecedents have beeh taken fr"m .I. .... , s .. r. of 
t~ 
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B~"""", .. r KAair{ the families of J at Sikhs, resldent both in the 
orlga. tM cuto.. " 

:~ro:.~ .. ::: :ua.njha and Malwa. But to all Sikh's of Brahman 
..... 'If ...,1" Kh t i .. th . f' .1_ -""'pt1e too. pete'" or a r Qflgm, e re..aJ.arrluge 0 WluuWS, 
to iHAri. ... 

generally, and the marrIage of a brother's widow in 

• 

particular, is odious and unlawfuJ, nor ('an the . , 
issue of such marriage legally inherit .. · IMja Tej 

Singh of Lalulre, the :Commander-in-Chief of the 
• 

Sikh army, was a Gour Brahman by birth, and 

ad~pted Sikhism in order to push his fortune more 
• successfully at Lahore. In his old age he married 

tlk 'widow of his cousin Kishen Singh by what was 

called ckaddal'ddilla, and this lady some ~e after 

bore a son, Narindar Singh, The child is, however, 

incompetent to inherit: the issue of a chaddarda1na 
marriage con~ra~ted by a Brahman Sikh being 

illegitimate, and Harbans Singh, the brother 

of Tej Singh, and adopted by him before the 
birth of Narindar Singh, has inherited all 

the rroperty. The Sikhs of Brahman origin 

are few in number, but they maintain some of 

their Hindu prejudices and exclusiveness; althpugh 

they are regarded. as outcasts by orthodox Bl-ah-
• • mans, who will only give them tbei~ daughters 

in marriage for very !nr.ge sums of money, and 
even then the girls are considered as dead, and 

have no further communication with their own 
• • 

family. 
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This is certainly the practice among Gour, 
• Kanoujha, Sarrarieh and Dubbeh Brahmans. The 

Sarsut Brahmans, whO' are the mosi numerous in . ' 

the Panjab, are more liberal, and do not refuse 

intercourse wi~ one of their .number who has 

become". S~h. Even among the stricter classes 
, . 

the son of a Brahman Sllfh may' recover. the 

position forfeited by his father, as Raja Harbans 
• 

Singh has done. He has not taken the • pahal ' • 
the Sikh baptism, and follows the ordinary Brah • 

• • 
mini cal customs. That the feeling of caste supe!·. 

iority is!.Ot altogether lost when a Brahman vdhm. 

tal'ily abandons his caste, is shown by the refusal of 
• Sirdar Bhup Singh of Rupar to betroth his daughter 

by a Brahmani woman whom h~ had married by 

chaddarddlna, to DaHp Singh, Maharaja of Lahol'e. 

27 

The priestly family of Bedis are Khatris. TIl, K •• tn SiH •• 

Bishan Sing1), the son of the famous Bedi Sahib 

Singh, married by chaddardalna a widow of a 

familr not related to him, and had issue Attar 

Singh, the father of DaMs Khem Singh and 

S:1npuran Singh. These last, though men of grea t • 
• influence among the Sikhs, are still considered as . . 

illegitimate, their father being the issue of a 

chaddal'dalna mardage, and cannot marry into 

families far their inferior in rank and .ipfluen~e. 
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Attar Singh inherited a mere fraction of the large 
• estates owned by his father, and his sons Khem 

Singh and Sanopuran Singh l06t even this; although, 
• dllring the regency, they rece~ved small grants from 

the ancestral jagirf! at ShRbpJir and.N aslrpur . 

• • Other Kpatri Slkh families are those of 

• whicfl Sirdars Jowahir Singh Nalwa and Jhanda 

Sh!gh Botalia are the respective heads, but in 

neithtJr of these hai there been an instance of a 

cllllddarddlna marriage. 

•• • l' ..... u.t. ''1/'''''''' 19. The nght of widows to inherit Wall 
"" ,IN rigAl 0/ 
;'~4~i~-:"' ~ denied by the Bhaikian family of Khytal, Ind 

~~P!:: f:::"~1~ by the Singhpuria Sikh~. The latter, however 
.... /oded. much they may fave denied the right, practically 

-
• admitted it by allowing the custom of chaddar-

dcllna marriage to be observed in their family. 

Sirdars BUdh Singh and Sudh Singh SinghpUria 

were fllll brothers. On the death of the latter, , 
Budh Singh married his two widows, Sada Kour 

• and Silkh Devi, and by the&e ladies he had six. 

• sons, who inherited two-thirds of the estate b,. 
chundaband, the other third being inTlerited by 

Amar Singh, born by a former regular marriage, 

thus proving that the issue of a karewa marriage 

Wad entitled to share equally with those of the 
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more orthodox vyah. 

The Bhaikians, however, did not permit the 

custom of cl,adda.·ddlna, but the absolute denial 

of the right of the widow cannot be maintained 

in the presence of existing facts: 
o 

Tbe general rule was certainly against the 
• 

widow, as the following precede.nts will show. 

( a.) Bhui Gurdit Singh died without male 

issue, but leaving a widow; his two brothers,.Lil • 
Singh and Bassawa Singh, divided the estate he-

o • 
tween them. 

( 6.) Bhai Charrat Singh died without male 

issue. His widow only received nAlintenance from 

Bhai Karam Singh, the brother, who inherited the 

estate. 

(c.) Bhai BaMI Singh died without male 

issue, and Lal Singh, his younger brother, took the 

• estate, giving a village to each of the widows .. 

• ( d.) Bhai Budha Singh died without male 

issue, leavillg four brothers, Dhanna Singh, Dcsu 

Singh, Takht Singh and Su~ha Singh. The three 

latter of these took the wholo estate, to the exclu­

sion of the witlow. 

29 

CMddarddllltt flot 
o1¥-e,.Ded amOllg 'iI.· 
BhaikiaM: 

• 
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1',,,,,,, .. 1. i~ fa. 20. In three cases at least in the BhaikHn 
"01' of th8 widou." " 
.i.kl 10 inherit i.lI .. ~ il th 'ht f th 'd t' h' 't di Bhaiki •• familll. .am y, e rIg 0 e Wl ow 0 ln erl was s· 

• 

n. Aakrrila calf, 

• 

tinctly allowoo. The first "Was on the death of 
• 

Bhai Takht Singh, one of the four sons of Bhai 

Gurbaksh Singh, the real founder .of the family. 

His widow, Mai Sukha, not without .opposition, 
• 

inherited the tlstate of her husband, and held it for 

three years, when Bhai Lui Singh, Gurdit Singh, 
• 

Basa~a Singh and Karm Singh attacked her pos. 

sessions, and having bought over the zaminddl'8, 
•• 

ili'vided the estate between them. The second 

case: of Rani Rattan Kour, is of a similar·charac­

ter; for although, on the death of her hushand, she 
• 

held the property four or five years, she was then 

ejected by the b~thers of her husband, who divi­

ded it between them. Both these cases show a 

right, at first allowed, but subsequently over·ridden 

by violence and fraud. 

21. The third case is especially valuable, as 

the discussion on its merits, in 1811 and 181'2, by 

Sir David Ochterlony, when the claim of the widow 

was admitted, and in 1818, on her dearn, by Mr. 
C, T, Melcalfc, and' Captain Birch, Assistant 

Resident at Kal'nal, throws considerable light on 

many obscurc~oints of Sikh law. 
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Bhni Karam Singh was the son of Dhana 

Singh, and so.cceeded to his estates. He died in 

TAt a,"fA 0/ Bll4ri 
Karam Sillg . • 

1819, leaving a widow. Mai Bhagb~ri, and three • 
daughters, all married, but-only one, the wife of 

SiJ:dar Hamir Singh of Mani Majra having child-• 
reno ~ai La! Singh, the first cousin of Karam . ' 

Singh, and head of the Kyth~l family, immediately 

claimed the estate. Sir David Ochterlony ehdea­

voured at first to induce Lal Singh to relinquish 

his claim, or the widow to accept a comprc1mise, 
but this, she, considering her right absolute ·~d 

indefea~ble, declined altogether to do. She. was 

willing, however, to relinquish her claim in favor 

of ~mar Singh, one of her grandsons by the wife 

of Sirdar Hamir Singh, and this Sir David was will-
" 

ing to l'ecommend for sanction, 
• 

The Phli.lkhin Rajas at first declared in 'favor ,'l'/" 'Mlj!icti~,. opi-
fUQII' qf Me C1UI!fl, 

of the widow, hut, subsequently, at the instiga-

tion of Bhai Lal Singh, asserted, in a document 

which Sir David Ochterlony stigmatized as framed, 

in hls judgment, for the purpose of fraud, injustice 
and deception, that the widow had no l'jght to 
inherit, 7hat the chiefs asserted whatever was their 

interest or policy, without hny r~gard to truth, is 
evident from numerous disputed cases in the first 

half of the pl'esent century, and as to Bhai J:.U.l 

• 
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Singli's denial of the right of the widow, it is notori­

OllS that he did oppose, and, by his Influence and 

power, prevent Bassawa Singh, his first cousin, • • • 
taking possession of Tunansu, the estate of his full 

brother Gurdit Singh, on the plea that the right 
• 

of succession lay with the widow, and thl\t for a .. 
considerable time she -did exeroise real authority • • 
and Actually enjoy the revenue of these lands, and, 

nominally, both, till the day of her death . 

•• The British Government, in 1812, decided in • 
favor of the widow Mai Bhagbari, and she held 

• • the whole estate until her death in April 1818. 

She left a will in favor of her grandsons, the chwd­

ren of the Raja of Mani Majl'a, of whom the ., 
younger was her favorite kinsman, and was gene-

rally understood to be her adopted son. Bhni Lal 

Singh of Khytal at once asserted the claims which 
bad been denied in 1812, in favor of the widow, 

and thi$ time with more success. 

. . 
'I'7u .... re-op.n,d In decidin"O'in favor of Mni BM"",bm'i, in 1812, 

in 1818. 

• 
tbe Government had declared that the future 

descent would be considered on the de"ath of the 

1w.ni, as circumstances' might alter it. The claim­
ants were ll)-Bhai La.l Singh, first cousin of 
Karalll Singh, t\Iai Bhllghari's husband; (2) Sirdars 



TO SIKII' CHffiFSlIIPS. 

Goverdhan Singh and Amar Singh, sons of the 

R4ja of Mani ~ajra; (3) Rani Rattan Kour; (4) 

Sirdar Gulab Singh of Thanesar; and (5) Bhai 
• • • 

Bassawa Singh; and these claims it will be con-

venient to consider separately . 
• 

33 

22.· lUlai L:n Singh brought forward the 
sanie arguments which he had befoJle used, that 

TA~ Ht:tral "laim • 
• 

BAal Lil 8i,.g", 

• females were excluded from succession according 

to the custom of the Bhaikian house. This !fas 

been shown to be untrue, and force not custom 
had alone prevented women from obtaining ';\'hil.t 

was generally acknowledged to be their ri8'hts. 

A declaration of Guru Ram Das to the effeet 
• that the Bhaikians should adhere to the Khatri 

rule of inheritance and exclud~ women, was an 

invention easy to make, and, of course, difficult 
to disprove, were it not that Bhai LIil Singh him­
self had allowell on II former occasion the right of 

women to inherit. 

• 

(2.) Goverdhan Singh and Amar Singh, the Th, Ma.i MajNO 
8~·rdcir'. 

sons' of the Raja of Mani :Majra, claimed, through 

their mother Rani Chand Kour, the youngest 

daughter flf lttl.ni Bhligbari, and produced, in' 

. support, a will said to havC'been executed in their 

favor, but to which there were no witnesses except 

her own officials, it being stated thll.t no.chiefliked 
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to affix his signature to the document and thus 

incur the wrath of the powerful MI Singh. It 
was, moreover, notorious that the Rani had long 

• • • 
wished to adopt Amar Singh, the younger of the 

Raja's sons. He was about eleven years old at the 
• time of her death, and had generally lived with her 

. . 
at Kakrala, from wJlich place his ~arriage had 

• • 
tak&n place with a girl of the Balchappar family. 

T~e question of the validity of wills and the power 

of tke widow to adopt will hereafter be considered. 
, , 
• 

11 •• ; Rallan rour. (3.) Rani Rattan Kour was the childless • • • 

!!'At TkaN6',ar Chief. 

. widow of Bhai Hardas Singh, son of Karam Singh 

and Rani BhRgbari. She founded her claint on 

the fact that her husband would have succeeded as 
• heir had he been living. 

(4.) Shdar Gulab Singh of Thanesar claimed 

through his wife Sahib Kour, the second daughter 

of Ram Bhagbari, who had borne him no children. 

The eldest daughter, Rattan Kour, he truly stated, 

had for long resided with her mother at Kakrhla, 
• and had a village assigned for her support . • 

• 
BAa;B.,a"aS;.9~. (5.) The last claimant was Bhai Basawa 

Singh, the first cousin of Bhai La! Singh, with 

whom he claimed an equal share of the estate. 
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23. The Government might have treated the 

estate as an escheat witllout any imp~opriety. No 

one of the claims waa good in la'f'. Bhai L8l 

Singh, as a collateral, was not entitled· to succeed. 

The lIani Maj;a chiefs were sons of a daughter, 

thbugh wh~ the right to succession does not 

p:ss. R1mi Rattan Kour' had no claim. through her 
• husband; he having died in the life-time of his 

father. Gumb Singh of Thauesar claimed through 

his wife, who had no claim to succeed her mother: 

and Basawa Singh was, as a collateral, in the sanie 

position I.S L8l Singh, and, moreover, he had si{!ned . 

a document by which he relinquished all claim to 

the Xakrala estate, in favor of Lhl Singh. The 

Government had, however, no wiih to take the 

estate, and in January IBI9, the Governor 

General decided that-
• 

U In order to preserve the territ.ory of Kakr8.1a undivided, as well 
It as to continue it in the family to which it has hitherto bclOlfged, aDd 
II to pre'\"'ent its being merged in the possessions of another family; 
"with a ,-jew also to ob'fiate the difficulty of superseding the claim 
" of tbe elder man'ied daughter ot the late Karam Singb in fa\'or of 
" the yt-unger daugbtel' or her children; tlla GoverDol' General iu Council 
II is pleased to resoh'c that the chiefship and territory of Kakrala shall 
"~6"oh'e on the reJlresentath~e heir of the late Bhai L&l Singh, the 
" existing head if the house of which Karam Singh was a member," 

24. The claim of Ra"ni Rattan Kour was 

not, as the preceding case has shown, allowed, and 

it may be considcl'ed as an invariable l"ulc, against 

3S 

fie dtcinoJJ oJ 
GcrenuneHt. 

..4. wiJDw ft'MM 
r.tI8i>a"d Au ditrll 
dvrb'9 the lift-till/IJ 
qf ,,;~ fat1m' Juz. ,.Q 
claim. • 



36 LAW OF INHERITANCE 

which Rattan Kour could produce no precedent, 

that a widow whose husband has died during the 

life-time of lils father hali> no claim whate'o'er to 

inherit, One celebrated precedent did, however, 

exist, na~ely, lIai Sadda Kour 1r.anheya, whose 

case will be hereafter referred to, but .wMchwas 
• of so exceptional a .nature that it is valueless as 

o 
proving or disproving a custom, 

• 
. 211< rigM of tA, "5, Althou"'h the right of the widow to 

tlJidotO coMlantig re~ fIJ b 

f· .. d, ".1 i. pO'ac"" inherit was generally admitted and can even be _oM only .ucceed~d .. , c , 

.,At. 00 b.·.IA ... or edt 't'" 'I' , h' h 't t 
O'Ph.., oftM " .. band prove 0 eXls In laml les In w lC 1 was mos 
-~ f , pertmaciously denied., yet it is not to be supposed 

that, in rude times, when might was right, worpen 

were able to sustain their claims with any great 

success, To go· beyond' the Phulkian family, to 

other Sikh houses in the Cis-Satlej States, it will 

be found that, in practice, in the generality of , 
cases in whieh the widow succeeded, it was from 

failure of brothers or nephews of her husband, 

and that where they existed, thoy succeeded to the 

prejudice of the widow, The custom of karewa 

marriage, of course, chiefly accounts for this, the 

bl'other inheriting not from the de<!eased, but 

through the widow wnom he married, and who 

had no POWC1' to prcyent his thus obtaining posses­
sion of the property, 
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(a.) . On the death of Maharaja Kharak Singh . Cam .,' .. 1"'~ 1M 

r(~' of tM widow 

of Lahore and'his son Nao-NihaI Singh, the widow ~:;... "'7;::; 
of the former, Rli.ni. ChiDd Kour, wI!,\! a. claimant ':!/;!"Z,':'::";:. , 

• • I'~icr rigil being 
for the throne, and her right was admItted by a. ollowed •• 

large and powe~ party in the State, notwith- L.",..,.· 

8tandin~ the existence of several reputed children . . 
of Mabii.r6.ja Ranjit Singh. Pl1.nCe N aa-Nihlll Singh 

• died the day after his father, previous to his instal-

lation as Maharlija, so that his widow Sahib K01lr 
• • was unable to put forward any personal claIm, 

though her declaration that she was pregnant: &t 
once innlidated the claim of Rani Chand KOlAr to 
more tban the regency, since, if a son were born 

to 1iani SlI.hib Kour, he would naturally be the 

heir to the throne. There can sti"\l be no doubt 
that had Prince Sher Singh been the true son of 
Ranjit Singh, known as such by the people, he 
would have silcceeded to the throne without 

opposition. 

. (b.) Mai Sadda Kour was the widow of Sir- TIl, .... of Mai 
. • &dd4 Kour. wilicA. 

dar Glirbuksh Singh Kanheya, who died in the if ""''l'lWnol. 

lifetime of his father J ai Singh, chief of the great 
• confederacy' which ruled the northern portion of 

the Bari Dmib. Her husband was killed in 1784, 

leaving no male issue, and his father then divided 

the whole estate, including the jagfr .. of (i,lirbuksh 
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Singh, over which the latter never appears to have 

had any absolute control, by c~undaband, or 

equally between the issue ,of wives. Mai Sadda 

Kour, on the death of'Jai Singh in 1796, succeeded 

to the half of the estate, which m:jf be assumed as 

her husband's share, and subsequently W almost the 
• entire remainder of her father-in-law's property, 

• 
which had been made over to his younger sons 

mdhan Singh and Bbag Singh . 
• 

n'lJ" .. tio~ ~ t~. The question of the nature of Mai Sadds 
• .rtM,"e of Ma& Baddd :. 

x .. "" ....... of'M K' . f th K h t·t· h X •• A'Y • • "atu "'" our s possessIOn 0 e an eya ern ory as 
kltel!! bStJ8 re·op61ted C •• t 
iy Sluilwi •• ,swg1J. lately assumed addihonal mterest from a claim 

adva:!.ced by Shahzadah Shahdeo Singh, son o£, the 

late Maharaja Sher Singh of Lahore. Sadda Kour 

had one daugtter, Mehtab Kour, married to 

Maharaja Ranjit Singb, and, of this union, Sher 

Singh was the reputed issue. The cJaim of Shahdeo 

Singh is to the lands held by his father; who 

obtained them by gift or inheritance from Mai Sadds 

Kour, his grand-mother, or through his mother . . 
Mehtab Kour. But the estates could not so devolve 

according to Sikh law .. Sadda Kour obtained the'm 

on her father-in-law's death, not by right, for her • 
• husband had died in the lifetime of his father, who 

had left two other sons his lawful heirs, hut 

because she was a woman of the greatest courage 
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and ability, and the chiefs of the Kanheya confed. 

eracy desired 'her for their leader, while her bro. 

thers·in.law were feeble and unable to oppose her. ' 
• But Sadda. Kour had no power to bequeath her 

estates, nor could her daughter's son inherit them 

from het, 1Ij there is no succession in the female 
• line, nor could he inherit them from his mother, who 

• 
was incompetent to hold them, and as a matter of 
fact never did hold them. The question of succ~s. 
sion in the female line will be referred to at 
greater length hereafter. 

• • 

• • • 

(c.) Rani Dya Kour and Sukhan were the DidI9".', 

widows of Sirdar Bhagwan Singh of Dialghar, who 

died in 1812 without issue. The estate, which was 
.~ 

worth nearly a lakh of rupees a year, was divided 
equally between the widows, who held it till their 

death. • 

(d.Y The chiefship of AmMla was one of the 4.mbdla. 

m,ost important of those held by widows South of 
• the SatIcj, and was worth nearly Rs. 60,000 a. year, 

with many subordinate vassals. Sirdar Gurbuksh o • 
Singh died'in 1783, leaving neither sons, brothers 

nor nephews. His widow, 1:>ya Kour, succeeded to 

the estate, which she held till her death in 1823, 

when it lapsed to Government. • 

39 
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(e.) Rani Nand Kour, the widow of Sird4r 

J aimal Singh, succeeded to the estat!'e of her hus. 

band, who di!l,d in 1817 withDut male issue. Gul6.b 
Singh, a uterine brother of J aimal Singh, was set 

aside in favor of the widow, thoug,h the asserted 

illcgitimacy of his birth influenced the. deoision of 

the Governmmt. He10wever succeeded eventually 
< 

to a great part of bis brother's possessions, and, on 

th~ death of Nand Kour in 1835, to the sbare held 
• by her. 

, . 
• 

J.d.} Mai Dya Kour succeeded to t~ estate 
of her husband, Sird8.r Sher Singh, on his. death, 

without any near male relative. 

(e.) This case is precisely the same as the 

• preceding. No male relation of Sirdar Bhagel Singh 

was living at the time of his death, and his two 

widows, Raj Kour and Ram Kour, succeeded bini .. 

, 

(f.) The ehiefship of Thanesar affords hyo , 
precedents of a rather conflicting nature. Sirdar 

Bhanga Singh left a son Fatah Singh, and a widow 
Mai·Jiah. The former succeeded his fathtlr, and died 

in 1819. leaving two wi'dows, who did not directly 
inherit, but the estate went to Mai Jiah, who 

governed in the name of her deceased son, to the 
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exclusion of her two daughters-in-law. She died . . 
in 1836, and the widows then succeeded, and on the 
death of the last, Chan,;t Kour, in 1800, the terri-

• 
tory escheated to Government. 

Sir~r .Bhtig Singh, the brother of Bhanga 
Sing, left four sons, only one '.of whom, Baj Singh, 

. . 
left issue, Jamiyat Singh, who succeeded to the 

" whole estate, both of his father and his ~cles, 

to the exclusion of his uncles' widows. 

(g.). The three widows of Sirdar Sadda SiIlgh, Dh.II •• r •• 

Raj Kour, Hukm Kour and Sukha, succeeded to 

the "estate of their husband, who had apportioned 

it among them during his lifetimj. His nearest 

male relative was a nephew, who made no claim 

at his uncle's death: but when Raj Kour died in 

1824, the Government allowed him to succeed to 

her share • 

• ",.) Mai Dharmoh, widow of Hamir Singh &li"'p.r. 

of Selimpur, succeeded her husband, who left nn 

• near male rlliation. 

( i. ) Sird8.rni J ousa succeeded her husband, Bolchapp.r. 

BhRg Singh, in the chiefship. no brother or nephew 
of the Sirdar surviving. • 

41 
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FirQ:puf'. 

LAw OJ! INHERITANCE , 

(j. ) Sird:irni Ind Kour succeeded her hus-
• 

band, Dulcha Singh, whose only near male relation 

was an il1E!gitimate. nephew, disqualliied 'from 
succession. 

( le.) The same was the case ~th.sirdarni 
Gowra, widow of Melitab Singh of Mustaphab8.d. , 

• (1.). Sird8.r Dhanna Singh of Firozpur died 

in. 1<319, leaving a widow, Lachman Kour, who 

spooeeded to the estate, although the deceased chief 

had both brothers and nephews. One of the latter, 
~ . . 

Bhagel Singh, during her absence on pilgrimage, 
in 1823, seized the territory; but he was forcee by 
the Lahore Maharaja, at the instance of the British • 
authorities, to give it up: the 'Maharaja acknow-

ledging the complete right of the widow, who held 

posse$sion till her death in 1835. • 

Othtr inll ••• ., i. 26 I dd·t· t tl . b . "hi,h ,k. wUlow ;"C. • n a I Ion 0 Ie cases given a ove, In 
('t't!d~d 011 {;ailufl of • • ., 
m.I.I ..... ro'h.,., or which Widows have succeeded to theIr husbands 
fJ .. PhewJ oj' tM II"". • 
~and. estate, reference may be made to the families of 

• 
Om' in tcli~1i IAt 

Lashkar Khan, Tirah, SMhabad, Bhoh, Babi8.l, a~d 

Nilwah, in all of which the widow or lIidows have 
inherited, failing sonsr brothers or nephews of the 

deceased chief • 

27. The "instances in which the widow has 
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been passed over in favor of relations of the hus. wjdo" k,,, .,,"-,"p.r. 
• uded b!l r'ewtU)11I of 

b th tb .... ~ 'h IAe 4"" ••• «. band are so numerous, 0 among e ....... nJ a 

and 'lIaIwa Sikhs, tlfat it is not ntlcessary to do • 
more than note a few of them. Supersession of 

the widow waA the rule, and her succession the 

t ' • excep Ion,· 

( a.) Sirdlir Hari Singh llhangi was succeeded 

by his brotber Jhandha Singb: and he again"by 
• 

his brotber Ganda Singh, though both chiefs had 

left widows . 

• 
( li.) Sirda, Jassa Singh, Ahluwalia, left a 

daugbter and two widows, but a distant cousin 
inherited the estate, 

( c. ) Sirdar Mehtab Singh Dulehwala left 

two widows, but his brother Gulab Singh succeeded 
• 

him. 

( d.) Sirdar KapUr Singh Faizullabpuria, 
• 

dyint; without male issue, was succeeded by his 

IlJ!phews to the exclusion of the widow . 

• 
But the majority of ~ases in which brothers 

have obtained, or appearcd to obtain, preference to 

the widow, are those in which she has been reo 
o 

emarrid by chaddarddlllCl, her power over tbe pro. 
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perty naturally ceasing, but her righps as the legal 

heir nevertheless being acknowledged. 

28. 'lile JOln~ succeSSlOn 01 widows is not, 

by any means, an invariable rule. ,Many instances 

can be quoted, such as Dialghar,. Dkanoura, 

Chiloundi, MpstaphalJlid and Nilwal, in which the 

estate has been divided between the widows. In 

otters it bas gon~ to the elder widow alone, the 

younger receiving a maintenance. 
• • 
" 

0.. widow h.. .. But a division havin'" taken place between the 
rlaim to 8ff~ed to • 0 t. 

t/" -"" .. of .""tller. widows' on the death of one the other has no ddCeall'd. ' . , 

claim to succeed to her share, which reverts toJhe 
next of kin of the husband in the male line, if any 
exist, or, .in defatlt, lapses to the paramount power. 

Di7J;;ka~";'rd;{,.n!~ The case of the DiaIghar estates will illustrate 
this as well perhaps as any other. • 

Sirdar Bhagwan Singh left two widows, Dya 

Kour and Sukluin, but neither son, brothcor-or 

nephew. The Governmen~ desired. to make an 
, 

• arrangement by which the elder widow, Dya Kour, 
~ 

should retain the estate, the younger receiving an 

allowance therefrom. But this compromise SukMn 

steadily refused, and, in 1817, the estate was divided 

between them: In 1828 Rani Dya Kour died, and 



• TO SIKlL..CHIEFSHIFS • 
• 

SukMn immediately claimed to succeed. Had 

she agreed, in 1817, to allow the estate to remain 

undivided, sho might Ilossibly have hd some pre. • 
• 

tension to succeed, there being no near male heirs. 

but there was ono shadow of claim as against the. 

right of tile paramount power to .resume a lapsed 

estate held by a separated heirless widow, and the • 
share of Dya Kour was aecordingly resumed' 

by Government. 

(5 

29. One case of an entirely exceptional natitre PM tlU' 'If Ga· 
f&OlDli, in It-lieh OAt' 

must bere be referred to, in which one widow t:::;/;,,:,"iltcl fr ... 

succeeded to the share of another. Sird:Lr Oainda 
• Singh, of Ganowli, having no child by his wife 

Sukhan, contemplated a second,jIlarri!i.ge, which, 

coming to her knowledge, she proposed that he 

should marryher full sister Raisa, which he accord. 

ingly did. Gainda Singh died in 1791, and the two 

sisters held the estate in common till the death of 

Sukhan, when Raisa retained the undivided pro· 

. perl!y, which consisted of four villages dependant 

on the Chichrowli chief. 
o 

• 
This case stands almost alone, and the reasons 

• 
for the sister succeeding the sister are quite intel-

ligible, though the principle is not generally 

allowed. The only other case in·poin~is that of 



, 
46 LA. W OJ!' INRERITANCB 

• 
Thanesar, where, on the death of Sirdar Fatah 
Singh, in 1819, his mother managed the property, 

although thele were two wi410ws of her son liYing . 
• 

On h~ death, in 1836, the widows succeeded jointly . 

. Rattan Kour, the elder, died in U34.4, and Chand 

Kourj the younger, then held the whole l!ntil her 

ileat4. On the other hand, there are numerous 
instances showing that the right of one widow does 

not fass to another. R<ini Anskour of PattiaJa 
received an estate of Rs. 5,00,000, which on her 

• • 
Math was a"ooain included in the State lands, though 

6thef widows of the Maharaja survived. 'rhe case 

of Ohiloundi is also in point. Rltj Kour and Ram 
• 

Kour, the widows of Sirdtir Bhagel Singh, succeeded 

him, and. after & long quarrel, a partition of the 

estate was made between them, through the neigh. 

bouring chiefS. Raj Kour died soon after, and, in 
• 1809, MaMraja Ranjit Singh took her share as 

an escheat. 

riP~h' :"";:.::f./;;':d The rule of the Sikhs was that a separated. 
h.< the Sik",. portion of a domain descends to the heirs of the 

• person last in possession; for, the moment an estate 
. . 

becomes separated, each portion acquires the 
• 

character of a separate domain, and descends to its 

nearest male heir, failing whom, it lapses to the 

supreme power. Any other rule would manifestly 
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be most inconvenient, especially in a State where 

there were many widows, as the amount of terri­

tory gradually vesting"in t~e wido,," longest sur­

viving, would probably exceed that held by the 

real head of the'family. 

• • • 

"'I 

30. Daughters or their s:hildrel\ were incom- . D'''gMm mod IA,ir 
'.B1l~ IHn! tnCQmp~tellt 

petent to succeed to an estate, even in default of I. ,,,,,,,,.,d. 
sons, widow, brothers or nephews. The reason·of 

this is that a girl is married immediately on° her 

arriving at the age of puberty. She is then coi-

sidered ~ have severed all connection with'her 

father's family, and to be only allied to that of her 
• husband, from whom alone she is able to inherit. 

Scarcely a single instance can be rileged through­

out the whole of the Sikh States, in which the 

female line has succeeded to chiefships or landed 

property. Were such a practice to prevail, estates 

would pass into the possession of other families, 

and the claims of elder daughters and grand-child-
"' ren ~ould be likely to be superseded by those of 

YQunger daughters and their offspring. 
o 

The Kakrula case has been commented on Z ... I.>I .. s i" ".iC4 
• thd cla'ms €!f t~ 

at some length, from which it appeared that on the t'';~:. ad:;/';:;;' " 
(leath of Mai BhUgbari, leaving three daughters 

and two grandsons, these were all passed ova- in X."'.I4 .• 
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_ fin-or of Bhai Perhib Singh. the elder son of Bhai 

Lal Singh of Kythal, a cousin of Mai BWigbari's 

husband. 

Sirdar J assa Singh, of KarUrthala, left a 

daughter, married t~ SirWir Mohr Singh, of Fataha-
• bad, who, on his father-in-Iaw's death, without male 

• • 
issu~, claimed the property through his wife, but 

tk.e claim was disallowed and the estate went to 

a se1:ond cousin. 

}tr'Ortl S;ltlJiia to.­
f~Jn:ar!f. • 

• • • A still more significant instance is that of 

Sirtlar SWim Singh, !{rora Singhia, wM left oilly 

a daughter, who became the mother of Rattan • 
Singh, of BUri. Neither she nor her son obtained 

the esta~, whieh was divided among the chiefs of 

the Shlim Singhia confederacy. Nor was this a 

mere exercise of superior force, but in strict accor-
• dance with the principle excluding all descendants 

of the female line, the confederacy representing 

the paramount power, to which tbe estate laesed 

failing heirs in the male line, to be subjected to a 

re-division among the several chiefs . 

• 
The widows of ~irdar Bhagel Singh, of the 

same confederacy, obtained his territory, although 

a daughter, married to Sirdar Jhanda Siugh, Dulleh-
• waIa, was living and had male issue. 
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• 
Sirdair Sadda Singh,_ Panjgharia, left an only ralljg""'. 

daughter, married to Sodi Jai Singb, thE! High 
Priest of the Sikhs, yl!t, on Sadda Singh's death, 

• 
his grandson, SodiUttam Singh, vainly endeavour. 

ed to obtain theoestate. 

• 
O t · t th h b ~ 100 Icgili, .. tc '''c. ne or wo Ins ances ete may ave een 0 .. curio» O'~M femal. 

• •.• liM. tlwugA tMre IHOff 

a descendant on the female Side becomIng possess- ...... I ..... • cca';.II~1 
Itltlrpation,. 

ed of an estate, but tbis was by force, not by la~. 

For example: J odh Singh, ~randson of Rani 
Rajindar, the daughter of Sirdar Bhumia Singb; Of 
Pattiala, ilsurped her possessions, and held them for 

some months, ,!"hen he was murdered, and the 

rightful beir, Chur Mal, brQther of Rani Rajindar's 

husband, succeeded. 

31. The right of adoption, so far as it might .ldopli ... 

confer on the person adopted (palak or potl'ela ) 

a claim to inherit a chiefship or estate, is not 

allowed, either among the Manjha or Malwa Sikhs. 

-Th(,' nritish Government, desiring to perpetuate 
the more important families, has granted to certain 
of them the right of adoption, but this is a new .. 
right not before acknowledged. But, nevertheless, 

• 
instances have occurred of chiefs, without male issue, 
adopting beirs, who have been permitted to succeed; 

• but these cases, like Jhanda Singh Bhangi, the 

.J.~pfio" is not 
(lllo~d tU cOI!firm;"9 
aftN rill' to ,.,~d 
to (l chi~fhi.p. 
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adopted sOn of SirdM mra Singh, and N ar Singh, 
Chamyari, the adopted son of Sirdlir Sawal Singh, 
who, with the sanction of the Gurmata, the·Sikh 

• national assembly, succeeded to all that chief's 
estates, belong to the early days. of Sikh history, 
when there was no paramount power tD d'.aim the 

esch~at. 

There is, however, no instance of inheritance 
• • 

by the adopted son of Ii. widow. Rani BhRgbari . .. . 

d1!sired to adopt, or did adopt, Amar Singh, the son 
of Raja Hamir Singh of Mani Majra, ht h~ making 
a will also in his favor showed that she knew such 

• adoption to be invalid, and, in the subsequent 
succession, bot~doption and will were disregarded . 

• 

Rani Dya Kour, of Ambala, in the same way, 
desired to adopt her sister's son, bOut this was not 
permitted, and Sirdarni Dya Kour, of BihispUr, 
adopted in succession, or desired to adopt, Sobha 
Singh, the eldest son of Sirdar Jodh Singh,· of 
Kalsia and Raja Singh, her sister's son, neither 

• 
adoption, however, having any efl'ecJ; upon the 
eventual descent of the property. 

Mai Lachman Kour, of Firozpur, adopted 
• 

Dishan Singh, no relation of her own or her hus· 
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band's, but on her death, in 1835, the claim to 

inherit was refused, and the estate· lapsed to 

Government. 

That adoption was not generally permitted 

is abun<bm\ly proved by the numerous lapses which 
fell to bDth the British Govel'IlIIlent and to YaM-• 
raja Ranjit Singh, none of which would have taken 

• place had the chiefs or their widows been. com-

petent to adopt. 

II! 

• 82.' Sir Henry Lawrence, writing, in 184!L, on To. .pi •••• of Sir 
11. LarDffnce Glut 

this subiect observes-" It will be !!athered from Capt.i. Murray •• 
• II J 10 .,lre .nc"Jed of adop .. 

" all I have said that I do not consider that the Ii ••• 

"rules of succession in the prot~cted Sikh States 

" have hitherto been based upon the ~ws of HindU. 

" inheritance: if they had been, we could not have 
• 

"inherited a single estate: for the husbands of 

" each of these widows permitted by us to succeed 

" their husbands would have adopted children, as 
• .. several chiefs and widows have endeavoured to 

'. do, but notoriously against the practice of their • 
.. sect. TIre Mai of Chiloundi, the oldest in the 
.. protected Statcs, being so' well aware of this that 

" last August, when I was in her neighbourhood, 
.. she begged my interference to gecur~t a single 
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"village fora lad of. her adoption; and Rani 

" SukMn of Dl41ghar's whole thoughts are turned 

" to obtainlng.a small reversion to her brotsers. . . 
"The Sirdar of Rupar is also bent upon making 

" interest for the son of his daugltter. All these 

" facts go to prove, not only that the Hilildft laws of 

.. inheritance kave not been acted upon, but that 
" " the chiefs are well aware of what has been the 

" p"ractice." . 
" 

• .In the same way, Captain Murray, writlng to 
" 

Sir Edward Colebrooke in 1827, on the subject 9f 
" " the adoption of the younger son of Sirdlir Ajit 

Singh of L:t.dwa by the widow of Sirdur Duleha 

Singh of Rudour, his grandmother, says-" Such 
• "an adoption may hold good according to the 

"ShU.sters, but, in my judgment, they are more 

" applicable to private and personal. property than 

" to public Sirdlins, and the general practice of the 

"country favors this opinion. Were the Muham. 
"mallan and Hindu Laws of Inheritance as .in • 
" culcated by the Sharah and :MitUksharah to be 

:' made the rule for our guidance, very few, if any~ 
• • 

" of the many principalities would remain entire; 
• " and a common distribution of landed property 

.. would become universal, to the destruction of 

" estates and annihilation of the chiefs." 
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The recognition of the adoption of her daugh­

ter's SOil was refused to the Sirdarni of Rudour, 

and,.011 her death, in)828, the estl\te lapsed to 
Government. 

• 
33 .• There have been many doubts expressed ILLlennuC1'. • 

.. .d,. iIJegielmatlJ 10" 

as to the extent to which ille!!'itimacy' bars succes- k ..... l.i .... ilal"" 
9. '0 "ucce8d. 

sion among the Sikhs; but after a: careful consil!.era-

tion of the customs of the principal families, it may 

.be laid down as a general and ·undoubted rulEi' that 

an illegitimate son has no claim whatever as agai~t 

a tegitimate son. He will be entitled to mainte-• • 
nance from the estate, but to nothing more. Nor, 

where no legitimate Bon exists, has the right of the· 

illegitimate son been allowed ; but the inheritance • 
has passed to the widow, the brother or the nephew, 

or has lapsed to the paramount power, and this 

principle bas lJeen maintained by the Dritish 
Government itself . 

.. The late Viceroy, Sir John Lawrence writing Tn. 'pi"i •• 'If 1M 
• ' lakl Y'wero!l iN ,oW 

. M 1853 th Ahl ~r h' h h Kapf<rlilalla c ...... In ay • on e u w .. la case, w IC as 1M '''!j .. , 0' illesili. 

lately been again hefore Government, took a some- ;''''9. 
what different view of the question . 

• 
" It is asserted," he writes, "by the present 

" Raja that both his brothers are iUltgitimate; that 
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• 
.. their mother was a mere slave girl, and that by 

" the Hindu . law they would not inherit. These 

" argumElnts the Chief CO]])J.nissioner does not con­
" sider to be tenable. • In a caste so low in the soci­

" al scale as that of the Ahluwalia family, bastardy 

"would never be a sufficient cause. foc setting 

" aside the rights of ijlll!.e childrl'n. The ceremony 
" " of marriage among all the various races which 

.. Are to be found among the Sikh persuasion, is but 

.. ligtttly regarded. The mere fact of a chadd.r_ 

.. :a6.lna (throwing a sheet) over a female is univer­
" sa\ly considered to be a complete acknowJedgmint 
.. that marriage has taken place." 

The fact that the marriage ceremony among .' . the SikhSowas often of so simple a character, and so 

easily performed, is a strong argument against the 

claims of the issue of a woman with whom no such . . 

ceremony can be proved to have been performed. 
It has been before shown that the chaddarddlna 

marriage was fully accepted by all the Manjha and 
•• 

Malwa Sikhs as amply sufficient to give the wQman 
,the full status of a wife, and to legitimatize aer 

issue, who succeed equally with the "issue of the 

orthodox marriage; thM the chief reigning families 

among the Sikhs to.day, are sprung from chaddar­

d(Una marriages; and that the custom has only 
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bcen abandoned lately by the Phiilkjon houses, for 

the simple reason that the Supreme Government 

has granted to them th~ right of adoption, and has 

enjoined the rule of primogenlture and the exclusion 

of females from. the succession. The karewa mar­

riage, whic~ transferred the rights of the. widow 

to the next surviving brotqer, has ,consequently 

become unnecessary, as the widow, in these families; 

has, now, no transferable right. 

• 34. There are dcgrees even in bastardy :.D.lld III.,;Ii"""'Y,"-' 
• (ret"," of tUff""'" 

an illegitimate son born of one mother might have ~~~~!"I>""'.iU'll'-
• • • ...ma",: e •• ~ lIr!' 

preferential rights to a. son born of another. Two~. r::,,·.t:..-:: 
caslS may be quoted as examples of this : Sirdar 

Bhanga Singh of Thanesar left a son, Sahib Singh, 
• born of a slave girl, who was declared, in con-

sequence of his illegitimacy, ineligible to succced 

conjointly with his legitimate brother. He 

received, however, a provision of nine and a 

half villages, which descended to his son Bishan 

Singp. 

• SirWir Dulcha Singh of Rudhour was sue· 

CQeded by· his widow, his nephew Dasundha 

Singh being illegitimate, 'the issue of a woman 

whose husband was living, and who had eloped 

or bcen .forcibly abducted by Sirdar P~em Singh. 
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• • 

On the death of Ind Kour the widow, Dasundhll 

Singh put forward his claim, alleging that he did 
not obtain the estate on. the death of Sjrdlir 

Dulcha -Singh, as widows had prior rights to. 

uterine brothers and nephews, bu.t his claim was 

altogether disallowed; and the chiefs of .pattilila, • 
Nlibha, JhlI\d and .Kythal, whose opinion was 

askeil by Captain Murray, in 1827, declared that 

Saftlib Singh of Thanesar was of better blood than 

Dasundha Singh of Rudhour, as being born of a. 
gtrr who was at least the property of her master, 

while Dasundha Singh was merely the isslie of an 

adulterous connection. 
• 

This claim was brought forward again, in 

1837; by JJ'atah tlingh, the son of Dasundh~ Singh, 

who had died, and was again rejected as prepos­

terous. The opInion of the chiefs was again asked • • 
• and they were unanimous in condemning it; 

Pattiala alone, for interested reasons of its own, 

favoring Fatah Singh's claims. Even the Died 
• 

widow of Sirdar Bhagel Singh, who might he 

• supposed to desire the estate to remain in the 

family, wrote to Sir George Clerk to lay that s'lie 

considered the British· Government the only heir 

to Rudhour and to the estate that she herself 

possessed, but 'that, in the event of the "Supreme 
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. Government relinquishing its rights iIiRudhouf, 

she was prepared to claim it in virtue of her hus­

band's supremacy over. all the Krora Singbia misl, 

and that, on her demise, should the Supreme Go­

vernment still J;enounce its right to Rudhour and 

Chilounii, .she knew no heirs but the Br3.hmans 

of Hardwlir, on whom, in. such l\ contingency, 

she begged that the estates might be aIfowed 

to devolve. 

• 35. Again, the son of a girl who had <lJ)me on. 0 di.1i.ct ... 
~ mAiM «rUt. bettf1ftJl 

as a virooin to the chief's family as an attendant I~gitim.t • •• d ;u.gi-
.. • 0 '. 'H1fau cOflcn6~e .. 

on his first wife, is considered as of higher position 

ani. as entitled to a larger maintenance than 

one born of an ordinary slave girl, or ·of a widow ,. 
taken into the zanana after the death of· her first 

husband. This distinction between legitimate 

and illegitimate concubinage is perfectly well 

understood, and a similar practice prevails among 

the ruling Rajput houses, where the sons of women 

wl!:O,have come as virgins, attendants on a bride, 

into the chief's house, have succeeded to the throne, 
~ 

and have in any case been treated with the highest· . .. 
consideration. 

36. 

question 

• 
An interesting case with reference to the .n. ,,-:-.~fl Baid. 
• 10011, 11_ t_ C (II,. qf 

of legitimacy is that of Baidwlin, decided B ...... S;'IfIAo 
• • 

o • 
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to claim her, is universally aamitted. Sikh 

widows marry sometimes even a third husband, 

this marriage being known. as threw($. N ohyith­

standing this liberty allowed to Sikh women, the 
8al' .............. ,practice of .. Sati" or widow-burning was preva-If'adiu. • , J 

• • lent both in the Panj6.b proper and .in J;heCis­

Satlej States till 1846. the last instance being the 

widow of Sirdar Sham Singh Atbu-iwala, who 

butnt herself, with her husband's clothes, the day 

after·the battle of Sobraon • 
• • • 

nlLqilimal4cA.ld,..,. 37. illegitimate children have occasionally in-
"/Jw'~e,. in1uwited • • • 
..,.."t i. tM •• rlg herited such as J odh Singh Knlsin, Dewa Sin.,.h and 
8ikl& day., Gild toMIl ' 0 

toO ugilima/4 clai .. _ Charrat Singh of Rupar Budh SinO'h BuLtki ond 
aNt u:~. '0 , .-

7'r4lL!lcr oJ _d(JI" 
, &g .. ~~. 

• 

Gulab Singh of Sounti, but these instances occurred 
• in the earty days of Sikh ascendancy, and where no 

oppo~ing claims of widows or brothers existed to ' 

such succession; and it may be ge~erally affirmed 

that, during the last fifty or sixty yea~s, no acknow­

ledged illegitimate issue has been permitted to 

succeed to an estate, even where no legitiP¥l-te 
( 

male issue, brothers, nephews, or widows existed, 

• nor, . before that time, conjointly with or to tlte 

prejudice of the legitimate heirs. 

38. The custom of making a testamentary 

disposition of property prevails among the Sikhs, 
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• • to a limited extent j but the power of the testator 

~ strictly limited, and must not be exercised con­

trary to the acknowled~ed rules of succession. For 

example, a testator could noi bequeath his estate to 

a brother, wbell he had sons living: but he might 

leave al\ his property to his younger son, with a • 
bare maintenance to the eId~r, provjded that the 

custom of primogeniture had not been adopt~d in 

his family, nor an invariable rule of equal divisi~n. 

Should the father have disowned his son hE! may 

leave the estate to his grandson, but having tlte~, 

or one pf these, living, he cannot bequeath. the 

-estates to anyone else. In the Cis-Satlej States 

wills have been generally executed with the endea­

vour to strengthen an illegal or eJ<iravagant claim, 

and they have, in most cases, been successfully dis­

puted, but the power, to dispose of landed property 

by will, withih certain limits, has never been 

denied. 

iiI 

• 
~9. A widow in possession of a chiefship has .d wid ... r.... i ••• 

eM., tie POft)67' to 
n,o power to bequeath it by will. Several times the ..,,,,,,t. a .. ill. or '" 

• d.~pOlf qf real pro. 

~tempt hal been made, but in no case with success, perl>. 

and her power, indeed, on!, extends over personal 

property, which, in her lifetime, she may give to 

her daughtcr. The right of the wi~ow to succeed, 
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failing male issue, does not confer upon her any 

absolute proprietary right, and she is considere~ 

merely as holding the esble in trust for ot~ers. 

with no right to dispo!ftl of more than the income. 

The Raja of Mani Majra, it is .h·ue, in 1818, 

declared that a widow had, both by the Sh~tra and 
• Veda, the full right to will away her husband's 

. .. 
territory and chiefship, but he only made this 

assertion because his own son was then hoping to 

succ~d through the will of a widow, and the asser­

ti4'1l' was palpably false, as testamentary disposi­

tionlof property'are unknown to Rindtl ~aw, and 

even had a widow such power by the SMstras, sh~ 

certainly had not by Sikh custom. • 
-liIl ca.... 711.1 40. Severt!!. cases of considerable interest con· 

CI/ Raja Bluig Sing" - . 
'1/ JM.d in 1818. nected with wills have .occurred since the British . . . 

• 

connection with the Panjab. First in order of 
• time, is that of Raja Bhag Singh of Jhind, who 

died in June I8la, leaving three sons, Fatah Singh, 
Partab Sing'h and Mehtab Singh. A year before 

his death he had deposited with Sir D. Ochter(o';y, 

the Agent of the Governor General, his will, 1u' 
which he left to his elder son Fatah Singn, only t4e 

ildqutls of Sangrur and :Bassian, and a request to the 
British Government that he might enjoy the jagirs 

he held from it Cor life. To Pm'tab Singh, the second 
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son, he left the fort and districts of Jhind and 

Ludhi6.lUI, and declared him the successor to the 

throne. To the ~oung>est sop he left the ildquas of 

Burdaw6.li and J anduli. 

W1tenethe Rlija first. made known the provi­

sions of this document to Sir D. O<!hterlony. that 

officer tried to urge the claims of the eldest son, 
• and observed that the right of primogenitur~ was 

much regarded by the English Government, but the 
• • 

Rlija replied that the father had the right of nomi. 

nating ilis own successor and bequeathing his rands 

as he pleased, and that he himself had been the .. 
second Bon preferred by his father. 'l'his assertion, 

whioh was also inserted in the b"dy of. the will, 

apparently to prove the custom of his family, did 

not express the whole truth. Rlija Gujpat Singh, 
~ 

of Jhl.nd, who died in 1789, had three sons, of 

whom BMg Singh was certainly the second. But 

Mehr Singh, the eldest son, died before his father, 

"'" in 1781,leaving a son Harl. Singh, who was sixteen 

Yfnrs old when BMg Singh succeeded, and who, 

W8s the rightful heir had the rule of primogeni. 

ture been strictly enforced, Tor, although a widow, 

whose husband dies in the lifetime of his father has 

no claim, the right of a son is not· invalidated by 
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the death of his father before obtaining the chief­

ship. This point does not appear to have been 

thoroughly known when tb~ case was submitted to 
• 

the Government, and it is impossible to Bay 

whether it :would have had any influence on the 

ultimate decision . 

. 'rhe Raja does not appear to have had any 

Callse of complaint against the eldest son~ and the 

disp~sition he made was only owing to PartAb 

Smll'h being the greater favorite, the Bon of the 

wife.to whom he was most attached, alth~lUgh she 

had died many years before, when Part6.b Singh 

was a mere infant. 

It must be remarked that there was no doubt 

about the validity of the will. It was made when 

the RHja was in perfect health, ancl of sound mind. 

and after the subject had been deliberately discus­

sed with the Agent of the Governor General. 

. . ,.. 
The Government of India •. to whom the will 

";llmad.bylo.R&j~ was submitted when the death of the RaJ'a appeared 
GNa: declare tlutt liS- , 

to. mat. 01 ,Jf.tnd. • t f d t t' th"dis 't' 1"i,oog.oilo" i, I. lmnunen, re use 0 sanc Ion e POSI 16n 
b'I,Uo""'. d b h' A thi" h fi t d .. . th ma e y un. S s was t e rs eClSlon lD e 

Sikh States regarding' the right of primogeniture • 
• 

and as it asserted this rule for the chiefship of 
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Jhilld, while it was not till 1837 that Pattitlla, 
Ntibha, and Kythal were authoritatively subjected 

to it, a quotation frgm the decision (Secretary • , 
to Government to Colonel OchterJony, 15th May 
1813) will be of interest. • 

• 
.. The· Governor General in Council possesses 

.. no information which affords a g;ound of, ilelief 

.. that the laws or usages of the Sikhs generallx or 

.. the custom of BMg Singh's family in partieular, 

II leave to the chief the choice of a successor tQ the 
• 

.. exclusion of the eldest son. Admitting the fact 
• • • 

.. alleged by BMg Singh, which, however, appears 

.. r .. om your despatch to be disputed, namely, that 

.. he himself succeeded in preference to his brother, ' ,. 

.. it cannot be inferred from that fact thai such was 

" the prevailing custom of the family.-.", 
II Whatever doubt the Governor General in 

.. Council might entertain with regard to the.justice 
/ 

.. or propriety of opposing the will ofBMg Singh, ... 

.. if there were good reason to suppose that it was 

'\ warranted by the laws or usages of his tribe and. 
• • • It mURt however, be remembered that Uhlig Singh waa tbefll'lt instanea 

of a auccelliion to the Jbflld chief,bip, wbieb bad been founded by hit fatber 
Gngpat Singh, 80 tbllt hi, own caae was'the only p088ible precedent. .The 
father of Gajpat Singh wna a simple landowner, Sukbeben by name. Auy 
anthorit.) which could be derived from bil example i. in favor of division 
among the 1I0Da. for he founded two villu.gea. Bal'nwali Iud Sukchen. the 
former of which he gave to bit ald.lt Ion AlalU Sip~J and the latter to bill 
lecond .ou Olljpat Singh • 

• 
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"family, His Lordship in Council can have no 
" hesitation, under the contrary impression which 

, "exists in his mind, in refUiing to afford the coun­
" tenance of the BritisL Government to an arrange­
" ment, which is, in His Lordship's estimation, no 

II less unjust in principle than likely t~ llI3 perni­

" ciOUB in its Ilffects. .Y ou are authorized therefore 

" to • declare to the parties concerned, and to the 

.. S'llrViving friends of the family, after the death of 
II Bhlg Singh, that' the succession of Koer Partab 

"l!ingh cannot be recognized by the British Go­

"ve,nment. You are authorized moreover to em­
Il ploy the influence of the name and authority of 

II Government in support of the claims of the elUer 

II son to the Raj. and to the possessions generally 

" of BMg"Singh, or rather to that superior portion 

II of them, which by the terms of the will has 

II together with the Raj been beq.thed to the 

" second son, signifying, at the same time, that care 
II will b~ taken to secure to Partlib Singh a suita­

ee ble position, as well as to see the bequest t~he 
II youngest son duly carried into effect. II 

• • 
This decision of Government, which, as parI!­

mount, had full right .tcr modify the terms of the 

will, WI).S probably the best possible under the 

circumstances, -though Prince Partab Singh took 
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up arms to dispuEe it, lind much disorder in the 

State was the result; but it cannot be said that it 
was in strict accordance with the customs of the 

• • 
Jh!nd family, which had o!l.ly lately acquired the 

chiefship. and the only existing precedents of 

which pginted rather in the other direotion • 
• 

• 
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• 
41. The next case of ilnportnIfoe is th~t of TM w1iIl .... 'If 

Si,.ddr Jod" Sing" 01 
the will of the oelebrated Sirdar Jodh Singh of K.Ui •• 

• RaIsia, who was killed at Multlln, in 1818. • 
Some years before his death Jodh Singh 'hitd 

• n:rade a partition of his property, making over ~ne­

third to his eldest son Sobah Singh, another third 

to ~is second son Har! Singh, and retaining the 
remainder himself, with four forti1J and authority 

over all the jag(rdal'8, pattidar8 and other adherents 
of the State. 

• 
Har! Singh died soon after his father, leaving 

a son, DeWit Singh, about three years of age, and 
whQ,jlllturally suoceeded to·his father's· share. 

• The will only concerned the portion of the 

territory re1lll.ined by J odh Singh himself, and gave 
to Sobah Singh one-half of 'it, with the lands and 
forts called the Bi,'dari share, and authority over 

all the pattidar8 and other adher&nts. To Mai 
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Jiah, the mother of the secon! son, Huri Singh, 

deceased, was allotted the remaining half for life, to 

revert to her grandson, Dew.a Singh, at her d!lath. 

The will was opposed'by Mai Jilth, and by Dewa 

Singh. The former claimed the whole of the 

reserved share of her husband, on the iro~nd that 

the sons had. portio~s allotted to them by their 

fatMr, and that she, as his only surviving widow, 

was entitled to all her husband retained for him­

self. ~ She objected to the validity of the will, from 

i~ not having been signed or witnessed by any 

n:ei~bouring chiefs, but only by Sobah. Singq's 

own officials. Th!, genuineness of the will was, 

however, allowed, and the only points ne~ssa~ to 

notice, are the jp.stice of its provisions according to 
Sikh lavf. 

Mai Jiah's claim was worthless, as, a son and 
" . 

grandson living, she could not claim as a widow, 

but only as a mother, and in the division of posses­

sions the mother is entitled to nothing whatever, .. 
but bare maintenance; and the will gave to her 

• far more than she had any warrant to expect. • 

PM 8irddn ,~are 
alloto«J eo tlH ./due With regard to the Sirdtiri share being allotted 

:;;h.:;~ .o:./:11A,;:! to Sobab Singh, who thus obtained a larger portion 
dep"""'." rif lAo • h D ~ S' '" h h ) . to " ,. .. ·'6. • than his nep .. ew, eWI> lnp ' w 0 on y "as 

t 
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receive the reversion of his grandmother's share, it 

has been stated, in para •. 16, that although the 

division between brothers was nominally equal, 
• 

yet that the elder generally received a somewhat 

larger share, known as • SirrMri,' asbein,g the head 

and reptesentative of the family. The elder son, 

moreover, had control over oall the' pattirMr.' or 

retainers: as in the case of Gullib Singh Shahld, 
who obtained authority overall the pattirMrB 'of 

• 
his fa.ther and younger brother Meht:ib Sing. The 

•• 
Shahabad family was almost the only one, in whic'h 

. ih"e patflidar8 were under the joint control 0'1 all 
the sons. The jaglrrMr8, in the same way, were at 

• the mercy of the chiefs, to expel or retain in their 

holdings. 

The claim of Dewl\ Singb, the nephew, . was 

only made at the instance of his mother, who w:as 

a sister of the Raja of Pattill.la, and was for equal 

rights over the jag(rrMr. and pattiddrB, and the 

half"of all property left by Sirdar Jodh Singh 

independent of the estates to which, by Sikh law, 
ali the sons had an equal right. 
• • 

The Government, in October 1820, confirmed 

the will, giving tit Sobah Singh the half of the 

reserved estate with the forts, and tM SirrMri share, 
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including the horses, elephants and guns which 

accompany it. But the will was modified as 

regarded the lands inj!'U{/', which, heing considered 

the same as those in actual possession, were divided 

equally between Sobah Singh and his nephew Dewa 

Singh. The provisions of the will reg.tr~g Mai 

Jiab, were m&tainell in their integrity. 

• 42. It will thus appear that the decision of 
• Government in this case was not founded on the 

sanie principle as in that of Jhind, where the 

right !Jf primogeniture was affil'me(l and ~he claim 

of the younger son refused. In the case of Kalsia, 

II large and important State, equal division het~een 

brothers was asrumed to be the general Sikh rule, 
• with II somewhat larger. share to the elder as the 

hend of the family. The third illustration will 

BIlOW II decision by which the elder Eon received a 

share considerahly larger than his younger brothers, 

who nevertheless obtained so much as to make the 

lIrl'angement a. real partition of the State in 'their 

favor. • .. . . 
n. ZaplrlAoll& 43. Raja. Nihdl Sin",b Ahluw6.lia, of Kaplfr. _Ii CIIH, • c' 

thalIa, died in SeJ?tember 1852, leaving three sons, 

Randhir Singh, the eldest, b! his first wife, and 

Bikrama Sing'll and Suchet Singh by his second, 
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lIe had been very desiious of leaving his whole 

territory and the succession to the Raj to his 

youngest son, but frOIll this he had been dissuaded 
• 

by the British anth"rities. He executed a will, by 

which he left the larger portion of his !erritorl to 

his elde~'I; Sin, and to eacb of the two younger an 

estate of one lakb of rupees,· nnenc1!lmbered with • charges for jag{,." pensions or Government nazrana, 

all ofwhieh were to be paid from the Raja's share. 
. . 

The reveuues of the State were, at this tiIrte, 
• ~ 5,77~763, and tbe nazrana payable to Go"ern­

ment was Rs. 138,000, wbile iagirs chargeable on 

the. revenues were Rs. 51,372. The division thus 

nominally gave two lakbs a year to the elder son, • 
and one lakh to each of the yonnger,· but t~e 

nnmerous claims of pensioners, and of relatives 

for maintenancE:. all or which were borne by tbe 

Raja, reduced his share of clear income to litUe 

more than a lakb. 

C> 

The will was submitted to the Board of Admi. 

n3stration, who approved of it, and forwarded it. 

Cor the san1!tion of the Governor General. Before. 

this sanction was received·the Rnja died, and the 

Board requested that no action might be taken 

till their further report, on the receipt of which 
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the Governor General confirmed the will in every 

particular, and declared that the shares of the 

two younger sons shopld be divided off whenever 

they so desired • 

• . From that time the Raja of Kapurthjlla h~s en-

deavoured to get the will set aside, but the Viceroy, 

in Fe~ruary, 1868, re-affirmed the decision of his 

preUecessorin 1853, and directed that effect should be 

given" to it without deiay. Against this final 

d~ision the Raja appealed to the Home Govern­

menl;, who, maintaining the validity of the wm, haw 

directed that the younger brothers' shares should 

be held on a life tenure, and have given the emer 

brother full ad:tlinistrative jurisdiction over the 

whole territory. 

It would be inconvenient to diacuss the merits 

of a claim so recently under adjudication, and 

into the determination of which many political 

considerations have, of necessity. entered. !fhe 
points, however, having direct relation to Sikh 

• taw, urged by the R;ija, may be noted. These . " 
were that the rule of primogeniture must be 

• 
followed in the descent of chiefshi ps : the elder 

son obtaining the territory and the Raj. and the 
younger sons 'only maintenance: and secondly. 
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than the younger sons of Ruja NiMJ. Singh were 

illegitimate, and incompetent to succeed. 

. 
73 

44. The last case to be noticed is that of r::..j{toi]i.g't./;~~: 
Sirdar Ranjit Singh of DaidwlID. This... chief dicd wan, • 

in 1822: l~aving three sons, J assa Singh, Dh up 

Singh, and Arbel Sbgg, who divi~ed the PJltri-
mony among them. Not till May 1828, did the 

• widow come forward with a will, purporti~g to 

have been executed by her husband, disinheriting 
•• 

Ilis three sons and leaving the whole of his po~-
• slssions .. to her. Her explanation of her \ong 

silence was that she had, ever since her husband's 
• 

death, beon keI?t in strict restraint, and the reason 

for her husband's disposition of !tis property was 

to be found in the fact that his sons had treated 

him with great cruelty, and had kept him in 

confinement till'released by an ol'der from Captain 
l3il'cb, the Political Agent. 

"This will was set aside, its genuineness being 

e~cccuingly doubtful; and however reprehensible 
• 

nWlY have t'Ccn the conduct of the Sirdir's sons, he ~ 

had no power to disinherit !.Ilem altogether. 

4ii. No singlo case can he discovered in TI"",g!otoju,;do,,", 
• tf/ disp08lJ of IJ'~~~ 

which widows have been allowed to bequeath by wiU, • 
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Bt::::' ~ ~:t landed property by will. There are, nevertheless, a 
r<fl.. few instances' on record of such attempts being 

made, as was the ,case 'with Rani BMgbari 

of KakrAla, widow of Bhai Karam Singh. She, 

having ni' near relatives of her husband living, 

bequeathed her territory to Sirdars • G~verdhan 
Singh and Aniar Sing'll, SImB of Raja Hamfr Singh of 

1\I£lni 1\IAjra by her youngest daughter, 1\Iai Chand 
KOlll • 

• ' • The claim was preferred in June, 1818, but was 

disanowed, no precedent, establishing the validity 

of a will made by a widow having been found . 
• 

'l'r.ewillqfRd.ilnd In the same way, Rani Ind Kour, of 
XfM, qf Rod""",. • 

• 
Collator.1 • ..,.,. 

rion atld ucMae. • 

Rudhour. executed a will bequeathing the estate, 

which she had inherited on the death of her 

husband Sirdar Dulcha Singh, to a son of the 
• 

f!irdar of Ladw8. A claim founded on this deed 
was brought forward after the death of Rani 
Ind Kour, but was rejected, although there 

appears to have been no doubt of its genuineness • 

• 
47. The rights of collaterals, und~r Sikh law, 

• 
are not easy to define,Jor the reason that no fixed 

rule has been followed, in cases of collateral 

succession, by the Government, whose policy has 
• 

sometimes been to allow and sometimes to deny 
• 
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-the right, as the escheat of an estate appeared to 
them desirable or inconvenient. At the same 
time it is not dillicult"to de.termine the principle, • TM riglJt of tol~ •• 

ma/4 to IWCNtd IS 

disregarded in certain cases, but still notdeniecl, tJ~ ~r.t!.~ i. tAo 

that no collateral could, of right, Sicceed to & 

chiefship. "This general principle must be held 
subject to some modification: but th:tt this wits the 

central idea of the Sikh law of inheritance there 
• 

~ be no douht. • 
Chiefships were considered altogether differoo.t 

f.lom prJvate real property, in the mode of their 
descent. Among the Mlilwa Sikhs, a private 
estllte, on default of lineal heirs, would revert to 
a collateral descendant, not~thstanding his 
separation and enjoyment of an indepeJident Pllr. 
tion of the property of the common ancestor. 
But chiefships. were governed by a different rule, 
which recognized the right of a paramount State to 
succeed in certain cases as the ultimate heir. 
In the Jhlnd succession case, where Sird1r Sarup 
Singh, ofBazidpur, claimed the estate of his great-
• 

grandfathelO Raja Gajpat Singh, he desired the ter·· 
• • ritory to be considered as ptivate property and sub· 

ject to the ordinary rules of inheritance. But the 
estates of Gajpat Singh were held entirely on a 

• different tenure. He was a taalUkddr of the Dehli 
• 

• 
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Emperor,giving him service, and paying revenue, and 

he was, on one occasion, carried to Debli and kept 
, .' there a prisoner for three years on account of arrears 
• 

of revenue, by Bakshi Najif Beg; as,' for similar 

reasons, th. Pattiala chief was captured and taken 
• • 

to Sirhind in the reign of Muhammalf Shah, and 

as Bhai LuI Si'ngh, th~ chief of Kytlral, was carried 

to pehli and thel'e tortured, 

• 
Th, SilN, c/,i,,' 48. The Mlilwa Sikhs, when, nfter a period 

,I·lam tit"!} cain" under _ 
Bril"h In-ouctiO'' ofO comparative independence, they plaeed them-
.rI·F. .. e ill ilu! Bame po_ 

."1",,, "ilk '~9m'd t. sel v~ under the protection of the British GoverII'! 
ff .18 f1ttj }urd blj'ore . 

"""'pi," ",;,k "gard t d t 't tl 't' th t tl 10 0" EmpmJ~' of men ,assume 0 1 Ie Bame POSI IOn a ley 
.Mli had held to the Emperor of Delhi. Their privilegelf 

wcre no greatEW than before; their competency , 
to ulienate estates was no further extended; their 

relations to the paramount power were no less 

clearly defined, If the right of cla\ming escheats, 

011 failure of lineal heirs, was denied to the British 

Government, its assumption of the protectorate of 

the States was altogether a mistake, This protec­

torate was a source of constant anxiety, troubl,p 
• 

,and expense, The oMefs, the moment. that thq 

had escaped the danger of absorption by the 

Lahore ]\1 aMraja, turned their hands against eaeh 

other, and thejr perpetuol disputes lind intrigues, 

gave rise to innumerable politicnJ complications 
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and necessitated the maintenance of It large force 

on the north-west frontier.' Was it through 
, . . 

motives of humanity and benevolence alone that 

the Government assumed this inconvenient and 

odious c~arge, to save from the rapacity1bf Ranjft 
~ 

Singh the chiefs who had sought its protection? 
• • 

No such an assertion has ever seriously been m!de. 

The Government of Lahore, rapacious and unSCf'J.­

pulous as it might be, was a thousand times bet'ter, 

in every way, than that of the Cis-Satlej chiefS' • 

• w~ich w~s infamous beyond all traditions of ups. 

government, ,and, if the interests of the people had 

been> concerned, the British Government. would 

have allowed Ranjit Singh to comNlete his con. 

quests to the south of the Satlej, and destroy fo~ 

ever the power of the tyrannical chieftains, who 

were only a curs~ to the country. 

But the Government does not appear to have 

been influenced by considerations such as these. 

, It accepted the pro'tectorate of the Cis-Satlej States 

on pertain well-understood conditions, the principal 

of )Vhich wa!'l undoubtedly that its position towards 

the States should be 'the same>as that formerly held 

by the Muhammadan Emperors; and that to it. 

as paramount, all estates should lap~e, on failure 

of direct heirs. ) If the general right of collateral 

" 

77 



LAW I)F INRERIT~J'CE 

succession had been allowed, neither BUria, Firoz· 
pUr, Bilasplir, Kythal, MustaphMd, Ambala; 
Thanesar, Rudhour. Dialgfuu., nor a single either 
estate, would ever have lapsed to Government. 

f'II. Lalor. Q.. 49. The only Sikh State which bore to its 
~II~ dij. not ,.... • • 
•• go;" 1M rig/oU of depe1:l.:l n nts the same relation that the Cis.SatIe; 
coUaUraU, but 0" \li::lo IJ 

{~:;:.t;:.~~" chiefs bore to the British Government, was that of 
LaMre. There is no doubt as to the procedure 
fQilflwed by Ranjit Singh. The right of collateral 
succession was altogether denied I and, on failu~ .. • • • 
of lineal male heirs, an estate lapsed, unless the 
Maharaja re.granted it, as was generally the case, to 
some near relatloil, on payment of a large nazrdna 
o~ fine. this' fjazrana, paid by a collateral succeed. 
ing, was a complete admission that such succession 
was by favor of the supreme powe:r:" not by right; 

yet the Sikhs of the Mfujha had a far stronger titI.s 
to secure, by collateral succession, the permanen. 
cy of their chie£ships than thoso of the M6Jwa, for 
they were truo conquerors, possessing the lands 

• • • they had themselves won, and mdependent of the 
, Dehli Government, to which the Malw; Sikhs h:d 

• 
been subordinate, and by connection with which 

their privileges and rights had been reduced or 
. . 

modified. 



• 
TO SIKII CIIIEFS13IPS • 

• 
79 

. 50. That collateral succession. was theoreti- !l'~. ,,,,wm'J k.­
rewa fIIG",oge ,."ow 

cally denied among the Sik1)s is proved by the ~i:a!~~ •• :~~fi.-;' 
st' f k ...., - f hi h't' , ,1< •• d.ni<d, ' cu om 0 arewa mauwge, ~ w c 1 IS nnpoSSl-

ble to understand the origin if collateral succession 

was permissible. Its only object undo1lbted1y was 

to give the'brother a right which he would other-

wise not have possessed •• The oruy caSeji of 

collateral succession in the principal PhUlkian 
~ 

families, previous to 1836, were those of Raja ..unar 

Singh of Pattilila, Raja HamIr Singh of Nabha, apd 
• Raja Gajpat Singh of Jhlnd, and in each of these 

the brolher succeeded throlilgh a karewa mal\iage 

with the widow, It is not asserted that. these 
.~ 

chiefs would not have succeeded had no such 

marriage taken place, for the rigJ!t of *e widow 

was constantly disregarded; but it may be certainly 

maintained that their legal succession to the estate 
• was through the widow, and that, without a union 

with her, the estate would not legally have passed 

collaterally. 

• 51. The cases in which brothers and brothers" n. ,.,.m,iM Q/ 
• bJottW6 IIlJd '''rir 

children have- succeeded to estates, independently 'ohilM ... .... ,.-, .... 1 
. • 10 comma,. flfZ 00" 

f th ' ",ht nf d th "h k • lot ... al rigAt may be o erIe co erre rOUe a arewa marrIage, •• /ar admitted, 

al'e, however, numerous; and it may perhaps be 

conceded that, ~s far as these two classes of re1a- • 
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tions are concocned, collateral succession was not 

uncommon. In P!lf\\s 19, 20, 21 and 27, instances . .' . have been given of the o succession of brothers or 

nephews to the prejudice of the widow; generally, 

it is true,eby violence or fraud, but still to be 
• • accepted as precedents of more or less value. :But 

o • 

with ~rothers and nephews the right of collateral 

sucl/ession must be held to cease, and it was only, 

under-exceptional circumstances, and for reasons of 

Sta.t~ policy, that the Government allowed the 
• 

claim of cousins or of distant kindred. The . -decisfon in the KakraJaocase, in 1819, which has 

already been discussed at some length, and lJy 

which the estate passed to a second cousin, was 
• avowedly fbunded on no precedent. 

52. The most interesting case which has 

occurred, since the English connection with the 
TM etUe qf tlu du· ., . 

"ooUd ... c...... to Sikh SLates, wlth reference to the questIon of 
t4tJ JMn4 Slats itt 
188~. • collateral succession, is that of the chiefship of 

Jhind, and which, although not decided in 

accordance with either Sikh law or the precedent • 
• 

;which the Government had itself creatc<p, is yet 0' 
so important a characteI'" that some detailed notice 

of it cannot with propriety be omitted here . 

• The following genealogical tree will explain the 
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position :-

TlLOKHA~ 

I. 
G~rdltt., 

from whom has 
descended the 
NIIbha family. 

I . 

1 

1 
Sukhehen. 

. ,. 
I . 

Alom Swgh.· Rtlja Gajpat Singh, 
died in 1789. 

1 
Bullli Singh. 

I 
I I 

Mehr Singh, 
died 1781. '- I' 

Rtlja BMg Singh, 
died 1813. 

I • ~ 
BMp Singh, the 
founder of the 
Badruka famill. 

Hail! Singh, 
died 1791. 

I 
~.tah Parttlb 
Singh, Singh, 
died in died in 
1821. 1815. 

Mehttl~ 
Singh, 
died in. 
1814. 

I 
I f 

• 

najR sJgat Singh, 
died In 1834. 

I . 
SukMSmgh. 

Karam BasR.wo. 
Singh, SiI)gb, 
died in died in 
181,7. 1830. 

I I' 
Sorup Singh. I' 

1 
Bhagwan Singh 

Raja Sangat Singh of Jhind died in 1834 • 
without issue, his nearest male relations being his' . . 

s~cond cousins, Sarup SinQh, SukhUn Singh and . 

Bhagwan Singh. Sahib Kour, the elder widow of 
R;.ija Fatah Singh and mother of Raja Sangat 

• 
Singh, ass\ulled charge of the State, for, during the 

, 
81 
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minority of hE\f son she had acted as regent, .and. 

for some months no Feet claims were advanced to 

the vacant throne. .'The tlhiefs of PatthUa' and 

Kythal then determined on pressing the claim of 

the neare~ collateral heir, Sird{U' Sarup Singh, 

the chief of Baridpur, having discovere4 ttat they 

coul'l obtain more from him than from Rani Sahib 

Kour and the other widows. The Raja of N abha 
• 

then. ad van ced his claim as a collateral; Sirdar 

S1lkJl.a Singh on the same ground; the widows of 
• • 

the late Raja; the widows of his father ; and, lastly, 

-" Rant Bhagbari, the widow of Prince PartaS Singh. 

With reference to several of these claims a Jew 
words only are required . 

• • 
• (a.) The Raja of Naibha claimed, at any rate 

to share, as being a descendant from- the same 

ancestor as the Raja of Jhlnd. 'But his elaim 

was disallowed, on the ground that the chiefshi p 

of Jhind had been founded by Rl\ja Gajpat Singh 

subsequently to his severance from the Nabha 

branch. 

(b.) The widows. of the late Raja had, un­

doubtedly, according to Sikh law, a valid claim to 

i,nherit. But the eldest, Subha Kour, was only 
" twenty-three years of age, and the two younger 
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• 

were mere children. It was felt th~t it would be 

dangerous in the extreme ~o t5ust so important a 

chal'ge as the principality of Jh1nd into such 

feeble hands, and the claims of Subha Kour to 

inherit exclusively. and of the younger ~dows fOl1 

a partititm/were alike disallowed . 
• 

(c.) Rani Sahib Kour, the elder wid;w of 

Raja Fatah Singh, claimed, in the same way" to 
• succeed, while the second widow demanded parti-

tion. The elder Rani might, with justice, have 

-alaimed.the regency had a minor succeeded, but 

to ioherit herself was preposterous, as the mother 

haS no right in any case of succession. 

• 
(d.) Mai BhB.gbad, the widow Of Priq.ce 

Partab Siogh, claimed, as the elder widow of Raja. 

BM.g Singh's fllvorite son; but Pa.rtab Singh never 

had assumed the chiefship himself, and no rights 

could be acquired through him·. 

's3 

53 Th d· t th t th . Tn. 01.;,. ... 1, ". . e lSpU e en, as· 0 e successlOn, duct' t. the ,hirf. qf 
, . he G d Ii d B.,(dp.ir an. Bad· supposmg t overnment ec ne to treat Jhfnd ail ruka. - . . 

an escheat, lay between Sarup Singh of Bazidpur,' 
• 

and Sukh Singh of Badl'uka, and of these the 

title of Sarup Singh, as the son of the eider of two 

brothers, appeared preferable. Bllt several con. 
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LAW OF INHERITANCE 
• • 

siderations of p10re or less weight were urged by 

Sirdar SukM Singh., In the first place, he insisted 

that the custom in th~ Jh~d family, as instituted 

by Raja Bhlig Singh was the succession of the 

second sonJn preference to the. elder. It is quite 

true that BMg Singh endeavoured t'b p"ace his 

secOl:yl son on' the throne; not wishing to estab· 

lish any rule for the future guidance of the family, 
• but pply because Partab Singh was his favorite; 

yet sanction to this arrangement was altogether 
• • 

refused by the British Government. after whose 

auth~ritative ruling. in 1813. primogeniture· must bt 

held to prevail in the Jhind family. Sirdar SuIlJuin 

Singh. moreover. forgot that his own argument 

would exd.ude hl~ in favor of his 'younger brother • 
• 

The second and stronger objection to Sarup 

"it: :::'(}~j.~:~j Singh was that his father. Karam Singh. had been 
such "lion. disowned and disinherited. and was therefore 

incompetent to succeed. It is not possible to dis. 

cover whether Karam Singh was absolutely dis· 
• 

inherited by his father. but the probapilities al'.f, 
• 

much in favor of this hllving taken place. He was 

a man of bad character. and quarrelled with Sirdar 

Bhup Singh. whom he refused to obey. and moreover 
• 

took forcible possession of Bnzrdpur, entirely 
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separating himself from" his. own fanuly, who held 

no further communication with him, and, on the 

oeea~ien of Bhup Sin[}h's death, his younger sonl 

Bassawa Singh, performed 'the funeral obsequies 

alene. Tbe Rajas allied te the family, whe, it is 

alleged, .lla~ entireiy agreed in the prepi'iety ef dis­

inheriting the elder sen, nev,erthelesll decreed that 

eaeh sen sheuld ebtain a moiety of the patrinlony, 

theugh, in reality, the younger sen Bassawa SiQgh 

obtained two-thirds and the elder Karam Singh 

one· third only. Karam Singh tried hard 'te 

"obtain the family "estate of Badruka, but in vain, 
9 

and, at that time, 1816, the Raja of Pattiala 

ad~essed Sir David Ochterlony to the effect" that 

"Karam Singh had for eight y~ars previously. 

" during his father's lifetime, deserted th~ pater~al 

" abode, and resided separately at Bazidpur, but 

" t,hat, had he remained with his fatber during the 

"lifetime of the latter, then, on his fathel's 

" decease, he would net have boen Q.Xcludcd." 

Although by Hindu Law a sen whe had been 

e:'(pelled by his father and whe"had net taken a share 

i.lt the pel'fwmance of his funeral ebsequies would' 

ha VI' no title to inhcrit, yet. among the Sikhs, and 

in achiefship of which pl'imogcniture was thc 

aect'pted rulc, it docs not uppear that thc father 
• 
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• has the power to disinherit the· elder son. If the 

custom were equal or arbitrary division among the 

, sons, his power to ~isinher!t one would prol?ably 

not be questioned. fttrdflr Sarup Singh was, at 

nny rate, disinherited or not, held to have a better 

title than ~i8 cousin SukM Singh, and t,pe ques-
• 

t. Tlte l'DClpo8ition oj 
u~ Jk(tuJ, ttfrritO'Tg. 

tion then alOose, to. what portion of the Jhind 

tel'rrtory was he entitled to succeed, his power, as 

a .:ollateral, to succeed at all, being granted. 

°5.J,. The Jhind State consisted of three distinct 

l'ot'tions. Raja Gajpat Singh, the fonnder of the' 

fanY-Iy, had himself acquired Karn{tl, Jl!ind ana­

other territory subject to the Emperors of Dehli. 

Ris son Bhag Singh acquired Bassain, Ludh'nin3, 

and other less well known tracts, with the aid or 
• 

by the drrect grant of the Raja of Lahore, previ. 

ous to the treaty of 1809. Lastly, there were the 

estates of Ralwara, Talwandi, Morindah, with a 

moiety of Gyasptirah and Mudki, granted to Bbag 

Singh by the Rl\ja of Lahore, subsequent to the 

treaty of 1809. 

T • .... I ..... nt of Of t his territory Sirdar Sarn p Singh coVld 
t~/·I';lfJry could Ih. 
c!o; .... th' .... ;</Irell only be oonsidered entitled to that portion wlJ~ 
8l1titl.d, • • 

was in the aotual. possession of Uaja Gajpat 
Singh, through whom he claimed; tae remainder 

lapsing to the British Government as paramount, 
• 
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with the exception of the Laho;e grants, subsequent 

to 1809, which justly revel'ted, on failure of heirs, 

to tpe original donor. , 

55. This was the decision of the 

General, in his d'i)spatch, No. 103 of 

G ' , overnor TA ••• <fer, of Go. 
'CHNrMRI. allowing 

the lIth Ai .. o.lg .0 .. ",& .. 
. , 

February £837 ;-

" It has been resolved by the Right Hontrablo 

~'the Governor General in Council to recogtlize 
• " the right of Sird6.r Samp Singh to succeed to the 

e, possessions of his great-grandfather, Gajpat Si'ngh, 

'> "and :Accordingly to relinquish to Sarup ~ingh 

" the tracts of country generally, wIDch belonged 

.. to his ancestor Gajpat Singh, through whom he 

.. derives his titles, with the excepion to be here-, 

.. after noticed. 
, 

(3). "Th,e possessions which were granted 
"by Mah6.rlija Ranjit Singh, subsequently to the 

"treaty of 1809, are to be made over to the 

co officers of His Highness. 

, (4)." Ludhiana and all the other possessions 
• 

~ acquired. by the descendants of Gajpat Singh" 
" subsequently to the death of~hat chief and before 
"the year 1809, have lapsed to the British 

" Go,·ernment." 

Tr.ad ieeN ill pOIISf!.uic • 
of Itis cammon ~ACt',e' 
tor. • 
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• • In conclusion, there was laid down an autho-

ritative rule lor future guidance in questions of 
succession to the fOlK greatej principalties:- . 

• 
"Where authorities are so conflicting, and 

" the practice so unsettled, a!f they appear to be 
• • 

" in the tract of country referred to, His Lordship 
• • 

" in .council is of opinion that it is proper and 

"elpedient that some general principles should~ 
"where practicahle, be established by the British 
.. Government, and every consideration of usage, 
• 

.. justice and policy, seems to require that, a~ regards. 
" th~ four principal chiefshipsof PattUila, Jhind, Ky­
.. thal and N abba, the rule ought to be that the e.~ 
.. should devolve entire to the nearest male heir, 

• " accordiIfg to the Hindu Law, and to the exclusion 
" of females. With regard to all the other Sikh es. 

" tates, the custom of the family musJ be ascertained 

"in each instance by the best evidence procur. 
fI able. 

" Applying the above principle to the case of 
If Jhind, Sarup Singh would unquestionably appelfr 
• 
• " to have the best claim, but he can have"no right m 
"succeed to more thanowas possessed by his great • 

.. grandfather Gajpat Singh, from whom he derives 

.. his title." 
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56. The cOurt of Dir~ctors, in a despatch fig ""ing .J t. 
tM ngllh of «Jlltz~ 

dated the 8th of November 1831, was disposed !:.dlfi.:~ X"2;;!;J 
to Ildopt a still more lenient liew of Sarup Singh's ,0/ Director<. 

title, and considered that 'any lands, not received 

by grant from Ranjit Singh, or the British Govern-

ment ~ i}s predecessors, might justly be treated 

liS private proptlrty, in w}lich ca~e Sarup Singh 

would be the legitimate heir. This rulin~ was 

,not of any great importance, but the principle it 

involved might be fairly questioned, sinct! the 

chicfship of a State like Jhind was, as regl1r~ed 

.., the paJ;amount power, one and indivisible, anp any 

lands acquired otherwise than by grant from the 

Stipreme Government were nevertheless held, 
1lIlder its protection and authori~, on a tenure , 
precisely similar to those received by a direct grl!nt. 

157. The case of Jhind is no more than an 

instance of a'State which might justly haVE! been 

considered to have escheated to the Supreme 

Government, being allowed to revert, by favor and 

not by right, to the nearest collateral. That this 

;lule has not been the one always or often followe~ 

'~y Goverument is abundantly clear, and although. 
the sU.bject of the rights· of collaterals and the 
principles which govern escheats is so intricate and 

vast, that its merest outlines ca~ be given in a . 
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treatise like the present, It IS necessary to notice 

briefly three other cases, occurring shortly before 

• or shortly after that oj Jblnd. in two of which .the 

1:M ctU~ of fiaUa 
Isr;r" which t~ claim 

• claims of collaterals were praqtically denied, in 
accordance with what appears to be the undoubted 

Sikh custo£, and the equally u'ndoubted ~ghts of • 
the Supreme qovernm~nt ; and in the other, where 

the 1!!.aim of· the widows as against Government 

,,:a. refused, although it had before been allowed. 

in tMsame family . 

.. 58. The chiefship of Thanesar, which is the 

'i'!; -::t:-.:::;;: last leferred to, may he considered first. tSirdars· 
lap,.'; t. G....... Bh . h d B ~ S' h d Th , ... ,. anga SlDg an hug lDg conquere ane· 

• sar from the Bhais of Kythal, in the latter part 

of the eigq,teenUI century, and divided the territory , 
between them, Bhanga Sing~ taking thre'.l·flfths 

and Bhtig Singh two·fifths. The latter Sirdar 

left four sons, three of whom died' childless, and 

the whole estate came into possession of Jamfyat 

Singh, the son of the youngest, who died in 1832, 

when the territory lapsed to Government. 

, There was, it is tme, in this instance, no nea~ 

• collateral, who could have succeed~d, exce~ 
Bishan Singh, descendE!ll from an illegitim.ate son 
of Bhanga Singh, and consequently incompetent 

. to inherit. The only legitimate son of Bhanga 
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Singh had died, without iS8Ili, and his share of the· 

territory was in the hands of his wIdows. Yet the 

wisiows of J amlyat ~ingh ),ere not permitted to. 
~ . 

succeed. The letter of Mr. Secretary Swrnton,. 

of the 1st of October, 1832, explains the reasons 
., 

for ass'im!ng the management of the estate :-

" It appeared to the Vice Preshlent in CJuncil 

" to be clear that the chiefship did Dot belong to 

, .. another party. and that, under an equal div~sion 
, . 

.. of the territory among the four claimants, the 
•• 

. "chiefship would be abolished, or rather that 'the 

"British Government would have to exercise tlie 

" duties of chief, without any resource to meet the 
.> 

" neccssary expenses on that account." 
:l 

The Vice President in Council tlerefore agreed 
• 

that "the widows of the late chief should be allowed' 

,. a provision Qut of the revenues of the estate, equal 

"to the highest amount received by any of the 
" widows of former chiefs." 

.'b1 

The chicfship of Jhfn~ was allowed to revert TIl. ay! .... " .. !to 
. tfDf'~JI thU ca8e lI,ul 

,to a collateral, as if it had been private propert~, Mat of Jh{"d, 

~he wido'.j's being set aside on political grOund!'_ 

alone,. But the tCl'ritol'JI left by J amiyat Singh 

was small, and no gl'eat inconvenience could 
have arisen froUl its division alllong his widows .• 
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• With far greater justice than Jtind might they 

have urged that the estate should devolve accord-

• ing to the ordinary rU\cs of 9!lccession. The Jh~d 
chief had been a depertdant of the Muha=adan 

Emperors of Delhi. paying tribute, and punished 

when he fa15.ed to do so. The chiefs of T~anesar, 
• on the contrall" had c~nquered their territory from 

its o'l!l possessors, by their own swords, they had 
bee. independent from the' first, and had never 

• paid m:ibute to any power, until brought under the 

prgt8ction oC the British Government. Nor had 

the widows of J amiyat Singh to go far for prece-• • 
dents in support of their claim, when the widows 

of Sirdar Fatah Singh, Rattan Kour and Chlllld 

Kour, were the~ in possession of llhanga Singh's 
• nh!!re of tMs very estate • 

'PM ",k .. 1 of The escheat of Buria, or rather of that portion 
B "rid fetU of 801n1J- • 

, ... t ,II< , ..... k.r. of it held by Sirdar Megh Singh, was somewhat 
ac'lJf. 

similar to that of Thanesar. The chief died in 

1835, when Sir George Clerk assumed charge of 
the estate for Government, although the deceased 

!.tad left two widows. It is, however, true thai 
.JUegh Singh had repudiated these ladies, who~ 

cllaracters were indifferl!ht, and desired the!p to be 

excluded, not only from inllCritance but even from 
maintenance; 
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59. The ea!e of Firozp6.r will15how that the TM iaN' of .Fi-
. ro~pu.. to Go ..... 

British Government had no intention of main- :r:~7i:c{:f:::1':;' 

tai~ng, under all c!roum~ces, the rights of .laUroU to...-. _ 
collaterals. 

Sirdar Gurbaksh Singh, 

r 
____ ~· ____ +I~d.~1~82=3~.--._~.----, 

• .1 I I I 
Duua Singh. Dhana Singh. 8U.rmakh Singli. Jai Singh. 

I Ii. 1818 .• 
I 

Chanda 
Singb. 

I 
nanda 
Singh. 

Sirdlir Gurbaksh Singh was a follower and rela" 
• • 

tion of Sirdar Gujar Singh, the leader of the grht .. 
Bhangf confederacy, and conquered Firozpur,otown 

and territory, in 1772. By his three wives he had • 
four sons, among whom, in the year 1794, he 

. divided his territory. To Dtina sTngh, .the eldest, 
• 

he assigned Sitaraghar and Badian, north of·the 

Satlej ; to Dhana Singh, the second, he gave the fort 
• and territory o~ Firozpur, to the south of the Sat-

lej; to the third and fourth sons, Snrmukh Singh 

and Jai Singh, he allotted Sanjara and Naggar 

respectively, north of the Satlej ; and retained Singh­

purah for himself. In 1818, Sirdar Dhana Sing!t 

, 

'~ied, witMut issue, and was succeeded by his wido~ , 
Mai Luchman KOUl in thEt possession of Firozpur. 

In 1820 she proceeded on a pilgrimage to Gya, 

and Bhagel Singh, son of Duns Singh, and nephew. 
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of her .husband, took ad-rantag; of her absence . . 
to seize the territory. The agent of the RfuIi 

.appealed to Captain ~s, th~ Deputy Sl1perin~n­
dent of Sikh affairs, who addressed the Lahore 

Court, when the :r.IahUraja, recalling Bhagel Singh, 
who was in ~is service, and who, "in all pro~bility, • 
had made the .raid witp his consent if not assis-

tane~declared that the right of the widow was 

ind~easible, as holding a share separated off for 

her hJ!sband in the lifetime of his father. " 

~ d .. t~ 0' RaM .. 60. Rani Lachman K<mr died in 1835, still 
L,wJJm411 Eour, w/U!l. 

:;;~t':.~:;:;;;;t;t; in p<¥lsession of Firozpur, although both.Ranjit 
"'" ,n;'f ... " ali'" Singh and the British Government, knowing its 

value as a military position, had tried to effect-au 

exchange vith 1.+I.e widow for other territory else-
• where. On her death the estate lapsed to Govern-

mcnt. 

" Sirdar Gurbuksh Singh had died, in 1823, and 

Bhagel Singh, the nephew, who took forcible 

possession of Firozp6.r in 1826, was also dead. 

But his two brothers, Chanda Singh and Jhanda 

Singh, were still alive, as were the sons of S6.rmukh 

• Singh, a vassal of the Attariwtila chief, and tm' 

formm', in July 1838,· preferred their claim to 

inherit, to Sir George Clerk at the Amballa Agency. 

'l'he question ~~ referred for the determination of 
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the Supreme Governmenf; and was decided agaiust . . 
the claimants. The letter of the Secretary to Go-
vetnment, of the 24th. N ov~ber 1838, was to the. 

following effect :-

"The claimallts are descendants oQ)una.Singh, .. 
"to whom his father Gurbuksh Singh assigned 

"possessions On the northern bank" of the ~lej, 
"making over to his second son Dhana Singh, 

. . 
'" Firozpur and its lands as a separate allotmellt, and 

.. a distinct tenure, thus constituting, accordip~ to 
. . 

" the Hindu Law and Sikh cllstoms, two separate 

" and ~Ustinct families, • 
" Ie On Dhana Singh's death, this separated por- . 

" tion of Gurbaksh Singh's acqui~tions came into 
• .. possession of his wife Lachman Kour, 'and, on. hir 

• 
" decease, lapsed as one of the Protected States to' 

.. the British Government. 

I' The nephews of Dhana Singh have clearly 

II no right to the separated portion of their uncle, 

I' and their clai~ to it is disallowed accordingly." 

• 61 Th' d ., d bt ill . Tn. "",;'i •• of Go· . 15 eOlSlon was un OU e y m accor- t:~rn".ent in tMt case 
, :) .",_ • aJDOlu4 also laue ap-
'dance WlLU the acknowledged law regulatmg SUI). plied .. • /OS Siol. 'If 

.}II{",I. 

cessio:! to Sikh States ;llut its arguments would 

have applied with equal if' not greater force to the 

case or Jhind, which had. bec" decided in the' 

• 
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of ller .husband, took adl'antag; of her absence 
" . to seize the territory. The agent of the. Raui 

.appealed to Captain ~9, th~ Deputy Supenntjln­

"dent of Sikh affairs, who addressed the Lahore 

~ aMI! of Rani 
Ltlcliman Ko/Sr, 'IO'/U'tI 

Court, when the l'.IahUraja, recalling Bhagel Singh, 

who was in ~is service, and who, "in all proQjJ.bility, • 
had made the J'aid witp his consent if not assis-

tane~declared that the right of the widow was 

indlJfeasible, as holding a share separated off for 
o 

her h1!sband in the lifetime of his father. 
o " • 60. Rani Lachman Kour died in 1835, still 

Fir.fl"'r .",-,.d. in p!¥lsession of Firozpur althou",h both Raniit 
thOIlfln. .~~~$ of '",, , 0 ..r 
la/HAwr ...... • Ii". Singh and the British Government, knowing its 

value as a military position, had tried to effect an 

exchange Vith t+te Widow for other tel'rit(}ry else-
o 

whel·e. On her death the estate lapsed to Govern-

ment. 
o 

Sirdar Gurbuksh Singh had died, in 1823, and 

TIllagel Singh, the nephew, who took forcible 

possession (}f Firozpur in 1826, was also dead. 

But his two brothers, Chanda Singh and Jhanda 

Singh, were still alive, as were the sons of Silrmukh 

• Singh, a vassal of the Attariwlila chief, and t~ 
former, in July 1838,· preferred their claim to 

inherit, to Sir George Clerk at the Amballa Agency. 

The question w~s referred for the determination of 
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the Supreme Government, and was decided agaiust . . 
the claimants. The letter of the Secretary to Go-

vetnment, of the 2'.l.tb.Nov~ber 1838, was to the. 

following effect :-

"The claimall.ts are descendants o4Duna.Singh, .. 
"to whom his father Gurbuksh Singh assigned 

" possessions on the northern bank- of the ~lej, 

"IIll1king over to his second son Dhana Singh, 
. . 

'" Firozpltr and its lands as a separate allotmel.t, and 

" a distinct tenure, thus constituting, accordip~ to 
.' . 

" the Hindu Law and Sikh customs, two separate 

" and ~istinct families, • 
- ,. On Dhana Singh's death, this separated POl'- . 

" tion of G6.rhaksh Singh's acqui!ijtions came into 
• " possession of his wife Lachman Kour, 'and, on hill' 

• 
c, decease, lapsed as one of the Protected States to' 

•• the British Government, 

.. The nephews of Dhana Singh have clearly 

.. no right to the separated pOl,tion of their uncle, 

,. and their clai~ to it is disallowed accordingly." 

f9iJ 

• 61 Th' d " d ht dl . r .. a,,;';.'ofGo. . IS eOlSlon was un au e y In accor- ,'"mmelll ill tlUY ca.e 
1 :') . .tt_ • ~"'d, also AlIve ap-
'dance W1CU the acknowledged law regulatlllg su~ p/;'d •• • A. Siale <if 

JA("d. 
cessiol! to Sikh Stll-tes ; but its arguments would 

have applied with equal if' not greater force to the 

case of Jhind, which haq. beea decided in the> 
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preceding year, There, the principality had been 
• 

made over to a second cousin, a member of a 

• family altogether sep~te ad distinct from that 

• of Jhind. Sird;ir BMp Singh, the grandfather of 

the claimant of the Jhlnd llrincip'ality, had founded • • 
the Badruka State, altogether separate Irc1tn that 

of J.~nd, and the suocession t~ which was governed 

by different rules; and not only this, but Karam 

Singh, the father of the olaimant, had again sepa •• 
• 

rated himself, ab!\olutely and entirely, from thl'l 
•• 

Ball.ruka State, and had founded the independent . 

chiefship of B~idpur. so that on the deatk of his 

father the BadrUka property devolved on the 
• second son. If Sirltar Sarup Singh, of Bazldpur, 

a second oQusin ~ R&ja Sangat Singh, was held to 
• 

• liare any title to Jhlnlt, it does not appear on what 

grounds the claim of the nephews oj the chief of 

Firozp1lr was disallowed. The on'ly satisfactory 

explanation Il,ppears to be that, in both cllses, the 

territory was a legitimate esoheat, but the British 

Government did not wish to assume the direct 

Ipanagement of the principality of Jhind, while 

• )'irozpur was a position whioh they had l<1ng desire11 

to obtain as a military P'>st. • 

A;;tl ~f::':{. ~t 62. In the year 1843, the State of Kythal 
%:;~.qf B!Oi Uciai lapselt to Governme1\t. on the qeatq of ~hai Udal 
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. Singh. The pri"nciple which' governed this escheat 

was ~ainly that laid down, in 1837, with reference 

to. the succession of .Jhlnd~)lnd there would be nQ 

necessity to allude to it here, had' not the practice. '. 

of the BhaikiRn family, and the precedent of the 

KakraUa ~oase, s~med to give som: claim to a 

collateral to succeed to ,all the. posseSSiODj of 

heirless members of the family. 

• 
I 

Mai 
J!bagbari, 

1l1818. 

BHAI GURBAKSH SINGH. 

Dbaua 
Singb. 

I 
I 

Karam 
Singh. 
<1.1810. 

I 
I I 

Dm1 ~iDgh, Takbt 
d. 1781. Singb. 

I 

L~l 
Singh. 

d.1818. 
I 

I 
B.biJ 
SiuJ!'b, 
d.1783. 

I U .• Ib ParL8.b Singh. dai Bing , 
d. 1823. d. 1843. 

L. ___ ~----> 

Tole Eyllt4lf-la· 

• 

I 
Sllkha 
Singh. 

I 

Singh. 
d.1800. 

I~ 

I '. Budha 
Singh. 

• I Easaw. 
SioJ!'b,. 

d. 1822. 

I 
Panjab Singb-: Gnlab Sangat 

wed 1836. Singb. SlnB4>. 
L.----v----'--' 

Tho .u...olif"'i1y. • 
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h d h f Bha! Uda I'M tkcUion i. tflU 63. On t e eat 0 i Singh, in c'"" '0110.,<4 "'" nd. 

1843, the only claimants of the estate were Bhais ~;"':::td~:~::::; 
Guhlb Singh and Sangat Si~gh, the' chiefs of ofJh~.:. 
Arnowli, who, for three generations, had been 

'separate from the Kythal branch of the familoy. 

""The two .widows of U dai Singh were, under tl~· 
order·-Of Government of 1837, excluding females 

from successiol!- to the Kyt4al State, incompetent 

~o inh!!rit. 
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The principle laid down in -the Jhind case 
" . 

was followed in that of Kythal; the claim of the 

.A.rnowli branch to su~~d t" the acquisitions. of 

"the common ancestor, Bhai Gillbaksh Singh, was 

admitted, and all subsequent acquisitions were • • 
declared to have lapsed to the British GOj'el'nment. 

~is decisi~n was r"eceived with great dissatis­

fact~on by the Cis-Satlej Rajas, and, in Kythal itself, 

the mllther of the deceased chief, a woman of con- • 

sid~~ble ability, and who had been for years the 

virtual ruler of the State, attempted to oppose it 

by for~e. The Bhai of Arnowli was not so· fortu­

nate as the Sirdar of Bazidpur: for Gt1rba~h 

Singh, the founder of the family, had conquered 
• Q,ut little tArritory, and all the important acquisi. 

" . 
• tiona had been made by Bhais Desu Singh and Lal 

Singh, and consequently lapsed to G~vernment. 

Bhai Gulab Singh, supported by. the MaM .. 

raja of Pattiala aud the Rajas of Nlibha and JWnd, 

insisted on his right to the whole 

by Bhai U dai Singh. 
" 

territory owned 

• 
fi<! proche, 'If I~ • The practice which had prevailld in th? 

B,"""i.. ......a I.. .. · b t . I 
• , .. , •• , I .. "glott of family, and WhICh, m truth, was u ,",0 ence 

collaUrah. 
opposed to law, seemed to give some colour to this 

• claim. Bhai Gdrbaksh Singh divided his territory 
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1 • • equa Iy among his sonS; who each added to his 

share 'of the patrimony, but, in Isbs, it was found 

th;tt 13hai Ul Singh, whom Sir David Ochterlony .. 
• OJ 

(letter 15th November IS11) believed to have. 

received only one hundred villages from his father, 

( and this. was a ~ost exaggerated estlmate), was 

master of the whole territo~y, with. the exc?tion 

of a small portion held by his cousins Karam 

• Singh and 13asawa Singh. TIe had either suc-eeed. 

ed to or taken possession of almost all tltat Ilis 

uncles Takht Singh and 13Udha Singh arld'.his 

eousil\ Gurdit Singh had owned. Nor wls the 

claim of the Arnowli branch weakened by the fact 

tlIat although the 131'itish Government had, in 

IS11, admitted the claim of tl'4l widow of 13hai 
• 

Karam Singh to her husband's patrimony to be 

stronger than that of the cousin 13hai L3J. Singh, 

yet, that on htr death, in ISIS, it had allowed its 

own indefeasible right to claim the escheat, to be 

sct aside in favour of 13hai Partab Singh, a. distant 

collateral. 

• Gulab Singh of Arnowli 

principality was justly disallowe<?, 

The claim of 13hai .. ' . , to the K~thal 
• 

• 

• 

but ~fhat he received of the possessions of his 

ancestor 13hai Gurbaksh Singh, he would certainly 

not have obtained under any TIhldu Government: 

I 99 
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• nor under the Sikh Government of Lahore, to 

whom, under similar circumstances, the ~hole 
estate, ancestral with that recently acquired, 

'" • 0 

••• • would undoubtedly have lapsed . 

• 
CO~CL1"'o".. 64. Thlj chief features of the Sikh law of 
~M ':ttge8 wAic' • • 

"".', .i'e< Ill< ..... "". succeSSIon to chlefships, as it existed alio dIe time 
at"'" of eM Patljdhj . 

ie .. introducedoJw tll< of t,first Siklt war bHore the British Govern. 
Brita" Go~nt,. ' 
iriefly .. ticed. ment, by the compUlsion of circumstances and by 

constd£ll'ations of policy, had assumed the direct 

management of the Panjab proper, and had com· 
o • 

pletely revised the terms of its connection with the 

Cis.Satlej States, have now been considered, The 

scope of this treatise, which is rather historical 
• than legal, is too limited to include the law and 

the preced~ts wTllch have grown up since 1849, 
• • sontetimes in opposition to the practice which 

formerly prevailed, but more often in modification 

of it. It will not, however, be useress to notice, 

with the utmost briefness, the more notable 

changes which have been introduced by the direct 

action of the British Government. 

;>ri ... g .. iI.". • 65. So early II.'! 1813, on the occasion of tM 
- death of Raja Bhlig Singh of Jhlnd, thll Govern";" 

ment had declared the rule of primogenitUJll! to be 

in forae in that family. In 1837, when it was again 

necessary for the-Government of India to determine 
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> 

the succession to·the princiP~ty of 'Jhlnd, it was 
-. . 

ruled that primogeniture was to be held to prevail 

in the four States ot: Pattilila, Nabha, Jhlnd and. . . 
Kythal, and that, on failure of sons, 'the nearest male. 

heir .should succeed, to the exclusion of females; a . ~ 

collateDaI.,however, possessing a right to no more 

than had been held by the aommon ,ancestor }Jom 

whom he derived his claim. The Court of ~iree­

. tors, in the same year, extended the title of" the 
. . 

collateral to all other possessions which had not 
•• been acquired by grant from the British Govern-

ment er its predecessors. • 

• (OJ. 

, 66. In 1851, on the motion of the :Board of 1la/u 1..4 Jow. &g 
Qo1!~w. 1851 

Administration, the Supreme Government sane-' regordi,ng .. u..''''?~ 
• nctu6lO" 10 pqJ,tidGrt 

tioned the following rules regardin"" collateral ."? .... i. tie Ci.-6.,. •. ~. I'.i 6tatu. 

succession to patUddri shares in the Cis-Satlej • 

States, including almost all the minor chiefships.-
) 

.. Your Board have requested that a distinct 

.. rule should be laid down by the Government • 

.. respecting the succession to such shares on which 

cc conflicting decisions have hitherto been given by 
• • .. ;.' the sev~ral officers in charge from time to time. • 

• 
.. .Mter careful con~deration of the whole 

"question. aided by the documents whic\l have 

.. recently been submitted, His LQrdship has come. 
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II to the conclu~ion that the following rules e):ioul4 

.. be finally adopted for the regulation of succession 

... to horsemen's shares IIobove.mentioned:-

" (1.) That no widow shall succeed. . 
"(2.) 'rhat no descendant 1n the felI¥lle line • 

.. B~ll inherit .. 
• 

"(3.) That, on failure of a. direct male heir, 

.. a. ~ollateral male heir may succeed if the common • • 

.. ancestor of the deceased aud collateral claimant 
• • 

.. ~as in 'possession of the share at, or since, the 

" period, 1808-9, when our connection with tile Cis- • 

.. Satlej territory first commenced. 

"III. On a former occasion, the Governor 
• ': General ~xpressed an opinion that each question 

• "of succession should be governed by a reference 

" to the status of 1808.9. It was.intended that 

" the right of possession should be recognized liS 

" belonging to those who were in possession of the 

" property in 1808-9, lind that the right of succcs· 

" sion to such property should be conceded not 

I, only to such male heirs, but also to the collateral . . . . ~, 
0" IT.ale heirs of those who wel"e sO m pOiisesslOn m 

• "or since that year. The rule is liberi1i. No 

" N aUve State would concede so great lin indulgence 

• .. as to allow sdccession to collaterals at all j while 
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II to give efl'ect t\l tllat rule from the period of our 

" first connection with the country: forty years ago, 

e, pf course increases the indulgence by extendin~ . " 

n its advantnges toa greater number • 

.. IV. The limitation of the rule to the date 

".180()'9js just ;nd reasonable; for, fr the right of 

" succession to any share were gralilted to tht;Jiolla • 

.. teral heirs of the person who originally obtained 

.. it, at however remote a period, great difficnlties 

" would arise in the determination of such" rights. 

" Your Board state, in reply to a question 'put to 

" yoe, that you consider it practicable to aspertain 

.. correctly the possessions of 1808.9. 
> 

.. V. This rule clearly laid down will govern 

.. the majority of cases whic~ occ~r, and His 
) 

.. Lordship does not see any necessity for esta~li§h • 
• 

.. iug an absolute rule in the case of largo estates. 

" Each case may, without any difficulty, and with 

e' great advantage, be determined upon its own 

.. merits as it arises. His Lordship would, howo 

n ever, remark generally that consideration of the 
, n custom of families should have a preponderating 

• 
" or influllJlce in the decision of suoh cases. , 

• • 
:.' VI. Though the> rule now laid down may 

e, be at variance with the course which has been 
• 

~'actually taken in many cllslls, the GoverJl~ 



109. LA'I'I" OJ' INnlntlTANclJ . " 

" General would, by no means, disturb the decision. . . 
.. which have been given." All parties who have 

" received possession fr~m a ;J3ritish officer sho11.1d 

II retain it for tIieir own lives, except females, who 
II should receive pensions instead." 

III • 

Bupplimlftloryl"la 67. It soon appeared that these rufes·would, .oacI ..... btl u ........ 
.... ~ • inl!l!;tain cases, be aifficult to apply, and. in 

January 1852, the following supplementary rules 
• 

'Were proposed and approved ;-

.. fl.) That a specific order of Govemment, 

even though opposed to the principles an~ rules , 
now proposed, shall avail, in favor of the party 
concemed and his lineal male heirs. • 

(2.) 'fhat the mere fact of a female having 
° • beel!. in possession in 1808·9 shall not avail to 

stop succession, or to invalidate successions that 
may have taken eft'act. This rule 'not to extend 

to females, who, since 1808·9, have succeeded 

to shares, unless they should have so suoceeded with 

the knowledge and sanotion, or under the orders, 

of the Politioal Agent. • 
• • -r ° (3.) That the official and recorded dliClarationO 

• of the Political Agent as to the person in possession 

in 1808.9, shall be accepted without question, 

'a"nd thesuocessid!l oontinued acoording1y. 
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(4.) That • alienations by a jagfrdar or patti-
• dar, of portions of his holding, shall neither be 

ofticially recognized llor otficially recorded. • 
• 

(5.) That one or more sons of a common' 

ancestor, in posl',IlSsion'in 1808·9, beWg entitled to 
• tke whol.! share possessed by such common ances-

tor, shall be held, and be ileclared; responsil;ie for 

the maintenance of widows left by deceased bro-
) 

, thers, who, had they lived, would have sh&rllli with 

such son or 80ns. 

(6.) That private exchanges of shares daring 

times 'past, be recognized, provided that rra;dulent 

btent be not established. 
. 

(7.) That parties who have had no specified 
> 

possession since 1808-9, have no valid c'laim e\tller 

to share or pension. 

(8.) That the Settlement Officer, on tbe Civil 

side, shall take co~ce of claims to recovery 

of shares of which the claimants may have been 

wrongfully dispossessed, subject to the provisions 

.of the statute of limitations. 

• 

(9.): That the enquiry shall not extend inOO' 

posseSJions of the zaildArs or dependants of an 

individual Sirdar during the lifetime of such 

SirdAr. 
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(10.) That on 1he estate tf such Sirdar 

lapsing, the possessions of his zaildars sh~ll be 

• enquired into, ascertained and recorded, and that 
• • • 

• from and after· the date of lapse of the Sirdar's 

estate, lapses of the zaildan' shares and successions 

to the same ~all follow the fh'st imd secon~ of the • • 
rules prescribe~ by the prders of Government, No • 

• 
461, of 12th February 1851. 

Gp.,rl~."' .. ""' ....... f "68. In Febmary 1853, the Government sane., 
ODl!l'rn .. ~ I.. • 

{':i.": :~ '~:::'::.'!. tioned more liberal pensions for widows, but mled, 
• • 

with regard to male heirs who had succeeded to 

widows in possession in 1808.9, that theYoShould 

retain such estates for their respective lives only. 

In June l-853, the Supreme Government 

Jeceived ~om the Court of Directors a despatch 
• 

• 

relative to the rules sanctioned for pattid4ri estates, 

generally approving of the same, an<\ objecting only 

to the admission of collateral branches to succeed, 

provided they were descended from the individual 

who was in possession in 1808.9; and to the exclu. 

sion of widows, extending even to those still in 

possession • 

The Court sanctioned, however, the ;~ passed 

with .reference to co11atero1s, but ruled that the 

widows in poslijlssion should not be disturbed, and 
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that . those wh~ had heen' dispossesed should 

receive pensions equal to the net ;evenue of their 

estates, deducting copunutation fixed for all service. 

due from them. 
. 

New rules Wire accordingly fram~ with regard 
• tct the pe!tsions of widows, which were approved by 

the C~urt of Directors, who directed that JridowlI 

who had been in possession for less than seven leal'S 

should receive pensions equal to the full vaJ.ue of 

their estates. 
~ 

1107 

• 
(19, Meanwhile a question had arisen as to n. ~o.. '!f 

• fDidOtN ~ to Jif 
how far a subsequent decrease in the l'evenue of the l':oporlionall!l di ... -

. flI.tMd if tI'l! revellu. 

I d t t ' uld -'" t tl ,. f tt' of tIM , ....... d ,,'al. r"sume esa e SlIO =ec Ie penSlOns 0 pa a- .... ... allw t.a • .\acI 

d ···d d 't ul .l th th . 6 .... "' • ..wI, ar, Wl ows, an 1 was r eue at e penslOn -
• should be proportionately decreased: as it • W'IlS 

granted only as an equivalent for the actual value· 

of the estate, -.vhich was subsequently discovered 
to have been over-estimated. 

70, A cbaI:ge in the policy of Government . TM,.rlg.t '!f adop-
tion co.cedm to ~". 

with reference to escheats has, of late years, taken pri_c'p.' eMf/., 

·place. With a desire to see the Native States per-
• • ·petuated! the Government bas granted to the mODe 

illlpor~nt Chiefs and R~jas the right of adoption 

in default of male issue. Sanads of adoptiQIl were 

granted to the Mahliraja of PattiaIa, and the Raj8~ 
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of lhlnd· and Ntibha on the 5t~ of May ~860, 
• conferring on these chiefs and their heirs for ever, 

Ifhenever male issue !JligJ1t fail, the right of &dop­

.ting a successor" from among the descendants of 
the PhUlkitin family. If, h@wever, at any time, any 

one of these ttree chiefs should di~ withoit oad0Pr 

ing a succeSllor,. then it • would still be open to the 

tfo re~aining chiefs, in concert with the Cdmmis. 

,ionE!!." or Political Agent of the British Govern. , 
• ment, to select a successor from among the member. 

of the·PhUlkian family, but in that case, a flazrlrtul 

or fin; equal to one.third of the gross Q,1lIIual 

revenue of the State wu to be paid to the Briti~h 

Government. " 

" 
On th'l5th 1rarch 1862, a Sanad of adoption 

° wuOgranted to Raja Ranbir Singh of Kapurthalla, 

and during the same month to the Raja of Farid. 

kot, the Sirdlir of Kalaia, Raja r:tej Singh, and 

Sirdlir Shamsher Singh Sindhanw8.1ia. 

no Q~ 71. The Panjab Government was desirons 
;::::.,: I"."=:; of substituting, if possible, the law of primogeni. ,,,../);9',.;,. ... Sa aU 
.. - tllra for tbe various usages which regulated he~ 

iitar)' succession to conquest and ordinll!Y ja,,"irlooo" 

held in perpetnity. The "Governor General.(letter 

12th May 1860) agreed with the Panjab Govern-

"ment that primogeniture should be encouraged, 
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• 
but llirected that no alteration, in tlie rule of 

inheritance should be made in a family unless with 

tHe consent of its head and of the chief member!f 
• 

interested. The Panjab Government ( Circular' 

No. 636 of 25th May 1860) directed.. its Commis-• • 

silmers t<f explain to the several chiefs the advan-

tages ~f primogeniture u: the mamtellanc~ of the 

• l>ower and importance of chiefships, and in caSlfi; 
~ 

, where chiefs were willing to accept the ~le as 

binding upon them, to draw up a formal deed, ., . . 
which should alone be of force to determine the 

legal transmission of such jagirs.The suc(,~ss of 

tile Government.proposal was very partial. A con· 

siderlrlile number of chiefs and jagirdars admitted 
• the advantage of the rule of primog~ture, and 

• 
executed deeds binding themselves to observe it,. 

but a large number were unwilling to adopt it, 
• principally out of consideration for their younger 

sons, who would be reduced to a mere maintenance, 

or be entirely dependent on the elder brother 

for support. 
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